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PRESIDENTIAL DEZEATE BRIEFING BOOK
n

Policy and National Security
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ad and persistent complaint in this country

bout US foreign policy under the Carter

d on is that it lacks coherence and corsgsistency.
The various strands of policy are unrelz:ied to one another,
it is said, and the US lurches from one agproach to
another. The Administration has flip-fliomped on the
withdrawal of US troops from South Korea, the neutron

bomb, the Soviet brigade in Cuba and Iranian policy.

a
1

nr—

The Republican Platform has charged: For three and one
half years the Carter Administraticn has given us a
foreign policy not of consistency and credibility, but

of chaos, confusion, and failure. It hazs procduced an
imege of our country as a vacillating and reactive nation,
unable to define its place in the world, the goals it
seeks, or the means to pursue them.” "No failure of the
Administration has been so catastrophic as its failure

of leadership,”" concludes the GOP Platform.

1y N

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

When I took office almost four yvears ago, our Nation
was facing a series of problems around the world -- in
southern Afica, the Middle East, in our relations with
our NATO allies, and on such tough gquestions as nuclear
proliferation, SALT II negotiations, the Panama Canal

icn

ct

treaty, human rights, and world poverty. My Administra

has directly, openly and publicly addressed these ang

other difficult and controversial issues, some of which

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

debate, discussion, and probing was inevitable. My goal

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

find solutions that are meaningful, bealanced, and lasting.




I hzve 2 vision of a2 more -<ust, movre securse =nd

=3
0
"
W

steble world from which I have not wavzred, azand o

M -

h my Acministration has directed 2ll its efforts.

%
1y
Vs
[ @]

I pelieve an enduring world order means & world
cepable of peaceful change -- not a "étatus guo” world --
beceuse change is and will continue to be for the fore-
seeable future a constant in internestional =
neve Dbeen striving for a strong, confident and progressive
America leading the non-communist worlé in devising
peeaceful solutions to our many challences. I want an
international order which recognizes the basic human rights
of each individual, and which understands and responds to
the deep strivings of all peoples for a decent life, for
food ‘and education for their families, for democratic

government and for hope for a better future.

Unlike my opponent, Governor Reagan, I do not believe

1

a2 lasting world order is achievable bv substituting the

[to}

threat of intervention for diplcmacy, by sucgesting that

we guarantine thcse nations which challenge our interests,

or by seeking to regain an unachlevable military "superioritv”

at unimaginable cost. I understand the need for a strong

and powerful military 1in the present unstable international
siﬁuation. And, let there be no mistake; if our wvital
‘national interests are threatened, I wili use force to
protect ﬁhem. But, I will not order American troops into

combat whenever there is an international disturbance that

is not to our liking.
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Unlike CGovernor =eazcan, I would not zoandcn the

e —

arms control process, which has taken sO Tanv vears to

construct. That would be the ccnseguence of his acdament

(8]
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ion to the SALT II Treaty. I believe arms control,

r<

p-+

ike our military forces, can contribuie to our securit
zand I will continue to pursue bzlanced, verifiable arms

limitations agreements.,
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I believe progress 1S bein

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

Administration's policies have fit 1into this broader
vision:

he first time in many

t

America 1s at peace. For

yvears, my Administration has seen no engagement of
Zmerican forces in combat. I am deeply proud of this
fact. We all know the provocations have been many and the

temptation to use force strong: we could have engaged

in hostilities acainst Iran. But, I have chosen the
course of patience and calmness. We attempted the

rescue mission, and I belileve this attempt was necessary.
But, it was an attempt to free our fellow citizens; 1t
was not a military action.

America 1is strong and growing stronger. My

Aédministration has increased US real defense spending and
successfully encouraged our NATO allies to do the same;
we have launched the NATO Long-Term Defense Program, and
we have agreed with our allies to deploy new missiles in

Europe; we have developed the Rapid Deployment Force to



Trotect our vital 1nterests wherever they may be
threatened. Contrary to the irresvonsible charges

\

of the Republican Party, the United S

{r

-
—

M

s hés not

-
=

become militarily inferior, "second tc cone" &as Governor
Feagan likes to cquip. We are maintaining military
eguivalence with the Soviet Union. The long-term trends
do show steady growth in Soviet military power, and we
must continue our efforts over the lcng haul to preserve
a stzble balance. Ve will dc so.

s a complement to our cefiense program, I have sicned

the SALT II Treaty to limit Soviet strategic forces while

(9]

zllowing the US to continue all its essential strategi
modernization programs. The SALT Treaty, because 1t zddés
to American security, while contributing to nuclezr

stability, 1s one of the most impertant agreemeﬁts of the

decade. I am determined to seekx its ratification.

American 1s providing leaderéhip in a time 0of challence.
I have met in five summits, and innumerzable bilateral
meetings with Western leaders to develop and coordinate
policies to deal with the enormous eccnomiC and energy
oroblems that confront the industrialized econcomies. The
United States has played a leading role in stimulating and
developing the North-South dialogue and in reaching agree-
ment in the Multilateral Trade Negotiations. We have led
the Western response to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan.
I have stated that the United States will use 21l means

necessary, including the use of military force, to protect



our vital interests on the Persian Gulf. The West
looks to the United States to provide leadership, and

we are doing so.

tmerica 1is broadening and deepening its relationships

n

with the Third World. One of my proudest achievements is

the normalization of relations with the People's Republic
of China, while preserving a firm relationship with the

ople of Taiwan. Since normalization, the benefits

4O
o

e

of formal dipleomatic relations with China have become
clear. Trade, travel and, most of all, the security and
stabilify of the Pacific region is greater now than at
any time in this century. &And, for the first time, the

nited States has good relations with both China and

U
Japan.

We also contributed to and supported the settlement of
the war in Rhodesia which led to the birth of the new
ration of Zimbabwe. 2As a result of our strong support
for majority rule in Africa, we are once agaln on good

terms with that continent.

America is once again in the forefront in the pursuit

of human richts. When I became President, I emphasized

our commitment as a nation to human rights as a funcamental

tenet of our foreign policy. We have sought to stand



r

behind ta

n

ic principles of respect for the individual,
for fair trials, for political liberty, and for econcmic

and social justice. Our human richts pclicies have

W

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

in Afirica, Latin America and Asia.

America 1s contributing to peace. 2merica has given

leadership in the peaceful resclution of recional tensions.

I have mentioned our role in promoting the settlement in

Zimbabwe. In addition, my Administration has contributed

to peace in other ways.

-— In March 1979, Prime Minister Begin and President

Sadat signed the'Israel—Egypt peace treaty at the
White House. Israel has finally gained peace with
its largest Arab neighbor. A framework for a
comprehensive peace has been established. Within
the framework agreed to by Israel and Egypt, the
United States is committed -and determined, more
than ever, to help them in their negotiations.
I am determined to preseverein this long and
arduous road, because I believe a just and stable
peace for all the people cof the Middle East lies
at the end of it.

-— In Latin America, in the Panama Canal Treaties,

we have recognized the deep feeling of the



Panamanian people, while retaining essential
security rights to the United States. I believe
those treaties have done more to strengthen U.S.
influence in Latin America than any other step

we could haQe taken. With the Panama Canal
Treaties, together with our firm advocacy of human
rights, we have forged a new, more encduring basis
for our relations with our fellow Americans in

the Southern Hemisphere.

My opponent seems to believe that the challenges facing
us today are simple -- and so are the answers. I think
Governor Reacanis looking backward to a simpler world
where America was the only super-power, and global inter-

dependence was a thing of the future.

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

challences are incredibly complex: think of developing

’.l.

and coordinating a global energy policy; think of forging
workable relationships with the emerging nations of Africa
and Asia; think of leading an Alliance of 15 proud,

sovereign natiomss with diverse interests and. foreign

policies. .

True leadership is not bulling one's way through these
problems, compelling others to accept solutions made-in-

America. That way leads to failure and animosity. I



believe leadership reguires a willingnéss to tackle our
problems head-on, but with an understanding of the need
to compromise, to acjust to the pcssible, the attainable.
Anéd, yes, leadership recuires the courage to recognize
mistakes, and to change policies where necessary. That

is the kind of leadership I have tried to cgive.

I believe deeply, honestly, that my vision of a
better world is attainable. I have directed all myv
energies towards attaining that goazl, and I will continue

to do so.
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Future Goals

D

. What are vour top foreign policy and nstional security
priorities for a second term?

Eow would these be different from Governor EReacan's?
Fesoonse

As with my first term, I will continue to &dcéress the’

h

difficult and controversial issues which cenfront our nation.

In doing so I have no intention of lookinc for easv solutions
or cuick fixes. Rather, I will continue tc seek solutions
that are meaningful and lasting and in the long-term interests
of the United States.

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

e First, we will continue, as we have over the past

four vears, to build America's militarv strercth and strong

defense and economic relations with our allies and friendés.

e Second, we will continue to demonstrate to the Soviet

-

(

‘nion that a price will be paid for 1ts refusal to abide by

the accepted norms of international conduct. At the same time,

we will make it clear to the Soviet Union that we seek no return
0 the Cold War, no indiscriminate confrontation. "The choice
is the Soviet Union's, we will respond to either.

e Third, we will remain deeply committed to the process

of mutual ané verifiable arms control and the effort to nrevent

the spread and further development of nuclear weapons. I 1intend.
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To pusnh for the ratification of the SALT II Treaty at the
ezrliest opportunity. This acreement is in our national
interests. We are more secure with it than without it.

e Fourth, we will pursue an active divlomacv in the

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

]
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resolve regional conflicts and to promote peace -- in the

Migacle East, and Persian Gulf, southern Africa, Central

Zmerica, the Eastern Mediterranean.

e TFifth, we will strive to resolve pressing international

economic problems -- particularly energy and inflation -- and

'O

continue to pursue our still larger objective of global economic

growth throuch expanded trade and development assistance.

I

e Finallv, and underlving all that we do, we will

continue vigorcusly to suvbport the process of building democratic

institutions and improving human rights protection around the world

The objectives I have outlined are in sharp contrast
to those that could be pursued by Governor Reacan:

e Unlike mv opponent, I do not believe & lasting world

order is achievable by substituting the threat of intervention for

dinlomacy, by suggesting that we quarantine those nations which

challenge our interests, or bv seeking to regain an unachievable

military superiority at an unimaginable cost.

e Unlike my opoonent, I do not believe we are a weak and

floundering nation, dismissed with contempt by our enemies,




abandoned by our allies ancé sinking inte decline as & rmasor

ocower. Rather, I know our resolve 1is steady, our military
is powerful, our alliances are strong and we are gaining new
friends among the young nations of the world.

e Unlike my opponent, I do not believe we can return to

an earlv day when Imerican interests went unchallenced in the

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

of unegual wealth, and uneven resources. It is & world of
upheaval and unrest and will be for decades to come. But, as a
powerful and self-confident nation, we can live with a good dezal
of turmoil in the world while we protect our interests and be

a friend to those who seek abnew life free fxrom tvranny.

e Unlike mv opponent, I would not return us to the davs

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

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

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

will continue to insist, through our acticns and our wcrds,

=~

that the Soviet Union respect the lecitimate interests of other

e Unlike my opponent, I would not accuse our allies cf

neutralism or accommodation with the Soviet Union. Leading an

alliance of proud sovereign nations reguires tact, patience and
understanding. We and our allies share profound political,
security and economic interests, but we must never forget that

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

must lead, not dictate.
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e Unlike my opponent, I would not Jjeowmar

That

the

SALT II
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relationship with the People's Republic of Ch b
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with the form of our good relations with the pecrple
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Lalwan.,

Our new relationship with China is clearly in our national

interest and contributes to the peace and security of the Pacific

region.

e 2nd, finally, unlike my opponent,

I would not Jettison

as

ry

human rights a fundamental objective of U.S.

foreign policvy.

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

honoring the ideals of our heritage.
I do not believe the American people share

a world filled with

)]

Reagan's view of the future,
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Governor

and unrest and cdamacing selifi-doubts abcut our military caepabality
ané strencth. My vision is different. It is based on reality,
and filled with faith and an unbending determination to achieve

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

that 1is stroncg and secure. Above all, I want us
the founders of our nation meant us to become =--

freedom, peace and hope throuchout the world.

to be what

a svmbol of
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Military Sumerioritv vs. Essential Eguivalence

After accusing vour Administration of permitting the
Soviet Union to achieve military superiority, the
Republican Platform states "We will build toward a
sustained defense expenditure suificient to clocse the

gar with the Soviets, and ultimately reach the position
of military superiority that the Emerican people cdemand."”

Would you comment on this Republican defense objective
and contrast it with vour own national security obiectives?

Response

My Administration is dédicated to the maintenance

[tU

of a military force that is second to none. Unlike

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

American military superiority over the Soviet Union.

The truth is that military superiority for either
side is a military and economic impossibility =-- if the
other is determined to prevent it. There can be no return

to the davs of the American nuclear monopolyv. There can

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

thinking of the highest order to assume that the Soviets
would drop out of a nuclear arms race early, or that
they would shrink from imposing additional, even
unimaginable hardships on their civilian society, in
order to stay in the race.

As superficially attractive as the goal of
across-the-board su?remacy may be, commen sense tells us

that:
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@ It would mean the end cf arms control. By

definition, strategic superiority &nd arms
control are incompatible -- a race to
superiority is an attempt to achieve a real

military advantace, one which the lcsing party

s

woulé never accept in a formal arms control
agreement. We will not negotiate Zrom a position

of inferiority, and neither will the Scviets.

@ It would mean an uncontrolled, cpen-endeg, and

enormously expensive arms race. The sums

involved would be huge even in absolute terms,
let alone in the face of the Republican's propcsed

30 percent tax cut.

® It would mean that we would have to skimp on

conventional forces, where we need to improve,

2and to concentrate on a race in strateglic weapons.

s It would channel the competition into the most

dangerous arena -- the one mcst likely to lead

to nuclear war, namely strategic arms.

Gov. Reagan's impulse for military superiority must

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

In the real world, meeting our defense needs 1is not a matter
of taking everything we have and increasing it by 10 percent
or 20 percent or 40 percent. There is no magic formula.

There is no guick fix.



My 2ZAcministration will preserve our national security.

We will improve our capabilities as necessary to maintai

o}

the military balance that exists today between the United

States and the Soviet Union. We will centinue to make

steady and sustained increases in defense spending to

build the capabilities we need. We will buy only the

weapon systems that best serve our needs, not every

glamorous weapon system that comes along. We will continue

to seek eguitable and verifiable arms control acreements --

like the SALT II Treaty -- to limit the ¢rowth in Soviet

militarv power, and to avoid spending resources

unnecessarily in an uncontrolled stratecic arms race.
Prudence -- not impulse -- is the hallmark of a strong

and a sane national security policy. Military power

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

international problems. Nor can it make the world over

according to our design. I understand this reality;

Gov. Reagan does not.




Gov. Reagan on Military Suveriority

In January, Reacan called for an immediate "mllltary
buildup aimed at restoring our militar} supericrity."
(Rutland-Herald, January 14 1980) This same proposal was
later incorporated in the ReDu ican platfiorm.

Wnile he called for an immediate buildup aimed at military
superiority, Jjust four days earlier, Reagan outlined the dancers

0% his impending stand.

"What I have said is that our defenses must be whatever
is necessary to ensure that the potential enemy will never
dare attack you. Now, 1if that i1s eguivalence or 1f that 1is
superiority, vou must have the degree to know that vou are
seafe. I could see if you really strive for an obviocus
superiority then you may tempt the other side into being
afraid and vou continue escalating on both sides...”

Boston Globe
January 13, 1380

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

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

Veterans of Foreign Wars
Aucust 18, 1980

Two days later he stated:
Since when has 1t been wrong for America to aim to be
first in military strength? How 1s American military superiority

"dangerous?"

American Legion
August 20, 1980
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Militarv Balance

Q. Your Administration has been accused of zli
military balance with the Soviet Union to & orate
to a position of US inferiority and ushering a period
of grave danger to US interests around the world. The
Secretary of Defense has said that even with the post-
Afghanistan defense spending increzses, it would
reguire 40 vears to catch up to Soviet expenditures.

cwing the
eteri
in

How do vou view the trends -- and the implications of
these trends -- in the mllluary balance? Z2Are we,
in fact, number two today in military strength as

Governor Reagan has charged?

And, Go you believe that our security over the next
several vears would have been ‘helped or hurt if vyour
Acdministration had moved more aggressivelv on
production of such weapons as the neutrcn bomb,

B-I, MX and Trident II?

Response

The charge that the United States hes fazllen into a

pesition of military inferioritv is false. Those who

. <)
claim that the United States is weak, thet the United

States cannot carry out its objectives, .nat the United

tates cannot deter conflict, and it cannoit win a

conflict ~- I think thev do a disservice. Wwe have verv

substantial capabilities. The Soviets are aware of it.

"Over the past 20 years, the military forces of the
Soviets have grown substantially, both in zbsolute numbers
and relative to our own. Discounting inflation, since 1960,
Soviet military spending has doubled, rising steadily in
real terms by three or four percent a year.

These Soviet efforts would put the USSR in a mcst

advantageous military position if we do not counter their

programs with force improvements of our cwn. We will not

allow any other nation to cgain military superioritv over us.
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In the stratecic areaz, the Scvists have rezched oaritv

with us. By some measures, we are anead; by others, the
Soviets are ahead. We have, for example, thousands more
warheads than the Soviets do. They have more intercontinental

ballistic missile paylcad. We have more submarine-launched
ballistic missile pavlocad. We have a better balanced
strategic cepabilitv because we have bombers on alert.

We have roughly half of our submarine-launch ballistic
missiles deployved at all times. They have an edge in
land-based ICBMs. So, the balance in these terms is

reasonably even.

What is alsc clear, however, 1s that in strategic

nuclear forces, the Soviets have come frcocm a position of

substantial inferiority 15 vears ago to one of parity todav.

Their forces have improved in guality as well as numbers.

The Soviets have a potential for strategic advantacge, if we

fall to respond with adequate procrams cf our own.

We are resvonding. Today the United States is encaced

in the most comprehensive militarv modernization program

-

since the early 1960s.

In the strategic area, we are moving ahezd on

strengthening all three legs of our Triad of land-based

missiles, submarine-launched missiles and bombers. Four

vears ago there 'was no program for a survivable mcbile
ICBM. Four years ago the Trident missile submarine
program was bogged down in contractor disputes and way

behind schedule. Four years ago there was no long-range,
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air-launched cruise missile procram. Four vears ago,

the only major propcsal to modernize our bomber force

was the BE-1. We cancelled this prooram because it was
clear then -- and it is even clearer today -- that it would
have been dangerously vulnerable to improving Soviet

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

a waste of money.

My Administration has also taken steps to reverse a

decade of decline in the military strength of the

Atlantic Alliance.

-- When I first began to meet with Atlantic Alliance
leaders almost four years ago, I found them very troubled
by the state of our military strength in the Atlantic
Alliance. I promised to raise our own level of defense
spending in real terms by some three percent per year and
our NATO 2llies responded by making the same pledge.

-- With American leadership, NATO also took the crucial
step of adopting a bold Long-Term Defense Program which
will extend over 15 years. That program is helping us

to increase our capacity to deter or defeat any surprise
atﬁack that may be launched against our Eurcpean Allies
and therefore againsﬁ ourselves.

-~ Last year, the Alliance agreed to respond to Soviet
nuclear missile and bomber deployments by modernizing

and upgrading our long-range theater nuclear forces with
572 PERSHING Ii missiles and ground-launched cruise missiles.

Today, this program is underway and on schecdule.
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resoonding in a cdetermined an
' v

the military competition pcsed bv the

fashion to
Never in the history cf the Alliaznce has its military

than 1t is tcdav.

of

solidarityv been creater
chacs 1in Iran ané the Soviet invasion

The recent
Afghanistan have emphasized that the challences to our

vital interests and our securilitv are not ccnfined to one
that we need

It has also demonstrated

geocraphlic area.
to correct deficiences in our conventional power projection

The United States must be able to respond

capabilities.
guickly and effectively to military challences anywhere

in the world.
Power projection is not new for the United States, but
a

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

in a systematic and significant enhancement of
trouble

capabilities to move forces rapidly to distant

spots.
Four vears aco, we did not have acdeguzte capability

in far way places such as the

to resnond to threats
Persian Gulf region as guicklv and effectively as our

Our intensified effort involves =z

interests recuired.
including creation of RDF,

number of different programs,

prepositioning the weapons and supplies for Marine troops
increasing

and Air Force tactical fighters in the region,

our naval presence in the Indian Ocean, galning access

to key port and airfield facilities in the area.



We all hope and work andé pray that we will see a
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world in which the weapc war are no lcnger necsssary,
but now we must deal with the hard facts, with the world
as it is. In the dangerous and uncertaln world of today,

the kevstone of our national security is still military

strength -- strength that is clearly recocgnized by

)}

Americans, by our Allies, and by any potential adversary.

As long as I am President, I am determinec to maintain

that strencth.




Ov. Reagan on the Military Balance

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

Chicago Council on
Foreign Relations
March 17, 1980

"At the time (1965) we led the Soviet Union in about 40
strategic military categories. Tocay, they lead us in a2ll
but 6 or 8 and may well surpass us in thecse if present trends
continue."

Veterans of Foreign Wars
August 18, 1980



Deferse Spencing

an platform accuses vour Acdministration
i cuts in US defense spending." They
that vou have reduced defense spending by
over $38 billion from President Ford's last Five
Year Deiense Plan and have underfunded a great
number of unglamorous Defense activities such as
research and development, manpower, the reserves,
just to name a few areas.

.

How do you respond to these charges?

Also, how will it be possible to maintain 3-5%
real growth through 1985 in the defense budcet,

as you have promised, in light of ¢rowing public
support for stemming public spending and the great
difficulties in cutting back domestic programs?

Response: I am eager to compare my deiense record of steady,

sustained increase over the last four vears with the

record of underinvestment and decline durinc the

previous elight vears of two Republican Administrations.

Governor Reagan is fond of comparing the real

accomplishments of myv Administraticn with President

Ford's FY 1978 budget, submitted after his defeat at

the polls left Republican officials free to propose

a2 budget that would neither have to be defended bhefore

Congress nor executed; that would n@t have to meet the

tests of affordability and consistency. TFor example,
that bogus lame-duck document propoéed twice as many
ships per year as the average number authorized during
the previous seven vears.

In contrast the real Republican record, from

fiscal years 1970 through 1977, shows that outlays for




defense in constant dollars -- the measure of how much
we are actually spending for defense -- declined every
vear. During the eight vears prior to my Administration

defense spending declined in real terms -- after

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

reguests to Congress declined over $30 billion in the
eight vears before FY 1978.

Eight consecutive vears of decline cannot be

reversed overnight. We are now taking corrective action

to reverse the shrinking size of our Navy, the increasing
vulnerability of our intercontinental ballistic missile
force, the growing obsolescence of our tanks and

armored personnel carriers.

When my commitment to national security is evaluated

under the appropriate measure of defense expenditures --

outlays -- the record reveals that ocutlays rcse steadily

from just over $134 billion in FY 1878 to almost $147 billi

in FY 1981 -- over 10% real crowth in constant 1881

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

current Five-Year Defense Procram, defense spending will
have increased, over the eight years of my Administration,

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

have sent to Congress will involve a cumulative real
increase of almost $150 billion above the last budget

veat of the Ford Administration.
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Moreover, my Administration is the first 2éministration
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to commit itself to protecting the level of rea

defense spending from the effects of inflatiorn. This

commitment underscores my cetermination to preserve the

Defense procgram in the face of unforeseen events such as

0il price rises and the cost of expancded military

= i

operations in the Indian Ocean.

I intend to carry out my current five-ysar plan.

"3

The most wasteful and self-defeating thing that we

could do would be to start this necessary program, then

alter it or cut it back after a vear oOr two when such an

action might become politically attractive. It would also

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

to the American people billions of dollars in unnecessary

and unneecded programs. Although Governor Reacan has been

o%

very imprecise about how much his defense program woul

Pk by
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cost, the plans outlined in the Republican Platfcorm wo

cost this nation over $50 billion annuallv by 1985 zbove

the substantizl increases I have planned.

The defense program I héve proposed for the next five
vears will reguire some sacrifice -- but sacrifice that
we must afford. I am confident that the American peobple
understand the threats our country faces, and-will support

this program.

he



Reacan has never wavered frcm his strong support of
increased delense spending. Reagan and the Republican
party call for a military buildup to attain military
superiority. By encaging in an arms race with the Soviets,

Reagan believes that we can use our economic might to
defeat the Russians.

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

New York Post
May 29, 19795

However, neither Reagan nor
made it clear how thev would fund
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"...I've always believed that deiense is scmething in
which you do not make the determination (of a budget)--
it's made for you by your possible opponent."

Washincton Post
April 20, 1280

t would appear that Readan would rely on Reagan-Kemp-
Roth to provide the needed revenues for the military build-up:

"We would use the increased revenues the federal
government would get from this tax decrease to rebuild our
defense cagabilities.”
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When pressed for figures on how much would be necessary to
achieve military supperiority, Reagan avoids specifics.

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

National Journal Interview
March 9, 1980



Gov. Reagan on Defense Spending

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

"(Secretary Brown) argues that defense spending dropped
more than 35% between 1969 and 1976 under Republic adminis-
trations, and it has risen 10% under (the Carter) administration.
The truth is that defense spending did go down between 1969
and 1975--and may I point out for the record that it went down
by six percent not 35 percent as Mr. Carter erronecusly
charges. But the fundamental problem I have with Mr. Carter's
rewriting of history is its sheer, blatant hypocrisy. Who
was 1t who was principally responsible for the decline in
defense spending in those years? You and I know the answer
very well: The Democrats who controlled the Congress—--men
like Walter Mondale and Teddy Kennedy. Those Democrats in
Congress cut more than $40 billion from the Republican
defense budget, and they block or delay almost every new
weapons systems but even more incredibly, let me ask: Who
was it in 1976 who campaigned up and down the land against
Gerald Ford's attempts to restore those defense cuts? Who
said the military budget had to be slashed even more? You
know and I know that it was Jimmy Carter.

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

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

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

American Legion
August 20, 19890
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Your critics heve claimed that vour Administration

has scalec down, cancelled or celayed every stratecic
apon program proposed by your Republican predecessor,

ncludlng production of Minuteman missiles, the B-1,

ground-, sea- and air-launched cruise missiles, the M-X,

the Trident submarine and the Trident II missile.

During this time, the Soviets hzve not shown similar

restraint, continuing to deplov several new types of

ICBMs and SL2Ms with multiple warheads, and
cevelcping a new cgeneration ci even more threatening
missiles.

How do yvou respondé to the charge that vour Administration
nas failed to recognize the importance of meintaining
the strategic balance and that only in the past vear have
you moved to fully fund necessary strateglc programs?

That list of charges made by Governor Reagan 1is a

combination of half truths, falsshoods and misleadinc

statements. Let me summarize the strategic procrams as

3

I found them when I entered the White House four vears
ago and where we are today.

In 1977 there was no program for & mobile ICBM.

No final Zdecisions had been made on the M-X missile, nor

on how to deploy it. There was no procgram for long-rance,

air-launched cruise missiles; no program for ground-

launched cruise missiles; no program for sea-launched

crulse missiles. There were no plans to deplov additicneal

Minuteman III ICBMs, so a continuing production line would

have been a useless, senseless waste of $300 million

per year.

The Trident ballistic missile submarine program was

bogged down in contractor disputes and wav behind schecdule.

There was no Trident II ballistic missile. In the past




three years I have resolved these disputes and gotten

the Trident program back on schedule. The first Trident
submarine went to sea last summer. The 4,000-mile

range Trident I missile i1s now being deploved on 12 Poseidon
submarines and will be deploved on all Trident submarines.
Looking further into the future, my Administration is
committed to developing the Trident II missile, with even
longer range and greater accuracy.

When I entered office, the only long-range bomber

progrdm was the B-1. It had been on the drawing board so

long =~ in part because Presidents Nixon and Ford were

doubtful it would work -- that it was growing obsolete

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

Command. I cancelled the B-1l in 1977 because it had
very doubtful prospects of being able to penetrate

anticipated Soviet defenses. In the three years since then,

it has become even clearer that this was the correct

decision because the Soviets have gone 'ahead and impreoved

their air defenses and have procrams :in the works that

will improve them further.

Instead, because the existing cruise missile program

at that time was inadequate, I initiated the long-range,

air-launched cruise missile program. These missiles are

designed to be launched from outside the Soviet Union,

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

against than the B~1l. They will be able t0 cTenetrate

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

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

very doubtful capability to penetrate. At the same time,

we are studying a number of different advance manned
bombers -- including Stealth -- for possible deployment
in the 1990s.

With respect to the growing vulnerability of our
Minuteman ICEBM force, in 1976 there was indeed an M-X
program, but there was no program to solve our strategic
problem -- ICBM survivability -- the ability to survive a
massive Soviet attack ¢f high accuracy intercontinental

ballistic missile warheads in large numbers. The preferred

M-X basing plan on the part of the officials at that time --

1976 -- was to put tham in Minuteman silcs. The other scheme

in 1976 was one of underground tunnels, which at least
recognized the need for a dififerent deployment system in ordcs
for the M-X missiles to survive. Neither of these propcsals
was workable. Neither would have solved the problem of

survivability. We then spent about two vears trving to find

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

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

And 1t will be able to survive. So, yes, we cancelled a

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

substituted a system that would.
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Governor

Reazgcanon Stratecic Programs

Reagan has been a constant supporter of all wesza
fact, he has never publicly opprosed anv major wea
in the last 15 years.
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The Republican platform calls fo de relcpment of virtually

for
rery weapon system under consiceration

(1]

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

o accelerated development and deploymeﬂt of a new manned
strategic penetrating bomber that will exploit the
$5.5 bllllon already invested in the B-1, while
emploving the mest acvanced tftechnology available;

o deployment of an ai
dedicated modexrn i1
sSupport systems:

fanse system comprised of
eptor aircrait and early warning

cyment of strategic

o acceleration of development and 1
r t, on land, andé on

cruise missiles dep loyed on ai
ships and submarines;

0o modernization of the military command and control svstem
to assure the responsiveness of U.S. strategic nuclear
forces to presidential command in peace or war; and

4}

© vwvigorous research and cdevelopment of an effective
anti-ballistic missile sy: -em, such as 1s already at
hand in the Soviet Union, as’well as more modern A3M
technologies."

1980 Republican Platiorm



Q: There have been a number of reports that the M-X is
losing support as-a result of its hich ccst, concern
about 1ts impact on the states where it would be
cdeployed, and its viability in the absence of SZLT.

In light of these problems, do vou think M-X is

still a viable weapon? If, as seems likely, M-X is
delayed, what harm do you see to the national security
Should the Administration be pursuing alternatives,

in the event of an extended delay in M-X? &nd,

what 1s your position On an ABM system to protect MX?

"

nse: . The M-X svstem is viable, and it is necessarv for

the securitv of our nation. Our lanéd-based Minuteman

ICBM force is becoming vulnerable and we must act

promptly to restore its invulnerabilityv.

When I entered office in 1977 there was no program

for a survivable M-X. One alternative under consideration

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

t

he M-X would have been Just as vulnerable to a Soviet

attack as the Minutemen are now. 2Another alternzative

at least recognized the need for imprcocved survivabilility,

but detailed analysis of this alternative -- the trench

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

During the next two vears I directed the Defense
Department to pursue a determined search for a M-X basing
system which would be able to survive and retaliate
after receiving the most devastating Soviet attack possible,
and allow the Soviets to verify how many missiles were

Geployed.



ERfter stucdying dozens of options, we found a

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

Governor Reagan has criticized my decision.

I would

challenge him to be more specific zbout the

L -~ xe
alternative

he favors. Does he want to build 2 missile
place to put it? Does he want to put it in

silos where they will be wvulnerable to & nuc

4
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arbor Perhaps he wants to build thousands

h

O

and have no
the Minuteman
lear Pearl

and thcusancs

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

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

billions and a highly dangerous arms race.

H

he missile deployment I have approved will protect

us from a Soviet surprise attack and yet be

consistent

with trving to curb arms and not engage 1in an arms race.

I am confident we have made the right cdecision.

+

Strategic nuclear forces necessary Ior

our nation's

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

protect our freedoms. The Defense Departmen

t ccst estimate

for the M~-X of about $33 billion in FY '80 d

worked out with care, and not artificially sgueezed to

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

to sell military programs in the past. Even

at this cos+t,

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

Polaris missile systems, or the B-52 bombers




Wnile we heve focused on the strategic and security

necessity for M-X, I have carefully review
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lans to ensure that the M-X will not place an

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

the Governors of Utah and Nevada to assure them that,

in deploving the M-X, we will raspect all state water

laws and will do evervthing possible o deal with the

other economic impacts on the states. I am determined

N

to see that these issues are resolved to the satisfaction
of the residents around the deployment areas. I believe
this can be done while ?lanning to have the first missiles
in service by 1986.

Finally, many Republican critics of my Administration

—

favor abrogating the ABM Treaty and deploving ABMs to pro-

tect M-X. I believe that would be & gross mistazke at this

time. The ABM Treaty is a very important achievement, the

most important achivement of SALT I, and one which holéds

down the arms competition. A decision to cdeploy ARMs shoul

not be made lightly. But if in the absence of the con-
straints of the SALT II Treaty, the Soviets deploved
tremendous numbers of warheads capable of attacking M-X
sﬁelters, perhaps as high as 20,000 or 30,000 warheads,
then we might consider other responses, such as an anti-
ballistic missile system. We have a vigorous long—standiné
technology program to develop ABMs and we would consider
~deploying such a system if that becomes necessary in the

future.



(zcvernior Reazcan on MX

"To prevent the ultimate catastroche of a macsive nuclear
zttack, we urcently need a program to preserve and restore our
strategic deterrent. The Administration propcses a cestly and
ccrrlex new missile sysitem. But we can't complete that until
the end of this decade. Given the raridly growing vulnerabhility
of our lancé-based missile force, a faster remedv is ne=ded.”

kddress to Chicacgo Council
on Foreign Relations

March 17, 1980

The race-track deployment proncsed by the Carter Administra-
tion 1s enormously expensive and complicated, and will reguire
years tc build. This propesed moce of cepleoving the !MX should
be scrapped, because 1t 1s unworkable.

Response to guestion posed by
Arms Control Today, May 1980

evresentative Ancderson on the MX

v

I have opposed development and deplovment o©f the MX missile

svstem as currxr ntly planned. Not only will this system be ouk-
raceously expensive and environmentally unscund, it will fzil to
address the fundamental need to enhance American security. We
should not add thousands of new tarcets for Soviet military
olanners to contemplate, but should instead take advantage of
technological advances in guidance, propulsion svstems, command
and control svstems, and platforms to develop a secure and
invulnerable system before the end of the decade. While the
need for prompt counter-silo capability has not been completely
resolved in my own mind, any such capability should not be
cdeploved in a manner that invites attack on the United States.

Response to guestion posed by
Arms Contrel Todav, May 12880




Response:
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Three years ago you cancelled the B-1 bomber in favor of
less expensive cCruise missiles. Now your Aéministration
i1s apparently on the verge of acreeing with the Air Force
that a new bomber may be needed for conventional missions
as well as for a strategic role.

Given the increasing anxietv over the effectiveness cof
the aging B-52, do vou.still believe your 1977 dscision
to cancel the B-1 was justified?

Also, vour Administration has recently come under attack
for alledcedly leaking the so-called "Stealth" technology
for election year political purpcses. Even if the original
lezks did not ccme from the Administration, Deferse
Department oifficials seemed mecst eacer to brief reporters
and draw attention to the once-secret technology which,

in Secretary Brown's words, "alters the mllluary bazlance
significantly.

How do ycu answer the charge that your Ad inistretion's
handling cf Stealth was polltlcalTv motivated and heas
camaced our national security?

Four years ago, the only major prcposal to modernize

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

program because it was clear then -- and it is even clearer
todayv -- that by the time the B-1 could have been off the

assembly lines and deployed at our SAC Lases, improved

Soviet air defenses would have made this aircraft

dangerously vulnerable. Quite simply, the B-1l was

obsolete and a waste of money. Yet Governor EReacan has

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

been built. The Republican program 1s a program of

obsclescence. They want to resurrect decommissioned ships.

-

They want to revive the ABM svstem, which President




Nixon discarded. With wulnerable bombers, mothballed
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ships ancd obsolete missiles, they would waste bil

of defense dollars.

Instead of the B-1, .I chcocse to mcocdernize the bomber
force by exploiting some of the most advanced and
effective military technology in the world -- the zir-
launched cruise missile. When I entered office four
vears ago, no lcocng-range, alr-launched cruise missiles

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

=

on our way to eguipping our B-52s with over 3,000 of

these very highly accurate, long-rance cruise missiles.

They will be able to penetrate Soviet defenses not only
in 1982, when the first full sguadron will be ready,
but through the 1980s and bevond.

At the same time we are studving a new bomber

to meet anv reguirements for the 1990s -- the Stealth

aircraft is part of this study. This is a major

technological "achievement that will affect the military

balance in the coming vears. Procrams to make aircraft

less visible to radar -- to give them a so-called Stealth
capability -- have existed for 20 years. When this
Administration came into office, Stealth was a low-

level technology program and 1its existence was not
classified as secret. The program had been dealt

with in open testimony and in open.contracts. In the

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

ment ané production program. The existence of this
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new program was classified at the hichest level. The
funding level is now more than 100 times larcer than

was in early 1977. There have been major achievements

(e

1
in the program.

Hundreds of contractor perscnnel are now workinc on
Stealth. Dozens of Members of Congress have been briefed

on the existence of the procram. The increzsing size of

the program and the increasing numbers of persons aware
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of it made certain that its

in the near future.

Governor Reacan's charce that the information proviced

by Secretary Brown's press conference would be helpful

to the Soviets is simply nonsense. The information

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

are zlready developing anéd building the best air defenses
they can. Even if thev could push their research harcer
to develop yet better air defenses, they have no idea of
what characteristics to desicn against, or how much better

their defenses must be. Secrecv of the details of the

procram, combined with our technological achievements,

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

for decades to come.

Stealth is one of a number of major technolocical
advantages that the U.S. possesses. These technological

advantaces weigh heavily in the military balance and keep
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us second to none. We have publicly discussed our

advantages in other technologies in the past, and will

continue to do so in the future because it is important

that our potential enemies, our allies and the Zmerican

people understand our military strencth. This is an

essential factor in deterring war.
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Rzacan on the B-1 and Cruise Miss:

ccvernor

"I don't think that the current acdministration (Carter) is
doing what should be done - not when it cancels the B-1 bomber,
which 1s probably the foremcst advance in aircraft that has ever
Lbeen -- or has been presented since we went to the jet encines...

Face The Nation
May 14, 1878

"We have an administration (Carter) that in three vears has
done away with...the cruise missile...and you could go con with
weapon aiter weapon..."

San Jose News
March 10, 1880
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Neutron Bomb

Critics of vour Administration have cited vour surprise
cecisiorn in April 1878 not to deploy the so-called
neutron bomb as a prime example of inconsistency that
has seriously harmed our position of leadership in the
NATO alliance. At that time vou said the ultimate
cecision on the neutron bomb would be made in light of
Soviet restraint.

What considerations led you to decide so precipitously
against deploying the neutron bomb in 19782 What is
the status of your decision to defer procduction? What
signs of Soviet restraint have, so far, prevented vou
from deciding to proceed with the neutron bomb?

My decision of april 7, 1978 to defer a deployment

decision still stands. I heve directed that the Defense

Department proceed with procrams to modernize battlefield
nuclear forces with improved weapons =-- the LANCE missile
and 8-inch nuclear artillery shell. I have further directed
that the new warheads for these weapons be so designed that
thev can accept enhanced radiation elements and thus be
converted to enhanced radiation warheads in the future,
should we and our Allies decide on the need for such systems.

The military need for enhanced radiation weapons is not

clear. NATO is deploving hichly sophisticazted, conventional
"precision cuided munitions" in anti-armor roles that are so
accurate that there is a high pftobability that each shot would
destroy an enemy tank. We and our NATO Allies are deploying
these precision guided munitions by the tens of thousands.

The guestion of enhanced radiation weapons remains a

sensitive one for ocur European Allies, on whose soil such

weapcns would be stationed. Governor Reagan's bland assertion

that he would deploy enhanced radiation weapons in Europe

betrays an insensitivity to European political concerns that
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could cause serious strains in the 2lliance. Governor

rReagan ignores one essential fact: NATO is an Alliznce of

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

i

going to deploy & weapon on thelr territorv. We consult

with them, we examine the military reculirements, we

censider the political implications, then we as an Alliance

decide.

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

4o/

the theater nuclear forces (TNF) through the deplcvment of
Pershing II and ground-launched cruise missiles. This plan

is focused on long-range TNF because of their special contributior
to deterrence. This cdecision was the product of model political

and military consultations with our Allies.

H



Governor Rsacan on the Neutron Bomb

Reagan stroncly cppcsed any funding cuts in the develcoment
oi the neutron bomb. He views the neutron bomb as "an cffensive
weapon that could bridge the cap for conventional wezpons."

New York Times
May 6, 19380

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

"Very simply 1t is the dream of death rav weapon of science
fiction. It kills enemy soldiers but doesn't blow up the
surrounding countrvside or destroy villages, towns and cities.
It won't destroy an enemy tank -- just kXill the tank <wew.

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

Reagan Radio Transcript
March 1978 - April 1978

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

"I favor development and deplovment cf t
for U.S. theatre nuclear forces, including
cruise missiles, artillery and bombs."

he neutron warhead
ba i1st e

11z ic missiles,

Washington Post
April 24, 1980
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The Republican Platform charces
relies on a nuclear strategy kne as
destruction (or MAD) which would limi Presicent

in a crisis to chocse between mass mutual suicide or
surrencder. Yet vou have recently Q1gned Presidential
Directive 59, widely reported in the press to call for
giving the President greater flexibility to retaliate
with nuclear weazpons against limited groups of tarcets.

that vour Administration
mutual assured

How do you answer the charge that vour directive was
timed to refute the Republican Platform statement?
Why was a Presidential Directive on this ex"eﬁeTV
important and sensitive subject undertaken during a
political campeign?

Also, other critiecs claim that increzsing the
President's flexibility to order nuclear attacks
will only meke nuclear war more thinkable, hence
more likely. How do vou answer this concern?

Resoonse

I deeply regret the ill-informed attacks on our
Nation's nuclear deterrent strategv. There has been a
great deal of exaggeration put out zbolbt Presidential
Directive 59 in this campaign, and ~ welcome the

opportunity to state once again the true facts about

America's deterrent doctrine.

The United States has never had a docitrine based

solely and simply on spasmodic, massive attacks on Soviet

cities and populations, as Governor Reagan kncws =-- Or

‘at least he should know. The President 1s not faced with

a Hobson's choice between suicide and surrender i1f the
Soviets launch a nuclear attack on military targets, while
sparing our cities. Previous Administrations going back
at least two decades recognized the danger of a strategic

doctrine that relied too heavily on the threat of attacking



Scviet cities to deter Soviet aggression. Thersfore,

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

capability to launch limited nuclear attacks on

~

Soviet targets other than cities. This capability has

grown as our nuclear forces have become more accurate
and sophisticated.

Our strategy and our capability to inflict massive
destruction in retaliation provide the means of convincing
the Soviet leaders that there is no rational objective they
might gain by using or threatening to use nuclear weapons
against the United States or our allies. The strategy
set forth in Presidential Directive 59 directs our
Nation's military leaders to further develop our plans
to carry out selective, limited attacks on those targets
we know the Soviet leaders value most. It restates and
redefines our plans to respond to any level of Soviet
nuclear attack by striking back in ways that damage
the political and military structure without hitting
Soviet «cities and population.

Therefore, it should be clear to all that the

strategy contained in PD-59 is not a radical departure

from previous policy of both Democratic and Republican

Administrations. It is the result of a gradual

evolution of our doctrine over a number of years in
response to growing Soviet strategic capabilities and
to better understanding of Soviet military doctrine

and operational planning. U.S. strategic forces are

now, and will continue to be, capable of implementing

this strategy.




I want to stress that the United States r=rains
fully capable of devastating the Soviet Union under ahy
circumstances. Assured destruction of the Soviet Union
as a modern industrial society remains the cornerstone
of the strategy expressed in PD-59. It does not
signify a shift to a US plan to strike first at the
Soviet Union with nuclear forces, nor does it mean the
United States intends to use or threaten to use nuclear

weapons to gain foreign policy objectives. The only

1
[

sane purpcse of nuclear weapons 1s to deter their use

by the other side.

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

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

that the Soviets do not believe so either.
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Representative Anderson on Nuclear Strategy

In a speech before the Council on Foreign Relations in
New York on September 24, Anderson charged that both President
Carter and Ronald Reagan "have formed an alliance of folly"

in their positions on nuclear war strategy.

1l illusion that nuclear wars

"Both seem to harbor the 1
wOorn. That conclusion is

L
can be limited and perhaps e
reflected in Mr. Rsagan's pl orm and in Mr. Carter's twin
commitments to the MX counte rce missile and to the new

targeting doctrine formulated in Presidential Directive 59."
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"Obviously, neither Mr. Carter now Mr. Reagan is advocating
nuclear war. But I consider both of them to be seriously
misguided in their endorsement of the sc-called nuclear war
fighting thesis.”

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

Anderson then spelled out his views.

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

"The futile pursuit of a capacity to wage limited nuclear
war may only make more likely the very event we dread.”
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O: According to the GOP, Carter Administration "mismanagement'

of the all-volunteer force concept has turned it into

a "shambles", a "naticnal scandal" and “"disgrace."

The Party Platform blames your Administration as well

for a "dramatic exodus" of skilled military personnel

from the services, a loss which is "the direct result

of neglect by the Commander-~in-Chief."” rdditionally,

this year it became known that tens of thousands of
military families are eligible for food stamps.

How dc you answer the charge that your Administration
permitted this situation to detericrate? What 1is

your assessment of the strength and morale in our armed
services? What measures have you proposed to solve
the problems that do exist?

Response: The continuing ability of our Armed Forces to

recruit and retain sufficient numbers of gualified young

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

I am keenly aware, from my own personal experience in
the Navy and from close attention to the subject as
President, of the real sacrifices as well as satisfactions

involved in military service. I greatly admire those

who are working so hard to protect our country.

I realize that many experienced men and women are
leaving the Services because of a feeling that they are

not adequately compensated. I have taken several

steps to improve this situation and I will continue

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

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

legislation specifically targeted to the areas of most

immediate need. These included an increased subsistence




allcwance, a 25% increase in aviation career incentive

pay, increased pay for enlisted personnel serving at

seca, and reenlistment bonuses for persons with 10-14

vears of prior service.

. - . . " -
I also signed into law a 11.7% pay increase for

military personnel effective October 1. Pay and benefits

for the 2rmed Forces will rise more than $4 billion in

1981, the createst increase in the history of ocur nation,

in either war or peace.

These measures, by themselves, are only a first
Step tcward solving our manpower problems. In the past
my efforts have been complicated by a number of limiting
factors -- inadequate attention to the problem before
I came to office, Congressional cuts in my defense budgét,
the need for fiscal restraint in the fight on inflation.
This year we have been very successful in building
support in the Congress for higher pay and benefits.

Our continued success through the 1980s will depend on

récognition of the hard fact that sustained commitient

of the 2Zmerican people will be required to pay the costs

of retaining and supporting a voluntary military force.




n
O
(et
th
!
L
It
[
MO
N
)
O
(1)
<O

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

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

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

Response

Today our land, naval and air forces are fully capable

of substantial and successful combat. My Administration

has made extrordinary efforts to maintain readiness in

the face of rapidly escalating costs -- such as the

dramatic fuel price increase over the last year -- and

the shortfalls and inadeguate programs when I entered

office.

In FY 81 we will spend over $52 billion to support
the maintenance and operations of our forces, an increase
of almost $5 billion, or about 10%, in real terms over
President Ford's last budget year. During the past four

vears, one-third of total military spending has supported

readiness-related operations and maintenance. Expenditures
on procurement of munitions and spares -- another indicator
of immediate combat readiness -- total another $16 billion

during this same 78-8l1 period.



Four vears ago, munitions and spare parts inventories
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and production suffered from low baseline reguirements

established by previous Administrations. Immediately

after taking office I commissioned, and followed through
on a sustainability study of unprecedented detail and
comprehensiveness. In part as a result of this study,
the record of the past four years is of real improvement
in munitions and war reserves. FHowever, much work needs
to be done and it will be several years before those
inventories will be fully adeguate to support all of our
combat forces at wartime sortie rates.

Let me address some of the specific problems we have
and the steps I have ordered to correct them.

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

ready. The forward deployed dfvisions in Europe and the

Pacific represent 45 percenrn* of the Army and are maintained
H

at highest readiness status. The Army classifies divisions

as fully-combat ready to not-combat ready according to
personnel, equipment and training conditions. A division
rated low in one of these resource areas 1s capable of
operating with two of its three brigades if reguired to
deploy immediately. But all Army units could not be
transported at the same time. While early deployving
units are moving, the later units are brought up to

full capacity.

OQur current efforts to improve Army readiness are

showing results:
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® T[First, recruiting for the past vear has fully
arrive in units.

@ Second, non-ccmmissioned officer shortages will
be improved through reducing unneeded personnsl in
forward deployed forces.

2 Third, in recruiting, I am expanding bonus
programs that are keyed toward critical skills. I have
also supported legislation to improve educational benefits,
including provisions that pass on unused educational
benefits to dependents. To alleviate the shortage of
middle—-grade NCOs, I am expanding bonus programs to
include mid-range NCOs (6-10 years' service) in infantry,
armor, field artillery, and other selected skills. (By
comparison only a third of Soviet divisions are combat
ready. The remaining two-thirds are at reduced or
cadre strength, having varying percentages of active
duty personnel and eguipment assigned to them, and would
have to be filled out in an emergency with reservists.)

There has also been much attention focused on the

readiness of our tactical air forces. It is untrue that

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

index used by the Air Force is a measure of the peacetime
logistic support system, not of how the air forces would
perform in war. If we were to make a transition to war
from our normal day-to-day peacetime posture, we would
selectively defer non-urgent inspections and preventive

maintenance; we would also, of course, have unlimited



access to our war raserve spares and would, as nece

w

sary,
use serviceable components from out-of-commission and
damaged aircraft to maximize our wartime capability.

Today, our armed forces stand ready to fight, 1

that should become necessary. In response to events in

Southwest Asila, I ordered the rapid deployment of two
aircraft carrier battle groups to the Indian Ocean. Since
the beginning of this vear, we have deployed two alrcraft
carriers; over 25 other ships and more than 150 ccmbat
aircraft in one of the areas of the world mcst remote

from the United States. To be sure, there have been
sacrifices and hardships on the crews and their families.
But we accomplished this deployment rapidly and smoothly,
and can sustain it in the Indian Ocean as long as it 1is
needed. No other Navy in the world could have performed

as well.
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your left have attacked your reinstitution of
stration as the first step to resuming the
draft. Critics on your right have claimed that
registration program is an empty, symbolic
gesture and would do nothing to speed mobilization in

a crisis.

What were your objectives in ordering draft registration?
How can you claim draft registration will expedite
mobilization in a crisis when a Selective Service report
early this year concluded that it would have no effect?

Response

I have repeatedly stated mv oppcsition to the

peacetime draft. With the personnel initiatives I have

taken to raise military pay and benefits closer to
compensate civilian occupations, I believe that a peacetime

draft will not be necessary.

But it is important for us all to realize that the

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

strategic challenge. We should be prepared to make the

necessary sacrifices and that these sacrifices be borne
by all. We should be prepared to reinstitute the draft
on very short notice, if that becomes necessary.

what is the argument against registration? That we

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

the case. I feel it is a fundamental matter of patriotism
that Americans support. Symbolically, we would also be
saying to the Soviet Union that the simple act of
registration was too high a price to pay to enhance our

security -- certainly a reckless notion to impart.



ecver, ocur allies continus to look to us for
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leadership of the Atlantic Alliance. They rightly
reguire of us wisdom and strength -- political, economic
and military -- to properly manage the changing international
security environment.
Draft registration is a tangible demonstration to
our allies and potential adversaries of our national
strength and will. It also assists our planning for

national emergencies in which an actual draft could

be necessary.
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cpposes both the President's move tO
ration and any peacsetime draft.

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

Acceptance Speech
July 17, 1980

He also challenges the underlving 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 Hatfield
Congressional Record
June 4, 1980

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

"There is a need for a million-man active reserve, a
reserve that is equipped with the latest weapons, trained
in them and combat ready. We've allowed (our reserve force)

to deteriorate very badly. It is much too small, it 1s not
equipped with the latest weapons and it doesn't have the
training."”

National Journal
March 8, 1980

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

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

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

National Journal
March 8, 1980
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The Zdministration's critics have charged that the RDF

is just a paper organization, a political cimmick
designed to draw attention away from four years of
neglect. They also charge that since all of the military

forces assigned to the RDF are already in existence,
the main value of the Administration's initiative is
more political than military. Would you ccmment on
these charges.

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

Those who charge that the RDF is a political gimmick

are demonstrating their lack of understanding of military

forces. The present international challenges we face
and the interests we must be prepared to defend regquire us
enhance our capabilities, not add to our current force

structure.

Force structure aside, we are dramatically improving

our capability to engage and support more of our forces at

greater distances from the United States. This is the

essence of the Rapid Deployment Force. Having Rapid

Deployment Forces does not increase the probability that
we will use them. On the contrary, we intend for their
existence to deter the very developments that would

otherwise invoke their use.



The Rapid Deplovment Force draws its forces from Army:

Navy; Alr Force; and Marine units which are oriented

toward non-NATO contingencies and that can respond guickly

to crises, primarily in areas in which we have no permanent
military presence. The specific composition of the Rapid
Deployment Force is not fixed -- the forces employed by the
Rapid Deployment Force would be dependent upon the situation
we faced. A company of 200 men micht be sufficient to
respond to requests by friendly countries to provide a
natural disaster assistance team or communications-and-
command support teams; a Marine Amphibious Force of 50,000
men or a mechanized Army Corps of over 100,000 men might be
required to provide sufficient warfighting capability to
regain territory overrun by the enemy or to hold critical
objectives until reinforcements could reach the area.

Although the forces for the Rapid Deployment Force

currently exist, we are buying selected items to improve

significantlyits mobility and responsiveness. We are

developing special ships for prepositioning several brigades
of Marine Corps heavy eguipment -- tanks and artillery.

We are buying additional KC-10 cargo/tanker aircraft to
support our long-range airlift, and we are developing

a new transport aircraft, the C-X, for hauling outsized
cargo, like tanks. Our 1981 shipbuilding program has

been increased to 95 units over the next five years.
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have already deploved a seven-ship, prepcsitioned
support force afloat at Diego Garcia, in the Indian Ocean.
The seven-ship group is ccmposed of chartered Roll-on/
roll-off ships, cargo ships and tankers. This group of
ships stores Marine Corps armored eguipment, artillery
and other larcge items of rolling stock that place the

largest demand on airlift.

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

of militaryv contincencies in defense of our vitral national

interests. Through carefully selected procurement

programs we are improving significantly that capabilitv.

It is important that our potential adversaries understand
that we have the ability and the will to defend our
interests and that any miscalculation on their part

would be extremely costly to them.
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Q: In comparing your defense record with that cf Presiaent
Ford, the most dramatic area of cuts is naval ship-
building. During the last four years, the naval
share of the DOD budget has shrunk from 40 percent
to 33 percent. President Ford's last five-vear
ship contruction plan was cut from 157 ships to 83.
Your shipbuilding propocsals since then have gone up

and down, showing no consistent pattern. 1In 1979,
you vetoed the Defense bill because 1t contained a
nuclear-powered aircraft carrier. And vou have

regquested only about one-third the Marine amphibious
ships needed to maintain the current force level.

Have vou downgraded the Navy's role in our national
defense? How do you answer the charge that you have
been dismantling the nation's naval and marine forces?
Response
I am glad to compare the record of my Administration

with those of the previous Republican Aaministrations

often guoted by Governor Reagan. During the decade

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

half as older ships were retired and the Republicans

debated the future role of the Navy. Shipbuilding during

those years was actually significantly less than the

program we are now following.

Like President Ford's defense budget for fiscal vyear
1978, submitted after his defeat at the polls left Republican
officals free to propose a budget that would neither have

to be defended before Congress nor executed, the Ford 1877,

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

not have to meet the tests of affordability and consistency.

The program proposed twice as many ships per year as the

average number authorized during the previous seven vyears

of Republican Administration.




In contrast, the program I have follcowed is based on

a policv to structure a rezlistic, execu=zble five-vear

shipbuilding program within available resources, rather

than "'to continue to delude ourselves with unrealistic

shipbuilding plans or to resurrect old mothbhalled ships.

My Administration's five-year shipbuilding plan pro-

vides for the construction of 97 new ships, and for major

modernization of five other ships, including three aircraft

carriers. Two-thirds of these new ships are combatants,
the rest are support vessels. My shipbuilding plan
reflects two deliberate decisions to increase our strength
and military flexibiiity: the construction of highly
capable combatant ships (as exemplified by the construction
of sixteen CG-47 class, AEGIS-equipped guided missile
cruisers), and support for our Rapid Deployment Forces.
through the procurement cof 14 newly designed maritime
prepositioning ships.

I am determined to keep our naval forces more powerful

than those of any other nation on earth. Our shipbuilding

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

will continue to build the most capable ships afloat. Sea-

power 1s indispensable to our global strategy —-- in peace

and also in war.



an hes criticized the Carter Administration for siashing

"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 end of this fiscal yesar, only 5 or 6 weeks away,
our conventional Navy will consist of only 415 active ships.
Carter has slashed the Navy shipbuilding program in half, and
has provided for -- at the very best -- a one-and-a-half
ocean Navy for a three-ocean global reguirement.

Reagan Speech to American Legion
August 20, 13980

Reagan calls for a reversal in this trend.

"We must immediately reverse the deterioration of our
naval strength, and provide all of the armed services with
the eguipment 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
President Ford. We will build more aircraft carriers, sub-
marines, and amphibious ships. We will restore naval and
Marine aircraft procurement to economical rates enabling
rapid modernization of the current forces, and expansion to
meet the requirements of additional aircraft carriers.

1980 Republican Platform

“p e v -
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Arms Control: Role in US Security

What 1s your concept of the role of arms control in prc-
tecting US security? Do we pursue arms control in and
of 1tself, or as a means of advancing specific foreign
policy or national security objectives? Do you have a
strategy which guides vour Administration and ties our
defense planning and arms control negotiations togsther?
Why do you think there is so much suspicion of arms con-
trol in the last few vears? Dces arms control have any
place in the present international atmosphere?

rResponse

I remain deeply committed to the process of mutual
and verifiable arms control, particularly to the effort
to prévent the spread and further development of nuclear
weapons.

Preventing nuclear war is the foremost responsibility

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

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

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

mutual constraints imposed by the terms of these treaties will

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

defer, but not abandon our efforts to secure ratification of
the SALT II Treaty reflects my firm conviction that the
United States has a profound nationai security interest in
thé constraints on Soviet nuclear forces which only that
treaty can provide.

Governor Reagan denounces the SALT II treaty. He would

turn away from that treaty to a fruitless pursuit of an

unachievable military superiority. Then, he says, he would
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negotiate with the Soviets. There are two problems with

Governoxr Reagan's strategy: One, the Soviets will no more

let us build to nuclear superiority over them than we will

them over us; two, the Soviets are nct coing to negotiate

under the conditions Governor Reacgan describes. So, the
american people would be left with an all-out -- and
unwinnable -- arms race and no chance for negotiating limits

on Soviet forces, as we have done in the SALT II Treaty.

Careful, balanced and verifiable arms control agresements

can complement our defense programs in maintaining the

military balance of power and preserving international peace

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

Treatv is in the security interests of the United States.

When conditidns permit, I will seek its ratification, and

press on to SALT IIT. ¢

My Administration will continue to p%rsue arms control
i
agreements where these clearly can contribute to the security
of the United States and its allies and friends. Unlike

Governor Reacgan, I do not regard balanced, verifiable arms

limitations, such as the SALT II treaty, as "appeasement."”
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Arms Ccntrol: Ziministration Record
Your Acdministration began with a great emphasis on
arms control. You sought agreements on stratsgic weapons,
on anti-satellite weapons, on military forces in the
. Indian Ocean, on restraining conventional arms nsfers,

tra

on chemical weapons, on force reductions in Europe,
and others. With the exception of the SALT Treaty, which
has not been ratified, none of these other arms control
negotiations have ccme to anything.
How do you assess your Administration's arms control
record after four vears? What reason 1s there to
believe you will be any more successful in necotiating
with the Soviets in a second term?

Significant progress in arms control -- particularly
in controlling and reducing strategic nuclear weapons -- has
been one of the basic goals of my Administration from the
outset.

Except for concluding the SALT II Treaty, not nearly

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

going to turn away from my deep commitment to the pursuit

of mutual arms control agreements which enhance the security

of the United States and its allies, and which strengthen

international stability and the hopes for peace.

The SALT Treaty

The most prominent arms control achievement of my

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

the SALT II Treaty, which Governor Reagan would abandon in

favor of an impossible pursuit of military superiority, 1is

the product of three Republican and Democratic Administrations
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all of which were convinced that limiting Scviet sitratsgic
arms strengthens U.S. security and reduces the risk of
nuclear war.

Because SALT II limits competition between the United

States and the Soviet Union in the most dangerous arena,

this Treaty is the single most important bilateral acreement

of the decadce:

-- SALT II will permit us better to maintain strategic
equivalence in nuclear weapons and devote our
defense spending more on our highest priority
needs for conventional force improvements;

-- Without it, the Soviets can add more power to their
forces and better conceal from us what they are
doing;

-- Without SALT II, and the beginning of SALT III,
deeper cuts would take many more vears to achieve;
and ,

—-—- Without SALT II, our efforts to control the
proliferation of nuclear weapons will be more
difficult.

I believe that the Senate will ratify SALT II because

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

our Nation's security.

The successful negotiation of the SALT Treaty, of
course, represents only one step -- although an enormously

important one -- toward a very long-term goal. The short-
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term milestone is a reflection of the treaty itself and
I know that milestone seems to be getting farther and

farther away instead of closer. I am determined to presss

on for greater reductions and tichter controls over

strategic weapons in SALT III.

Other Arms Control Accomplishments

More broadly in the area of arms control, my

Administration has made every effort -- against continuing

adverse trends -- to reduce the international traffic in

armaments and in that way to turn the funds which are
spent in the Third World for swords into outlays for

greatly needed plough shares. My Administration has also

initiated the multilateral negotiations. on a comprehensive

test ban and is pursuing negotiations on controlling

chemical, biological, and radiological weapons. We have

also established a negotiating forum for limiting Soviet

anti-satellite capabilities.

Progress has been slow. But my determination to

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

Q: What are the prespects for the SALT Treaty? Is it
dead, or do you intend to seek 1ts ratification if
you are reelected? If this Treaty cannot be ratified,
will you withdraw it from the Senate and try to
renegotiate 1t with the Soviets? Why 1s a SALT Treaty
that does nothing to reduce the Soviet threat or the
levels of nuclear weapons worth so much effort? Might
it be better to forget the treaty and start fresh
negotiations for a real arms reduction treaty, as your
Republican challenger says he wants?

response

The SALT II Treaty is a major accomplishment of my

Administration. It 1s not a favor we are doing the

Soviet Union. It contributes directly and significantly

to the security of the United Stated and our Allies,

It is a fundamental element of political and strategic
stability in a turbulent-andrdangerous world.

While the SALT Treaty 1s pending ratification, my
Administration will observe its basic terms so long as
the Soviet Union complies with those terms as well --

as monitored by us., I am determined to seek ratification

of the Treaty at the earliest opportune time. I asked

the Senate to delay voting on the Treaty not to kill 1it,
but because I recognized that it lacked sufficient
political support to win.

Governor Reacan and the Republican Party would

abandon SALT and the arms control process built up by

every President since Eisenhower. 1Instead, he would put
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latlions with the Soviet Union until tns US

world means never,

I remaln committed to the mutual, negotiated

reduction and control of nuclear weapons. SALT II is

such an agreement. The benefits of this Treaty to the
securilty interests of the US are clear:
O Under the Treaty, the United States will not
have to reduce any strategic systems, while
the Soviets will have to reduce 250.
© Under the Treaty, the United States will be
able to carry out all our planned strategic
modernization programs, including the Trident I
missile, the air-launched cruise missile, and
Ehe M-X land-based missile. .The Soviets will
be limited to deploying only one new land-based
missile, instead of the four that they have been
developing.
© The Soviets will be limited to a maximum of ten
warheads on their large land-based missiles,
while the US will be able to place t%n on the
M-X when it replaces the current Min@teman missile
which carries only three.
‘" "These are the benefits of the SALT Treagy. I want

the American people to understand clearly what the conse-

guences of a world without the SALT Treaty, a world which

Governor Reagan apparently wants, would be like:

i
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2,000 bormbers and missiles, in

n

2,400 they are allcwed under the Treaty.
Without SALT, the Soviets could deploy as many
warheads on their large missiles as they are
capable of carrying, fifteen or twenty or even
more on each missile instead of ten.

Without SALT, the Soviets could target an
additional three to six thousand more warheads
on American cities and military targets than
they would under the Treaty.

Without the predictability of SALT, defense
planning by our military leaders would be much
more difficult., The M-X programs, a central
element in our planned strategic modernization,
would be harder to design and to build, and
more costly, because we could not know what

the size of Soviet forces would be and would
have to predict the worst.,

Without SALT, our ability to monitor Soviet
forces -- and thus to evaluate Soviet capabili-
ties -- would be reduced, because the Soviets
would be freed from the SALT constraints on
deliberate concealment of strategic forces.
Without SALT, the likely increase in Soviet
strategic capabilities would reguire us to spend

event more on defense, perhaps on the order of



an additional $30 billion over a 10 vear
period. This would compound our already
difficult budget choices. We would of course
spend what 1s necessary for our security, but
with SALT, it would be less.

We did not negotiate this Treaty to make friends
with the Soviet Union. We negotiated it beczuse we are
adversaries, and it 1s in our security interest to have
reliable, effective and verifiable limits on Soviet
forces. 1In a period of>heightened tension, it is all
the more necessary to have reliable constraints on the
competition in strategic weapons.

After the SALT Treaty is ratified, I am determined

to proceed in SALT III1 to more comprehensive and deep

reductions in the numbers of nuclear weapons and to more
i

stringent qualitative controls on weapons development.

SALT III must also bring in new categ@ries of nuclear
weapons, such as long-range theater nuclear systems in
Europe.

SALT I marked the first step towards slowing the
arms race. SALT II will bring actual reductions and
gualitative limits on Soviet forces. SALT III must go
on to produce even more drastic reductions and tigher

controls over weapons development.



Governor Rsagan on SALT

Reacan oppnosed the SALT II Treaty as 1t was nsgotiated by
both the Ford and Carter administrations. His objections, even
before the details of the Treaty were known, were on the grounds
i1t would allow the Soviets to achieve nuclear parity.

"We should be far more aware of our bargaining strength
than we seem to be. The Soviet Union seems most anxious to
enter a SALT II agreement. They have reason to bhe worried
about a defense weapons system in which we hold a huge
technological lead, a bright spot for us called the cruise
missile...The best way to have an eguitable SALT II agreement
1s to negotiate from a firmly established pcsition. We
should not be so eager for an agreement that we make unneces-
sary concessions, for to grant such concessions is to whet
the Soviet appetite for more."

New York Times
February 11, 1976

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

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

offense capability."

Ronald Reagan Letter
February, 1979

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

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

New York Times
September 16, 1579

In late 1979, Reagan began to add his own SALT proposals to
his criticism of SALT II. Wwhere at first he had objected to the
Soviets achieving nuclear parity, in 1979 he began to advocate a

new policy.
" ..{(an) arms limitation agreement that legitimately reduces
nuclear armaments to the point that nelther country represents
a threat to the other."

San Jose Mercury
‘September 16, 1979



Governor Reacan on SALT

By early 1980, Reagan was joining his standard criticism of
SALT II with his proposal of first achleang military SLDerlOIltv,
and then negotiating a nuclear arms reduction treaty.

"We also should have learned the lesson that we cannot
negotiate arms control agreements that will slow down -the
Soviets move ahead of us in every category of armaments.

Once we clearly demonstrate to the Soviet leadership that

we are determined to compete, arms control negotiations will
again have a chance. On such a basis, I would be prevaread
to negotiate vigorously for verifiable reductions in
armaments, since only on such a basis could reductions be

eguitable.”

Chicago Council on Foreign Relations
March 17, 1980

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

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

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

Response to guestion posed by
' Arms Control Today, May 1980

Finally, in August, he stated:

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

Veterans of Foreign Wars
August 18, 1980



Arms Control: Soviet Compliance

Q: There is a long record of serious charges of Soviet
cheating on SALT I and the ARM Treaty, on the agrsement
banning biological weapons and on the 1925 Geneva Protocol
prohibiting the use of chemical weapons. Recently,
there have been guestions about whether the Soviets are
really abiding by all the limits in the SALT II Treaty
while it is pending ratification.

What is your Administration's record on raising -- and
satisfactorily resolving -- compliance issues with the
Soviets? Has your Administration ever held back pursuing
a SALT or other arms control compliance issues with the
Soviets? Do you believe the Soviets abide by arms control
agreements? In short, can they be trusted?

Response: I am appalled by the ill-informed -- and irresponsible --
charges by the Republican Party that my Administration is
"covering up" Soviet violations of SALT I and SALT II,

as well as other arms control agreements. It is an

insult to my integrity and patriotism to allege that I,

or any official in my Administration, would suppress

evidence of a Soviet violation of an arms control agreement,

or would fail to take appropriate action to resolve any
outstanding guestion.

The simple fact is that the Soviet Union has, on
certain occasions, pushed to the limits of the SALT I

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

certainly not the spirit of its arms control obligations.

This is why my Administration, and all Administrations,

Republican as well as Democratic, since President

Eisenhower, have sought to negotiate carefully drafted

arms control agreements with the Soviet Union. There were




unfortunate ambiguities in the SALT I Intsrim

Agreement negotiated by President Nixon. In SALT II,

my Administration has taken enormous pains to draft

an agreement that avoids such ambiguities and loopholes.

The Soviet Union has abided by its obligatioﬁs
in the SALT I Interim Agreement and the ABM Treaty.
And the Soviet Union continues to observe the limits
of the SALT II Treaty, as is the United States, while
it is pending ratification. ©United States monitoring
and other intelligence capabilities are capable of

detecting potential Soviet violations. I state categorically

to the 2American people that my Administration has

raised with the Soviets every serious compliance guestion

which we were justified in doing on the basis of our

monitoring and intelligence information. All of these

SALT compliance issues have either been satisfactorily
resolved, or are still under active consideration in

the periodic meetings of the SALT Standing Consultative
Committee, which meets regularly to consider compliance

and other SALT matters.
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Arms Control: TNF Negotiations

Q: Why did your Administration recently agree to meet with
the Russians to have "preliminary discussions" about
theater nuclear arms control talks in Europe? Wwouldn't
1t be better to walt until after November 4 to ktegin such
discussions? What do you hope to achieve by such talks?
Aren't we really entering these talks to pacify our allies
who fear a nuclear arms race in Europe? Do vou believe
there 1s any serious prcspect of reducing Scviet SS-20
deployments?

Response

In an historic action last December, NATO decided

to modernize theater nuclear forces with the deployment

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

Ground-Launched crisis missiles. These new missiles will

be capable of striking targets in the Soviet Union from
bases in Western Europe.

The NATO decision was 1in response to an ongoing
Soviet buildup of its theater nuclear forces, in particular
with the new mobile, triple warhead SS-20 missile, and
the Backfire bomber.

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

offer to negotiate equal limits on long=-rance theater

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

its readiness to conduct such negotiations in the context

of SALT III. Further, we stated our willingness to begin

preliminary discussions of theater nuclear limitations

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

preliminary exchanges could be helpful. Negotiations on

1



theater nuclear systems will be a new area, with new
concepts to work out and new objectives to define.

However, the Soviets chose to set totally unaccevptable

creconditions to accepting our offer of negotiations.

a

]

'hey demanded that NATO renounce or at least suspend its

-

decision to deploy new missiles, before they would begin

talks., The Soviets would continue their own S5-20 and
Backfire deployments unabated. Clearly, the Soviet goal
was to divide the Alliance on the modernization decision,
which was politically very sensitive in several European
countries.

We and our allies stood firmly togethér on our

December decision. Finally, late this summer, the Soviets

recognized the true extent of NATO's determination; and

agreed to our December offer of talks. We immediately

began consulting with our allies in preparation for the

preliminary exchanges. With the agreement of our NATO

partners, the initial exhanges will take place this fall.

NATO 1s firmly agreed that these talks, and sub-

seguent negotiations will not delay in any way implementa-

tion of the December modernization decision. We are

prepared to enter into an equal, balanced agreement

limiting these weapons on both sides. But we will not

hold up our essential TNF deployments while awaiting the

outcome of negotiations.

These preliminary exchanges on TNF arms control are

extremely important for the future of the SALT process.
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They will take place in t

will deal directly with issues of vital concern to our

NATO allies. This is another urgent reason for ratifying

the SALT II Treaty and getting on to SALT III without

delay.





