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?c,r-2ic~ ?c] ic\' --------------~~ c.;-;c ~: 2: ti Ci:-.= l 5,~c ·Gr it\' ~ ss -~-=s 
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This briefing book is desicned to assist the ?resi6ent 
in ~e~ates with Governor ?eagan on foreign p o lic~ a~c natio~al 
sec u rity issues. It may also be ~seful ~or ~o~e ~e~eral ca~~a1gn 
n-.J:c·::-,cses. Al though the book cont2ir::s a l ar~e :-. ..:.-: ,: ,er of .::.s ::--.:es, 
i t is not intended to be an ex~2ustive 
~hich ~isht be asked. Rather, it seeks 
lijely q~estions 2~out the ?resident's 

C r :-,....-,i, -~·ic r- o:= c··.c;. c::_-"-~ -.,-,c:, 
U- · ·:;:---•G-- J..L .i... ..1-...--1.....!L· .. -

tO identify the 2cst 
leaters~i? qualities 

a~~ his record, ~ased on a revie~ of key S?eec~es a~d state~~nts 
by Governor Reagan, his sup?Orters, ~ ~ e =e~ublica~ ?arty ?latfcrm, 
anc critical press articles. Of ~~e 69 q~esticns cc~t2i~ed in 
t~is book, t~ent~-~hree ~ Ey ~Liestic ~ s have ~ee~ ~arked vith en 
as~erisk in the table of contents. 

The succested responses are crawn fro~ speeches, press 
ccnferences a n d other policy state~ents b y the President, ~~e 

Secretaries of State and Defense, the Assistant ~or ~ational 

,.., . 
.1. ne 

Security h ffairs, and other senior Administraticn officials 
cealins with foreign policy and national security isi~es. 
responses are orsanizec arouna basic the~es of the Carter 
Administration and are intended to orovice the basis for answerinc 
related auestions. Some of the res~cnses such as these relating 
to the conflict between Iran and Ir2a ~ay need to be U?Cated 
depending on e v ents. 

~ ~ajor foc us cf criticism will be that tje Fresi6ent 
is inca~able of leadership, indecisive, erra~ic, ?reoccu?ied 
~i t~ ~e g u e moralistic ca u ses a n~ u ~a~le to un ~ersta~a and 
r e s non c to ch a l l e '."! s: e s -:: o ;. .... ,, e r i c an i n t e r e s ts . r. .: s :::- e co re: , . .- i 11 
be attac k ed as a series of u nr e J atec, i n co~erent, reflexive 
actions to s~ecific crises, without any q u icing vision or 
stratecv which ties inci v id~al oolicies or e v ents together. 
Two brciad res?onses, the first two in the book ~n~er the 
section entitled "Ov e.!:" vi e w ," h a v e been pre::=:ared to ~,rcvi ce a 
co~~rehensive rebuttal to such criticism. 

Overall, the succested resoonses seek to: 
-' ~ 

--demonstrate that the President has a concrete 
v ision of a world order and a con stancy of purpose in 

striving toward it; 



~~p~asize the ?resi~ent's 
~e2li~s with our a~ v ersaries and 

2 

t C'...:·:;:---a .:-:-=:SS 

t:-,e cc:-:-::::2.e>: 

--highlight the S?ecific acco7~lish~ents of the Carter 
~~~inistration, and she~ hew these relate to and s~??Ort ~ne 
?resi~ent's goal of a stable, just ~orld order; 

--con trast the ?resident's vision and reccr~, an~, in 
~crticulcr, the ?~esiCer,t's 
oictLre £c~~ed by Governor 
w0ul c co en £oreisn pclicy 

leadershi? s~alities, vith the 
?.easan Is CC:-'°c,o:er,ts :::bo·c:t v.'~2.t :,e 
2nd national securitv issues . 

Tc s~~8ort these contrasts bet~een 

=.:-e -\\:,:.·,~en i:1to ~he YeS?o:--:ses. I:-1 aCC:ition, ~~::ere 7cssiDJ.e, 
:e:evant ~uotes by Gov ernor ?e29an on the di~ferent issues 
a~?ear at the end of the respo~ses. 

!inally, and in addition to the ~uestions and res?onses, 
tn1s ~ook contains several short pa?ers which are meant to 
hishlisht the contrasts ~~ons the candidates and t~eir 
?la~forms 2nd the the~es which Governor 
An~erson have stressed throughout their 
contained in this section, whic~ is the 
2 selection of the ~est notable ~~ctes 
?Olicy 2nd national security issues. 

Reagan and Re?resentative 
ca~?aigns. Also, 
last in the book, is 

by Gov. ?eacan on fcreign 

Septe~ber 29, 1980 
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Leadership 

Q: A widespread and persistent complaint in this country 
and abroad about US foreign policy under the Carter 
Administration is that it lacks coherence and cor.sistency. 
The various strands of policy are unrela~ed to one another, 
it is said, and the US lurches from one approach to 
another. The Administration has fliF-flo?ped on the 
withdrawal of US troops from South Korea, the neutron 
bomb, the Soviet brigade in Cuba and Ira~ian policy. 

The Republican Platform has charged: "For three and one 
half years the Carter Administration has given us a 
foreign policy not of consistency and credibility, but 
of chaos, confusion, and failure. It ~as produced an 
i~age 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 2s its failure 
of leadership," concludes the GOP Platform. 

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

Response: 

When I took office almost four years ago, our Nation 

was facing a series of problems around t~e world -- in 

southern Afica, the Middle East, in our relations with 

our NATO allies, and on such tough questions as nuclear 

proliferation, SALT II negotiations, the Panru~a Canal 

treaty, human rights, and world poverty. ~y Administration 

has directly, openly and publicly addressed these and 

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 guick or easy agreements, but to 

find solutions that are meaningful, balanced, and lasting. 
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) have a vision of a ~ore ~~st, ~~~e s~c~re and 

mere stable world from which I ~ave not ~;av~re~, and to 

which my Ac~inistration has airected all its efforts. 

I believe an enduring world order means a world 

capable of peaceful change -- not a "status quo" world 

because change is and will continue to ~e for the fore­

seeable future a constant in interMational a~fairs. I 

~ave been striving for a strong, confident and progressive 

America leading the non-co~munist world in devising 

peaceful solutions to our ~any challenges. 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 

a lasting world order is achievable bv substitutino the 

threat of intervention for diplomacy , bv sucaestino that 

we quarantine those nations which challenae our interests, 

or by seeking to regain an unachievable military "superiority" 

at unimaginable cost. I understand the need for a strong 

and powerful military in the ?resent unstable international 

situation. And, let there be no mistake; · if our vital 

-~ational interests are threatened, I will use force to 

protect them. 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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arms control process, which has taken so ~any years to 

construct. That would be the consequence of his cca~ent 

opposition to the SALT II Treaty. I believe ar~s control, 

like our military forces, can contribute to our security 

and I will continue to pursue b=lanced, verifiable arms 

limitations agreements. 

I believe progress 1s being made towards the world 

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

Administration's policies have fit into this broader 

vision: 

~~erica is at peace. F J..' .c. t J.. . • or LDe ~1rs Llrne 1n many 

years, my Administration has seen no engagement of 

American 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 against Iran. But, I have chosen the 

course of patience and calmness. We attem?ted the 

rescue mission, and I believe t h is attemot was necessary. 

But, it was an attempt to free our fellow citizens; it 

was not a military action. 

America is strong and growing stronger. My 

Administration has increased US real defense spending and 

successfully encouraged our NATO allies to do the same; 

we tave 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 
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.,--;•-o~_c.,c+- our .. ,:,--1.al 1· n----r---- --~--r-,-r --'--~·v --,, he 
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Contrary to t h e irresponsible c~arges 

of t h e ~e?ublican Party, the United S~ates has not 

become militarily inferior, "second to one" as Governor 

Feagan likes to quip. We are mai n taining military 

equivalence with the Soviet Union. The long-ter~ trends 

do show steady growth in Soviet military power, and we 

~ust conti n ue our efforts over the long haul to preserve 

a st~ble balance. Vie will de so. 

As a complement to our defense program, I ta~e signed 

the SALT II Treaty to limit Soviet strategic forces while 

allowing the US to continue all its essential strategic 

modernization programs. Th e SALT Treaty, because it adds 

to ~.r7ierican security, wt·ile contributing to nuclear 

stability, is one of the most imp9rtant agree~ents of the 

decade. I am determined to see~ its ratification. 

American 
i 

is providing leadership in a ti~e of challenge. 

I h a v e met in fi v e summits, a n d innumerable bilateral 

meetings with Western leaders to develop and coora i nate 

policies to deal with the enormous economic and energy 

problems t h at confront the i ndustrialized econoffiies. The 

Un ·ited 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 So v iet invasion of Afghanistan. 

I ha v e stated that the United States will use all means 

necessary, including the use o~ military force, to protect 
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our vital interests on the Persian Gulf. The West 

looks to the United States to provide leadership, and 

we are doing so. 

_:...rrierica is broadening and deepening its relatio~ships 

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 

people of Taiwan. Since normalization, the benefits 

of formal diplomatic relations with China have become 

clear. Trade, travel and, most of all, the security and 

stability of the Pacific region is greater now than at 

any t~~e in this century. hnd, for the first time, the 

United States has good relations with both China and 

Japan. 

We also contributed to and supported the settlement of 

the war in R.~odesia which led to the birth of the new 

r,ation of Zimbabwe. As a result of our strong support 

for majority rule in Africa, we are once again on good 

terms with that continent. 

America is once again in the forefront in the pursuit 

of human rights. When I became President, I emphasized 

our commi~~ent as a nation to human rights as a fundamental 

tenet of our foreign policy. We have sought to stand 
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behind casic principles of respect for the individ~al, 

for fair trials, for political liberty, and for economic 

and social justice. Our human rights policies have 

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

in Africa, Latin J...merica· and P..sia. 

America is contributing to peace. P..merica has given 

leadership in the peaceful resolution of regional tensions. 

I hav e 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 committe:1 -and determined, more 

than ever, to help t h em in their negotiations. 

I am determined to preseJerein this long and 

arduous road, because I believe a just and stable 

peace for all the people of 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 
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Pana~ahian people, while retaining essential 

security rights to the united States. I believe 

those treaties have done more ~o strengthen U.S. 

influence in Latin .i\merica than any other step 

we could h~ve taken. With the Panama Canal 

Treaties, together with our firm advocacy of Dili~an 

rights, we have forged a new, more enduring b2sis 

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 Reaganis 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 incrediblv comolex: 
~ ~ . think of developing 

and coordinating a g~obal energy policy; think of forging 

workable relationships with the emerging nations of Africa 

and Asia; think of leading an Alliance of 15 proud, 

sovereign natio:Q; 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 
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believe leadership requires a willingness to tackle our 

probl~ms head-on, but with an understanding of the need 

to compromise, to adjust to the possible, the attainable. 

And, yes, leadership requires the courage to recognize 

mistakes, and to change policies where necessary. 

is the kind of leadership I have tried to give. 

I believe deeply, honestly, that my vision of a 

better world is attainable. I have directed all my 

That 

energies towards attaining that goal, and I will continue 

to do so. 



Future Goals 

Q. What are your top foreign policy and ~ational security 
priorities for a second term? 

How would these be differ~nt from Governor Reagan's? 

P.es:)onse 

As with mv first term, I will continue to cdcress the 

difficult and controversial issues which confront our nation. 

In doing so I have no intention of looking for easy solutions 

or auick fixes. Rather, I will continue to seek solutions 

that are meaningful and lasting and in the long-term interests 

of the United States. 

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

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

four years, to build America's rnilitarv strenoth and strong 

defe~se and economic relations with our allies and friends. 

• Second, we will continue to demonstrate to the Soviet 

Cnion that a price will be paid for its refusal to abide by 

the accepted norDs of international conduct. At the same ti~e, 

we will make it clear to the Soviet Union that we ~eek no return 

to the Cold War, no indiscriminate confrontation. "The choice 

is the Soviet Union's, we will respond to either. 

• Third, we will remain deeply committed to the process 

of mutual and verifiable arms control and the effort to nrevent 

the spread and further develooment of nuclear weapons. I intend. 
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to ;:,ush for the ratification of the SA.LT II Treaty 2t the 

earliest O?portunity. This agreenent is in our national 

interests. We are more secure with it than without it. 

• Fourth, we will cursue an active d1nlomacv in the 

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

resolve regional conflicts and to promote oeace -- in the 

Middle East, and Persian Gulf, southern Africa, Central 

J._rnerica, the Eastern Mediterranean. 

• Fifth, we will strive to resolve cressing international 

economic problems -- particularly energy and inflation -- and 

continue to pursue our still larger objective of global economic 

growth through expanded trade and development assistance. 

• Finally, and underlvinc all that we do, we will 

continue vigorously to support 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 Reagan: 

e Unlike rny ocponent, I do not believe a lasting world 

order is achievable by substituting the threat of intervention for 

diclomacy, by suggesting that we ~uarantine those nations which 

challenge our interests, or bv seekino to recain an unachievable 

military superioritv at an unimaginable cost. 

• Unlike mv onoonent, I do not believe we are a weak and 

flounderino nation, dismissed with contemot bv our enemies, 
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abandoned by our allies and sinkinq into decline as a ~a,or 

Rather, I know our resolve is steady, our military 

is po~erful, our alliances are strong and we are gaining new 

friends among the young nations of the world. 

• Unlike my Op?onent, I do not believe we can return to 

an ear lv dav when l:;.rnerican interests went unchal lenced in the 

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

of unequal wealth, and uneven resources. It is a 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 deal 

of turmoil in the world while we protect our interests and be 

a friend to those who seek a new life free from tyranny. 

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

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

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

world is much too diverse for such a simple e xplanation. But 

I will continue to insist, through our actions and our words , 

that the Soviet union respect the legitimate interests of other 

nations. 

• unlike my onponent, I would not accuse our allies of 

neutralism or accommodation with the Soviet Union. Leading an 

alliance of proud sovereign nations requires 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 f=oples, and the United States 

must lead, not dictate. 
.• 
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s Unlike my ooponent, I would not abandon the arms 

control process, which has contributed to our nation's 

security and has taken so many years to construct. That 

would be the consequence of his rigid op?osition to the SALT II 

Treaty. 

• Unlike mv opponent, I would not jeoDarc.ize cur new 

relationship with the People's Republic of China by tampering 

with the form of our good relations with the people of Taiwan. 

Our new relationship with China is clearly in our national 

interest and contributes to the peace and security of the Pacific 

region. 

• And, finally, unlike my opponent, I would not jettison 

human rights as a fundamental objective of U.S. foreicn policy. 

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

honoring the ideals of our heritage. 

I do not believe the P .. rnerican people share Governor 

Reagan's view of the future, a world filled with fears of change 

and unrest and damaging self-doubts about our military capabality 

and strength. 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 is strong and secure. Above all, I want us to be what 

the founders of our nation meant us to become a symbol of 

freedom, peace and hope throuahout the world. 
... - -



Militarv Superiority vs. Essential Equivalence 

Q: After accusing your Administration of permitting the 
Soviet Union to achieve military superiority, the 
?.epublican Platform states "We will build toward a 
sustained defense expenditure sufficient to close the 
gap with the Soviets, and ultimately reach the position 
of military superiority that the 1'.merican people cerr,and." 

1-Jould you comrnent on this Reoublican defense ob"iective 
and contrast it with your ow; national securityJobjectives? 

Response 

My Administration is dedicated to the mainte~ance 

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 Gnion. 

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 days of the American nuclear monopoly. 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 supremacy may be, common sense tells ~s 

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

definition, strategic superiority and arms 

control are inco~patible -- a race to 

superiority is an attempt to achieve a real 

military advantace, one which the lcsinc cartv _,, _, .. -

would never accept in a formal arms control 

agreement. We will not negotiate from a position 

of inferiority, and neither will the Soviets. 

~ It would mean an uncontrolled, open-ended, and 

enormously expensive arms race. The sums 

involved would be huge even in absolute terms, 

let alone in the face of the Republican's proposed 

30 percent tax dut. 

~ It would mean that we would have to skirno on 

conventional forces, where we need to improve, 

and to concentrate on a race in strategic weapons. 

0 It would channel the competition into the most 

dangerous arena -- the one most 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, dangerous. 

In the real world, meeting our defense needs is not a matter 

of taking everything we have and increasing it by 10 percent 

or 20 percent or 40 percent. 

There is no quick fix. 

There is no magic formula. 
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My Administration will preserv e o ur national security. 

We will improve our capabilities as necessary to Gaintain 

the military balance that exists today between the United 

States and the Sov iet Union. We will continue to make 

steady and sustained increases in defense spending to 

build the caoabilities we need we will buy only the 

weapon s y stems that best serve our neec.s, not every 

glan1orous weapon system that comes along. "(rJe wi 11 continue 

to seek equitable and verifiable ar~s control agreewents 

like the SALT II Treaty -- to limit the growth in Soviet 

military power, and to av oid spending resources 

unnecessarily in an uncontrolled strategic arms race. 

Prudence -- not impulse -- is the hallmark of a strong 

and a sane national security policy. !'-1ili tary power 

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

international problems. 

according to our design. 

Gov. Reagan does not. 

Nor can it make the world over 

I understand this reality ; 



Gov. Re2gan on Military Superioritv 

In Jan'!.1ary, Reagan called for an ir:-c:-;eciate "milita=y 
;:iuildup ai:ned at restoring our military su?eriority." 
(~utland-Herald, January 14, 1980) This same proposal was 
later incorporated in the Republican platform. 

wnile he called for an i~uediate buildup aimed at military 
superiority, just four days earlier, Reagan outlined the dangers 
of his im?ending 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, if that is equivalence or if that is 
superiority, you must have the degree to know that you are 
safe. I could see if you really strive for an obvious 
superiority then you may tempt the other side into being 
afraid and you continue escalating on both sides ... " 

Boston Globe 
January l 3 , 19 8 0 

Reagan's most recent speeches follow both lines of reasoninc 
calling for a 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 
disarm~~ent as the sure road to peace that peace was never 
more certain than in the years following World War II when we 
had a margin of safety in our military power which was so 
unmistakeable that others would not dare to challenc;e us?" 

Two days later he stated: 

Veterans of Foreign Wars 
August J 8, 1980 

Since when has it been wrong for P. .. n1erica to aim to be 
first iri- military strength? How is American military superiority 
"dangero-us?" 

American Legion 
August 20, 1980 
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Your _;dministration has been accused of allcwinc the 
military balance with the Soviet union to deteriorate 
to a position of US inferiority and ushering in R neriod 
of grave danger to US interests around the world. · The 
Secretary of Defense has said that even with the post­
Afghanistan defense spending · increases, it would 
require 40 years to catch up to Soviet ex?enditures. 

How do you view the trends -- and the irnnlications of 
these trends -- in the military balance? Are we, 
in fact, number two today in military strensth as 
Governor Reagan has charged? 

And, do you believe that our security over the next 
several years would have been ·h elped or hurt if your 
)'.l.c.,-ninis tra tion had moved more aggressively on 
production of such weapons as the neutron bomb, 
B-I, MX and Trident II? 

Res"8onse 

The charae that the United States has fallen into a 

position of military inferiority is false. Those who 
n 

claim that the United States is weak , that the United 

States cannot carry out its objectives, ~hat the United 

States cannot deter conflict, and it c2nnot win a 

conflict -- I think thev do a disservice. h'e have verv 

substantial capabilities. The Soviets are aware of it. 

Over the past 20 years, the military f~rces of the 

Soviets have grown substantially, both in absolute 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 most 

advantageous military position if we do not counter their 

programs with force improvements of our ~wn. h•e wi 11 not 

allow any other nation ·to gain military suDerioritv over us. 
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In the strategic area, the Soviets have reached ?arity 

with us. Sy some measures, we are ahead; by ot~ers, the 

Soviets are ahead. we ·have, for example, thousands more 

warheads than the Soviets do. They have more intercontinental 

ballistic missile payload. We have more subffiarine-launched 

ballistic missile payload. We have a better balanced 

strategic capability bec-ause we have bombers on alert. 

We have roughly half of our submarine-launch ballistic 

missiles deployed at all times. They have an edge in 

land-based ICBMs. 

reasonably even. 

So, the balance in these terms is 

wnat is also clear, however, is that in strategic 

nuclear forces, the Soviets have come from a position of 

substantial inferio:r.:-ity 15 v ears aao to one of :)aritv todav. 

Their forces have improved in quality as well as nlli~bers. 

The Soviets have a notential for strategic advantage, if we 

fail to respond with adequate proarams of our own. 

We are resoonding. T , t"h C . .... - S.... .... . d ooay .. e ;ni Lee La Les is engage 

in the most comprehensi v e militarv modernization program 

since the earlv 1960s. 

In the strategic area, we are rnovinq ahead on 

strengthening all three legs of our Triad of land-based 

missiles, submarine-launched missiles and bombers. Four 

years ago there ·was no program for a survivable mobile 

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 pro~ram. Four years ago, 

the only rr,ajor proposal to modernize our bor-;-.ber force 

was the B-1. We cancelled this program ~ecause it was 

clear then -- and it is even clearer to~a1 -- that it would 

have been dangerously vulnerable to improving Soviet 

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

a waste of money. 

Mv Administration has also taken ste~s to reverse a 

decade of decline in the military strength of the 

Atlantic Alliance. 

-- h11en 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 Allies responded by making the same pledge . . 

-- With P...rnerican leadership, NATO also took the crucial 

step of adopting a bold Long-Term Defense Program which 

will extend over 15 years. That progrfuu is helping us 

to increase our capacity to deter or defeat any surprise 

attack that may be launched against our European Allies 

and therefore against 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 schedule. 



~hTO is resnonding in a dete~~ined an~ ccordinated 

fashion to the militarv comnetition pcsed by the ~arsaw 

Pact. ~ever in the history of the Alliance has its ~ilitary 

solidaritv been creater than it is todav. 

The recent chaos in Iran and the Soviet invasion of 

Afghanistan have emphasized that the challenges to our 

vital interests and our securitv are not confined to one 

oeocraphic area. It has also demonstrated that we need 

to correct deficiences in our conventional power projection 

capabilities. The United States must be able to ~espond 

quickly and effectively io military challen9es anywhere 

in the world. 

Power projection is not new for the United States, but 

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

in a systematic and significant enhancement of our 

caoabilities to move forces rapidly to distant trouble 

spots. 

Four vears aco, we did not have adeauate ca~ability 

to resnond to threats in far way places such as the 

Persian Gulf recion as auicklv and effectively as our 

interests reauired. Our intensified effort involves a 

n~'Tlber of different programs, including creation of RDF, 

prepositioning the weapons and supplies for Marine troops 

and Air Force tactical fighters in the region, increasing 

our naval presence in the Indian Ocean, gaining access 

to key port and airfield facilities in t~e area. 
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We all hope and work and pray that we will see a 

world in which the ~eapons of war are no lcn~er necessary, 

but now we must deal with the hard facts, with the world 

as it is. In the dangerous and uncertain world of today, 

the keystone of our national security is still military 

strength -- strength that is clearly recognized by 

Americans, by our .Zl,llies, and by any potential ac.versary. 

As long as I am President, I am determined to ~aintain 

that strencth. 



Gov. Reasan on the Militarv Ealarce 

" . .. 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. Today, they lead us in all 
but 6 or 8 and may well sur?ass us in those if present trends 
continue." 

Veterans of Foreign Wars 
August 18, 1980 



Septe~~er 26, 1980 

Defer.se Spe:nc.ing 

Q: The Republican platform accuses your Acministration 

Response: 

-
11 

' t ' US a - " 0 

II OI rnassive cu sin · e~ense spenaing. They 
charge that you have reduced c.efense spending by 
over $38 billion from President Ford's last Five 
Year Defense 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 budget, 
as you have promised, in light of growing public 
support for stew~ing public spending and the great 
difficulties in cutting back domestic programs? 

I~ eager to compare my defense record of steady, 

sustained increase over the last four vears with the 

record of underinvesD~ent and decline durina the 

previous eight years of two Republican Administrations. 

Governor Reaaan is fond of comoarino the real 

accomolishments of mv AQministraticn with President 

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

the polls le~t Republican officials free to orooose 

a budaet that would neither have to be cefended before 

Concress nor executed; that would n6t have to meet the 

tests of affordability and consistency. For example, 

that bogus lame-duck document proposed twice as many 

ships per year as the average number authorized during 

the previous seven years. 

In contrast the real Republican record, from 

fiscal years 1970 through 1977, shows that outlays for 
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defer.se in constant dollars -- the weasure of how ~uch 

we are actually s2ending for defense -- declined every 

vear. Durino the eiaht v ears prior to my Ad.:.-ni nistration 

defense soending declined in real terms -- after 

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

requests to Congress declined over $30 billion in the 

eight years before FY 1978. 

Eight consecuti ve v ears of decline cannot be 

rev ersed 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 aporopriate measure of defense expenditures --

outlays -- the record reveals that outlays rose steadily 

from just over $134 billion in FY 1978 to almost $14 7 billi ( 

in FY 1981 -- o ver 10 % real Growth in constant 1981 

dollars o ver the four- v ear period. As projected in my 

current Fi v e-Year Defense Program, 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 

v eat of the Ford Administration . 
.I. 



Moreover, my .Z,dministration is the first .'".dmir:istration 

to co;mnit itself to protecting the level of real crowth in 

defense spendina from the effects of inflation. This 

corr1mi tment underscores my determination to oreserve the 

Defense orooram in the face of unforeseen events such as 

oil price rises and the cost of expanded militarv 

operations in the Indian Ocean. 

I intend to carry out rny current five-year plan. 

The most wasteful and self-defeatina thine that we 

could do would be to start this necessary program, then 

alter it or cut it back after a v ear or two when such an 

action might become politically attractive. It would also be 

harmful £or the Commander-in-Chief to attempt to justify 

to the P..merican people billions of dollars in unnecessary 

and unneeded programs. Although Governor Reagan has been 

very i mprecise about how much his defense program would 

c bst, the plans outlined in the Reoublican Platform would 

cost this nation over $5 0 billion annuallv b y 1985 above 

the substantial increases I hav e plann ed. 

Th e defense program I h ave proposed for the next five 

years will require some sacrifice -- but sacrifice that 

we must afford . I am confident that the ~~erican peo?le 

understand the threats our country faces, and-will support 

this program. 



Gov. ~ea;an on ~efense 5?~nding 

Reagan has ne ver wa vered from his strong SU??Ort of 
increased defense S?ending. ~eagan and t~e Re~ublican 
party call for a military buildup to attain miiitary 
SU?eriority. By engaging in an arms race with the Soviets, 
Reagan believes that we can use our economic might to 
defeat the ?ussians. 

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

New York Post 
May 29, 1979 

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

" ... I've always believed that defe~se is something in 
which you do not make the detennination (of a budget)-­
it's made for you by your possible opponent." 

Washington Post 
J>..pril 20, 1980 

It would appear that Rea~an would.rely on Reagan-Ke~p­
Roth to provide the needed revenues for the military build-up: 

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

Flint Journal 
I•iay 18 , 19 8 0 

When pressed for figures on how much would be necessary to 
achieve military supperiority, Reagan avoids specifics. 

"Well, I've never gone by the figures. In fact, I think 
it's wrong to say we're safe because we're spending 5 percent 
more or 3 percent more or anything. No, go by the weapons. 
Now, I have outlined a nw~ber 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 you, 
I think we're talking about the next few years that we must 
change the situation, not eventually down the road." 

National Journal Interview 
March 9, 1980 
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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 erroneously 
charges. But the fundamental problem I have with Mr. Carter's 
rewriting of history is its sheer, blatant hypocrisy. Who 
was it 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 
year 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, 1980 



Q: Your critics have claimed that your A~rninistration 

Resoonse: 

has scaled down, cancelled or delayed every strategic 
weapon program proposed by your Republican predecessor, 
including production of Minuteman missiles, the B-1, 
ground-, sea- and air-launched cruise missiles, the M-X, 
the Trident submarine and the Trident II Dissile. 
During this time, the Sov iets have not shown si~ilar 
restraint, continuing to deploy several new types of 
ICBMs and SL3Y!s with multiple warheads, and 
developing a new geneiation cf even more threatening 
missiles. 

Row do you respond to the charge Lfiat your Administration 
has failed to recocnize the imoortance of rnaintaininc 
the strategic bala;ce and that~only in the past year-have 
you moved to fully fund necessary strategic programs? 

That list of charges made by Governor Reagan is a 

combination of half truths, falsehoods and misleading 

statements. Let me surrmarize the strategic programs as 

I found them when I entered the White House four years 

ago and where we are today. 

In 1977 there was no program for a mobile ICBM. 

No final decisions had ~een made on the M-X missile, nor 

on how to deploy it. There ~as no program for lo~g-range, 

air-launched cruise missiles; no program £or ground-

la unc h ed cr~ise missiles; no program for sea-launched 

cru ise missiles. There were no plans to deploy additional 

Minuteman III ICBMs, so a continuing production line would 

have been a useless, senseless waste of S300 million 

per year. 

The Trident ballistic missile submarine program was 

bogged down in contractor disputes and way behind schedule. 

There was no Trident II ballistic missile. In the past 
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three years I have resolved these disputes and gotten 

the Trident program back on schedule. The first Trident 

s ubmarine went to sea last summer. The 4,000-mile 

range Trident I missile is now being deployed on 12 Po seidon 

submarines and will be deployed 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 

program was the ~-1. It had been on the drawing b o ard so 

long~- irt 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-1 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 Sov iets have gone·ahead and improved 

their air defenses and have prog rams ,in the works that 

will improve them further. 

Instead, because the existing cruise missile program 

at that time was inadequate, I initi~ted 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 Cefsnd 

asainst than the B-1~ They will be able to cenetrate 

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

into the 1990s when the B-1, T . ~ as_ saic, would have had 

verv doubtful capability to penetrate. At the same time, 

we are studying a number of different advance wanned 

bombers -- including Stealth -- for possible deploy~ent 

in the 1990s. 

With respect to the growing vulnerability of our 

Minuteman ICBM 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 of high accuracy intercontinental 

ballistic missile warheads in large numbers. The preferred 

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

1976 -- was to put tharn in Minuteman silos. The other scheme 

in 1976 was one of underground tunnels, which at least 

recognized the need for a different deployDent system in orde 

for the M-X missiles to survive. Neither of these proposals 

Neither would have solved the problem of was workable. 

survivability. We then spent about two vears trying 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 it 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. 



Governor Re2canon Strategic Programs 

Reagan has been a constant SU?porter of all weaoon progra~s. 
In £act, he has never publicly opposed any major w~aoon system 
in the last 15 years. 

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

"o the earliest possible deployment of the :v1X missile 
in a prudent survivable configuration; 

o accelerated development and deployment of a new ~anned 
strategic penetrating borr~er that will exploit the 
$5.5 billion already invested in the 3-1, while 
employing the most advanced technology available; 

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

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

o modernization of the military corr..,-;-,and and control system 
to assure the responsiveness of U.S. strategic nuclear 
forces to presidential co~~and in peace or war; and 

0 

o vigorous research and deve:opment of an effective 
anti-ballistic missile sy : ~e~, such as is already at 
hand in the Soviet Union, as :well as more modern A3M 
technologies." 

1980 Republican ?latfo~m 
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~-X (including h3M) 

Q: There have been a number of reports that the M-X is 
losing support as a result of its high cost, concern 
about its impact on the states where it would be 
deployed, and its viability in the absence of SALT. 

Response: 

In light of these problems, do you 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 AQ~inistration be pursuing alternatives, 
in the event of an extended delay in M-X? And, 
what is your position on an ABM system to protect MX? 

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

the security of our nation. Our land-based Minuteman 

ICBM force is becoming vulnerable and we must act 

promptly to restore its invulnerabilitv. 

When I entered ofiice in 1977 there was no program 

for a survivable M-X. One alternative under consideration 

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

the M-X would have been just as vulnerable to a Soviet 

attack as the Minutemen are now. J...,,other al tern a ti ve 

at least recognized the need for irnoroved survivability, 

but detailed analysis of this alternative the trench 

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

During the next two years 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 

Ceployed. 
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After studying dozens of options, we found a 

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

Governor Reagan has criticized ~y decision. I would 

challenge him to be more specific about the alternative 

he favors. Does he want to build a missile and have no 

place to put it? Does he want to put it in the Minute~an 

silos where they will be vulnerable to a nuclear ?earl 

Harbor? Perhaps he wants to build thousands and thc~sancs 

of · 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 ar~s race. 

The missile deployment I have approved will protect 

us from a Soviet surprise attack and yet be consistent 

with trying to curb arms and not engage in an arIT.s race. 

I am confident we have made the right decision. 

Strategic nuclear forces necessary for our nation's 

security are costly, but it is a burden we 2ust bear to 

protect our freedoms. The Defense Depa~t~ent cost estimate 

for the M-X of about $33 billion in FY '80 dollars was 

worked out with care, and not artificially squeezed to 

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

to sell military programs in the past. Even at this cost, 

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

Polaris missile systems, or the B-52 bor.~ers. 
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necessity for M-X, I have carefully reviewed the Air 

Force's plans 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 deploying the M-X, we will respect all state water 

laws and will do evervthing possible to deal with the 

other economic impacts on the states. I am determined 

to see that these issues are resolved to the satisfaction 

of the residents around the deployment areas. I believe 

this can be done while planning to have the first missiles 

in service by 1986. 

Finally, many Republican critics of mv P,dmin.i stration 

fa vo r abrogating the ABM Treaty and deploying ABMs to pro-

tect M-X. I believ e that would be a gross mistake at t~is 

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

most important achivement of SALT I, and one which holds 

down the arms competition. A decision to deploy AE~s should 

not be made lightly . But if in the absence of the con-

straints of the SALT II Treaty , the Sov iets deployed 

tremendous numbers of warheads capable of attacking M-X 

shelters, 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-standing 

technology program to develop ABMs and we would consider 

ceploying such a system if that becomes necessary in the 

future. 



"To ;,re\-ent the ultirr,ate catastro?he of a r::2.ssive nuclear 
attack, we ursently need a program to preserve and restore our 
stratecic deterrent. The Administration orO"QCSes a costlv a:1d 
ccmple; new missile system. But we can't.co;plete that u;tii. 
the end of this decade. Given the rapidlv growina vul~erabilitv 
of our land-based missile force, a ::aster-reI,\ec.y is ne-?ced_" -

Address to Chicago Council 
on Foreign Relations 

?-~arch 1 7 , l 9 8 0 

The race-track deployment proposed by the Carter Administra­
tion is enormously expensive and complicate~, and will require 
years to build. This proposed mode of deploying the~~ should 
be scrapped, because it is unworkable. 

Response to question posed by 
Arms Control Today, May 1980 

?.eprese:-itative .~riderson on the MX 

I have op:;::,osed development and deployment of the Y.i.X missile 
system as currently planned. Not only will this system be out­
rageously expensive and environmentally unsound, it will fail to 
ao.dres s the fundarnen tal need to enhance ;_,-:,eri can security. We 
should not add thousands of new targets for Soviet military 
planners to conte~plate, but should instead t~ke advantage of 
technological advances in guidance, propulsion systems, com.rnanc 
and control systems, and platforms to develop a secure and 
invulnerable system before the end of the decade. While the 
need for pro~pt counter-silo capability has not been co~pletely 
yesolved in my own mind, any such capability should not be 
Geployed in a manner that invites attack on the United States. 

Response to question posed by 
Arms Control Todav, May 1980 



~ew Strategic Ec~ber 
(Including Stealth Controversy) 

Q: Three years ago you cancellec the B-1 bo~ber in favor of 
less expensive cruise missiles. Now your Administration 
is apparently on the verge of agreeing with the Air Force 
that a new bomber may be needed for conventional missions 
as well as for a strategic role. 

Response: 

Given the increasing anxiety over the effective~ess cf 
the aging B-52, do you . still believe your 1977 cecision 
to cancel the B-1 was justified? 

Also, your Administration has recently come under attack 
for a llec3.9ec3.ly leaking the so-cal led "Steal th" tech:10logy 
for election year political purposes. Even if the original 
leaks did not come from the Ac.ministration, Defense 
Department officials seemed most eager to brief reporters 
and draw attention to the once-secret technology which, 
in Secretary Brown's words, "alters the military balance 
significantly." 

How do you answer the charge that your Administration's 
handling of Stealth was politically motivated and has 
damaged our national security? 

Four years ago, the only major proposal to modernize 

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

program because it was clear then -- and it is even clearer 

today -- that by the time the B-1 could have been off the 

assembly lines and deployed at our SAC ~ases, improved 

Soviet air defenses would have 

dangerously vulnerable. Quite simply, the B-1 was 

obsolete and a waste of money. Yet Governor Reagan has 

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

been built. The Reoublican program is a program of 

obsolescence. They want to resurrect decorrmissioned ships. 

They want to revive the ABM system, which ?resident 
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Nixon discarded. With vulnetable bo~bers, mothballed 

ships and obsolete missiles, they would waste bi~l1ons 

of defense dollars. 

Instead of the B-1, .I chose to modernize the bomber 

force by exploiting some of the most advanced and 

effective military technology in the world -- the air-

launched cruise missile. When I entered office four 

years ago, no long-range, air-launched cruise missiles 

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

~n our way to equipping our B-52s with over 3,000 of 

these verv highly accurate, long-range cruise mi~siles. 

They will be able to penetrate Soviet defenses not only 

in 1982, when the first full squadron will be ready, 

but through the 1980s and beyond. 

At the same time we are studying a new bomber 

to meet any reauir8~ents 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 years. Programs 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 its existence was not 

classified as secret. The program had been dealt 

with in open testimony and in open contracts. In the 

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

ment and production program. The existence of this 
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new program was classified at the highest level. 

fundino level is now more than 100 ti~es larcer than - ~ --
it was in early 1977. 

in the program. 

There hav e been rnaj'cir achieve~ents 

Hundreds of contractor personnel are now working on 

Stealth. Dozens of Members of Congress have been briefed 

on the existence of the program. The increasing size of 

the orocram and the increasing nu~bers of persons a~are 

of it made certain that its existence would have come out 

in the near future. 

Governor Reaqan's charge 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 change their air defense. They 

are already developing and building the best air defenses 

they can. Even if they could push their research harder 

to develop yet better air defenses, they have no idea of 

what characteristics to design 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 ahead of the Soviets in this program 

for decades to come. 

Stealth is one of a number of major technological 

advantages that the U.S. possesses. These technological 

advantages 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 pest, and will 

continue to do so in the future because it is i~portant 

that our potential enemies, our allies and the I-.. rnerican 

people understand our military st~ength. 

essential factor in deterring war. 

This is an 



Gc:-,' er:-1or ?eac2:;-1 on the B-1 and Cruise ~~issiles 

"I don't think t h at the cur:'.:"ent ac ;-r'. i n istration (Carter) is 
coing what should b ·e done - not when it cancels the B-1 borrtl:Jer, 
whi ch is probably t h e foremost adv ance in aircraft that has e v er 
~een -- or has been presented since we went to the jet engines ... " 

* 

Face The Nation 
.'.'1ay 14, 1978 

* * 

" We ::iav e an administration (Carter ) that in three years has 
done away with ... the cruise missile ... and you could go on with 
weaoon after weapon ... " 

San Jose "1-;;ews 
March 10, 1980 



lSSO 

Neutron Ecmb 

Q: Critics of your Administration have cited your surprise 
aecisior. in April 1978 not to deploy the so-~alled 
neutron bomb as a prime example of inconsistency that 
has seriously harmed our position of leadership in the 
NATO alliance. At that time you said the ultimate 
decision on the neutron bomb would be made in light of 
Soviet restraint. 

Resnonse: 

What considerations led you to decide so precipitously 
against deploying the neutron bomb in 1978? h'hat is 
the status of your decision to defer production? What 
signs of Soviet restraint have, so far, prevented you 
from deciding to proceed with the neutron bomb? 

My decision of April 7, 1978 to defer a deploy-r.1ent 

decision still stands. I have directed that the Defense 

Department proceed with programs 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 

they 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 weanons is not 

clear. NATO is deploying highly sophisticated, conventional 

"precision guided munitions" in anti-armor roles that are so 

accurate that there is a high ptobability 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 question of enhanced radiation weapons remains a 

sensitive one for our European Allies, on whose soil such 

weapons would be stationed. Governor Reagan's bland assertion 

that he would deploy enhanced radiation weapons in Eurone 

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

?eagan ignores one essential fact: ~ATO is an Alli~nce of 

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

going to deploy a weapon on their territory. We consult 

with them, we examine the military requirements, we 

consider the political implications, then we as an Alliance 

decide. 

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

the t~eater nuclear forces (TNF) through the deploy:,1ent of 

Pershing II and ground-launched cruise missiles. This plan 

is focused on long-range TNF because of their special contributior 

to deterrence. This decision was the product of ~odel ?Olitical 

and military cdnsultations with our Allies. 



GO 'J ernor Reagan on the !(eutron Bomb 

?sagan stronqly opposed any funding cuts in the develoo~ent 
of the neut:!"on bomb. He views the neutron boITl;:) as "an cffe!lsive 
·,.,;e2?on that could bridge the gap for conventional we2.?ons." 

New York Times 
I-1ay 6, 1980 

Reagan has called the !1eutron bor:-JJ the clc,sest thing to the 
ic:eal ,.,;e2.pon. 

"Very sim?lY it is the dream of death ray weapon of science 
fiction. It kills enemy soldiers but doesn't blow up the 
surrounding countryside or destroy villages, tow~s and cities. 
It won't destroy an enemy tank -- just kill the tank ~ew. 

"Now some express horror at this and charging irrunortali ty, 
portrai those who would use such a weapon as placing a 
higher value on property than human life. This is sheer 
u.~adulterated nonsense. It is harsh sounding, but all war 
weapons back to the club, the sling and the arrow, are 
designed to kill the soldiers of the enerny. With gunpowder 
and artillery and later bombs and bombers, war could not be 
confined to the battlefield. A~d so came total war and non­
combatants ·outnumbering soldiers in casualties." 

Reagan Radio Transcript 
March 1978 - April 1978 

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

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

1·Jashington Post 
April 24, 1980 



Q. The ?.e!:mblican Platform charges t:-iat vou!:" .~c.r:1inistration 
relies on a nuclear strategy known as-mut~al assured 
destruction (or l"LZ\D) which would limit the President 
in a crisis to choose between mass mutual suicide or 
surrender. Yet you have recently signed Presidential 
Directive 59, widely reported in the press to call for 
giving the Presicent greater flexi~ility to retaliate 
with nuclear wea?ons against limited sroups of targets. 

How do you answer the charge that your directive was 
timed to refute the Republican Platform statement? 
Why was a Presidential Directiv e on this extrernelv 
important and sensitive subject undertaken during~a 
political campaign? 

Also, other critics claim that increasi~g the 
President's flexibility to order nuclear attacks 
will only make nuclear war more thinkable, hence 
more likely. Eow do you answer this concern? 

Resnonse 

I deeply regret the ill-informed attacks on our 

Nation's nuclear deteirent strategy. There has been a 

great deal of exaggeration put out 2bo6t Presidential 

Directive 59 in this campaign, and - welcome the 
I 

opportunity to state once again the true facts about 

America's deterrent doctrine. 

The United States has never had a doctrine based 

solely and simply on spasmodic, massive attacks on Soviet 

cities and populations, as Governor Reagan knows -- or 

at least he should know. The Presi6ent is not faced with 

a Robson's choice between suicide and surrender if 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 
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Soviet cities to deter Soviet aggression. 

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

caoability 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 olans 

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 

strategv contained in PD-59 is not a radical departure 

from previous policv 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. 
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I wan t to st~e ss that the Gnited S ta~es re~ain s 

fully canable of devastating t h e Soviet Union unde r any 

circumstances. As s u red destruction of the Soviet Union 

as a modern i nd ustrial society reffiains the corne rst on e 

of the strategy expressed in PD-59. It does not 

sianifv a shift to a US olan to strike first at t h e 
~ ~ ~ 

Soviet Union with nuclear forces, nor doe s it mean the 

United States intends to use or threaten to use nuclear 

weapons to gain foreign policy objecti ves. The only 

sane purpose of nuclear weapons is to deter t heir 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. 



Represe n tati v e Anderson on Nuclear Strategy 

In a S?eech before the Co uncil on Foreign Relations in 
!~ew York on September 24, }'.i.nderson charged that both President 
Carter and Ronald Reagan "ha ve f o rmed an alliance of foll y " 
in their positions on nuclear war strategy. 

"Both seem to harbor the fatal illi..:sion that n uclear wars 
can be limited and perhaps even won. That conclusion is 
reflected in Mr. Reagan's platfo rm and in Mr. Carter's twin 
commitments to the MX counterforce missile and to the new 
targeting doctrine formulated in Presidential Di r ecti v e 59." 

"Obviously, neither Mr. Carter now Mr. Reagan is ad vocating 
nuclear war. But I consider both of them to be seriously 
misguided in their endorsement of the so-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." 



De fen se Manpc~er 

Q: According to the GOP, Carte r l,dm i:1.i s tra t i on "mi sr:-,ana ge rr. e n t 11 

of the all-volunteer f o rce concept h as t ur n ed it i n to 

Response: 

a fl shambles", a "nati onal s candal fl and "d isgrace. 11 

The Party Platform bl ames your Adm i n ist r ati on as well 
for a "dramatic e x odus" o f s k ill e d mi li tary pe r s onn el 
from the services, a loss which is ''the direct r e sult 
of neglect by the Commander-in-Chief. 11 _!,ddi tionally, 
this year it became k n own that tens o f t ho~ sand s of 
military families are eligible fo r f ood stamps. 

How do you answer the charge that y our Admi n istration 
permitted this situation to deteri o rate? What is 
your assessment of the strength and morale in our armed 
services? What measures ha v e you pro p o s e d to s o lve 
the problems that do exist? 

The continuing ability of our Armed Forces to 

recruit and retain suffic.ient numbers of qualified 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 c ountry. 

I realize that many e xperienced men and women are 

leaving the Serv ices because of a feeling that they are 

not adequately compensated. I hav e taken sev e r al 

steDs to i mprove this situation a nd I will continue 

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

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

legislation specifically targeted to the areas of most 

immediate need. These included an increased subsistence 
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allowance, a 25% increase in aviation career incentive 

pay, increased pay for enlisted personnel serving at 

sea, 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 l. Pay and benefits 

for the Prmed Forces will rise more than $4 billion in 

1981, the greatest increase in the history of our nation, 

in either war or peace. 

These measures, by thernselvE:S, are only a first 

step toward 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 budget, 

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 

recognition of the hard fact that sustained cornmittnent 

0£ the American people will be required to pay the costs 

0£ retaining and supporting a voluntary military force. 



8efe~se ?eadiness 

Q. In recent years, increasing publicity has been given to 
the low readiness of our military forces: shortages of 
spare parts, fuel and a~munition, growing backloss of 
deferred maintenance through inadequate facilities to 
meet peacetime needs (let alone ~artime requireQents) and 
shrinking industrial capacity to supply defense goods. 

More recently, Army Chief of Staff General Meyer has 
st.ated that we have "a ho llow /1.rmy ". Four years ago, 
all 10 Army divisions based in the US were rat.ed fully 
combat ready. Now 6 of these divisions are rated not 
combat ready and the other 4 are rated marginally 
cornba t ready. 

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

Response 

Today our land, ~aval and air forces are fully capable 

of substantial and successful cowbat. 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 inadequate 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 

years, 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 78-81 period. 
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Four vears aao, munitio~s and S?are parts i,,ventor ies 

and production suffered from low baseline reouire~ents 

established by previous Administrations. Irnmediately 

after taking office I corn.missioned, 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. However, much work needs 

to be done and it will be several years before those 

inventories will be fully adequate 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 d~visions in Europe and the 

Pacific represent 45 percen -'- of the Army and are maintained 
i 

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 is capable of 

operating with two of its three brigades if required to 

deploy immediately. But all Army units could not be 

transported at the same time. While early deploying 

units are moving, the later units are brought up to 

full capacity. 

Our current efforts to i morove Army readiness are 

showing results: 



3 

• First, recruiting for the past year has fully 

met objectives and those soldiers are now beginning to 

arrive in units. 

• Second, non-commissioned officer shortages will 

be improved through reducing unneeded personnel in 

forward deployed forces. 

• 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) • • .;;:: .J.,. 

in 1n1.. an 1..ry, 

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 equipment assigned to them, and would 

have to be filled out in an emergency with reservists.) 

There has alsq 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 

logi~tic 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 
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a ccess to ou r ~ar reserv e spares and wou ld, as necessary, 

use serviceable components from out-of-corcnission and 

damaged aircraft to maximize our wartime capability. 

Today, our armed forces stand ready to fight, if 

that should become necessary. In response to events in 

Southwest Asia, I ordered the rapid deployment of two 

aircraft carrier battle groups to the Indian Ocean. Since 

the beginning of this year, we have deployed two aircraft 

carriers; ov er 25 other ships and more than 150 combat 

aircraft in one of the areas of the world most 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 is 

needed. 

as well. 

No other Navy in the world could have performed 
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0 ilitary Draft 

Q. Critics on your left have attacked your rei~stitution of 
draft registration as the first step to resu~ing the 
peacetime draft. Critics on your right have claimed that 
the draft registration program is an empty, syr:i.bolic 
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 opDcsition 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. 
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Mo reover, o ur allies continue to look to us for 

l eacership of the Atlantic Alliance. They rightly 

r equire of us wisdom and st r e ng th -- political, eco nomic 

and military -- to properly ffia n a g e the changing intern ational 

security environment. 

Draft registration is a tan g ible demon stration to 

our allies and potential adv ersaries o f our national 

strength and will. It also assists our planning for 

national emergencies in which an actual draft could 

be necessary. 



Governor Re agan on thP ~ilitarv Dr aft 

rteasan opposes both the President's move to rei~state 
draft registration and any peacetime draft. 

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

Acceptance Speech 
Jul:/ 17, 1980 

He also challenges the underl y ing premise for registr a tion. 

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

Quoted by Senator Hatfield 
Congressional Record 
June 4, 19 80 

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. ·;,ve 've allowed (our reserve force) 
to deteriorate very badly. It is much too small, it is not 
equipped with the latest weapons and it doesn't have the 
training." 

National Journal 
March 8, 1980 

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

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

Reagan: Yes. 

Q: How, with pay incentives? 

Reagan: Yes, it could be pay incentives. 

~ational Journal 
March 8, 1980 



Rapid Deployment Force 

Q: The Administration's critics have charged that the RDF 

Response: 

is just a paper organization, a political gi~~~ick 
designed to draw attention away ~rom 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 corru.\ent on 
these charges. 

Also, since our existing forces are stretched so thin, 
how can they be drawn down to take on new corr1.1ni tments 
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 equipment? 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 require 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. 
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~he Rapid Deployment Force d~aws its forces from Army; 

Navy; Air Force; and Marine units which are oriented 

toward non-NATO contingencies and that can respond auickly 

to crises, primarily in areas in which we have no 2errr.anent 

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 might be sufficient to 

respond to requests by friendly countries to provide a 

natural disaster assistance team or cornmunications-and­

comrnand 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 equipment -- 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 outsiz~d 

cargo, like tanks. Our 1981 shipbuilding program has 

been increased to 95 units over the next five years. 
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We have already deployed a seven-ship, prepcsitioned 

s uppor t force afloat Diego Garcia, in the Indian Ocean. 

The seven-ship group is compo sed of charte red Roll-on/ 

roll-off ships, cargo ships and tankers. This group of 

ships stores Ma rine Corps armored equipment, artillery 

and other large items of rolling stock that place the 

largest demand on airlift. 

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

of military continaencies in defense of our viral n~tjonaJ 

interests. Throuqh carefully selected orocur ernent 

programs we are irnprovina sianificantlv that caoabilitv. 

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. 



Se pte~b2r 12, 1 9S0 

Q: In comparing your defe~se record with that of ?resident 
Ford, the most dramatic area of cuts is naval ship­
building. During the last four years, the nav al 
share of the DOD budget has shrunk from 40 percent 
to 33 percent. President Ford's last fi ve-year 
ship contruction plan was cut from 157 ships to 83. 
Your shipbuilding proposals since then have gone up 
and down, showing no consistent pattern. In 1979, 
you vetoed the Defense bill because it contained a 
nuclear-oowered aircraft carrier. And v ou have 
~equested only about one-third the Mari;e amphibious 
ships needed to maintain the current force level. 

Have you downgraded the Nav.J '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 Amninistra tions 

often quoted 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 siqnificantly less than the 

proorarn we are now following. 

Like President Ford's defense budget for fiscal year 

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 1977, 

156-ship five-year 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 

av~e number authorized during the previous seven years 

of Reoubiican Administration. 
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In contrast, the Drocram I ::iave followed is b2.sed on 

a policv to structure a re2listic, execu~;::ble -five-v2ar 

shipbuilding program within available resources, rather 

than ·to continue to delude ourselves with unre2.listic 

shipbuilding plans or to resurrect old mothballed ships. 

My Ad~inistration'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 flexibility: 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 of 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 is indispensable to our global strategy -- in peace 

and also in war. 



G0 ver~or ~eagan on ~aval . Strenath 

Reagan has criticized the Carter Administration for slashing 
Navy prog:::-ci.iilS. 

"In 19 6 9, Admiral Thomas .:-·ioorer, then Chief of Naval Operations, 
told Congress that a Navy of 850 ships should be attained by 
1980. By the end of this fiscal year, 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 requirement. 

Reagan Speech to American Legion 
August 20, 1980 

Reagan calls for a reversal in this trend. 

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

Reagan Speech to American Legion 
August 20, 1980 

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

"Republicans pledge to reverse Mr. Carter's dismantling of 
U.S. naval and Marine forces. We will restore our fleet to 
600 ships at a rate equal to or exceeding that planned by 
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 



hrms Control: Role in US Security 

Q: What is your concept of the role of arms control in pro­
tecting US security? Do we pursue arms control in and 
of itself, or as a Deans of advancing specific foreign 
policy or national security objectives? Do you have a 
strategy which guides your Ad~inistration and ties our 
defense planning and arms control negotiations together? 
Why do you think there is so rnuch s uspicion of arms con­
trol in the last few years? Dees arms control have any 
place in the present inte rna tior,al a~~osphere? 

Response 

I remain deeply committed to the process of mutual 

and verifiable arms control, particularly to the effort 

to prevent 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 

untted States has a profound national security interest in 

the 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. 

Go ve rnor Reagan's strategy: 

There are two problems with 

One, the Soviets will no more 

let us build to nuclear superiority over them than we will 

them over us; two, the Soviets are not going to negotiate 

under the conditions Governor Reagan descr~bes. So, the 

~J11erican 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 agreements 

can comolement our defense proarams in maintaining the 

militarv balance of oower and preserving international peace 

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

Treatv is in the securitv interests of the United States. 

When conditions oermit, I will seek its ratification, and 

press on to· SALT III. 
0 

My Administration will continue t- p~rsue arms control 

agreements where these clearly can contr~bute to the security 

of the United States and its allies and friends. Unlike 

Governor Reaqan, I do not regard balanced, verifiable arms 

limitations, such as the SALT II treaty, as "appeasement." 



.~rms Ccn tro 1 : hdministration Record 

Q: Your Administration began with a great emphasis on 

Response: 

arms control. You sought agreements on strategic weapons, 
on anti-satellite weapons, on military forces in the 
Indian Ocean, on restraining conventional arms transfers, 
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 come to anything. 

How do you assess your Administration's arms control 
record after four years? What reason is there to 
believe you will be any more successful in negotiating 
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, is 

the product of three Republican and Democratic Administrations 
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all o f which were convinc2d that limiting Soviet strategic 

arms st rengthens U.S. security and reduces the risk of 

nuclear war. 

Because SALT II limits competition betwee n the Uni ted 

States and the Soviet Union in the most cangero~s arena, 

this Treaty is t he singl e most important bilateral acreement 

of the decade: 

SALT II will permit us better to strategic 

equivalence in nuclear weapons and devote our 

defense spending more on our highest priority 

needs for conventional force improv ements; 

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 · years 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 Nationls 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 press 

on for greater reductions and tighter controls over 

strategic weapons in SALT III. 

Other A...-rrr.s 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. ~y l'_d:!:".:ir..istration 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. 



Sept~~~er 26, 1980 

Arms Control - SALT Treaty 

Q: What are the prospects for the SALT Treaty? Is it 
dead, or do you intend to seek its ratification if 
you are reelected? If this Treaty cannot be ratified, 
will y ou withdraw it from t h e Senate and try to 
renegotiate it with the Soviets? ¼hy is a SALT Treaty 
that does nothing to reduce the soviet threat or the 
le vels 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? 

?esponse 

The SALT II Treaty is a major accomp lishment of my 

Administration. It is 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 and dangerous world. 

While the SALT Treaty is pending ratifi ca tion, 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 it, 

but because I recognized that it lacked sufficient 

political support to win. 

Governor Reagan and the Republican Party would 

abandon SALT and the arms control process built up by 

every President since Eisenhower. Instead, he would put 



off negotiations with the Soviet Onion until t~e CS 

had achieved military superiority -- which in ~he r e al 

world means never. 

I remain committed to the mutual, negotiated 

reduction and control of nuclear weapons. SALT II is 

such an agreement. The benefits of this Treaty to the 

security 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. 

o 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 

the 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. 

o The Soviets will be limited to a ~aximum of ten 

warheads on their large land-based missiles, 

while the US will be able to place ten on the 

M-X when it replaces the current Mi nuteman missile 

which carries only three. 

These are the benefits of the SALT Treaty. I want 

the American people to understand clearly what the conse­

quences of a world without the SALT Treaty~ a world which 

Governor Reagan apparently wants, would be like: 



o ~ithout SALT, t h e Sov~ets could de?loy ove r 

3,000 barbers and missiles, i n s~ead of the 

2,400 they are all o wed under the Tr e aty. 

o Without SALT, the Soviets could deploy as many 

warheads on their large missiles as they are 

capable of carrying, fifteen or t wenty or e ve n 

more on each missile instead of ten. 

o Without SALT, the Soviets could target an 

additional three to six tho~sand more warheads 

on An1erican cities and military targets t h an 

they would under the Treaty. 

o 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 .. 

o 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. 

o Without SALT, the likely increase in Soviet 

strategic capabilities would require us to spend 

event more on defense, perhaps on the order of 



an additional $30 billion over a 10 year 

period. This would compound our already 

difficult budget choices. We would of course 

spend what is 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 because we are 

adversaries, and it is in our security interest to have 

reliable, effective and verifiable limits on Soviet 

forces. In 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 III to more comprehensive and deep 

reductions in the numbers of nuclear weapons and to more 

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 

qualitative limits on Soviet forces. SALT III must go 

on to produce even more drastic reductions and tigher 

controls over weapons development. 



Governor Reag an on SALT 

Rea g an O??Osed the SALT II Treaty as it was neoot iated bv 
both the Ford and Carter administrations. His obje~tions, e v ~n 
before the details of the Treaty were known, were on the grounds 
it 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 be worr ied 
about a defen se weaoons s vstem in which we hold a huc e 
technological lead,~ a bright spot for u s called the ~ruise 
missile ... The best way to have an equitable SALT II agree~ent 
is to negotiate from a firmly established position. We 
should not be so eager for an agreement that we ~ake unneces­
sary concessions, for to grant such concessi on s is to whe t 
the Sov iet appetite for -more." 

New York Times 
February 11, 1976 

Reagan then changed his objections. He no longer objected to 
Sov iet 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, 19 7 9 

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 ... 11 

In late 1979, Reagan 
his criticism of SALT II. 
Soviets achieving·nuclear 
new policy. 

New York Times 
September 16, 1979 

began to add his own SALT 9roposals to 
Where at first he had objected to the 

parity, in 1979 he began to advocate a 

11 (an) arms limitation agreement that legitimately reduces 
nuclear armaments to the point that neither country represents 
a threat to the other. 11 

San Jose Mercury 
September 16, 1979 
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Go vernor Reagan on s~i,T 

By early 1980, Reagan was joining his standard criticism of 
SALT II with his proposal of first achieving military superiority, 
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 arma~ents. 
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 prepared 
to negotiate vigorously for verifiable reductions in 
armaments, since only on such a basis could reductions be 
equitable." 

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 question 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 



.., -
L I 1 

Arms Control: Soviet Compliance 

Q: There is a long record of serious charces of Soviet 
cheating on SALT I and the ABM Treaty, ~on the agreement 
banning biological weapons and on the 1925 Geneva Protocol 
prohibiting the use of chemical weapons. Recently, 

Response: 

there have been questions 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? 

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 SA...LT 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 question. 

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 
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unfortunate ambiguities in the SALT I I n terim 

Agreement negotiated by President Nixon. In SALT II, 

my Administration has taken enormous pains to draft 

an a9reement that avoids such ambiguities and loopholes. 

The Soviet Union has abided by its obligations 

in the SALT I Interim Agreement and the ABM ~reaty. 

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 American people that my Administration has 

raised with the Soviets every serious compliance question 

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. 



l\rrr.s Control: TNF Negotiati on s 

Q: Why did your Administration recently agree to meet with 
the Russians to have "preliminary discussions" about 
theater nuclear arms control talks in Europe? \\Ouldn't 
it be bette r to wait until after Novembe r 4 to begin s uch 
discussions? Wh at do yo u hope to achieve by such talks? 
Aren't we really entering these talk s to pacify ou r allies 
who fear a nuclear arms race in Europe? Do yo u believe 
there is any serious prospect of reducing Soviet SS-20 
deployments? 

Response 

~nan historic action last December, NATO decided 

to modernize theater nuclear forces with the deploy~ent 

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 in 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-range t h ea~er 

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

its readiness to conduct such negotiations in the ~ontext 

of SALT III. F~~ther, we stated our willingness to begin 

preliminary discussions of theater nuclear limitations 

even prior to the start of SALT III. I believ e such 

p~reliminary exchanges could be helpful. Nego tiations on 



t heater nuclear systems will be a ~ew area, with new 

concepts to work out and new objectives to d~fine. 

However, the Soviets chose to set totally unacceptable 

preconditions to accepting our offer of negotiations. 

They demanded that NATO renounce or at least susoend its . ~ 

decision to deploy new missiles, before they would begin 

talks. The Soviets would continue their own SS-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 togethfr 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 is firmly agreed that these talks, and sub-

sequent neaotiations 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. 



will deal directly with issues of vital concern to our 

NATO allies. This is anoth~r urgent reason for ratifying 

the SALT II Treaty and getting on to SALT III without 

delay. 




