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4. ROBERT C. MCFARLANE 

Kathleen, 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

February 1, 1985 

Please keep this notebook on RCM's 
files shelf -- and let me know which 
one. 

I would like for this book plus all 
the loose papers to be kept "intact" 
for RCM -- I am sure he will want to 
refer back to this over the coming 
months. 

Many thanks. 

~'lilma 
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Briefing Materials For: ROBERT C. MCFARLANE 

Please return to Richard G. Carman 

Senaltlve1 Do Not Reprocluce 



MR. PRESIDENT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

October 13, 1984 

Attached is background material -- prepared principally 
by Bud McFarlane and Bob Sims, in coordination with NSC 
staff. The material is not in the form of suggested 
answers -- but will, I hope, be of use as you develop your 
own formulations. 

Next week, we will also forward a compilation of 
possible one-liners and "winners" -- along with material for 
you to consider in the development of a closing statement. 

\. 

Richard G. Darman 

. .. 
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OVERVIEW 

Attached are outlines with respect to the following key 
substantive themes of your national security policy. 

I. Keeping the Peace 

II. Leading the Free World Toward a Better Future 

III. Preventing Crises 

IV. Defending and Promoting Democracy 

V. Middle East Policy/Beirut/Terrorism 

VI. U.S.-Soviet Relations -- Arms Control 



THEME I 

KEEPING THE PEACE 

Keeping the peace -- deterring aggression requires quiet steady 
strength and will. 

Four years ago we had no strength and no will. 

o Strategic systems were old and defense spending at the 
lowest point in 40 years. 

o Ships couldn't leave port and airplanes couldn't fly . 
• 

o Service morale was low and readiness was poor. 

o Result was Soviet/Cuban expansionism into Ethiopia, South 
Yemen, Afghanistan and Nicaragua. 

o "Unacceptable" Soviet brigades became "acceptable". 

o We had no bargaining leverage for arms control. 

But now: 

o We are deterring -- not one square inch of territory has 
been lost to Soviet aggression -- some (Grenada) has even 
been recovered. 

o Modernization is working. 

o Armed Forces now more ready than ever. 

Better trained, equipped and educated than ever befote 

Reenlistments up 

Morale sky-high 

o We have something to bargain with in arms control. 



THEME II 

LEADING THE FREE WORLD TOWARD A BETTER FUTURE 

The United States needs friends. But followers expect certain 
things of leaders. 

o Reliability -- will you be there if the crunch comes? 

o Solutions to problems. 

Four years ago we saw: 

o Unreliability 

- Threats to pull troops out of Korea 

- On again -- off again neutron bombs in Europe 

- Friends going under from Iran to Ethiopia 

o No solutions to big problems 

- Our own economy in a mess 

- Dragging others down with us 

- Soviets and Cubans running all over Africa and 
Central America 

- Oil disruptions lead to gas lines and inflation 

But now: 

o Reliability is back -- when 6 East Caribbean countries 
called, we hauled 

o Og~ economy is lifting the world out of depression 

o Oil disruptions, gas lines and inflation prevented by 
preparedness 

o Suez mining resolved quickly and vital waterway kept open 

o Massive debt problems met with timely aid -
international banking system saved 

o Nuclear suppliers organized to check proliferation 
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o Relations with Asian allies and PRC better than ever 

o Europe withstands severest Soviet intimidation in 
post-war history and comes out stronger. 

o Grenada is free and Americans rescued 

The result is an entirely new climate of confidence and optimism: 

o South Korea feels confident enough to talk to North Korea 

o West Germany expanding ties to East Germany 

o Rumania comes to the Olympics 

o Western resolve leads to easing of pressure in Poland 

o Jordan recognizes Egypt 

o South Africa makes accommodation with Mozambique and 
moves toward compromise with Angola 

o El Salvador turns the tide against opposition and offers 
to negotiate 

Do you want to go back to more Irans, Afghanistans and allied 
bickering or stick with steady, reliable, peaceful leadership? 



THEME III 

PREVENTING CRISES 

An even greater test of leadership than coping with crises is 
preventing them from happening at all. 

Have you ever stopped to wonder why you haven't had to wake up at 
5:00 am to go get in a line for gasoline? The war is even more 
intense between Iran and Iraq. Why has that not happened? 

Why did it happen before? 

0 Because the industrial nations didn't have any reserves 
to fall back on in an emergency 

0 That led them to rush to the spot market driving up 
prices 

0 Lack of r e serves led to shortages and long lines 

How did we prevent this from happening again? 

o By buildi ng up our reserves -- we have quadrupled them 
since 1980. 

o By making clear to Gulf states that we would not let 
matters get out of control and giving them the means to 
defend themselves against attack 

o That firmness gave Gulf states the courage to act and to 
prevent escalation. 

o Well in advance, we briefed our allies so as to calm 
fears and establish confidence that we could handle the 
problem. 

o The result is that you get an extra hour's sleep and 
don't worry about gas shortages. 

And what about the sowing of mines in the Red Sea which could 
have closed one the world's strategic trade arteries? Did i t 
close? No. Why not? 

o Because the U.S. Navy was on the scene immediately with 
our friends to clear the mines and establish calm in the 
international market. 

To deal with crises you must think in advance about what might 
happen and be ready to deal with it. Because we have done that 
confidence in the United States has risen and our leadership is 
respected -- and followed around the world. 
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Or, let's consider another kind of crisis which could have 
occu~red. While non-violent, it would have been no less 
threatening to our national security. It concerns the 
international debt situation which could have led to the collapse 
of the international banking system. It didn't. Why? Let's 
review the history. 

o Two years ago Mexico notified us of the difficulty they 
would have in meeting payments on their foreign debt. 

o Together with Brazil, Argentina and Venezuela, the debt 
totaled over $200 billion. If any one or more of these 
countries had defaulted, it could have had a very harmful 
effect on the international financial system, including a 
number of private U.S. banks. 

o Of course, private deposits of Americans would have been 
guaranteed by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, 
but still there would have been substantial turmoil and 
loss within the banking community. 

o But today I can report that none of these countries has 
defaulted. 

o The reason is that when the problem arose, my Secretary 
of the Treasury went to work quietly with the leaders of 
the international financial institutions to solve the 
problem. And working quietly but heroically they solved 
the problem. 

o A separate but important outcome of this effort has been 
to strengthen our relations with each of these countries 
and to preserve democracy in them. 

0 Quiet steady solutions to problems 
Americans expect of their government. 
they are getting. 

that's what 
And that's what 

II 



THEME IV 

DEFENDING AND PROMOTING DEMOCRACY 

Twenty years from now will there be fewer or more democracies? 
Will the United States be the last bastion, acting alone in a sea 
of totalitarian turmoil? Four years ago, that's where we were 
heading with states going under from Ethiopia to Nicaragua. 
Nurturing of this big picture issue is an important part of being 
President. 

What has happened in the last 4 years? 

o Democracy has had a renaissance. 

o Consider this hemisphere -- elections have been held in 
Argentina, El Salvador, Honduras, Costa Rica, Guatemala, 
Panama and soon they will be held in Grenada . 

• o Dictators are being replaced by popular leaders. 

o The United States has assisted this process and supported 
the fledgling democracies with aid and security 
assistzrnce. 

But freedom has enemies and liberty's friends will fail if we 
fail them. 

o In El Salvador we are helping to restore the economic 
foundation which must be the engine which overcomes 
unemployment and hunger -- the breeding ground of foreign 
subversion. It is working. President Duarte has turned 
the tide and is trying to bring the rebels into the 
democratic process. 

o In Nicaragua we are resisting the betrayal of a 
revolution which is trying to crush its opposition. 

o In Grenada we stepped in to save American students to 
save democracy (The opponent took over a year to decide 
whether or not that was the right thing to do. That 
would have been too late.) 

o Whether it is the Sandinistas, the PLO, Cuba or the 
Soviet Union our friends and allies need our help if they 
are to withstand pressure and subversion. It has been my 
policy to give them that help. 

o We all support Democracy. But at the moment of truth, 
Mr. Mondale hasn't been so sure. That's not leadership; 
that's weakness and vacillation. 



THEME V 

MIDDLE EAST POLICY/BEIRUT/TERRORISM 

The opponents have charged that my Middle East policy has been 
wrong and, in particular, that we ought to have been able to 
prevent last month's bombing. What is the truth? 

First, why did we send Marines to Lebanon? Two reasons -- to 
prevent another war between Israel and Lebanon, and to try to 
relieve the root cause of attacks against Israel from Lebanon 
the presence of the PLO. Both objectives were accomplished. 

o 15,000 PLOs were removed from Lebanon as a result of 
Phil Habib's skillful diplomacy. That has fundamentally improved 
Israel's security. 

o But when the decision became whether or not we were 
willing to go to war with Syria to force them from Lebanon, my 
decision was no. What about the larger issue of terrorism? 
Several facts are important. 

Terrorism is not unique to Lebanon -- it is a global 
problem. 

In the last 30 days, there have been 37 terrorist 
attacks by 13 groups against 20 different countries. 

Thus, to stop terrorism we must gain the agreement of 
all countries that all are threatened and that all must 
agree not to harbor them and work together to identify, 
track and apprehend them. 

o This is how we dealt with the skyjacking problem in the 
60's. Only when all of us agreed not to harbor skyjackers did we 
curtail it. 

o That's why I have sought, and gained the agreement of all 
our major allies last June, to start working together better and 
to share our intelligence so as to begin to deal effectively with 
this problem. 

o That's why I submitted a package of legislation to the 
Congress eHrlier this year, including the ability to offer 
rewards for information leading to the arrest of terrorists and 
several other measures. 

o I have also sought additional funds to better protect our 
diplomats overseas. 

o We can lick this menace if we work together with our 
friends and don't back away or adopt a bunker mentality as some 
would have us do. Our diplomats don't feel that way and neither 
do I. 

/3 



THEME VI 
· us-SOVIET RELATIONS-----ARMS CONTROL 

We s~ek a stable relations with the Soviet Union based on 
Reciprocity and Restraint. We can succeed if we proceed with 
steady, bipartisan support. But we must learn from history and 
understand what works and what does not. First let's deal with 
some popular myths: 

o Some say that just having meetings makes things better. 
- President Carter's meeting with Brezhnev in Vienna was 

followed by the invasion of Afghanistan, an unacceptable 
brigade in Cuba and aggression in El Salvador--that 
meeting did not make things better. 

o Any arms control agreement makes things better. 
- SALT II authorized more building on both sides--since 
it was signed, the Soviets have added over 3800 warheads 
--is that making things better? 

- The record of Soviet violations makes clear that trust 
is not enough. 

o The absence of agreements makes things worse--is that true? 

- Without any agreement, the US has reduced its nuclear 
arsenal by one third since 1967. 

- Our total megatonnage is less than half what it was 
under President Kennedy. 

- Since 1979 we have removed 1000 warheads from Europe-
we are in the process of removing 1400 more. This came 
without any arms control agreement. 

o Unilateral disarmament will lead the Russians to do the same 
thing. Is that true? 

- Did President Carter's cancellation of the B-1 lead the 
Soviets to reduce anything--No, they kept right on 
building. 

Mondale wants to cut the MX and B-1--here we go again. 
What are the lessons from all this? 

o Getting an agreement is not the issue--we could simply agree 
to the Soviet position as in SALT II. But both sides were 
allowed to keep building. The issue is getting a good agreement. 

o Getting a good agreement requires that you have something to 
bargain with. Cutting our own programs as Mondale wants, will 
remove any incentive for the Russians to come back to talks. 

o We must bargain seriously. 
reviewing all our positions. 
positions. 

I have spent the last year 
We are ready now with flexible 
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II. MONDALE ATTACK LINES 

MONDALE ZINGERS 

GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY SPEECH 



MONDALE ZINGERS 

The following are typical examples of what Mondale has been 
saying: 

o "The American people want to know who's in charge here, Mr. 
President." 

o "After four years of sounding like Ronald Reagan, you're 
beginning to sound like Walter Mondale." 

o "How can the American people tell which Reagan -- the old 
Reagan or the new one -- would be President if he's 
reelected?" 

o "Why is this President moving our country down the slippery 
slope toward war in Central America?" 

o "This President has opposed every arms control agreement this 
country has ever entered into with the Soviet Union." 

o "This election is not about slogans, like 'standing tall', it 
is about specifics, like the nuclear freeze -- because if 
those weapons go off, no one will be left standing at all." 

o "I don't doubt the President is for peace. But he has not 
mastered what he must know to command his own government and 
lead." 

o "This President has finally accepted responsibility for the 
deaths of hundreds of Americans in Lebanon. The question is: 
How many more lives will be sacrificed to his foreign policy 
in a second term, unfettered by any thought of reelection?" 

o "The President's first thought is to call in the Marines. 
Mine is to call in the diplomats." 

Attached is Mondale's Georgetown University speech -- "Old Reagan 
vs. New Reagan" -- which you have already seen, and which deals 
heavily with foreign policy. 

NOTE: Other Mondale "Zingers" and lines of attack are included 
in ~ndividual issue papers. 

It 



For RP.lP.~se Upon DelivP.ry 2:30 p.m. EDT S~pt~mber 19H4 

WASHING1.'ON, DC, S~ptP.!'\ber 25, 1984 -- Following i~ tlw 
1dv~nc~ text of W~lter F. Monrlale's speech at Geor~~ Washington 
University tooay) 

Yesterday in New York, Mr. RP.ag~n addressed the ~r.ited 
Nations General AsseMbly on the suhject of foreign pnlicy. 

We all welcome th~ ~oothing new tone. 

Gone is the talk of nucl~ar warning 5hots. Gone is ~inna~l~ 
r.uclear war. Gone is the evil enpirP.. AftP.r fnur years of 
sounrlinu like Ronal1~ R~agan, six weeks ~~fore the ~lecti0n he'~ 
tryina to sound likP. -- W~lter ~on~~ln. 

The new Reag~n suDports econo?iic aid to the ceveloQin~ w~r.ld. 
The old Re agar. s 1. <"\Shed it. 

The new Reagan wants tn h*lP settle regional conflict.~. Th~ 
old Reagan ignnr~d them, or made them worse. 

The ne~ Reagan praise5 international l~w. The old Reag~n 
jumpP.rl bail from the World Court. 

The new Rea~an criticiz~~ South Africa. The olrl Reagan 
cozied up to aparthP.id. 

The n~w Reagan call~ for peace in Central America. ThP. old 
Reau~n l~unched an ille~al war in Nic~ragua. 

The new Reagan talks about thP. Camp David process. Th~ old 
Reagan tnrpedoed it with the Reagan Plan. 

The new Reagan worriP.s ~hout soarin~ arms sales. The old 
Re~yan sold almost anything to nearly P.veryone. 

The new Reagan warns about nuclear proliferation. T~e olrl 
Reagan said it was none of our business, and opened the 
sluice-gatP.s on material~ to make the bomb. 

The new Reauan proposes r~gular consultation with Soviet 
experts. Thf! old RP.agan is the first American PrP.sirlP.nt since 
Hoover not to- meet with his Soviet counterpart. 

The new Reagan says we can remove the political su~picin"s 
that feed the arm~ race. The olo Reagan told us thP. Soviet 
builoup stems from thi=!ir inherent ctrive for worlrl '1ominatinn. 

The new Reagan says , •TherP. is no sane alternative t.0 

neotiations on arms control." The old Reagan calle<1 f~r "' 111argin 
of nuclei\r superiority and for prevailin<;J in a nuclear war. 

l 



This Pr11~identir1l ~11a-chan~e raises a crucial que!=:t.ion: How 
~an the Ame~ic~n people t~ll which Re~~an would be Presirl@nt if 
h'"!' '~ c-e-elect·en? 

To those who-welcome the new Reagan, I say thi!=:: ~y Dad w~s 
a ~·1~t}H)tHst minister, and he oncP. tol<1 me, "Son, h~ skepticl'll nf 
deathbed ·conv~r~ions." I ask~rl why. And he s"id, "Becau~P 
so1'lt-0tiines they g~t -ell." 

Nineteen months ago, I announced my candidacy fnr Presi~ent. 
Six w~ek.s from today, the voters will make their ,1~ci!;ion. 

It is no ~ecret that I'~ the underdo0 in thi~ race. Anrl 
when a c~n~irlate is · h~hind, he g~t~ r1 lnt of advic~. 

I have been tnJ~ to attac~ Mr. ~~agan personally. ~y answ~r 
is no. I ~i~ not enter t~is race to tP.ar down~ pP.rson. I 
en t ere d i t U> f i tJ ht for our fl l t II re . 

I have heen advised to iunore issu~~ -- to chaos~ slngans 
over substanc~. My answP.r is nn. There i~ a hig distanc~ 
bet-~~n Pennsylvania Avenue and Madison Av~nue. Anr. there ought 
to be a bi~ rlifference betwe~~ a Pre~id~ntial electinn and a pep 
rr1lly. 

I have bP.~n cnunseled to cut loose from my history -- to 
d~~~rt the forgotten A~ericans I have r1lways fought for. My 
answer is no. I would rather lnse ~ race abou~ rl~cency than win 
~n@ ahout sP.lf-interest. I would rather fight for th~ h~art and 
.:; ,)ul of America -- than fiyht for the hon·uses of the Fortune see. 

When tha tru@ story of this election is written, I suspect it 
will not be about m~, or about Mr. RP.ayan -- but about you. 

Your generation will decicte this race. You will live with 
its consequenc~s. Anc1 you will i;hape the American lan1iscat-11: fc ,t 
the rest of th~ ~~ntury. 

You have probably heard the conventional wisdom about your 
gen~ration. 

You are said to he self-content, materi~listic, and d~void of 
social corunitment. 

You are su~posed to . have no sense of history. 

You are ~ccused of having an attention span no longer than a 
television commercial. 

That's quite an indictment. I don't b~lieve it. But suppos~ 
some people did. 

Imagine~ PrP.~idential c~~paiyn bas~~ on those assumption~ 
about your <Jeneration. 
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BP.liP.ving you to b~ ~~lfi!;h, th..-y would pander to your 
suppOSf!d <JrP.P.rl __ • 

Their mes~a~~ ~ould bP.: ~~ Jlad for what you have -- an~ ~c 
1ind to those w~o havP. little. 

RP.lieving you to hav-a no nemory, they woulr. P.:<ploit yi:ur 
a 11 e ,_;-: d am n es i a • 

Their mP.ssage wauln be: History is hunk. Republic~n~ are 
Democrats. And in 1984, the year of Orwell and douhlespeak, the 
MX missile is renamed the "Peacekeeper.• 

Relievin<J you to he shallow, tr,ey woul<i Manipulat'?. your 
rumored gullihi li ty. 

Their n~~~~ye would be all siz7le, an~ no suhAtancP.; all 
happy-tr1ll<, and no straight talk; .:.11 hlue sl<iPs, and no bl.11~ 
print; all television, ~nd no vision. 

I do not know which is worse -- the emptin~s.:. r1f c; 11 ch "' 
campaign, or the cynicis;n about the American peo~l~ that it 
implit=11s. 

I do not know which is more damning -- their cnnt~inpt for th~ 
i~c;ues, or th~ir condescension toward our p~ople. 

They underestinate y0u. They're hP.tting that American~ ~re 
,ot smr!rt. That's a h~rl bet. 

Watch t~~m maneuver. 

For four years, they f~iled to re~ch a ~ingle arms c~ntrol 
.-lgreement with thP. Soviets. They propose,~ to extend the arms 
race into the h~avens. 

But now, six weeks hefore the elP.ction, they talk of arms 
control, they rlust the conference table -- an~ they brag about 
blunting t'ln issue. 

For four year~, they failed to make the worl<i safer. The 
Soviets have reached into Lebanon. Kad"'fi has reachP.d into 
Moroccn. Human rights i~ losing in the Philippine~. In Central. 
Am~rica, our country i~ sliding toward war. 

But now, six weeks before the election, they talk of peac~, 
they bow toward diplomacy -- and they boast about changing an 
imtlye. 

For four years, they racked up the b igg·es t dP. f ic it in wor lrl 
history. They let us be routed in international trade. They 
watcheti hasic industry decline. They put our farmers through the 
worst recession ~ince the Dep~~~sion. 
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But now, six weP.'<5 !-\.•fore the P.lact.ion, they rP.•~l out a f~w 
:>and-aids: they phony up t.hP.ir deficit numhers: they're silent (')n 
·,uci-;~t an<1 tax plans; th,~y 0 1oat about th i::; temporary rP.1-: ,1very -
·-nc they crow ab,.,_u t r1uck i ng an issue. 

For a generation, my npponent fought Democr~t~ tooth and 
nail. He campaign~rl for ~ichar~ Nixon in 1960. He fnus~t 
Kenn~~, on arms control. He fought Johnson on civil riQhts. He 
fought Humphrey on Medic~rP.. 

But now, six weeks before the ~lP.ction, he lards his speec~~s 
with Roosevelt quotes. He gives a medal to Hubert Humphrey. He 
i nvokes Truman in '1issouri. HP. invokes Kenn-E>c1y in Connectic11t. 
And he asks Dem,1crats to h..=-c0me ?.epublicans -- ai:. if it didn't 
~att~r. 

But it cio~~. Take a sPcond lonk at the Repuhl ic.=tn 1·, :1me 
you're bein<J ~Cilc-:, and th,, l) latform it's huilt on. 

Do you rP.ally want tn join a party that intend~ to put 
government b~tw~en you anct th~ mnst private choices of your lifP.? 

Do you rP.ally want wornen' to he paict less than mnn for the 
same work? 

Do you really want politician~ to choose prayP.r~ f.or your 
childrP.n? 

Do you really want tn 0~t us deeper into war in Central 
A..'1'1P.rica? 

Do you really believe th~re are winners in a nuclP.nr war? 

Now some people have dP-clared this election over. They've 
announcP.d a Republican landslide. In other warns, they're 
tPlling you, you~ vote won't count. Your voice doesn't mat~er. 

This crowd doesn't want you to think about the stakes in this 
contest. They want tn trivialize it. 

That is arro0Ance. We are in an t\rnerican PrP.sidential 
election. This is a season for passion and principlP.. 

This election is not about jelly-beans and pen pals. It i~ 
about toxic ~umps that give cancer to our children. 

This election is not about country music and birthday cak~s. 
It is about old people who can't pay for ~~dicine. 

This election i~ not about the Olympic ~orch. It is about 
th~ civil right~ laws that opened athlP.tics to womP.n ann 
minorities who won those yold medals. 

Thi~ ~lection is not ahout sending a teacher into spacP.. It 
4 



.s ahout improving teaching and lP.~rning here on ~arth. 

This el~~tion is n6t about th~ size of my opponent's crowds. 
It i~ ~hout the siz~ of his deficits. 

This , electinn is not about R?.puhlicans senrlinc:; hecklers to 1.,y 
rallies. It is about Jerry Falwell picking Justices for th~ 
Supr~me Court. 

This electinn is not about my standing in the polls. It is 
about my stand against the illegal war in Nicaragua. 

This election is not about slogans, like "standing tall." It 
is atx>ut specifics, like the nuclear fr~eze -- because if t )·, ose 
wea~nns ~0 off, no on~ ~ill be left stanrling at ~11. 

This election is about our Vc'\lues. 

7oday, mill i.nn5 of American chil~r?.n are born iri ;,overty. 
~ar1y •JO to schoo 1 hungry. Many don' t learn to read, and non' t:. 
learn to hope. And nearly ~verythino we've done as a nation to 
ht!lp those chilrlren has been cut hack by this Administration. 

Today, there are AmP-ricans roamin<J the streets anc'! sl .:-4 0;:,ing 
on grc'\tes, bag women an~ broken men -- and thousands of them 
plunged into t~at tragedy bP.cause this Administration thrAw them 
off the disability rnlls. 

To<1ay, our country is peddling gur.~ ~round the worlrl. The 
African cirought ha~ brought massivA starvation -- hut this 
Administration is shipping them less fonf, and more wPapons. 

Th~ Republicans say they're for family valu~s. But families 
don't disown their weaker children. What would we think of 
parents ~ho taught their kids to think only of th~mselves, and 
not to carP. fnr their hrothers and sisters? What woul~ we say 
ahout parents who lived in high style -- and left their. children 
in debt as a result? 

In this campaign, I will do ?.verything I can to focus our 
nation on the~~ questions -- whatever the pol it i ca 1 conse-~~JP.nces. 
It must never be said that in 1984, we did not know ~hat we ~er~ 
ooin\,;. 

l won't permit this crowd to steal the futurP. from our 
children without a fight. I won't lP.t them put ice in our soul 
without a struggle. They have a right to ask for yourvote. But 
I'll be damnP.o if I'll let them take away our cnnscienc?.. 

Th~ oth~r week, ~r. RP.agan and I both ~poke at the 
It~lian-Americ~n Foundation dinner here in Washington. 

He told a moving story ahout an Itali~n immigrant who came to 
5 



.merica with nothin<.;. 
his childr~n, in turn, 
surseon sav~~ th~ life 
had been shot. 

One of his childrP.n was a milkman. OnP. of 
became~ sur~eon. And onP. day, the 
of a Presirlent of the United Stat~$ who 

It w_as -'l ~itting trih1Jte to Dr. Josepr, Giordano -- hAa,~ of 
th~ tr~uma team hP.r~ ~t George Was~in~ton University Hospital. 

The other ~ay, Dr. Giorn~no wrote an article you M~Y have 
seen. In it, he said: Mr. President, you· only told us part of 
the story. 

Yes, my parents sacrifiect form~. Ru~ I was also hel~e~ 
through coll~ge by low-interest f~rleral stu~ent loans. 

Yes, I saved your lifP., ~nrl I was ~rourl to do it. Rut th~ 
~~rlical technnlogy I used wouldn't havP. P.Xist~rl without year~ of 
f~derally-fun~~rl research. 

And yes, MY par~nts worke<l har~ all thP.ir liv~~. ~ut now 
they rely on Soci~l Security, an9 mor~ than once my father has 
hP.nefitted from Medic~re. 

Mr. Presirlent, therP. ~r~ million5 of Americans ~aking it on 
thP.ir own. But there are millions of others who nP~d 5ome help 
once in a while -- just as you ne~~P.d some help the.day Dr. 
Giorrlano savP.d your life. 

That's the ~in~ of people we arP.. That's the fiqht I'm 
waging. That's what's more import~nt than thP. ~olls. That's 
what this election must be about. An~ th~t•s why I ask for your 
help. 

Thank you very much. 
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III. MAJOR VULNERABILITIES 

The following are briefing papers on selected topics that your 
senior advisers judge to be, either for you or Mondale, "major 
vulnerabilities." Where appropriate, the briefing papers include 
possible Mondale lines of argument, suggested points for you to 
draw upon, and possible rebuttal points for your use as 
necessary. 

The selected topics are: 

U.S.-SOVIET RELATIONS 

NUCLEAR THREAT 

ARMS CONTROL 

ARMS CONTROL: STRATEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE 

MILITARY VS. DIPLOMATIC SOLUTIONS 

CENTRAL AMERICA 

MIDDLE EAST 

BEIRUT 

DEFENSE SPENDING 

GRENADA (MONDALE VULNERABILITY) 

RESTORED AMERICAN STRENGTH (MONDALE VULNERABILITY) 

"WHAT IT WOULD BE LIKE" (MONDALE VULNERABILITY) 



u.s.-SOVIET RELATIONS 

Possible Mondale Attack Lines/Rebuttal Points 

o WM supported RR by telling Mr. Gromyko we have only one 
President, and all Americans believe the Soviets must accept a 
large share of the burden for the poor relations that exist 
between our countries. But our policies should have been 
aimed at easing tensions. They were not, and they did not. 

o The President should tell us what really happened in his 
meeting with Gromyko -- what was said, what proposals the U.S. 
made, what effort was made to improve relations. We've seen 
no concrete results -- where are they? 

o Does RR still believe they are the evil empire? Headed for 
the ash heap of history? Why does he use that kind of 
inflammatory rhetoric? 

o In WM's own words: 

o "This is the first President who has just grossly mismanaged 
US-Soviet relations. We know it is difficult to deal with the 
Soviet leaders, but there is nothing going on except a 
continuation of the arms race." 

0 "Gone is the 
nuclear war. 
sounding like 
he's sounding 

talk of nuclear warning shots. Gone is winnable 
Gone is the evil empire. After four years of 
Ronald Reagan, six weeks before the election, 
like Walter Mondale." 

o "The new Reagan proposes regular consultations with Soviet 
experts, the old Reagan is the first American President since 
Hoover not to meet with his Soviet counterpart." 

o "The new Reagan says we can remove the political suspicions 
that feed the arms race. The old Reagan told us the Soviet 
buildup stems from their inherent drive for world domination." 



RR Points to Make 
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U.S.-SOVIET RELATIONS 

o Then and Now -- Four years ago the Soviets saw the U.S. in 
decline: political chaos in our alliances; economic chaos 
here at home; and military weakness with the balance shifting 
dramatically in their favor. 

o Now the political cohesion of our alliances has never been 
stronger; our economic miracle is lifting the world out of 
recession; and the military balance is being restored. 

o Four years ago we were not deterring (as people from Angola to 
Afghanistan testify) NOW WE ARE! 

o There are significant differences in our systems. Don't seek 
to change their system~ 

o As superpowers we both have responsibility to assure that 
competition is peaceful. 

o Our steady, consistent and patient strategy will bring stable 
relations over the long haul, reductions in arms on both 
sides, dialogue on regional and bilateral issues, and peaceful 
solution of problems that separate us. 

o One-way detente didn't work. Constructive cooperation based 
on realism, mutual restraint, and mutual benefit can. 

RR Rebuttal Points 

o "Evil empire", "ash heap of history" statements? No reason to 
disguise the facts as we see them. Soviets don't conduct 
international relations on the basis of rhetoric. If they did, 
they'd win -- their rhetoric against the U.S. can't be topped. 

o Americans have for too long been told by people (like WM) that 
the Soviets are just like we are. WM said earlier this year, 
"I cannot understand -- it just baffles me -- why the Soviets 
these last few years have behaved as they have." 

o WM is naive. He consistently calls for unilateral concessions, 
saying he is "challenging" the Soviets to match them. 

o Soviets understand that kind of challenge -- but they 
don't match them, they pocket them. Carter-Mondale cancelled 
B-1 and got nothing in return. 

o WM lacks the constancy of purpose a President has to have to 
deal with the Soviets. He knows it, the American people know 
it, and he knows they know it. 



NUCLEAR THREAT 

Possible Mondale Attack Lines and/or Rebuttals 

o The issue of war and peace is the foremost in this 
election; all others pale by comparison. 

o Americans are afraid that RR will get this country into a 
nuclear war. He jokes about it. I don't think it's funny. 

o RR never met an arms control agreement he liked. Opposed 
arms control all his life; has concluded no agreements as 
President. 

o I've supported arms control my entire career. Arms 
control can make the difference between a safer and a 
more dangerous world. RR doesn't seem to realize that. 

o RR is first President since Herbert Hoover not to meet 
his Soviet counterpart. Didn't even go to their funerals 
and meet their successors. Let the conference tables 
collect dust. 

o Now has had a "deathbed conversion"in last six weeks of a 
four year term. I'd have met Gromyko in first six weeks. 

o Anti-arms control thought pattern in this Administration has 
contributed to a breakdown in talks. It thinks it can 
"prevail" in a nuclear war. 

o As President, will propose annual summit conferences with 
the head of the Soviet Union. Have no illusions; but we 
have to deal with Soviets by co~bining a strong defense 
with negotiations. 

o I'd get on the phone on my first day in office and 
challenge the Soviet Union to a six month moratorium on 
nuclear weapon testing and space weapons while we 
negotiate a verifiable mutual freeze. 

o Americans don't feel safer than they were four years ago. 
Their question: Will this President, unrestrained by the 
need for reelection, heighten the risk o f war? 

o I would use American strength to lead us to a safer world. 
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NUCLEAR THREAT 

Key Points for RR to Make 

o Must preserve peace. Nuclear war cannot be won; must 
never be fought. Must reduce nuclear weapons. 

o We are doing so: 

1/3 fewer strategic warheads than in 1967; 
total nuclear explosive power (megatonnage) less 
than half what it was under President Kennedy. 
Have pulled 1000 nuclear wa~heads out of Europe 
since 1979; have agreed to pull 1400 more out. 

o Country safer than it was four years ago. America stronger and 
more confident. Strength, not weakness, deters war. 

o Understandable if Americans are uneasy about the enormous 
growth of Soviet power. Greatly expanded their influence 
between 1975 and 1980 (Ethiopa, South Yemen, Cambodia, 
Afghanistan, Nicaragua). Expansion has stopped; we are now 
deterring. 

o Why have Soviets resisted our arms control initiatives? 
One reason: they've watched us reverse the steady decline of 
the 70's. Have probably said to themselves, "Let's see if the 
U.S. can sustain it -- how long will it be before they go back 
to unilateral disarmament, before they again tie their own 
hands behind their back." 

o Conclusions about our foreign policy should be based on 
answers to two questions: Are US interests better assured now 
than four years ago? Is world more stable and more promising 
now than four years ago? Answer to both is yes. 

o RR ready, willing and able to meet with and to negotiate with 
the Soviets. 4 years ago, freedom was at risk and peace was 
not secure. Today, there is a rising tide of freedom and 
America is stronger, and we're prepared for peace. 

RR Rebuttal Points 

o Opposed to arms control? No agreements? Summits?. RR favors 
realistic agreements where interests of both sides are served. 
Believes in high level contacts. Remember: Carter-Mondale 
signed an agreement to increase nucler weapons! Never estab
lished annual summits. Never had a truly substantive summit. 

o Joke: Nuclear war isn't funny. "Of course, it isn't. 
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Neither is it funny when news media broadcast what was clearly 
an off-the-record joke!" 

Moratorium on testing? Soviets would be delighted. to get what 
they want merely by agreeing to a meeting. In fact, we are 
willing to discuss mutual restraints after we get to the table 
-- but not to make a unilateral concession just to get the 
Soviets to join us in talks that they proposed in the first place. 




