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CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS 

9 October 1984 

Dear Senator Warner, 

I am responding to your recent letter in which 
you expressed your concern over recent media articles 
about readiness, many of which are distorted and 
factually incorrect criticisms of Navy warfighting 
capability. 

The true story, in fact, is one of dramatic 
recovery. Measured relative to the situation that 
existed in 1981, the year which marked the turning 
point in readiness and sustainability funding, the 
Navy today has more weapons and more spare parts at 
sea, and better manning of ships and aircraft squad
rons. The readiness indices for ships and aircraft 
squadrons are up over 30 percent since 1981. 

Press reports of Navy weapons shortages are at 
least partly accurate in that supplies of newer, 
more sophisticated weapons are most critical. These 
shortages stem from inadequate funding in the late 
70's, but recovery is underway. Three years of 
improved funding is beginning to take effect. 
Tr~nds in spare parts are up also as a result of 
improved funding for both ship arid aircraft spares. 

I appreciate this opportunity to provide my 
thoughts on this issue, and am enclosing a brief 
readiness assessment for your use. If I may be of 
further assistance, please let me know. 

The Honorable John W. 
United States Senate 
Washington, D. c. 20510 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

/~ vi/0{;-L_ 
AMES D. WATKINS 

U.S. Navy 

COP-£ PROVIDED T0 ___ 90"' ... K~----
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Readiness Assessment 

-Numbers reporting personnel combat readiness (Cl, C2) since 
1981 are up overall, with surface ships up 39 percent, submarines 
up 35 percent and aircraft squadrons up 115 percent. 

-Retention across the board is at all time highs. 

-93 percent of recruits hold high school diplomas. 

-Petty officer shortfalls of the early 80's have been 
virtually eliminated. 

-The Naval Reserve is making solid gains with transition to 
newest equipments and will reach 132,000 Selected Reservists by 
1988. 

-The 600-ship goal is now in hand and will be reached as 
planned in 1989. 

-New ships under contract, both nuclear and conventional, 
will provide substantial increases in capability: 

--2 CVNs, 9 AEGIS cruisers, 7 Los Angeles class SSN's, 
3 TRIDENT class SSBN's, 6 Oliver Hazard Perry class FFG's, 
34 support ships, and reactivation of the third battleship. 

-Combat readiness up 29 percent for surface ships, 31 per
cent for SSN's, 34 percent for SSBN's and 43 percent for aircraft 
squadrons since 1981. 

-Aircraft procurement is on schedule to match the needs of 
the 600-ship Navy, including 375 new F-14, F/A-18 and LAMPS III. 

-Aircraft mission capable rates up 17 percent and full 
mission capable rates up 50 percent overall and even higher for 
deployed units since 1981. 

-Ordnance stocks 10-60 percent higher than in 1981 with long 
term outlook even brighter. 

-Spare parts already on order will result in over 50 percent 
improvement when delivered in FY-86. 

Enclosure 



,. JOHN w. WARNER ' 
VIRGINIA 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20510 

September 12, 1984 

Admiral James D. Watkins 
Chief of Naval Operations 
Department of the Navy 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 

ARMED SERVIC ES COM~(17TEE 
Cha,rman. St,a1e-g1c cric Theater Nuclea : Forces 

Subcommittee 

ENERGY ANO NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE 
Chairman, Energy and Minera l Re$0urces 

Subcommmoe 

RULES ANO ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE 

JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS 

In vi e \;; o £ the e c -t adverse corr; r:-. en ts \..' :h i c; i h a\' c:: 3 pre 3 r P. c' 
recently in the media regarding the prepare~ness cf cur Arre d 
Force s , I w o u 1 cl a ppr e c i a t e i t i f y o u u o u 1 d p r o v i c! e r.i E \., : t ;-, ·,• 0 ~ :.
assessment of the current state of readiness of the Navy. 

While the me d ia reports h ave tended to focus en t he 
readiness and sustainability of our forces, it seems to we that 
our efforts to increase the quality of personnel anJ to 
modernize both nuclear and conventional forces impacts in a 
highly :favorable man:aer on our total warfightiHg capab j lity. 

I am certain that you could provide literally pounds an~ 
pouncs of docunentation on this subject, but I Houle prefer di a t 
you summarize your comments on one page. Opinions from senior 
comr.anders in the field would also be helpful. 

I am sending similar letters to the Chiefs of your sister 
services. I would appreciate your response as s possible. 

Thank you very much for 

~ith kindest regards, 

John W. Warner 

JWW:bg 

cc: The Honorable Jolm F. Lehr..a n 

l ; ,-. 1 -, ::
" .. t I • ' . 4 ..... - • 



CHIEF' OF' NAVAL OPERATIONS ,I 

8 August 1984 

NE~SGRAM FOR ALL FLAG OFFICERS, COMMANDERS, 
COMMANDING OFFICERS, AND OFFICERS-IN-CHARGE 

I am using the medium of my periodic newsgram to Flag Officers 
to provide first hand to all of you factual information and my 
perspective on articles critical of our military readiness which 
have appeared in the news media in recent weeks. I consider it 
essential that you, your personnel and those members of the 
general public with whom you are in freguent contact be properly 
informed on this matter of vital national interest. • 

NAVY WARFIGHTING CAPABILITY 

Distorted and factually incoirect criticism of Navy warfighting 
capability has recently appeared in newspapers and magazine 
articles ... largely based on outdated infor~ation and misinformed 
interoretation of Navy readiness i~d~cators ... Widely reportea 
state~ent that Navy could not fight for more than one week is 
absolutely wrong ... wrong when the statement was written by the 
Ho~se Appropriations Committee Staff in 1983 ... clearly wrong 
tocay ... Other statements that highlight problems resulting from a 
decade of austere funding amount to pointing to a half-empty 
class ... when in reality the glass is half full and filling up fast. 

The true story is one of a dramatic recovery ... readiness 
iD?rove~ents of which we can all be justifiably proud ... of 
ba:ancea S?ending priorities ... not an uncontrolled Naval expanslon 
as sorae have claimed ... and of problems inherited from the 70's 
whic~ are being resolved~ 

I want to set the record straiaht ... want you to have the 
facts ... We si~ply cannot stand idly by and allow either our own 
dedica~ed nen and women or our fellow citizens to be deluded into 
thinking that our national resources have been squandered. 

READINESS AND SUSTAINABILITY FUNDING 

Defense spending is frequently described in terms of •tour 
pillars• ... ~eadiness, Sustainability, Modernization, Force 
Structure ... Readiness and sustainability funding buys warfighting 
capability for today's forces ... readiness to fight on day one and 
sustainability to continue the fight ... pays for people, training, 
maintenance, fuel, spare parts, ordnance ... Modernization and Force 
Structure funds buy future capability ... research and ~evelopment, 
new ships and aircraft, new equipments and improvements to 
existing forces. 



•pigure l shows the funding balance ... 60 percent of Navy 
resources dedicated to Readiness and Sustainabilit~ ... Figures 2 
throuoh 6 chart ur rocress in improving Navy readiness and 
sustainability .. measured relative to situation existin in 
1981 .•• year whtc marked turning point in readiness and 
sustainability funding and low point in readiness ratings ... 
Funding up sharply since 1981 (Figure 2) ... nearly 20% real 
growth between 1981 and 1984 ... Further gains planned for 1985/86 
receiving solid support ... getting top priority ... Results f 
better funding already evident ... outlook is even brighter. 

ORDNANCE 
. 

[fress reports of Navy weapons shortages~ at least partly 
accurate ... Supplies of newer, more sophisticated weapons most 
critical (Figure 3) ... other stocks in better shape ... Shortages 
stem from inaceguate funding in late 70's ... Recovery is underway 
... three years of improved funding beginning to take effect .. J 
Weapons bought with FY 82 funds just beainning to arrive in 
~agazines because of 2-3 year lag between funding and delivery ■- •• 
time require □ for contracting, production ... often not unaerstooa 
by neoia .. .{fmprovement already apparent ... stocks 101 to 60% 
larger today than in 1981 ... SoLle will do~ble by 1986 when 
weapons bought with FY 84 dollars deliv~ 

Long-tern outlook is even briohter ... Plannea FY 85 weapons 
buy receivin~ solid Congressional support ... FY 86 funding 
protected in Navy·PoM and holding up under OSD review ... Still a 
lone ~av to oo ... will take until end of this decade to reach 
ffiost goals ... n~st have continued Congressional support. 

SPARE PARTS 

/T"re~?s are also up (Figure 4) ... Reflects inproved funding for 
bo¼ snip and aircraft spareg.Parts alreadv on order will 
result in over 501 improvement when deliver~d in FY86 ... 
Shipboard spare parts allowances increasino at sa~e time ... all 
s~1ps are receiving expanded COShL allo~ance during overhaul ... 
will reduce reliance on shore stocks for mission-critical 
syste~s, cut CASREP aowntime ... Stocks will be back in balance by 
FY88 ... storeroo~s full. 

FLEET MANNING 

Most improved and most important element of readiness ... Fleet 
manning up to 96% of billets authorized ... Number of ships and 
squadrons reporting combat ready in personnel (Cl/C2/C3) up over 
20% since 1981 (Figure 5) ... Most ara~atic improvement Js in top 
two readiness ratings (Cl/C2) ... Surface ships up 39% ... Subrnarines 
up 35% ... Aviation squadrons up 115% ... Reflects better 
compensation ... pay raises, sea pay, reenlist~ent bonuses ... also 
positive impact of your recruiting and retention efforts. 



Recruiting goals attained for past 4 years ... guality up as 
well ... 93\ of recruits have high school diplorna ... Recruit 
training attrition down sharply, as is attrition from apprentice 
training and •A* schools. 

Retention has reached all-time high ... 601 First Term ... 671 
Second Term ... 95\ Career ... has virtually eliminated Pett~ 
Officer shortfalls of early SO's ... Problems remain in some 
rriission-critical ratings ... FT's, GS's, GM's ... being resolved by 
increased school input and better distribution management ... 
Result is more-capable, better-trained crews ... also increased 
self-sufficiency and reduced reliance on shore support. 

Naval Reserve making solid gains as well ... Selected Reserve 
has grown frow 87 thousand in 1982 to 98 thousand today ... will 
reach 132 thousand by 1988 ... New Sea and Air Mariners (SAM) 
program will recruit 10 thousand non-prior service personnel 
each year ... meeting goal in FY 84. 

-
COMBAT READINESS 

Pavoff from improved ordnance stpcks, b~tter spare parts 
surport, improved manning and other readiness initiatives is 
clearlv evident in Combat Readiness Ratincs reported by ships 
anc aviation ssuadrons ... uo over 30% since 1981 (Figure 6) .. . 
Surface ships reporting combat ready up 29~ ... SSNs up 31% .. . 
SS3!ls up 34i ... squadrons up 43%. 

Other indicators UD as well ... Ser i ous surface ship CASREPs 
co·.:r, 3C:>o and opera~ing time free of serio..Js CASREPs up 40% ..• 
reflects both better manning and impro ve~ spare parts support. 

Aircraft material readiness ... Mission Caoable (MC) and Full 
~ission CaDable (FMC) rates ... also up s harply since 1981 ... MC 
~ate up 17%, F~C up 50% ... Gains for dep l oyed front-line 
carrier-based aircraft still more irn~ressive ... MC up 24% ... FMC 
up 65%. 

MORE CAPABILITY FOR ~~E FU~URE 

~hile achieving these impressive gains in Readiness and 
s~stainability we have taken care not to mortgage the Navy's 
future ... Starting from 491 ships in FY 81 we have made solid 
progress in rebuilding our badly eroced Daritime strength 
(Figure 7) ... the 600 ship goal is in sight ... will be reached in 
1969 ... Numbers alone do not tell the whole story ... New ships 
uncer contract will provide substantial incre~se in capabilit~··· 
two CVIJs ... 9 AEGIS cruisers ... 7 Los .Angeles class SSNs ... 3 
Trident SSBNs ... 6 Oliver Hazard Perry class FFGs ... 34 ~upport 
ships ... Reactivation of third battleship underway ... Procure~ent 
of new aircraft on schedule to match needs of 600-ship 
I: av y . . . i n c 1 u c5 es 3 7 5 new F -1 4 , F / A -1 8 a n a 1 on g - a,,,., a i t e d LA MPS I I I . 



·.capability of Naval Reserve is making egual strides ... nine 
~ooern frigates transferred from the active force to replace 
aging destroyers ... another 15 will be added by FY90 ... Reserves 
will aesume critical role in Mine Warfare mission with addition 
of 25 new ships ... MCMs, MSHs ... Reserve airwin s modernizin as 
well ... transitioning to latest combat aircra t ... F A- 8, F-14, 
E-2C, A-7E ... Fast becoming a front-line outfit ... with major 
responsibilities in executinq the Maritime Strategl. 

New weapons and sensors will improve capability of existing 
forces ... irnproved PHOENIX, HARM, TOMAHAWK, TRIDENT (D-5), IIR 
MAVERICK, STANDARD MR-2 missiles, MK-48 advanced capability 
(ADCAP) torpeoo ... New Threat Upgrade for cr~isers ... Towed 
acoustic array ... Air Cushion Landing Craft. 

SUMMARY 

That's the real story on Navy capability ... a remarkable 
reversal of declininc readiness trends in just three short 
years ... improving ~eapons inventories, with additional stocks on 
the way ... more SDare Darts at sea ... ships and aircraft manned 
with more-experienced, better-trained people ... new shins and 
aircraft with greatly-enhanced capabilities under construction ... 
hardly the picture of a Navy unable to fight for more than one 
week! 

I want you to tell our side of the storv in response to the 
unwarranted criticisffi ... to your staffs and crews ... to the 
general public. 

,~ 
AMES D. 

Admiral, 
Chief of 

JC/y/h 
WATKINS 
u~ s. Navy 
Naval O?erations 
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FORCE STRUCTURE 
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ARMS CONTROL 
1. How great is the chance of nuclear war today and what will 
you do to reduce the danger? 

2. Are you unwilling to get involved, in complex arms control 
matters, learn the facts, make decisions, and tell your own 
people to get in line? 

< 

3. Are you certain that your Administration has a united policy 
on arms control? 

4. Critics say your decision to deploy nuclear cruise missiles 
aboard submarines constitutes an escalation in the arms race, and 
the Soviets now say they will respond with similar deployments. 
Do you believe these deployments add to U.S. security? 

5. In view of Soviet violations and of your position that SALT 
II is a fatally flawed agreement, why are you continuing to 
observe the treaty? 

6. Do you believe any of the major, proposed arms control 
agreements with the Soviets can be verified? If so, which ones? 

7. Why do you say that a nuclear freeze could not be verified? 

8. How many nuclear warheads and launchers do we have and how 
many do the Soviets have, and how many warheads are being added 
on an average day by each side? 

9. Mr. President, Mr. Mondale points out that you are the first 
President in recent years who has not met with a Soviet leader 
and who does not have an arms control agreement. How do you 
answer that charge? Don't meeting~ make things happen better and 
aren't arms control agreements in everyone's interest? 



US/SOVIET RELATIONS 

10. What is the core of your policy toward the Soviet Union? 

11. When would you hope to meet at the Summit with Mr. 
Chernenko, and would you initiate such a meeting if re-elected? 
What would you hope to achieve? 

12. What prospects are there for some "practical steps" in a 
second Reagan term on the areas Mr. Chernenko cited: a no first 
use of nuclear agreement; an agreement to prevent militarization 
of outer space; a nuclear freeze; a comprehensive nuclear test 
ban treaty, and the ratification of the existing threshhold test 
ban treaty; and peaceful nuclear explosion treaty? 

13. Your proposal for a defensive shield to protect the U.S. 
against nuclear attack takes the arms race into the heavens, is 
-- according to Mr. Mondale -- going to cost a trillion dollars 
and will require abrogation of the ABM treaty. Why do you 
believe this Star Wars initiative adds to U.S. security? 

14. Have you downplayed reports from your own Administration of 
Soviet treaty violations because of the election and because you 
now want to show some progress with the Soviets? 

15. Do you think the Soviets have a favorite in our election, 
and if so, who and why? 

16. What are the prospects for Eastern European countries to 
free themselves from Soviet domination. Are things changing 
there and how can we encourage this change? 



DEFENSE 

17. Do you believe our NATO allies and Japan shoulder a fair 
share of our common defense burden? If your answer is that our 
allies are not paying their fair share, what will you do to 
rectify the imbalance? 

18. Would you expect to increase defense spending in a second 
term, since you didn't get all you asked for the first four 
years? 

19. Are our armed forces ready for combat now, or do we need to 
do more to achieve readiness? If so, what should we do? 

20. Why do we need a vulnerable heavy missile (M-X) and an 
expensive bomber (B-1) that will be obsolete almost as soon as 
it's operational -- why not put our resources on MIDGETMAN and 
STEALTH? 

21. You talk about a 600-ship Navy, but isn't it true that only 
3 of the ships currently in our Navy were part of Reagan defense 
budgets? 

22. What are you doing about Pentagon mismanagement -- $7000 
coffee pots, etc. 



CENTRAL AMERICA 

23. What do you think the situation in Central America would be 
four years from now under your Administration? 

24. Why does the U.S. seem to be pulling back from the Contadora 
peace process in Central America? 

25. By supporting the Contras in Nicaragua, are we not 
encouraging more "irregular" warfare, morally tying ourselves 
into knots and becoming more and more like the countries we are 
struggling against? 

26. The U.S. complained when Libya dropped mines in the Gulf. 
But we did that in Nicaragua. Isn't that the most infamous act 
of your Administration? 

27. Congress and the media have found out about a CIA manual 
that tells the Contras in Nicaragua how to -- among others things 
-- assassinate people. Do you condone this kind of activity by 
the U.S. government, and isn't it just an indication of more and 
more illegal war-like activity in Central America? 

28. You accepted responsibility for the tragedies in Beirut. Do 
you also accept responsibility for the CIA manual that encourages 
assassination in Nicaragua? If you aren ' t responsible, is 
Director Casey, and will you -- as Tip O' Neill suggested -- ask 
for his resignation? 



MIDDLE EAST 

29. Your opponent points out that you have a failed Middle East 
policy which has included the tragedy of the Beirut bombingsf Do 
you have a Middle East policy? 

30. Why haven't you taken a more decisive stand with Israel on 
West Bank settlements? 

31. What went wrong in Lebanon and could we have gone about 
achieving our goal of a free and independent Lebanon more 
effectively? Could we, in particular, have avoided the tremendous 
loss of life there? 

32. Did the Defense Department recommend withdrawing the Marines 
from Lebanon before the barracks bombing, and if so, why didn't 
you act on that recommendation? 

33. Intelligence has pinpointed the attackers of our embassy in 
Beirut. Why haven't taken "swift and effective retribution" as 
you said you would have four years ago? 

34. Do you still accuse your opponent of saying our Marines in 
Beirut died in shame? 

35. Are there likely to be more major terrorist attacks against 
us overseas? 

36. What makes your problems with terrorism in Lebanon any 
different than the problems in Iran that Mr. Carter had that you 
complained about in the 1980 campaign? 

37. Why is the U.S. reluctant to take a mediator role between 
Israel, Syria and Lebanon to affect a pullout of the Israeli Army 
from South Lebanon. Aren't we abandoning our responsibilities? 

38. Colonel Kaddafi of Libya and other Middle East radicals have 
mocked your efforts to combat terrorism. Isn't it time for your 
Administration to stop talking about terrorism and do• something 
about it! 



HUMAN RIGHTS 

39. We say we are for democracy, but what should we do in 
countries like the Philippines where traditional allies are not 
following the path most people see as either democratic or in the 
best traditions of human rights? 

40. Do you agree with George Bush that Marcos is a real 
democrat? 

41. Defend your South African policy, please, particularly in 
view of the criticisms of it by Nobel Peace Prize winner Bishop 
Desmond Tutu. 



INTERNATIONAL ECONOMICS 

42. Are you concerned about our enormous foreign trade deficit 
and if so what are you doing about it? 

43. You claim to be for free trade and economic protectionism 
but your steal decision provides a great deal of protection to 
that industry, and there are o\her examples such as textiles, 
sugar, automobiles, motorcycles, even clothespins that show the 
Reagan Administration has interfered with foreign trade . How can 
you sing the praises of free enterprise and take these 
protectionist actions? 



GENERAL 

44. Did you ever say that missiles on submarines can be recalled 
if there has been a miscalculation, or that you were surprised to 
find that the Soviets have most of their nuclear forces in 
land-based missiles, or any of those other things Mr. Mondale has 
been bringing up to show that you are out of touch.? If not, why 
are there such reports? 

45. Do you believe that your CIA has done everything possible to 
help determine whether or not there was a Bulgarian or Soviet 
connection to the assassination attempt on the Pope? 

46. Wouldn't a more constructive diplomatic approach with 
Grenada's Maurice Bishop have averted the situation that required 
you to take military action there? 

47. Do you contend that previous administrations participated in 
the dismantling of human or covert intelligence activities, and 
blame them in part for our inability to wipe out terrorism? 

48. What question would you most like to ask your opponent? 

49. What are your foreign policy priorities for the future? 

50. Is America better off now that four years ago? Why? 

51. Who can lead this country better and why? 

52. What are your views on the Irish situation and why have you 
not used a special envoy to help solve the problem in Ireland? 

53. Can you tell us what a Reagan Doctrine for foreign policy 
would be -- a definition of what your Administration hopes to 
accomplish in the world and how? 
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PRESIDENTIAL REMARKS: OPENING STATEMENT FOR DEBATE 
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I'll be pleased to answer that question in a moment. But, 

first let me put it in context. A President should do some basic 

things in foreign affairs. He should: 

Protect our freedom and preserve peace and a military 

balance at the lowest possible level. 

Negotiate peaceful solutions to disagreements. 

Maintain an open trading system and provide leadership for 

world economic growth. 

And, stand up for the ideals of democracy as the greatest 

force for human progress. 

My opponent may share these goals. But our approaches are 

dramatically different -- and so are the results. 

After 4 years of the Carter-Mondale Administration, our 

economy and our defenses were in shambles. My opponent could 

only wring his hands. We said that with your support and strong 

leadership, all of us could bring America back -- and we are. 

Today, America is at peace. Our economy is in a powerful 

expansion leading the world into recovery. Our relations with 

our friends and allies are stronger. The endless chain of 

collapsing countries from Afghanistan to Nicaragua that my 

opponent watched helplessly has been stopped. A freedom tide is 

rising; respect for America is rising; and we're going to keep 

moving forward with peace and opportunity for your future. 
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My opponent will say he favors strength and a safer world, 

and I don't doubt his intentions. But I agree with his fellow 

Democrats. His vision is simply a rerun of the old, tired, and 

failed ideas he's supported all his political life -

inflationary spending, job-killing taxes, weakening our defenses, 

and unilateral concessions. 

He left America weak; today he would make us weaker still. 

And weakness does not lead to peace; weakness leads to danger. 

Now, let me move on to your question. 
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o~ 
I want to· thank the members of the League this eveiing. My 

N&~ ~ ~ ,___ ~~ ~~x th-. L /'._L 
~el~w Amerfans_. ~t. me try to put tGBight • s~ ~ -~ e-.. ~ 

4-- v,..cl"l"rO • Pt--: 
pef'S~tive. We da not claim to have remade--1:-he wor±-Eh But 

compared to the world Mr. Mondale left us -- collapsing defenses 

and economy, loss of respect for America, and, everywhere, the 

Soviets pushing forward -- compared to that world we hav~ a~ - .,)~ 

great comeback. America is back on the map. A-.! ~ t. "' ..,411,_A(t,,•~ 

► ~ N-..£. .. U .. __ 
Now, my opponent would have you forget his legacy of record 

taxes, inflation, interest rates, and America second-best. But I 

think we should ask ourselves two questions. 

First, what would he do differently in the economy today? 

Well, he's promised more, he'll spend more, and he'll raise your 

taxes much higher -- the equivalent of $1,890 per household. 

He'd end the expansion, bring back malaise, and send our young · 

people from the graduation line to the unemployment line. 

Second, what would he do to make America stronger and more 
~""'-i ~ ¥ ~-'f ,....,1,-4 ~ ~ 1':J'- r~ ~ 

secure -- he who b-¼amed America for freeing Grenada, sut didn't 
1-0 rtA,,,.J ~ 

hlameAthe Soviets for walking out of arms control talks? Who 

said the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan baffled him? And who had 
~/;~~ V-f)k_~..L-.. ~l~ 
tao irnakest~efoai.Q 'voting n;icord in the Senate? It's clear to 

me that he still has not learned that you cannot treat our 

adversaries like a special interest group - - give them everything 

they want and call it peace. Mr. Mondale's intentions may be 

good, but his policies made America weak before and would make us 

weaker today. 
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Four--years ago, we said we could make· A¾!lerica great again if 

we'd just trust our dreams, courage, and love of freedom; and if 

we'd .remember that progress begins not in Washington, D.C., but 

in our families, neighborhoods, workplaces, and voluntary groups 

across this land. 

Well, our economy is stronger because we've cut your tax 

rates and the growth of Government. And our Nation is more 

secure because we're rebuilding our defenses and alliances to 

ensure peace through strength. 

Today, thanks to all of you, our economy is in one piece and 

America is at peace. Today, the United States' expansion is 

leading the world into recovery -- and that contributes to peace. 

Respect for America, and confidence in America, are rising 

again -- and that contributes to peace. Unlike 4 years ago, the 

U.S. is deterring, the Soviets aren't advancing -- and that 

contributes to peace . 

We've made a good start. But America can do better. We 

want to lower your tax rates further to create more jobs and 

opportunities for every American. We want to lower trade 

barriers to strengthen the world economy; and, yes, we want to 

reach a verifiable agreement with the Soviets to reduce the 

weapons of war, and, one day, eliminate nuclear weapons entirely. 

Americans can reach for the stars, if we have the strength 

and vision to seize our opportunity. The tide of the future is a 

freedom tide . 

Almost a quarter century ago, John Kennedy said that America 

had to get moving, for America was not meant to be second best. 

His vision of America was clear. And that is what this election 
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is really- about. Call it "a beacon of hope," "a shining city on 

a hill," or as Kennedy did "a flame that can truly light the 

world" -- our vision of America must never be dimmed by clouds of 
. 

despair. America is moving again. And if you believe, as I do, 

that this is no time to stop, I hope you'll give -me your 

support -- so that together we can continue our work. We've only 

just begun. America's best days are yet to come. 

Thank you and God bless you. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH I NG TON 

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT KIMMITT 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

ALLAN MYER ()j)_JJ.1./) 
DEBATE NOTES 

October 18, 1984 

The following formulations might prove useful during Sunday's 
debate. If you agree, you could pass it on to Bud for his use 
during the prep sessions. 

0 On not talking to Soviets: While you sat talking with the 
Soviets, they invaded Afghanistan, sent Cuban troops into 
Ethiopia, installed SS-20 missiles and pointed them at NATO, 
jailed Shcharansky and Bukovsky, exiled Sakharov, and constructed 
and violated existing arms agreements. Frankly, the security of 
the United States can't afford any more of your talking. 

0 On keeping America secure: You say that you're for a safe, 
secure America but your record shows very clearly where you 
stand. As a Senator you voted to kill or delay virtually every 
new strategic system. When it came to our conventional forces, 
you voted to pull more than half our forces out of Europe, you 
were against pay raises, you voted against new aircraft for the 
Navy, the Marines and the Air National Guard, and you wanted to 
cut funds for our transport aircraft. 

If your votes had passed, America would barely have any 
defense, any real means to protect the peace. America can't 
afford your kind of security. 

As part of the Carter-Mondale Administration, it was more of 
the same: cut navy ship-building in half, cancel the B-1, slow 
down the Trident submarine program, and keep military pay raises 
so low that service people had to get in food stamp lines. And 
now you're promising more of the same. As I said, the security 
of our nation can't afford that kind of protection. 
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PRESIDE~TlAL RE~A RKS : Closing Statement for Debate 
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We Ameri c an s have much to be grateful for toni gh t -- for ou r 

right to vote , for the robust recovery we enjoy , a nd for f i nal ly 

brin g in g under control the punishi ng inflation o f a fe w year s 

back . 

But more than anything else -- we are especially grate ful 

because America is at peace . Keeping that peace a nd protecti ng it 

ar e the most sacred ob l igations I have . 

So , toni gh t I appreciate t h i s opportunity to reaffirm my 

c ommitment to reduce t he weapons of war and , one day, eli miate 

nuclear weapons entirely. 

Mr . Mond ale an d I nave ha d sharp difference s toni gh t . Tha t ' s 

t he very spi rit of Ame rica . But a fter all t he debate, tne 

que st io n facing you come s do wn to this: Do you really wa nt to 

ta ke Ame ric a back to where it was four years a go ? Do we wa nt a 

return to weakness , vacillation , malaise and lack of respect? 

Only you ca n a ns~e r whether we go back~ards with Mr . Mondale ' ~ 

wea kr1 e ss or forw ard to gether a s t he stron g country ~e are anti 

must c ontinue to be . 

Because of you, we have an economic expansion lead ing the 

wo rl d into recovery . We kno w that we ca n only be strong in t he 

world if we have a vigorous economy at home . Respect for Ameri ca 

a nd con fiden ce i n America are ri.sing a ga i n -- a nd t hat 

co ntrib ute s to pea ce . Unlike four years a go , the U. S . i s 

deterrin g , the Soviets aren't advanci ng -- and t hat clearly 

co ntr ibu te~ to peace . 
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We've made a good start. But let's not talk simply of the 

pa st or the present. What thi s electio n i s all about i s the 

future -- one wher e we can create new jobs and opportuni ties for 

every American, strengthen the world economy and take our nati on 

co nfidently into the next century. 

A few years bac k , I was asked to write a letter for a tim e 

caps ule to be ope ned 100 years later. I thought about it 

ridi ng do wn t he coa st of Cali f ornia , loo king at the blue Pacific 

out on o ne side a nd o ur c oastal mountains on the ot her . I 

could n 't help but wonder if it was going to be a s beau t if ul 1uu 

years from no ~ a s it was o n that bright s ummer da y . 

Let your own mind turn to that task for a moment -- writing for 

people 100 year s from now who know a ll about us. We know not h ing 

about them or the kind of world t hey will have . 

Before lon g , I realized one chall enge overrode all other s 

because we liv e in a world where great powers ha ve poised a t 

eac h other horrible weapons of destruction . 

Suddenly , it dawned o n me -- those who live 100 years fro~ 

now will know whether we met our c hall e nge . Whether t hey have 

the freedoms we have known up until now will depend on what we do 

today. Will they look back with a ppreciation a nd say: "T hank 

God for tho s e people who protected us from our loss of f re edom, 

who kept us no w 100 years later free, who kept our world from 

destroying itsel f ." 

That ' s still our challen ge -- to keep ourselves strong , to 

keep our se lves free , and to preserve a world where 10 0 ye ar s fro ~, 

no \i t hey w i 11 th a n k us f o r w ha t we d i a . 
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J\.nd no·,i if you will permit me a personal word . . I am 

pro f oundly thankful for the oppor tunity you ga ve me to serve you . 

Your strength and courage have bee n an i ns piration to me. 

This coun try ha s been wondetful to me, a nd I want you to kno~ 

that I seek re - election for one purpose o nly -- and t hat i s to 

give back to America -- back to each of you -- what ha s bee n so 

generously gi ve n to me . 

Geor ge Bu s h -- the finest and strongest Vic e - Preside nt in o ur 

h i s tory -- and I nav e cri ss - crossed America t his year . We ' ve 

seen our c hildren, brig h t - faced with all - the hope that i s in 

their eyes . Well , that's what this is all about . So muc h wa s 

given to u::; no w, we have so much to pass on to them. 

So ton i g ht - - you you tJ g p e op 1 e watch i :-Jg and 1 i st e n i n b - - I 

wa n t you to kn ow ho w deeply I believe t hat America ' s bes t day s 

lie a head . You ca n do anythin g out there . You will fl y a s h i gh 

a s your own ability will take you, a nd we , here , are goi ng t o do 

ev e ryt h i ng in our power to keep you f orev er free a nd secure -- t o 

keep Americ a strong a nd , most i~portant o f all, to pa ss on t o yo~ 

a worl d at peace . 

Than k you . 
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October 21; 1984 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you all very much. It was good 
this afternoon to be able to say, "I'm going to Kansas City; Kansas 
City here I come." (Applause.) 

The evening's festivities will soon begin. And I look 
forward to this debate. (Applause.) I relish the chance to talk 
about what divides our view of the world from my opponent's. We do 
see the world differently. 

He represents a school of thought that sees things in 
terms of limits and endless accommodation. He loves big government, 
and trusts it more than he trusts the people. (Applause.) His 
America -- in his America, America is the victim -- flinching under 
the blows of history. Well, that's his vision, and we'll leave him 
to it. (Applause.) 

AUDIENCE: Four more years, four more years, four more 
years, four more years, four more years. 

THE PRESIDENT: All right. Thank you. He has in his 
background some statements that he's made, showing his attitude with 
regard to the people; but, we stand for the America of the people. 
(Applause.) We have an honest faith in individuals. Our bias is 
toward the people and away from government. And we believe in 
encouraging growth and allowing the American people to unleash their 
daring. 

We see in America a pride and power: powerful at home, 
powerful in the councils of the world, powerful in our ability to 
maintain the peace. Almost four years after we took office, our 
country is strong again. (Applause.) 

AUDIENCE: U.S.A., U.S.A., U.S.A., U.S.A. 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, yes -- our aircraft fly again, and 
our ships can leave port. 

MORE 
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We stand for something. And this i$ good for the world, it's good 
for the people, and it's good for tMe prospects of peace. 
(Applause. ) 

Now, my opponent says that he cares about arms control. 
And I share his concern. I share his concern, but what he may not 
know is that you can't treat an adversary like a special interest 
group. (Applause.) And you can't just give them everything they 
want, get a kiss and call it peace. (Applause.) You have to be 
strong --and -- if you are to successfully negotiate mutually 
beneficial agreements. 

Now, my opponent says he cares about freedom. And I 
believe him. But then, he should be rejoicing that under our 
administration, not one square inch of soil has fallen to the 
communist control in these four years. (Applause.) 

AUDIENCE: USA, USA, USA, USA. 

THE PRESIDENT: All right. In fact, one nation, Grenada, 
was actually liberated from a band of communist thugs. (Applause.) 
You know that exactly one year ago tonight, I directed our armed 
forces to proceed with planning to send our troops into Grenada. And 
they had 48 hours to put the plan together, and you know the result. 
I think that we are really ready. (Applause.) 

And so, we can celebrate tonight as -- well, an evening 
for a celebration of freedom. My opponent, in his hunger to succeed 
this evening may try to deny some of the positions that he's long 
held on various questions. Well, he can change the tune, but he 
can't change the lyrics. (Applause.) 

As a matter of fact, we remember the whole record and may 
hum a few bars later on. (Applause.) The American people believe in 
freedom and in the strength it takes to protect it. And so, we go to 
our work this evening knowing that all is not perfect in the world, 
but after almost four years of new leadership, much has improved. 

MORE 
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AUDIENCE: Four more years, four more years, four more 
years, four more years. 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, we don't claim to have remade the 
world, but we've made it better and safer -- and safer than the world 
the Carter-Mondale administration left us. {Applause.) We have put 
America back on the map. _{Applause.) 

I'm going to do something I hadn't planned. I haven't 
told this story for a long time, but I want to. First of all, I want 
you to realize that our men and women in uniform -- and God bless 
them, I think they're the best we've ever had. {Applause.) These 
young people, they are the peacekeepers. That's their mission, to 
keep peace, not to make war. 

But I have to tell you about this one young fellow. He's 
over with our forces on the East German frontier in Europe. And one 
of our ambassadors was up there on a trip visiting the troops, and 
all. And as he went back to his helicopter, this young trooper, 19 
years old, followed him. And when he got there, the young trooper 
asked the ambassador if he thought he could get a message to me. 
Well, the ambassador allowed as how he could. That's what he's there 
for. {Laughter.) 

But the young fellow then said -- drew himself up and 
said, "Mr. Ambassador, will you tell the President, we're proud to be 
here and we ain't scared of nothin'." {Applause.) 

AUDIENCE: USA, USA, USA, USA, USA. 

THE PRESIDENT: USA forever. Yes. {Applause.) 

Thank you all. Thank you all for being here. God bless 
you all. And I guess now I've got to go to work. {Applause.) 

AUDIENCE: Four more years, four more years, four more 
years. 

END 6:31 P.M. CDT 
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MS. RIDINGS: Good evening from the Municipal Auditorium 
in Kansas City. I am Dorothy Ridings, the President of the League of 
Women Voters, the sponsor of this final presidential debate of the 
1984 campaign between Republican, Ronald Reagan and Democrat Walter 
Mondale. 

Our panelists for tonight's debate on defense and foreign 
policy issues are Georgie Ann Geyer, syndicated columnist for 
Universal Press Syndicate, Marvin Kalb, chief diplomatic 
correspondent for NBC news, Morton Kondrake, executive editor of New 
Republic magazine, and Henry Trewitt, diplomatic correspondent for 
The Baltimore Sun. Edwin Newman, formerly of NBC news and now a 
syndicated columnist for King Features, is our moderator. 

Ed? 

MR. NEWMAN: Dorothy Ridings, thank you. A brief word 
about our procedure tonight. The first question will go to Mr. 
Mondale. He'll have two and a half minutes to reply. Then the panel 
member who put the question will ask a follow up. The answer to that 
will be limited to one minute. 

After that, the same question will be put to President 
Reagan. Again, there will be a follow up. And then each man will 
have one minute for rebuttal. 

The second question will go to President Reagan first. 
After that, the alternating will continue. At the end there will be 
four minute summations, with President Reagan going last. 

We have asked the questioners to be brief. Let's begin. 
Ms. Geyer, your question to Mr. Mondale. 

Q Mr. Mondale, two related questions on the crucial 
issue of Central America. You and the Democratic party have said 
that the only policy toward the horrendous civil wars in Central 
America should be on the economic development and negotiations, with 
perhaps a quarantine of Marxist Nicaragua. Do you believe that these 
answers would, in any way, solve the bitter conflicts there? Do you 
really believe that there is no need to resort to force at all? Are 
not the solutions to Central America's gnawing problems simply again 
too weak and too late? 

MR. MONDALE: I believe that the question oversimplifies 
the difficulties of what we must do in Central America. Our 
objectives ought to be to strengthen the democracies, to stop 
communist and other extremist influences, and stabilize the community 

MORE 
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in that area. To do that, we need~ three-pronged attack. One is 
military assistance to our friends who are being pressured. 
Secondly, a strong and sophisticated economic aid program and human 
rights program that offers a better life and a sharper alternative to 
the alternative offered by the totalitarians who oppose us. And 
finally, a stong diplomatic effort that pursues the possibilities of 
peace in the area. 

That's one of the big disagreements that we have with the 
President -- that they have not pursued the diplomatic opportunities 
either within El Salvador or as between the countries, and have lost 
time during which we might have been able to achieve a peace. 

This brings up the whole question of what Presidential 
leadership is all about. I think the lesson in Central America, this 
recent embarrassment in Nicaragua where we are giving instructions 
for hired assassins, hiring criminals, and the rest -- all of this 
has strengthened our opponents. 

A President must not only assure that we 8 re tough, but we 
must also be wise and smart in the exercise of that power. We saw 
the same thing in Lebanon, where we spent a good deal of America's 
assets, but because the lead2rship of this government did not pursue 
wise policies, we have been humiliated and our opponents are 
stronger. 

The bottom line of national strength is that the 
President must be in command, he must lead. And when a President 
doesn't know that submarine missiles . are recallable, says that 70 
percent of our strategic forces are conventional, discovers three 
years into his administration that our arms control efforts have 
failed because he didn't know that most Soviet missiles were on land 
-- these are things a President must know to command. 

A President is called the Commander-in-Chief. And he's 
called that because he's supposed to be in charge of the facts and 
run our government and strengthen our nation. 

Q Mr. Mondale, if I could broaden the question just a 
little bit since World War II, every conflict that we as Americans 
have been involved with has been in non-conventional or irregular 
terms. And yet, we keep fighting in conventional or traditional 
terms -- military terms. 

The Central American wars are very much in the same 
pattern as China, as Lebanon, as Iran, as Cuba in the early days. Do 
you see any possibility that we are going to realize the change in 
warfare in our time, or react to it in those terms? 

MR. MONDALE: We absolutely must, which is why I 
responded to your first question the way I did. It's more -- much 
more complex. You must understand the region. You must understand 
the politics in the area. You must provide a strong alternative, and 
you must show strength -- and all at the same time. 
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That's why I object to the covert action in Nicaragua. That~s a 
classic example of a strategy that's embarrassed us, strengthened our 
opposition and undermined the moral authority of our people -- and 
our country in the region. Strength required knowledge, command. 
We've seen in the Nicaraguan example a policy that has actually hurt 
us, strengthened our opposition and undermined the moral authority of 
our country in that region. 

Q Mr. President, in the last few months it has aeemed 
more and more that your policies in Central America were beginning to 
work, yet just at this moment we are confronted with the 
extraordinary story of the CIA guerrilla manual or the 
anti-Sandinistas Contras whom we are backing, which advocates not 
only assassinations of Sandinistas, but the hiring of criminals to 
assassinate the guerrillas we are supporting in order to create 
martyrs. Is this not in effect our own state-supported terrorism? 

THE PRESIDENT: No, but I'm glad you asked that question 
because I know it's on many peoples minds. I have ordered an 
investigation. I know that the CIA is already going forward with 
one. We have a gentleman down in Nicaragua who is on contract with 
the CIA advising supposedly on military tactics, the Contras. And he 
drew up this manual. It was turned over to the agency head in the 
CIA in Nicaragua to be printed and a number of pages were excised by 
that agency head there, the man in charge, and he sent it on up here 
to CIA where more pages were excised before it was printed. But some 
way or another there were 12 of the original copies that got out down 
there and were not submitted for this printing process by the CIA. 
Now those are the details as we have them. And as soon as we have an 
investigation and find out where any blame lies for the few that did 
not get excised or changed, we certainly are going to do something 
about that. We'll take the proper action at the proper time. 

I was very interested to hear about Central America and 
our process down there and I thought for a moment that instead of a 
debate, I was going to find Mr. Mondale in complete agreement with 
what we're doing, because the plan that he has outlined is the one 
we've been following for quite some time, including diplolmatic 
processes throughout Central America and working closely with the 
Contadora group. So, I can only tell you about the manual -- that 
we're not in the habit of assigning guilt before there has been 
proper evidence produced and proof of that guilt, but if guilt is 
established -- whoever is guilty, we will treat with that situation 
then and they will be removed. 

Q Mr. President, you are implying then that the CIA in 
Nicaragua is directing the Contras there. I'd also like to 
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ask whether having the CIA investigate its own manual, in such a 
sensitive area, is not sort of like sending the fox into the chicken 
coop a second time. 

THE PRESIDENT: I'm afraid I misspoke when I said a CIA 
head in Nicaragua. There's not someone there directing all of this 
activity . There are, as you know, CIA men stationed in other 
countries in the world, and certainly in Central America. And so it 
was a man down there in that area that this was delivered to, and he 
recognized that what was in that manual was in direct contravention 
of my own Executive Order in December of 1981, that we would have 
nothing to do with regard to political assassinations. 

Q Mr. Mondale, your rebuttal. 

MR. MONDALE: What is a President charged with doing when 
he takes his Oath of Office? He raises his right hand and takes an 
Oath of Office to take care, to faithfully execute the laws of the 
land. A President can't know everything: but a President has to know 
those things that are essential to his leadership and the enforcement 
of our laws. 

This manual, several thousands of which was produced, was 
distributed ordering political assassinations, hiring of criminals 
and other forms of terrorism. Some of it was excised: but the part 
dealing with political terrorism was continued. How can this happen? 
How can something this serious occur in an administration and have a 
President of the United States in a situation like this say he 
didn't. A President must know these things. I don't know which is 
worse, not knowing or knowing and not stopping it. 

And what about the mining of the harbors in Nicaragua, 
which violated international law? This has hurt this country: and a 
President's supposed to command. 

Q Mr. President, your rebuttal. 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. I have so many things there to 
respond to, I'm going to pick out something you said earlier. You've 
been all over the country repeating something, that I will admit the 
press has also been repeating, that I believed that nuclear missiles 
could be fired and then called back. I never, ever conceived of such 
a thing. I never said any such thing. 

In a discussion of our strategic arms negotiations, I 
said that submarines carrying missiles and airplanes carrying 
missiles were more conventional-type weapons, not as destabilizing as 
the land-based missiles, and that they were also weapons that -- or 
carriers -- that if they were sent out and there was a change, you 
could call them back before they had launched their missiles. But I 
hope that from here on you will no longer be saying that particular 
thing, which is absolutely false. How anyone could think that any 
sane person would believe you could call back a nuclear missile, I 
think is as ridiculous as the whole concept has been. So, thank you 
for giving me a chance to straighten the record. I'm sure that you 
appreciate that. (Laughter.) 

Q Mr. Kalb, your question to President Reagan. 

Q Mr. President, you have often described the 
Union as a powerful, evil empire intent on world domination. 
this year, you have said, and I quote, "If they want to keep 

Soviet 
But 

their 
Mickey Mouse system, that's okay with me." ll'Jhich is it, Mr. 
President? Do you want to contain them within their present borders 
and perhaps try to reestablish detente -- or what goes for detente 

or do you really want to roll back their empire? 

THE PRESIDENT: I have said on a number of occasions 
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exactly what I believe about the Soviet Union. I retract nothing 
that I have said. I believe that many of the things they have done 
are evil in any concept of morality that we have. But I also 
recognize that as the two great super powers in the world, we have to 
live with each other. And I told Mr. Gromyko, we don't like their 
system. They don't like ours. And we're not going to change their 
system. And they sure better not try to change ours. 

But between us, we can either destroy the world or we can 
save it. And I suggested that certainly it was to their common 
interest, along with ours, to avoid a conflict and to attempt to save 
the world and remove the nuclear weapons. And I think that perhaps 
we established a little better understanding. 

I think that in dealing with the Soviet Union one has to 
be realistic. I know that Mr. Mondale, in the past, has made 
statements as if they were just people like ourselves; and if we were 
kind and good and did something nice, they would respond accordingly. 
And the result was unilateral disarmament. We cancelled the B-1 
under the previous administration. What did we get for it? Nothing. 

The Soviet Union has been engaged in the biggest military 
buildup in the history of man at the same time that we tried the 
policy of unilateral disarmament, of weakness, if you will. And now, 
we are putting up a defense of our own. And I've made it very plain 
to them, we seek no superiority. We $imply are going to provide a 
deterrent so that it will be too costly for them, if they are nursing 
any ideas of aggression against us. Now, they claim they're not. 
And I made it plain to them, we're not. But this -- there's been no 
change in my attitude at all. I just thought when I came into office 
it was time that there was some realistic talk to and about the 
Soviet Union. And we did get their attention. 

Q Mr. President, perhaps the other side of the coin, a 
related question, sir. Since World War II, the vital interests of 
the United States have always been defined by treaty commitments and 
by Presidential Proclamations. Aside from what is obvious, such as 
NATO, for example, which countries, which 
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regions in the world do you regard as vital national interests of 
this country, meaning that you would send American troops to fight 
there if they were in danger? 

THE PRESIDENT: Ah, well, now, you've added a 
hypothetical there at the end, Mr. Kalb, about that -- where we would 
send troops in to fight. I'm not going to make the decision as to 
what the tactics could be. But, obviously, there are a number of 
areas in the world that are of importance to us. One of them is the 
Middle East, and that is of interest to the whole Western world and 
the industrialized nations, because of the great supply of energy on 
which so many depend there. 

The -- our neighbors, here in America are vital to us. 
We're working right now in trying to be of help in Southern Africa 
with regard to the independence of Namibia and the removal of the 
Cuban surrogates, the thousands of them, from Angola. 

So, I can say there are a great many interests. I 
believe that we have a great interest in the Pacific Basin. That is 
where I think the future of the world lies. But I am not going to 
pick out one, and hypothetically say we're going to send troops 
there. I don't want to send troops anywhere. 

Q I'm sorry, Mr. President. Sir, your time was up. 

Q Mr. Mondale, you have described the Soviet leaders 
as, and I'm quoting, 11 

••• cynical, ruthless, and dangerous," 
suggesting an almost total lack of trust in them. In that case, what 
makes you think that the annual summit meetings with them, that 
you've proposed, will result in agreements that would satisfy the 
interests of this country? 

MR. MONDALE: Because the only type of agreements to 
reach with the Soviet Union are the types that are specifically 
defined so we know exactly what they must do; subject to full 
verification, which means we know every day whether they're living up 
to it, and follow-ups wherever we find suggestions that they're 
violating it; and the strongest possible terms. 

I have no illusions about the Soviet Union leadership or 
the nature of that state. They are a tough and ruthless adversary. 
And we must be prepared to meet that challenge; and I would. Where 
I part with the President, is that, despite all of those difference, 
we must, as past Presidents before this one have done, meet on the 
common ground of survival. And that's where the President has 
opposed practically every arms conrol agreement by every President of 
both political parties, since the bomb went off. 

He now completes this term with no progress toward arms 
control at all, but with a very dangerous arms race underway instead. 
There are now over 2,000 more warheads pointed at us today than there 
were when he was sworn in; and that does not strengthen us. 

We must be very, very realistic in the nature of that 
leadership, but we must grind away and talk to find ways of reducing 
these differences, particularly where arms races are concerned and 
other dangerous exercises of Soviet power. • 

There will be no unilateral disarmament under my 
administration. I will keep this nation strong. I understand 
exactly what the Soviets are up to; but that, too, is a part of 
national strength. To do that, a President must know what is 
essential to command and to leadership and to strength. 

And that's where the President's failure to master, in my 
opinion, the essential elements of arms control, has cost us dearly. 
He's four years -- three years into this administration -- he said he 
just discovered that most Soviet missiles are on land, and that's why 
his proposal didn't work. 
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I invite the American people tomorrow, because I will 
i s sue the statement quoting President Reagan. He said exactly what I 
said he said. He said that these missiles were less dangerous than 
ballistic missiles because you can fire them, and you can recall them 
if you decided there's been a miscalculation. The President must 
know those things. 

Q A related question, Mr. Mondale, on Eastern Europe. 
Do you accept the conventional diplomatic wisdom that Eastern Europe 
is a Soviet sphere of influence? And if you do, what could a Mondale 
administration realistically do to help the people of Eastern Europe 
achieve the human rights that were guaranteed to them as a result of 
the Helsinki Accords? 

MR. MONDALE: I think the essential strategy of the 
United States ought not accept any Soviet control over Eastern 
Europe. We ought to deal with each of these countries separately. 
We ought to pursue strategies with each of them, economic and the 
rest, that help them pull away from their dependence upon the Soviet 
Union. Where the Soviet Union has acted irresponsibly, as they have 
in many of those countries -- especially recently in Poland -- I 
believe we ought to insist that Western credits extended to the 
Soviet Union bear the market rate. Make the Soviets pay for their 
irresponsibility. That is a very important objective -- to make 
certain that we continue to look forward to progress toward greater 
independence by these nations, and work with each of them separately. 

Q Mr. President, your rebuttal? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, I'm not going to continue trying to 
respond to these repetitions of the falsehoods that have already been 
stated here. · But, with regard to whether Mr. Mondale would be 
strong, as he said he would be -- I k now that he has a commercial out 
where he's appearing on the deck of the Nimitz and watching the F-14 s 
take off, and that's an image of strength. Except that, if he had 
had his way when the Nimitz was being planned, he would have been 
deep in the water out there, because there wouldn't have been any 
Nimitz to stand on -- he was against it. (Laughter.) 

He was against the F-14 fighter, he was against the M-1 
tank, he was against the B-1 bomber, he wanted to cut the salary of 
the -- of all of the military, he wanted to bring home half of the 
American forces in Europe; and he has a record of weakness with 
regard to our national defense that is second to none --

AUDIENCE: Here, here --

MORE 



- 8 -

THE PRESIDEN'I': He was on that side virtually throughout 
all his years in the Senate, and he opposed even President Carter 
when toward the end of his term, President Carter wanted to increase 
the defense budget. 

Q Mr. Mondale, your rebuttal. 

MR. ~10NDALE: Mr. President, I accept your commitment to 
peace. But I want you to accept my commitment to a strong national 
defense. (Applause.) I propose a budget -- I have proposed a budget 
which would increase our nation's strength by -- in real terms, by 
double that of the Soviet Union. I'll tell you where we disagree. 

It is true, over ten years ago, I voted to delay 
production of the F-14, and I'll tell you why. The plane wasn't 
flying the way it was supposed to be, it was a waste of money. 

Your definition of national strength is to throw money at 
the Defense Department. My definition of national strength is to 
make certain that a dollar spent buys us a dollar's worth of defense. 
There's a big difference between the two of us. 

A President must manage that budget. I will keep us 
strong. But you'll not do that unless you command that budget and 
make certain we get the strength we need. You pay $500 for a $5 
hammer, you're not buying strength. 

Q I would ask the audience not to applaud. All it 
does is take up time that we would like to devote to the debate. 

Mr. Kondracke, your question to Mr. Mondale. 

Q Mr. Mondale, in an address earlier this year, you 
said that before this country resorts to military force -- and I'm 
quoting -- "American interests should be sharply defined, publicly 
supported, Congressionally sanctioned, militarily feasible, 
internationally defensible, open to independent scrutiny, and alert 
to regional history." Now, aren't you setting up such a gauntlet of 
tests here that adversaries could easily suspect that as President 
you would never use force to protect America interests? 

MR. MONDALE: No. As a matter of fact, I believe every 
one of those standards is essential to the exercise of power by this 
country. And we can see that in both Lebanon and in Central America. 

In Lebanon, this President exercised American power, all 
right. But the management of it was such that our Marines were 
killed, we had to leave in humiliation, the Soviet Union became 
stronger, terrorists became emboldened. And it because they did not 
think through how power should be exercised, did not have the 
American public with them on a plan that worked, that we ended up the 
way we did. 

Similarly, in Central America, what we're doing in 
Nicaragua, with this covert war, which the Congress, including many 
Republicans, have tried to stop, is finally end up with a public 
definition of American power that hurts us: where we get associated 
with political assassins and the rest. We have to decline for the 
first time in modern history, jurisdiction in the World Court because 
they'll find us guilty of illegal action. And our enemies are 
strengthened from all of this. 

We need to be strong, we need to be prepared to use that 
strength. But we must understand that we are a democracy. We are a 
government by the people, and when we move it should be for very 
severe and extreme reasons that serve our national interests and end 
up with a stronger country behind us. It is only in that way that we 
can persevere. 

Q You've been quoted as saying that you might 
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quarantine Nicaragua. I'd like to know what that means. Would you 
stop Soviet ships, as President Kennedy did in 1962, and wouldn't 
that be more dangerous than President Reagan's covert war? 

MR. MONDALE: What I'm referring to there is the mutual 
self-defense provisions that exist in the Inter-American Treaty, 
so-called Real Pact, that permits the nations, our friends in that 
region, to combine to take steps -- diplomatic and otherwise -- to 
prevent Nicaragua, when she acts irresponsibly in asserting power in 
other parts outside of her border, to take those steps, whatever they 
might be, to stop it. 

The Nicaraguans must know that it is the policy of our 
government that those -- that that leadership must stay behind the 
boundaries of their nation, not interfere in other nations. And by 
working with all of the nations in the region -- unlike the policies 
of this administration and unlike the President said, -- they have 
not supported negotiations in that region. We will be much stronger 
because we'll have the moral authority that goes with those efforts. 

Q President Reagan, you introduced U.S. forces into 
Lebanon as neutral peacekeepers, but then you made them combatants on 
the side of the Lebanese government. Eventually, you were forced to 
withdraw them under fire, and now Syria, a Soviet ally, is dominant 
in the country. Doesn't Lebanon represent a major failure on the 
part of your administration and raise serious questions about your 
capacity as a foreign policy strategist and as Commander-in-Chief? 

THE PRESIDENT: No, Morton, I don't agree to those things. 
First of all, when we and our allies -- the Italians, the French, and 
the United Kingdom -- went into Lebanon, we went in there at the 
request of what was left of the Lebanese government to be a 
stabalizing force while they tried to establish a government. 

But the first -- pardon me -- the first time we went in, 
we went in at their request because the war was going on right in 
Beirut between Israel and the PLO terrorists. Israel could not be 
blamed for that. Those terrorists had been violating their northern 
border consistently. And Israel chased them all the way to there. 

Then we went in -- the multinational force -- to help 
remove, and did remove, more than 13,000 of those terrorists from 
Lebanon. We departed. And then the government of Lebanon asked us 
back in as a stabilizing force as while they established a government 
and sought to get the foreign forces all the way out of Lebanon and 
that they could then take care of their own borders. 

And we were succeeding. We were there for the better 
part of a year. Our position happened to be at the airport. Oh, 
there were occasional snipings and sometimes some artillery fire. 
But we did not 
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engage in conflict that was out of line with our mission. I will 
never send troops anywhere on a mission of that kind without telling 
them that if somebody shoots at them, they can darn well shoot back. 
And this is what we did. We never initiated any kind of action, we 
defended ourselves there. But we were succeeding to the point that 
the Lebanese government had been organized -- if you will remember 
there were the meetings in Geneva in which they began to meet with 
the hostile factional forces and try to put together some kind of a 
peace plan. we were succeeding and that was why the terrorist acts 
began. There are forces there, and that includes Syria in my mind, 
who don't want us to succeed, who don't want that kind of a peace 
with a dominant Lebanon, dominant over its own territory. And so the 
terrorist acts began that lead to the one great tragedy when they 
were killed in that suicide bombing of the building. Then the 
multilateral force withdrew for only one reason -- we withdrew 
because we were no longer able to carry out the mission for which we 
had been sent in. But we went in in the interest of peace and to 
keep Israel and Syria from getting into the sixth war between them. 
And I have no apologies for our going on a peace mission. 

Q Mr. President, four years ago you criticized 
President Carter for ignoring ample warnings that our diplomats in 
Iran might be taken hostage. Haven't you done exactly the same thing 
in Lebanon, not once, but three times, with 300 Americans, not 
hostages, but dead? And you vowed swift retaliation against 
terrorists, but doesn't our lack of response suggest that you're just 
bluffing? 

THE PRESIDENT: Morton, no. I think there's a great 
difference between the government of Iran threatening our diplomatic 
personnel and there is a government that you can see and can put your 
hand on. In the terrorist situation, there are terrorist factions 
all over -- in the recent 30 day period, 37 terrorist acts in 20 
countries have been committed. The most recent has been the one in 
Brighton. In dealing with terrorists, yes, we want to retaliate, but 
only if we can put our finger on the people responsible and not 
endanger the lives of innocent civilians there in the various 
communities and in the city of Beirut where these terrorists are 
operating. I have just signed legislation to add to our ability, to 
deal along with our allies with this terrorist problem and it's going 
to take all the nations together, just as when we banded together, we 
pretty much resolved the whole problem of skyjackings sometime ago. 

Well, the red light went on. I could have gone on 
forever. 

Q Mr. Mondale, your rebuttal? 

MR. MONDALE: Groucho Marx said, "Who do you believe? 
Me, or your own eyes?" And what we have in Lebanon is something that 
the American people have seen. The joint chiefs urged the President 
not to put our troops in that barracks because they were 
undefensable. They went to him five days before they were killed and 
said, "Please, take them out of there". The Secretary of State 
admitted that this morning. He did not do so. The report following 
the explosion of the barracks disclosed that we had not taken any of 
the steps that we should have taken. That was the second time. 

Then the Embassy was blown up a few weeks ago, and once 
again none of the steps that should have been taken were taken. And 
we were warned five days before that explosives were on their way and 
they weren't taken. The terrorists have won each time. The 
President told the terrorists he was going to retaliate. He didn't. 
They called their bluff. And the bottom line is, the United States 
in humiliation and our enemies are stronger. 

Q Mr. President, your rebuttal? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. First of all, Mr. Mondale should 
know that the President of the United States did not order the 
Marines into that barracks. That was command decision made by the 
commanders on the spot and based with what they thought was best for 
t he men there. That is one. 
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On the other things that you've just said about the 
terrorists, I'm tempted to ask you what you would do. These are 
unidentified people and after the bomb goes off, they're blown to 
bits because they are suicidal individuals who think they're going to 
go to paradise if they perpetrate such an act and lose their life in 
doing it. We are going to, as I say -- we are busy trying to find 
the centers where these operations stem from and retaliation will be 
taken. But we're not going to simply kill some people to say, "Oh, 
look, we got even." We want to know when we retaliate that we're 
retaliating with those who are responsible for the terrorist acts. 
And terrorist acts are such that our own United States Capitol in 
Washington has been bombed twice. 

Q Mr. Trewhitt, your question to President Reagan? 

Q Mr. President, I want to raise an issue that I think 
has been lurking out there for two or three weeks and casted 
specifically in national security terms. You already are the oldest 
President in history. And some of your staff say you were tired 
after your most recent encounter with Mr. Mondale. I recall yet that 
President Kennedy had to go for days on end with very little sleep 
during the Cuban missile crisis. Is there any doubt in your mind 
that you woula be able to function in such circumstances? 

THE PRESIDENT: Not at all, Mr.Trewhitt, and I want you 
to know that also I will not make age an issue of this campaign . I 
am not going to exploit for political purposes my opponents youth and 
inexprience. (Laughter and applause.) If I still have time I might 
add, Mr. Trewhitt, -- I might add that it was Seneca or it was 
Cicero, I don't know which, that said, "If it was not for the elders 
correcting the mistakes of the young, there would be no state". 

Q Mr. President, I'd like to 
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head for the fence and try to catch that one before it goes over. 
But I'll go on to another question. 

You and Mr. Mondale have already disagreed about what you 
had to say about recalling submarine-launched missiles. There's 
another -- a similar issue out there that relates to your -- it is 
said, at least, that you were unaware that the Soviet retaliatory 
power was based on land-based missiles. First is that correct? 
Secondly, if it is correct, have you informed yourself in the 
meantime? And, third, is it even necessary for the President to be 
so intimately involved in strategic details? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. This had to do with our disarmament 
talks. And the whole controversy about land missiles came up because 
we thought that the strategic nuclear weapons -- the reost 
destabilizing are the land based. You put your thumb on a button and 
somebody blows up 20 minutes later. So, we thought that it would be 
simpler to negotiate first with those. And then, we made it plain, a 
second phase, take up the submarine launched -- the airborne 
missiles. 

The Soviet Union, to our surprise, and not just mine, 
made it plain when we brought this up that they placed, they thought, 
a great reliance on the land-based missiles. And, therefore, they 
wanted to take up all three. And we agreed. We said, "All right. 
If that's what you want to do." But it was a surprise to us because 
they outnumbered us 64 to 36 in submarines and 20 percent more 
bombers capable of carrying nuclear missiles than we had. So, why 
should we believe that they had placed that much more reliance on 
land-based? • 

But even after we gave in and said, "All right, let's 
discuss it all," they walked away from the table. We didn't. 

Q Mr. Mondale, I'm going to hang in there. Should the 
President's age and stamina be an issue in the political campaign? 

MR. MONDALE: No. And I have not made it an issue; nor 
should it be. What's at issue here is the President's application of 
his authority to understand what a President must know to lead this 
nation, secure our defense and make the decisions and the judgments 
that are necessary. 

A minute ago, the President quoted Cicero, I beieve. I 
want to quote somebody a little closer home, Harry Truman. He said, 
"The buck stops here." We just heard the President's answer for the 
problems at the barracks in Lebanon, where 241 Marines were killed. 
What happened? First, the Joint Chiefs of Staff went to the 
President, said, "Don't put those troops there." They did it. And 
then five days before the troops were killed, they went back to the 
President, through the Secretary of Defense, and said, "Please, Mr. 
President, take those troops out of there because we can't defend 

I • them . " They didn't do it. And we know what happened . 

After that, once again, our Embassy was exploded. This 
is the fourth time this has happened, an identical attack in the same 
region, despite warnings, even public warnings from the terrorists. 
Who's in charge? Who's handling this matter? That's my main point. 

Now, on arms control, we're completing four years. This 
i s the first administration since the bomb went off that made no 
progress. We have an arms race underway instead. 

A President has to lead his goverment or it won't be 
done . Different people with different views fight with each other. 
For three-and-a-half years, this administration avoided arms control, 
resisted tabling arms control proposals that had any hope of 
agreeing, rebuked their negotiator in 1981, when he came close to an 
agreement, at least in principle on medium-range weapons. And we 
have this arms race under way. And a recent book that just came out 
by the -- perhaps the nation's most respected author in this field, 
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Strobe Talbott, called Deadly Gambit, concludes that this President 
has failed to master the essential details needed to command and lead 
us, both in terms of security, in terms of arms control. That's why 
they call the President the Commander in Chief. 

Good intentions, I grant. But it takes more than that. 
You must be tough and smart. 

Q This question of leadership keeps arising in 
different forms in this discussion already. And the President, Mr. 
Mondale, has called you whining and vascilating -- among the more 
charitable phrases -- ·weak, I believe. It is a question of 
leadership. And he has made the point that you have not repudiated 
some of the semi-diplomatic activity of the Reverend Jackson, 
particularly in Central America. Did you approve of his diplomatic 
activity? And, are you prepared to repudiate him now? 

MR. MONDALE: I read his statement the other day. I 
don't admire Fidel Castro at all. And I've said that. Che Guevara 
was a comtemptible figure in civilization's history. I know the 
Cuban state as a police state. And all my life, I've worked in a way 
that demonstrates that. But Jesse Jackson is an independent person. 
I don't control him. 

And, let's talk about people we do control. In the last 
debate, the Vice President of the United States said that I said the 
Marines had died shamefully and died in shame in Lebanon. I demanded 
an apology from Vice President Bush because I had, instead, honored 
these young men, grieved for the families and think they were 
wonderful Americans that honored us all. What does the President 
have to say about taking responsibility for a Vice President who 
won't apologize for something like that? 

Q Mr. President, your rebuttal? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. I know it'll come as a surprise to 
Mr. Mondale, but I am in charge. And, as a matter of fact, we 
haven't avoided arms control talks with the Soviet Union. Very early 
in my administration, I proposed -- and I think something that had 
never been proposed by any previous administration -- I proposed a 
total elimination of intermediate-range missiles, where the Soviets 
had better than a -- and still have --
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better than a ton, and still have better than a ten-to-one advantage 
over the allies in Europe. When they protested that, and suggested a 
smaller number, perhaps, I went along with that. 

The so-called negotiation that you said I walked out on, 
was the so-called "walk in the woods" between one of our 
representatives and one of the Soviet Union, and it wasn't me that 
turned it down, the Soviet Union disavowed it. 

Q Mr. Mondale, your rebuttal? 

MR. MONDALE: There are two distinguished authors of arms 
control in this country -- there are many others -- but two that I 
want to cite tonight. One is Strobe Talbot in his classic book, 
"Deadly Gambit." The other is John Neuhouse, who is one of the_most 
distinguished arms control specialists in our country. Both said 
that this administration turned down the "walk in the woods" 
agreement first, and that would have been a perfect agreement from 
the standpoint of the United States in Europe and our security. 

When Mr. Nitze, a good negotiator returned, he was 
rebuked and his boss was fired. This is the kind of leadership that 
we've had in this administration, and the most deadly issue of our 
time. Now we have a runaway arms race. All they've got to show for 
four years in u.s.-Soviet relations, is one meeting in the last weeks 
of an administration, and nothing before. 

They're tough negotiators, but all previous Presidents 
have made progress. This one has not. 

Q Ms. Geyer, your question to Mr. Mondale. 

Q Mr. Mondale, many analysts are now saying that, 
actually our number one foreign policy problem today is one that 
remains almost totally unrecognized: massive illegal immigration 
from economically collapsing countries. They are saying that it is 
the only real territorial threat to the American nation-state. You, 
yourself, said in the 1970's that we had a "hemorrhage on our 
borders." Yet today, you have backed off any immigration reform, 
such as the balanced and highly crafted Simpson Mazzoli bill. Why? 
What would you do instead touay, if anything? 

MR. MONDALE: This is ·a very serious problem in our 
country, and it has to be dealt with. I object to the part of the 
Simpson Mazzoli bill, which I think is very unfair and would prove to 
be so. That is the part that requires employers to determine the 
citizenship of an employee before they're hired. I'm convinced that 
the result of this would be that people who are Hispanic, people who 
have different languages or speak with an accent, would find it 
difficult to be employed. I think that's wrong. We've never had 
citizenship tests in our country before, and I don't think we should 
have a citizenship card today. That is counterproductive. 

I do support the other aspects of the Simpson Mazzoli 
bill that strengthen enforcement at the border, strengthen other ways 
of dealing with undocumented workers in this -- in this difficult 
area; and dealing with the problem of settling people who have lived 
here for many, many years and who do not have an established status. 

I further strongly recommend that this administration do 
something it has not done, and that is to strengthen enforcement at 
the border, strengthen the officials in this government that deal 
with undocumented workers and to do so in a way that's responsible 
and within the Constitution of the United States. We need an answer 
to this problem, but it must be an American answer that is consistent 
with justice and due process. 

Everyone in this room, practically, here tonight, is an 
immigrant. We came here loving this nation, serving it, and it has 
served all of our most bountiful dreams. And one of those dreams is 
justice. And we need a measure -- and I will support a measure --
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that brings about those objectives, but avoids that one aspect that I 
think is very serious. 

The second part is to maintain and improve relations with 
our friends to the South. We cannot solve this problem all on our 
own. And that's why the failure of this administration to deal in an 
effective and a good-faith way with Mexico, with Costa Rica, with the 
other nations in trying to find a peaceful settlement to the dispute 
in Central America, has undermined our capacity to effectively deal 
diplomatic -- in this -- diplomatically in this area as well. 

Q Sir, people as well-balanced and just as Father 
Theodore Hesburgh at Notre Dame that headed the select commission on 
immigration, have pointed out repeatedly that there will be no 
immigration reform without employer sanctions, because it would be an 
unbalanced bill, and there would be simply no way to reinforce it. 
However, putting that aside for a moment, your critics have said 
repeatedly that you have not gone along with the bill, or the the 
immigration reform because of the Hispanic groups -- or Hispanic 
leadership groups -- who actually do not represent what the 
Hispanic-Americans want, because polls show that they overwhelmingly 
want some kind of immigration reform. How can you say -- or how can 
you justify your position on this? And how do you respond to the 
criticism that this is another, or that this is an example of your 
flip-flopping and giving in to special interest groups at the expense 
of the nation? 

MR. MONDALE~ I think you're right that the polls show 
that the majority of Hispanics want that bill, so I'm not doing it 
for political reasons. I'm doing it because all my life I've fought 
for a system of justice in this country -- a system in which every 
American has a chance to achieve a fullness in life without 
discrimination. This bill imposes upon employers the responsibility 
of determining whether somebody who applies for a job is an American 
or not. And just inevitably, they're going to be reluctant to hire 
Hispanics or people with a different accent. If I were dealing with 
politics here, 
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The polls show the American people want this. I am for reform in 
this area, for tough enforcement at the border and for many other 
aspects of the Simpson-Mazzoli Bill, ·but all my life I've fought for 
a fair nation and despite the politics of it, I stand where I stand 
and I think I'm right and before this fight is over we're going to 
come up with a better bill, a more effective bill that does not 
undermine the liberties of our people. 

Q Mr. President, you too have said that our borders 
are out of control. Yet, this fall you allowed the Simpson-Mazzoli 
Bill which would at least have minimally protected our borders and 
the rights of citizenship. Because of a relatively unimportant issue 
of reimbursement to the states for legalized aliens. Given that, may 
I ask what priority can we expect you to give this forgotten national 
security element? How sincere are you in your efforts to control, in 
effect, the nation's state, that is, the United States? 

THE PRESIDENT~ Georgie Anne, we, believe me, supported 
the Simpson-Mazzoli Bill strongly and the Bill that came out of the 
Senate. However, there were things added in in the House side that 
we felt made it less of a good Bill -- as a matter of fact, made it a 
bad bill. And in conference, we stayed with them in conference all 
the way to where even Senator Simpson did not want the Bill in the 
manner in which it had come out of the conference committee. There 
were a number of things in there that weakened that Bill. I can't go 
into detail about them here. But it is true, our borders are out of 
controlo It is also true that this has been a situation on our 
borders, back through a number of administrations, and I supported 
this Bill, I believe in the idea of amnesty for those who have put 
down roots and who have lived here even though sometime back they may 
have entered illegally. With regard to the employer sanctions, this 
-- we must have that. Not only to ensure that we can identify the 
illegal aliens, but also, while some keep protesting about what it 
would do to employers, there is another employer that we shouldn't be 
so concerned about -- and these are employers who down through the 
years, who have encouraged the illegal entry into this country 
because they then hire these individuals and hire them at starvation 
wages and with none of the benefits that we think are normal and 
natural for workers in our country and then individuals can't 
complain because of their illegal status. we don't think that those 
people should be allowed to continue operating free. And this was 
why the provisions that we had in with regard to sanctions and so 
forth -- and I'm going to do everything I can and all of us in the 
administration are, to join in again, when Congress is back at it, to 
get an immigration bill that will give us, once again, control of our 
borders. 

And with regard to friendship below the border, with the 
countries down there -- yes, no administration that I know has 
established the relationship that we have with our Latin friends. 
But, as long as they have an economy that leaves so many people in 
dire poverty and unemployment, they are going to seek that employment 
across our borders and we work with those other countries. 

Q Mr. President, the experts also say that the 
situation today is terribly different -- quantitatively, 
qualitatively different from what it has been in the past because of 
the gigantic population growth. For instance, Me xico's population 
will go from about 60 million today to 120 million at the turn of the 
century. Many of these people will be coming into the United States, 
not as citizens, but as illegal workers. You have repeatedly said 
recently that you believe that Armageddon, the destruction of the 
world, may be imminant in our times. Do you ever feel that we are in 
for an Armageddon or a situation in a time of anarchy regarding the 
population explosion in the world? 

THE PRESIDENT: No, as a matter of fact the population 
explosion, if you look at the actual figures, has been vastly 
exaggerated -- over exaggerated. As a matter of fact, there are some 
pretty scientific and solid figures about how much space there still 
is in the world and how many more people that we can have -- it's 
almost like going back to the Malthusian Theory when even then they 
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were saying that everyone would starve with the limited population 
they had then. But the problem of population growth is one here with 
regard to our immigration and we have been the safety valve, whether 
we wanted to or not, with the illegal entry here in Mexico where 
their population is increasing and they don't have an economy that 
can absorb them and provide the jobs. And this is what we're trying 
to work out, not only to protect our own borders, but to have some 
kind of fairness and recognition of that problem. 

Q Mr. Mondale, your rebuttal? 

MR. MONDALE: One of the biggest problems today is that 
the countries to our south are so desperately poor that these people 
who will almost lose their lives if they don't come north, come north 
despite all the risks. And if we're going to find a permanent 
fundamental answer to this, it goes to American economic and trade 
policies that permit these nations to have a chance to get on their 
own two feet and to get prosperity so that they can have jobs for 
themselves and their people. And thatvs why this enormous national 
debt, engineered by this administration, is harming these contries in 
fueling this immigration. These high interest rates, real rates that 
have doubled under this administration have had the same effect in 
Mexico and so on and the cost repaying those debts is so enormous 
that it results in massive unemployment, hardship and heartache. And 
that drives our friends to the south up into our region and we need 
to end those deficits as well. 
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Q Mr. President, your rebuttal. 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, my rebuttal is, I've heard I've 
heard the national debt blamed for a lot of things, but not for 
illegal immigration across our border -- {laughter) -- and it has 
nothing to do with it. 

But with regard to these high interest rates, too, at 
least give us the recognition of the fact that when you left office, 
Mr. Mondale, there were 21 and a half -- the prime rate. It's now 
12.25, and I predict it will be coming down a little more shortly. 
So we're trying to undo some of the things that your administration 
did. (Applause.) 

Q No applause, please. 

Mr. Kalb, your question to President Reagan. 

Q Mr. President, I'd like to pick up this armageddon 
theme. You've been quoted as saying that you do believe deep down 
that we are heading for some kind of biblical armageddon. Your 
Pentagon and your Secretary of Defense have plans for the United 
States to fight and prevail in a nuclear war. Do you feel that we 
are now heading perhaps for some kind of nuclear armageddon, and do 
you feel that this country and the world could survive that kind of 
calamity? 

THE PRESIDENT: I think what has been hailed as something 
I'm supposedly as President discussing as principle is the recall of 
just some philosophical discussions with people who are interested in 
the same things. And that is, the prophesies down through the year, 
the biblical prophesies of what would portend the coming of 
Armageddon, and so forth, and the fact that a number of theologians 
for the last decade or more have believed that this was true -- that 
the prophesies are coming together that portend that. But no one 
knows whether Armageddon -- those prophecies mean that Armageddon is 
a thousand years away or day after tomorrow. So I have never 
seriously warned and said we must plan according to Armageddon. 

Now, with regard to having to say whether we would try to 
survive in the event of a nuclear war, of course we would. But let 
me also point out that to several parliaments around the world, in 
Europe and in Asia, I have made a statement to each one of them, and 
I'll repeat it here: A nuclear war cannot be won and must never be 
fought. And that is why we are maintaining a deterrent and trying to 
achieve a deterrent capacity to where no one would believe that they 
could start such a war and escape with limited damage. 

But the deterrent, and that's what it is for, is also 
what led me to propose what is now being called "the Star Wars 
concept," but propose that we research to see if there isn't a 
defensive weapon that could defend against incoming missiles. And if 
such a defense could be found, wouldn't it be far more humanitarian 
to say that now we can defend against a nuclear war by destroying 
missiles instead of slaughtering millions of people. 

Q Mr. President, when you made that proposal, the 
so-called "Star Wars Proposal," you said, if I am not mistaken, that 
you would share this very super-sophisticated technology with the 
Soviet Union. After all of the distrust over the years, sir, that 
you have expressed towards the Soviet Union, do you really expect 
anyone to take seriously that offer that you would share the best of 
America's technology in this weapons area with our principle 
adversary? 

THE PRESIDENT: Why not? What if we did -- and I hope we 
can. We're still researching. What if we come up with a weapon that 
renders those missiles obsolete -- there has never been a weapon 
invented in the history of man that has not led to a defensive, a 
counter-weapon. But suppose we came up with that? 
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Now, some people have said, "That would make it -- war 
imminent because they would think that we could launch a first strike 
because we could defend against the enemy. But why not do what I 
have offered to and asked the Soviet Union to do? Say, "Look, here's 
what we can do. We'll even give it to you. Now, will you sit down 
with us and, once and for all, get rid, all of us, of these nuclear 
weapons, and free mankind from that threat?" I think that would be 
the greatest use of a defensive weapon. 

Q Mr. Mondale, you've been very sharply critical of 
the President's strategic defense initiative. And, yet, what is 
wrong with a major effort by this country to try to use its best 
technology to knock out as many incoming nuclear warheads as 
possible? 

MR. MONDALE: First of all, let me sharply disagree with 
the President on sharing the most advanced, the most dangerous, the 
most important technology in America with the Soviet Union. We have 
had for many years, understandably, a system of restraints on high 
technology because the Soviets are behind us. And any research or 
development along the Star Wars schemes would inevitably involve our 
most advanced computers, most advanced engineering. And the thought 
that we would share this with the Soviet Union is, in my opinion, a 
total non-STARTer. I would not let the Soviet Union get their hands 
on it at all. 

Now, what's wrong with Star Wars? There's nothing wrong 
with the theory of it. If we could develop a principle that would 
say both sides could fire all their missiles and no one would get 
hurt, I suppose it's a good idea. But the fact of it is, we're so 
far away from research that even comes close to that, that the 
Director of Engineering Research at the Defense Department said to 
get there, we would have to solve eight problems, each of which are 
more difficult than the atomic bomb and the Manhatten Project. It 
would cost something like a trillion dollars to test and deploy 
weapons. 

The second thing is this all assumes that the Soviets 
wouldn't respond in kind. And they always do. We don't get behind. 
They won't get behind. And that's been the tragic story of the arms 
race. 
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We have more at stake in space satellites than they do. If we could 
stop right now the testing and the deployment of these space weapons, 
and the President's proposals go clearly beyond research -- if it was 
just research we wouldn't have any argument, because maybe some day, 
somebody will think of something -- but, to commit this nation to a 
build-up of antisatellite and space weapons at this time, in their 
crude state, would bring about an arms race that's very dangerous 
indeed. 

One final point. The most dangerous aspect of this 
proposal is for the first time we would delegate to computers the 
decision as to whether to start a war. That's dead wrong. There 
wouldn't be time for a President to decide; it would be decided by 
these remote computers. It might be an oil fire, it might be a jet 
exhaust, the computer might decide it's a missile -- and off we go. 

Why don't we stop this madness now and draw a line and 
keep the heavens free from war. (Applause.) 

Q Mr. Mondale. In this general area, sir, of arms 
control, President Carter's national security advisor, Zbigniew 
Brzezinski, said, "A nuclear freez is a hoax." Yet the basis of your 
arms proposal, as I understand them, is a mutual and verifiable 
freeze on existing weapons systems. In your view, which specific 
weapons systems could be subject to a mutual and verifiable freeze, 
and which could not? 

MR. MONDALE: Every system that is verifiable should be 
placed on the table for negotiations, or an agreement. I would not 
agree to any negotations, or any agreement that involved conduct on 
the part of the Soviet Union that we could not verify every day. I 
would not agree to any agreement in which the United States security 
interest was not fully recognized and supported. That's why we say 
mutual and verifiable freezes. 

Now, why do I support the freeze? Because this 
ever-rising arms race madness makes both nations less secure. It's 
more difficult to defend this nation. It's putting a hair-trigger on 
nuclear war. This administration, by going into the star wars 
system, is going to add a dangerous new excalation. We have to be 
tough on the Soviet Union, but I think the American people --

Q Mr. Mondale 

MR. MONDALE: and the people of the Soviet Union want 
it to stop. 

Q President Reagan, your rebuttal? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, my rebuttal once again, is that this 
invention that has just been created here of how I would go about 
rolling over for the Soviet Union -- no, Mr. Mondale, my idea would 
be with that defensive weapon, that we would sit down with them, and 
then say, "Now, are you willing to join us?" Here's what we -- give 
them a demonstration, and then say, "Here's what we can do. Now, if 
you're willing to join us in getting rid of all the nuclear weapons 
in the world, then we'll give you this one, so that we both know that 
no one can cheat" -- that we've both got something that if anyone 
tries to cheat -- but, when you keep star-warring it -- I never 
suggested where the weapons should be or what kind. I'm not a 
scientist. 

I said, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed with me, 
that it was time for us to turn our research ability to seeing if we 
could not find this kind of a defensive weapon. And suddenly 
somebody says, "Oh, it's got to be up there in the star wars," and 
so-forth -- I don't know what I would be, but if we could come up 
with one, I think the world will be better off. 

MR. MONDALE: Well, that's what a President's supposed to 
know -- where those weapons are going to be. If they are space 
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weapons, I assume they'll be in space -- (Laughter.) If they're 
antisatellite weapons, I assume they're going to be aimed against 
antisatellites. 

Now, this is the most dangerous technology that we 
possess. The Soviets try to spy on us, steal this stuff. And to 
give them technology of this kind, I disagree with. You haven't just 
accepted research, Mr. President. You've set up a strategic defense 
initiative, an agency, you're beginning to test, you're talking about 
deploying, you're asking for a budget of some $30 billion for this 
purpose. This is an arms escalation. And we will be better off, far 
better off, if we stop right now, because we have more to lose in 
space than they do. If some day, somebody comes along with an 
answer, that's something else. But that there would be an answer in 
our lifetime is unimaginable. 

Why do we start things that we know the Soviets will 
match, and make us all less secure? That's what a President's for. 

Q Mr. Kondracke, your question to Mr. Mondale. 

Q Mr. Mondale, you say that with respect to the Soviet 
Union you want to negotiate a mutual nuclear freeze, yet you would 
unilaterally give up the MX missile and the B-1 bomber before the 
talks had even begun, and you have announced in advance, that 
reaching an agreement with the Soviets is the most important thing in 
the world to you. Now, aren't you giving away half the store before 
you've even sat down to talk? 

MR. MONDALE: No. As as matter of fact, we have a vast 
range of technology and weaponry right now that provides all the 
bargaining chips that we need. And I support the air launch Cruise 
missile, ground launch Cruise missile, the Pershing missile, the 
Trident submarine, the D-5 submarine, stealth technology, the 
Midgetman -- we have a whole range of technolgy. Why I disagree with 
the MX is that it's a sitting duck. It'll draw an attack. It puts a 
hair-trigger, and it's a dangerous destabilizing weapon. And the B-1 
is similarly to be opposed, because for 15 years the Soviet Union has 
been preparing to meet the B-1. The Secretary of Defense himself 
said it would be a suicide mission if it were built. 

Instead, I want to build the Midgetman, 
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