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WASHINGTON, D ,C. 10510 

June 27, 1982 

Honorable Ronald Reagan 
President of the United States 
The White House 

Dear Mr. President: 

In 1979, the Soviet President Brezhnev made an explicit 
nuclear blackmail threat. Brezhnev stated that if the U.S. 
Senate did not vote for ratifying the SALT II Treaty, there would 
be "grave and even dangerous consequences for our relations and 
for the situation in the world as a whole." Many of our consti­
tuents are asking: Is the Reagan Administration now about to 
bow to this Soviet threat? We want to be able to respond in the 
negative. 

Even before the Soviet Combat Brigade in Cuba was discovered 
and the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan occured in late 1979, a 
majority of the Senate realized that SALT II was unequal and un­
verifiable. Since then, the Soviets have intimidated the Polish 
people, and have increased their arms shipments to Cuba threefold 
over the rate of 1962. These aggressive .Soviet actions totally 
contradict the 1972 agreement on Basic Principles of US-Soviet 
relations, but the preamble to the SALT II Treaty states that the 
treaty "proceeds" from this agreement. Thus the very foundation 
of SALT II is being violated by t~e Soviets. 

We are opposed to the Senate Joint Resolution on arms control 
passed by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee apparently with 
strong Administration support on June 9, 1982. This resolution 
would make it the law of the land that "The United States shall 
continue to refrain from actions which would undercut the SALT I 
and SALT II agreements, provided the Soviet Union shows equal re­
straint." You yourself have stated that the key provisions of SALT 
II can not be verified by the U.S. Moreover, the Soviets have not 
been showing restraint, according to Defense Department threat 
assessments. Senate passage of this resolution would constitute 
enactment of the SALT II Treaty, its de facto ratification. The 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee hasstated . that it intends this 
resolution to have the "full force and effect of the law," which 
any Senate Joint Resolution indeed has when passed by Congress 
and signed by the President. 

Treaties are also the law of the land when ratified. The 
Treaty-making power of the Constitution requires that 67 Senators 
give their advice and consent before a treaty can be ratified by 
the President. But the resolution in question would require only 
the votes of 51 Senators to make U.S. compliance with the SALT II 
Treaty law of the land. Moreover, the resolution would improperly 
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involve the House of Representatives in the enactment and de facto 
ratification of the SALT II Treaty. A simple majority of the 
House is'all that would be required to pass the resolution. Fin­
ally, the Executive Branch's lobbying efforts in support of this 

· resolution in circumvention of the Treaty-making powers challenges 
the Separation of Powers concept in the Constitution. Thus the 
resolution supported by your Administration raises profound Con-
stitutional questions. • 

The Soviets have authoritatively stated repeatedly in the 
Soviet press that they will not comply with the SALT II Treaty~ 
With de facto U.S. ratification of the SALT II Treaty, the Soviets 
wouldthus have all the benefits of U.S . . compliance with SALT II, 
while they themselves have accepted no obligations. 

Moreover, passage of this resolution would have grave impli­
cations for the national security of the United States.· First, 
as you have said many times and as stated in the Republican Plat­
form, SALT II is fundamentally flawed, unequal, destabilizing, and 
unverifiable. Former President Carter acknowledged that the elec­
tion of 1980 was a referendum on his SALT II Treaty. But the 
American people voted to reject that treaty. Second, compliance 
with the provisions of SALT II could paralyze your strategic force 
modernization program, which is vital to restoring U.S. national 
security. Finally, SALT II enactment is wholly inconsistent with 
successfully negotiating your START proposal. If the U.S. is legal­
ly bound to comply with SALT II indefinitely, the Soviets would 
have every incentive to stretch out negotiations while they con­
tinue to add to their strategic superiority as they did during pro­
tracted SALT I and II negotiations. The U.S. unilateral deacti­
vation of 292 U.S. strategic delivery vehicles covered by SALT II 
prior to beginning START negotiations also does not enhance the 
U.S. START negotiating position. 

Dr. Fred Ikle testified in 1979 that Brezhnev's statement on 
the Backfire bomber, an integral part of the Treaty, was false. 
Ikle stated: "The Senate hence faces the uncomfortable situation 
that the treaty package submitted to it contains an important 
statement that is contrary to fact .•• (By approving SALT II) The 
Senate would make itself an accomplice to a Soviet deception.-"­
Moreover, an official Reagan Defense Department document shows 
that the Soviets falsified the range of their AS-3 Kangaroo air 
to surface missile and the number of their bombers equipped with 
air to surface missiles of range greater than 600 kilometers in 
the .SALT II Data Exchange, another integral part o~ the Treaty. 

Your Administration has repeatedly declared that SALT II is 
dead. For example, a recent letter of May 5, 1982, signed by both 
State Secretary Haig and Acting Defense Secretary Carlucci, stated 
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that "the SALT II Treaty is not in the national security inter­
est of the United States and should not be ratified." Yet you 
have already personally committed the U.S. to a policy of SALT 
II compliance if the Soviets also comply. Further, your admini­
stration has supported enactment of a Senate Joint Resolution 
which would enact U.S. compliance with the SALT II Treaty as 
the law of the land. 

We strongly urge you to reexamine the present situation in 
the light of the guidelines laid down in your platform and 
campaign, and withdraw the Administratibn's support for the 
Senate Joint Resolution recently approved by the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee--a resolution that amounts to de facto ratifi­
cation of the SALT II Treaty--and support instead Senate Resolution 
407, introduced by Senator Garn, as a more realistic approach to 
mutual arms reduction. 

With deepest respect, 

~~ 
;<_;i ~rvJ 



SALT II 

"I think it's time that you, the American people, heard some straight 

talk about Mr. Carter's SALT II Treaty. The real truth about the 

Treaty is that Mr. Carter himself doomed its fate from the moment 
' , 

it was negotiated. It has been effectively blocked, not by Ronald -------------=-----__:..-- - ·- - --- ·---- . 
Reagan~ but by the United States Senate-- your elected representatives 

- ----- - - ------------------:-. r.-, _-------------·- - - ~ 

from all over the nation, fulfilling their constitutional obligation 

'd. d . 
·-- -- --

· to a vise an consent on treaties. It has been critically denounced 

by dozens of the most eminent scholars and knowledgeable analysts, 

Democrat as well as Republican." 

• 

"A Strategy of Peace for the '80s," October 19, 1980 

' "I believe the SALT II Treaty should be withdrawn, and I especially 
I ..---

! believe that the U.S. should not abide by its terms prior to rati-
' '----------------------------------------

fication. To abide by the terms of the proposed agreement would 

violate Article XXXIII of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act of 

1961. 

"Arms Control and the 1980 Election," Arms Control Association, 
May 1980. Answers to questions supplied by Reagan Campaign Committee. 
~ 



-SALT II 

"SALT II is .. not Strategic Arms Limitation, •it is Strategic Arms 

Buildup with the Soviets adding -a minimum of 3,000 nuclear war­

heads to ·their inventory and the U.S. embarking on a $35 billion 
. · 1 . ' 

catchup which won't be achieved until 1~90c if then." 

"To suggest, as the Administration has, that any shortcomings in 
~ 

this SALT II agreement can be rectified in continuing talks lead­

ing to a SALT III agreement is an exercise in futility .••. I believe 

the Senate should declare that this treaty, fatally flawed as it 

is, be shelved and the negotiators should go back to the table and 

come up with a treaty which fairly and genuinely reduces the number 

of strategic nuclear weapons." ---
"SALT and the Search for Peace," September 17, 1979. 

- -- -- --- - -

"I have repeatedly stated that I would be willing to negotiate an 

honest, verifiable reduction in nuclear weapons by both our countries 

to the point that neither of us represented a threat to the other. 

I cannot, however, agree to _any treaty, including the SALT II ~E.~~!~, 

which,in effect, legitimizes the continuation of a one-sided arms 

buildup." -
"PEACE: Restoring the Margin of Safety," August 18, 1980 



SALT II 

Q: If you were elected, would you withdraw'the SALT II treaty from 
Senate consideration? 

A: r~ B~t at the same time I did, I would make it plain that I 
was prepared to sit down with the Russians for as long as it 
might take to negotiate a legitimate· arms limitation agreement. 
My objection to SALT II is it is not ,arms limitation. It legi­
timizes . arms race. It begins by letting the Soviet Union build 
3,000 more warheads, then we can build some to catch up, only 
we can't catch up until 1990 • .._1-:t;hin.k_it is a fatally flawed 
treaty, and it isn't arms limitation. 

9 

Interview with Associated Press, New York Times, October 2, 1980. 

SALT II 

Q: You're still determined to throw out SALT II and start from scratch? 

A:· "Whether you throw it out or whether you use it as a starting point 
. at the next talk and say this is what's wrong and here's what might 

be right and start· from there-- that's all right with me. But 
f, y there's no belief on my p_art that the treaty, as it is, could ever 
;[: 1,-he signed by us." 

Jext of the President's Interview With Star Editors and Reporters, 
Washington Star, August 5, 1981. 
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"~i~_g_al, because th7 law.of the land, passed by Conjress, says 
we cannot accept a treaty in which we are not equal, ~nd we're not 
equal in this treaty for one reason alone: Our B-52 bombers are 
considered to be strategi~ weapons; their Backfire bombers are not." 

Transcript of the Presidential Debate Between Carter and Reagan in 
Cleveland, New York Times, October 30, 1980 • 

. ' ! .. 

.. 

' 
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SALT Ir: Interview with Richard Allen 

"Governor Reagan believes that the existing treaty does not, under 

the circums~ances of the present time and for the foreseeable years 

in ,this decade, serve our interests. Simultaneous with the con-..________________ 
tinuation of any SALT talks must come ·a · reconstruction of America's ___ __ __________________ _.::~:::::::=-_._:..:;;::s= ----· ~--- -~ -_:_;:--- - ...... 

defenses. 
'---- - -

• 

"Reagan's Foreign Policy-- From Someone Who Knows," New York Times 
June 29, 1980. 

,; 



REijUBLICAN PLATFORM 

Q: Governor, you were obviously elected with millions and independent 
votes, do you still feel totally wedded to the Republican Party 
Platform? ••. 

\ 

A: I am-- I ran on the 
. I o believe in that 

latform; the peo le voted me on the platform; 

and callous o me now 
·it. Evidently, those 

or of independents -

latform, and I thin every cynica 
to suggest that I'm going to turn away from 
people who voted for me-- of the other party 
must have agreed with that platform. 

Transcript of Reagan News Conference with Bush on Plans for Administra­
tion, New York Times, Novembe·r 7, 1980. 

Co.L ~ 1' SIJLT ~ 
~~ cf -~~~ 

~ ~ 
6._~ ')\.o · Q;\A'V,.A 
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COMMITTEE ON ·THE JUDICIARY 

WASHINGTON, O.C. 2C5l0 

STROM THURMOND, S .C •• CHAIRMAN SUBCOMMITTEE ON SCPARATION OF POWERS 
CHARLES McC. MATHIAS, .Ill., MD. 
PAUL LAXAL T, NEV. 

.JOSEPH R . BIDEN, .IR .. OEl.. 
EDWARD M . KENNEDY, MASS. 
ROBCRT C. BYRO. W. VA. 
HOWARD M . METZCNBAUM, OHIO 
DCNNIS OcCONCINI. ARIL 
PATRICK .I . LEAHY. VT. 

.JOHN P. £AST, N .C., CHAIRMAN 
ORRIN G . HATCH. UTAH MAX BAUCUS, MONT, ORRIN G . HATCH, UTAH 

ROBERT DOLE. KANS. 
ALAN K . SIMPSON, WYO. 
.JOHN P . EAST. N .C. 
CHARLES E. GRASSLEY, IOWA 
.ICREMIAH DCNTON, ALA, 
ARL.f:N SP£CTER, PA. 

MAX BAUCUS, MONT. 
HOWELL HCFLIN. AL.A. 

EMORY liND:D°'• CHIO" COUNSEL 
OUDITIN CROMMD.JN, J"'- STAFF DIR£.CTOR 

Senator Strom Thurmond, Chairman 
Committee on the Judiciary 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Strom: 

JCREMIAH DCNTON. -"LA. HOWELL HCFl..lfll, -"LA. 

JAMC.S McCU:U..AH, OilCf' COUNSD. AHD STAFF DIRCCTOII 

July 1, 1982 
. ') . 

On June 9, 1982 the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations 
adopted a joint resolution on arms control which provides 
that, "The United States shall continue to refrain from actions 
which would undercut the SALT I and SALT II agreements, 
provided the Soviet Union shows equal restraint." The 
Corrrrnittee has ordered that the Resolution be reported, and has 
stated that it intends this measure shall have the "full force and 
effect of the law." In my judgment, this •action by the 
Committee on Foreign Relations is supportive of the nuclear 
freeze position which is a direct threat to our national 
security. 

Frankly, _the proposed resolution raises a serious 
constitutional issue that should be examined by the Committee 
on the Judiciary. Article II of the Constitution requires 
that treaty commitments of the United States must be approved 
by two-thirds of the Senate. In effect, the joint resolution 
in question would circumvent the treaty-making process by 
providing de facto ratification of the SALT II treaty through 
a mere resolution that requires a simple Qajority of the 
Senate and improperly involves the House . of Representatives. 
Because some Executive Department personnel have been actively 
lobbying in support of this resolution, the procedure that is 
presently being followed further contravenes the Separation of 
Powers principle that serves as the bedrock of our Constitution. 

For these reasons, I urge you to seek sequential referral 
of the joint resolution to the Counnittee on the Judiciary, for 
further referral; if you deem it appropriate, to the Subcounnittee 
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Senator Strom Thurmond 
Committee on the Judiciary 
Page Two 

on Separation of Powers. I jhall ilso be pleased to assist 
you in- any way that I can to conduct hearings on the 
Sepaiation of Powers issue involved ·:even if a referral of 
the bill cannot be obtained. .; .. 

Finally, let ·me emphasize that this resolution was not 
formally introduced in the Senate and referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. The resolution, which has no 
number, was generated within the Committee. A request for 
referral of the resolution to the Committee on the Judiciary 
would therefore serve to protect the jurisdictional rights 
of the Committee on the Judiciary·, while at the same time 
alerting the leadership to a potential problem of jurisdictional 
encroachment through this committee generated original 
legislation. 

I appreciate your interest in this matter and shall work 
with you in any way that I can in seeking an appropriate 
solution . 

Warmest personal regards. 

Sincerely, 

John P. East, Chairman 
Subcorrnnittee on 
Separation of Powers 



THE NATIONAL CENTER 
*** FOR PUBLIC POLICY RESEARCH 

Amy Moritz 

Executive Director 

May 26, 1982 

Mr. Morton C. Blackwell 
Special Assistant to the President 

for Public Liason 
Room 191 
Executive Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Morton: 

Seeing you at dinner last week reminded me that I have been 
remiss in not keeping you informed about the activities of our 
organization. 

The current activities of The National Center can be summed 
up as 1) providing visible opposition to the nuclear freeze 
movement and to the Soviet Union's use of chemical weapons; and 
2) distributing brochures and informational packets to the public 
at large about these two issues. 

On the first point, we are currently sponsoring approximately 
three dozen rallies opposing the nuclear freeze across the country 
between now and June 30, and we are sponsoring a number of activities, 
including a press conference and counterdemonstration, to reduce the 
negative publicity the President's policies will get at the June 12 
"peace" rally in New York City. 

On the second point, we are developing a national mailing list 
of individuals who can be counted on to distribute brochures, 
write letters to their newspaper or Congressman, or in some other 
way "spread the word" about the conservative point of view on an 
issue. We are developing this mailing list through direct mail 
"Will You Help Us?" letters to proven conservative activists and 
by advertising in a large number of public policy journals, national 
magazines, and college newspapers. Naturally, our emphasis has been 
on conservative publications, but we have attracted some liberals to 
our chemical warfare project through liberal journals and have thereby 
convinced some of the nuclear freeze groups to interrupt their own 
activities to circulate our chemical weapons brochures. 

I am including with this letter several copies of the brochures 
of our two committees, The Committee to Stop Chemical Atrocities and 
The Committee to Prevent Nuclear War, for your reference. If you 

413 East Capitol Street, S.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20003 

(202) 543-1286 
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Mr. Morton C. Blackwell 
May 26, 1982 
page two 

know of anyone who might be interested in having one to an infinite 
number of free copies of these brochures please do not hesitate to 
have them contact me. 

I have also enclosed a copy of some of the other nuclear dis­
armament materials we have circulated since you mentioned last 
Friday that you are putting together an informational packet for 
representatives of the American Legion on the nuclear freeze. 
Leonard Holihan recently arranged for his assistant, Peter Nassetta, 
to work out of our office, so Peter has contributed some of the 
informational materials of The Coalition for Peace Through Security 
as well. Peter has highlighted some of the most significant 
phrases in his articles in case the American Legion representatives 
do not have time to read a large amount of material. 

It was nice to see you and Helen again last week. I have told 
Lilli Dollinger to call me if I can assist the 1982 Youth Campaign 
in any way and I am fullfilling a promise to Peter Keisler by 
actively recruiting students for the upcoming Leadership Institute 
school. I trust that you will contact me if I can be of assistance 
to you in any way, or if you would like any additional copies of 
the materials we are publishing here at The National Center. 

Best, 

Enclosures 





LARRY P. McDONALD 
7TH DISTRICT, Gli:OIIGIA 

WASHINGTON OFl'ICIC1 

103 c-- Houaac OFFICIC BulLDING 

WASHINGTON, D.C, 20515 
TICLICPHOHIC1 (202) 225-2931 

Congress of tbt Wnfttb jl,tatts 
COMMITl'Da 

ARMED SERVICES 

._MITTEE81 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
SEAPOWER AND STRATEGIC 
AND CRITICAL MATERIALS 

Mr. Morton Blackwell 

J,ouie of l\epresentatibes 
IILuf,fngton, a.«:. 20515 

July 13, 1982 

Special Assistant to the President 
The White House 
Washington, n;c. 

Dear Morton: 

DISTRICT OP'l'ICU1 

ROOM 180, 1ST NATIOHAL BANK BulLDIHa 

100 CH-a Srurr 
MAIUIE'TTA, G-IA 30080 

TICLEl'HONIC1 (404) 422-4480 

301 FICDICIIAL BulLDING 

ROMIC, GICOIIGIA 30161 
TICUPHONl:1 (404) 211-7777 

PoST On-lCIC BulLDING 

RoHVILLIC, G-IA >0741 
T-. (404) 8"-2Zll 

I cannot thank you ·enough for the inateria1 forwar7ed 
on July 9th dealing with proposals to obtain· a one-sided 
disarming of _United State& nudlear- capabilit~~ 

As you 'probably are already aware, a CJ2.ll0CFt:sd 
ff with sudcess in reve·rsing a propose<L!rudlPar 

in my own District in· the City of Rome. The 
. a o you provided wil1 add substance to refute any 

further attempt by at best, the misinformed, to betray 
United States national interest in iny District. 

LPM/pem 

i 

-
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GENERAL FACT SHEET 
ON ARMS CONTROL 
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U.S. ARMS CONTROL POLICY 

BACKGROUND 

Since the end cf World War II, the U.S. has been the leader in 
serious disarmament and arms control proposals. Many of these 
have focused on controlling the spread of nuclear weapons. For 
example, in 1946 the U.S. submitted a proposal {the Baruch plan) 
for international control of nuclear weapons and nuclear energy. 
In 1955, President Eisenhower presented his "open skies" proposal, 
under which the U.S. and the Soviet Onion would have exchanged 
blueprints of military establishments and provided for aerial 
reconnaissance. The Soviets rejected both plans. 

Major arms control agreements to which we are a party include the 
Limited Test Ban Treaty (1963), which prohibits nuclear weapon 
tests in the atmosphere, in outer space, and under water; the 
Direct Communications Link or "hot line" (19c3), improved in 1971, 
for use by the o.s. and u.s.s.R. during international crises; the 
Outer Space Treaty (1967), which bans placing nuclear weapons or 
other weapons of mass destruction in cuter space; the Non-Prolifera­
tion Treaty (1968), the purpose of which is to prevent the further 
spread of nuclear weapons; the Seabed Arms Control Treaty (1971), 
which prohibits the emplacement of. nuclear weapons or weapons of 
mass destruction en the seabeds and ocean fleer beyond a 12-mile 
coastal zone; the Accidents Agreement (1971), which provides fer 
o.s.-soviet measures to reduce the likelihood cf accidental nuclear 
war; the ABM Treaty (1972) ·, which imposes limitations en defense 
against ballis~ic missile weapons; and the Interim Agreement on 
Strategic Offensive Arms (1972), which froze the number of strate­
gic ballistic missile launchers on either side. 

U.S. PRINCIPLES 

One of President Reagan's first official acts was to order an 
intense review of arms control policy, to_ learn the lessons of the 
past in order to achieve more lasting prc(l;'.ess in the future. Four 
principles, which the Administration is working to put into prac­
tice, underlie the U.S. approach to arms control. We seek agree­
ments that: 

Produce significant reductions in the arsenals cf both sides; 

Result in equal levels of arms on beth sides, since an 
unequal agreement, like an unequal balance of forces, can 
encourage coercion er aggression; 
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Are verifiable, because when national security is at stake, 
agreements cannot be based upon trust alone: and 

Enhance U.S. and Allied security and reduce the risk of war, 
because arms control is not an end in itself but an important 
means toward securing peace and international stability. 

U.S. NUCLEAR ARMS CONTROL INITIATIVES 

On November 18, 1981, President Reagan offered to cancel deploy­
ments of the Pershing II and Ground-Launched Cruise Missile (GLCM) 
if the u.s.s.R. would eliminate its ss-20, ss-4, and ss-s missiles. 
The u.s. is negotiating toward this end with the u.s.s.R. in 
Geneva. On May 9, the President announced a two-phased approach 
to the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START), which began on 
June 29, aimed at the following objectives: 

In the first phase, we will seek to reduce the number of 
ballistic missile warheads by one-third, to about 5 , 000. 
No more than half the remaining ballistic missile warheads 
will be on land-based missiles. We also will seek to cut 
the total number of all ballistic missiles to an equal 
level -- about half the current U.S. level. 

In the second phase, we will seek further reductions in 
overall destructive power of each side's arsenal to equal 
levels, including a mutual ceiling on ballistic missile 
throw weight below the current U.S. level. 

CHEMICAL/BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS 

The U.S. is party to the two existing international arms control 
agreements affecting chemical and biological weapons. The first, 
the Geneva Protocol of 1925, prohibits the use in war of these 
weapons: the second, the Biological Weapons Convention of 1972, 
prohibits the production, development, and stockpiling and trans­
fer of biological and toxin weapons. The ·u.s. is committed to 
achieving a complete and verifiable prohibition of chemical wea­
pons development, production, stockpiling, and t.ransfer, and to 
that end, we participate in the 40-nation Committee on Disarma­
ment in Geneva. 

MUTUAL AND BALANCED FORCE REDUCTIONS (MBFR) 

The MBFR talks between NATO and the Warsaw Pact, underway in 
Vienna since 1973, are concerned with the reduction and limita­
tion of conventional forces in Central Europe and with associated 
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confidence building, stabilization, and verification measures. 
On June 10, 1982, the President announced in Bonn the new NATO 
initiative to seek common collective ceilings in the reductions 
area (the Federal Republic of Germany, Belgium, the Netherlands, 
and Luxembourg in the west, and East Germany, Poland, and 
Czechoslovakia in the east) of about 700,000 ground forces and 
about 900,000 ground and air forces. The NATO initiative also 
includes measures to encourage cooperation and veri'fy compliance. 

VERIFICATION AND COMPLIANCE 

Arms control agreements with a highly secretive adversary like the 
u.s.s.R. cannot be based simply on trust. We must have effective · 
means of verification that enable us to know with confidence 
whether agreements are being honored. In practice, this means we 
must be able to monitor activities in the areas covered by such 
agreements in order to detect any violations: we must be able to 
do so early enough to permit us to assure Soviet compliance and 
take steps to offset the effects of any noncompliance. Agreements 
that cannot be effectively verified are not acceptable. 

In the past, we have relied primarily on national technical means 
(NTM) of verification -- sophisticated data-collection methods (e.g., 
photographic, electronic, radar, seismic) operated unilaterally 
by the U.S. As arms control agreements, the systems they cover, 
and the possibilities of concealment become more complex, it will 
be essential to supplement NTM with some ·form of "cooperative" 
verification measures. In the Committee on Disarmament in Geneva, 
the o.s. is participating in discussions of verification and com­
pliance issues related to nuclear weapons testing. The Reagan 
Administration has made clear that the U.S. will insist on verif­
ication procedures, including the possibility of measures beyond 
national technical means, if necessary, to ensure full compliance 
with any agreement. 
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ARMS CONTROL ANO NATO INF MODERNIZATION 

BACKGROtJND 

In order to sustain NATO's deterrent strategy in the face of the 
massive buildup cf Soviet intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF), 
NATO ministers agreed in December, 1979, to modernize the Alliance's 
INF, while pursuing o.s.-scviet negotiations en arms control involv­
ing those forces. This decision was reconfirmed by NATO in 
May, 1982. In the absence of a full arms control agreement arising 
cut of o.s.-scviet INF negotiations, the U.S. will deploy 108 
Pershing II's and 464 ground-launched cruise missiles (GLCMs), 
beginning in December, 1983. The new systems will be mobile and . 
capable cf dispersal in times of crisis, thus enhancing their sur­
vivability and reducing the danger of a Soviet preemptive attack. 
These deployments have not been forced in Europe but, rather, were 
arrived at through a precess of genuine consultation with cur NATO 
partners. Modernization will not increase the risk of a nuclear 
war limited to Europe: en the contrary, the aeployments will serve 
-to remind the Soviets that they cannot hope to limit a nuclear war 
to the territory of ethers·. 

SOVIET DEPLOYMENT 

The need for NATO modernization stems from the fact that in the mid­
l970's, the Soviets began deploying the triple-warhead ss-20, 
exacerbating the threat tc our European Allies and adding to an 
already destabilizing imbalance in INF. 

The Soviets currently deploy some 300 mobile SS-20's, with 
900 warheads, in addition to 300 single-warhead SS-4 and SS-5 
missiles, for a total of 1,200 warheads en longer-range INF 
missiles (net counting refires). NATO has no similar systems 
deployed. 

This deployment gives the Soviets a capability to hit, 
accurately and in great number, targets located anywhere 
in Western Europe from locations deep within the o.s.s.R, 
far beyond the range cf any of NATO' s- European-based systems. 

If deterrence is to be maintained, the Alliance must move to redress 
the imbalance, either through negotiation or, in the event a con­
crete INF arms control agreement obviating the need for GLCM and 
Pershing II is not achieved, through modernization. 

U.S. ARMS CONTROL PROPOSAL 

INF modernization has not set back the prospects of arms control 
but, in fact, has forced the Soviets to accept, in principal at 
least, the need to limit their nuclear weapons targeted on Europe. 
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As a result of NATO's demonstrated resolve to modernize its 
nuclear forces, the u.s.s.R. has been persuaded to put on the 
negotiating table, for the first time, nuclear forces that 
threaten the Allies. Without NATO modernization, there would be 
no prospect of reducing the Soviet nuclear threat to Europe. 

We are now negotiating with the Soviets in Geneva o~ the basis 
of the President's November 18, 1981, proposal to cancel deploy­
ment of Pershing II's and GLCMs in exchange for elimination of 
all Soviet ss-20 1 s, SS-4's, and SS-S's. We are focusing on longer­
range INF missiles because they are the most destabilizing systems. 
The o.s. proposal, if carried out, would be a major step toward 
achieving stability at dramatically reduced levels of forces. 
During the first round of negotiations in Geneva, the U.S. tabled 
a treaty that embodied this proposal. Both sides have had a chance 
to set forth their respective positions and to ask questions about 
the position of the other side. The talks have been serious and 
businesslike; we intend to consider Soviet proposals and to nego­
tiate in good faith. 

SOVIET OBJECTIVES 

Soviet proposals made thus far contain elements that cannot provide 
a basis for an equitable and verifiable agreement. A Soviet pro­
posal outlined earlier this year would not require destruction 
of a single SS-20 missile, but would force the cancellation of 
NATO's modernization program and the virtual elimination of U.S. 
nuclear-capable aircraft from Europe. The Soviet proposal, based 
on contrived claims that a balance exists in INF, includes O.K. 
and French systems and calls for reductions from an unequal start­
ing point, which would give the o.s.s.R. an overwhelming advantage. 

A so-called unilateral moratorium on further deployment of Soviet 
intermediate-range nuclear missiles announced by President Brezhnev 
also calls for a halt in NATO deployment preparations, but allows 
the Soviets to retain all of their currently deployed INF mis­
siles. The Soviet objective clearly is to forestall NATO deploy­
ment without sacrificing Soviet INF superi~rity. NATO must remain 
committed to modernization of its INF if it is to convince .the 
Soviets that they have no alternative to serious negotiations 
toward reduced and equal limits. 
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START PROPOSAL 

BACKGROUND 

On May 9, 1982, President Reagan announced a new proposal to reduce 
significantly 'the nuclear arsenals of both the U.S. and the Soviet 
Onion and to reduce the threat of nuclear war. The negotiations, 
beginning on June 29, are called START (Strategic Arms Reduction 
Talks) -- to emphasize the President's goal of nuclear weapons 
reductions and to signify a break from the unratified SALT II 
Treaty. 

The President's initiative has opened the door to a more construc­
tive relationship with the o.s.s.R. Such a relationship , however, 
can be built only on reciprocity and mutual restr_aint. Arms con­
trol is an important instrument for securing such restrai nt. 
Equitable and verifiable agreements, when combined with sound 
foreign and defense policies, can play a critical role in enhanc­
ing deterrence and ensuring a stable military balance. 

U.S. ARMS CONTROL OBJECTIVES 

The President has outlined the objectives of U.S. arms control 
policy: 

Significant Reductions. We seek to reduce the number and 
destructive potential of nuclear weapons, not just to cap 
them at high levels as in previous agreements. 

Equality. We seek agreements that will lead to mutual reduc­
tions to equal levels in both sides' forces. The o.s. will 
accept nothing less. 

Security. We seek agreements that will enhance U.S. and 
Allied security and reduce the risk of war. 

Verifiability. We will carefully design the provisions of 
arms control agreements and insist on measures to ensure 
that both sides comply. Otherwise, neither side will have 
the confidence needed to accept_ the deep reductions we seek. 

START NEGOTIATIONS 

To enhance deterrence and ensure a stable nuclear balance, the 
President's proposal focuses, in the first phase of negotiations, 
on significant reductions in ba11istic missi1e warheads and 
deployed ballistic missiles. This would halt and reverse the 
destabilizing growth in ballistic missile warhead numbers that 
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would have been permitted under the unratified SALT II Treaty. 
In this first phase, we will seek to reduce the number of ballis­
tic missile warheads by at least one-third, to about 5,000. No 
more than half the remaining ballistic missile warheads will be 
on land-based missiles. We also will seek to cut the total 
number of all ballistic missiles to an equal level, about one­
half the current o.s. level. 

In the second phase, we will seek further reductions to equal 
ceilings on other elements of strategic forces, particularly 
ballistic missile throw weight. Throw weight is an important 
measure of the size and destructive potential of ballistic mis­
siles. First-phase reductions will reduce the current disparity 
in ballistic missile throw weight, and lay the groundwork for the 
second-phase reductions to achieve an equal throw-weight ceiling 
below current U.S. levels. 

RELATIONSHIP TO SALT 

The President's START proposal has built upon the experience of 
the SALT process, and we will continue to benefit from that experi­
ence. It is U.S. policy to take no action that would undercut 
existing agreements, provided the Soviets exercise equal restraint. 
We believe that this policy can contribute to a positive atmosphere 
for START negotiations. However, the Reagan Administration will 
not pursue ratification of SALT II for three broad reasons: 

First, the Treaty has specific flaws. These include the 
perpetuation and codification of dangerous, destabilizing 
asymmetries, illustrated by a unilateral Soviet advantage 
of 308 heavy ICBMs. It contains several ambiguities, partic­
ularly with respect to provisions for verification. It per­
mitted force expansion and did not achieve force reductions 
it is possible that the Soviet ICBM forces alone could have 
grown to more than 8,000 warheads under SALT II. 

Because of these and other shortcomings, SALT _II never 
achieved the broad national support tj,.at a treaty of this 
importance must have. Even before the Soviet invasion of 
Afghanistan, there was a divisive debate on the merits of 
the Treaty. Attempting to ratify SALT II now would only 
reopen that controversial debate -- at a time when a broad 
consensus behind the President's proposal is needed. 

Finally, formalizing the SALT II Treaty would make achieve­
ment of the President's goals for START more difficult 
by establishing unacceptable precedents for a future agree­
ment. For example, Soviet Backfire bombers and heavy 
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missiles are treated in a manner inconsistent with our 
plans for START. These and other provisions would have 
to be changed later in START. While observing the general 
limitations of SALT II would not impede progress toward 
START, codifying them most certainly would. 

A REASONABLE APPROACH 

The main threat to the strategic balance has been the massive 
Soviet buildup of ballistic missile forces. Because of their 
large size, increasing accuracy and short flight times, these 
missiles (and particularly land-based ICBMs) pose a significant 
threat to U.S. deterrent forces. The President's START proposal 
attempts to reduce the threat of nuclear war by enhancing deter­
rence and securing a sta.l::>le nuclear balance. 

The President's approach is reasona.l::>le and equita.l::>le. It would 
lead to significant reductions on both sides '. and a sta.l::>le nuclear 
balance, which should be in the interest not only of the U.S. and 
the u.s.s.R., but of the entire world. The President has empha­
sized our intention to negotiate in good faith and to consider 
all serious proposals from the Soviets. 
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· STR1i.T=:G!C ~.S REDUCTIONS TALKS ( START) -- PROPO'SZD RZDOCTIONS 

On May 9, t.~e President announced a bold, new proposal to reduce 
significantly the risks posed by large nuclear arsenals. He has 
?reposed a phased approach to reductions focused on the most 
destal:>ilizing elements of nuclear forces. The initial phase 
would reduce the tctal number of ballistic missile warheads by 
one-third, to about 5,000, would limit the number of warheads 
carried on ICBMs to one-half that number, and would cut the total 
n'llml:)er of ballistic missiles to a.n equal level about one-half o: 
the current OS level. Ill a second phase, we would seek fur-..her 
reductions in the overall destructive power of each side's arsenal 
to equal levels, in·cluding a mutual ceiling on ballistic missile 
throw weight below the CU-"7ent OS level. We will also treat 
bombers and other strategic systems in an equitable manner. The 
proposed reductions, coupled with effective verification, will 
substantially reduce the nuclear threat and will make a major 
contribution to the stability of the nuclear balance. 

The significant reductions proposed by President Reagan are shown 
in the .following comparison: 

FIRST PHASE 

Ballistic Missile Warheads 
(Land-Based and Sea-Based) 

o Proposed ceiling of 5,000 

Land-Based Ballistic Missile 
'warheads 

o Proposed ceiling of 2,500 

. 
Ballistic Missiles 
(Land-Based and Sea-Based) 

\ 

o . Proposed ceiling of 8S0, approximately 
one-half current o.s. levels 

SECOND PHASE 

Missile Throw Weight 

o Proposed ceiling below current o.s. 
levels 

Approximate 
Current Levels 

OS OSSR 

7,200 7,500 

2,150 5,900 

1,600 2,350 

2 MKG 5 MKG 
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: S!'R;.TEGIC A..':UA.S REDUCTIONS T}.LKS (START) -- THE US PROPOSAL 

The P=esident has opened the door to a more const=-~ctive relation­
ship with the Soviet Onion based upon the principles cf reciprocity 
and mutual. restraint. 

A..-ms control is an important inst-"ilment for securing such restraint. 
Equital:>le and verifial::)le agreements, when combinec. with sound 
foreign and defense policies, can play a critical role in enhanc­
ing deterrence and ensuring a stable military balance. 

The President has outlined the objectives of U.S. a:ms control 
policy: 

Sic;nifica.~t Reductions: We seek to reduce the number and 
destructive potential of nuclear weapons, not just to cap 
them at high levels as in previous agreements. 

Ecuality: Americans will accept nothing less. We want 
agreements t..'lat will lead to mutual reductions to equal 
levels in both sides' forces. 

Verifiability: We will carefully design the provisions of 
aJ:mS control agreements and insist on measures to ensure 
that .both sides comply. Otherwise, neither side will have 
the confidence needed to accept the deep reductions that we 
seek. 

On May 9, the President announced a bold and realistic two-phased 
u~s. approach to the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START) aimed 
at these objectives. 

In the first phase, we will seek to reduce the n'Cmber of 
ballistic missile warheads by one-third, to about 5,000. 
No more t.~an half the remaining ballistic missile warheads 
will be on land-based missiles. We will also seek to cut 
the total n'Cmber of all ballistic missiles to an equal level, 
about one-half of the current o.s. level. 

-- In the second phase, we will seek further reductions in 
overall dest--uctive power of each side's · arsenals . to equal 
levels, including a mutual ceiling on ba1listic missile 
throw-weight below the current U.S. level. 

The President's proposal attempts to reduce the threat of nuclear 
war by enhancing deterrence and securing a stable nuclear balance. 
The main threat to the strate9'ic baJ.ance has been the massive 



Soviet buiJ.dup of baJ.J.istic missiles forces. Because of their 
la:ge size, increasi.~g accuracy, and short flight times, these 
missiles (and particularly land-based ICBMs) pose a significant 
threat to o.s. deterrent forces. 

-- To enhance deterrence and ensure a stable nu~lear balance, 
the President's proposal focuses, in the first phase, on 
significant reductions on ballistic missile warheads and 
deployed baJ.listic missiles themselves. This would halt 
and reverse the destabilizing trend that would have been 
per.titted under the unrati:ied SALT II Treaty. 

- In the second phase, we will seek further reductions to 
equal ceilings on other elements of strategic forces, 
part~cularly ballistic missile throw-weight. Th:ow-weight 
is an important measure of the size and destructive poten­
tial of ballistic missiles. First phase reductions will 
reduce the current disparity in ballistic missile throw­
weight, and lar the groundwork for the second-phase reduc­
tions to achieve an equal throw-weight ceiling below current 
o.s. levels. 

The President's approach is reasonable and equitable. It would 
lead to significant reductions on beth sides and a stable nuclear 
balance, which should be in the interest · nct only of the o.s. and 
the o.s.s.R., but of the entire world. The President has empha­
sized our intention to negotiate i:l good faith and to consider all 
serious proposals from the Soviets. 

The debate on nuclear weapons issues has focused public attention 
on a matter of crucial imt)ortance. It is now time to demonstrate 
support for the am.bitious: yet realistic, approach to strategic 
a..-ms control embodied in the o.s. START proposal. The START nego­
tiations will begin on June 29. 
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Stra::ee-ic· Forces - o. S. Mode:nization Proc:=am - Overview 

Because of encr.nous Sovie~ mill tL.""Y i.cves~:nents and deployment of 
new generad.ons· of Soviet strategic systems over the last bile 
deeaces, the trends in the strategic balance ha.ve moved. aqainst 
the o.s., and threaten the su..-vival:)·ility and c:recli.bility of O .s. 
strategic detel::'ent forces .• 

- The Soviet IOM force is significantly larqer a.nd more 
powerfl:.l than ou:s: they have the capability to conduct a first 
st:ike on our Minuteman silos, a..nd -this capal::lility is qrowinc;. 

- The Soviets have decloved 62 ballistic missile firir.c; sub­
m.11::-ines, a_force that is larc;e: than our own. 

- The Soviets have mvested heavily in su..~vable command, 
ccnt..-.:l, and· com:mmications systems , st..-a tegic air defense, a.nc. 
civil defense. These eroc::rams are ~rtant elements in the over-
all l:::alance • • .- · 

- The Soviets now leac. in most si;ni!icz.nt measu..,s of ove:­
all st.-a tec;ic capability. The. tr. s. reta Les a. lead in warheads, 
but that relatively small advantage rests, in par:·, on an a~-ng 
bom.be: force whose, a.bill ty . to ~.:..-vive · attack anc. penetrate Soviet 
_a.j:r defenses is increasingly in questi.on, and en a.n ICBM force 
tha..t is vul.llerable to a.tta.e.lt. 

Last Oc:tcber, t::le. Presicent announced a ccmcrehensive stntee-ic 
moderi-i%ation proc;:am desiqned to cor:ect these deficiencies : The . , -?~;:am ,-,nc-uaes: 

-- Deployment of the new MX land-based missile as soon as 
possible. 

- P:-oc:m:ement of 100 B-1.B bombers in the nea.r-te:m, a.nc. 
deployment of the Advanced Tec:mology·aomcer for t!le l990s. 

- Devel~ent of the new T:-ident II (0-5) submarine-launc:2ed 
balli·st:.c missile, e:intinued. prceu:rement. of Trident sul:marines, 
and deployment of nuc:lear-a--med sea-iaunched crw.se m.i.ssiies as a 
secure reserve· force. 

- Oeployment of a more su:vivable and. en.during communications 
and eont.:ol system. 

- Mcde:::i.i%ation cf strategic defense. 



DEFEHSE AHO TUE FEDERAL BUDGET 

I • Defense spending should be measured against the threat, not 
against social programs. 

- DOD-expenditures today account for 20.51 of the Federal 
Budget and 6.31 of GHP. In the 50's and 60 1 a Defense 
was between 40-501 of the budget and between 8 and 91 
of GNP 

Defense Spending is Productive. 

- Social spending goes generally to goods and services. 
Defense spending stimulates investment. 

- On the average, $1 n in defense spending creates 
25K-l5K jobs. 
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THE STRATEGIC NUCLEAR ARMS ''RACE'' 
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Ballistic Missiles 

ICBMs 

SSBNs/SLBMs 

Warheads 

Throweight (Klbs) 

Nuclear Capable Bombers 

Bomber · 

., 

US-USSR STRATEGIC FORCE COMPARISON 

TOTAL ACTIVE INVENTORY 

1962 1972 

us USSR us USSR . 

78 40 1054 1500 

9/144 38/100 41/656 57/500 

222 140 3700 200 0 

400 500 3000 7000 

1700 160 500 150 

1982 

us USSR 

1053 1398 

33/544 70/950 

. - 7100 7500 

4000 11,000 

347 400 
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ALLOCATION OF FEDERAL 

RESOURCES 

1940's 1950's 1960's 1970's 
DEFENSE: . 
% OF GNP 17.2 10.1 8.8 6.0 

% OF FEDERAL BUDGET 65.4 64.6 44.3 29.1 

HUMAN RESOURCES: 
% OF GNP .. 3.4 4.1 6.0 10.4 · 

% OF FEDERAL BUDGET 19.2 22.6 30.2 48.2 

ALL OTHER 
FUNCTIONS OF 
FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT: 
% OF GNP 4.4 4.1 4.8 4.4 . 
% OF FEDERAL BUDGET 25.4 22.9 26.6 22.1 

I I 

11 ESTIMATED THROUGH 1987 

1980's* 

6.5 

30.1 

10.8 

60.6 

4.4 

19.3 

. 
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The Nuclear 
Freeze 
In recent months, a i:,rvposal for a U.S . .Soviet 
nuclear weapons freeze bas attracted 
widespread attention. A resolution. supporting 
such a freeze has been scbmitted to Congress,· 
and versions have been placed on the 
November ballot in several states. While the 
WOftWli of dtiferent versions varies, and some 
call for eventual reductions in arms levels, the 
basic idea is d;us: 

The President should immecilat.ely propose 
that the United States and the Soviet 
Union adopt a mutml freeze on the 
test:inc, production, and deployment of 
nuclear weapons and missiles and new air­
craft designed primarily to deliver nuclear 
weapons, sabject to strict vermcation. 

The U.S. Government recognizes that the 
proposal represents the best of inientions: to 
reduce the lilceJibood of nuclear war and en­
courage more rapid progress in a c:ritical and 
exceptionally complex area of arms control. 
We all share these objectives. But, after 
carefully reviewin&" the iJroposal, we have con­
clwied tbat a freeze at existing nuclear levels 
would have adverse implications for inter­
national security and st.ability and would 
frmtrate attempts to achieve the goal on 
which we all- agree: the negotiation of substan­
tial reductions in the nuclear arsenals of both sides. .. 

l 



What Kind of Anna Control Agreements Do 
WeSeek? 

Fom- principles underlie the U.S. approach to 
arms control. We seek agreements tbat: 

• Prod:u,ce ~ ntbu:tiaM in the 
anena1s of both sides; 

• Bcndtm,qua,llnelaofm-macmboth 
nd.a, since an uneqaal agreement, like an mi• 
eqaal baJanee of forces, can encourage coer• 
cion or aggression; 

• An wriJi,abZe, because when oar na• 
tional aecarity is at stake, agreements caDDOt 
be based upon trmt alone; and 

• Ew71C8 U.S. a.1&d a.lLi«i. tleCILrii:y '1.11d 
nd.tu:B ths risk of 10Clr, because arms control is I 

I not an end in itself bat an important means , 
toward secu-ing peace and international i 

~ ~ nrincmles ...... hlglilight,d hr 
1
,· 

the President in ms speech of November 18, 
1981. They are the foundation for the U.S. . ~ 
position m the current Geneva neiot:iations I 
between the United States and the U.S.S.R. 
on int.ermec:tiate-range nuclear forees (INF). 
They also form the basis for our approach to 
strategic· arms negotiations with the Soviet 
Union. negotiations we will call START­
Stra.tegic A"'"" Recbu:ticm Talk& 

What Are the Drawbacka of a Freeze 
Propoul? 

While the Administra.tion shares the genume 
and deeply felt convictions that have given rise 
to the freeze proposal, we believe the proposal 
does not constitute sound defense or effective 
arms control policy, and thus we cannot sup­
port the freeze itself. A freeze would be 
dangerous to secmity, stability, and the cause 
of peace for the following- reasons: 
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• A freeze a.t e:z:ild:i-ng lnelB 'IDOMld lock ths 
Uffi:t«i Sta.ta '1.11d our a.lLia iflto a poaition, of 
military clisadva:n.tage '1.11d w/.urability. The 
freeze would prevent us from correcting exist­
mg dangerous de:ficiencies in oar nuclear 
forces caused by the smtained Soviet buildup. 
The substantial improvements in the Soviet 
force of intercontinental ballistic rnimles 
(ICBMs), for example, have given the Soviet. 
Union the means to destroy & 1arp part of our 
ICBM force. In addition, there are about 600 
Soviet intermediate-range nuclear missiles 
capable of striking oar NATO allies. These 
missiles are not offilet by any comparable U.S. 
systems. In this case, a freeze would prevent 
us from restoring the balance. 

• A freeze ii ,aot good. en.ougk. We do not 
want to cap deployments at cnrrent levels; we 
want signmcant reductions in the nuclear 
arms of both sides, redw:tions that will lead to 
a st.able military balance. The United St.ates 
bas already ofiered a bold new arms control 
initiative at the neiodations in Geneva on 
land-based intermediate-range nuclear 
missiles. We proposed a. "zero option,. under 
which the United States would cancel the plan• 
ned deployment of Pershing n missiles and 
sround-Janncbed cnuse missiles m exchange 
for the eUrnination of comparable Suviet 
intermediate-range· nuclear missiles. Our objec­
tive in negotiating strategic arms control 
agreements is also to achieve sig.ni:ficanr. reduc· 
tions. 

• A~ v,cnd,d 1'&Q&t aign.-ifica,,&t cirm., . 

ctmtrol 1710f'e difficult. The Soviets would have 
little incentive to agree to reductions in strate­
gic and intermediate-ranre nuclear arms if 
they knew they could simply freeze the ex­
mini military sitaation. This. bas alteady been 
demonstrated in the area of intermecliat.e­
n.nge forces, where the U.S.S.R. initially 
refused our o1fers to negc,tiate while steadily 
deploying some 800 SS-20 missile ~ .. 
The Soviets agreed to come to the negotiating 
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Introduction of Strategic Weapons by the U.S. and U.S.S.R. 1972-1982 
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table only when it became clear tbat we and 
oar NATO allies were determmed to take 
steps to count.er those SS-20 deployments. 

• A jrNU would, caat lfflOl&I dtnd,t cm 
A~ ~ -of tM NATO alli=ce. Iil 
l979t in the face of continuing Soviet deploy­
ments, the members of the alliance agreed to 
begin deployment in 1983 of U.S. Pershing II 
and ground-Jmmclled c:raise missiles and to 
seek a U.S.-U.S.S.lt arms control agnement 
to reduce intermediate-range nucle&r forces. A 
freeze now would, in e1fect, be a unilateral 
decision by the United States to withdraw 
from this joint allied andert.aking. 

• A jreeu cm ail testmg, prod.u.ction, mvl 
deploymen.t of mu:lear 1DecJ)(ffl8 1DC1Uld, incLwi.,_ 
important~ th.a:t c:mmot,,. ~ The 
practical result is that the United States would 
live up to a freeze in all its aspects, while 
then would be considerable doubt that the 
Soviets would also live up to it. We simply 
cannot a.fiord to base our national aecmity on 
trast of the Soviet.s. 

A Freeze-and the Smet Builcmp · 

Daring the pa.,t decade, the Soviet Union has 
mounted a .sasta.ined baildup across the entire 
range of its maclear forces. Soviet mocienma• 
tion dorts have far outstripped oms, par­
ticalariy in the development and deployment 

. of int.ercontinental ballistic missiles, which 
now pose a major threat to a large part of oar 
land-based ICBM force. In the last IO years, 
the Soviets introduced.an unprecedented array 
of new strategic weapons into their arsenaJs, 
inchlding t.he SS-17, SS-18, and SS-19 
ICBMs, the Typhoon and Delta. submarines 
and several new types of mbmarine-lmmched 
miailes, and the Backfire bomber. Daring tms 
same period, the United States exercised 
restramt and only introduced the Trident 
misaile and sabmarine and the c:rmae misaile. 
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This trend has been barmfw to the seemi­
ty interests of the United States and it, allies 
and to global stability. It is not jmt a question 
of numbers. ~ their military capability has 
grown, the Soviets have increasingly resorted 
to the me of military force directly, or through 
proxies such as Cuba, to intervene in areas 
farther and :farther from their bordm. The in­
creased assertiveness of Soviet behavior-the 
invasion of .Afghanistan, pressure on Poland, 
mpport for insurgency in Central America- . 
re:flects gl'OWW!§ Soviet cmmdence in their 
military capahilities. 

ICBML Smee 1972, the Soviets have 
developed and deployed at least 10 drffmnt 
variant., of~ new types of ICBMs. In the 
same period, the Unit.ed Sta.tes deployed no 
new types of ICBMs and only one variant of 
the existing M"mnwman In 1986, we plan to 
begin deployment of tbe MX, the mt new 
U.S. mten:ontinental bailistir :arl1117e in 16 
years. 

Sea-Bued Forces. The comrnissi,,ning of 
the mt u .s. Trident sabmarme in 1982 
marked the end of a 15-year period during 
which the United States did not baild any new 
bailistic mmile-firing sabmarines. In this same 
period, the U .S.S.lt added over 60 missile­
ming submarines in four new or improved 
c!asaes. The Soviet., are now deploying two 
new types of mi,s,1e submarines-the Typhoon 
and the Delta. m-while we are bailding only 
the Tl'ident. 

Bombers. When the.first B-1 bomber be­
comes operational in 1985, it will have been 
nearly a qaarter of a century since the last 
U.S. heavy bomber was produced. In contrast, 
the Soviets bave produced more than 250 
modern Bac:k::5r. bombers tbat have inherent 
mtercontimmtal ca.pabiliti.es. The Soviets also 
have improved their larie air defense system 
designed to counter oar bomber force. A 
:freae would not ccmst:ram these Soviet air 
defemes. 

7 



The chart on pages 4 and 5 compares the 
irrtrodm:tion of new strategic weapons by the 
United States and the U.S.S.R. and shows the 
momentmn of the Soviet bai1dap over the last 
decade. As the chart shows, the Soviets int:o­
duced 12 new or improved nuclear weapons 
systP.ms, while the United States only in­
troduced three, and they upgraded or expand• 
ed every area of their nuclear arsenal. 

Moreover, in most significant measures 
med to judge strat.egic forces-total number 
of systems, total number of ballistic missiles, 
tot.al destrw:tive potential-the Soviets now 
sarpass the United Stz.tes. Soon they could 
eqaal and surpass WI in number of warh~ 
the one area where the United States bas 
traditionally had an advantage. 

The President ent.ered office with a man• 
date t.o correct these trends. The modermza• 
tion program he announced in October 1981 is 
design~ to restore the strat.egic balance and 
prevent nuclear war. In so doing, it will give 
the Soviet Union a strong incentive ;o 
negotiate with WI t.o achieve pmlU11! anns 
reductions. 

Conc:hwon 
The Reagan Administration is committed to 
eqaitable and verifiable arms control amied at 
mbst.antial reductions in military forces. While 
the freeze proposal reflects the desire of peo­
ple everywhere t.o reduce the threat of nuclear 
war, it would not promot.e reductions, .eqmlity, 
or vermability. Rather, it would accornpUsb . 
the opposite. A free:e at existing levels would 
lock in existing nuclear ineqaalities while mak- -
ing farther progress in arms control difficult, 
if not impossible. For these reasons, our eoaI 
in arms control mast be the negotiation of 
substantial reductions in the nuclear arsenals 
af both sides. We can do better t:ban a freeze. 

8 



JUNE 25, 1982, PRESIDENTIAL LETTER TO AMB. ROWNEY 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

W.-\.SHINCTON 

June 2S, 1982 

Dear Ambassador Rowny: 

You are a.bout to undertake one of the most impor­
tant tasks of our age - the negotiation of an 
effective and equitable st:ategic ar.ns reduction 
agreement. Your efforts in this endeavor are 
vital to the citizens of the Onited States and 
the Soviet Onion, and to all mankind. 

Despite mere than a decade of intensive negotia­
tions, nuclear weapons continue to accumu.late, and 
the strategic relationship between the Soviet 
Onion and the Onited States ha.s steadily become 
less stable. A major reason for this has been 
the massive buildup of the Soviet Onion's ballis­
tic missile force over the past 15 years . 

An historic opportunity now exists for both the 
Onited States and the Soviet Onion to reverse this 
process, and to reduce substantially both the num­
bers and the destructive potential of nuclear 
forc~s. SUch reductions to equal levels must 
immediately focus on the most destabilizing ele­
ments of the strategic balance if we are to 
promptly enhance deterrence and stability and 
thereby reduce the risk of- nuclear war. Further, 
the achievement of this goal should greatly reduce 
the nuclear anxiety that has become such a conspic-
ucus feature of public conce=n th:oughout the · 
world. 
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I do not underestimate the monumental nature of 
the task of effectively reducing forces . But 
while the task is fol:mida.ble, the importance of 
undertaking these negotiations is fu1ly appre­
ciated by the American and, I believe, by the 
Soviet people. We must lea...""ll from the short- · 
comings of earlier efforts for, as you are well 
aware, the American people will not accept an 
agreement unless it is equal and verifiable, and 
contributes to stability. 

The proposals you take to Geneva represent a prac­
tical, phased plan which will protect the legiti­
mate security interests of both sides. It is 
designed to enhance deterrence and to achieve 
stability by reducing nuclear forces on both sides 
to equal levels :in a verifiable manner. Its pro­
visions significantly reduce the forces of both 
the Soviet Onion and. the United States and, there­
fore, contain benefits for both sides, as well as 
for the rest of the world. 

•. 
I know that you and your delegation will present 
these proposals clearly and persuasively, a.long 
with the fundamental considerations that lie 
behint1 them. And, I want the Soviet delegation to 
know .that concerns and proposals put forward by 
them will be given careful consideration by us. 
For our part, the United States is ready to move 
forward rapidly toward an agreement reducing stra­
tegic nuclear a:ms, and I am confident that if our 
efforts are met with the same seriousness of pur­
pose by the Soviet Onion, we can seize the historic 
opportunity that lies before us. 

As the two leading nuclear powers :in the world, the 
United States and the Soviet Onion are t..-ustees for 
bimanity in the great task of ending the menace of 

. --
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nuclear arsenals and transfer.ming them into instru­
ments underwriting peace. I am convinced that this 
can be done if both nations fully accept the princi­
ple that the only legitimate function of nuclear 
arms is to deter aggression. - . 

I wish you Godspeed in your efforts, and assure 
you that these negotiations will have personal 
a.ttention. 

~e Honorable Edwa=d L. Rowny 
Chau'man 
O.S. START De1egation 
Washington, o.c. 20451 

·--------- I 
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LEGISLATIVE PACKAGE 

-- July 23, 1982 Presidential Letter Supporting H.J. Res. 538, 
•Broomfield, Carney, Stratton Resolution 

-- Cosponsors of H.J. Res. 538 

Cosponsors of H.J. Res. 521, House Foreign Affairs Committee 
Resolution 

Members who have not c0sponsored either Resolution 



Tl-IE WHITE 110\JSE 

W.\~l lJ:-S."GT0:"--1 

July 23, 1982 

Dear Bob: 

Less ihcn c'r-;;ontn ago, \'.'e embcrked on a major effort with the Sovi -=t 
Union to ·negcticte a reduction in the strategic orsenc!s· of both sid-::s 
c:-:d ihus -to red;_;ce the risk of nuclear 'Nar. I view this initiative as one 
~ ... .. . . .. . . d ' 1 l . . P . ' ' I ' .. o, , ;;e mos , ·1;;-;;:or1c:-ii en enc , eng ::-19 c; my · res,cency, c no om ae1er-

mined thct fr.e United Stcte:s wil l do everythir.g in its pow er to achieve on 
,, • • • 

1 
• .,. bl .. - . ' . ' ··1 enect1\·ei eq:_;:ta:,1e , c.--,a ve;,r;o e ogre:emen,. · i r.e ,-:..merican peop,e '.'/i1 

not be ·.soti.sfied ·.•, itb anything less. · 

A • -'-' • .. • d 1 $TAO T .. . " . . f ' .. L-MS we engo£e :n ,r.e sens111ve on comp,ex , , nego;iG1rons \•:; n , , ,e 
Soviet Union, ~ ... :e need to deiTlonstratt- that the P.rnericein people c:-1d 
Con£,e~s ere be:-iind the proposcls carried by Ambcssadcr Rovmy to 
Geneva. The ::ii partisan resolution rec·ent ly int roducec by C0r.9ress::1en 

. Broomfieid: Cc,:.e>', end Stratton .,,.,ill make clear to the Soviets inrJt 
the Americcn people are uni t ed in seeking substontial_'re.ductions to · 
eqval end verificble levels in the arsenals of both side-s, and reduc-ir.g 
the risk of \'.'C, by accide_nt or miscelculaticn. l strong!y .support the 
resol ut i o:-i. 

· We must not c !lcv1 this oppo;--tunity io recch en· c;reemi:n't on substcnt iol 
nuclec·r. force r~c::...1 ctions to 1:e lost. I cm concerned ih8t the resolution 
reported ecrlie: by the House Foreign Affairs Committee will signa! to 
tne Soviet Uni•:)n tr:e:t we ere willing to accept something less tha:-i these 
reductio:-is; tnct is, a freeze that leaves dangerous asymmetries in the 
nuclear balance- end a return to the flawed SALT II agreement. Both 
these pro·visicn.s would seriously undercut our negotiating position end 
reduce the chcr.ces for achievement of ou-r ST /.I.RT objectives. 

'l/ith your suppcrt: we con achieve the goals we have .set and enhonce the 
p;:o.spects for peace end stobiiity. I urge )'Ou and your co!ieogues to 
support the s~bstitute resolution sponsored by Congressmen Brnomf ield, 
Carney, ·end Stratton. · 

The Hor.orcble Robert H. Michel 
Rep!Jblico:1 Leeder 
House of Representctive.s 
IJI t• ._ or 2~,,..I,,.. ;;csn1r.9,on, ·'-• •-•.) ;.) 
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To expres-5 the support of Congress for the United States and the SoYiet Union to 
engage in subrnrntial, Yerifiable, equitable, and militarily · significant reduc­
tions of their nuclear weapons resulting in equal and sharply reduced force 
leYels which would contribute to peace and stability. 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Jn,T 15, 1'982 

lli. BRoO:-rFIELD !ior himself, Jlr . STRATTO?s, Mr. CAR~tY, ~Ir. PRICE, Mr. 
:~1.ADIG.-\S, hlr. 11:URTHA, lli. W~"N, Mr. STE:t-.'"IIOLM, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. 
CHAPPELL, lli. E?-IERY, hlr. BEEAu-X, Mr. HYDE, Mr. DA..x DAJl.'-rEL, Mr. 
lliRTL'- of ~onh Carolina, and Mr. WHITE) introduced the following joint 
resolution; which was referred t-0 the Committee on Foreign Affairs 

JOINT RESOLUTION 
To express the support of Congress for the United States and 

the Soviet Union to engage in substantial, verifiable, equita­

ble, and militarily significant reductions of their nuclear 

weapons resulting in equal and sharply reduced force levels 

which -wmtld contribute to peace and stability. 

\\her.eas the most serious challenges facing the American 

people, who are a people of peace, are the preservation of 

freedom and the prevention of war, with particular reference 
. . 

to nuclear war, by accident, miscalculation, or design; 

\\hereas the American people share the yearning of the world's 

people for reductions in nuclear armaments; 
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"Whereas the Soviet Union, by its actions in Poland and Af­

ghanistan, and through its refusal to abide by international 

chemical weapons agreements, has created threats to world 

peace; 

Whereas sizable and Yerifiable mutual reductions of Soviet and 

United States nuclear forces to an equal and far lower level 

would enhance stability and the maintenance of peace; 

Whereas the Congress ha expressed its mandate in Public Law 

92-448 that the United States should not enter -into a nu­

clear arms accord that provides for force levels inferior to · 

those of the Soviet Union; 

"Whereas the stated policy of the United States Government is 

to negotiate verifiable reductions to equal levels in the nu­

clear arsenals of both the United States and the Soviet 

Union; 

• · Whereas the United States and the Soviet Union began formal 

negotiations in November 1981 in Geneva on the limitation 

and reduction of intermediate range nuclear forces; 

. Whereas in May 1982 the Foreign Minister of the North Atlan­

tic Treaty Organization nations welcomed the President's 

proposal to cut stockpiles of long-range nuclear missiles as 

"a far-reaching but realistic offer" that could lead to "fair 

and effective agreements"; 

"Whereas the United States and the Soviet Union began formal 

negotiations on June 29, 1982, in Geneva on the limitation 

and reduction of strategic nuclear armaments: Now,- there-

. · fore, be it 

l Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives 

2 of the United States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 That (1) the Congress supports the initiation of the strategic 

HJ 538 IH 
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1 anns reduction talks and urges the Soviet Union to join with 

9 the United States in concluding an equitable and verifiable 

3 agreement which freezes strategic nuclear forces at equal and 

4 substantiallv reduced levels . . 
5 (2) The Congress reaffirms support for Public Law 92-

6 448 which states that the United States not enter into an 

7 ari:ns atcord which provides for force levels inferior to those 

8 of the Soviet Union. 

9 (3) To encourage arms restraint . . and stability, the 

10 United States should propose to the Soviet Union and other 

11 nations practical measures to-

12 (A) reduce the clanger of nuclear war through ac-

13 cident or miscalculation; 

14 . (B) prevent the use of nuclear weapons by third 

15 parties, including terrorists; and 

16 (C) halt the worldwide proliferation of nuclear 

17 weapons. 

18 (4) The Congress insists that any arms control agree-

19 ment must be fully verifiable as our national security cannot 

20 be based on trust alone. 

0 
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c~-sponsors of H.J. Res. 538 -- Broomfield, Carney & Stratton Resolution 

Republicans 
Bill Archer (Tex.) 
Jean Ashbrook (Ohio) 
Eugene V. Atkinson (Pa.) 
Ro;:)€:Ii: E·. Badham (calif.) 
Ws1cell Bailey (Mo. ) 
rtobin L . Beard (Tenn.) 
Cl eve Ber1edict (W. Va. ) 
Douc;l as K. B2reut er (Nebr.) 
Thx.as J . Bliley, Jr. (Va.) 
Clarence J. Brawn (Ohio) 
Ja,,1es T. Br oyhill (N . C.) 
Cl air W. Burgener (Calif. ) 
Caroll A. Ca,t!pbell, Jr. (S. C.) 
Gregory W. Cannan (N. Y. ) 
Dick Che.,ey (½yo. ) 
Dan Coats (I nd . ) 
Tan Corcoran (Ill.) 
J a.mes A . Cour'-i..er (N . J. ) 
Da-uel B. Crane (Ill. ) 
?hilip M. Crane (Ill.) 
Williom .E. Dannerreyer (Calif.) 
Hal Daub (Nebr. ) 
Robert W. ·Davis (Mich.) 
E.c-.;ard J. Derwin.ski (Ill.) 
William L. Die.tin.son (Ala.) 
rtd::>e._rt K. Doman (calif.) 
Charl es F. Dougherty (Pa. ) 
David Dreier (Calif.) 
John J. Duncan (Tenn. ) 
J ack Edw'ards (Ala. ) 
Bill nnerson (Mo. ) 
David F. Emery (Maine) 
John N. Erl enrorn (Ill.) 
Bobbi Fiedler (Calif. ) 
F.dwi_n B. Forsythe (N. J. ) 
Bill Fre.7.zel (Minn. ) 
Be njamin A. Gilman (N. Y.) 
, 

1ewt Gingrich (Ga.) 
Barry M. Goldv;ater, Jr. (Calif.) 
Willis D. Grad.ison, Jr. (Ohio) 
Wayne Grisham (Calif.) 
Tan Hagedorn (Minn.) · 
George Hansen (Idaho) 
Ja-res V. Hansen (Utah) 
Tharas F. Hartnett (S.C.) 
John Hiler (Ind.) 
Elwc:xxi Hillis (Ind.) 
Ma_rjorie S. Holt (Md.) 
IJ,.mcan Hunter (Calif.) 
nenry J. Hyde (Ill. ) 

Jim J e ffries (Kans.) 
Eugene Johnston (N.C.) 
Thanas N. Kindness (Ohio) 
Ken Kramer (Colo.) 
Robert J. Laganarsino (Calif. ) 
Delbert L. Latta (Ohio) 
John I.P.J3outillier (N. Y. ) 
Nonnan F. Lent (N • Y. ) 
Jerry lewis {Calif.) 
Bob Livingston (La.) 
Tc:m I.oef fler {Tex. ) 
Trent Iott (Miss. ) 
Bill Lowery (Calif.) 
Maimel Lujan., Jr. (N.Mex.) 
Dan Lungren {Calif.) 
Robert Y.ICClory (Ill.) 
Bill .McColl um (Fla. ) 
Eob McEwen (Ohio) 
Stewart B. 1".JCKi..TJ.ney (Conn.) 
Edward R. Madigan (Ill. ) 
Dan Marriott (Utah) 
David O'B. 'Martin (N. Y.) 
Jai-nes G. Martin (N. C. ) 
Lynn Martin {Ill. ) . . 
Robert H. Michel {Ill.) 
Donald J . . Mitchell (N.Y.) 
Sid Morrison (Wash.) 
John T. Myers (Ind. ) 
John L. Napier (S.C.) 
James L. Nelligan (Pa.) 
Stan Parris (Va.) 
Charles Pashayan, Jr. (Calif. ) 
James H. Quillen (Tenn. ) 
Tc:m Railsback (Ill. ) 
Ralph Regula (Ohio) 
John 'J. Rhodes (Ariz.) 
Don Ritter (Pa. ) 
Clint Roberts (S.Dak.) 
Pat Roberts (Kans.) 
Harold Rogers (Ky. ) 
John H. Rousselot {Calif. ) 
E. Clay Shaw, Jr. {Fla.) 
Norman D. Sht.lrrway (Calif. ) 
Bud Shust er (Pa. ) 
Joe Sk een (N.Mex.) 
Denny Smith (Oreg.) 
Gene Snyder (Ky. ) 
Gerald B. H. Solcnon {N. Y. ) 
Floyd Spence (S. C. ) 
Arlan Stangeland {Minn.) 
David Michael Staton (W . Va. ) 
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C-e., e Taylor (.t-'o.) 
Willia,1 M. Thanas (cal if. ) 
:?aul S. Trible, Jr. (Va.) 
:?b;:iert S. ,valker (Pa. ) 
~ h'inn , Jr. (Y-ans .) 
?ran'k R. Wolf (Va.) 
George C. Wortley (N. Y.) 

. C. V\ . Bill Your1g (Fla.) 
.- I:o .. Yoilllg (Alaska) 

'.:'i'1o:Tas E. Cole.-'nan (Mo.) 
Mic.'«ey Edwards (01<.la.) 
?-on 1''.ar lenee (Mont. ) 
?.ol:::>ert W. Daniel, Jr. (Va.) 
Guy V. 1".olinari (N. Y. ) 
K. Henson tv'XX>re (la. ) 
Hic.½.ael G. Oxley (Ohio) 
Vin Weber Wrinn.) 
G.JY Vanoer Jagt (Mich.) 
Jai-:-es M. Collins (Tex.) 
K. calc:-well Butler (Va.) 
Eldon Rudd (Ariz.) 

J. William· Stanton (Ohio) 
D:::>n H. Clausen (Calif. ) 
J . Ke.7...rieth Rob.ill.Son (Va. ) 
G: William Wnitehurst;. (Va.) 
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D._-:r:iocr a ts . . 

Ion :Bailey (Pa. ) 
Charl es E. Bennett (Fla.) 
John B. Br eaux (La.) 
Beverly B. Byron (Md. ) 
Bill Chap:p2ll , Jr. (Fla. ) 

· Dan Daniel (Va.) 
Jerry Huckaby (La. ) 
Earl Hutto (Fla.) 
G. V. (Sonny) 1✓.ontganery (Miss.) 
John P. Murtha (Pa. ) 
11'.iel v in Price (Ill. ) 
Buddy Roemer (La.) . 
01.arles W. StenhoJm · (Tex.) 
Samuel S. ~tratton (N.Y.) 
W.J. (Billy) Tauzin (La.) 
Richard C. \~hi te (Tex. ) 
.Richard C. Shelby (Ala.) 
Larry McDonald (Ga.) 
L.B. Fountain (N.C.) 




