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Titan missiles. But what has the Soviet Union done in these
intervening years? Well, since 1969, the Soviet Union has

built five new classes of ICBMs, and upgraded these eight times.

As a result, their missiles are much more powerful and accurate than
they were several years ago and they continue to develop more, while
ours are increasingly obsolete.

The same thing has happened in other areas. Over the
same period, the Soviet Union built four new classes of submarine-
launched ballistic missiles and over sixty new missile submarines.
We built two new types of submarine missiles and actually withdrew
ten submarines from strategic missions. The Soviet Union built
over two hundred new Backfire bombers, and their brand new
Blackjack bomber is now under development. We haven't built a
new long-range bomber since our B-52's were deployed about a quarter
of a century ago, and we've already retired several hundred of those
because of 0ld age. 1Indeed, despite what many people think, our
strategic forces only cost about 15 percent of the defense budget.

Another example of what's happened: 1In 1978, the
Soviets had 600 intermediate-range nuclear missiles based on land
and were beginning to add the SS-20 -- a new, highly accurate mobile
missile, with three warheads. We had none. Since then the Soviets
have strengthened their lead. By the end of 1979, when Soviet
leader Brezhnev declared "a balance now exists," the Soviets had
over 800 warheads. We still had none. A year ago this month,
Mr. Brezhnev pledged a moratorium, or freeze, on SS~-20 deployment.
But by last August, their 800 warheads had become more than 1200.
We still had none. Some freeze. At this time Soviet Defense
Minister Ustinov announced "approximate parity of forces continues
to exist." But the Soviets are still adding an average of three
new warheads a week, and now have 1,300. These warheads can reach
their targets in a matter of a few minutes. We still have none.
So far, it seems that the Soviet definition of parity is a box
score of 1,300 to nothing, in their favor.

So, together with our NATO allies, we decided in 1979
to deploy new weapons, beginning this year, as a deterrent to their
SS-20's and as an incentive to the Soviet Union to meet us in serious
arms control negotiations. We will begin that deployment late
this year. At the same time, however, we're willing to cancel
our program if the Soviets will dismantle theirs. This is what we've
called a zero-zero plan. The Soviets are now at the negotiating
table -- and I think it's fair to say that without our planned
deployments, they wouldn't be there.

Now, let's consider conventional forces. Since

1974, the United States has produced 3,050 tactical combat aircraft.
By contrast, the Soviet Union has produced twice as many.
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is unrelated to any conceivable threat to this island country of
under 110,000 people and totally at odds with the pattern of
other eastern Caribbean states, most of which are unarmed.

The Soviet-Cuban militarization of Grenada, in short,
can only be seen as power projection into the region. And it is
in this important economic and strategic area that we're trying
to help the governments of El1 Salvador, Costa Rica, Honduras and
others in their struggles for democracy against guerrillas supported
through Cuba and Nicaraqua.

These pictures only tell a small part of the story. I
wish I could show you more without compromising our most sensitive
intelligence sources and methods. But the Soviet Union is also
supporting Cuban military forces in Angola and Ethiopia. They
have bases in Ethiopia and South Yemen, near the Persian Gulf oil
fields. They have taken over the port that we built at Cam Ranh Bay
in Vietnam. And now for the first time in history, the Soviet
Navy is a force to be reckoned with in the South Pacific.

Some people may still ask: Would the Soviets ever use
their formidable military power? Well, again, can we afford to
believe they won't? There is Afghanistan. And in Poland, the
Soviets denied the will of the people and in so doing demonstrated
to the world how their military power could also be used to intimidate.

The final fact is that the Soviet Union is acquiring what
can only be considered an offensive military force. They have
continued to build far more intercontinental ballistic missiles
than they could possibly need simply to deter an attack. Their
conventional forces are trained and equipped not so much to defend
against an attack as they are to permit sudden surprise offenses
of their own.

Our NATO alljes have assumed a great defense burden, in-
cluding the military draft in most countries. We're working with
them and our other friends around the world to do more. Our defensive
strategy means we need military forces that can move very quickly,
forces that are trained and ready to respond to any emergency.

Every item in our defense program, our ships, our tanks,
our planes, our funds for training and spare parts is intended for
one all-important purpose, to keep the peace. Unfortunately, a
decade of neglecting our military forces had called into question
our ability to do that.

When I took office in January 1981, I was appalled by
what I found: American planes that couldn't fly and American ships
that couldn't sail for lack of spare parts and trained personnel
and insufficient fuel and ammunition for essential training. The
inevitable result of all this was poor morale in our armed forces,
difficulty in recruiting the brightest young Americans to wear the
uniform and difficulty in convincing our most experienced military
I -sonnel to tay on.

There was a real question then about how well we could
meet a crisis. And it was obvious that we had to begin a major
modernization program to ensure we could deter aggression and pre-
serve the peace in the years ahead.

We had to move immediatelv to ir—rove the basic readiness
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forces and vital interests overseas. We're now on the road to
achieving a 600-ship Navy and increasing the amphibious capabilities
of our Marines who are now serving the cause of peace in Lebanon.
And we're building a real capability to assist our friends in the
vitally-important Indian Ocean and Persian Gulf region.

This adds up to a major effort, and it isn't cheap.
It comes at a time when there are many other pressures on our
budget, and when the American people have already had to make
major sacrifices during the recession. But we must not be misled
by those who would make defense once again the scapegoat of the
federal budget.

The fact is that in the past few decades we have seen
a dramatic shift in how we spend the taxpayer's dollar. Back in
1955, payments to individuals took up only about 20 percent of the
federal budget. For nearly three decades, these payments steadily
increased and this year will account for 49 percent of the budget.
By contrast, in 1955, defense took up more than half of the federal
budget. By 1980, this spending had fallen to a low of 23 percent.
Even with the increase that I am requesting this year, defense
will still amount to only 28 percent of the budget.

The calls for cutting back the defense budget come
in nice simple arithmetic. T! /'re the same kind of talk that led
the democracies to neglect their defenses in the 1930's and
invited the tragedy of World War II. We must not let that grim
chapter of history repeat itself through apathy or neglect.

This is why I'm speaking to you tonight -- to urge
you to tell your Senators and Congressmen that you know we must
continue to restore our military strength. If we stop in midstream,
we will send a signal of decline, of lessened will, to friends
and adversaries alike. Free people must voluntarily, through
open debate and democratic means, meet the challenge that
totalitarians pose by compulsion. It's up to us, in our time,
to choose and choose wisely between the hard but necessary task
of preserving peace and freedom and the temptation to ignore
our duty and blindly hope for the best while the enemies of freedom
grow stonger day by day.

The solution is well within our grasp. But to
reach it, there is simply no alternative but to continue this
year, in this budget, to provide the resources we need to preserve
the peace and guarantee our freedom.

Now, thus far tonight I have shared with you my
thoughts on the problems of national security we must face together.
My predecessors in the Oval 0Office have appeared before you
on other occasions to describe the threat posed by Soviet power and
have proposed steps to address that threat. But since the advent
of nuclear weapons, those steps have been increasingly directed
toward deterrence of aggression through the promise of retaliation.
This approach to st " ility through offens' ths : has work 1.

We and our allies have succeeded in preventing nuclear war for

more than three decades. 1In recent months, however, my advisors,
including in particular the Joint Chiefs of Staff, have underscored
the necessity to break out






America does possess -- now -- the technologies to attain very
significant improvements in the effectiveness of our conventional,
non-nuclear forces. Proceeding boldly with these new technologies,
we can significantly reduce any incentive that the Soviet Union may
have to threaten attack against the United States or its allies.

As we pursue our goal of defensive technologies, we
recognize that our allies rely upon our strategic offensive power
to deter attacks against them. Their vital interests and ours are
inextricably linked. Their safety and ours are one. And no change
in techonology can or will alter that reality. We must and shall
continue to honor our commitments.

I clearly recognize that defensive systems have
limitations and raise certain problems and ambiguities. If paired
with offensive systems, they can be viewed as fostering an aggressive
policy, and no one wants that.

But with these considerations firmly in mind, I call
upon the scientific community in our country, those who gave us nuclear
weapons, to turn their great talents now to the cause of mankind and
world peace, to give us the means of rendering these nuclear weapons
impotent and obsolete.

Tonight, consistent with our obligations of the ABM
Treaty and recognizing the need for closer consultation with our allies,
I'm taking an important first step. I am directing a comprehensive
and intensive effort to define a long-term research and development
program to begin to achieve our ultimate goal of eliminating the
threat posed by strategic nuclear missiles. This could pave the way
for arms control measures to eliminate the weapons themselves. We
seek neither military superiority nor political advantage. Our only
purpose -- one all people share -- is to search for ways to reduce
the danger of nuclear war.

My fellow Americans, tonight we're launching an effort
which holds the promise of changing the course of human history. There
will be isks, and results take time. But I believe we can do it.

As we cross this threshold, I ask for your prayers and your support.
Thank you. Good night. And God bless you.

END 8:29 P.M. EST
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® The B-1B bomber and the
Stealth aircraft are designed to
remedy th - defects. Both aircraft
will have a dram  ally improved
capability to penetrate Soviet air
defenses and to survive a Soviet
attack on their air bases.

Improvement in command. control and
communications systems. ..ie L

will deploy improved radar and
satellite stems to 1hance rly
warning capabilities and to assess
more accurately and reliably the size
and scope of a Soviet missile attack.
Development of a new satellite
communications system to ensure
that Presidential orders can be
passed frc  command centers to
commanders in the field will also
take place.

® The need for improved command,
control and communications systems.
An al Hlutely vital element of
our deterrent is our ability to
cc  nunicate with our forces.
We take extensive measures that
make it impossible to launch an
attack without authorization from
the President. Today, our
command, control and com-

munications network has many
deficiencies. There are real doubts
that some el :nts of it can
perform under enemy attack.

Improvement in strategic defenses. «.1e
President’s program involves the
construction of radar to detect
bomber attack, the procurement of
airborne warning and control aircraft
(AWACsS), and five sauadrons of F-
15 fighter interceptors. . .1e President
has also authorized a very substantial
increase in anti-ballstic missile (ABM)
research and development.

® The need for strategic defenses.
Stratc - defenses are defenses
against bomber or missile attack.
These consist of anti-missile
defenses of various types, of
which the U.S. has none; surface-
to-air missiles, of which the U.S.
has none; and interceptor aircraft
of which the U.S. has a small
force of old, obsolete aircraft. By
comparison, the Soviets have 64
anti-ballistic  ssiles, 10,000
surface-to-air missiles, and 2,500
interceptor aircraft.

















































































3. A nationwide telephone poll by the
Heritage Foundation released in
August, 1982, revealed that:

® sixty-six percent of the respon-
dents were unaware that the
U.S. has no anti-ballistic  ssile
defense;

® cighty percent said this vulner-
ability concerned them a great

deal;

® ¢ ity-six| cent supported
deployment of an anti-ballistic
missile system; and,

® scventy-three percent held that
the cost of such a system should
not be the primary factor by
which to judge whether such a
system should or should not be
deployed.

Critics of President Reagan’s efforts to
build effective ¢ enses against nuclear
attack maintain that such prc ams will be
destabilizing, will provoke the Soviet
Union, will militarize space and fuel the
arms race by forcing the Soviets to
develop an anti-ballistic missile capability
of their own.

1.

Supporters of space-based systems
argue that such a defense would not
be destabilizing. Deterrence depends
critically upon preventii  the enemy
from achieving any military advantage
from attacking, which can be achieved
as well by building defenses.

Will not initiate the militarization of
space. Space has been militarized by
both the U.S. and the Soviet Union
for offensive purposes for more than
a generation.

1 ne Soviet Union is already devel-
obing space-based defensir stems.
1€ Soviets are not newcomers to
the exploration of outer space for
military purposes.

® On any given day, 70 to 110
Soviet satellites are in orbit,
more than half of which serve
military purpc s solely.

® Some 85 percent of all Soviet
space launches are exclusively
military or joint military/civilian
m ions.

® One direction of the viet
Union’s spa. weapons prc_ n
is toward the development and
deployment of a space-based
la  system. A prototype could
be launched by the late 1980s.
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of this, the United States has
proposed, for the first time, agree-
ments that would be equal and
verifiable and would involve signifi-
cant reductions of nuclear weapons.

~¢JEST. _ N: Has the Soviet Union

violated arms cor 1l agreements?

ANSWER: In June, 1982, speakit  before

the United Nations, President Reagan
accused the Soviets of violating the
1925 and 1972 treaties banning the
use of chemical and biological
weapons. ‘ . nere is conclusive
evidence,” he said, “that the Sov
wvernment has provided toxins for
use in Laos and Kampuchea, and
are themselves using chemical
weapons against freedom fighters in
Afghanistan.” President Reagan noted
in March, 1983, that there “have
been increasitr 'y  ious grounds for
questioning their compliance with
the arms control agreements that
have been already signed and that
we have both pledged to uphold.”
President Reagan has indicated we
have evidence, although not con-
clusive, that the Soviet Union has
violated the Threshold Test Ban
. .eaty, which limits testing of
nuclear weapons yields, and the
1979 SAL. II Treaty. These issues

a now under study.

QUESTION: Would the introduction of

space-based defense systems be de-
stabilizing and provoke the Soviet
Union?

R: Defensive systems are in no
way destabilizing unless one ac  Hts
the strange logic of Mutual Assured
Destruction (MAD), which maintains
that only the ability to wipe each
other out can guarantee that the
two superpowers will not attack
each other. However, if one rejects
this notion of deterrence, then
defense ceases to become destabilizit
and mutual de sive capabilities
become desirable and stabilizing.

Moreover, why should the Soviet
Union be provoked by our desire to
prepare an adequate defense for our
population, when it is obviously
trying to do the same for its own?
Their national security agenda is
based on their own goals, not what
we do or do not do. It is
convenient to claim provocation as
an excuse for their own actions.
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6.  Reject the necessity of maintaining
effective nuclear deterrent forces.
1 uis is often based upon the
ac Htance of the simplistic idea of
nuclear “overkill.” _ verkill presumes
that deterrence is somehow auto-
matic  d does not depend on the
military balance or the ability of our
forces to survive an attack and
effectively retaliate after enemy
attack.

uverkill ... 4
the Nucle r____ze

The often repeated argument that the
Soviet Union and the United States both
have the ability to de >y many times
over the population of the other, or even
of the entire world, is untrue and
misleading. . .ere can be no denying the
enormous destructive potential of nuclear
weapor  but the “ov  kill” argument is of
no more relevance than the assertion,
undoubtedly true, that the armies of the
world have enough bullets to kill the
earth’s population many times over. This
hardly assures de rence or an adequate
defense capability.

e fact of the matter is that nuclear
weapons are not targeted primarily against
civilian populations, either by the United
States or, to judge from all available
evidence, by the Soviet Union. For moral,

political and military reasons, the United
States does not target civilian populations
as such. We have no reason to believe
that the intentional and systematic destruc-
tion of civilians is necessary to a ¢ nt
strategy, or would even enhance our
det nt

“Overkill” is a myth, a simplistic idea
that overlooks key elements of a credible
deterrence.

1. . cterrence depends on the ability of
our forces to survive a surprise missile
attack.

2. Deterrence depends on the ability of
our forces to penetrate Soviet defenses.

® , .ic Soviets have already threat-
ened the survivability of our

land-based missiles (ICBMs) and

of our strategic bombers.

® Soviet civil and military defense
programs have already down-
graded the effectiveness of our
weapons against a wide range of
Soviet targets.
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Ac and the
Nt

.1e Re  n Administration strongly
opposes the nuclear freeze. It believes that
a nuclear freeze is both dangerous to our
security and will reduce the chances for
the successful negotiation of meaningful
arms control agreements. Its reasons
include:

[. A nuclear freeze will preserve the
dangerous imbalance between U.S.
and Soviet milit = forces. A few
illustrative numbers highl” "it the

problem:
TI7T TT€C D
Land-based missiles 1,046 1,398
Sea-based missiles 544 950
Nuclear missile submarines 33 68
Heavy missiles 0 308
Missile warheads 7,200 7,500
ABM missiles 0 64
Surface-to-air v iles 0 10,000
Strategic bombers 300 430

Strategic missile throw-weight® 1.9 mkg 5.6 mkg

U.S. nuclear deterrent forces are old
and vulnerable to a Soviet attack.
For example, the U.S. B-52 bombers
were all built prior to 1961, and the
U.S. missile submarines were built
prior to 1967. Soviet forces, on the
other hand, are moden  nainly
built within the last decade. A freeze
on modernization would mean that
U.S. forces would wear out much
sooner than Soviet forces.

Moreover, the U.S. land-based mis-
siles, ICBMs, are h™ "\ly vulnerable
to Soviet missile attack. Old U.S.
bombers are also potentially vul-
nerable to Soviet missile attack. This
is why we are buildir the B-1
bomber as soon as possible and are

developing the MX Peacekeeper
ICBM.

Key elements of the nuclear freeze
proposal are simply not verifiable:
verification is not possible, using
photo satellites and other means of
intelligence collection to determine
accurately what is being produced
inside factory buildings. . .ie key
defect of the nuclear freeze is that it
seeks to limit a very wide range of
systems without serious consideration
as to whether t' e limitations can
be effectively verified.















defenses, and destroy increasit 'y
f  fied Soviet military targets. The
enormous Soviet buildup has  erely
eroded our ability to accomplish
these ¢ _ :ctives while the Soviet
litary buildup has given them the
ability to attack nearly all comparable
US. ta s

Many elements of the U.S. det =nt,
our land-based IC..Ms and to a
lesser extent our bombers, are
vulnerable to Soviet surprise attack.
The objective of the President’s
strategic weapons modernization
program is not to increase the
num!  of our weapons, but to
replace agir . with modern
weapons with the ability to survive
Soviet ¢k and effectively accom-
plish their missions. ...is will sub-
stantially 1han our ability to
deter war, which is, of course, our
ultimate objective.
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