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Arms Control: Soviet Compliance

Q: There 1s a long record of serious charces of Soviet
cheating on SALT I and the ABM Treaty, on the agreement
banning biological weapons and on the 1925 Geneva Protocol
prohibiting the use of chemical weapons. Recently,
there have been guesticons about whether the Soviets are
really abiding by all the limits in the SALT II Treaty
while it is pending ratification.

What is your Administration's record on raising -- and
satisfactorily resolving -- compliance issues with the
Soviets? Has your Administration ever held back pursuing

a SALT or other arms control compliance issues with the
Soviets? Do you believe the Soviets abide by arms control
agreements? In short, can they be trusted?

Response: I am appalled by the ill-informed -- and irresponsible --
charges by the Republican Party that my Administration is
"covering up" Soviet violations of SALT I and SALT II, _

as well as other arms control agreements. It is an

insult to my integrity and patriotism to allege that I,

or any official in my Administration, would suppress

evidence of a Soviet violation of an arms control agreement,

or would fail to take appropriate action to resolve any
outstanding gquestion.
The simple fact is that the Soviet Union has, on

certain occasions, pushed to the limits of the SALT I

agreement. The Soviet Union seems to abide by the letter,

certainly not the spirit of its arms control obligations.

This is why my Administration, and all Administrations,

Republican as well as Democratic, since President

Eisenhower, have sought to negotiate carefully drafted

arms control agreements with the Soviet Union. There were




unfortunate ambiguities in the SALT I Interim

Agreement negotiated by President Nixon. In SALT II,

my Administration has taken enormous pains to draft

an acgreement that avoids such ambiguities and loopholes.

The Soviet Union has abided by its obligatioﬁs
in the SALT I Interim Agreement and the ABM Treaty.
And the Soviet Union continues to observe the limits
of the SALT II Treaty, as is the United States, while
it is pending ratification. United States monitoring
and other intelligence capabilities are capable of

detecting potential Soviet violations. I state categorically

to the American people that my Administration has

raised with the Soviets every serious compliance guestion

which we were justified in doing on the basis of our

monitoring and intelligence information. All of these

SALT compliance issues have either been satisfactorily
resolved, or are still under active consideration in

the periodic meetings of the SALT Standing Conéultative
Committee, which meets regularly to consider compliance

and other SALT matters.
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arms Control: TNF Negotiations

Q: Why did your Administration recently agree to mzet with
the Russians to have "preliminary discussions" .about
theater nuclear arms control talkKs in Europe? Wouldn't
it be better to wait until after November 4 to begin such
discussions? What do you hope to achieve by such talks?
Aren't we really entering these talks to pacify our allies
who fear a nuclear arms race in Eurove? Do you believe
there is any serious prcspect of reducing Soviet £S8-20
deployments?

Response

In an historic action last December, NATO decided

to modernize theater nuclear forces with the deployment

of 572 U.S. long-range Pershing ballistic missiles and

Ground-Launched crisis missiles. These new missiles will

be capable of striking targets in the Soviet Union from
bases in Western Europe.

The NATO decision was in response to an ongoing
Soviet buildup of its theater nuclear forces, in particular
with the new mobile, triple warhead SS-20 missile, and
the Backfire bomber.

At the same time, NATO agreed that the U.S. should

offer to negotiate equal limits on long-range thea?er

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

its readiness to conduct such negotiations in the context

[
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of SALT III. Further, we stated our willingness to begin

preliminary discussions of theater nuclear limitations

even prior to the start of SALT III. I believe such

preliminary exchanges could be helpful. ©Negotiations on

i



theater nuclear systems will be a new area, with new
concepts to work out and new objectives to define.

However, the Soviets chose to set totally unacceptable

preconditions to accepting our offer of negotiations.

They demanded that NATO renounce or at least suspend its

decision to deploy new missiles, before they would begin

talks. The Soviets would continue their own SS-20 and:
Backfire deployments unabated. Clearly, the Soviet goal
was to divide the Alliance on the modernization decision,
which was politically very sensitive in several European
countries.

We and our allies stood firmly togethér on our

December decision. Finally, late this summer, the Soviets

recognized the true extent of NATO's determination; and

agreed to our December offer -of talks. We immediately
began consulting with our allies in preparation for the

preliminary exchanges. With the agreement of our NATO

partners, the initial exhanges will take place this fall.

'NATO is firmly agreed that these talks, and sub-

seguent negotiations will not delay in any way implementa-

tion of the December modernization decision. We are

prepared to enter into an equal, balanced agreement

limiting these weapons on both sides. But we will not

hold up our essential TNF deployments while awaiting the

outcome of negotiations.

These preliminary exchanges on TNF arms control are

extremely important for the future of the SALT process,.



They will take place in th
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framework of SaLT I

will deal directly with issues of vital concern

NATO allies. This is another urgent reason for

the SALT II Treaty and getting on to SALT III wi

delay.



Zrms Control: Sverdlvosk and BW Convention

Q: What is your Administration doing to get to the
bottom on the anthrax outbreak last vear in the
Soviet city of Sverdlvosk? Why didn't you charge
the Soviets with a viclation of the Biological
Weapons Convention at the Review Conierence on this
Agreement last March? Are you going to lodge a
complaint at the UN Security Council? What do you
intend to do if the Soviets refuse to give a satisfac-
tory explanation? Will the US withdraw from the BW
Treaty? Doesn't this episode prove the Russians do
cheat on arms control agreements?

Response
Before I state my Administration's position on the
Sverdlvesk incident, let me just put the Biological

Weapons Convention into context.

In 1969, President Nixon ordered the unilateral

destruction of all US biological weapons because it

was clear that such weapons had no practical military
value and were morally repugnant.

In 1975, the US joined a multilateral treaty or

convention -- now signed by most nations, including the
Soviet Union -- banning the development, production,
possession or use of biological weapons. The Nixon

Administration told the Senate, in seeking ratification,

that the ban had only limited verifiability. Never-

theless, with the support of the Joint Chiefs of

Staff, President Nixon believed, and the Senate

agreed, that ratification was still in the US

interests: we had already given up our own biological
weapons, and it was hoped the Convention would discourage

others from developing these ghastly and useless weapons.



2
Even though the limited verifiability of the
Convention was deemed acceptable by an earlier

Administration, I am deeply disturbed by evidence that

an outbreak of anthrax in the Soviet city of Sverdlvcsk,

in the spring of 1979, could have been caused by an

accident which released a deadly cloud of anthrax

spores. This raises a serious guestion as to whether
the Soviets were engaged in work banned by the Biologi-
cal Weapons Convention. But beyond this, it raises

very serious questions about Soviet willingness to cheat

on arms control agreements, even ones of lesser importance

where there are few or no advantages to such cheating.

This episode underscores my determination not to enter

into any arms control. agreement with the Soviet Union

that is not adequately verifiable, as is the case with

the SALT treaty.

My Administration raised this matter with the

¢

"Soviets as soon as we had sufficient information to

justify an approach. We proposed consultations to

clarify the circumstances of that incident. The Soviets

have refused such consultations and have explained that

the incident was caused by people eating anthrax-infected
meat, a common source of the disease. This explanation
is not consistentwith our information.

My Administration has not yet charged the Soviets

with a violation of the BW Convention. We do not yet

have sufficient information to do so. I have directed
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the Intellicgcence Community to continue fto colleck
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and evaluate evidence about this incident. A+ the
same time, I am reviewing alternatives for seeking
a satisfactory resolution, including appropriate

steps by the United States and other concerned

ations in the United Nations. I will state
categorically that my Administration will not let

the matter rest with the Soviet rejection of our

legitimate recuest for consultations under Article V

of the Convention; and I will take appropriate measures

when we determine the meost effective course of

action and coordinate our plans with other parties.




Response:

Arms Control: Soviet Use of Chemical Weapons in Afchanistan

What is your Administration's assessment of the reports
of Soviet use of chemical weapons in Afghanistan, and

by Soviet clients in Lacs and Kampuchea? Why hasn't
yvour Administration charged the Soviets with a violation
of the 1925 Geneva Protocol? Why are vou continuing
negotiations on a chemical weapons treaty at the same
time the Soviets are viclating an international ban on
use of CW by dropping gas on Afghan villages?

Do you believe the US should start modernizing its own
stockpile with binary chemical weapons?

There is significant evidence that the Soviet Union

has used incapacitating ~-- and perhaps lethal -- chemical

weapons against the villages of Afghanistan. If this

evidence is true,. the Soviets are engaged in a barbarous
immoral and illegal practice which merits the repugnance
of all humanity.

I have directed the intelligence agencies of the

United States Government to seek intensively all possible

information about reported Soviet use of chemical

weapons in Afghanistan. Further, I have directed the State

Department to engage in worldwide consultations with our
Allies and friends, as well as the non-aligned to shére
and exchange information that is available regardingj
possible Soviet use of chemical weapons in Afghanistén,
as well as reports of use of chemical weapons by SoQiet—
supported regimes in Kampuchea and Laos.

Afghanistan, Kampuchea and Laos are not signatories

of the 1925 Geneva Protocol banning first use of chemical

i
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weapons, and technically are not protected by it.

But such an argument is sophistry. International law

and practice now universally condemns first use of

chemical weapons.

U.S. CW Modernization

The United Staﬁes maintains a chemical weapons
capability as a deterrent to Soviet use of chemical
weapons. Our chemical weapons are to retéliate against
Soviet use against us or our Allies. |

Congress has approved funds for beginning construction

of a new chemical weapons production plantto manufacture

the so-called "binary chemical weapons" (in which two

relatively harmless chemicals are combined to make a toxic
agent).

I did not reguest these funds. Building new chemical

weapons is a complex issue with potentially significant
military, foreign policy and arms control implications.

Earlier this year, I directed that a major study be

undertaken of chemical weapon modernization, including

the militaryL foreign policy and arms control aépects.

For that reason, I believe Congress' action in funding
construction of a production facility in the Fiscal Year

1981 budget was premature. When the chemical weapons

study is completed, I plan to make specific

recommendations in the FY 1982 budget process.
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Response to the Soviet Invasion of Afghani

Q: The Scoviet Union invadecd Afghanistan in December 1979. Nine
months later 85,000 Soviet troops are still there. The Soviets
appear to be no closer to achieving their goal of subduing the
hRfghan people now than they were in December. Given this
Situation, would it not be fair to say that your actions to
force the Soviets to end their aggression in AZghanistan have
failed? What further actions should be taken?

Response

The Soviet effort to destroy the national independence of

Afghanistan through military force must be sternly resisted by

the international community. This attempt to subjugate an

independent, nonaligned Islamic people is a callous violation
of international law and the United Nations Charter, two
fundamentals of international order. Hence, it is‘also a.
dangerous threat to world peace. For the first time since
World War II, the Soviets'have sent combat forces into an area
that was not previously under their control, into & nonaligned
aﬁd sovereign state.

. i
The firm actions the United States has taken in recent

months -- on grain sales, on technology, on fishing rights,

on exchanges and on the Olympics -- are meant to demonstrate

that aggression bears a price. These actions are intended not

to provoke confrontation, but to avoid confrontation by
discouraging future Soviet adventures that could lead to new

crisis. These are measured responses, not reckless propcsals

as Governor Reagan's suggestion that we should blockade Cuba

with military forces until the Soviets are out of Afghanistan.

By the steps we have taken -- on grain, on technology, on
the Olympics; on draft registration -- we have conveyed, clearly

and concretely, the seriousness of the American'people.



Most Rmericans support the steps we have taken. For they

understand that we cannot express our national resolve

without individual sacrifice -- from farmers, from busines-
men, from athletes, and others. Governor Reacan aprarently
does not understand this. He has opposed many of the

steps I have taken.

We have also moved to address the security situation

in the Persian Gulf region. We have:

-—- increased and accelerated our military preparedness
for contingencies in the area (greater naval presence in
the Indian Ocean; RDF; prepositioning of equipment; new
~base and port access rights);

-— plaéed potential adversaries on notice that we
would regard an attempf to control the Persian Gulf region
'as an assault on our vital interests, to be met by any
‘means necessary, including military force;

-- worked to strengthen the security and stability
" of nations in the region (e.g. Western aid to Turkey,
Pakistan; Camp David peace process).

And, finally, we have worked with other nations to

strengthen the international response to this Soviet

aggression:

-- few nations have been so sharply and broadly
condemned (104 nationsmin the UN; Islamic nations - twice);
-- have pressed our friends and allies to support
the direct measures we have takén and to sustain their own

sanctions against the Soviet Union.



When we undertook these policies, we had no illusions

that they would bring about an immediate reconsideration of

Soviet policy. The Soviet Union is a superpower. It will

take time for the Soviet Union to realize that its aggression

against Afghanistan represents a major miscalculation. 3But
the actions we have taken -- and those of our Allies -- are
having an impact. For example, evidence continues to mount

that the grain embargo is having a substantial, adverse

impact on the Soviet economy, and, in particular, on the

livestock industry. By suspending grain sales above the

8 million metric tons (MMT) required by our bilateral
agreément,‘we denied the Soviets 17 MMT. We estimate that
they will be able to ta make up only 8-9 MMT of this amount.
As a result, meat production in the Soviet Union has
suffered. Soviet plans to provide their citizens more meat

and dairy products have been stymied. ‘

But it will take time for the Soviet Union to reassess

its policy. When it does, we are prepared to consider

realistic arrangements to restore a neutral, nonaligned

Afghanistan. With the withdrawal of Soviet troops, we would

end our sanctions.

At this time, however, we must never be so unsure of

ourselves that we fear negotiationwith the Soviet Union.

I do not believe that our national interests would be

served if we adopted Governor Reagan's position of absolutely

"no communication” with the Soviet Union until they are

out of Afghanistan. We can protect our interests while we



seek to achieve balanced and enforceable agresments to

limit the growth of arms. I intend to move ahead with pre-
liminary talks with the Soviets to limit long-rance, theater
nuclear forces in Eurcpe. I also intend to press for rati-
fication of the SALT II Treaty -- an agreement that is clearly
in our national interest -- as soon as thaf goal 1is
achievable.

To conclude, I believe we will strengthen our long-term

security, not through rhetoric as offered by Governor Reagan,

but through a clear and lasting demonstration of our national

will to oppose aggression. And we will also strenthen our

security through a willingness to seek concrete agreements

that serve our national interests.



Governor Reacan on the Response to the
Soviet Invasion of Afghanistan

Of the three steps the President initiated to counter
the Soviets, Reagan oppesed both the grain embargo and
draft registration, and he vacillated on the Olympic boycott.

Grain Embargo

Reagan has long been an opponent of selling wheat to the
Russians. He has, on two occasions, advocated halting grain
sales to the Soviet Union.

"But isn't there also a moral issue? Are we not
helping the Godless tyranny maintain its hold on millions
of helpless people? Wouldn't those helpless victims have
a better chance of becoming free if their slave masters
collapsed economically?...Maybe there is an answer -- we
simply do what's morally right. Stop doing business
with them. Let their system collapse, but meantime
buy our farmers' wheat ourselves and have it on hand to
feed the Russian people when they finally become free."

Radio Transcript
October 29, 1975

After disclosure of a Russian brigade in Cuba, Reagan
said:

"If the Russians want to buy wheat from us...I wouldn't
sell it to them."

L.A. Times
Sept. 30, 1%7S

However, when the Soviets invaded Afghanistan Reagan
commented:

"I just don't believe the farmer should be made to
pay a special price for our diplomacy, and I'm oppocsed
to what's being done (proposed Soviet grain embargo)-"

Washington Postv
January 8, 1980



Olvmpic Bovcott

Reagan prcposed boycotting the Moscow Olympics even
before the Afghanistan invasion.

"What would happen if the leaders of the Western
world told the International Olympic Committee and the
Soviet Union that torch must be 1lit in some other
country...If they don't and we participate in these
games anyway, what do we say to our young athletes
about honor?"

Radio Transcript
October 3, 18738

However, after the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan Reagan .
vacillated. First he opposed the boycott.

..threats to refuse to attend the olvmpics are
not responsive to the Soviet call of our hand."

Washington Post
January 25, 1880

Finally Reagan stated his support for the boycott:

"I support the boycott today. I supported it yesterday.
And I supported it when the President first called
for it.

Philadelphia Ingquirer
April 11, 1980

The Reagan Response to Afghanistan

Opposing several of the President's actions, Reagan proposed
his own plan to counter the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan.
Soon after the ;nva51on, Reagan advocated sending advisers and

war planes to Pakistan. He also suggested that the United Stateé
send weapons to Afghanistan.

n (We ought to be funneling weapons through there
that can be-'delivered to those freedom fighters in
Afghanistan to fight for their own freedom. That would
include those shoulder-launched, heat-seeking missiles
that could knock down helicopter gun ships that the
Soviets are using against them."

Washington Post
January 10, 1980
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"One option might well be that we surround the
islané of Cuba and stop all traffic in and out.™”

New York Times
Jenuary 29, 1980

y Optl ns tc counter

"Indeed, draft registration mayv actually decrease
our military pregaredness, by making people think we
have sclved our defense problem..."

Quoted by Senator Hatfield
Congressional Record
June 4, 1280

-

And finally, he recommended

"So when they invaded Afghanistan, maybe that was
the time for us to have said, 'Lock, don't talk to us
about trade. There will be none. Don't talk to us
about treaties, like SALT II. We are not going tc have
any communication with you until (those forces in
rfghanistan) are back in the Soviet Union.'

June 30, 1580



‘The End of Detente

Q: US-Soviet relations have reached the lowest point since the
Colé wWar. Detente, for which the American people had so
many expectations, is apparently Iinished.

US-Soviet relations have gone through a number of staces
since World War II, with the emphasis on detente being
the meost recent. Are we, in fact, at the end cf cdetente?
What 1s the likely nature of this relationship in the

-~

vears ahead, in view of the steady increase in the Soviet

<
a

military buildup and in its expanding activities in the

Third wWorld, culminatinc in the invasion of n-gncnistan?
Will the relationship be basically one of conflict anéd con-
frontation, or are elements of cooperation still ocssible?
Response
That relations between the United States and the Soviet

‘nion are severely strained is undeniable. And that this

strain is larcely created by Soviet behavior is also un-

4 \ . P '
What does this recent tension mean for the future? Let
me ..ake several points.
Tirst, the relationship between the two great powers,

-

both of whom have the power to destroy the other, is the most
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decisive single influence on peace in the world.

stable, balanced relationship between our country and the

Soviet Union remains our goal. That is why I continue to

favor arms control between our two nations, specifically the

SALT II Treaty which Governor Reagan rejects.

Second, while we remain interested in lessening tension

and broadening cooperation with the Soviet Union, detente can-

not be divorced from deterrence. To oppose aggression now is

to rrovide peace in the future. To assume that detente is
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threaten world peace --

Y

and still enioy the benefits of cooperation with the United

States and the West. They must understand the invasion of
Zfghanistan has had a profound adverse effect on world
opinion, including here in America. We are prepared to
impcse ccsts on aggression for as long as necessary.

Having said that, a third point is necessary, namely

‘+hat the way to better relations is open if the Soviets

alter their conduct. That is clearly the path we prefer.

We are prepared to accept the Soviet Union as a world power

with its own legitimate intearests. We seek no Cold War, no

indiscriminate confrontation. We have no interest in holding

the Soviet Union responsible for all the world's instabilities.

~-

We know the world is too complicated for such simple-mincded

p]

notions as these advanced by mv Republican opponent. But we

-

will insist that Mcscow respect the legitimate interests of
other nations.
Finally, the American people, and its political lezders,

must come to understand that our relationship with the Soviet

Union has always contained elements of competition and con-

frontation as well as cooperation. Our differences are

profound. But it is also true that our two countries share
many important interests, survival being the most critical.

We must, therefore, attempt to avoid the excessive swings in
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our poliéﬁes tcward the Soviet Union, fPomietznte one Zay,
to Cold War the next. It is not a cuestion of a "hard"
pclicy or a "soft" oolicy, as Governor Reazcan would like
to simplify, but of a clear-eved recocgniticon of hcw mest
effectively to protect our security and further our mutual

interests.



Gov. Rezgan on Detente
Feacgan believes detente was one way in which the Scoviets
exploited

é

the West's weazknesses to theilr own benefit.

"Detente, which started our worthily and with a good
ncse, has become a cne-way street. I think the Soviet
n has become more truculent, more acgressive in the
d. 2Ané we have been *esooncwpg with preemptive concessions
hout getting anything in return. I think it is time for
to rebuild our strength and at the same time make detente
if it is to exist a two-wayv street by teTl:“ the Russians
that is the only way we will observe it.'

Christian Science Monitor
June 3, 1976
Asked whether he wants to return the nation to cecld war
ays, Reagan said:

"When did the Cold War énd?"

Wall Street Journal
June 30, 1980



- Nature of the Soviet Union

Following the Soviet invasion of Zfcghanistan you
vour opinion of the Russians had "chanced mest

[ @)

in the last week." B2And, in your Notre Dame ad

a
vou stated that we are now free of our "inordina
communism. "

The Republican party has taken issue with you on both of
these statements. In their Platiorm the Republicans state:
"Unlike Mr. Carter, we see nothing 'inordinate' in our
nation's historic judcment about the goals, tactics and
Gangers of Soviet communism. Unlike the Carter Riministra-
tion, we are not surprised by the brutal Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan..."

There would appear to be a fundamental difference in your
views on the Soviet Union and those of the Republicans.

Would vou spell out how you see the Soviet Union today? What
are its ultimate goals? Have these goals chanced over the
yvears? Do you believe they will change in the future, and is
it pcssible for the United States to influence these goals?

Response

The Soviet Union of today is different from the country

we dealt with in earlier periods of acute US-Soviet discord.

The USSR has become a superpower. It is a strategic egqual.

It defines its interests id global terms. For the first
time, moreover, it possesses the military and other capabilities
to advance those interests globally.

For some time now, we have witnessed the continued growth

of a!Soviet military machine in excess of any reasonable defense

requirements. This has stimulated a heightened militéry

cbmpétition that can only result in diminished securi?y for

itself and the rest of the world. At the same time, the Soviet

Union has used its increasing military capabilities to seek to

increase its influence in the Third World. With extraordinary

shortsightedness, it has done so in the belief that these actions
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would not destroy the trends tcward mocderating its relations
with the United States and the West which héd a modest beginning
a cdecade ago.

_As we have seen, this Soviet calculation was clearly wrong.
Cur relations with the Soviet Union have reached the lowest
point in years, particularly accentuated by the Soviet invasion

of Afghanistan.

We must recocnize, however, that not all of our difficulties

in the world today can be blamed on the Soviet Union, as Governor

Reacan has suggested. The world is much more diverse, inter-

dependent, and unstable than in the past. There is no question
that the Soviets, when they feel they can get away with it,
will take every opportunity to expand their influence at Western

expense. But we do them undue homage, and ourselves a disservice,

when we blind ourselves to the roots of the problems we face

by fixing our attention too rigidly on the Soviets.

The profound differences in what our two governments believe

about freedom and power and the inner lives of human beings are

likely to remain for the indefinite future, and so are other

elements of competition between the United States and the Soviet
Union. That competition is real and deeply rooted in the history

and values of our respective societies. But it is also true that

our two countries share many important, overlapping interests.

So long as the Soviet Union pursues its interests through
accepted and peaceful means, and so long as it shows it is
prepared to respect the legitimate interests of other countries,

a cooperative relationship is possible between our two countries.



What we cannot accept is when the Soviet Union seeks uni-
lateral advantage through means which challence ‘the inter-
national system built up since World War II.

Ahead lies the uncertainty of the directions in which

a new ceneration of leadership will take the Soviet Union
- 'y I

in the solution of its internal problems, and the advancement

of its interests abrocad. We cannot directly affect the choices

they will make, but we can continue to make it clear, with

steadfastness and patience, that if future Soviet leaders sce

their national self-interest in a policy of restraint and

.responsibility, they will find the United Staztes responsive.
E Y 3 P

to that course.

Our best hope of evokiﬁg such a respoﬁse from the Soviet
Union will be to demonstrate firmness and strength in the
defense of our interests, together with a readiness to work
toward a return to cooperation between our two ccuntries when

this becomes feasible.



Gov. Reacan on the Nature of the Soviet Union

L

Reagan repeatedly states his belief that the Soviets are
encaged in a relentless drive for world domination, &rivean by
~heir belief in communism and their basic exXpansionist

tendencies.

"Everv Russian leacder, every Soviet leade
very beginning has... proclaimed to their own
belief in the Marxian phileosopnhy that communism
succeed if it is a one-world communist state..
aid social revolutions all over the world unti
world has been liberated to communism. 2and
explains what they're doing."
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New York Times Interview
December 18, 1879

Reagan believes that the Soviet Union is responsible for
nearly a2ll of the world's troubles.

"We are blind to reality if we refuse to recognize
that detente's usefulness to the Soviets is as a cover for
their traditional and basic strategy for aggression."”

RPadio Transcript
October 31, 1975.

And, more recently:

"Let's not delude ourselves, the Soviet Union underlies
all the unrest that is going on. If they weren't engaced in
the cgame of dominoces, there wouldn't be any hot spots in the
world."

Wall Street Journal
June 3, 1880
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Gecpolitical Issues

The Republican party points to takeovers by the Soviet
Union (or their clients) in several countries and
regions of the world since you took office in 1977.
These include Afghanistan, Cambodia, Ethiopia and

South Yemen. The Republicans further state that

"The Soviet noose is now being drawn around southern
Africa...” and "Soviet military power poses a direct
threat to the petroleum resources of the Persian Gulf."

iave there been serious geopolitical losses since you
ecame President? Do you believe the Soviet Union is
attempting, either directly or indirectly through
proxies such as Cuba and Vietnam, to extend its tower
and influence throughout the Third World? And, if so,
what should be the response of the United States?

Response

For several vears we have witnessed Soviet attempts

to extend its influence -- either directly or indirectly

through their Cuban and Vietnamese proxies -- into the

Third World. Aand, last December, the Soviet Union sent

combat forces into Afchanistan. This attempt to

subjugate an independent, nonaligned Islamic people is
a callous violation of international law and the UN

Charter. The United States has taken the lead in opposing

this latest example of Soviet adventurism.

That the Soviet Union has moved to extend its influence

abroad is undeniable. That the Soviet Union is marching

to world domination according to some carefully orchestrated

"master plan” -- as Governor Reagan would have us believe --

is nonsense. Over the past several vears, the Soviet Union

has lest as much influence in the world as it has gained,

starting with the People's Republic of China in the late
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1850s. 1Indcnesia, Egypt znd Somaliz have all sent
the Soviets packing. They are not alone. The Soviet

Union has fewer friends in the Third World today than

a decade ago. The brutal invasion of Afghanistan has

reduced -- not increased -- Soviet influence among

Moslem nations. I might also add that 3just a short

time‘ago there was considerable alarm in the West
about the spread of Eurocommunism. Portugal was

seen as particularly vulnerable. Today we no longer
hear these expressions of concern and Portugal remains
solialy in the democratic camp.

There are other important elements of influence

in which the Soviets simply are not in the running:
the attractgon of Western cultural values and our
democratic political institutions; the appeal of Western
.educational systems, the Western tradition of
scientific and technological innovation and experiment.
These factors, too, draw countries towazrd the West and
increase the ability of the United States and its allies
"and friends to exert influence.

I want to make cleaf, however, that by influence I

do not mean political, economic or cultural control or

predominance. One of the more significant factors in

international relations in the last 15 or 20 years has

been the emergence of a large number of new Third World

countries determined to be free of dominance by either

East or West. This has drawbacks, of course: We get




~

voted acainst .in the United Nations; we cet criticized

10

for some of our policies. &2nd it means clder forms

of influence must give way to leadership besed on
persuasion, example and cooperation. It is a more
difficult world, perhaps, but the total sum of freedom
is larger than in the days of colonial empires and
political and eccnomic domination by the c¢reat powers.

And, in this newer, freer world, I am convinced

that the United States has more to offer than the Soviet

Union, a nation with a bankrupt ideoclogy, a repressive

political system and an economy in shambles.
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"Then there is the Sowviet,Cuban and East German presence
in Ethiopia, South Yemen, and now the invasion and subjucation
of Afghanistan. This last step moves them within striking
distance of the oil-rich Arabian Gulf. 2and is it just
coincicdence that Cuban and Soviet-trained terrorists are
bringing civil war to Central American countries in clcse
proximity to the rich oil fields of Venezuela and Mexico?

211 over the world, we can see that in the face of declining
kmerican power, the Soviets &and their friends are adv anc1ng
vet the Carter Administration seems totally oblivious."

Veterans of Foreign Wars
May 18, 1280

"One wonders why the Carter Administration fails to
see any threatening pattern in the Soviet presence, by way
of Cuban power, in so much of Africa, which is the source
of minerals absolutely essential to the industrialited
democracies of Japan, Central,Europe and the U.S."



The Republicans have charged that you have "icnored"
human rights in the Soviet Union and that a Republican
Aéministration will press the Soviet Union to end

its "harrassment and imprisonment" of dissidents.

How would you respond to this charge? Do vou believe
you have "ignored" human rights in the Soviet Union?

Do yvou believe that your human rights policy has been
counterproductive for US-Soviet relations? What is the
best approach the United States can adopt to enhance
human rights in the Soviet Union?

The Republican charge that I have "ignored" ruman

richts in the United States is false, and Governor Reacan

knows it. One of my first acts eas Presidentvwas to send
a letter to Andrei Sakharov, expressing my admiration
for'him as one of the world's leading deienders of
human rights. Since that time, my Administration has
pressed Soviet authorities to adopt a less rgpressive
human rights policy and to honor their ccdmi;ments
under the Helsinki Final Act. 1In addition té my letter
to Andrei Sakharov:

-- I and a number of my Cabinet members have
personally met with leading Soviet dissidents.

-~ I personally raised human rights issues with
President Brezhnev at the Vienna Summit in June 1879.

-~ At the Belgrade CSCE Review Meeting in the £fall

of 1978, we raised the full range of human rights

violations by the Soviets.



2 .
-- We have presented annually a US list of

cdivided families and, mocre frecuently, a special

list of hardship cases. We have also made frecuent

Q)

private representations to the Soviets on
individual cases.

-- In the summer of 1978 we cancelled a numbef
of high-level visits in response to the Soviet
decision to try the leading Soviet.dissidents,
Anatoliy Shcharanskiy and Aleksandr Ginzberg.
-— And, in April 1979, we obtained the release
of five leading Soviet dissidents: Valentin
Moroz, Georgly Vins, Aleksandr Ginzberg, Mark
DYmshits, and Eduard Kuznetsov.

While pursuing our concerns about human rights,

we have sought to make it clear to the Soviet Government

that the commitment of my Administration to human

rights is an integral element of our foreign policy.

Our policy is exactly what it appears to be: the
positive and sincere expression of our deepest beliefs

as a people. It is not directed against the Soviet

Union. I regret to say, however, that the Soviet
Government continues to view our human rights policy
as undue interference in their internal affairs.
Depsite this, there has not been and there will not
be any slackening in our commitment.

Specifically, we will continue to assert our policy




at the forthcoming Conference on Sscurity ané Coopsration

in Eurcpe in Madrid. Governor Reac
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should drop out of the Helsinki process. He has even

compared the meeting in Macrid to the Moscow Olympics,

sucgesting that since American athletes checse not to

co to Mcscow, that American diplomats should not go to

Madrid. This reasoning 1is, of course, very confused.

Such ideas épring from ignocrance of the meaning of
Madrid.

The Helsinki- Accords commit the 35 signatories,
inciuding the Soviet Union, to respect human rights.
To their dishonor, Soviet authorities have intensified
their repression of the freedoms which they pledged at
Helsinki. The banishment of Andre Sakharov into internal
exilé is the best known of such violations. It is not,
however, the only»one. More than 40 courageous men and
women are now in prison or exile just because they took
seriously the Soviet Union's commitments at Helsinki.
Their only "crime" was to mdnitor Soviet compliance
with the Accords. |

The Helsinki provisions have also helped Soviet

Jews to emigrate, although the encouraging record level
set in 1979 is being reduced this year. At Madrid, we
will seek an explanation for that decline and a commit-

ment by the Soviet Union to reverse it.



To stay away from Madrid, as Governor Rezcen has

suggested, would be folly. It would only please those

who are most cuilty of violating the princivles of Helsinki,

including human rights. I do not intend to let the
Soviet Union and other violators be freed of their
obligation to account for their-actions before world

& Republican administration signed the Helsinki

opinion.

Accords in 1975 My Democratic Administration is deecly

- » e

committed to carrving out thcse agreements.




Gov., Reacan con CECE

Reazcan considers the Helsinki accords another means of
legitimizing the Soviet Union's imperial ambitiocns by de jure
recocnition of the satellite empire.

"In signing the Helsinki pact we gav he Russians scme-
thing they've wanted for 35 vears. In effect, we recognized
the Soviet Union's right to hold captive the Eastern and
Central European nations they have ruled since World War II
We signed the pact ac:arently because of one clause which had
to do with human rights. Thecse making the cecision to sign
claimed the Soviet Union by its signature had acreed to let
people have some (if not all) of the rights the rest of us
take for granted. They are (for example) suppcsed to be atle
to leave the Soviet Union and the c¢aptive nations if they
chocse. But the Russians make promises; theyv cdon't keep
them.

Radio Transcript
Jeanuary, 1978

In June, he announced that he was opposed +to U.S.
participation in the Madrid CSCE meeting:

"Frankly, I have an uneasy feeling that goin to Madrid
is negating what we thought we could accemplish by bovcotting
the Olympics. If the athletics can't go, why should the

diplomats go?"

Time
June 30, 13880
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western Zurope and NATQO: US Leadership

Republicans and other critics say there has been a

loss of European conficdence in vour versonal leadership
and in the reliability of the United States. Critics

say vour policies andéd leacdership have been erratic,

with sudden flip flops. The neuttron bomb is one example;
the stress on human rights in certain arezs and not in
others another, and our arms sales policies a third.

Do vou have the confidence and trust of Allied lezders?
How can you lead our allies in meeting the challences of
economic problems, energy vulnerabilities, Scviet military
buildup and global interdependence if they do not respect
or trust your judgment, steadiness and resolve?

I _think the NATO alliance is as strong todav as it

has been in anv time in my memorv, since the war. I also

believe that the challenges from the alliance today are
profound.
Under very difficult economic circumstances, the

major nations in the alliance have committed themselves

H

es..

to a three percent real growth in defense exvenditu

Uncder heavyv pressure, and propaganda efforts by the Soviet

Union and Warsaw Pact nations, the allies voted last

December to go ahead with a modernization of theater

nuclear forces -- a very difficult decision. And my own

personal relationship with the leaders in those countries
shows a very strong commitment to the alliance and very
strong support for the United States.

Under U.S. leadership, NATO is acting decisively to

deal with Soviet challenges. I have met with allied leaders



in five summits. I have had innumerable bilateral
Giscussions with individual allieé lezders on every

issue confronting the alliance today. The record will

show an unprecedentéd volume of correspondence and exchance
at the highest levels with our Allies on major foreign
oolicy issues, most of it guite sensitive. 1In short, no

U.S. Administration has consulted z2s intensivelv with the

21
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ies z2g hes mine.

¥

Over the past three and one-half vears, NATO has

-

develoved a broad, coorcdinated and cohesive strategv for

strengtheninc conventional and nuclear forces, for

increasing real defense spending, and on redistributing
security burdens in the Alliance so the U.S. can direct more
effort at protecting our common interests in the Persian

Gulf. This has been achieved under U.S. leadershio. Without

a vigorous effort by myself, my top foreign policy and
defense advisors, and the concerted effort of my Aéministration,

NATO could not have organized and begun the difficult task

of implementing this tremendous effort. I _am proud of

what we have accomplished and I am determined that we shall

do even more to strenagthen the Alliance.



Gov. R=agan on Western Euroope and NATO .

Reagan states that as president he would consult with
our European allies on important issues. He criticizes the
Carter Administration for not consult-ng with our Europsan
gllies on the Iranian rescue mission, ané suggests that if
we had handled the situation prooerlv the Europeans would
have more effectively backed the United States on the
Afghanistan and Iranian sanctions.

res

Uni

Reagan has sugcested that NATO should expand its security
ponsibilities to include the Persian Gulf:

"There would be nothing wrong with us at the same
time appealing to our NATO allies and saying, 'Look,

fellcws, let's just make this an extension 0f the NATO
line and you contribute some forces in here too.' They're
the ones who'd be worse off then we were if the o0il goes.
They would, if the o0il goes, literally have to be like
Finland and accept Finlandization by Russia...I happen to
know that the Soviet Union has been appealing to West
Germany to break away and sign its own agreement and
trea aty with them, and the bait that they have been holding
out 1s Iranian and Saudi Arabian oil. I know that for
a fact." '

National Journal
March 8, 1380
Concerning NATO, Reagan's primary concern is that if the
ted States does not appear a strong and dependable ally, the

nations of Europe will seek an accommodation with the USSR.

"I think there is every indication that some o0f our
European friends are beginning to wonder if they shouldn't
look more toward -- or have a rapprochement with =-- the
Soviet Union, because they are not sure whether we are
depencable or not."

Time
June 30, 1880

To prevent such action, Reagan proposes to consult with the

allies and reassure them of our interest in preserving
the alliance.

"I think the Reagan Administration, first of all, would
do it by action, by consulting with them, making it evident.
+to them that we do value that alliance and want to preserve it."

Time
June 30, 1880
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NATO: Detente
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wWestern Europe an

();
I

The Europeans seem to place a very high value on Zeten te
with the Soviet Union. They are reluctant to take strong
actions toward the Soviets which might Jjeopardize it. 1In
vour view, are our allies too committed to detente and not
firm 2nough toward the Soviets? Do you see signs, as Gov.
Reagan apparently does, of "neutralism" in our allies, or
tendency to accommodate Soviet desires? If the US is
ovi away from detente and the zllies remzin committed

o it, aren't our interests and policies becinning to
diverge seriously? If they are unwilling to risk detente
even after open military agcression by Mcoscow, how can
+there be US-Allied cooperation in dealing with the USSR?

+
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RESPONSE

Unlike Governor Reacan, I do not accuse our allies of

drifting toward "neutralism"” or a desire to accommodate

the Soviet Union. 2An Alliance which is vicorously

implementing a Long Term Defense Procram to improve its
collective military capabilities, which is committed to
. L8 . .
increasing real defense spending by 3%, ané which has

decide< to implement a major mcdernizetion of theater

i
1

nuclear forces, 1s not trying to appease the Soviet Union.

It is nonsense, and damacing to the Alliance, toc make such

a charoe;

I understand our Allies' desire to preserve limited
forms of cooperation with the Soviet Union, particularly
where this can help ease the lot of their fellow Europeans

in the East. We do not seek nor are we askinag our Allies

to dismantle the framework of detente. We ourselves are

ready to resume the cooperative aspects of our relationship



Detente cannot be divorced from Geterrence. To cppcse

aggression now is to promote peace in the future -- to
foster the conditions for progress in EZast-West relations.

To assume that we can obtain the benefits of detente while

[oN)

icnoring the need for deterrence would be shortsighted and

cancerous. To assume that detente is divisible, that

accression need be met only when it directlv threatens one's

own region, could encourace acgression elsewhere.

Deterrence regquires sacrifice. The United States is

willing to bear its share. It is vital that the burden of

cacrifice be shared among all our z2llies —- for the sake

of peace, for the sake of our alliances, and for the sake
of the public support which makes thcse alliances streng.

The Soviet invasion is not only a challenge to our

interests but to those of our allies as well. While there

should be a division of labor, it must be an eguitable cne.



could cause seriocus strains in the 2lliance. Governor

Reacgan ignores one essential fact: NATO is an Alliance of

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

going to deploy & weapon on their territorv. We consult

with them, we examine the military requirements, we

consider the political implications, then we as an Alliance

=~ =}

ceclce.

On December 12, 1979, NATO adopted a plan for modernizing
the theater nuclear forces (TNF) through the deplovment of
Pershing II and ground-laﬁnched cruise missiles. This plan
is focused on lbng-range TN? because of their special contributior

to deterrence. This decision was the product of model political

and military consultations with our Allies.
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When your Administraticn began, you said strengthening
the Atlantic 2lliance would be one of yocuxr principal
aims. Yet, over the last four years the US and the
NATO allies seem to be drifting apart on a whole rance
of important issues: East-West relations, defense
policies, energy problems, inflation and economic
stagnation, relations with the Third World, the

Middle East--the list could go on. Isn't it clear
NATO is in serious disarray? Can the Alliance remain
unified and effective in the face cf such ceep problems?
What future do you see for NATO and for US relations
with Western Europe?

RESPONSE
At the outset of my Administration I emvhasized
the primacy of our Atlantic relationship in this country's

national security acenda. The Atlantic Alliance, together

with our Alliances with Japan, Australia and New Zealand,

is now and will remain the bedrock of Western collective

security. We have made important progress toward méking
the Atlantic Alliance still more effective in the face
.of the Soviet military buildup and in ligﬁt of.the Soviet
invasion of Afgﬁaniétan and the threat to common Western
interests in the Persian Gulf and Scuthwest Asia.

What my Republican opponent would call "rifts and

tensions” -- and what I would czll "healthv expression of
independent views" -- are inevitable in an Alliance of free
democratic partners. We are not the Warsaw Pact, which

rules by coercion and decree from a central ministryv in

MOSCOW.



This does not mean that there is no rocom for

e
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improvement in our consultative practices an
cooréination of our actions. Obviously there is, on

. L
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es of the Atlantic. I feel that the record of
my Administration has been very good in this respect;

indeed, these vast three and one-half years show an

unorecedented volume of hich-level contact with our

mador Allies both bilaterallv anéd multilazerallv on a

brcad rance of issues of commen concern: defense, economv,

enercv. In my term of office, I have met with Alliance

leaders at five summits to coordinate our policies. I

have had innumerable bilateral discussions with Western

eaders. And we have agreed on vigorous steps to

-t

improve our collective defense and respond to Soviet

challenges. Let me cite just a few examples.

-- My Administration launched a Long-Term Defense

Program in NATO 18 months before the Scviet invasion.

We also led an Alliance-wide effort to commit our

covernments to the three-percent real increase in defense

spending. Last September many of the countries of NATO
were héving difficulty meeting that commitment. Today,
the Germans, the Italians, the British, and the Canadians
are meeting it, and the Dutch are guite close to meeting

it.



-- We are working hard in NATO to ensure that the
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U.S. will have more flexibility and capability for
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s into Southwest 2Asia, and the Europeans

have been guite responsive on measures to pick up the
slack in Europe.

-- Last December NATO agreed in an historic
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to modernize theater nuclear forces.

-~ Our nllies cooperated with us in substantially
E Y

reducing the flow of wheat to the Soviet Union this year

and we are making progress in reducing the flow of high
technology to the USSR.

NATO is a healtv, strong alliance of free, ecual

2and_sqvereign nations. From time to time, disagreements
among free allies over the proper responses to the

challenges we are facing is understandable. But, our

' common goals -- mutual security and preservation of our

democratic way of life -- are deep and enduring. We

should work even harder at coordinating cur actions in
Europe and wherever our interests are threatened. But

+he Alliance is dvnamic and vibrant; it is not in disarray.
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We are trying to increase US defense spending
significzantly. Our European zllies are very wealthy
and could afford to spend much more on cdefense and
allow the US to concentrate on other areas where

our mutual interests are more immediately threatened.
What are our allies doing to improve their contribution
to Western defenses in light of the Soviet buildup, the
invasion of Afghanistan, and threats to the Persian
Gulf? Are the allies doing enough or are they

letting us carry an unfair share of the burden while
they devote a larger share of their economies to
ccmpeting with us?

Should the US shift some of its forces out of Eurcpe
to strengthen our ability to protect US interests in
Southwest Asia? Do vou plan to seek an extension

of NATO's geographic area of responsibility to cover
threats to Persian Gulf oil, which is vital to
Europe's security? What do our allies think about
this icea?

RESPONSE

A central objective of my Administration has been to

- strengthen the Atlantic Alliance -- the bedrock of Western

security. We and our NATO allies are responding
vigorously to the Soviet military buildup, specifically:

-- At the 1978 NATO Summit, the NATO Allies agreed

to join with us in increasing real defense spending by

3¢ every vear until 1986. 1In ceneral, our Allies are

meeting the commitment, althouch, frankly, a few of them
have not done all they should.

-- In 1978 we launched a Long Term Defense Program to

improve NATO's capabilities in ten key areas, ranging from
air defense to maritime posture. This program is being

vigorously implemented.



-- NATO has made a historic decision %fo modernize

theater nuclear forces with the deployment of long-rance

Pershing and Grounc-Launched Cruise Missiles in Europe which

can strike the Soviet Union. This program will strencthen -

NATO's flexible response strategy and deny the Soviets

efenses.
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the opportunity to try to exploi

But, our Allies can ¢o more. The commitments theyv made

'_.l

in 1878 are all the nore important in light of the security
situation in Soﬁthwest Asia. NATO must face the possibility
that U.S. forces we previously had hoped would be available
for the defense of Europe might have to be committed to a
coﬁflict or crisis elsewhere, eépecially Southwest Asia.

I am not talking about a major diversion of U.S. resources
or a drawdown of U.S. forces in Europe, but rather about

some reinforcements and support.

We have recently discussed this situztion with our

Allies and have acreed with them that we need to accelerate

implementation of critical Long-Term Defense Program

measures, and some countries must make & renewed effort to

achiéve three percent real growth in defense spending. We
are specifically looking to our Allies to provide more
reserve forces, to build up their war reserve stocks, to
provide airlift to assist us in deploving to Europe, and

to take steps, such as increased lancé-based air capability
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o improve their naval forces. These sieps will help

e the security of Europe in the event of a conflict
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elsewhere involving U.S. forces.

response must be a collective one, with the burden feairly

shared. I think the military contribution ocur allies make
to collective defense is not always sufficiently recognized.
Qur Allies provide nearly half of NATC's cdefense spending,
almeost 60 & of its armed forces, about 75% of its tanks

of its armored divisions. 2As the United

ov

and more than 90

States takes the lead to oprotect common interests in the

Persian Gulf and Southwest Asia, our allies will take on &

‘reater share of NATO's s+rencth in Eurcpe.

2nd, let us not forget that our allies are true partners;

several of them -- France, the Federal Republic of Germany,
Britain and Italy -- are important militarv powers in their
own richt. The Soviet Union, in contrast, cannot rely on

any of its allies. The Warsaw Pact is more an orcanization tc

hold Eastern Europe under Soviet domination than it is an

azlliance of nations with common interests and values.
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Turkev, the anchor of XNATO's Suuthern :¢ank, has been
experiencing profound political, economic and social
problems. Pressures have been building and some say
there could be a radical Islamic or anti-Western revol-
ution there. Now, the Turkish military have stepred in
and overthrown the cdemocratic government. at is your
position on the Turkish coup: are you pressing the Turkish
military for a return to civilianrn governme

What steps are you--and our NATC allies--takin
n

the loss of Turkev and the unravelil
the Eastern Mediterranesan?

RESPONSE
Turkey is a reliable and important ally and friend

of the United States. It is trving to cope with severe

roblems and we and other NATO allies have sought to

o]

"

velp them. I regret that the Turkish militarv felt

3
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compelled to suspend the democratic institutions of that

countrv. I hope that this step will be temporarv and

there will be a return to civilian rule as soon as

M
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conditions permit.

The OECD has orcanized an eccnomic aid package of
~over $1 billion -- to which we contributed -- for Turkey.
We have also conclucded a Defense and Econcmic Cocperation

Agreement with Turkey to help Turkey vlay its role in
the common defense and to support important U.S. military
activities in support of NATO goals. We will continue

to help Turkey in every way we can.



(Greece ancé the Eastern Mediterranean) .

The preservation of a strong southern flank in the

structure. General Bernard Rogers, the Su
Commander in Europe, has been given the task by our NATO
allies of working out a formule to work out the military
details of reintegration. We strongly suppeort his
impoftant effort and have made this abundantly clear to zll

concerned.

(Cvprus)

Resolution of the Cyprus precblem is vitally
important. 1 have made perscnal efforts to achieve
progress in solving this prcblem.

One of my first acts as President was to send a high-
1evél mission to the Eastern Mediterranean to try to help
with the Cyprus oroblem. I believe this mission, headed
by Clark Clifford, contributed tc progress in the Cyprus
problem during the spring of 1977. 1In 1978, the United
States, together with the United Kingdom and Canada,
presented some ideas on the possible substance of a fair

Cyprus solution. These ideas contributed to the UN's

success in getting the talks resumed. I myself have met



with Presicdent Kyprianou as well as with Greek and
Turkish leaders on this issue. Hopefully, the talks
will continue on & sustained basis and lead to a
solution to the problem acceptable to all Cvpriots.

My Administration supports the effcrts cf Secretary

General Waldheim in this regard.
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Should the US and our Western allies
support to the Polish workers? What
as leader of the West, do to support
of Pcles and other Europeans for more eegcom from
Soviet édomination? Do vou accept the ew that
Eastern Europe is an integral part of the Soviet
empire where we cannot interiere?

ive mcre open
would the US,

e aspirations
1
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RESPONSE
211 2Zmericans have been filled with admiration
for the peaceful cetermination of the working men

ané women of Poland to win a rea

(Ead

rlace for themselves
in deciding their own fate and future. We have
expressed that feeling strongly but in z way that

shows that we recognize that the decisions being made
in‘Poland are ones for the Poles themselves -- and only

for them -- to make.

I decided as a matter of national policy to make

minimal comments about developments there in order not

to exacerbate a very delicate and serious situation,

or to strencthen'anv Soviet pretext to intervene. As
I said, we believe that the ihternal problemé in Poland
are for the people of Poland and the Polish authorities
to work out for themselves.

The United States has a real interest in the well-
being of the people of Poland and in the stability of
their economic development. We have been able to help,

especially with agricultural credits, in past years.
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Last year we gave Poland over hzlf a billion dollars in £food

credits. In mic-September I zpprcved a $670 million Commodit
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Credit Corporation for Poland for FYS8I. ‘e are encouragin
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others tc help Poland with its economic problems. We w
monitor clcsely the Polish government's compliance with its

ccmmitments to the workers. TFailure of the Polish

authorities to honor their agreement wouléd obviously have

to be teaken into account in our willingness to give Poland

further credits and loan guarantees.

We would be very disturbed by any effort by anyone
outside Poland to interfere by force or in any fashion in
Poland's domestic affairs. When the Soviet Union invaded
Afghanistan, it earned the condemnation of the whole world,

nd Czechoslavakia

w

as it did when it entered Hunéary in 1956

in 1968. I do not believe it has forgotten.
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Fifty-two Americans remaln captive in Iran. The response
of the Carter Administration has been to try several
Ciplematic initiatives, invoke econcmic sanctions against
Iran and attempt a military rescue mission. The latter,
we know, was a failure. Less clear has been the effect
of the diplomatic initiatives and economic sanctions.
Now, of course, we have the war between Iran and Iraqg.
which will surely complicate the release of our hostages.

Now that you have had the perspective cf time and thought,
please evaluate for us the effectiveness of the

diplomatic and economic measures vou have taken, and

the wisdom of the rescue mission and why it collarsed.
Finally, what do vou propcse we dC now to win the

release of the hostages? T

No single international issue has caused me great

D

r

personal concern as President than the continued, illegal

cetention of our hostages in Iran. Since the first day

the hostages were taken, we have kept two goals in mind.
First, to preserve the honor and integrity of our nation
and to protect its interests. Second, to take no action
in this country that would endanger the lives or safety

of the hostages nor interfere with their earliest possible
release back to freedom. These goals have not changed
during the long captivity of our hcstages. Nor will

they as long as their cruel torment continues.

"We have pursued a policy of firmness and restraint.

We have not issued ultimata, as Governor Reacan has said

he would do. Nor have we attempted to "literally

‘gquarantine" Iran as he has suggested. I believe such

actions would be reckless and would pcse a serious threat

to the lives of the hostages.
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International condemrnation of Iran, ané the

economic sanctions which we have imposed, have raised

the costs to Iran of their illegal acticns and zare

ringing home to Iranians the fact that the holding of

t

he hostages 1s hurting their country ané bringing

dishonor to their revolution.

But divisions within Iran have prevented orocress

and this has been mv greatest frustration as Presi
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ent.
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I do not regret having cone an extra mile to £find
an honorable solution to this problem. &and I have

no regret that we attempted to rescue our hcstages.

1)
'-—J

Our rescue plan was well conceived and had an excellent

chance of success. To the families of those who died
and were wounded, I again want tCc express my admiration
for the courage of their loved ones and the sorrow I
personally feel for their sacrifice.

The current cénflict between Iran and Irag may acain
set back our efforts to gain the release of our hostages.
We will, however, continue to work for their prompt and

safe release and continue to hold the government of Iran

responsible for their safety and well being.
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rence to the fall of the Shah of

In refe Iran, Reacan
sserted the reveolution somehow could hhave been averted.

"I believe there was a time this revolt (ac
Shah's covernment) could have been halted. I can't tell
vou exactly how. But I think it could have Leen done."

San Francisco Chrecnicle
November 1%, 1¢7¢

In ceazling with the hcstage crises he has succested:

But some place along the line t! e

tum. Here again, because we nhave lcst so much in-

e with friends and allies, we were not in a position
toALhe rest of the world and say, look, this is a
i
£
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on of international law, and present t0 them the
the world literally ¢uarantinincIran.”

Time
June 30, 1980
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Defense of Persian Gulf -- Carter Doctrine

Q: You have stated that the United States will, if necessary,
use military force to protect its vital interests in the
Persian Gulf area. This statement implies, of course,
that the U.S. is capable of defending its interests in
that part of the world. Yet, outside analysts agree that
the Soviet Union could bring far larger military forces
tc bear in the Persian Gulf area than could the U.S. 2
Defense Department study has reportedly acdmitted as much,
concluding that the U.S. would have toc use nuclear
weapons to deny a Soviet victory.

Do you believe the U.S. can credibly defend its "vital
interests” in the Persian Gulf?

Response:

In recent years the Persian Gulf has become vital

to the United States and to many of our friends and allies.

Over the longer term, the world's dependence on Persian

Gulf oil is likely to increase. The denial of these o0il

supplies =-- to us or to others -- would threaten our
security and provoke an economic crisis greater than that
of the Great Depression 50 vears ago. Less of this oil
would create havoc not only in the world economy; bat

for the security of our alliances.

The twin threats fo the flow of Persian Gulf oil --

from regional instability such as the current conflict

between Iraqg and Iran, and now potentially from the

Soviet Union as a result of its invasion of Afghanistan --

require that we clearly state our intention to defend

our vital interests if threatened. As I said in my
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State of the Union address --

Y
o

attempt by any outside
force to gain control of the Persian Gulf Gulf region

will be regarded as an assault on the vital interests of

the United States of America and such an assault will be
repelled By any means necessary, including military force.
The purpose of my statement was to eliminate the possibility
of any groess miscalculations by the Soviets about where

our vital interests lie, or about our willingness to

defend them. I am sure this is well understood.

The fighting betweenllran and Irag represents a danger

to the peace and stability of the region. There should

be absolutely no interference by any other nation in this
conflict. And, it is iméortant that I add my own strong
support and that of ou;_nation to the declaration which
the nine Europeanvcommunity nations made recently.

Freedom of navigation in the Persian Gulf is of primary
importance to the whole international community. It is

imperative that there be no infringement of that freedom

of passage of ships to and from the Persian Gulf region.

Should external aggression occur, however, the United

States could and would respond with significant force in

the Persian Gulf. Today, we have combat-ready forces in

the region in the form of warships, carrier-based aircraft,

and prepositioned ground force equipment. We also have
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tary sphere, we can &lso expect

cooperation. Some,

have small but capa
stabilizing role.

irfields if we heav

41

cuickly.

f.

like the British and the French,
ble military forces that can play a
Others can allecw us to use their

e to move Iorces into the recion

-- Most important of all, we expect z2ll of our

gllies to increase

their total cdefense effort, as we

are increasing ours
our security intere
now in a very vital

Gulf. Our ellies &

, tc meet the overall challenge to

sts in Eurcpe, in East Asia, and
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