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THE WHITE HOUSE

Office of the Press Secretary
(San Francisco, California)

For Immediate Release February 7, 1990

REMARKS BY THE PRESIDENT
TO COMMONWEALTH CLUB

San Francisco Hilton Hotel
San Francisco, California

12:35 P.M. PST

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you, Dr.Fink. Modesty may not be
his long suit, but I like the introduction. (Laughter.) And very
candidly, I like the pride he takes in his institution, and he gave
me a good lecture up here as to how I should be supportive of these
smaller and independent colleges. And it struck home to me, I'1ll
tell you. (Applause.)

Governor Deukmeijian, I'm glad to be with you, sir =--
(applause) -- and our Commonwealth Club President, Joseph Perrelli,
thank you for your hospitality. And let me just single out our
former Secretary of State, George Shultz. I'm honored to see him
here and be with him. (Applause.)

I'm going to get in real trouble here, but another San
Franciscan who has served his country at a very high level is now
giving of his time to work with me on the prestigious Science _
Advisory Committee -- and I'm talking about your own and my friend,
David Packard. I'm delighted he's here.. (Applause.)

'And just two more. I'm pleased to see the Mayor of San
Francisco here -- Mayor Agnos -- delighted to see him. (Applause.)
And, of course, another who I read in the paper had re-retired, or
was about to re-retire, and I'm talking to the former head of the
World Bank, Tom Clausen, an old friend, who I'm delighted to see him
here. (Applause.) ’

So I feel encompassed by friends and delighted to be back
for I think it is my sevent -- Joe, seventh? -- seventh appearance
before this prestigious group. A few minutes ago, I asked a 49er fan
what he thought was the turning point in the Super Bowl. (Laughter.)
He said, "The National Anthem." (Laughter and applause.)

Of course, not all the recent memories =-- as Art knows =--
in the Bay area have been pleasant ones. I'm sure you remember the
last time I was here, after this city suffered tragedy. And I'm
talking about a clutter of car wrecks that -~ and a flattened freeway
and a terrible black cloud rising from the Marina district. And I
Know that some damage remains, and certainly some heartache and some
hardship. But today I've sensed and felt something else -- renewal.
The people of the Bay area have stood up and dusted themselves off
and are rebuilding, because you came together -- (applause) -- and
San Francisco will be as beautiful and vital as ever. So I think
it's fair to say, from having been here for about 45 minutes, San
Francisco is back. And we can understand that. (Laughter.)

But I've come here today to California for another
reason, to give you a no-nonsense -- you hard-nosed businessmen and
wemen that you are, a straightforward and hopeful message about the
national security of our country. VYesterday at Fort Irwin, I also
thanked our men and women in uniform —-— not just because they keep
America safe and free. But I came to thank them because they help to
make possible the wonderful changes that are sweeping the world.
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I wish every man and woman here could have been with me
as I talked to the young troops out there in the desert. 1It's very
clear why every one of our Joint Chiefs keep telling me our services
all have the finest, most dedicated young men and women to ever serve
in the uniform of the United States. (Applause.)

And as the threats to our security change, so, too, must
our defense strategy. In 1986, defense expenditures consumed 6.3
percent of our Gross National Product. As you know, I just submitted
my 1991 budget to Congress, which holds down defense spending for the
fifth year in a row -- down to just above five percent of Gross
National Product. 1I'm submitting this budget at a time when the
postwar world that we have known -- the world that began in 1945 --
is changing before our very eyes. So to understand then where we're
goéng, let me first review where we've been and where I think we are
today.

The Free World's first generation of postwar leaders had
the cautionary example of their predecessors. They remembered that
the great war -- the war to end all wars -- was followed by chaos and
conflict. They remembered that visionary statesmen, after the First
World War, had tried to limit large navies -- even outlawed war
itself. DBut soon these great hopes faded in the face of unchecked
aggression. And no pact could prevent Worlad War Two.

So by 1945 our leaders had acquired a realism -- a
realism born of bloody experience; a pragmatism born of a sober
appraisal of the world as it was. And from Harry Truman to Ronald
Reagan, our strength -- our strength == became the world's shield;
our ideals of freedom and democracy, the world's hope. We paig
dearly for the defense of liberty -- with our national wealth, and
with many of our youngest and bravest.

And so, over the past 40 years, our leaders continued to
provide for war even as they sought peace. It was during the Truman
aaministration, in this very city, that men and women of great vision
and high ideals came from around the world to create an assembly of
nations. And so it was in San Francisco, 45 years ago, that the
United Nations was born.

Then, as now, the United States strove to balance its
role as peace-keeper with that of peacemaker. Ve helped create the
United Nations and NATO. Ané we encouraged Soviet changye even as we
thwarted Soviet expansion.

Those who crafted this new policy had a name for it.
They called it containment and predicted that if we blocked the easy
path of expansion, the Soviet Union would one Gay have to confront
the contradictions of its inhumane, illogical system. The purpose of
containment was not to defeat or humiliate the Soviets. The purpose
was to preserve and extend liberty. The hope was someday to see, as
George Kennan put it in 1947, "the gradual mellowing of Soviet
power." It took nearly a half a century to vindicate this strategy,
but we can now see the results: today the Cold War is in retreat.

That is good news, for no sane man or woman is nostalgic
for the Cold War. We're inspired by this revolution of 1989 —-
heartened, for exzample, to see a man of letters and conscience in
Prague move from prison to the presidential palace. We are heartened
to see the Berlin Wall fall, setting off a shockwave that upended a
tyrant in Romania.

And we're grateful for something more. Now, because of
our strength and that of our allies, now thanks to the march of
freedom and democracy in Eastern Europe -- and even in the Soviet
Union itself -- now the prospects for an enduring peace are greater
than ever before. We can now envision a new destiny for the nations
of the continent -- that of a Europe truly whole and free.

We are taking the first steps across a bridge begun by
others lonyg ago. And it's a bridge that can lead us from seemingly
endless conflict to the promise of a lasting peace. But no matter
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how great the promise, we must be certain that the bridge is secure.

As President, every morning, I receive an intelligence
briefing. And I receive the best information available to any world
leader today. Yet the morning news is often overtaken by the news
that very same evening. And the world is moving too fast to forecast
with absolute certainty what will happen next. Our challenge is to
manage this period of transition from the world of today to the world
of tomorrow and safeguard the security of America in the process.
When it comes to the security of this country, I would rather be
called cautious than I would be called reckless. (Applause.)

Our pursuit of this promising future must start with an
understanding of today's realities.

Take, for example, our most recent proposal warmly
received by our allies and President Gorbachev. I proposed reducing
the troop levels on both sides in Central and Eastern Europe to
195,000 troops. That balance, that balance encouragyes the less
threatening future we envision, and it holds great promise. But
right now, right now, the Soviets still have more than 560,000 men
under arms in Central Europe.

On the issue of strategic weapons, we've made progress in
the START negotiations. And again, I'd like to salute George Schultz
for his very important part in this. (Applause.) And we now hope to
slash dramatically the number of strategic weapons on both sides. It
is these important recuctions that Secretary Baker is seeking this
very day in Moscow. That's the future we envision, and it, too,
holds great promise.

But let us not forget that right now the Soviets still
have more than 10,000 strategyic weapons. They are modernizing them:
they have developed two new mobile ICBMs, and their spending on
strategic defense is comparable to their spending on strategic
offensive forces.

The President of the United States is the
Commander-In-Chief, bound by the Constitution to defend and protect
the United States of America. Now, some would have me predicate the
defense of our people on promising -- but as yet unfulfilled -- hopes
for the future. I will not do that. I am determined to seek with
the Soviets the collateral to implement a new peace. In
international terms, collateral means soldiers discharged, tanks
dismantled, nuclear missiles demolished, and chemical weapons banned
from the face of the Earth.

Some see our measured approach as endangering the process
of change. I see our approach as essential to change, essential to
the security of this nation anc¢ as the only way to a lasting peace.
We have shown that American resolve can help further Soviet reform.
And we've shown that American strength is the catalyst for arms
control. And we've shown that the idea called America can inspire
change. And now we must not let impatience, born of eughoria,
jeopardize all that we hope to achieve in the future. (Applause.)

First, as Americans have always believed, our foremost
goal is to prevent another world war. To do S0, we will still need
to remain fully engaged. European security, stability and freedom --
so tied to our own -- reguires an American presence. Western
LEuropeans all want us to stay there -- every single country -- want
us to avoid pulling back into an uninvolved isolation. I have tue
feeling that when the dust settles, the new democracies of Eastern
Europe will feel exactly the same way. We must remain in Europe as
long as we are needed and wanted. And the prospect of global peace,
therefore, depends on an American forward presence.

Second, we will, of course, continue to reduce the
likelihood of nuclear war. And that's why I will vigorously pursue
the START talks with the Soviet Union. But arms control and
strategic modernization are not competing strategies. Rather, they
can work together to make the world a safer place.

MORE



-y

-4 -

Just this morning, I went iout and visited Lawrence
Livermore Labs and met those visionary men and women who strive to
make a nuclear strike on our country -- whether from a nuclear
Superpower, or some renegade nation, or terrorist group -- even more
unlikely than it is today. And if the technology I have seen today
proves feasible -- and it looks very promising -- no aggressor could
be confident of the success of a ballistic missile attack. And
that's what deterrence is all about.

And let's be clear: Thig purely defensive concept
doesn't threaten a single person anywhere in the world -- the life of
a single person anywhere in the world. God forbid, if it ever had to
be used, it would be used against missiles, not against people.

When some complain of the cost of developing such
technologies, they should first consider the cost of not doing all we
can to deter conflict and protect the cities and the citizens of
America. And that's why I will seek to persuade the Soviets, through
our defense-in-space talks, that, in fact, greater reliance on
strategic defenses will contribute to a safer world. (Applause.)

Now let me now tell you something about the strategy
behind our 1991 defense budget:

First, new threats are emerging beyond the traditional
East-West antagonism of the last 45 Years. These contingencies must
loom larger in our defensge planning. Remember the threats of Libyan
and Iranian terrorism. Aand remember the liberation of Grenada and
Panama. &4nd remember the dedication of our American servicemen on

duty in the Persian Gulf two years ago, safeguarding -- not only the

flow of o0il -- but safeguarding the flow of o0il to the industrial
democracies -~ but an action also welcomed by many small nations over
there who were afraid that the Iran-Iraq War would adversely affect
their own freedom.

capabilities. Nuclear weapons capabilities are proliferating -- much
to my regret and the regret of everybody here. And inevitably
high-tech weapons will fall into the hands of those whose hatred of
America and contempt for civilized norms is well-known. We wiil
continue to work hard to prevent this dangerous proliferation. But
one thing is certain: We must be ready for its conseguences. And we
will be ready.

Then there are the harco-gangsters that concern us all,
already a threat to our national health and spirit. Now they are
taking on the pretensions of a geopolitical force -- whole new force
to effect change -- and they must be dealt with as such by our

military: in the air, on the land and on the seas.

Clearly, in the future, we will need to be able to thwart
aggression, repel a missile, or protect a sealane or stop a drug
lord. We will need forces adaptable to conditions everywhere. And
we will need agility, readiness, sustainability. We will need speed
and stealth. And we will need leadership. ‘

In short, we must continue to deter both a global war and
limited conflicts in new conditions. And for this reason, we doubly
need to continue the modernization of our forces. I pray that it
will not be my sad duty to commit American fighting men again into
combat. But if I do, on my watch, the lives of American fighting men
will no be short-changed. (Applause.)

As I mentioned, just yesterday I visited the National
Training Center at Fort Irwin, near Barstow, where our fighting
forces prepare for action. It was at this very base that we trained
many of our troops who fought with such distinction in Panama. And
they were courageous. But being prepared is also the best way to
ensure that wars are prevented. And after seeing our men and women
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again and talking with them, they are indeed up to the challenges of
the future.

You know, I once read that Khrushchev once spoke to the
Commonwealth Club for three hours. (Laughter.) Perhaps he began
this speech with these words: "Let me make just a few brief
observations before taking your questions." (Laughter.)

!

So I will get to my final concern: how all this change in
our defense budget affects us at home. Many speak of the peace
dividend. Few discuss the short-term cost of peace. There will be
Costs as we cross the bridge to a better future -- for dislocated
industries and workers, for communitieg —- painful personal
adjustments to be made.

But America has always been willing to pay the price of
peace. I know that some of the bases that have been proposed for
cutbacks are in this area, just as many of them are in my home state
of Texas, but let me state right here and now: there have been no
politics in these proposals. Some talk about bases in Democratic
districts here. Well, they're also in the same state as a great
Republican Governor over here. I ask Congress to join me in a spirit
of fairness. Longstanding critics of defense spending should not
turn around and block the closing of a base in their home district.
(Applause.) There's something just a little bit jironic about certain
members of Congress whose philosophy seems to be make deep cuts, but
be sure to cut in somebody else's state or somebody else's district.
And we can't have that anymore. This is too important.

I can't accept that. The taxpayers deserves better, and
so do those affected by our decisions. So let me assure you: If a
base closes, it doesn't close federal concern and commitment.

You know civilians who are laid off will receive top
priority for placement in other DOD positions. The Homeowner's
Assistance Program will protect military and civilian personnel from
falling real estate prices. And the Office of Economic Adjustment
will work with communities to develop powerful new economic assets,
new ways to use old bases. The Bible speaks of beating swords into
plowshares. wWe're transforming military runways into municipal
airports, and military bases into industrial parks and community
colleges, and missile hangars into factories.

I know -~ I don't know how the pruning hook business is
going out there, but we may go back into that too -~ cast them into
pruning hooks. You know, I know the American people will support
these measures for a continued strong defense. My travels around
this country tell me that. But to have the means to negotiate
reductions and ensure peace, I will need the support, the cooperation
and consultation of Congress. '

We can now envision a time when the world is more secure
than ever; when all the competitive instincts of modern man will be
diverted to commerce -- even to football,

You know, I started joking about the 4%ers winning the
Super Bowl during the National Anthem. But it's not how many passes
Joe Montana completed, it's that he knew better than to rest on his
laurels at the beginningy of the fourth guarter. So, so should we. I
will work with Congress to build a bridge to a more secure world.
And if we work together, then peace itself will be the greatest
dividend of all.

Thank you for inviting me to San Francisco. And God
bless you all. (Applause.)

END ' 12:59 P.M. PST
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Next, an editorial reflecting the views of the U.S. Government.

“Strategic defense is technologically feasible, strategically
necessary and morally imperative,” Vice President Dan Qu‘ayle declared
Thursday. Sbeaking on the sixth anniversary of the 1983
announcement of the Strategic Defense Initiative, or $-D-I, Mr.

Quayle said that nothing has happened since then that should change
United States thinking abo'ut'strate'gic defense. “In fatt," he said,
“when it comes to deployed military hardware -- the only tangible
criterion by which to measure our adversaries’ purpose and intent --
the only changes | have seen have reinforced the case for strategic
defense.”

" The announcement of S-D-l on March 23rd, 1983, by the
of America and the world. S-D-I challenged the doctrine known as
"mutual assured destruction,” under which nuclear attack could be
deterred only by the threat of instant nuclear retaliation. The purpose
of S-D-1 was to explore the possibility of developing a system to
intercept and destroy ballistic missiles before they could reach the soil
of the U.S. orits allies. Such a system would strengthen deterrence by

threatening to destroy missiles, instead of people.
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A new look at defense and deterrence was especially crucial in view
of the Soviet Union’s massive offensive nuclear weapons buildup and its
heavy investment in anti-missile defense technology. Despite some
encouraging changes within the Soviet Union in the last few years, the
Soviets' offensive modernization program continues. Other nations
- also are seeking to acquire nuclear weapons and the means to deliver
them -- posing new threats and making S-D-I all the more
B _lmperatlve o

The U.S. and its allles must develop the means to defend against
the weapons that threaten us, and that is what S-D-1 s all about.

Not only would S-D-I defend against actual aggression; it also would
reduce the incentives for aggression by making the outcome of an
attack more uncertain. For these reasons, President George Bush is
committed to the development and deployment of a viable strategic
defense system. As Mr. Bush has said many times, we must not be |eft
defenseless against ballistic missiles.

Fortunately, said Vice President Quayle, U.S. research on S-D-I is
showing promising results. At first, there were many skeptics, who said
that S-D-I could never work or would be too expensive. But now it is
mcreasnngly obvious that S-D-l is both workable and cost- effective.
[OPT One promlsmg line of research is the “Brilliant Pebbles” program
-- asystem of small interceptors suitable for ground- or space-
basing that would use non-nuclear kinetic energy to destroy enemy
ballistic missiles. Kinetic energy relies on the force of impact, not an
explosion, to destroy its targets. END OPT]

Upon assuming office, President Bush ordered a review of all
aspects of U.S. national security policy. Commitments will not be made
to program details until the review is complete. But Vice President
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Quayle made it clear that the U.S. will continue S-D-1 research and
“begin deployment of a missile defense system as soon as it's ready.”
Anncr:

That was an editorial reflecting the views of the U.S. Government.
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DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION BILL:
THE NEED FOR A VETO STRATEGY

(Updating Executive Memorandum No. 243, "Congress’s SDI Cuts Deserve A Bush Veto,"
July 19, 1989.)

| Later this month, a House-Senate conference committee will meet to hammer out the final
version of the fiscal 1990 Defense Authorization Bill. House members will bring to the table a
bill that cripples such important programs as the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), the B-2
bomber, and the MX missile, while restoring funding to such marginal programs as the F-14D jet
fighter, which the Administration sought to cancel. By contrast the Senate members bring to the
table a bill that includes more funds for the SDI program, protects the MX missile and B-2
bomber programs, and cancels the F-14D fighter program. The Bush Administration can help
the Republican and Democratic members of the Senate team of the conference by threatening
to veto a bill that does not reflect closely the Senate priorities. The White House should work
with conferees from the Senate, notably Sam Nunn, the Georgia Democrat, to protect the SDI,
B-2, and MX programs.

The House Defense Authorization Bill, which passed July 27, undermines United States
security in several areas. It slashes the SDI budget to $3.1 billion, down from the
Administration’s request of $4.9 billion; eliminates from the MX missile program $174 million
for research and development, $164 million for components such as railcars and communications
equipment, $59 million for spare parts, and $105 million for construction of buildings and
facilities; cuts $1 billion from the B-2 “Stealth” bomber program and eliminates future
procurement funds for the program if its size and cost are not reduced. The purpose of these
House actions appears to be to restrict SDI to research, bar MX deployment on railcars, and
declare the B-2 program unaffordable. The House backing of the F-14D jet fighter program,
meanwhile, is opposed by Secretary of Defense Richard Cheney, who argues that it is prudent to
invest in more advanced fighters such as the F/A-18 Hornet and the Advanced Tactical Aircraft
(ATA).The House bill essentially would leave the Bush defense policy in tatters and ultimately
undermine U.S. nuclear deterrence.

Far Preferable Bill. The Senate bill, by contrast, funds the SDI program at $4.5 billion, fully
funds the MX missile and B-2 bomber programs, and cancels the F-14D program. This makes its
bill far preferable to the House bill. The SDI program will end the near complete U.S.
vulnerability to a nuclear missile attack. The proposal to deploy the MX missile on railcars will
ensure the survivability of at least a portion of the U.S. land-based missile force against a Soviet
first strike. The B-2 bomber is essential to maintaining a U.S. strategic bomber force capable of
penetrating Soviet airspace into the next century. The F-14D, while a capable aircraft for
meeting today’s needs, will not provide tactical air superiority for the Navy as well as will the
F/A-18 Hornet and the proposed Advanced Tactical Aircraft (ATA).

Note: Nothing written here is to be construed as necessarily reflecting the views of The Heritage Foundation or as an
attempt to aid or hinder the passage of any bill before Congress.




Defense spending levels were set earlier this year at $305 billion in the now famous
Administration-Congress budget accord. Therefore, there is no dispute over how much the U.S.
is spending on defense, but over the specific programs to be funded. The Congress is often
tempted to micromanage the defense budget. The House bill typifies the sort of congressional
micromanagement of the defense budget that ultimately undermines the national security. The
congressional temptation to micromanage is greatest when parochial interests are at stake. The
F-14D program was preserved, in large measure, because of such interests.

The White House can influence the decision of the House-Senate conference committee. To
do this, George Bush first must threaten to veto a defense bill unless it meets minimum
standards that include:

4 ¢ $4.2 billion for SDI;

4 ¢ the Senate position on the B-2 bomber, which, unlike the House bill, will not require a
reduction in the overall size and budget of the program;

¢ ¢ $328 million in procurement funds to deploy the MX missile on railcars;
4 ¢ cancellation of the F-14D.

Test of Leadership. Bush too must work with responsible Democratic members of the
conference from the Senate, particularly Georgia’s Nunn, so that they will argue the
Administration’s case during the conference deliberations. Vice President Dan Quayle met with
Nunn on July 27 to discuss the actions taken by the House on the defense bill. Bush should keep
open this channel of communication with Nunn and request that the Senate insist on its position
where there is serious disagreement with the House.

Defense Secretary Cheney hinted that a veto of the Defense Authorization Bill is possible in
his August 23 speech to the Veterans of Foreign Wars. Bush should now come forward and
publicly back the Cheney statements.

Bush’s ability to sustain his defense policies in the upcoming congressional conference tests his
leadership. He can salvage his defense program in conference if he shows that he is prepared to
fight for what he wants. For this he must be prepared to veto the defense bill if it fails to meet his
minimum requirements to protect the nation.

Baker Spring
Policy Analyst
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IMPACT OF AN $8.1 BILLION OUTLAY SEQUESTER ON DOD

The deficit, as calculated in the baseline budget, is §116.2
billion. Therefore in the absence of FY 1990 appropriations
or congressional action to increase revenues, a $116.2
billion deficit would exceed the G-R-H target of $§100 billion
- by $16.2 billion and trigger a sequester.

Since the outlay reductions to meet the deficit target must
be shared equally between Defense and nondefense functions,
outlays in Function 050 would have to be reduced by $8.1
billion (half of $16.2 billion).

®® Since the President has tentatively decided not to exempt
the military personnel appropriations from sequestration,
an $§8.1 billion outlay sequester would require reductions
in budget authority in DoD accounts of $13.3 billion in
new budget authority and $1.7 billion in unobligated
balances., This amounts to a uniform reduction of 4.3

percent and would change the l.Z percent negative real
growth in the President's budget to 5.7 percént negative
growth- —_ T

An agutomatic sequester in FY 1990 would seriocusly disru the
Defense program. Reductions would fall heavily on thé 0&M
accounts while research and development and the qualitv-or-
life areas of military family housing and military
construction will be hard hit as well.

Undoubtediy, a defsnse budget base already weakened by 4
vears of negative vteal growth will be severely impacted, and
national defense goals eroded, by .the impact of znother $13
billion teducrion drivem by the mechanical resquirsments of
the G-R-H sequester. '

A sequestar of 33.4 billion in Miiitary Personnel would causs
active forces to be reduced by nearly 200,000; reducs PCS
rotations av 20 psrcent; reduce full-time active duty re
strength bv 6.000 o 7,000 (neariv 10 percent) 2d
over 125,200 driiling reservists (neariy 1Z pe
[=)

reduce resarve schcol and special training ov

A sequester of §3.3 billion in operations would =ither ~educs
readiness sharplv or severely disrupt suppert programs
~

e e «
eperiaing on how implemented.

%@ If flying hours, steaming hours, ground operating tempo
and unit training are protected to avoid immediare
readiness degradation, disproportionately larger reduction
would have to Ge taken in eabipment and facilitv
maintenance, logistic support, base operations and
individual training programs. Repair backlogs would grow

sharply, essentizl support to the operating Zorces would
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be curtailed, civilian manpower would be cut and ongoing
programs would be severely disrupted.

e¢ Similarly, many largely uncontrollable costs in the
operating accounts, such as medical care, unemployment
compensation, disability compensation and property damage
claims cannot be reduced, thereby increasing the size of
the reductions that must be made in the discretionary
areas mentioned above. o
e—y
e A sequester of $3.6 billion in Procurement would leave
Defense with an inefficient procurement acquisition program.
Cost reductions to be gained in FY 1990 through planned
~_ economic production rates would be lost, program costs would
&\\\-;:>increase, delivery schedules would slip and quantities would
be reduced. In additiom, FY 1990 increments of prior year
multiyear procurement contracts may incur quantity reductions
resulting in§g2g5_B23giiias_ané—;educed~sav%ngsﬁ—

® A sequester of 31.7 billiom in<R puld force contract
tenegoriation with attendant cost increases and schedule
siippage in a number of programs including C-17, ATA, ATF,
LRAACA and JSTARS. A reduction in the B~2_test and
development would delay the introduction of this improved
strategic bomber capability. Similarly, a reduction im the
SSN-21 would necessitate a slip in the production plan.

® A sequester of $500 million in Military Construction and
Family Housing would require approximately 150 separate
militarv construction projects to be eliminated, including
overational and training, maintenance, barracks, warehouses,
suard and reserve centets, child care centers, dependent
schools. chapels, gymnasiums, and other community facilities.
Family housing construction and improvements to existing
alder units would be severely curtailed.

**% TOTAL PRGE.BB3



OCT 18 ’89 15:42 FROM 29263951148 PAGE . B@A1

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-1409

PUBLIC AFFAIRS

DATE: (0 - (¥ THIS PAGE PLOS ¥ PAGE(S) FOLLOW
TO: NAME: £44 ﬂeémézr?“}y FROM: SALMON

ROOM: 2DEES 3
LOCATION: _ps4t¢ tfou <2 LOCATTON '

DIVISIN S p 4tehvewnid 1ng DIVISION
EXTENSION EXTENSION

| R e A 1 e clicetely, with PasT SPEED Q\ﬂ.lc,fcl-y‘

IF TOTAL NUMBER OF PAGES ARE NOT RECEIVED OR ARE ILLEGIELE, FLEASE CALL
(202} 697-5007 OR £95-6993.



OCT 18 89 15:42 FROM 28263511489 PRGE.BB2

October 12, 1989

The following is text of remarks by

Secretary of Defernse Dick Cherey

Or the Strategic Defernse Initlative as dellivered
To Natioral Security Industrial Assoclation
Wwashirgton, D.C.

Thursday, October 12, 1989

One area irn particular, which I want to focus on for a few
minutes now, has to do with the Strateglc Defense Initlative. I
thirk often times ir the past there has been a blt of a tencercy To
give short shrift, Lf you will, to SDI. 1t has been somewhat
cortroversial in terms of its consideration by the Congress, but I

nink 1t's extremely important. I know the President belleves it's
very important, and I wanted to share with you today a few thoughts,
1 I might, about the progress that we've been making with respect
to the Strategic Defense Inltliative and why I think 1t's vital that
we continue our efforts in this area,

I recertly haéd the opporturity to visit the Lawrence Livermore
Laboratories in California, Jjust one of marny facilities that are
doing remarkable work with respect to trhe techrologles that are
trvolved i the development of SDI, and I want to make clear how
important the erntire deferse program from a strategic standpoirnt is
to the Pwesident and how seriously we take the proposed cuts that
some in Congress are now suggesting.

Let me begin with a point that's going to surprise some people.
Despite the heated debate surrounding strategic defense, in fact,
we have a greater consernsus today than ever before on the essence
£ th$_2§95:§g4,1_ggliﬁxe. Very few people any longer question the
techrical feasibility of the program. Today the lssue is largely
political. Trat's right. Today techrology, ir my opirnion, 1s rot
a bar to deployirg strateglc defenses.

How many times have you heard people say in recernt years
deferises would be rnice but they're just not feasible. Well, our
tests have prover that defenses that enhance deterrence and provide
protection are, irdeed, possible. The question row 1s clear-cut --
will we have the resources to deploy SDI. The critics, of course,
haven't given up. They still want to argue that we can never have
a 100 percent foolproof population protection and, therefore, SDI
would be a waste of money unless we've got this absolute total shield
that carn guarantee that no missile would ever get through.

This is the most popular red herrirg of our time, I think,
The issue has never beern a perfect defense but, rather, deterrerce
ard populatiorn protectiorn through the phased deployment of space
and ground-based defenses in which each phase increases deterrernce
ard adds to protection. Techrnology does not stand ir. the way of

this weallstic ard attainable goal. It ls ro longer visiogggy to
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think that a successful strategic defense could rernder our fears
about a first strike obsolete. So I call on the critics to cease
theis~ attempts to make perfectiorn the eremy of the good, and let's
Zet down to the real debat® about how defenses {It Ilnto our strategy
for ruclear stability, deterrence, and arms reductlions.

As I mentionred earlier, I had the charce to tour the Livermore
Lab earlier this month ané speak to the sclentlsts there about SDI
research, and especlally the space-based defense system, so-called
"B~111%art Pebbles."” It's just one of many options we're looking
—at, but we're giving it a very aggressive going-over this year
pecause of “ts promise. And I must say I am very encouraged by the
poterntial cortribution that Brillliant Pebbles can make to strategic

defensges.

It's clear to me from the visit that I had at Livermore that
Brfll'arnt Pebbles' concept is sound, that we can bulld it -- in
shor~t, that it may well be a wirrner. This 1s a relatively rew
system, so let me explair brlefly what 1t is., A Brilliant Pebble,
of course, 1s a space—basec missile killer that in one small vehicle
corntalrs a host of systems. Small rockets would be used to detect,
track arcd cdestroy a ballistic misslle early Iirn its flight simply by
hitting it. There i3 no reed for explosives of any kind. At ore
time, we thought these differernt functlons would have to be performed
by several different satellites -- some of them very large and very
complex. But now we Know that ore small pebble, in effect, can
probably do all of these jobs. -

By taking essentlal defernse systems llke sensors to see the
target, trackirng techrology to follow the missiles, communications
to take commands from the ground arnd computer processors to bring

11 of these functions together, by taking all of these tasks and
putting them or one rather small vehicle, we can save enormous sums
of money ard stlll get rellable defenses. Moreover, to do this, we
ase usirz mostly, mostly off-the-shelf technology. No sclentiflc
breakthroughs have beer recessary to create Brillilant Pebbles., We
are basically using what we have. But we are making 1t lighter,
smaller and cheaper.

Ore of the most exciting aspects of the program i{s the extent
to which we have beermrable to bulld on our strength and our capacity
to continue to mgg}ggpgggg/key compornents, I brought along two
pieces of equipment today Just to give you some ldea of what's
happerned. This is a camera that's in effect, one of the eyes, If
you will, of Brilllant Pebbles. It's an infrared camera that can
detect ancd track a ballistic missile cduring its flight from thousands
of miles away. There 1s nothirng really revoluticnary about the
camera, except its size anc welght. This camera that I have got ir
my hand rnow was the camera that we had a year ago. This ore, in my
other hard, which weighs pgne~tenth the amount thls does performs
exactly the same furnctions, It's 10 times lighter than the Iinfrared
camera we had orne year ago and, it gilves you some ildea of, going
from five pounds in welght to half a pound in weight, our success
at being able to innovate solutions to the problems that are involved

with ~espect to the Strategic Defense Initlative. —
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Ir effect, what we had ls a 90~percent recductior ir welight Iin
just ore year andé that's the kind of progress we're seelng ir the
Brilliant Pebbles program as well as many other areas of SDI research.

We haven't yet settled orn a final design for the Brilliant
Pebbles program, but the work is going well, and most important, we
see rno major sclerntific roadblocks to the program. Similar stories
car. oe told about other facets of of the teckrology that we are
looking at with respect to SDI. 1In fact, I thirnk our techrological
progress is really one of the major scierntific success stories of
the decade. We've made amazing discoverles in laser beam techrology,
in ratl guns and ground-based Interceptor systems. Arnd each of the
successes tells me that strategic defenses are, in fact, possible.
But if possible, we've also got to convirnce people that it's necessary.

The most basic reason that we need 3DI is because, of course,
the cortributior 1t would make to bolstering deterrence. Today,
the threat of retaliation with rnuclear weapons stands as our sole
means of deterrirg a nuclear attack. But with space and ground-base?d
irterceptors as part of a strategic defense system, deterrence
woulcd take on a rnew face. If a Soviet war planner wese to consider
ar attack agairst the United States, he would have to be sure that
a certain rumber of his misslles destroyed thelr targets, or face
the devastatior, of retaliation. Even a partial cdefense, the kinrd
we would depley in a first phase, could deny war plarnners any
cornfiderce that what they had alimed at would actually be hit., A
defernse would so disrupt a coordinrated attack that our adversary
would lose any hope that such a strike could achleve its aim.

As the latest edition of Soviet Military Power makes clear,
Moscow has ernharced lts strateglic nuclear force since Mr. Gorbachev
came to power., And even wilth a START agreemernt, the Soviets would
3t111 have sufficilent warheads deployed on their huge land-based
ICBM force to place our most important strategic assets at risk.
The modernization of these weapons, especially the newest version
of the SS-18, convinces me that the Kremlin contirues to rely on a

first-strike force posture.

By discournting the value of these weapons, a rellable first
phase of SDI would complement our arms control, as well as our
strateglic moderrnization program. And this would certainly contribute
to strategic stability. Of equal lmportarce is SDI's effectlverness
aga‘nst mobile missiles., WIithin the next several years, some 50
percent of the Soviet ICBM force may well be moblle, These systems
pose ro special problem for strategic defenses. That ls really a
great advantage of space-based defenses. They can take on all
comers, rno matter whether they originate from a fixed silo or a
mobile facility. Because 1t would disrupt a first strlke, strategic
deferse would also give us lmportant lnsurance against Soviet
cheating on arms control agreemerts. This is especilally a corncern
with respect to mobile missiles, which may well prove to be difficult

to verify.
MORE
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Now, I hardly reed to remird thls audience that the spread of
high technology weaporns to the Third World poses increasing problems.
The U.S. and Soviet Urion may be able to decrease the rumber of
our ballistic missiles, but we expect an increase ir the number of
ratiors capable of building andé using these weapons in the near
future., Of course, other deacdly weapons besldes nuclear bombs carn
be cdelivered by missiles. Chemical and biologlical weapons are
‘rereasingly avalable to the Third World, Secornd-class powers can

Ir a little over a cdecade, 15 developing rations wlll probably have
ballistic missile launch capability. 1In addition to deferring a
Soviet first~strike, SDI then wouldld be effective against this
threat, as well., Irn fact, we belleve that even the flrst phase of
SDI coulcd provide effective populatlion defense against limited
missile laurches. Who among us is willing to remaln naked to
missile launcrhes from rations that are so oftern torn by c¢lvil war

arné instability?

There are many compelling reasons why we need SDI, and there
are 0 technical ~easons why we cculd not have it. Nevertheless,
Corgress has put our hopes for deployment in serious doubt. The
levels of furding which Congress is riow considering for SDI in both
the Defernse authorization and appropriations bllls are widely

confllicting.

Tre House suggested & radlical cut to under $3 billlion; the
Serate has suggested just over $4 bllllon for fiscal year '90. Our
budget reyuest was $4.6 billion, and that was already a bllllion
less thar the Reagan budget which we ipherited. .

Tre research program has matured to the point where the main
system elements are moving beyord laboratory research into fleld
experimerts. Such experiments cost more than lab research, but
they are absolutely necesssry 1 we're golng to be successful with
the program.

The ~eally deep congressiornal budget cuts in SDI recommended
by the House would force the elimlrnatlion of some SDI technology
options; would force the termlration of contracts; scaling back
~esearch; reductlons in the sclentific workforce and, of course,
sernd a signal that our commitment to the program has somehow de-
clired. Should the Congress produce legislation with inadequate

(vétd the bill.

4'£€%d;ng levels for SDI, I will recommend to the President that he

If the raticn is ever going to be able to realize the
potential for strategic defense, SDI must be adequately defended.
An effective strategic defense could be the single most important
military bequest this generatiorn could make to the future.

Thank you very much. (Applause.)

END
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Thank you very much, Harvey. 1I appreciate those kind remarks and
introduction today. I also waant to thank the organization for being flexible
enough to allow me to speak before lunch and then depart the hall, because 1
do have another commitment elsewhere.

I know the National Security Industrial Association has played a very
important part in our national security debates over the years. I am well
aware that it was first established by my predecessor, Secretary of Defense
James Forrestal, I have his portrait behind me in my office in the Pentagon,
primarily because of its historical significance. I hope I come to a different
end than he did. But it is a rare occasion to have the opportunity to spend
a little time here this afternoon because I know the great work you've done
over the years to help and shape the nation's security.

Like Mr. Forrestal, I know the Association appreciates the fundamental
role of scientific innovation in our defense. What I would like to do today,
if I might, is spend a few minutes talking about the current state of our
legislative business with respect tec the ongoing debate and dialogue on Capitol
Hill over the Defense Department budget and authorization for the coming
fiscal year; then I want to zero in and focus on one specific program in
pa***cu‘ar because I don't think it's received as much attention this year as
it merits, and that's.specifically the SLraLeglc Defense Initiative.

As a Member of Congress, I was I think what everyone would describe as
a Hawk, someone who voted for absolutely every single defense program that I
ever saw as a Member of Congress. 1 never saw a defense program I didn't
like. I voted for every one of them in ten years. My problem now, though,
is having inherited the tight budget situation, is to figure out how to cram
all those programs intoc fewer dollars. Is isn't easy.

If you just go through what has transpired this year with respect to
our budget we had, first of all, in May the requirement to cut some $10
billion to reach the agreed-upon level between the President and the Congress
for defense spending -- $10 billion below what had been recommended ia January.
We had an inflation adjustment of about $4 billion, money out to finance drug
programs, money out to finance various and sundry other activities. There
are proposals now to take money out to fund the aid to Poland program,
disagreement between OMB and CBO on Capitol Hill over outlay rates which cost
about another $4 billion. And of course now, next week, if Congress is unable
“0 pass the budget agreement for fiscal year '90, we'll find ourselves in a
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position where we have to take a sequester, which will be an across-the-board
cut of better than four percent. It works out to some $8 billion in outlays
for fiscal year '90. Certainly we hope that sequester will be replaced by a
rational budget, and I'm reasonably optimistic that will happen.

But the message is that instead of the kind of real growth that we had in
the early '80s with respect to defense spending, we're mow in about our fifth
year, 1990 will be about our fifth year of real declines in defense spending.
Whereas Mr. Gorbachev has promised a 14 percent cut in the Soviet defense
budget, we've already taken a cut of approximately that size in our defense
budget, it's already been implemented.

What that required was a very careful scrub of the budget and effort
on. our part to .make some hard choices and to make some clean, clear cut
choices. 'In doing that, we had several priorities we were interested in. I
won't dwell on them all today, but I think there are two sort of general
categories of concern that we're faced with as we complete our negotiations
on the bills on the Hill.

The first has to do with strategic modernization. If you look at
what's transpired in the Soviet Uaicn, while clearly Mr, Gorbachev appears to
be inclined to want to restructure the Soviet military in terms of trying to
+ake some resources away from there and allocate them to the civilian side of
the house, to the extent that we see any changes at all by way of force
reductions, it's strictly in the conventional area--his commitment to reduce
by some 500,000 manpower including withdrawing some forces from Eastern
Europe, etcetera., But even there, in restructuring those forces, they're not
taking out new tanks, they're obviously taking out old tanks. You can argue
that when they get through the units that are left may be slightly fewer than
were there before, but they're probably more capable than the ones that were

there before.

But the really significant area where we see no change, other than
continued improvement, is with respect to strategic systems. When you look
at the strategic capabilities of the Soviet Union, those systems that are
targeted on the United States, they are clearly more robust today than they
were-when Mr+—Gorbachev came- to- power scme four >ye‘an:s-r=1go-;,-—)SS:Z&'S\and,_,?.S'_sl~ -
had not been deployed in 1985. Today both are deployed with a total combined
number of over 200 missiles now in those two systems. A brand new generation
of the SS-18, their most capable land-based ICBM. A new Typhoon submarine
this year and a new Delta-i ballistic missile boat. So if anything, their
capabilities in this area are more robust than they've been in the past.

Based on that, the President decided that when we went forward with
our budget amendments this spring, we wanted to emphasize the need to continue
our strategic modernization programs, specifically the B-2, the mobile
missiles, the Trident D-5, and specifically, SDI, but I'll have more to say
about that in a minute.

But having made those choices it obviously, was necessary also to make
some cuts, to eliminate some systems, a very painful process for us to go
through. The traditional way of doing business in this pericd of fiscal
austerity in the past has been that we keep everything in the budget, keep
all the production lines open, keep all the contracts going, keep all the
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production lines open, keep all the contracts going, keep all the bases open,
but run everything in an inefficient rate, and that was proposed. The ideas
that were brought forward from within the department when we had to make the
adjustments included such things as slowing down production lines, but that
raises the unit cost of everything you buy. So, we decided instead that we
would in fact cancel some programs, and that's what we recommended to the

Congress. ) .

Congress, unfortunately, finds itself in a position where they don't
want to accept the reality that if you're going to have less money you've got
to cut something. I had the experience a couple of weeks ago, of being asked
+o0 meet on Capitol Hill with some of my former colleagues -- I didn't say
former friends —— former colleagues in the Congress, and the Senator who
called this meeting, this was a bipartisan meeting, I don't mean to point the
finger of blame at either party, or either house -- there were members of
both houses there as well. The Senator who called the meeting led the charge
to cut the defense budget to fund various and sundry things he likes to fund,
all of which are outside the realm of the Defense Department, but the purpose
for the meeting was for him and his colleagues to plead with me to open up
that package of 86 bases that we finally got approval to close cr realign.

He wanted me to exempt the base in his state from “he propcizc s because
of course, it is a major national security interest and th: sur—’val of the
republic is at stake if we don't leave that base in operatiom.

You simply cannot do business that way. If we are going to be faced
with a pericd of fiscal austerity, we have to establish some priorities, we
have o make some choices, and that's what we tried to do in the budget this
year. ‘

Une area in particular, which I want to focus on for a few minutes
now, has to do with the Strategic Defense Initiative. I think often times in
the past there has been a bit of a tendency to give short shrift, if you
will, to SDI. It has been somewhat controversial in terms of its consideration
by the Congress, but I think it's extremely important. I know the President
believes it's very important, and I wanted to share with you today a few
thoughts, if I might, about the progress that we've been making with respect
to the Strategic Defense Initiative and why I think it's vital that we continue
our efforts in this area.

I recently had the opportunity to visit the Lawrence Livermore Labora-
tories in California, just one of many facilities that are doing remarkable
work with respect to the technologies that are involved in the development of
SDI, and I want to make clear how important the entire defense program from a
strategic standpoint is to the President and how seriously we take the proposed

cuts that some in Congress are now suggesting.

Let me begin with a point that's going to surprise some people. Despite
the heated debate surrounding strategic defense, in fact, we have a greater
consensus today than ever before on the essence of the program, I believe.
Very few people any longer question the technical feasibility of the program.
Today the issue is largely political, That's right. Today technology, in my
opinion, is not a bar to deploying strategic defenses.
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How many times have you heard people say in recent years defenses would
be nice but they're just not feasible. Well, our tests have proven that
defenses that enhance deterrence and provide protection are, indeed, possible.
The question now is clear—cut —= will we have the resources to deploy SDI. The
critics, of course, haven't given up. They still want to argue that we can |
never have a 100 percent foolproof population protection and, therefore, SDI
would be a waste of money unless we've got this absolute total shield that
can guarantee that no missile would ever get through.

This is the most popular red herring of our time, I think. The issue
has never been a perfect defease but, rather, deterrence and population
protection through the phased deployment of space and ground-based defenses
in which each phase increases deterrence and adds to protection. Technology
does not stand in the way of this realistic and attainable goal. It is no
longer‘visionary to think that a successful strategic defense could render
our fears about a first strike obsolete. So I call on the critics to cease
their attempts to make perfection the enemy of the good, and let's get down
+o the real debate about how defenses fit into our strategy for nuclear
stability, deterrence, and arms reductions.

As I mentioned earlier, I had the chance to tour the Livermore Lab
earlier this month and speak to the scientists there about SDI research, and
especially the space-based defense system, so-called "Brilliant Pebbles.”
It's just ome of many options we're looking at, but we're giving it a very
aggressive going-over this year because of its promise. And I must say I am

very encouraged by the potential contribution that Brilliant Pebbles can make

to strategic defenses.

It's clear to me from the visit that I had at Livermore that Brilliant
Pebbies' concept is sound, that we can build it —-- in short, that it may well
be a winmer. This is a relatively new system, SO let me explain briefly what
i+ {s. A Brilliant Pebble, of course, is a space-based missile killer that
in one small vehicle contains a host of systems. Small rockets would be used
+o detect, track and destroy a ballistic missile early in its flight simply
by hitting it. There is 00 need for explosives of any kind. At one time, we
thought these different functions would-have to be performed by several
different satellites —— some of them very large and very complex. But now we
know that one small pebble, in effect, can probably do all of "these jobs.,

By taking essential defense systems like sensors to see the target,
technology to follow the missiles, communications to take commands
ground and computer processors to bring all of these functions
together, by taking all of these tasks and putting them on one rather small
vehicle, we can save enormous Sums of money and still get reliable defenses.
Moreover, to do this, we are using mostly, mostly of f-the-shelf technoclegy.
No scientific breakthroughs have been necessary to create Brilliant Pebbles.
We are basically using what we have. But we are making it lighter, smaller

and cheaper.

tracking
from the

One of the most exciting aspects of the program is the extent to which
we have been able to build on our strength and our capacity to continue to
I brought along two pieces of equipment today

miniaturize key components.
appened. This 1s a camera that's in

just to give you some idea of what's h

11, of Brilliant Pebbles. It's an infrared
MORE
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camera that can detect and track a ballistic missile during its flight from
thousands of miles away. There is nothing really revolutionary about the
camera, except its size and weight. This camera that I have got in my hand
now was the camera that we had a year ago. This one, in my other hand, which
weighs onme-tenth the amount this does performs exactly the same functions.
It's 10 times lighter than the infrared camera we had oune year ago and, it
gives you some idea of, going from five pounds in weight to half a pound in
weight, our success at being able to innovate solutions to the problems that
are involved with respect to the Strategic Defense Initiative.

In effect, what we had is a 90-percent reduction in weight in just one
year and that's the kind of progress we're seeing in the Brilliant Pebbles
program as well as many other areas of SDI research.

We haven't yet settled on a final design for the Brilliant Pebbles
program, but the work is going well, and most important, we see no major
scientific roadblocks to the program. Similar stories can be told about
other facets of of the technolecgy that we are looking at with respect to SDI.
Ia fact, I think our technological progress is really one of the major scienti-
fic success stories of the decade. We've made amazing discoveries in laser
beam technology, in rail guns and ground-based interceptor systems. And each
of the successes tells me that strategic defenses are, in fact, possible. But

-y

if possible, we've also got to convince people that it‘s necessary.

The mos: basic reason that we need SDI is because, of course, the
~ibution it would make to bolstering deterrence. Today, the threat of
iiation with nuclear weapons stands as our sole means of deterring a

ear attack. But with space and ground-based interceptors as part of a
strategic defense system, deterrence would take on a new face.. If a Soviet
war planner were to consider an attack against the United States, he would
have tc be sure that a certain number of his missiles destroyed their targets,
or face the devastation of retaliation. Even a partial defense, the kind we
would deploy in a first phase, could deny war planners any confidence that
what they had aimed at would actually be hit. A defense would so disrupt a
coordinated attack that our adversary would lose any hope that such a strike
could achieve its aim.

As the latest -edition of Soviet Military Power makes clear, Moscow has
enhanced its strategic nuclear force since Mr. Gorbachev came to power. And
even with a START agreement, the Soviets would still have sufficient warheads
deployed on their huge land-based ICBM force to place our most important
strategic assets at risk. The modernization of these weapons, especially the
newest version of the SS-18, convinces me that the Kremlin continues to rely
on a first-strike force posture.

By discounting the value of these weapons, a reliable first phase of
SDI would complement our arms control, as well as our strategic modermization
program. And this would certainly contribute to strategic stability. Of
equal importance is SDI's effectiveness against mobile missiles. Within the
next several years, some 50 percent of the Soviet ICBM force may well be
mobile. These systems pose no special problem for strategic defenses. That
is really a great advantage of space-based defenses. They can take on all
comers, no matter whether they originate from a fixed silo or a mobile facility.
Because it would disrupt a first strike, strategic defense would also give us
important insurance against Soviet cheating on arms control agreements. This
is especially a conceran with respect to mobile missiles, which may well prove
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to be difficult to verify.

Now, I hardly need to remind this audience that the spread of high
technology weapons to the Third World poses increasing problems. The U.S.
and Soviet Union may be able to decrease the number of our ballistic missiles,
but we expect an increase in the number of nations capable of building and
using these weapons in the near future. 0f course, other deadly weapons
besides nuclear bombs can be delivered by missiles. Chemical and biological
weapons are increasingly avaiable to the Third World. Second-class powers
can become first-class threats without having to join the nuclear club. In a
1i++le over a decade, 15 developing nations will probably have ballistic
missile launch capability. In addition to deterring a Soviet first-strike,
SDI “hen would be effective against this threat, as well. In fact, we believe
that even the first phase of SDI could provide effective population defense
against limited missile launches. Who among us is willing to remain naked
missile launches from nations that are so often torn by civil war and

a

[ o]

instability? i

There are many compelling reasons why we need SDI, and there are no
technical reasons why we could not have it. Nevertheless, Congress has put
our hopes for deployment in serious doubt. The levels of funding which
Congress is now coasidering for SDI in both the Defense authorization and
appropriations bills are widely conflicting.

The House suggested a radical cut to under $3 billion; the Senate has
suggested just over $4 billion for fiscal year '90, Our budget request was
S4.6 billion, and that was already a billion less than the Reagan budget
which we inherited.

The research program has matured to the point where the main system
elements are moving beyond laboratory research into field experiments. Such
experiments cost more than lab research, but they are absolutely necesssry if
we're going to be successful with the program.

The really deep congressional budget cuts in SDI recommended by the
House would force the elimination of some SDI technology options; would force
the -ermination of contracts; scaling back research; reductions in the scien-
tific workforce and, of course, send a signal that our commitment to the
program has somehow declined. - Should the Congress produce legislation with
inadequate funding levels for SDI, I will recommend to the President that he

veto the bill.,

1f the nation is ever going to be able to realize the potential for
strategic defense, SDI must be adequately defended. An effective strategic
defense could be the single most important military bequest this generation
could make to the future.

Thank you very much. (Applause.)
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Last month the House of Representatives voted for a drastic cut in the
funds we need to modernize America's strategic armed forces. My former
colleagues voted as they did not because they had a better idea about how to
deter the Soviet threat, but because many of them seemed to think there is no
real threat any more. They have seen some changes and apparently believe
everything now is just fine. It is as if they had decided to give away their
overcoats on the first sunny day in January.

If the House really thinks everything is fine -- if it thinks the threat
is reduced and we do not need to modernize -- then the House ought to say so
directly and return the unspent money to you. But that is not what happened.
Instead, the House diverted your tax money away from critically important
strategic programs and voted to spend it instead to protect jobs in selected
home districts.

The chairmen of the House and Senate Armed Services Committees probably
had the best descriptions for what happened. House chairman Les Aspin said
that the House "passed a Michael Dukakis defense budget." As Aspin then went
on to say, the House said no to the small road-mobile ICBM or Midgetman, no
to rail garrison for the large, multi-warhead Peacekeeper, and made big cuts
in the Strategic Defense Initiative or SDI and the B-2" ("Stealth") bomber.
Senate chairman Sam Nunn was even more direct. He called the House decisions
"irrational."

They were both right. And let me tell you something you probably know
already. The senior members of this Administration can still remember the
1988 election. In November, the voters decided, by a landslide, that they
did not want the Dukakis defense budget. If the House-Senate conference
produces a bill like the House bill, you can be sure it will be veto bait.
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You have all heard the warm reassurances coming from Soviet leaders. I
wish them well. But I also want to give you what Paul Harvey would call "the
rest of the story."

It would be wonderful if the premise underlying the House's decisions
were true. 1 wish I could stand before you and say that the Soviet strategic
threat has been reduced over the past five years. But it has not. If
anything, the United States is facing a more formidable, offensive strategic
arsenal today than before Mr. Gorbachev took power. That's right: I said
more formidable, not less. - .

In fact, although there has been talk of a 14 percent cut in its defense
budget, since 1985 Soviet defense expenditures have actually increased by an
average of 3 percent per year in real terms. At the same time our defense
spending has declined in real terms by over 11 percent.

For the past year or so, Soviet leaders have said and done a number of
things to suggest that their military postures and doctrines have undergone a
fundamental change. In certain limited areas -~ like the INF agreement on
intermediate-range nuclear forces -- thé changes have, in fact, produced
positive results. We are continuing to work hard in other negotiations --
like the Strategic Arms Reductions Talks (START) and the talks on
Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) -- to see if we can reach further
agreements that will increase stability and reduce the Soviet threat.

But we are not at that point now. Moreover, the changes we have
actually seen are not ones that automatically translate into a more secure
strategic environment. Virtually all of the changes and promises so far have
had to do with conventional forces, or with short to intermediate range
nuclear weapons. The strategic picture is radically different.

The Soviet Union has been making major improvements to every leg of its
strategic arsenal. In systems ranging from intercontinental missiles and
bombers to submarines and strategic defense, the Soviet Union is getting
stronger, while our Congress debates and our country treads water.

——

Let's look at ICBMs as an example. The Soviet Union has been
modernizing all of the elements in its intercontinental missile force. In
1985, it began deploying the road-mobile SS-25, a single warhead ICBM more or
less like our proposed small ICBM or Midgetman. The Soviet Union already has
about 170 of these road-mobile missiles and is rapidly continuing to deploy
more. We have none. Even if the President's budget prevails, we won't have
any for another eight years.

The Soviet Union also has deployed 58 large SS-24 missiles, each of
which carries ten independently targetable warheads. Eighteen of these SS-
24s are rail-mobile, and the other 40 are in silos.

But the Soviet Union is not satisfied with modernizing its mobile
missiles. It is also spending huge sums of money to modernize stationary
missiles that they have no intention of ever making mobile. To be specific,
the Soviet Union has been converting silos to accommodate the fifth
modification of the huge SS-18 missile. These missiles can carry at least
ten warheads each, and the Soviets have more than 300 of them of varying
vintages in fized silos, S
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In other words, the Soviets are continuing to build and modernize very
powerful multi-warhead missiles that they plan to leave in vulnerable fixed
silos. This decision has crucial implications. It means that the widely
publicized Soviet shift to a defensive doctrine seems to have no serious
application to the strategic world. However friendly Mr. Gorbachev may
sound, however friendly he may in some respects wish to be, he cannot explain

deployment of the beefed up SS-18 as a friendiy act. This is a highly
_capable missile that would seem by its basic design to be.a use-it-or-lose-it

weapon -- one that would make sense only for a preemptive first strike. It
would be irre;ponsible not to modernize our own systems.to gg{ggg,against it. Agdgh .

All of this adds up. The Soviet buildup shows that we must continue to
take it very seriously as a potential adversary. We need to modernize our
own strategic forces because Soviet strategic capabilities are becoming more

dangerous under Mr. Gorbachev, despite the popular impression to the
contrary. Despite some cuts, they may well be producing a leaner and meaner
military force and not just a smaller one. o

This was the kind of information that led President Bush to recommend a
budget that placed a high priority on strategic modernization. The President
| took the position that nothing is as important as assuring our continued
survival against the one adversary that can seriously threaten us. The
Senate agreed with this thinking. But the House decided it was more
important to use the defense budget as a local job protection program.

Declining defense budgets mean that we've made hard choices between
competing weapons systems and programs. Indeed, for years the Congress told
the Administration that it wanted to see budgets that made tough choices and
‘actually eliminated weapons systems. y

Of course, that's exactly what our budget does. But the response is
curious indeed. The House simply restored the programs we wanted to cut, and
paid for them by gutting the rest of.the defense plan. The House's decision
derived not from any defense requirements -- or budget requirements for that
matter —— but from consideration of the political impact on jobs back home.

But they simply cannot have it both ways. They want to reap the
political benefits of calls for defense cuts without suffering the political
costs of what that reduced spending might mean to their district.

A good example is our attempt to eliminate the Navy's new F-14D
production program. Everyone agrees it's a terrific aircraft. Everyone
agrees it should be modernized. Well, there are two ways to do that -- you
~an build new ones, or you can refurbish the older ones. Building new ones
gives you F-1ls with a flyaway cost of over 50 million dollars per airplane,

“while refurbishing costs half as much.

We want to cancel the production program and modernize the older
aircraft. The political problems comes from the faect the Grumman Corporation
that makes the F-14 is in Long Island. What the House did was keep open the
new production lines in Long Island at the taxpayers exzpense and the military
capability of the fleet. By postponing the start up of the remanufacturing.
process, and keeping open new production lines, the House would add
considerably to the cost of the program or get us fewer aircraft or both.
This is a perfect ezample of using the defense budget as a Jobs program.
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Of course, I cannot ask you or any other American taxpayer to give us a
blank check. We must explain not just our reasons for modernization in
eneral, but our reasons for specifie systems and programs -- especially the
mobile ICBMs, the B-2 Stealth bomber, and the Strategic Defense Initiative,
or SDI.

All of these systems and programs point to a similar objective. We have
managed to preserve the peace successfully, for decades, because the Soviet
Union has understood that the United States could retaliate credibly,
flexibly and with determined certainty against a strategic attack, no matter
how large the attack, and no matter how much of a surprise it might be. That
is the underlying idea behind the strategic Triad -- the three-legged
deterrent consisting of land-based ballistic missiles, submarine-launched
ballistic missiles and manned bombers. No matter what the Soviets might do,

they could not knock out all three legs of this retaliatory Triad at once.

The idea behind the Triad remains sound. However, the weapons that
could do the job twenty years ago are not adequate to provide anything like
the same, comfortable level of deterrence today. 0ld Minuteman missiles in
fizxed silos and an aging bomber fleet do not inspire the same confidence they
once did. The Soviets are moving forward. It would be irresponsible for the
United States to try to get by with aging systems. '

Although the case for mobile ICBMs should be self-evident, the House of
Representatives voted against both road-mobile and rail-mobile ICBMs. I am
convinced that most members understand the importance of missile mobility.

' They were probably rebelling against two different mobile systems. For those
people, I want to emphasize how crucial it is for us to stop arguing about
which is the best system. If we keep arguing, nothing will ever get done.

The Peacekeeper has already been built and deployed. It can be made -
mobile quickly. We should do it now to remove the specter of vulnerability
from the land-based missile leg of the Triad.

_ The road-mobile, small ICBM has real advantages, but it cannot be ready
for years. So we recommend putting the 50 already built Peacekeepers on
rail, and then spending more on the é@all ICBM as the Peacekeeper spending
winds down. - '

Let me turn now to the B-2 and SDI. I am convinced the Ameriecan people
should support these two programs. - Unfortunately, our case has not yet taken
hold. What we have said about the B-2 has been distorted and misunderstood.
What we have said about SDI has not been heard. We need to correct both of
those problems. This is a good place to start.

The first thing you hear about the B-2 is its cost. I am not denying
that the B-2 will be expensive, but the cry of "sticker shock" is a phony
" argument. The opponents of the B-2 do not plan to return the unspent money
to the taxpayers. They plan to spend it on other projects. So the real
issue is not cost, but whether the B-2 is worth more than pork barrel.

The B-2 decision is really a decision about the future of the
penetrating manned bomber. Our B-52 bombers are older than the pilots who
fly them. - By the turn of the century the youngest B-52 will be forty years
old. Today we have some 250 penetrating bombers, but without the B-2, that
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number will dwindle to under 200 by the mid 1990s, and to just 97 B-1 bombers

at the end of the century. 4

So the question is a simple one: do we need a penetrating bomber? To
answer that question, you should think about how bombers operate. A
significant portion of our strategic air force is kept on alert at all times.
These planes can be airborne in minutes.

That means they would have to be attacked by missiles with very short
flight times -- submarine missiles, not ICBMs. Because the timing
requirements for taking out bombers and ICBMs are 30 different, it would be
virtually impossible for a Soviet first strike to destroy both systems at the
same time. Whichever were hit first, there would be time for the other to
take off.

In other words, airplanes -- like submarines -- help make the Triad
invulnerable. In addition to invulnerability, however, the bombers add
safety. An airplane can take off to make sure it would survive a first
strike,

However —- unlike a missile -- an airplane can be recalled after
takeoff. Because human beings are in control, no other system provides so
many safeguards against human error.

That element of safety can be crucial to a President in the midst of a
crisis. Imagine a situation in which the radar screen suddenly lights up,
during peacetime. It looks as if the United States may be under attack, but
we are not fully certain. By putting bombers in the air, a President can
afford to wait until he is certain before making what could be. the most
important and most lethal decision any leader in history has ever been forced

to confront.

That brings me to the remarkably misleading congressional debates over
the B-2's mission or targets. The main strategic, deterrent value of bombers
is not that they would go after different targets than missiles. They can go
after different targets, of course, and they would. Bombers are by far the
most flexible systems in the strategic arsenal.

But the major deterrent value of bombers is that they can also go after
the most important and most difficult strategic targets -- some of the same
targets that might redundantly be given to a Peacekeeper. That redundancy
assures the prime targets would be at risk no matter what happens to our
land-based and sea-launched missiles. It is why bombers would give the
United States safer options to consider in a moment of crisis.

There is one final argument for the B-2: strategic stability. Bombers
are simply too slow to be used as first strike weapons, but they would be
extremely effective in rendering the other side's first strike suicidal.
That is why both sides have tentatively agreed in START to use counting rules
that would increase the importance of bombers, and decrease the reliance on
missiles.

Under this counting rule, a missile carrying say ten warheads would
count a full ten against any agreed upon limit. But each B-2, would count as
only one against that limit In short, the B-2 is an integral part of our
arms reduction strategy -- a strategy that was ignored by the House.
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Under START, fully one-fifth of all of our nuclear warheads are to be
carried by the B-2. So by gutting the B-2 program, the House is also gutting
our arms reduction strategy. More importantly, a world without the B-2 would
be less safe -- with or without a START agreement.

The concern about safety brings me around to my last subject. I want to
talk for a few minutes about SDI. An effective strategic defense could be
the single most important military bequest this generation could make to the
future. ‘

There has been a lot of nonsense’spoken about SDI. Some people seem to
think that if you cannot assure a defensive system that would protect against
all incoming missiles, there might as well not be a defensive system at all.
That odd form of reverse utopianism fails to understand how even a moderately
effective defense could help make a first strike unthinkable.

Put yourself in the shoes of a Soviet military planner. Suppose you
knew that a significant percentage of your missiles would be knocked out by
space-based kinetic energy interceptors shortly after liftoff. Kinetic
energy interceptors would destroy their targets by colliding with them at
great speed. Suppose you also knew that many of the missiles that got past
the space-based interceptors would be destroyed by a second layer of ground-
based interceptors. You would have no way of knowing in advance which of
your warheads would get through. In that situation, how could you even begin
to plan a preemptive first strike?

Enhancing deterrence by confounding first strike planning is exactly the
objective of the first phase of SDI. -Later phases would involve directed
energy, or lasers, as well as kinetic energy interceptors. These would be
expected to hit an even higher percentage of missiles and reentry vehicles.

when SDI was proposed by President Reagan, some critics thought it was
hopelessly idealistic. Now we have a great deal of serious research behind
us, with successful tests, miniaturization of component technologies and
vastly reduced unit costs. We have good reason to believe we are talking
about something that is not only realistic, but that is operationally
feasible within the relatively foreseeable future.

I cannot yet assure you that a Phase I system with both space and ground
based sensors and interceptors will definitely work.- But I can say to you
that our research and development work is very promising. Our budget
request, which the Senate came close to following, would allow the President
to make arggployment_decisinn_gi&hig_{ggz_gggEE% without destroying the
research ‘into even more advanced technology that has already begun. In
contrast, the House budget figures would gut the program.

The point of this program, however, is not just to preserve an option
for the President. The President and I want to pursue SDI research not
because we are starry eyed, and not because we are looking for bargaining
chips. We want to pursue SDI because we think a successful SDI program would
be immensely valuable. It no longer is visionary to think that a successful
strategic defense could render our fears about a preemptive first strike
obsolete. That is why President Bush committed himself to deploying SDI
when it proves feasible.
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We are serious about pursuing weapons and technologies that can enhance
deterrence, increase stability and assure the security of the United States
and its allies. That is why we are serious about SDI, the B-2 and mobile
missiles. Meanwhile, the Soviet Union goes about building weapons that would
appear to be useful only in a preemptive first strike. We cannot let the
Soviet modernization program go unanswered. And yet, we feel morally
impelled to seek responses that do not put the world on a hair trigger.

The House of Representatives put short-term concerns ahead of these
strategic and moral imperatives. I urge the House-Senate conferees to follow
the Senate and restore the President's priorities. ~ We must not sit passively
by, knowing that our children will have to live with the consequences.

END




THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

August 15, 1989

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: C. BOYDEN GRAY™
COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: Legislative Encroachment on Executive Power

In case you missed it, attached is a description of an
especially delicious recent example of Congressional
micromanagement of the Executive Branch -- namely, a
provision prohibiting the Executive Branch from keeping
records of Congressional micromanagement.

cc: Governor Sununu
General Scowcroft
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- What Is Congress Trying to Hide?

By Marx B. Lieot

When Congress adjourned for its sum-
" mer vacation it left behind a bombshell
that could explode into a scandal. Buried
in the 119-page appropriations bill funding
the [nterior Department is a clause that ef-
fectively prohibits department employees
from making any record of their contacts
with Capitol Hill. The clause is a perfect il-
lustration of congressional micromanage-
ment of executive branch operations, and
it raises a serious question: What does
Congress have to hide?

[n an effort to curb congressional mi-
cromanagement of the executive branch,
White House staffers and others recently
proposed that executive branch employees
be required to report all contacts with
members of Congress and their staffs. The
reason: to gauge the extent of congres-
sional demands on the executive branch, to
determine which demands result in better-
managed federal programs and which im-
pede effective execution of the law and en-
courage wasteful spending. Such a require-
ment would be consistent with current
laws requiring agency officials to include
in the public record any ex parte contacts
that arise during the agency adjudication
and rulemaking process.

Orwelllan Tactics

There is one glitch, however: Congress
doesn't like the idea. Tucked into the mas-
sive appropriations bill providing fiscal
1990 funding for the Interior Department is
Section 117, which reads: “None of the
funds available under this (bill] may be
used to prepare reports on contacts be-
tween employees of the Department of the
[nterior and Members and Committees of
Congress and their staff.”

This means that department employees
will be forbidden by Congress from telling
their boss, the secretary of the interior,
who on Capitol Hill is calling them, how of-
ten, and for what reasons. The section
makes it illegal for staffers to communi-
cate—either orally or in writing—such in-
formation to the secretary. Such Orwellian
tactics might make Mikhail Gorbachev
shudder, but they are becoming business
as usual in a Washington increasingly di-
vided by a constitutional power struggle
between the executive and legislative
branches of government.

Riders to appropriations bills are one of
Congress's preferred vehicles for micro-
managing the executive branch. Com-
merce Secretary Robert Mosbacher, for

example, recently complained that Con-
gress was forcing him to spend money on
pork-barrel projects ineligible for funding
under established federal guidelines. Five
public-works projects proposed for the
Economic Development Administration to-
taling $11.4 million were rejected this year
by Mr. Mosbacher as being legally ineligi-
ble under EDA guidelines. Mr. Mosbacher
was overridden, however, by congressmen
seeking the projects for their home states.
The secretary was directed in the depart-
ment's appropriations bill to earmark
funding for the five projects, as well as six
others that the inspector general of the de-
partment determined were '“inordinate,”

House and Senate committees and subcom-
mittees exercise jurisdiction over the Of-
fice of National Drug Control Policy. (Iron-
ically, that number does not include the
House Select Committee on Narcotics
Abuse and Control.) Such mind-numbing
oversight means that virtually every mem-
ber of Congress sits on a committee with
jurisdiction over the federal drug office,
enabling hundreds to assert to constituents
that they personally are overseeing the
federal drug effort.

The Defense Department is another vic-
tim of oversight overkill. In a report sub-
mitted June |2 to the president, Secretary
of Defense Richard Cheney, himself a for-

Dunng the HUD scandal years, 84 congressional
committees and subcommittees had junisdiction over
HUD. Obviously, the oversight was ineffective.

“inappropriate’” and “flawed with respect
to long-existing EDA policies.”

Attorney General Richard Thornburgh
has experienced similar problems. Earlier
this year Mr. Thornburgh sought to merge
the FBI regional office in Butte, Mont.,
into the regional office In Salt Lake City.
The FBI had requested the change, confi-
dent it could perform its mission while sav-
ing $1.9 million by shutting down the Butte
office. Montana Sen. Max Baucus, who is
facing re-election in 1990, disagreed.

Determined to keep the office open, the
Montana Democrat inserted in the Justice
Department's supplemental appropriations
5ul the following clause: “‘None of the
funds provided by this appropriation bill
shall be available to relocate, reorganize,
or consolidate any office, agency, function,
facility, station, activity or other entity
falling under the jurisdiction of the Depart-
ment of Justice.” Rep. Neal Smith (D.,
lowa), chairman of the House Appropria-
tions subcommittee with jurisdiction over
the Justice Department, clearly expressed
the congressional intent behind the appro-
priations bill rider. In a June 13 Scripps
Howard news service story, he remarked:
“Legally, they [Justice| can do it once.
But the next year they'll have no flexibility
at all on closing. We'll write it into the law
that they can't change anything.”

The congressional micromanagement
story also can be told in numbers. Exam-
pie: A Sept. 27, 1388, study by the Congres-
sional Research Service found that 74

mer congressman, decried congressional
micromanagement of the Defense Depart-
ment. =

Mr. Cheney reported that 107 con;
Mﬁﬁ“"wmﬁ
Quersee his department But thar's not all

very working day, the Defense Depart-
ment receives an estimated 450 written in-
quiries and more than 2.3 4

an_2.500 telephone in
quirfes from Capito] Hill. Each day, ac-

cording to the report. the department is re-

quired to submit to Congress nearly three
%@_@Llnmm-eac averaging

ore than 1,000 man-hours and costing
about $30,000 to prepare. ,SSI“_‘,"]‘,’L.D_Q_@*
Department officials. meaniwhile, spend 40

hours preparing for the average 44 hours

T Gy T oot b i seecion B
ay that Congress is in session. None
of this “oversight,” however, prevented
such wasteful spending as the massive De-
fense Department procurement fraud un-
covered in 1988 by the FBI.

In the wake of the mismanagement of
millions of dollars at the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, many
members of Congress are calling for in-
creased oversight of HUD. Yet Congress is
and has been exercising considerable juris-
diction over the department. During the
HUD scandal years, 84 congressional com-
mittees and subcommittees had jurisdic-
tion over HUD. Obviously, the oversight
was ineffective.

The measure of proper and effective
congressional oversight, therefore, is not
the quantity of oversight but the quality of

it. And improving the quality requires ad-
dressing this question: [s congressional
oversight being used to improve federal
programs and spend federal tax doilars
wisely, or is it being used to strong-arm
executive branch agencies into delivering
political benefits to re-election-minded con-
gressmen?

What is missing from the congressional
hearings on the HUD scandal. for example,
are details about the role congressmen
played as lobbyists encouraging the mis-
management of funds. How often did con-
gressmen call or write HUD officials
pressing them to grant housing contracts
to their own friends and supporters? As the
Washington Post, the New York Times,
and others have reported, several con-
gressmen—even some who have expressed
outrage over the scandal—-worked hand-in-
hand with professional influence peddlers
to direct HUD contracts to campaign con-
tributors and influential constituents. Yet,
there is no official record of this congres--
sional lobbying.

‘Sunshine Laws’

Perhaps this explains why Congress
would want to prevent Interior Department
employees from reporting contacts with
congressional offices. A record of contacts,
after all, would help to expose congres-

sional "QMM@%?M’"‘
Jsight, It would define the difference be-

“ tween effective oversight and politically
motivated arm-twisting, and it would iden-
tify those members of Congress who use
the oversight process simply to feather
their own political nests. Congress in the
1970s passed ‘‘sunshine laws’ to open the
government process to public scrutiny.
Now Congress, it seems, is closing the win-
dows, pulling the shades, and barring the
door, lest the public see the light.

Sometime, somewhere, the president
needs to draw the line. A constitutional
challenge to congressional micromanage-
ment is in order, and Section 117 of the fis-
cal 1990 Interior Department Appropria-
tions bill is an appropriate place to make a
stand. It is an unconstitutional “iolaticn of
the separation of powers, motivated by
Congress's desire to evade public account-
ability. President Bush should say “let the
sun shine in.”

Mr. Liedl is director of the U.S. Con-
gress Assessment Project at the Hertnge
Foundation in Washington. A related «/!
rial appears today.
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The Army Goes to War with the Marines

4 Washtngton.

HE PRESENT bureaucratic
- war being waged by the Army and
- Marine Curps against one another
Bver which of the two is more relevant to
gounter future challenges to American secu-
rity — and therefore which should be fa-

By Jeffrey Record

vored in the present era of U.S. military re-
chment — is not a new phenomenon.

Not since the late 1940s have the U.S.
armed services faced so bieak a future. Now,
ac then, a combination of sharply declining
defense expenditure and an absence of a
clear and immediate Soviet military danger
to American security interests abroad has
prompted calls for a far smaller military es-
tablishment than was created in World War
Il or subsequently re-established in the
wake of the Korean War.

« Periods of defense budgetary austerity,
especially when accompanied by an appar-
er! retreat of external threats, have inevita-
bly excited a mad scramble among the serv-
fces for scarce dollars as well as for new

~missions 1o replace Guestionable or discred-
ited old ones. In such times, real or per-
ceived inter-service duplication of missions
and force become prime targets of congres-
sional and other budgetary ax men.

During the military demobilization of the
late 1940s the need for two separate, large
ground forces — the Army and the Marine
Corps — wus challenged not only by the
usual liberal congressional suspects but also
by President Harry Truman and such uni-
formed icons as Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff Omar Bradley and Army
Chief of Staff t Eisenhower. -

The argument against a large Marine
Corps, though somewhat premature and fu-
eled by service prejudice, was not altogether
unsound. It was claimed that large-scale,
Iwo Jima-style amphibious operations were
an anachronism; and that there was no rea-

i

n

ﬁé‘

—the New York Times proposed abol

son why the Army, which after all had un-
dertaken all of the great amphibious land-
ings in the European theater during World
War 1I, could not perform the mission as
well as the Marine Corps. Truman, Bradley
and Eisenhower would have returned the
Corps to its pre-war status as a small organ-
{zation of ships' police and shore parties.

It was then, however, that the Korean
War intervened. MacArthur's spectacular
1950 amphibious descent on Inchon seem-
ingly reaffirmed the wisdom of continued

ness for amphibious warfare.

Effective Marine Corps lobbying of a
sympathetic Congress, still the Corps’ most
powerful political constituency, succeeded in
establishing the Corps as we know ft today:
a large force, with its own aviation, erfpow-

by statute with Wlbill
%ﬂm& ons and of "‘such other
uties as the President may direct” — a
catch-all that has encouraged the effective
employment of Marines in a host of non-am-
phibious contingencies.

-No nation in history has maintained so
large a F_xlza/val__lgf_a_n_tgg either in absolute
terms of In relation to the size of its regular
army. Today's Marine Corps nonetheless
has reasons to worry about it future. Unlike
the Army, whose Institutional existence has
never been questioned, the Corps remem-
bers what almost happened to it 40 years
ago. Moreover, Marines have not been called
upon to mount a significant amphibious as-
sault since Inchon.

As long ago as 1975 then Secretary of
Defense James R. Schiesinger questioned
the “need for an amphibious assault force
which has not seen anything more demand-
ing than essentially unopposed landings for
over 20 years." And in 1986 Richard Hallor-
an, the respected military correspondent of
lish
the Corps and transferring its funct!ons'g

If the Marine Corps is uneasy about its
future, so too is the Army, although not for
the same reasons. No other service has
staked its size and much of its force struc-
ture on countering the reducing Soviet mili-

tary threat to Europe. And the Army, mo.e
than the other services, {s more ¢ependent
on the other services to get to the battlefield
and to prevall there once it arrives.

The Marines are the least NATO-ortented
of the services; indeed, their traditional forte
has been intervention in logistically remote
Third World regions — precisely those con-
tingencies that are drawing the increasing
attention of every service in the unfolding
post-Cold War era, Moreover, the Marines
have their own air force and, in the form of
specially configured warships supplied cour-
tesy of the Navy, their own mean.s oi sirace-
gic mobility. In contrast, the Army must ap-
ply to the Air Force or Navy for transport
overseas, and again to the Air Force for close
air support on the battlefield.

T o ; of its ability to op-
erate from the sea and its powerful forcible
entry (amphibious assault) capabilities, the
Marine Corps can operate in areas of the
world that are denied to the Army, which,
notwithstanding its capacity for airborne as-
sault (a very risky instrument of warfare
requiring a host of rarely fulfilled operational
and tactical preconditions), is for the most
part dependent on the political goodwill of
other countries to get ashore and stay there.
(The invasion of Panama was largely an Ar-
my show, but most of its success rested on a
Substantial preinvasion U.S. ground force
presence.) - ———
" On the other hand, the Marine Corps’
predominantly expeditionary character has
been achieved at considerable cost in fire-
wer, logistical stamina, and capacity to
susfaln major com ons more than
_50-100 miies beyond the beach. Moreover,

mﬂww the m
arrive on disputed E%x_nd (assuming, of

Tthea y of requisite overflight
rights and friendly terminal airfields) well

ahead of seaborne Marines.
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Jeffrey Record, a senior research fel-
low at the Hudson Institute, comments on
military affatrs for The Sun.
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By Richard H. Ullman

PRINCETON, N.J.

t a moment when the post-

war political frame-

work is shifting, labels

do not afford much

help. George Bush

was right to duck the

question &t his Monday press confer-
ence, "Who's the enemy?”’

While the political landscape may

be moving, the geographical land-

scape is not. Tha y President

-BuUSh Was right to insist that the U.S,

retain 30,000 more troops in Western

Europe than the Soviets keep in East-

ern Europe.
Moscow’s acquiescence on this

point is welcome. But not because it
confirms that our troops are invited
guests, while theirs are occupiers, but
because geography is against us. The
President put it succinctly: “We've
got a big ocean between us and West-
ern Europe. .

By accepting the U.S. proposal, the
Soviet Union gave up the right to sta-
tion forces in Bulgaria and Romania.
But Moscow has had no troops in ei-
ther country for years, nor any rea-
son for wanting them there; militari-
ly, the countries are a path to no-
where. Soviet forces, instead, have
been stationed in East Germany, Po-
land, Czechoslovakia and Hungary,
along the invasion route to the West.

Those forces are to be cut to 195,000
troops from 560,000. The U.S. will re-

Mr. Bush’s Geography Lesson

duce the 250,000 troops it now has on
the other side of the line dividing the
so-called central zone — in West Ger-
many and Benelux — to the same
number. The 30,000 “extra’’ Amer-
icans will bein Ttaly, Greece, Turkey
#nd (more than half of them) Britain.
If ever the came when Amer-
ican forces had to surge back to Eu-
rope, these troops would help make a
return possible. The Soviets would
need no similar assistance, as their
forces would return by road and rail,
not by aircraft and ships,
Scenarios- of this sort are admit-
tedly far-fetched. It is extraordinarily
unlikely that the reformed Soviet
state and the West will have interests
that conflict so much as to lead to
war. Within a few years, indeed, there

may well be far fewer than 195,000
American or Soviet troops stationed

‘astride the old fault lines.

Meanwhile, the task of statesman-
ship is twofold. First is to make it
easy for Soviet forces to depart from
Eastern Europe, where the memory
of their intimidating presence is all
too real. Second is to insure that the
U.S. will continue to be able to honor
its commitment to Europe’s security.

Citing moral grounds rather than
the neutral facts of geography to jus-.
tify the extra 30,000 Americans only
confuses the issue. It also makes it
more difficult for the Soviet miljtary
establishment — and no doubt many
citizens as well — to swallow the pro.
found changes that Mikhail Gorba.
chev's policies have set in motion. C

Richard H. Ullman is professor of in-
ternational affairs at Princeton Uni-
versity. '
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Bush, Latins
Yow To Press
Anti-Drug Fight

Communique Acknowledges
Needs of South Americans

By Eugene Robinson and David Hoffman

Washington Post Foreign Service

CARTAGENA, Colombia, Feb. 15—President
Bush and the leaders of the world’s three leading
cocaine-producing nations agreed today on a plan
for fighting drug trafficking that put new empha-
sis on economic assistance but skirted contro-
versial issues such as the extradition of suspects
and increased U.S. military involvement.

In a one-day “drug summit” held amid tight
security in this resort city on the Caribbean
coast, Presidents Bush, Virgilio Barco of Colom-
bia, Jaime Paz Zamora of Bolivia and Alan Garcia
of Peru agreed on a strategy committing their
countries to a long-term anti-drug approach that
recognizes the economic aspects of the problem.

The four leaders billed the meeting as a major
step forward in seeking a multilateral solution to
the problem, as well as an advance toward mend-
ing hemispheric relations, which were strained
by the U.S. invasion of Panama last December.

Speaking to reporters this evening as he pre-
pared to leave the nearby coastal city of Barran-
quilla for Washington, Bush said that he and the
other leaders had created an “anti-drug cartel” at
the meeting, which he described as “ice-
breaking.”

Bush said the dicussions were held in “total
candor” and were “very frank,” with the other
leaders making demands of him. He said he de-
tailed for them the U.S. anti-drug strategy.

Garcia, a fregent vocal critic of Bush admin-
istration policy toward Latin America, said the
meeting marks a change by the Bush adminis-
tration to an “economic and social” approach to
fighting drugs in the source countries and to
solving the hemisphere’s problems through mul-
tilateral initiatives. Paz Zamora said the summit
signaled “a kind of perestroika” in U.S. policy.

A 12-page joint declaration issued after the
summit acknowledged that “profits from coca
production and trade and from illicit drug traf-
ficking contribute, in varying degrees, to the
generation of employment and income.”

Colombia produces around 75 percent of the
world’s cocaine, and Peru and Bolivia grow vir-
tually all of the coca, the plant from which co-
caine is processed. The Andean governments
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have said in the past that the drug trade
generates a total of up to $4 billion an-
nually for the three economies.

The United States pledged in the dec-
laration to “provide balance of payments
support to help meet foreign exchange
needs” of the three governments, which
depend heavily on the dollars that the
cocaine trade earns. Bush also pledged to
“consider funding for emergency social
programs” that might be needed.

The immediate social needs are great-
est in Peru and.Bolivia, where coca-grow-
ing peasants have no other source of in-
come. The Colombian government has
been more concerned with having the
United States support its legitimate ex-
ports, like coffee and cut flowers, more
actively, and in the declaration Bush
pledged to facilitate “access to the United
States market.”

But it is unclear just how extensive any
new U.S. aid will be. The joint declaration
does not set any dollar figures or create
any specific new aid programs. Bush
agreed that the United States will work
harder to crack down on money launder-
ing and to control exports of weapons and
the chemicals used to process cocaine.

The four countries agreed to step up
their police efforts to interdict drug traf-
fic, but again there were few specifics.
U.S. officials have expressed a desire to
use naval forces in the Caribbean to in-
tercept Colombian drug shipments, for
example, but there was no mention of
this effort in the communique. Barco said
in a press conference after the summit
that Colombia will patrol its own waters
without U.S. assistance.

The communique did not mention the
extradition of drug suspects to face trial
in the United States—a major issue in
Colombia, where drug traffickers essen-
tially have offered to put an end to their
violence against society in exchange for
assurances that they will not be extra-
dited.

U.S. negotiators had hoped to secure a
flat commitment from the three Andean
nations to use their military forces, not
just the police, in the drug fight, which
would open the door to increased U.S.
direction of the South American anti-
drug campaigns through military assist-
ance programs. But the communique only
states that the Andean nations “may” use
their military forces against drugs. Par-
ticularly in Peru, the army has resisted
involvement in the anti-drug fight.

The United States has long sought to
wipe out cocaine at its source by erad-
icating the cocaine fields in Peru and Bo-
livia. The communique is hazy on the is-

sue, saying eradication “can play an es-
sential part” but putting the emphasis on
voluntary programs.

Afterwards, the South American lead-
ers said they were pleased at the new
economic and social focus.

“For the first time we have recognized
that drug trafficking is an economic issue
and that to fight it we must be compen-
sated for the ... disruptions our econ-
omies suffer,” Garcia said. “We are com-
mitted to fight on the economic plane as
well as the police level.”

Bush said “we did not go into” the cost
of replacing the lucrative coca crops. He
reiterated his earlier statements that
coca growing is “immoral and wrong,” but
he did not offer specific remedies. Bush
said he learned from the other leaders
that their economies “are hurting.” He
also said that Washington does not envi-
sion a job-for-job replacement of the coca
growing business, although he promised
to make “every effort” to ease the eco-
nomic troubles of the Latin nations.

The president said he did not raise the
controversial idea of using a U.S. aircraft
carrier to establish a radar screen along
Colombia’s coast to track planes involved
in drug trafficking. The proposal was
shelved recently when its disclosure pro-
voked an outcry in Colombia. Bush said
news reports about the idea were “dis-
torted” and he felt there was “so much
misunderstanding” about it that it was
“not timely” to raise it today.

“I felt it was better to talk in general
terms,” he said, promising not to force
something on the Colombians.

As expected, the U.S. and Latin lead-
ers met under heavy guard. United
States counter-assault teams were on the
scene, and Bush was flown to Cartagena
in special helicopters that can deter mis-
siles. Hundreds of U.S. military and civ-
illian support workers were based on
ships stationed offshore, and contingency
plans were made for different scenarios if
trouble arose. Apparently out of concerns
for his safety, Bush did not deliver an
arrival statement, but aides distributed a
written version of what he would have
said. '

Bush did not meet with either of two
coca producers who were brought to the
talks by Garcia. Officials said the produc-
ers were staying at Garcia’s hotel but did
not actually come to the talks.
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Lear Siegler received 2 $103.3
million Air Force contract for
support of the Royal Saudi Air
Force F-5 aircraft fleet.
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All of this suggests that the present bu-
reaucratic cat fight between the two serv-
ices, while predictable, is deplorable. It poor-
ly serves civillan authorities charged with

determining the future size and roles of both
services. Rather than harping on each oth-
er's deficiencies, the two services should be

ad_vgl@iug&hsm,@%sgﬂﬂ:,ugﬂ&.@mgpy_-
tions to American military power.

If. in fact. the Army and Marine Corps
were simply mirror images of one another,

with more or less identiflable capabilities,
then there would be no case for maintaining

more than one land force. But, clearly, they
are not. The capabilities and force structure
of the Army and Marine Corps are largely
complimentary, and their combined deter-
rent and fighting power éxceeds the simpte
sum of the two'services.

Now and for the foreseeable future, the
United States will need\a‘ﬂ@p_lg_én«n.&;mf‘;
Marine Corps. i

=
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‘Prodded by Quayle and Cheney, Bush Becomes
Fervent Supporter of Strategic Defense Initiative

By GeraLp F. Semn
Staff Reporter of Tite Wary STREET JOURNAL

WASHINGTON — To many who have
watched him over the years, it's an un-
likely development: George Bush is posi-
tioning himself as a champfon of the Stra-
teglc Defense Initiative,

And for that turn of events, SDI sup-
porters owe particular thanks to Vice Pres-
ident Dan Quayle
and Defense Secre-
tary ‘Dick Cheney.
Mr. Quayle has been
the key behind-the-
scenes player in the
evolution of the
Bush  administra-
tion's  surprisingly
robust advocacy of
SDI, and has helped
fuel Mr. Cheney's !
recent gung-ho sup- X\
port of the program 3
as well.

SDI  supporters e
have long been skeptical of Mr. Bush. They
strongly suspect he is only lukewarm in his
support of the space-based missile defense
program, and maintain he wavered In his
defense of it in his prestdential cam-
paign.

But now Mr. Bush wants an Increase of
roughly $1 billlon, or some 25%, in SDI
funding—at a time when the perception of
a Soviet threat is fading fast and other
Pentagon programs are being cut back. He
made a well-publicized visit to the natton's
top SDI lab. And he delivered a major de-
fense speech in which he declared that the
program is needed more than ever.

Indeed, Mr. Bush's administration has
begun talking of beginning deployment of
SDI by the late 1990s—a timetable as ambi-
tious as any discussed under President
Reagan, who created SDI.

Skeptics still doubt that Mr. Bush really
is deeply committed to SDI. They suspect
he Is mostly posturing, in an effort to en-
sure that conservatives who champlon SDI
won’t blame him when Congress slices up
the program’s budget later this year.

"I don't think he's been converted,"

says Frank Gaffney, head of the Center for
Security Policy. "I think what he's trylng
to do is avoid responstbility for the tree-fall
the defense budget is going to take in the
next few months,”

Indeed, congressional Republicans warn
the White House that it will take an even
more vigorous defense of SDI than Mr.
Bush Is mounting to prevent the program
from being slashed in the attack that will
certainly be mounted on Capitol Hill,

Predictably, though, White House aldes
Insist that Mr. Bush genutnely belleves his
recent assertion that "In the 1990s, strate-
glc defense makes much more sense than
ever before.” And whatever his true fee}-
Ings, Mr. Bush has begun making a public
case that the end of the Cold War will pro-
duce an International environment In
which the importance of SDI grows rather
than declines.

Mr. Bush maintains that SDI is needed
in part because the threat of surprise mis-
sile attacks by Third World natlons and
terrorists is Increasing as more nations ac-
quire ballistic missiles. And his aides as-
sert that strategic defense makes more
sense as the size of the offensive U.S. nu-
clear deterrent declines under U.S.-Soviet
arms deals, -

That public posture has emerged from a
serles of private twists and turns that have
fostered Mr. Bush's
current thinking on
SDI, officials say.
The evolution began,
they say, with a Na-
tional Security Coun-
cil meeting back
when Mr. Bush was
vice president. The
process was pushed
along by Mr.
Quayle's persistent
lobbying for the lat-
est SDI concept, and
it was galvanized by
a little-noticed Sep-
tember trip by Mr. Cheney to the labora-
tory conducting the most important SDI re-
search.

Privately, Mr. Bush's advisers acknowl-

Dick Cheney

A e
edge that he never fully embraced Mr.
Reagan's original, costly concept of SDI as
an impenetrable “‘Astrodome” ‘shield In

sors and lasers would insulate the U.S.
from even an.all-out Soviet nuclear as-
sault, v e

- But Mr. Bush began getting more en-
thused one day in 1988, when physicist Ed-

ward Teller walked Into an NSC meeting -

carrying a model Hllustrating a new ap-
proach called “Brilliant Pebbles.” Bril-
llant Pebbles is a cheaper SDI plan In
which thousands of small rockets bullt with

existing technology '»w{pl_xld' cq@;q.nt!y_qrblt__

the earth. .7, ., . PO
Upon detection of an enemy attack,
they would be dispatched to crash Into in-
coming misstles. (As technology advances
allow the rockets to be shrunk in size, sci-
entists recently have begun referring to
the concept as “‘Smart Bullets” rather
than Brilllant ‘Pebbles.) Advocates assert
that Brilllant Pebbles would cut the cost
of SDI to $55 billlon from $69 billlon. ]
Brilllant Pebbles began turning SDI into

a program Mr. Bush could more fully sup-

port, aldes say. That Inclination was rein-
forced when-Mr. Bush picked Mr. Quayle,
-an unabashed SDI' and Brilliant Pebbles
backer, to be his vice president.
Mr. Quayle: lobbled hard to insert a
statement supporting SDI into Mr. Bush's
first address to Congress a year ago this
month, administration aldes say. Because
he had long warned of the danger of ballls-

. tic missile proliferation, Mr. Quayle also

... helped Introduce the argument that SDI
. would-be needed.to guard agalinst attacks

from the Third World as well as from the

', .Sovlets.

" Then, aftér Mr. Cheney became defense
secretary, the vice president began what

- officlals describe as a persistent personal
-campalgn to Increase the new defense

. chief’s enthusiasm for SDI. Mr, Cheney al-

" ways was an SDI advocate. But adminis-
which a combination of space-based sen-. "

tration ‘offlcfals say his advecacy for the
program turned up a notch when, partly as
a result of the peppering he was receiving

f from Mr. Quayle, he flew to Callfornia

Sept. 21 to visit for the first time the Law- |

rence Livermore Laboratory, site of much
of the cutting-edge research on SDI tech-
nology. C,

Mr: Cheney seemed to return from the
trip with deeper enthusiasm for SDI and
the Brilllant Pebbles approach, adminis-
tratlon officlals say. He began openly lob-
bying members of Congress to make the

* same trip, telling lawmakers at one recent

.- hearing that “‘phenomenal progress" has

been made in SDI research,

'Still, SDI spending was chopped by Con-
gress In last year's budget deliberations.
So last November Mr. Quayle convened a
meeting of about 20 sympathetic law-
makers In the vice president’s offlice in
the Executlve Office Building to develop

- more effective arguments for SDI spend-

Ing. As a result, House Republican leader

- Robert Michel and Republican Whip Newt

. Gingrich sent the president a letter urging
.. him to'mention SDI in his State of the Un-

lon address. And the idea of having Mr.

- Bush himself travel to Livermore began to

-y Clrculate around the White House,

By December, the administration was
stlll wavering on how much money to re-
quest for SD!I this year, Mr. Quayle pushed
hard internally for robust funding, oppos-
ing some officlals who argued that such a

- blg request wasn't wise because Congress

-..would never approve it anyway. In the

nd, the Bush budget called for a big'$1 bil-
flon SDI spending boost, and the president
plugged SDI .in his State of the Union
speech.

stood before television cameras at the Li-
vermore Laboratory. *Even as we work to

-teduce arsenals and reduce tensions, we

understand the continuing crucial role of
strategic defense,” he declared.

Earlier this month, Mr. Bush himself
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I'm grateful for the opportunity to talk about doing things prudently
and about realizing your place in the world. There's been quite a bit of
talk about both of these ideas the past few months in Washington, as we
debate the defense budget.

It reminds me of the story about Arthur Brisbane, the columnist who
worked for William Randolph Hearst. Brisbane's work was so popular and so
successful that Hearst offered him a six-month vacation with full pay. But
Brisbane refused, and Hearst asked why in the world he would turn down such a
generous offer.

Brisbane replied, "The first reason is that if I quit writing for six
months, it might damage the circulation of your newspaper." He paused and
then said, "The second reason is that it might not." Brisbane was being
prudent and he knew his place in the world.

I hope in the coming months of the debate over the defense budget that
Congress will be prudent and will realize the place of the United States in
the world. I hope that President Bush and Congress will be able to work out
an agreement on our defense budget this year that provides for our national
security. But today I'm not going to talk about the details of that budget.

I want to take a different look at the budget debate this morning
because part of that debate is not the usual pulling and hauling between and
the Executive and Congress. The more I look at this debate, the more it
appears to be a debate -- not about one program or another -- but about what
kind of country we want to be.

When serious people propose cutting the defense budget by half over the
next ten years -- leaving us, for example, with a mere six aircraft carriers
at sea -- they are not talking just about simple budget shifts. What they
are suggesting is a radical change in our global status. They would give us
the defense budget for a second-class power, the budget of an America in
decline. ‘
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. In Congress, we face the possibility of radical cuts based on nothing
save grand compromises over what parochial interests need to be satisfied.
This willy-nilly approach to defense makes tatters of our national strategy.
* The -results would be unavoidable: An America that is a declining superpower.
Now there's no question that changes in the world do justify some long-term
budgetary savings. But there's a point below which we cannot go if we want
to remain a superpower.

I think what drives this notion that we can easily get by with a
fundamentally different kind of military structure is the idea that American
is already in decline. According to this argument, this slippage from great
power status is virtually inevitable owing to a host of forces beyond our
control. .

[

We are told that there are external and internal causes for this

decline.

Externally, the argument goes, America is losing economic power relative
to the rest of the world, especially Japan and Europe. After the Second
World War, our global market share was about 50 percent It's now dropped to

'”ffijust over 20-percent

W1th a: un1ted Germany Just around the corner, an economlcally unified
Europe, an- Eastern Europe with its economic engine ready to kick in, a
growing market dominance by Japan, Taiwan, Singapore, -South Korea, and other
, Asian nations -- taking into account just these factors -- some think that
we ve lost the battle for world markets '

ThlS is now a common theme : we ‘are sufferlng from 1mper1al overstretch
like Britain in the early 20th century. Overburdened by defense spending and
far flung commitments, we've sapped our national strength. We are on the
. slippery- slope to second-class status and there is really very llttle we can
" do “about it.. £ . ; R ..

We are tbld that domestically, we have such an array of diseases that
curing them compels us to turn away from the world to concentrate on the
decay. They point to the very real problems of drugs, inadequate education,
an eroding infrastructure and poverty, and jump to the conclusion that
healing our domestic life means turning away from our global
responsibilities.

. There's also a part of this argument that has to do with our national
goals. With the end of the Cold War, we are told, America has now
accomplished the one transcendent goal which gave both unity and purpose to
an entire generation. Without a communist threat, we are told, America won't
be looked to as a protector, and we won't be looked to for our special
values, because those values will have become -- or very soon will become --
universal.

Now I'm not suggesting that any one individual would stand behind all
these arguments, or that they capture every nuance of this kind of thinking.
But it's clear that a general worry exists about our future role in the world
and there are many voices--among them my good friend Jeanne Kirkpatrick--that
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will tell us America had better get used to being just another power’-- not a
superpower.

Quite frankly, I think the notion of America's inevitable decline is
both wrong and dangerous. No question, we could chose to recede into second-
class status. Foolish policy is all around us ready to be picked up. But
there is no irresistible force of decline acting outside and independent of
our own choices. We can remain an influence in the world with a robust
economy and global military reach, or we can withdraw into some self-centered
shell; power gone, spirit drained, will sapped.

In fact, this "America in decline" idea has no validity.

Let's look at the so-called external causes of our decline first. So
far as our global economic condition is concerned, there's no question we've
declined relative to Europe and Japan and some other rapidly growing nations.

But as columnist Charles Krauthammer pointed out recently, the measure
of that relative decline is the very abnormal period, just after World War
Two, when Europe and Japan were in utter collapse and we were in the midst of
a post-war economic boom. After recovery, the world market got back to
normal and.we've held. a steady share of the global market since 1960. Our

- friends -are doing well, and so-are we... And- are.we really a- declining

economic force -in. the world? ; Consider the following:

' Our federal budget -- jﬁst our budget -- is about the size of the
entire West German economy.

.. & | h-lot.of people think. our .economy is smaller. than Japan's. Our
" " economy ‘is almost double ‘theirs. -Our-gross national product is now
40 percent larger than Japan's.

1 Many people think we are no longer much of a player in international

' v.economies.  In fact, we:remain the biggest market for foreign goods

’and_we'be the biggest investor overseas. In Europe alone, we spent
15:billion dollars buying companies last year.

If this is decline, show me success.

The next part of this story says that over the last forty years we've
taken on a crushing defense burden and excessive commitments overseas. The
fallacy here is quite clear. As a percent of GNP, defense spending is down
from 8 percent in the 1960s, to 5 percent today. Indeed, defense represents
just 24 percent of the federal budget today, whereas President Kennedy's
defense budget was over 40 percent. And if we follow President Bush's long-
term defense plan, we'll find defense spehding in 1995 at the lowest level
since before Pearl Harbor, both as a percent of GNP, and as a percent of the
federal budget.

As far as these "so-called" excessive overseas commitments are
concerned, the fact is that the security brought about by our alliances has
paid enormous economic and political dividends for us and for the world.

By creating a rock-solid security system in the West and in Asia, we've
made possible economic growth and encouraged private enterprise, The peace
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we enjoy and the freedom we've fought for, have given. individuals the
confidence to make the kind of long-term commitment of time, money, and
energy to advance science and technology, as well as the arts and education.
Business will invest, expand, and take risks if they believe their future is
secure. Signs of that confidence are everywhere. Since World War Two,  total
world trade volume has increased tenfold.

The benefits of such confidence are the direct result of our continued
willingness to be involved around the world, to support our allies and to
deploy significant military power. That truth isn't lost on our allies. If
I've gotten one message from my trips abroad, it's that our friends do not
want to see an American military withdrawal.

Our involvement around the world has had other benefits as well. Not
alone a sense of our own security, but a sense of genuine global progress --
progress shaped by our own efforts to insure that free peoples, and those
seeking freedom, would have hope.

Shortly after the Second World War, we learned that our dream of
preserving the peace through a grand international organization would not be
realized. We also learned that as important as our alliances were, nothing
was. as- effective for keeping the peace as military force wielded by the
Unlted States 1n the name of freedom, democracy and self-determination.

The second cause of our decline is suppose to be overpowering domestic
problems that will force us to look inward. Now I am not in the domestic
policy business. I leave those discussions to the President, Jack Kemp and
Dick Darman. But it does seem clear to me that there is no problem today so
much more . complex than those we ve confronted 1n the past that we can't
" summon the' Wwisdom to meet it. c .

In any case, I've yet to see real reasons for despair. There's no
question, we have serious, in some cases critical, domestic'problems. Are
~they going to force. us- to.abandon our commitments to the world, and drive us

to leave the 1nternat10nal stage° I -don' t think so. )

We ve also got to remember that comparlng our problems to those of other
countries often distorts what we really aim for in our domestic politics. We
have one of the most culturally diverse nations in the world, and yet we seek
to educate everyone to a generally common, and high, standard. Given that
task, it's not surprising that some of our schools don't always measure up.

There is another point to make here. One of our greatest continuing
strengths is the fact that we're still the place to go when you can't go home
again. Last year alone, over 600,000 people immigrated to the United States;
more in the 1980s than in any other decade since World War One. These people
certainly haven't lost confidence in America. They bring with them talent
and creativity. They remind us of what it means to be an American. They
also remind us what being an American does not mean. It does not mean
turning your back on the rest of the world.

The final argument I want to touch on says that because the Cold War is
over, we'll lose our overarching purpose. With the decline in the Soviet
threat, goes our real purpose for international involvement. To me, this is
the strangest argument of all.



The first point is critiecal: threats to our security have not
evaporated, and 'it is too soon to say that the Soviet Union will never again
pose a threat to ourselves or our allies. Simple common sense tells us we
.should not abandon defense on the weight of one year's good news. The
Kremlin retains enormous military power -- last year alone they produced 140
new intercontinental ballistic missiles. We produced 12.

We are encouraged by President Gorbachev's reforms and we support them.
But we will not base our security on today's headlines, no matter how
hopeful. We have got to look to the future, to a future that can hold -- as
we learned in 1989 -- great surprises indeed.

Our critics keep saying that our administration isn't taking advantage
of changes in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, and that we are looking at
threats of the past not the future. In fact, President Bush is the one that
is looking to the future. It was almost a year ago, long before today's
crities had discovered Eastern Europe, that the President launched a
comprehensive and forward-looking strategy for active American engagement.
He's considering not only what's happening today, but what might happen
tomorrow. That's strategic planning.

SR My 'sincere. bellef is that far from becomlng less of a force in the
world Amerlca is going to be taking on greater global respon51b111t1es in
years ahead. If the Soviet Union moves toward true democratic reform, and
concentrates on internal economic revival, we will certainly face a
dramatically different security env1ronment It's one I look forward to.

But it's going to be one in which ‘our influence and engagement are of greater
.importance than ever. The .fact. is, the only superpower in decline is the

" Soviet Union:

No other nation will be capable of our kind of global reach. The idea
. of a security threat was not lnvented by the communist party. It will remain
-long after -the, party is.gone. ” As-a result, the world will still be a
dangerous place a place that will contlnue to benefit from -- indeed require
.=-=- the. stabilizing influence of the America military.

We had best be ready for that kind of world. We will certainly be
called upon to help our friends and allies, and to protect our own economic
and political interests worldwide. If we do not create the forces to meet
future threats, that does not mean those threats won't be there. It only
means we'll be poorly prepared to meet them. And what that means is we would
either shrink from protecting our own interests or we would send out American
Eroops ill-prepared and ill-equipped to do the job. The first option is
unwise, the second is morally repugnant.

|
|
|
It is certainly a paradox that during one of the most successful periods ‘
in our history, we find an undercurrent of unease and malaise. America has
never really been comfortable with great power responsibilities, so in the
present climate of change, maybe we should expect traditional hopes of
isolationism to surface. In any case, dramatic events force us to reflect on
our role in the world and what kind of nation we think we should be. '
|

We often talk about how events in Eastern Europe have changed the

political landscape of these nations, and how democratic ideas have made

MORE



there way into the deepest reaches of the communist world. But we seldom
consider how these events have changed us.

Americans so often take freedom and equality for granted, that we tend
to think it's something that's easy to come by and requires no sacrifice.
East Germans, Czechoslovakians, Romanians, Hungarians, Poles, Bulgarians,
Lithuanians, Latvians, Estonians, Panamanians -- in 1989 these people taught
us the price of freedom.

When Lech Walesa and Vaclav Havel spoke to Congress recently they
mentioned the influence our founding fathers and Abraham Lincoln had on their
struggle against oppression. As I thought back on their speeches, I had the
uneasy feeling that in some ways, they understood these men better than we
did. They showed us the founders' ideas as if they were brand new. In fact,
Jefferson, Madison, and Lincoln have been given another life. Not only
outside America, but inside as well.

How have events. in Eastern Europe changed us? They've reminded us of
where our real strength lies. It's not in military or economic power, though
these are certainly important. It's not in our cultural reach either, though
blue Jeans and Mlchael Jackson fit as well in Moscow as they do in Milwaukee.

Our real strength lles in-our 1deas When Pre31dent Haval spoke to
'Congress he mentioned in particular Jefferson and Lincoln. One helped
create the union on the principle of liberty and equallty, the other helped
to keep it together under those principles.

This is a good city to see the symbols of those ideas. If you travel

.. ,over to the.Jefferson Memorial.you'll notice that the third President stands

“in the-‘center of ‘his rotunda ‘looking dlrectly across' the Tidal Basin to the
south front of the White House; keeping a knowing eye on the current
occupant. Surrounding Jefferson are the words he spoke and wrote, the words
that have guided us and so many other people around the world. I would think

.- that: lf ‘President” Havel or Lech Walesa had the..chance to visit this monument,

one senterice among the many others might catch their eye. '"Nothing is so
clearly written in the book of fate," said Jefferson, " than that these
people shall be free."

Thank you all very much.

e e 4
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This is my first appearance before the National Press Club as Secretary
of Defense. It comes one year and five days after I took office. It has
been a momentous year. :

We are on the verge of a new era in American military history. With
democratic ideas finding their way into the farthest reaches of the Communist
world, with our most potent adversary facing internal crisis and with the
threat of sudden attack on the central front of Europe lower than at any time
in some forty years, we're looking at what could well be the end of the cold

war.
More to the point, these developments are signs of a victory in the cold
war. :
Victories are occasions for confidence and pride, and we have a right to
both.. '

But along with pride, we also feel some uncertainty. What President
Bush called the "Revolution of 1989" swept away so much that was ugly in our
world, that we have good reason to wonder about what might come next. And as
the revolution swept away the ugly, it brought us much that is good.
"America stands at the center of a widening circle of freedom," the President
said. It's a circle we must be sure keeps growing.

I don't think I've made a speech since taking this job a year ago
without recognizing these changes and discussing in detail exactly what the
implications are for our military. And yet, some of my former colleagues in
Congress can't give a speech without claiming that our defense budget hasn't
Deen responsive to dramatic events in the Kremlin and Eastern Europe.
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Some-of my friends on Capitol Hill work overtime, crafting'ever eutea'

- .nuggets to drive home their claim that the Administration is too slow to
. react-to global.change. Since "reacting to change" translates for some in

Congress to mean, "cutting the defense budget," let me begin by reminding
everyone exactly what we have already cut. :

e Since I became Secretary, I've cut 231 billion dollars out of the
five year defense plan.

e For 1990 and 9t alone, I've recommended that we terminate 20 keapons
programs.

@ We're in the process of closing 86 military bases and we are looking
at closing another 47 ineluding overseas bases.

e We've cut 60,000 military personnel.

¢ If we follow the President's fiive year defense plan -- the plan some
~ in Congress say doesn't cut fast enough--defense spending, as a
share of GNP and the federal budget, will fall to the lowest level
since before Pearl Harbor.

Does Congress feally believe it's safe to move below that level?

The fact is, we've heard a lot of bold talk about cutting the overall
defense budget. But every time I actually try to cut something, I have a
fight on my hands.

Some of the members who are the biggest advocates of deep cuts yell the
loudest when it comes time to cut something in their distriects.

_ For example, we want to take account of the changing threat in Eastern
Europe by ending our production of the weapons system most appropriate for
that theater -- our main battle tank.

We already have 7900 ABRAMS tanks -- we are reducing the number of
divisions in the Army -- we are getting ready to withdraw some forces from
Europe -- We don't need any more ABRAMS tanks. But doing that might cost
Jobs in a Congressman's district or a Senator's state. So the result is a
major roadblock as we try to restructure our forces for the future.

‘My friend, Les Aspin, is the most critical this year, claiming we are
not moving fast enough on our cuts. But if you look at performance -- if you
look at real cuts -- his committee has the worst track record in terms of
actually supporting Administration reductions. Last year, the committee
tried to put back in the budget everything I cut out.

In.fairness to Les, he supported my efforts to cancel or terminate
programs. But unfortunately, the majority of his committee did not support
him, .

What Congress gives me is complaints instead of solutions, polities
instead of strategy.

If our crities would actually Took at what we are doing in the
Department to restructure our forces for the future, they would see a
complete rethinking of missions and strategy.
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We have major program reviews under way for the Advanced Tactical
Fighter, Advanced Tactical Aircraft, the C-17 transport, the B-2 bomber.
We're also looking at the experlmental light helicopter and SDI These
studies will all be finished within the next few weeks.

In our long-term program reviews, we are doing a thorough going analysis
of each service's budget, force structure, and procurement plans.

In general, we are reevaluating our force structure and long-term
national requirements. Two day ago the President forwarded to the Congress
his National Security Strategy Report. Two weeks ago Congress received the
Joint Military Net Assessement. Both reports -- one public and one top
secret -- spell out in some detail the Administration's views with respect
to the future and our military requirements.

Now for a moment let's look at those requirements. For the sake of
argument, let's grant the optimists all of their assumptions. Let me sketch
out a scenario for the future -- in which things continue to go well, and
then contemplate what the enduring elements of our military will be.

For the purposes of this discussion set aside doubts about the future of
Mr. Gorbachev and his reform efforts inside the Soviet Union. Don't concern
yourself with questions about instability in Eastern Europe, or nationality
conflicts, or economic collapse, or leadership changes.

Rather, let's assume the following, as we think about what the
requ1rements will be for military forces and commltments for the rest of the

decade.

o Assume that Mr. Gorbachev is still in power;
® That his domestic policies have been at least partially successful;

¢ That his foreign policy remains far less hostile to the West than
were those. of his predecessors;

¢ That the U.S. and the Soviets have implemented suceessful arms
control agreements affecting conventional and strategic forces --
and that we're negotiating further agreements;

® That all Soviet forces have been withdrawn from Eastern Europe and
that the Warsaw Pact is nothing more than a relic of history;

¢ And that Eastern Europe is governed by democratlcally elected, non-
communist regimes.

Now, I would call that a rosy scenario.

Furthermore, those assumptions are precisely the ones we've used in
designing our budget from now through 1995.

I have directed the military serv1ces to plan for the mid-90's on
exactly these assumptions.
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The question we've put to ourselves is: what if the Soviet and Warsaw
Pact threat continues to erode? What kind of continuing requirements would
exist for U.S. military power, if we assume a vast reduction in the threat
which has dictated our national strategy for the past 40 years?

"I believe there are six requirements that must be the foundation of
national defense, for now and for five years from now.

The first point that must be understood is that even under an optimistic
scenario, a self-absorbed, changing Soviet Union is going to maintain its
strategic nuclear arsenal.

If the Kremlin were to abandon its strategic nuclear forces, it would
let go of the last real vestige of its global power. The Soviets may reshape
this force to fit a START agreement. But they will probably continue their
modernization -- a modernization which is now moving at a remarkable pace for
a nation in the midst of an economic crisis. . :

Furthermore, we're going to have to be prepared for the spread of
nuclear weapons to other countries, and the means to deliver them.

The idea of a strategic offensive triad with weapons on land, sea, and
in the air -- must expand, to include the concept of a well balanced mixture
of offensive and defensive deterrence. Based on our advantages in high
technology, this new force will help us deter war by raising the uncertainty
of a first strike, and will protect people -- elements we'll need to avoid
nuclear blackmail. : -

Second, we are going to want strong alliances and the coalition defense
they give us.

. At the core of our national strategy, and at the core of our success
over the last 40 years, are the alliance relationships in Europe and Asia.

In the future, those alliances may well play different roles. The
responsibilities of the partners will probably shift. But what should not
change is our fundamental commitment to coalition unity and strength. This
is the message I took to Asia last month -- a message that has been echoed by

every one of our allies.

Our allies recognize -- and believe strongly.-- that our military
presence serves a variety of ends. It dampens traditional regional tensions.
And it creates a general air of security, in which economies grow and
democracy has the chance to thrive.

We must recognize that regional security is not always connected to the
level of the Soviet threat. As that threat recedes, regional calm and global
economic progress will still depend ‘on our willingness to be trusted allies.

Of course, if our commitment were backed up only by words, it would be

hollow. So the third enduring element is forward deployment.

The difference between words of support and actions of conviction, is
that we're willing to put .U.S. troops on the ground. The message, to friends
and enemies alike, is that Americans are willing to risk their lives to
insure the security of our friends and allies. Nothing can substitute for
the stability and deterrence provided by forward. deployment. -
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It is certainly true that we will be adjusting the levels of our
deployments, especially in Europe after a CFE agreement. And we've initiated
discussions with Japan and Korea that will result in a 10 percent reductions
in U.S. forces in Asia over the next three years.

If we manage that transition well, and take advantage of our superior
technology and the increasing strength of our allies, those deployments will
be just as effective as they are today.

Fburth, no matter how polities among nations might change, geography
will not. We are the leading maritime power in the world and we'll need to
control the seas, regardless of what happens in Moscow.

As circumstances change, we will adjust the kinds of Naval forces we
need. We are now looking at a smaller Navy than we were in the early 1980s.

As our economy becomes even more interwoven with those of our trading
partners overseas, it's going to become more important that we maintain
maritime superiority.

The fifth enduring military requirement is one we have been called upon .
to use recently. It's the capability to project power quickly and
effectively. If we are going to defend our interests and protect American
lives, we must have the military capability to use force in ways appropriate
to the level of combat. :

Overwhelming nuclear superiority was of little use on the streets of
Panama. We needed a well trained, highly professional, properly equipped
fighting force. :

We had the forces when we needed them. Our troops performed
extraordinarily well, and we are going to maintain that capability, and even
enhance it.

But the ability to project power is not just a question of combat.
Instead of using force, the goal is to prevent the escalation of low-
intensity conflicts, using security assistance and the peacetime engagement
of our military -- in training, humanitarian assistance, civil affairs, and
other contributions. ' '

The sixzth and final enduring element I want to discuss today is the
foundation of all the rest. As we begin the fundamental restructuring of our
forces, we are going to rely, as never before, on our ability to generate the
best high technology weapons in the world. We can do that only if we pay \
greater attention to our eroding industrial base.

If we lose our capacity to produce first class, high quality weapons, we
will not just have a smaller force come 1995, we'll have a dangerously weaker
one, too. , . ’

The Soviets' inability to compete with our advanced technology is one of
the primary reasons they've chosen to try to repair their abysmal economy.
If we do not maintain that lead, we will have taken away a major reason for
Gorbachev's reforms. . .



-6-

We must not, by our own foolish actions, grant a military advantage to
the Soviets that they seem to have wisely concluded is unattainable by thelr
own efforts. :

So, the military requirements we must malntaln, no matter what the
future holds, are:

® Offensive and defensive nuclear forces;
@ alliances;
o forward deployed forces;
® maritime superiority;
e flexible contingency foreces and a
® strong industrial base.
Central to each of these requirements is our quality military force.
Each time I get the chance to visit with our troops -~ as I've done in
Europe, Asia, Panama and at home -- I become more convinced that the quality
of our people in uniform is the basis for our success. They are the ones who
put their lives on the line, and the American people expect that we will take

care of them.

The quality of ouf personnel isn't something that just happens. It's
the result of years of effort making certain they are paid what they deserve,

.ensuring their families are taken care of, and guaranteeing that if they must

fight, they have the equipment and tralnlng to do the job. All of this costs
money. It is worth every penny. '

As we reduce defense spending and build down our forces, we must do so
with a strategy and with common sense as our guide.

The slogan, "brlng the boys home," is one of our most unenllghtened
sentiments, and probably one of our most dangerous.

We should not engage in the kind of radical reductions that followed

World War Two, Korea, and Vietnam. Each reduction left us weaker. Each

reduction had to be reversed at great cost. We are now on a prudent path to
lower defense spending, one guided by a strategy and an understanding of our
enduring military requirements.

At the end of this period of reductions we want to be able to look back
and see that we have preserved -- and even enhanced -- these basic elements
of our power.

For all the mistakes we have made in the last forty years or so, our
power and influence have been a positive force in the world. Defending
democracy, self-determination, and justice -- these are the only reasons why
the American people will ever support the exercise of our military power.

President Bush said it best in his State of the Union address: America
is more than a nation, it's an idea. Our Army, our Navy, our Air Force our
Marines -- give us military power.




-7-

Strength is essential. Without strength our purposes will always be
hostage to less benign wishes. - :

But strength alone doesn't define our role in the world. When Lech .
Walesa spoke to Congress last year, with the voice of liberty he had fought
so hard for, military power was not his concern. Instead, he reminded us of
our réal force in the world. He said: "The people -of Poland link the name of
the United States with freedom and democracy, with generosity and
highmindedness, with human friendship and friendly humanity."

These ideas are part of what it means for us to be a superpower. But
the cost of maintaining the ideas that gave hope to Walesa, and Vaclav Havel,
and millions of others, will always be more than good words and fine
intentions.

In the speech he would never deliver at the Trade Mart in Dallas,
President Kennedy captured this idea. Had he lived, the President would have
said: . - .

"Above all, words alone are not enough. The United States is a peaceful
nation. And where our strength and determination are clear, our words '
need merely to convey conviction, not belligerence. If we are strong,
our strength will speak for itself. If we are weak, words will be of no
help."

Thank you all very much.
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I'm grateful for the opportunity to talk about doing things prudently
and about realizing your place in the world. There's been quite a bit of
talk about both of these ideas the past few months in Washington, as we
debate the defense budget.

It reminds me of the story about Arthur Brisbane, the columnist who
worked for William Randolph Hearst. Brisbane's work was so popular and so
successful that Hearst offered him a six-month vacation with full pay. But
Brisbane refused, and Hearst asked why in the world he would turn down such a
generous offer.

Brisbane replied, "The first reason is that if I quit writing for six
months, it might damage the circulation of your newspaper." He paused and
then said, "The second reason is that it might not." Brisbane was being
prudent and he knew his place in the world.

I hope in the coming months of the debate over the defense budget that
Congress will be prudent.and will realize the place of the United States in
the world. I hope that President Bush and Congress will be able to work out
an agreement on our defense budget this year that provides for our national
security. But today I'm not going to talk about the details of that budget.

I want to take a different look at the budget debate this morning
because part of that debate is not the usual pulling and hauling between and
the Executive and Congress. The more I look at this debate, the more it
appears to be a debate -- not about one program or another -- but about what
kind of country we want to be.

When serious people propose cutting the defense budget by half over the
next ten years -- leaving us, for example, with a mere six airecraft carriers
at sea -- they are not talking just about simple budget shifts. What they
are suggesting is a radical change in our global status. They would give us
the defense budget for a second-class power, the budget of an America in
decline.

MORE
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In Congress ‘we face the pOSSLblllty of radlcal cuts based on nothlng
save grand compromises over ‘what parochlal lnterests meed to be satisfied.
This 'willy- nilly approach to defense makes tatters of our ‘national strategy
The results would be unavoidable: An Amerlca that is a decllnlng superpower

- Now there's no questlon that changes in the world .do Justlfy some long-term
‘budgetary savings. But there's a point below which we cannot go if we want

to remain a superpower.

I think what drives this notion that we can easily get by with a
fundamentally different kind of military structure is the idea that American
is already in decline. According to this argument, this slippage from great
power status is v1rtually inevitable owing to a host of forces beyond our
control.

4 4

We are told that there are external and internal causes for this

decline.

Externally, the argument goes, America is los1ng economic power relative
to'the:rest of the world, especially Japan and Europe. After the Second
World War, our global market share was about 50 percent It's now dropped to

3,Just over 20 percent

Wlth a unlted Germany Just around the corner, an economlcally unified

Ve Europe, an’ Eastern Europe with its' economic engine ready: to: kick in, a

; grow1ng market dominance by Japan, Taiwan, Singapore, South Korea, and other
‘Asian nations- -- taking into-account Just ‘these factors -- some thlnk that )
we've lost the battle for world markets '

Thls is now a- common theme' ‘We arer sufferlng from 1mper1al overstretch
like Britain in the early 20th century. Overburdened by defense spending' and

- far flung commitments, we've:sapped our national strength. We are on the.

slippery slope to second-class, status and there is really very little we can
do about it. .

We are told that domestically, we have sucn an array of diseases that
curing them compels us to turn away from the world to concentrate on the
decay. They point to the very real problems of drugs, inadequate education,

an eroding infrastructure and poverty, and jump to the conclusion that

healing our domestic life means turnlng away from our global

respon31blllt1es

There s also a part of thls argument that has to do wlth our national -
goals. With the end of the Cold War, we are told, America has now

1accomplished the one transcendent goal which gave both unity and purpose to
an entire generation. Without a communist threat, we are told, America won't

be looked to as a protector, and we won't be looked to for our special
values, because those values will have become -- or very soon will become --
unlversal

Now I'm not suggesting that any one 1nd1v1dual would stand behind all
these arguments, or that they capture every nuance of this kind of thinking.
But it's clear that a general worry exists about our future role in the world
and there are many voices--among them my good friend Jeanne Kirkpatrick--that
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will tell us America had better get used to being just another power -- not a
superpower, ' '

Quite frankly, I think the notion of America's inevitable decline is
both wrong and dangerous. No question, we could chose to recede into second-
class status. Foolish policy is all around us ready to be picked up. But
there is no irresistible force of decline acting outside and independent of
our own choices. We can remain an influence in the world with a robust
economy and global military reach, or we can withdraw into some self-centered
shell; power gone, spirit drained, will sapped.

In fact, this "America in decline" idea has no validity.

Let's look at the so-called external causes of our decline first. So
far as our global economic condition is concerned, there's no question we've
declined relative to Europe and Japan and some other rapidly growing nations.

But as columnist Charles Krauthammer pointed out recently, the measure
of that relative decline is the very abnormal period, just after World War
Two, when-Europe-and Japan were in utter- collapse and we were in the midst of
a post-war economic boom. After recovery, the world market got back to
normal and we've held a steady share of the.global market since 1960. Our
friends are-doing well, and so are we. 4nd are we really a declining
economic force in the world? Consider the following:

S Quf_federal'budget -éljustfour'budget -— is about. the size of the
" entire West German economy. = - e

v A lot,of‘people-think-our economy is smaller than Japan's. Our
- economy 1s almost double theirs. Our gross national product is now
40 percent larger than Japan's.

' Many people think we are no longer much of a player in international
economics. In fact, we remain the biggest market for foreign goods
and we're the biggest investor overseas. In Europe alone, we spent
15 billion dollars buying companies last year.

If this is decline, show me success.

The next part of this story says that over the last forty years we've
takenh on a crushing defense burden and excessive commitments overseas. The
fallacy here-is- quite clear.” As-a percent of GNP, defense spending is down
from 8 percent in the 1960s, to 5 percent today. Indeed, defense represents
Jjust 24 percent of the federal budget today, whereas President Kennedy's
defense budget was over 40 percent. And if we follow President Bush's long-
term defense plan, we'll find defense spending in 1995 at the lowest level
since before Pearl Harbor, both as a percent of GNP, and as a percent of the
federal budget. '

As far as these "so-called" excessive overseas commitments- are
concerned, the fact is that the security brought about by our alliances has
paid enormous economic and political dividends for us and for the world.

By creating a rock-solid security system in the West and in Asia, we've
made possible economic growth and encouraged private enterprise. The peace
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we enjoy and the freedom we've fought for, have given individuals the
confidence to make the kind of long-term commitment of Cime, money, and
énergy to advance science and technology, as well as the arts and education.
Business will invest, expand, and take risks if they believe their future is
secure. Signs of that confidence are everywhere. Since World War Two, total
world trade volume has increased tenfold. o

The benefits of such confidence are the direct result of our continued
willingness to be involved around the world, to support our allies and to
deploy significant military power. That truth isn't lost on our allies. If
['ve gotten one message from my trips abroad, it's that our friends do not
want to see an American military withdrawal.

~ Our involvement around the world has had other benefits as well. Not
alone a sense of our own security, but a sense of genuine global progress --
progress shaped by our own efforts'to insure that free peoples, and those
seeking freedom, would have hope. :

Shortly after the Second World War, we learned that our dream of
preserving the peace:through a grand international organization would not be
" ‘realized. We also learned that as important as our alliances were, nothing
was as effective for keeping the peace as military force wielded by the

- . United’States. in the name. of freedom, democracy andiself-determination.

.. The second cause of our decline is suppose to be overpowering domestic

- problems. that will force us to ‘look inward. Now I am not in the domestic

- policy business. :I. leave those discussions to the: President, Jack Kemp and

Dick Darman. But it does seem clear to me that there is. no problem today so
much more complex than those we've confronted in the past that we can't

summon the wisdom to meet it.

In any case, I['ve yet to see real reasons for despair. There's no
question, wé Have serious, in' some cases critical, domestic problems. Are
they going to force us to abandon our commitments to the world, and drive us
to leave the international stage? I don't think so.

We've also got to remember that comparing our problems to those of other
countries offen distorts what we really aim for in our domestic polities. We
have one of the most culturally diverse nations in the world, and yet we seek
Lo educate gveryone to a generally common, and high, standard. Given that
task, it's not surprising that some of our schools don't always measure up.

~ There is another point to make here. One of our greatest continuing
strengths is the fact that we're still the place to go when you can't go home
again. Last year alone, over 600,000 people immigrated to the United States;
more in the 1980s than in any other decade since World War One. These people
certainly haven't lost confidence in America. They bring with them talent
and creativity. They remind us of what it means to be an American. They
also remind us what being an American does not mean. It does not mean
- turning your back on the rest of the world. .

The final argument I want to touch on says that because the Cold War is
over, we'll lose our overarching purpose. With the decline in the Soviet
threat, goes our real purpose for international involvement. To me, this is
the strangest argument of all.
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The first point is eritieal: threats to our security have not
evéporated, and it is too soon to say that the Soviet Union will never again
pose a threat to ourselves or our allies. Simple common sense tells us we
should not abandon :defense on the weight of one year's good news. The
Kremlin retains enormous military power -- last year alone they produced 140
new intercontinental ballistic missiles. We produced 12.

We are encouraged by President Gorbachev's reforms and we support them.
But we will not base our security on today's headlines, no matter how
hopeful. We have got to look to the future, to a future that can hold -- as .
we learned in 1989 -- great surprises indeed.

Our crities keep saying that our administration isn't taking advantage
of changes in Eastern Europe and "the Soviet Union, and that we are looking at
threats of the past not the future. In fact, President Bush is the one that
is looking to the future. It was almost a year ago, long before today's
critics had discovered Eastern Europe, that the President launched a

. comprehensive and forward-looking strategy for active American engagement.

He's considering not only what's happening today,. but what might happen

tomorrow. That's strategic planning.

'“f fMym§ihEeré”beiiéfiis?théfAfar'fﬁom beébmiﬁg:iess of a force in the
world, America is going to be taking on greater global responsibilities in

“yeabsiaheadJ:Z;i'the“Soviet Union-moves toward true democratic reform, and

concentrates-on internal economic revival,.we will certainly face a

‘ “dramaticaIIy'different'security-environment;"It‘s one I look forward to.

But it's going to be one in which our influence and engagement are of greater

- importance than.ever. The fact: is, the only superpower in decline is the

Soviet Union.: )

.. - No"other nation will be capable: of our kind of .global reach. The idea
of a security threat was not invented by the communist party. It will remain
long after the party is gone. As a result, the world will still be a
dangerous place, a place that will continue to benefit from -- indeed require
-- the stabilizing influence of the America military. '

We had best be ready for that kind of world. We will certainly be
called upon to help our friends and allies, and to protect our own economic
and political interests worldwide. If we do not create the forces to meet
future threats, that does not mean those threats won't be there. It only
means: we'll be poorly prepared to meet them. -And what that means is we would
either shrink from protecting our own interests or we would send out American
troops ill-prepared and ill-equipped to do the job. The first option is
unwise, the second is morally repugnant.

It is certainly a paradox that during one of the most successful periods
in our history, we find an undercurrent of unease and malaise. America has
never really been comfortable with great .power responsibilities, so in the
present climate of change, maybe we should expect traditional hopes of
isolationism to surface. In any case, dramatic events force us to reflect on
our role in the world and what kind of nation we think we should be.

We often talk about how events in Eastern Europe have changed the
political landscape of these nations, and how democratic ideas have made
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there way into the deepest reaches of the communist world. But we seldom
consider how these events have changed us.

Americans so often take freedom and equality for granted, that we tend
to think-it's something that's easy to come by and requires no sacrifice.
East Germans, Czechoslovakians, Romanians, Hungarians, Poles, Bulgarians,
Lithuanians, Latvians, Estonians, Panamanians -- in 1989 these people taught
us the price of freedom.

When Lech Walesa and Vaclav Havel spoke to Congress recently they
mentioned the influence our founding fathers and Abraham Lincoln had on their
struggle against oppression. As I thought back on their speeches, I had the
. uneasy feeling that in some ways, they understood these men better than we
did. They showed us the founders' ideas as if they were brand new. In fact,
‘Jefferson, Madison, an¢ Lincoln have been given another life. Not only
outside America, but inside as well.

How have events in Eastern Europe changed us? They've reminded us of
where our real strength lies. It's not in military or economic power, though
- these-are.certainly -important. It'"s.not-in our cultural reach either, though
blue jeans and Michael Jackson fit as well in Moscow as they do in Milwaukee.

: " Our real.strengtb lles in: ‘our- Ideas. - When- Pre51dent Haval spoke to
'.Congress he mentioned in partlcular Jefferson and Lincoln. One helped

- create. the: unlon on the. principle of liberty and. equallty, the other helped

fito keep Lt together under those prlnclples

' ThlS is a good clty to see the symbols of those 1deas If you travel
over to the Jefferson Memorial you'll notice that the third President stands
in the’ center of his rotunda looklng directly across the Tidal Basin to the
south front of the White House; keeping a knowing eye on the current
occupant. . Surroundlng Jefferson-are the words he spoke and wrote, the words
that have guided us and so many: other people around the world. I would think
that if President Havel or Lech Walesa had the chance to visit this monument,
one sentence among the many others might catch their eye. "Nothing is so
clearly written in the. book of fate," said Jefferson, " than that these
people shall be free."

Thank you all very much.

" -END-
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This is my first appearance before the National Press Club as Secretary
of Defense. It comes one year and five days after I took office. It has
been a momentous year. :

We are on the verge of a new era in American military history. With
democratic ideas finding their way into the farthest reaches of the Communist
world, with our most potent adversary facing internal crisis and with the
threat of sudden attack on the central front of Europe lower than at any time
in some forty years, we're looking at what could well be the end of the cold

war. '

More to the point, these developments are signs of a victory in the cold
war. '

Victories are occasions for confidence and pride, and we have a right to
both. . :

But along with pride, we also feel some uncertainty. What President
Bush called the "Revolution of 1989" swept away so much that was ugly in our
world, that we have good reason to wonder about what might come next. And as
the revolution swept away the ugly, it brought us much that is good.
"America stands at the center of a widening circle of freedom," the President
said. It's a circle we must be sure keeps growing.

I don't think I've made a speech since taking this job a year ago
without recognizing these changes and discussing in detail exactly what the
implications are for our military. And yet, some of my former colleagues in
Congress can't give a speech without claiming that our defense budget hasn't
Deen responsive to dramatic events in the Kremlin and Eastern Europe.
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Some-of my friends on Capitol Hill work overtime, crafting ever cuter
nuggets to drive home their claim that the Administration is too slow to
react to global.change. Since "reacting to change" translates for some. in
Congress to mean, "cutting the defense budget," let me begin by reminding
everyone exactly what we have already cut.

® Since I became Secretary, I've cut 231'billion dollars out of the
five year defense plan.

® For 1990 and 91 alone, I've recommended that we terminate 20 Qeapons
programs.

¢ We're in the process of closing 86 milit#ry bases and we abe looking
at closing another 47 including overseas bases.

e We've cut 60,000 military persdnnel.

¢ If we follow the President's five year defense plan -- the plan some
*~ in Congress say doesn't cut fast enough--defense spending, as a
share of GNP and the federal budget, will fall to the lowest level
since before Pearl Harbor. C

Does Congress really believe it's safe to move below that level?

The fact is, we've heard a lot of bold talk about cutting the overall
defense budget. But every time I actually try to cut something, I have a
fight on my hands. ’

Some of the members who are the biggest advocates. of deep cuts yell the
loudest when it comes time to cut something in their districts.

, For example, we want to take account of the changing threat in Eastern
Europe by ending our production of the weapons system most appropriate for
that theater -- our main battle tank.

We already have 7900 ABRAMS tanks -- we are reducing the number of
divisions in the Army -- we are getting ready to withdraw some forces from
Europe -- We don't need any more ABRAMS tanks. But doing that might cost
Jobs in a Congressman's district or a Senator's state. So the result is a
ma jor roadblock as we try to restructure our forces for the future.

My friend, Les Aspin, is the most critical this year, claiming we are
not moving fast enough on our cuts. But if you look at performance -- if you
look at real cuts -- his committee has the worst track record in terms of
actually supporting Administration reductions. Last year, the committee
tried to put back in the budget everything I cut out.

In fairness to Les, he supported my efforts to cancel or terminate
programs. But unfortunately, the majority of his committee did not support
him.

What Congress gives me is complaints instead of solutions; polities
instead of strategy. .

If our critics would actually look at what we are doing in the
Department to restructure our forces for the future, they would see a
complete rethinking of missions and strategy. ) )
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We have major program reviews under way for the Advanced Tactical
Fighter, Advanced Tactical Aircraft, the C-17 transport, the.B-2 bomber.
We're also looking at the experlmental ‘light helicopter and SDI These’
studies will all be finished within the next few weeks.

In our long-term program reviews, we are doing a thorough going analysis
of each service's budget, force structure, and procurement plans. -

In general, we are reevaluating our force structure and long-term
national requirements. Two day ago the President forwarded to the Congress
his National Security Strategy Report. Two weeks ago Congress received the
Joint Military Net Assessement. Both reports -- one public and one top
secret -- spell out in some detail the Administration's views with respect -
to the future and our military requirements.

Now for a moment let's look at those requirements. For the sake of
argument, let's grant the optimists all of their assumptions. Let me sketch
out a scenario for the future -- in which things continue to go well, and
then contemplate what the endurlng elements of our military will be.

For the purposes of this discussion set aside doubts abcut the future of
Mr. Gorbachev and his reform efforts inside the Soviet Union. Don't concern
yourself with questions about instability in Eastern Europe, or nationallty
conflicts, or economic collapse, or leadership changes.

Rather, let's assume the following, as we think about what the
requlrements will be for mllltary forces and commltments for the rest of the
decade. :

® Assume that Mr. Gorbachev is still in power;

¢ That his domestic policies have been at least partially successful;

¢ That his foreign policy remains far less hostile to the West than
were those of his predecessors;

e That the U.S. and the Soviets have implemented successful arms
control agreements affecting conventional and strategic forces --
and that we're negotlatlng further agreements;

¢ That all Soviet forces have been withdrawn from Eastern Europe and
that the Warsaw Pact is nothing more than a relie of history;

¢ And that Eastern Europe is governed by democratlcally elected, non-
communist reglmes

Now, I would call that a rosy scenario.

Furthermore, those assumptions are prec1sely the ones we've used in
designing .our budget from now. through 1995.

I have directed the military services to plan for the mid-90's on
exactly these assumptions. :




-4-

The question we've put to ourselves is: what if the Soviet.and Warsaw
Pact threat continues to erode? What kind of continuing requirements would
exist for U.S. military power, if we assume a vast reduction in the threat
which has dictated our national strategy for the past 40 years?

"I believe there are six requirements that must be the foundation of
national defense, for now and for five years from now.

The first point that must be understood is that even under an optimistic
scenario, a self-absorbed, changlng Sov1et Unlon is going to maintain its
strategic nuclear arsenal.

If the Kremlin were to abandon its strategic nuclear forces, it would
let go of the last real vestige of its global power. The Soviets may reshape
this force to fit a START agreement. But they will probably continue their
modernization -- a modernization which is now moving at a remarkable pace for
a nation in the midst of an economic crisis.

Furthermore, we're going to have to be prepared for the spread of
nuclear weapons to other countries, and the means to deliver them,

The idea of a strategic offensive triad with weapons on land, sea, and
in the air -- must expand, to include the concept of a well balanced mixture
of offensive and defensive deterrence. Based on our advantages in high
technology, this new force will help us deter war.by raising the uncertainty -
of a first strike, and will protect people -- elements we'll need to avoid
nuelear blackmall .

Second, we are going to want strong alllances and the coalition defense
they give us.

At the core of our national strategy, and at the core of our success
over the last 4o years are the alliance relationships in Europe and Asia.

In the future, those alliances may well play different roles. The
responsibilities of the partners will probably shift. But what should not
change is our fundamental commitment to coalition unity and strength. This
is the message I took to Asia last month -- a message that has been echoed by
every one of our allies.

Our allies recognize -- and believe strongly.-- that our military
presence serves a variety of ends. It dampens traditional regional tensions.
And it creates a general air of security, in which economies grow and
democracy has the chance to thrive.

We must recogniée'that regional security is not always connected to the
level of the Soviet threat. As that threat recedes, regional calm and global
economic progress will still depend ‘on our willingness to be trusted allies.

Of course, if our commitment were backed up only by words, it would be
hollow. So the third enduring element is forward deployment.

The difference between words of support and actions of conviction, is
that we're willing to put .U.S. troops on the ground. = The message, to friends
and enemies alike, is that Americans are willing to risk their lives to
insure the security of our friends and allies. Nothing can substitute for
the stability and deterrence provided by forward.deployment.
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It is certainly true that we will be adjusting the levels of our
deployments, especially in Europe after a CFE agreement. And we've initiated
discussions with Japan and Korea that will result in a 10 percent reductions
in U.S. forces in Asia over the next three years.

If we manage that transition well, and take advantage of our superior
technology and the increasing strength of our allies, those deployments will
be just as effective as they are today.

Fburth, no matter how polities among nations might change, geography
will not. We are the leading maritime power in the world and we'll need to
control the seas, regardless of what happens in Moscow.

As circumstances change, we will adjust the kinds of Naval forces we
need, We are now looking at a smaller Navy than we were in the early 1980s.

As our economy becomes even more interwoven with those of our trading
partners overseas, it's going to become more important that we maintain
maritime superiority.

The fifth enduring military requirement is one we have been called upon
Lo use recently. It's the capability to project powsr quickly =and
effectively. If we are going to defend our interests and protect American
lives, we must have the military capability to use force in ways appropriate
to the level of combat.

Overwhelming nuclear superiority was of little use on the streets of
Panama. We needed a well trained, highly professional, properly equipped
fighting force. -

We had the forces when we needed them. Our troops performed
extraordinarily well, and we are going to maintain that capability, and even
enhance it.

But the ability to project power is not just a question of combat.
Instead of using force, the goal is to prevent the escalation of low-
intensity confliets, using security assistance and the peacetime engagement
of our military -- in training, humanitarian assistance, civil affairs, and
other contributions. '

The sixth and final enduring element I want to discuss today is the
foundation of all the rest. As we begin the fundamental restructuring of our
forces, we are going to rely, as never before, on our ability to generate the
best high technology weapons in the world. We can do that only if we pay
greater attention to our eroding industrial base.

If we lose our capacity to produce first class, high quality weapons, we
will not just have a smaller force come 1995, we'll have a dangerously weaker
one, too.

The Soviets' inability to compete with our advanced technology is one of
the primary reasons they've chosen to try to repair their abysmal economy.
If we do not maintain that lead, we will have taken away a major reason for
Gorbachev's reforms. . :
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We must not, by our own foolish actions, grant a military advantage to
the Soviets that they seem to have wisely concluded is unattainable by their
own efforts.

So, the military requirementswwe must maintain, no matter what the
future holds, are: :

e Offensive and defensive nuclear forces;
-o- alliances;
e forward deployed forces;
‘e maritime superiority;
o flexible contingency forces and a
® strong industrial base.
Central to each of these requirements is our quality military force.
Each time I get the chance to visit with our troops -- as I've done in
Europe, Asia, Panama and at home -- I become more convinced that the quality
of our people in uniform is the basis for our success. They are the ones who

put their lives on the line, and the American people expect that we will take
care of them.

The quality of ouf personnel isn't something that just happens. It's
the result of years of effort making certain they are paid what they deserve,
ensuring their families are taken care of, and guaranteeing that if they must

fight, they have the equipment and training to do the job. All of this costs

money. It is worth every penny.

As we reduce defense spending and build down our forces, we must do so
with a strategy and with common sense as our guide.

The slogan, "bring the boys home," is one of our most unenlightened
sentiments, and probably one of our most dangerous.

We should not engage in the kind of radical reductions that followed
World War Two, Korea, and Vietnam. Each reduction left us weaker. Each
reduction had to be reversed at great cost. We are now on a prudent path to
lower defense spending, one guided by a strategy and an understanding of our
enduring military requirements. ‘ .

_ At the end of this period of reductions we want to be able to look back
and see that we have preserved -- and even enhanced -- these basic elements
of our power.

For all the mistakes we have made in the last forty years or so, our
power and influence have been a positive force in the world. Defending
democracy, self-determination, and justice -- these are the only reasons why
the American people will ever support the exercise of our military power.

President Bush said'it best in his State of the Union address: America
is more than a nation, it's an idea. Our Army, our Navy, our Air Force our
Marines -- give us military power. ' B

O
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Strength is essential. Without strength our purposes will always be
hostage to less benign wishes. ’

But strength alone doesn't define our role in the world. When Lech
Walesa spoke to Congress last year, with the voice of liberty he had fought
so hard for, military power was not his concern. Instead, .he reminded us of
our real force in the world. He said: "The people of Poland link the name of
the United States with freedom and democracy, with generosity and
highmindedness, with human friendship and friendly humanity."

These ideas are part of what it means for us to be a superpower. But

- the cost of maintaining the ideas that gave hope to Walesa, and Vaclav Havel,
and millions of others, will always be more than good words and fine
intentions.

In the speech he would never deliver at the Trade Mart in Dallas,
President Kennedy captured this idea. Had he lived, the President would have
said: . .

"Above all, words alone are not enough. The United States is a peaceful
nation. And where our strength and determination are ctlear, our words
need merely to convey conviction, not belligerence. If we are strong,
our strength will speak for itself. If we are weak, words will be of no
help."

Thank you all very much.
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QsA ‘Session with

}* Sen. John Tower

At Natiomal Press Club
wed. March 1, 1989

u4' . MR, HOLMES: Thank you very mirztr, Senator.

( Wee do have a fow guestisnz here. I1'd like to begin with one.
Gapator Mitchell of Maine this morning announced his opaosition to
your pomination. The Majority lLeader's yota rarvies a great deal of
- weight. Can ysur asmination make it in light of 1t%

SEN. TOWER: 1T believe that the Ms jority Leader also said that
individual Senators should maks up fhair own minde, or words ko that
effect. BSn, I don’t helieve that he’s trying to put the hammer on
anyone —- or I would not gusss that he ig, bas=d on statement that
individual Senators sheuld gome to their own oonclusions.

ME. HOLMES: Senator Hollings thic morning said you had made
pladges to abstain from alcchol before and broksn them. Dan w2
relijeve the latest one?

- cEN., TRWER: I den’t what Senator Hollings is referring to. b1
dontt ' ; ary such. But the fact is thie is not a pledge, iv is
an nath that I have taken -— have haken for, to, and bafore tha
Amevican people. And 1 regard such oaths az cacred. And I can
assure you I will abide by it. (Applaus=) :

ME. HOLMES: You =said Sunday you? ve never broken & pledge in
your lifa. Does this imcluds wedding vows? (Reaction of censral
sudience disapproval)

, eEn,. TOWER: As a matier of fact, T have broken wadding vows.
{ 1 think I am probably not alone in that conrection., (Ssattersd
1aughter)

MR, HOLMES: Senatov, have you ronziderad waiving the privasy
provigions of the FBT report sa that portione of 1t could be

LETY .
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& relgased to the publics?
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g Tha privacy provisions, 1 think, apply egzantially to thg ngonle whie

( were interviewed, and I don?t think it’s within the punyisw of @y
powar to walve anything. I have not s=an the FBI repart, I den’d
prow what'™s in it and t can’t cemment on = really on —— oF SYQRYRSE
any attitude on what sthould be done with the regart in terms ot
revealing sections of it or all of it or a redacted version of it. 1
simply have no wvay of making & judqment.v '

MR. HOIMEDS: = tesd of the Tower Commission inveatigsting the
Tran-contra affair, you gave fesrge Bush & <lean 5111 of health.
Some €ay your nemination ie a pay-off for that and that's why hes is
sticking with you in the face nf gtrong opposition. Youyr commant?

SEM, TOWER: I think that when you congider the fazt that the
rommizeion was made up of three paople, Brent Srouwcroft and Ed
Muskie in additinn to mysslf, that that would be sort of impugning
the integrity of Brent Scoweyoft and Bd Muskie. I donft know
whather the guestioner intended to impugn them becauwse I had an
agqual voice with tham an thie report. Ue found nothing to implicat=
the Vice Erezidant. I might add that the Jjoint cangressional
committes found nothing €0 implicate the Vice President. I wonder
what kind of pay-coff they’re going to get.

MR, HOLMES: Ones Weshingtoan smiumni=zt, Jack Barmeond, thig
morning on the Today grogram seid you were not a cuddly or very
 weéll-liked member of the Senats uhen you wers thare. Do you think.
/ that thz lack of affection of your furmer collezgues is plaving an
| irordimate role in your curvent erigig?

. EEM. TAWER: Well, that would only be gussswork on oy part. As
a matter of fact, I have hear various commentators say that some T
my old coclleaguss thad =some csooves to settle with me and were
preparaed to s=ttle thosa scores. I don'’t helieve that?’s true. 1
helieve it might bz true that I'm not universally popular with all
of them, but I don’t think that would be considered & motivation for
their vote for or against me because T have some very good friends
that hold me in deep affection and have told me so that are nob
going to vote for my cemfirmation. I know of same in the Senate wheo
have gaid that they have very 1ittle affection for me who are going
to vote for me. So, I would have o discount that as a factor.

MR. HOLMES: Do you helieve, as some apparently do, that the
opposition to you is mostly partisan? And please explain what you
think the Demosrats would gain By cpposing your nomination.

”“@ SEN. TOWER: I think it remains to be seen whether or not the

# oppositinn turns out to be totally partisan.

L LETX
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and offices of the fapitol, a few =ieps awvay fyam theﬂﬁenate
chamber, te coame onte the flacy late in tha evening and wohe o
vital issues of nucl=ar deterr=nce? Is it an szceptable standard
for zenmators. to accept honoraria, PAC contributions, and paid
vacations from gpecial interests who have a vested interest in the
legislative procgss? I think, in the caurse of formulating =
standard for the Secretary of Dafense or indesd for any othey
Cabinet officer, that it is time fiat the Congresz articulaizd what
itz own standards ave. (Anplause.)

MR, HOLMES: Would it be advantageous to your naminaticn for
the Senate tz delay its viota?

aEN., TOWER: Well, that’es 3 judgment that 1 cant*t make. Thave
are some who gay that an garly vote might be to my advartaga, others
that say that if it plays out for a little while lengey maybe the
eitustion would change. T can't make that aceesement nnw. I am nat
s prophet.  And Itve found that sematimes nrophesying is a dangsrous
husiness, so I will not engage in it now.

MR, HOLMES: Senator, you’ve taken a bz=ating in the press.
Embarrassing stories have besn written ahout your perssnal 11 fe.
What are your feelings ahout this?

SEM. TOWER: Well, 1 can’t say = well, 1 gusss I zhould say 1
foal a little bit like the Fellow that was -- had baen immersad in
tzy and feathesrz and was beina ridden out =f town on a rail. And,
he =said, "Really, gentlemen, 1% it weven’t for the honor, 174 rathar
hitchhike." (Laughter.? Ohvinusly, it has not be=n camfortable.

1 think that thers has been tom puch of an eagerngss oh the
part »f som= aspects of the media to rush inte print or on the
sirwaves with unsustainsd allegations. And, there’s an old sayingy
of course, that the answay never catchas up with the charge. The
charge might be & four=-rcolumn head above the foald on the front page,
and the answer, when it cSomes, refuting th= charge oY rebutting it
or disproving it might come back on pags 23, eomewhere in the pakent
madicine ads. Soy it'e not 2 comfortable =ituatinon., And, I think
my own impression is that 1 wish there could be more bhalance.
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1f I had to look at any single medivm and say that thatts an =kampls
of talance, I would have to recant some garlier things that I have
ca2id abeout that prganization angd =zay that 1 ghink that really hs
standard for balance and fairness has been exhinited by the : .
Waghington Post.

MR. HOLMES: Under what set of circumstances would you withdrsw
your name for cansideration by the Senate? ‘

SEN, TOWEF: MHWilliam Earvet Travie, who was the rcommandant of
the Alamc —— (laughter) —— incidentally, tomerraw 1S Texas
Independencs Day = (laughter) -— and I will be glad to read Travis’
1ast letter from rhe Alameo to anyong who would like to assesbl with
me tomorveow =nd listan to it. But Travis, in that 1zst letter from
the Alamm, said, "I shall never surrender or retreat.” (Applause,.

Wait a minute. I'm == tlaughterd —— I'm & 1ittle sorry I
nrought up the Alams amalagy becauses — ¢1aughters —— because it
just oomourred ro me what happened ab the alama —— (laughter? — Just
10 dayes after Travis wrote that letter. (Laughter.?} But the
ultimate eubtcome was a happy =nhe, bocause Sam Housbon was able to
withdraw his army to tha zide to zori of theve pounce upmr the
superior army of Santa Ana and de=feat it in sne of ¥he great
decigive battles of the world. (Leughiar, applause.)

ME, HOLMES: If and when comfirmed, how long will 3¢ be hafore
the Department of Defense is ctaffed and proaram decisions made?
Gne, twa, three monthe?

M, TOWER: | Program decisione ave alveady being made. Many of
thoze have to await the auteame of the strategic reviaw. Alvesdy
pecple are being recruited to staff the Department. I’m not at
libarty to announce SORES of thosa who have tentatively been
salacted, because that i= the President’s preragative. But the
Precident has given me, &3 he hazs other Cabinel sppointees, the
powar to do my own recruiting, to carefully straan and vet the
pezple that are suggested for positions in the Dafznse Departmant.
The ultimate sign-off, nf course, is the Procidant himself.

But I helieve that we are in the process of assembling = very
good team, and 1 think that within three months time, depending on
the outcome of the confiymation pracess, and of course & number of
these appointments_wmuld've heen gtacked up -— the FEJ{ has been too
busy investigating me oVer the pagt three manths ta turn their
attention to 2 lot of other peaple. But in fact, if the
confirmation process Can be expedited, I would say within two
months, we’ll have a full team en beard, and aven @arlier than that,
we will have made sub=tantial progress on our prinzipal projects
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(F Father than try to go into detail with you hesause tha@islcurvenﬁly
i under development, I think 1 should simply say that we ook forward
e full implementatimn of the Packard rammizsion papart —— the

packard Commission recommendations, doing all that we can

administratively. and than at the point where we have dona &ll that

we <an administratively, gv o Congress and aszk for congressional
help and whatever statutory relief == statutery changes == that are
required to recuce the nverlayered bhure@sucracy in the .
micro—managemsnt that now zvists and the maze of skatut=s and
regulations that are often in conflict with themeelves. I think

= what is indicated probably is 2 recodi fication =f all o€ our

' procuremant statutes. ‘

M. HOLMES: Would you ~omment on the state of the currend
relationship between the Department and the defenze sSUpRlY industry.
Should it be improved? And how would yoo do that, sspecially in
view of your oW0 parsonal parcsived conflict of interest by some?

aEN. TOWER: Well, in tarm= of @y owh Rasd, that's a perzepbion.
~f an appearemise. There is none because 1 nave no contiowing
financial avrangamant with z2ny defense centractar. I csevared all my
relationships with them as of the 1gt of Derembey of last year,
threa months ago.  a&nd S0, I have no continuing financ-ial interasts.
1 have no particular loyalty to any particular contractor. I think
. contractors must be held accountable faor what thay are recpansikle
r for. Ang I believe thalt we chould insist on value for the dollar
{ fhat we spend with them. And I think we chesld insist that they be
honest in their deslings with the Daf=nE2 Danariment. And I helisve
that it's high time that they undertock 2 cubkstantial policing of
their own industry and embarked on A gl f-improvenent program. And
1 ‘think if that is not successful, then we wave to impose certain
disciplines on the contractors ourselves.

urm -

) Mp. HOLMES: What is ys=ur view of propnsals to use certain
| < elementzs of the armed forces in the prograw te intercdict drug
; shipments inteo this country?

aEN. TOWER: I believe tnat we should use them as pffecktively
as prozeible. I think that unfortunately there are 3 1ot of
micsconceptions abhout how affectively military scz=ts can be used in
interdicting the drug traffic, 8ome have gong go far as to suggest
that we take the entire forcze of the UYnited States army that is
currently based in the United States and deployed along the horder.
1 don't think that would be an effective means of the use of the

gy T

kS military.
% LETX
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1 think we have to continually seek o find betier ways to

affectively utilize the military. We should not be engaged in
Businesz of perhaps sometimes degrading our military votes and

the

miseinns in anr ineffective interdicztion job of drogs. 1 car’t claim
any expertise in that area NoV. 16?s a matt=r that I will have ko

get into and get into in come depth ocnce 1'm confirmed.

M. HOLMES: There’s heen some/suggestian that the a-cusations
againzt you have been fueled by the Pentagon itzelf hecsuse of its
fear and concern abmut the reforms you would palte, Any conments?

eeN. TOWER: If that's true, { would coneider that to he a
vary, very strong recommzndation for my confirmation. (Lavghtar?

MR. HOLMES: Several hundred man and women are susted sach year
from ths Armsd Sarvices hocanse they are tonoseruxls. How would vou
— woulg you Tavor the creation of a panel to study whether the
military?s ban should be ended?

eFM, TOWER: Well my wvieceral reaction is that it ghruld not
bz, but it’s & matter on which I haven’t doneg —— guite frankly, have
not dons much thinking nor peid close attention txz., I'm SWYE it i=s &
mattey that will come to my early attention and that I will have t2

deal with it. T =&m not prepared to do &0 right now.

MF ., MOLMES: If confirmed, uhat effert will all the dabaie
1gading up to the vota have on ysour ability to function as Sarratary
of Dafensze?

goN, TOWER: I have bean assured Dy my potential zubcrdinates
that it wouwld have no advarse effect on them in terms of following
my divection and my authority. 1 think When peopla suggest that I
would be incapable or cripplad or in some way debilitated in the
par formanze of my duty, to explain how they think I would be., I
thint aonce you're given that authority, backed up by the Prosident
of the United States, and you're engaged in the active cooperakion
of Congress, that my effectiveness would not Be diminished.

LETX
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~ And two, there is a very claar pe

. community that I am be very, wery unfairly
confirmation would be conzidered vindication.
survive the kind of campaign that 1 have

indicates =trangth and nod waakneses,
7

-y

-l

reeption in the military
treated and oy
And 1 think &

baer through actually

ecmuld you tell ws what speci fic defenss

Wa'ra

ME. HOLMES: Senator,
or mationsl =scurity programs are heing delayed pending your
confirmation?
TOMER: T dan’t knoy of any that ave being delayed.

in the process now of trying to come up with

pased on the budgetary crmnetraints of 3 zero budget for
And that’s ongoing right new and the numbEre crunchers are

1990,
hard at work.

MR. HOLMES: Tt appears that the
IETX
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soviets must reduce thelr huge pilitary evpendifuwres i€ Sorhachev?s
perastroika is o succead. In that event, is this any tim= for the
nited States and NATO to make unilateral reductions in def
expendituras? et

eEN. TOMER: T think unilataral redusticons would he dangevous
in the oxtrems. We must ncot. We must continue o modernizs anc
improve our forces. HWe cannet engage in a2 euphemistic ovgy o€
neglect =f our defense ecteblichmants throughout NATO and the tnit=d
States. 4 ,

The fact is, if perkstroika succaeds, what will emerge will he
a much stronger Sovigt Unisn, That omens well for the fubure if it
iz = more benign Soviet Unicon, one that is not so bent on
gzl f-angrandizement; a Soviet Union that ic prepared to live in
pzace and harmony with its neighbors. That will be, of course, 3
very happy ocuwtcomne, And then, perhaps, we zan begin the business of
heating swords inte ploughshares and spears into pruning hooks.

But i% iz altogether possible that what could smerge from 2
cueressful reform effort that sirengthens the Saviet soonomy Wol
pe a further sebolderned Saviei Union, evsr mare threatening ang ever
morz ominous. We must bae prepared for eithser ok come.

ME, HOLMES: In the event that you do not win znfiraaticon,
will you refturn b2 consulting for defense sontrachors?
: gEN. TOWER: I have no intantion of sver returning to defenss
conzulting again in any circumstancea. Following my career in
government service, enould it sxtend over 2 period of a few years
from now, or should it extend ovar a much shorter period of time, it
is my expectation that my iavalvemsnt in aatiznzl security matters
will be in the academic world primarily, my involvement in defense
matters.

U

In al! probability, if —— onoce I — wall, I won’t say in
probhability, i'd say it’s a virtusl certainty that once I complete
my publicz serviece —— I7ve spent virtually all mf my adult life in
pukliz serviga, only two, a 1ittle pver tws ysars, twoe and a half
years in the private cacknr and that’s all, the rest of it hag been
given over to public service. 1°ve accumualated very little in this
world, being & school teacher by . background —= = by trade, and a
clergyman’s san by background.

And T remember what John Nance Garner once said when he left
the Vice Presidency after having served as Speakar of tha House,
Vice President of the United States, a digtinguished career, he said
he was going to cross that Potomac heading west and never return
again., ¢Light laughter.} Ha never came back, and he lived to be 90
years old. (Laughter.)

LETX
CONTINUED ON PAGRE 16-1

FEDERAL NEWE SERVICE 202~347-1400
COPYRIGHT ¢8> 1982, FEDERAL INFORMATION SYSTEMS CORFPORATION
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED

- R Temma . N e e . P P

1

118" 394 SR - .
d BF11G69202 WONd 2b:. 68 01 NouW




frovde . v

218" 39484

MES L UNCHEDN-D3701/89 16-1
JOHN TOWER , o
.8TX

-y

" However, I will not make that kind of flat commitment. - It i= oy

plan to lnag up my 1972 Dodges Charger 400 Magnum with all my
possessisns, mattrsss gtrapped to the roaf, and 211l that gort of
thing, and head back to Texas to -—zs my permanent residence. Pul,
I might be barck from time to time in one capazity or another. ’
Incidentzlly, in thsat my grandparents lived into their 30s, @y
enemies can take small rmomfort that 1 will depart this warld anylime
soon. (Laughter.)

~ MR. HOLMES: PRepresentative Aspin’s plan to fund all styategic
programs at %01 Billion over a 10-year pericd has baen proposed.  I=
this the type of proposal ttat gught to be coming from a Sacrobary
of Defense?

opp, TOWER: I°d rather not comment on any proposals amanating
from Congress right now. (Laughter.) ¢+ rominds me of the story
about Paddy O'Leary who was on his deathbed, very ill, in extremig,
and a priest was summoned %o his =ide. And the priest laaned ovar
him and said "Paddy, do yau reniunca the devil and 2ll his wovks?"
And Pzaddy laooked up at the prig=t and said, "Fathor, I'a ia no

condition mew to make any snemigs.” (laughter, applavse.?

MR. HOLMES: A recent APC poll indizated that the American
peopls belisve that you should not have besn noninated, but, siacs
you have been, that Precident Bush’s cheice chould be suppoviad.

Does the Eesnata vun a risgk if it votaes saainst your -— voites
against public opinion?

SEN. TOWER: I have never been one -— I weuld bhe hypocritical
if ! zaid otherwise. I7ve never been oné that halievas that the
Congress should sioply follow palling rasults because iY ig )
incumbent on members of Congrese to lead and to help shape public
cginion, not simply biimdly follow a popular whim of the moment.
8=, I think senataors =hould make up thair mind based on theiyr own
persomnal convictions, their own knowledsz ard undarstanding of the
iseues at hand.

MP. HOLMES: Senator, before asking my last question, I'd like
to present you with a certificate of appreciation from the Mational
Press Club, and I’d also like to present you with a Press Club
paperweight.

The —— my last question =- and I must say that you've tzken the
wind cut of my cails a little bit. I know that upon retirement you
had said before that you'd like to be a linebhacker coach for Tom
Landry. <Laughter.) Now what? (Laughter.)

~ETX
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eEN, TOWER: MWell, Jjust like 1 thought the Alamo analogy was
unfortunate, I think the Landry analogy ie unfortunzte s well. _
(lLaughter.) I didn’t say defensive line coach for Landry, I zimply
said for the == I really said for the SMU Mustangs. They haven’®
had a foothall team for the last tws years hecause of some rather
shertzighted and unfair Jjudgments renderad by the NCAA. (Laughter.)
Eut, I don?t think T could do that on a professisnal level. I might
apply at Scuthern Methodist University for that job, which 1
understand is opzn now. (Applausea.)
ETY
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Background and Action Plan for Defeating
The Dukakis-Akhromeyev Defense Bill of 1989

July 1988: Reagan a lame duck. Bush trailed Dukakis in the polls by.
double dlgits. SecDef Carlucci, Sens. Warner and Thurmond urged
Reagan to sign the bill, arguing it was the best they could achieve
and a veto would result in an even worse bill. Junior Republican
senators led by Quayle (this was a month before the Republican
convention) urged Reagan to veto the bill. Bush’s decision to urge
a veto was pivotal in persuading Reagan to carry out the veto. The
strategy had its risks as far as the defense programs themselves
were concerned, but Bush was so far down he had little to lose from
boldness. During the August recess, Administration spokesmen and
the Bush campaign carried the Reagan-Bush defense message across the
country, building support for the veto strategy and the President’s
priorities. The veto strategy worked. The bill was vastly
improved. Meanwhile the veto focussed public attention on defense
issues. The stark contrast exposed between Dukakis and Bush on
defense policy was a key factor in the collapse of Dukakis’s popular
support and the switch in favor of Bush.

July 1989: Bush is overwhelmingly popular, hailed as a superb
diplomat, a national security policy expert more engaged in details
than Reagan and thus well equipped to implement the popular defense
programs Reagan launched. Quayle, the young Senate defense expert
of last summer, is Vice President. Defense policy is the best area
for him to show the depth and gravitas the media says he lacks.
Bush has a comprehensive program for strategic modernization, which,
he insists in this era of SDI, must include defenses as well as
offenses. In contrast to the policy paralysis caused by the
Shultz-Weinberger feud, Bush has a harmonious team with Baker,
Cheney and Scowcroft.

Bush offered an "outstretched hand" to Congress with his
proposed Defense budget, making deep cuts from the Reagan request in
such key programs as SDI. But while Bush was carrying off his
diplomatic and public relations triumphs in Europe, Congress put
together a Michael Dukakis Defense Bill. The rhetoric of the
Markeys and Schroeders and Dellumses as they gut the defense bill is
clearly that of persons "viscerally opposed to defense."” The House
SDI and B-2 cuts would make Bush a sort of lame duck Commander in
Chief, throwing our START positions "out the window" (as Quayle put
it) and negating Bush’s ability to fulfill his campaign promise to
make the SDI deployment decision in his first term.

ACTION REQUIRED: 1It’s time for another veto and another
Read-My-Lips speech. Bush needs to put some of his hoard of
political capital to work to protect the national interest.
Dukakisism is coming out of its hole and must be beaten back. Much
time has been lost, but Bush still has a surprise factor in his
favor if he chooses a veto strategy. A good public relations
campaign can take the message through local newspapers and
broadcasting to the home districts of swing votes in Congress.
August 1989 can be as crucial and successful a month as August 1988
in educating the public and reversing a seemlngly large but actually
shallow liberal political advantage.
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OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT

Embargoed until delivered--approx. 10:45 a.m. March 23, 1989
TEXT OF REMARKS BY THE VICE PRESIDENT
TO THE NAVY LEAGUE OF THE UNITED STATES
SEA-AIR-SPACE EXPOSITION
SHERATON WASHINGTON HOTEL
WASHINGTON, DC

I am delighted to be here this morning, and to address this
distinguished gathering. Since its founding back in 1902, the
Navy League of the United States has enjoyed the support of some
of our nation's most influential strategists, officers and.
political leaders. You have earned this support, because you
have always stood for a strong Navy, a strong national defense,
and a strong America. And you have always recognized that for
America to remain strong, it must adopt a strategic approach to
its defense needs -- that is, an approach that focuses not on
yesterday's challenges, and not only on today's challenges, but
on tomorrow's likely challenges, as well. Planning4for the
future means preparing for the future. 1In our prlans and
preparations we must never yeild in our determination to have a
strong national defense.

I am here this morning to tell you that President Bush
shares this same strategic approach to our nation's defense
needs. As he said only a few days ago, "My agenda is...to
confront the emerging problems of the future today. A complacent
society is a society doomed to comfortable decline...But world
events are moving too swiftly for us to relax in set ways and to

| cling to smug assumptions."”
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One area where events are moving especially swiftly, and
which 1I'd likeuto discuss with you this morning, is space.
Nowhere else are our scientific, technical, commercial, defense
and foreign policy goals more closely intertwined. Nowhere else
is the excitement of scientific discovery or the inspiration and
motivation of our children more compelling than in our national
space program. Space is vital to our international
competitiveness, to our continued economic growth, and, indeeqd,
to our very survival as a nation.

As today's Exposition demonstrates, the Navy has long
recognized both the challenge and the opportunity posed by space.
In fact, the Navy has relied on space for support operations that
are critical to its mission since well before one of its officers
became the first American to go into space over a quarter-century
ago. Today, some of America's finest scientific and
technological achievements are embodied in our military
spacecraft, and'the Navy now relies on these assets for global
€3, for instant meteorological data, for ever more precise
positioning and navigation, and for constant reconnaissance over
distant as well as nearby areas of operation. 1In short,\the Navy
understands th%} today, as we stand on the threshold of a new
century, the Navy League's motto -- "Control of the seas is
essential to the life of the nation" -- refers not only to the
waters that surround us, but to the great sea of space that
envelops us.

Today, of course, is a particularly appropriate day for us

to talk about space and the future -- and in particular,
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strategic defepse. For on this day, six years ago, the
Reagan-Bush Adﬁinistration launched the Strategic Defense
initiative -- an initiative with profound implicatiens for the
future both of America and the world. SDI called for a
fundamental reappraisal of our reliance on only offensive weapons
for deterrence. It recognized several evolving strategic
realities that, by 1983, had become apparent:

First of all, it recognized that technologies long under
development had matured to the point that previously impossible
applications could now be seriously examined. Many of these
technologies, such as sensors, command and control, and .
interceptor components, grew out of our earlier research and
development of such defense systems as the Stinger missile.
Others involved new power and propulsion sources, advanced data
processing techniques, and breakthroughs in guidance algorithms.
Taken together, these technologies offered the hope of
discovering new approaches to strategic deterrence -- approaches
which would strengthen America's defenses against the possibility
of ballistic missile attack.

Second, the strategic defense initiative recognized that the
notion of stragegic stability embodied in the concept of "mutual
assured destruction," or MAD, was flawed. For one thing, this
notion was not shared by our Soviet adversary. For strategic
stability means two things according to advocates of MAD. First,
it means that the territories and societies of both sides would
be left vulnerable. And second, it means that both sides'

retaliatory forces would be kept survivable.
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Soviet behavior showed that they saw things rather
differently. éheir acceptance of the rules of MAD was, let us
say, highly selective at best. They seemed only to agree with
those parts involving our vulnerability and their survivability.
No matter how hard our negotiators pressed, the logic of mutual
societal vulnerability, and mutual force survivability, continued
to elude them.

Furthermore, a Soviet build-up of previously unimagined

- proportions had brought U.S. force survivability into question.

As a result, our efforts to maintain deterrence could no longer
rely exclusively on traditional means.

And finally, the Strategic Defense Initiative recognized
that extensive efforts to retard or prevent these developments
through arms control had failed. Indeed, quite apart from
serious compliance problems, it had become obvious by 1983 that
the basic objective of arms control -- strategic stability -- had
been seriously eroded by the size and character of the Soviet
build-up.

So that was the strategic situation we faced six years ago,
when SDI was first unveiled. And, despite some encouraging
changes within.phe Soviet Union, I know of nothing that has
occurred since 1983 that should change oﬁr thinking about
strategic defense. 1In fact, when it comes to deployed military
hardware -- the only tangible criterion by which to measure our

adversaries' purpose and intent -- the only changes I have seen

have reinforced the case for strategic defense.
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Thus, the Soviets' offensive modernization program
continues, witﬁ emphasis on precisely those weapons that we have
always regarded as destabilizing. Thus, too, others are seeking
to acquire nuclear weapons and the means to deliver them --
posing new threats to our safety and security.

Fortunately, we have embarked on a program of strategic
defense. As all of you know, because many of you have helped
make it happen, the Strategic Defense Initiative program that has
emerged over the last six years has produced a degree of
technological progress that few expected in such a short time.

For example, we seldom hear the claim any more that we must
reject strategic defenses because they are technically
impossible. This kind of "Luddite mentality" has proved to be as
shortsighted as the forecasts of an earlier generation that said
ICBMs wouldn't work.

And we are hearing less and less about how the cost of
strategic defense renders it unworkable. New technologies, new
applications of existing technologies, new architectures, lighter
payloads, and imaginative deployment strategies are being
developed at a rapid pace. We have already decreased both
overall costs gnd cost per target dramatically, and further
improvements in these areas are forthcoming.

One of thé most promising lines of research is the
"Brilliant Pebbles" program. Currently under development by the

SDI Organization, Brilliant Pebbles is a class of kinetic-kill

vehicles suitable for ground or space basing with several
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important implications for the future potential of strategic

defense:
First, its small size -- less than 100 pounds fully fueled,
barely a meter in length -- adapts it to low-cost launch

capability, and simplifies the survivability problem.

Second, at a deployed éost on the order of a half-million
dollars per interceptor, it would bring the price of a boost
phase system into a much more affordable realm. As SDIO Director
Lt. General George Monahan noted on Tuesday, Brilliant Pebbles
has "excellent potential" to significantly reduce costs.

And third, its use of available, largely demonstrated
technologies would facilitate its development significantly.

In short, if tests of the "Brilliant Pebbles" concept show
the promise that is expected, it could revolutionize much of our
thinking about strategic defense.

These are the kinds of imaginative, 'get the job done"
approaches to national security that we will require in an era
when the threat continues but when resources are constrained.
Navy programs that envision future reliance on light satellites,
unmanned aircraft systems, and existing launch platforms for
novel launch rgguirements fall into the same category of new
thinking. And it's precisely this kind of new thinking that has
reinforced the President's confidence in and commitment to the
future of strategic defense.

Will the opposition to SDI be quelled by these developments
in cost control and the technological efficacy of the program?

Alas, probably not. Opposition to a more defense reliant
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deterrence forge has never been so rational. Some who decry
strategic defeﬂse would oppose it if it worked perfectly and cost
nothing. Perhaps that is why many of SDI's detractors never want
to see it truly tested. Perhaps that is why we hear so often
that it should be abandoned quickly in an era of scarce
resources.

It is odd that "defense" would generate such unhesitant
opposition among some. Are we so wedded to the notion of a
purely offensive deterrence that we can no longer embrace the
strategic imﬁeratives associated with defending ourselves? The
MAD enthusiast frequently repeats the claim that the capability
to defend ourselves will only make it more likéiy for us to use
nuclear weapons in a crisis. This is a red herring. The most
fundamental rationale underpinning strategic defense is that it

will give a President an alternative to the employment of

offensive weapons. That is why President Bush has said he "would
not leave America defenseless against ballistic missiles."

So we need to move ahead..:We need to develop the means to
defend against weapons that threaten us. That is what SDI is all
about. SDI would not only defend against actual aggression, but
by making the Qutcome of an attack more dubious, it would lessen
the incentives for aggreséion -- and thus enhance deterrence.

That is why I believe that strategic defense is technologically

feasible, strategically necessary and morally imperative.




-8

For these reasons, the Bush Administration remains committed
to the developﬁent and deployment of a viable strategic defense
system. As you know, the President has directed an honest review
of all aspects of our national‘security policies. That review is
weil underway and, until it is completed, there cannot be
commitments to programmatic particulars. But as the President
has said many times, we inténd to continue our research, and to
begin deployment of a missile defense system as soon as it's
ready. We are determined not to leave America undefended against
ballistic missiles. Defending America is the first
responsibility of any Administration. Moving toward deploying
SDI is defending America.

Since SDI has come under so much criticism in recent years
-- nearly all of it unfounded, in my opinion - I thought I'd
conclude my remarks with a quotation from one of the Navy
League's earliest and greatest supporters, President Theodore
Roosevelt. "It is not the critic who counts," President
Roosevelt said. "The credit belongs to the man who is actually
in the arena, whose face is marred with sweat and dust and blood;
who strives valiantly; who errs and comes short again and again;
who knows the great enthusiasms, the great devotions, and spends
himself on a worthy cause; who, if he wins, knows the triumph of
high achievement; and who, if he fails, at least fails while
daring greatly, so that his place shall never be with those cold

and timid souls who know neither victory nor defeat."
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The words of Teddy Roosevelt apply to everyone here today.
I would therefére like to take this opportunity to salute all of
you for daring to enter the arené, and for the "great enthusiasm"
and "greaf devotion" you have shéwn in "a truly worthy cause" --
defending the United States. Military services are often accused
of invariably preparing for the last war, never the next one.
But the Navy is demonstrating, once again, how unfounded these
charges are. Whether the threat comes from the Gulf of Sidra
today, or from "Gunsights in Space" tomorrow, the Navy is there,
ready for action. And that's why your place will never be with
"those cold and timid souls who know neither victory nor defeat.”
Your place will be, as it has always been, with the bravest and

the best.

Thank you and God bless you.
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for the abandonment of the Soviet offensive
strategy on the continent.

We must never forget that arms reduc-
tion is not enough. Armaments are only the
symptom, not the cause, of a much deeper
division between free societies and the
unfree. That division is at its heart a moral
division. Perhaps it is best symbolized by
the Berlin Wall and the horrible barrier
that cuts down the center of Europe, divid-
ing nations, peoples, families. The question
must be asked, When can we ever hope to
achieve a real and lasting peace with a
regime that is so fearful of its own people
that it must imprison them behind barbed
wire? That’s why, when 1 visited the Berlin
Wall last year, 1 issued a challenge to Mr.
Gorbachev: If you really want glasnost, if
you really want openness, tear down that
wall.

So, let me conclude by saying, I found
this week in Brussels what the Atlantic alli-
ance has demonstrated now for 40 years:
that a peace built on strength can and will
endure. And I am convinced, after our
meeting, that the alliance of free nations
has never been stronger.

Until next week, thanks for listening, and
God bless you.

Note: The President spoke at 12-06 p.m.
from the Oval Office at the White House.

Remarks at the Annual Washington
Conference of the Veterans of F oreign
Wars

March 7, 1 98{?’

Thank you, Commander Earl Stock, and
it’s good to see here Ladies Auxiliary Presi-
dent Joan Katkus.

I've always. said it’s a pleasure and an
honor to speak before a meeting of the Vet-

erans of Foreign Wars. You are the men

who, from the Marne to the Bulge, from
Okinawa to Omaha Beach, from the Chosin
Reservoir to Hamburger Hill, have defend-
ed America’s heritage and fought for the
freedom not only of our nation but peoples
all over the world.

Today as veterans you're still defending
freedom. Whether it’s supporting adequate
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defense budgets or aid to the freedom fight-
ers in Nicaragua or teaching America’s
young people the meaning of our precious
rights through your Voice of Democracy
program, the members of the VFW are still
on the front lines, still leading the charge,
and still showing what true patriotism really
means. That’s why when you sound the
bugle this is one old rider in the horse cav-

-alry who snaps to attention.

As you may know, I returned last Thurs-
day from a 2-day visit to Europe, where 1
met with the leaders of the other Western
allies, and I'll talk about that meeting in a
moment. At another time, I might have
liked to take a few more days over there,
see some sights, and maybe buy Nancy a
few presents. But I had a meeting here in
Washington 1 couldn’t miss. I've told you
this before, and it’s true as ever. I'd travel
halfway around the world to meet with the
VFW.

Let me say here something that I regard
as an obvious truth, but one that seems to
need repeating. America owes a great debt
to its fighting men. And it’s a debt that ou
nation will carry as long as it lives, for with
out our fighting men, our nation would not-
live. That’s why I don’t understand those
who would so easily forget. I'm speaking
about those who would turn their backs on
the men missing in action in Southeast Asia.
We have a moral bond as sacred as any a
free people can make with one of their own
to close no books, write no last chapters,
reach no final conclusions until we have the
fullest possible accounting of every soldier,
airman, aviator, marine, and civilian lost in
Laos, Cambodia, or Vietnam.

To you who came home, the Emergency
Veterans’ Job Training Act I signed at your
convention in New Orleans 5 years ago and
the new GI bill I signed last June are the
least we can do to show America’s grati-
tude. And as you know, I believe we also
should create a Cabinet-level Department
of Veterans’ Affairs.

I've always found that Americans are
deeply grateful to our veterans—even those
Americans who aren’t too good at showing
it. This is my way of sliding into a story.
While it doesn’t concern an American vet-

eran, it’s about a great allied fighting man.
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It was during World War II, and British ploy to ambush arms control and put it out -
Field Marshal Montgomery had come to of commission for the duration. The Soviets
America to help spur the war effort. A said they would walk out of negotiations if
dinner was held in his honor in Hollywood. we went ahead with deployment. Well, we
Sam Goldwyn, one of the founders of MGM,  did, and they did. .
was to toast Field Marshal Montgomery.  But NATO stuck to its guns. In the face
And when the time came, Sam, who has a  of heavy political fire, the leaders of NATO
reputation for misspeaking, got up, waited moved forward. Many faced demonstrations
for silence, then after a few ‘words said, “I  at home, and some of those demonstrations
propose a toast to Marshall Field Montgoxp- turned to violence. But eventually, after the
ery. [Laughter] Well, chk Warner was sit- missiles went in place, the Soviets returned
ting next to Sam and tried to help. And hf to the bargaining table, and today we have
said, “Montgomery Ward, you mean.” o agreement our critics said was impossi-
[Laughter] ble: the zero option. Now, I can’t think of

Well, as I said a moment ago, I've just any better demonstration of what you and
returned from meeting with the leaders of I've been saying for years: that the road to

Z}L{iragl:;thm‘ztrli:tii(:tsall;e()st.hAnacil xr;ﬁ/x(:rz'::;‘, t?t(: peace 1}? through American and free world
: strength.

achievernent has been simple and historie: And no one should ever forget that you

40 years of freedom and democracy in . . .
Western Europe—and without armies clash- helped America stand its ground against the

ing anywhere on the continent. Since the P 0.1 itical asgau.l t here at home and finally to

i fall of Rome more than 1,500 years ago, take the hill in arms t,alk,s' Yes, once agam

| Europe has known few longer periods of YOU defended our natlons security, peace,

| total peace. Americans, including some of 2and freedom. And now your support is

’ vou, have helped keep that peace and pre- needed on another front. I hope that you,

e >rve that freedom. As President Kennedy the members of the VEW, will vigorously

Rid#old our troops in Gérmany 25 years ago: Subport ratification of the INF treaty.

" “Millions sleep peacefully at night, because And by the way, let me just tell you, I
you stand in this field.” You know when I ~Wwouldn’t have signed that or any other
hear about peace marchers in Europe or agreement with the Soviets if I didn't be-
here I think of our yourig men and women lieve we could effectively verify it. The net-
in uniform. They're the real peace march- Wworks have been having fun in the last few
ers. months playing clips of my statement just

At the meeting last week, the Atlantic after I came to office that the Soviets re-
alliance celebrated one of the great served to themselves the right to lie and
achievements of its history. More than a cheat for their own ends. They say I've
decade ago, without warning, without prov- changed. I've got news for them. [Laughter]
ocation, the Soviet Union challenged the If I trusted the Soviets, I wouldn't have in-
strategic balance in Europe and stationed sisted on the strict verification provisions
an entirely new level of weapon, one for that we have in this treaty—the toughest
which NATO had no fully effective deter- that have ever been adopted. Now, maybe
rent: the intermediate-range SS-20 nuclear they call that trust. Well, if so, it must be
missile. To keep the balance that keeps the the kind of trust a sage meant when he
peace, NATO had to meet this challenge, said, “Trust everybody, but cut the cards.”

| and meet it NATO did. In 1979 it voted to [Laughter]

‘ deploy US. Intermediate-Range Nuclear But something amazing has happened
Forces. It also voted to press for a U.S. ne- since Mr. Gorbachev and 1 signed the INF
gotiation with the Soviets on this issue. agreement in Washington in December. In

Shortly after I came into office, I pro- Europe and here at home, some of the very
posed that our negotiators should work for same people who told us not to deploy the
what we called the zero option—remove all Pershing II and ground-launched cruise
US. and Soviet longer range INF missiles. missiles, who said we were being provoca-
You may recall that some of our critics said  tive and that our defense buildup in general
I couldn’t be serious, that this was just 2 wasa step back in the safety of the world—
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these same people are now taking credit for
the INF agreement. They say that the
agreement is a victory for what they've
been calling for: cuts in defense, eliminat-
ing or scaling back vital weapons systems.
Well, as a great general said once at the
Battle of the Bulge, “Nuts!” [Laughter]

The truth is just the opposite. This is not
the time to drop our guard. It’s time to look
forward and ask what we must do to keep
the peace not only in Europe but around
the world. And the answer is the same as
it's always been: Keep America and its allies
strong. In Europe this means continuing to
modernize our remaining nuclear..forces
and modernizing our conventional forces as
well, giving them what is called smart
weapons that help even the odds against
the much larger armies of the Warsaw Pact.
It’s just this simple: If we’re going to put
young Americans in harm’s way, we owe

" them the best weapons money can buy.

Keeping America strategically strong
means going forward, as well, with our re-
search, development, and testing on a stra-
tegic defense against ballistic missiles. SDI
is America’s best guarantee that the Soviets
will stick to their agreements in arms re-
ductions. It’s also protection against an acci-
dental missile launch and against some
madman who might take over a country
that can get ballistic missiles. In short, as
I've said before, it’s an insurance policy, and
we're not the first ones the agent has vis-
ited.

The Soviets have been spending far more
money developing strategic defenses than
we have and have been doing it longer. In
the last decade, they've poured roughly
-$200 billion into their programs. In 2
weeks, we mark the fifth anniversary of our
Strategic Defense Initiative, and in that
time, we've spent only $13 billion—less
than 7 percent what the Soviets spent in
the decade. To give you an idea of the mag-
nitude of the Soviet efforts, they’ve assigned
10,000 of their top scientists and engineers
to their military laser program alone. It
would be foolhardy not to pursue SDI, and
that’s why America must research, develop,
and test SDI. And when it’s ready, we must
deploy it. .

Now that we have the INF treaty, our
negotiating priorities are a 50-percent re-
duction in strategic aris; a conventional
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arms balance in Europe; and an effective,
verifiable, and truly global ban on all chem-
ical weapons. We'll need to keep up our
strength if we're to succeed, and that’s why
the Congress must not further reduce the

defense budget.

Not long ago I saw a letter from your

commander to Members of Congress. He
sent it following his recent visit to Central
America, and I think he summed things up
as well as anyone ever has when he said
that, in his words: “The real issue before
the Congress and the country is not the
contras, it is communism in Central Amer-
ica. . .
You know, recently the Government of
El Salvador found documents on the body
of a Communist courier. The papers includ-
ed a review of the situation in Central
America, and in those papers it said: “The
defeat of the contras would be a grave stra-
tegic defeat for the United States, especially
if we take into account the geopolitical posi-
tion of Central America.”

Well, the VFW understands this. The
Communists in Central America understan,
this. The Soviets understand this. It’s tim
that Congress understood it, too. A Soviet®
base on the American mainland is a pistol
pointed at the heart of the Americas.

During the first round of debate on aid to
the freedom fighters a few weeks ago, one
of the congressional leaders opposing aid
said that we shouldn’t keep money flowing
to the contras, because for every dollar we
gave them, the Soviets would give the San-
dinistas five. Well, he ought to remember
something Pericles, the great leader of an-
cient Athens, said: “The secret of liberty is
courage.”

Too many of the opponents of aid to the
freedom fighters claim to be the heirs of
Franklin Roosevelt, who told us when the
odds are stacked against us that America
had a rendezvous with destiny and then led
us to the fight, and of Harry Truman, who
helped Greece and Turkey stand up to
communism and led us into NATO.-

You know, when I listen to the critics and
their clairns to be what F.D.R. and Truman
would be today, it reminds me of a time I
was on the set of a movie that happened to
involve Irving Berlin. As a matter of fact, it
was called “This is the Army.” I was already
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in the Army, but some of us on active duty
were sent back temporarily to be in that
film, which as you all know, all the pro-

ceeds went to Army emergency relief.
Well, Irving Berlin, who had written that
and who had written the first one in World
War I, “Yip Yip Yaphank,” was on the set.
And Irving asked if he couldnt play one
part there, because there was a flashback to
World War 1, and Irving wanted to sing his
song “Oh, How I Hate to Get Up in the
Morning.” [Laughter] Now, he’s a great
writer of songs, not particularly a great
singer of songs. [Laughter] And as we were
filming that scene and he, in his World War
I uniform, was singing, one of the crew
leaned over to me and whispered, “If the
fellow that wrote that song could hear this
guy sing it, he’d roll over in his grave.”

[Laughter) _

Courage hasn’t exactly been the watch-
word of some opponents of contra aid.
Harry Truman said: “The buck stops here.”
;. But last week, aid opponents tried to pass
the buck of responsibility for abandoning in
the field the young men and women of the
lemocratic resistance. And that ploy failed,
as it should have. Now it’s time for Con-
| gress to show that it knows you can’t have
| real peace negotiations when one side has
helicopter gunships and the other has ban-
dages. Recently, Daniel Ortega has said he’s
| going to crush the freedom fighters, and he
has thrown out the peace mediator, Cardi-
! nal Obando y Bravo. You know where
| Ortega stands. Isn’t it time for Congress to
‘ have the courage to show where it stands?
| You better than anyone know that Ameri-
| cans have never lacked for courage. On the
| eve of the Second World War, an observer
from another country said: “Most people
| think Americans love luxury and that their
‘ cu}ture is shallow and meaningless. It's a
i mistake. I can tel] you that Americans are
‘ full ‘Of the spirit of justice, fight, and adven-
ture.” Those were the words of Japan's
‘ senior -admiral in the war, Admiral Yama-
moto, who added: “Japan cannot beat
America.”
.In thousands of foxholes and trenches,
cockp}ts and decks, around the world, the
American spirit of justice and the just fight,
our _love of freedom and devotion to the
c!lgmty of man have been the hope of mil-
lions for liberty and a better life. You more
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than anyone else know what courage it has
taken. It was courage like that of Sergeant
Howard Collette, whose bomber was hit
over the Celebes, and as it plunged toward
the Pacific, he was heard over the radio
reading aloud from his pocket Bible to his
wounded comrades, calming them, comfort-
ing them, as he and they fell to their final
rest. On every continent and ocean in this
century, Americans have left such stories.
Courage is our mark, freedom and democ-
racy our gift to mankind. And you, who
know this so well, help us keep it that way
forever.
Thank you, and God bless you.

Note: The President spoke at 10:34 a.m. in
the Sheraton Ballroom at the Sheraton
Washington Hotel.

Remarks to Media Executives During a
White House Briefing on Drug Abuse

March 7, 1988

I'm delighted all of you could come by
today. The question before us is a simple
one: What value do we place on human
dignity and on human worth? I realize
that’s rather bluntly put. But you know, one
of the things I've been intrigued by while
I've held this job is an’attitude in govern-
ment that says every approach to public
policy issues must be ‘complicated and indi-
rect. Now, come to think of it—and I know
this will come as a surprise—it kind of re-
minds me of an anecdote from back in the
days when I was also in the media business,
in radio. ‘

And most of you will remember for those
radio dramas the sound effects man and all
of the things that he devised, from coconut
shells that he would pound on his chest to
be a horse galloping and so forth. This one
particular time at WHO-Des Moines, re-
hearsing for a play there, and there was a
sound effect that called for water falling on
a board. And the sound effect man went to
work. He tried sand on a drum, and he
tried rice on cardboard and peas on some-
thing else. And he was going on, and he
couldn’t get anything that sounded, through
the microphone, like water on a board. And

v
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REMARKS ON THE U.S.S. AMERICA
MORFOLK, VIRGINIA
TUESDAY, JANUARY 31, 1989

THANK YOU. IT'S GREAT TO BE HERE ON ONE OF THE
GREATEST SHIPS IN THE WORLD, WITH A CREW THAT KNOWS THE
MEANING OF THE WORDS "MY SHIP, MY COUNTRY" == THE CREW OF
THE U.S.S. AMERICA. o

You KNOW, AS AN OLD CARRIER PILOT, TODAY IS A SPECIAL
DAY FOR ME. I CAN'T‘HELP'THINKING OF THE CARRIER I ONCE
SAILED ON. THEY WEREN'T AS BIG IN THOSE DAYS. [IN FAcT,
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I THINK MY SHIP COULD HAVE FLOATED IN THE STEW KETTLES
DOWN IN YOUR MESS.] h

BUT WE KNEW, JUST AS YOU, HOW MUCH WE OWED TO THE MEN
AND WOMEN AT THE SHIPYARDS. AND FROM THE DAY OF
REVOLUTIONARY ERA SLOOPS TO THE MOST MODERN SUPERCARRIERS,
NO SHIPYARD HAS WRITTEN A PROUDER CHAPTER IN THE HISTORY
oF THE UNITED STATES Navy THAN THE NorrFOLK NAVAL SHIPYARD.
ALL OVER THE WORLD, THOSE WHO LOVE THE SEA AND THE SHIPS

THAT SAIL ON IT KNOW THAT NORFOLK STANDS FOR EXCELLENCE.




NORFOLK IS A NATIONAL TREASURE -- AND WE'RE GOING TO KEEP
IT THAT WAY. |

My VISIT TODAY IS THE FINAL STOP ON WHAT YOU MIGHT"
CALL AN INAUGURAL TRIP. FOR THE PAST SEVERAL DAYS I HAVE
BEEN VISITING WITH THE MEN AND WOMEN WHO ARE MY COLLEAGUES
IN SERVICE TO OUR NATION -- FROM SENIOR APPOINTEES IN MY
ADMINISTRATION TO RANK AND FILE CIVIL SERVANTS. MOST ARE
OUTSTANDING. MOST DO A SUPERB JOB. BUT STILL YOU MIGHT
SAY, WITH NO DISRESPECT FOR THE OTHERS, THAT I'VE SAVED
FOR LAST THOSE WHOSE SERVICE DEMANDS THE MOST -- AND I
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MEAN YOU, THE MEN AND WOMEN WHO KEEP OUR SHIPS AND GUARD
OUR SHORES, THE MEN AND WOMEN WHO SERVE WITH THE ARMED
FORCES OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA.

"IN THE MONTHS AHEAD I WILL BE TALKING A GREAT DEAL
ABOUT SERVICE -- NOT SERVICE THAT IS COMPELLED, BUT
SERVICE THAT IS GIVEN FREELY AND OPENLY, THE SERVICE OF

THE STRONG HEART AND THE QUESTING SOUL.

I WILL SPEAK ABOUT THOSE WHO GIVE THEIR TIME AND LOVE |
TO THEIR COMMUNITIES, TO HELP THOSE WHO CANNOT FULLY HELP
THEMSELVES,
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LONG AGO IT WAS WRITTEN THAT THE QUALITY OF MERCY IS
NOT STRAINED; AND I WILL SPEAK OF THOSE WHO DEDICATE A
PORTION OF THEIR LIVES TO MERCY FOR HUMANITY.

AND I wILL SPEAX ABOUT You, FOR IN A WAY THAT EVERY
AMERICAN KNOWS, AND EVERY MAN, WOMAN, AND CHILD IN OUR
LAND SALUTES, YOU WHO STAND HERE TODAY SET OUR NATION'S
STANDARD FOR SERVICE. AND LET ME START RIGHT NOW BY
RECOGNIZING ONE OF YOUR OWN -- YOUR "SAILOR OF THE YEAR"
== AVIATION ORDINANCEMAN 1ST CLASS JOSEPH RoBINSON. JosEpH

WAS AWARDED THIS HONQR FOR TWO REASONS. FIRST‘ FOR HIS
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'CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE RUNNING OF THIS SHIP. BUT JOSEPH HAS
ALSO BEEN RECOGNIZED FOR HIS CONTRIBUTIONS TO HIS
COMMUNITY WHERE HE HELPED ESTABLISH A NEIGHBORHOOD WATCH
PROGRAM AND DEVOTED OVER 100 HOURS TO ITS SUCCESS.

- JOSEPH, IF YOU'LL COME UP HERE, I'D BE PROUD TO SHAKE YOUR

HAND AND PRESENT YOU WITH THIS LETTER OF COMMENDATION.
ALL OF YOU KEEP THE PEACE ON THE FRONTIERS OF FREEDOM
AROUND THE WORLD. AND IN EVERY CORNER OF THE GLOBE,
MILLIONS RECOGNIZE YOU AND THE FLAG YOU CARRY AS THEIR
SYMBOL OF HOPE. YES, WHEREVER YOU GO, YOU TAKE AMERICA




AND ALL IT REPRESENTS WITH YOU, AND YOU DO IT WITH A PRIDE
AND DEDICATION THAT FEW HAVE EVER MATCHED.

I KNOW SOME SAY THAT IT'S JUST A JOB. BUT WHEN A
SAILOR MUST PUT TO SEA FOR 6 MONTHS OR MORE AT A TIME, AND
COME HOME TO FIND THAT THE CHILD WHO COULD BARELY CRAWL,
CAN WALK AND SAY A FEW WORDS, THAT'S MORE THAN A JOB --
THAT IS SERVICE AND MORE IMPORTANTLY, SACRIFICE.

WHEN A SOLDIER SPENDS LONG HOURS ON COLD NIGHT'S
SENTRY DUTY AT THE D.M.Z. 1IN KoREA OR AT CHECKPOINT
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CHARLIE IN BERLIN, HE IS NOT JUST FILLING A JOB BUT IS
ANSWERING THE CALL OF SERVICE.

AND THE MECHANIC WHO INSPECTS THE PLANE'S ENGINE OR
SHIP'S POWER PLANT OME LAST TIME AND MAKES DOUBLE AND
TRIPLE SURE THAT EVERY SCREW, EVERY HOSE, EVERY WELD IS AS
IT SHOULD BE -- THAT MECHANIC IS DEDICATING HIMSELF OR
HERSELF NOT SIMPLY TO A JOB BUT TO A CONCEPT OF SERVICE TO
COUNTRY THAT IS THE HIGHEST IN THE wQRLo

AROUND THE WORLD, OTHERS HAVE SEEN AND KNOW WHAT YOUR
DEDICATION TO SERVICE MEANS.
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YOU MAY REMEMBER THAT LAST YEAR, THE SOVIET UnION'S
TOP MILITARY MAN AT THE TIME, MARSHAL AKHROMEYEV, VISITED
THE UNITED STATES. HE SPENT A DAY ON A CARRIER NOT UNLIKE
YOURS, AS IT WENT THROUGH EXERCISES IN THESE WATERS, AND
HE VISITED INSTALLATIONS ACROSS OUR NaTion. HE saAw MucCH
OF THE AMAZING WEAPONRY AND MACHINERY IN OUR ARSENAL, AND
WHEN HE FINALLY CAME TO VISIT THE WHITE HOUSE, HE LET IT
BE KNOWN THAT HE WAS IMPRESSED. AND WHAT MOST IMPRESSED
HIM WAS NOT OUR MIRACULOUS TECHNOLOGY OR INCREDIBLE
FIREPOWER, BUT THE ENLISTED MEN AND WOMEN THAT HE MET ON

;
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_ HIS TOURS. HE COULDN'T BELIEVE THAT WE GAVE OUR ENLISTED
MEN AND WOMEN JOBS THAT ONLY OFFICERS WOULD BE PERMITTED
TO HANDLE IN HIS OWN MILITARY. HE COULDN'T BELIEVE THE
OBVIOUS DEDICATION OF AMERICA'S ENLISTED MEN AND WOMEN TO
THEIR JOBS, THEIR KNOWLEDGE OF THE MACHINERY THEY HANDLED,
AND THEIR READINESS AND ABILITY TO ANSWER QUESTIONS. IN
SHORT, HE COULDN'T BELIEVE YOUR DEDICATION TO SERVICE.

I xNOW YOU'VE HEARD IT FROM YOUR PARENTS. THOSE OF
YOU WHO ARE MARRIED HAVE HEARD IT FROM YOUR HUSBANDS OR
WIVES AND FROM YOUR CHILDREN. BUT IT GOES FOR EVERYONE
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ACROSS THE COUNTRY, LET ME SAY WE'RE ALL VERY, VERY PROUD
OF YOU AND OF THE JOB YOU'RE DOING,

IN THE YEARS AHEAD, I WANT TO MAKE SURE THAT THOSE
WHO BUILD OUR SHIPS, PLANES, AND WEAPONS LIVE UP TO THE
STANDARDS OF SERVICE, DEDICATION, AND DUTY THAT THIS CREW
AND THIS SHIPYARD SET. | |

I'VE BEEN INSIDE A SUBMERGED SUBMARINE WHILE DEPTH
CHARGES WERE GOING OFF ALL AROUND IT. I KNOW WHAT IT'S
LIKE TO HEAR THE VESSEL STRAIN AND SHAKE AND TO PRAY TO

GOD THAT THE PEOPLE IN CHARGE OF BUYING AND BUILDING CARED
AS MUCH ABOUT THE VESSEL AS YOU DO. | |

I BELIEVE THAT THE OVERWHELMING MAJORITY OF
PROCUREMENT OFFICERS AND DEFENSE CONTRACTORS DO CARE THAT
MUCH. I AM DETERMINED TO MAKE SURE THAT EVERY SINGLE ONE
OF THEM DOES., '

My MESSAGE TO THEM WILL BE JUST THIS SIMPLE: DoON'T
THINK IT'S JUST ANYONE OUT THERE. THINK IT'S YOUR SON OR
DAUGHTER -- AND REMEMBER THAT THEIR LIVES DEPEND ON THE

| 12
1 '
THINGS YOU MAKE. AND IF YOU'RE NOT READY TO CARE THAT
\
|
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MUCH AND WORK THAT HARD, YOU'RE NOT READY TO DO BUSINESS
WITH THE UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT.

LET ME GIVE YOU AN EXAMPLE -- COST OVERRUNS. |
OVERRUNS DIDN'T START YESTERDAY. THE FIRST DRY DOCK EVER
BUILT FOR OUR NAVY IS STILL OPERATING NOT FAR FROM HERE IN
THIS SHIPYARD. IT WAS FINISHED MORE THAN A CENTURY AND A
HALF AGO. THE ACTUAL FINAL COST WAS THREE TIMES THE
ORIGINAL ESTIMATE.

 But EVEN IF OVERRUNS ARE NOT NEW, THEY ARE STILL
WRONG =~ AND HURT THE NATIONAL SECURITY, PARTICULARLY WHEN
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BUDGETS ARE TXGHT. WE WANT TIGHTER CONTROLS AND HIGHER
STANDARDS IN WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, AND WE WILL GET TIGHTER
CONTROLS AND HIGHER STANDARDS IN WEAPONS PROCUREMENT. You
DESERVE THE VERY BEST EQUIPMENT AND WEAPONS. YOU ARE

GETTING THEM MOST OF THE TIME NOW. WE ARE DETERMINED THAT
YOU WILL GET THEM ALL OF THE TIME.

ONE OTHER THING. I AM DETERMINED TO EXPAND THE
NATIONAL CONSENSUS THAT IS NECESSARY FOR PROPER SUPPORT
FOR OUR NATION'S DEFENSES. I WILL DO THIS BECAUSE THE
FIRST BULWARK OF OUR NATIONAL DEFENSE IS OUR NATIONAL
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WILL. IF OUR WILL IS RUPTURED, OUR SHIP OF STATE CANNOT
SAIL == OR AT LEAST SAIL SAFELY. [ FIRMLY BELIEVE THAT
THE VTTAL FIRST STEP TO BROADENING OUR NATIONAL CONSENSUS
ON DEFENSE IS TO WRING THE LAST DROP OF WASTE AND

MISMANAGEMENT OUT OF THE WAY WE BUY OUR WEAPONS. AmD
THAT'S WHAT WE INTEND TO DO.

IT'S WHAT YOU MIGHT CALL MY BOND TO YoU. WHEN A
FAMILY SENDS A SON OR HUSBAND TO SEA OR TO BOOT CAMP OR TO
FLIGHT SCHOOL TO DEFEND OUR NATION, THEY ARE MAKING A
SACRIFICE -- AND IT IS A GREAT AND MOBLE SACRIFICE. THINK
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OF ALL THE GOOD ALL THOSE SACRIFICES ADDED UP TOGETHER
HAVE MEANT AROUND THE WORLD IN THE LAST FEW YEARS.

WHEN THE RECORD OF OUR TIME IS FINALLY WRITTEN, I
HOPE IT WILL BE THE STORY OF THE FINAL TRIUMPH OF PEACE
AND FREEDOM THROUGHOUT THE GLOBE -- THE STORY OF THE
SUNRISE IN THE DAY OF MANKIND'S AGE OLD ASPIRATIONS. AND
ON THAT DAY, WHO WERE THE HEROES, GENERATIONS TO CQME_HILL
AsK? WHO DROVE THE CHARIOTS OF FIRE ACROSS THE SKy? WHo
BROUGHT THAT DAY TO THE EARTH? AND THE ANSWER WILL BE

YOU. DURING THE NEXT FOUR YEARS I WILL BE MNOT JUST YOUR
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COMMANDER-IN-CHIEF, BUT YOUR FRIEND. AND TOGETHER WE WILL
WORK TO SPIN THE GOSSAMER THREAD OF HUMAN DREAMS INTO A
STURDY FABRIC OF PEACE THAT WILL LAST FOR GENEQATIONS TO
COME., '

THANK YOU, GOD BLESS YOU, AND GOD BLESS AMERICA.
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