(NSC/Bakshian/RR)
March 22, 1983
4:00 p.m.

PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS: DEFENSE

My fellow Americans:

Thank you for sharing your time with me tonight. The
subject I want to discuss with you -- peace and national
security -- is both timely and important -- timely because I have
reached a decision which offers a new hope for our children in
the 21st century, and important because there is a very big
decision that you must make for yourselves. This subject
involves the most basic duty that any President and any people
share -- the duty to protect and strengthen the peace. Ard=gtels
abouft the—ecost of=protecting—that peace.

At the beginning of this year, I submitted to the Congress a
defense budget which reflects my best judgment, and the best
understanding of the experts and specialists who advise me, about
what we and our allies must do to protect our Nation and theirs
in the years ahead.

That budget is much more than a long list of numbers, for
behind all the numbers lies America's ability to prevent the
greatest of human tragedies and preserve our free way of life in
a sometimes dangerous world. It is part of a careful, long~-term
plan to make America strong again after too many years of neglect
and mistakes. Our efforts to rebuild America's defenses\amé 3
strenthen the peace began 2 years ago, when we requested a major
1ncrease ln the defense program Since then, the amount of those
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lncreases has/been reduced by halﬂ The budget request that is

now before the Congress has been trimmed to the limits of safety.




Page 2

It simply cannot be cut further without seriously endangering the
security of the Nation. The choice is up to the men and women
you have elected to the Congress == and that means the choice is
up to you.

Tonight I want to explain to you what this defense debate is
all about, and why I am convinced that the budget now before the
Congress is necessary, responsible, and deserving of your
support. And I want to offer hope for the future.

But first I want to say what the defense debate is not
about. It is not about spending arithmetic. I know that in the
last few weeks you've been bombarded with numbers and
percentages. Some say we need only a 5 percent increase in
defense spending. Others say a 3 percent increase would do it.
Still others toss around figures like a $25 billion defense cut
this year and a $40 billion cut next year. The trouble with
these numbers is that they tell us little about the kind of
defense program America needs, Or the benefits in security and
freedom that our defense effort buys for us.

What seems to have been lost in all this debate is the
simple truth of how a defense budget is arrived at. It isn't
done by deciding to spend a certain number of dollars. Those
loud voices that are occasionally heard charging that Government
is trying to solve a security problem by throwing money at it are
nothing more than noise based on ignorance.

We start by considering what must be done to maintain peace,
and review all the possible threats against our security. Then a

strategy for strengthening peace and defending against those
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threats must be agreed upon. And finally our defense
establishment must be evaluated to see what is necessary to
protect against any or all of the potential threats. The cost of
achieving these ends is totaled up and the result is the budget
for national defense.

There is no logical way you can say., let's spend X billion
dollars less. You can only say, which part of our defense
measures do we believe we can do without and still have security
against all contingencies? Anyone in the Congress who advocates
a percentage or specific dollar cut in defense spending should be
made to say what part of our defenses he would eliminate and he
should be candid enough to acknowledge that his cuts mean cutting
our commitments to allies or inviting greater risk or both.

The defense policy of the United States is based on a simple
premise, one that we have held for a long time: The United
States does not start fights. We will never be an aggressor. We
maintain our strength to deter and defend against aggression.

What thlS means is that we design our defense program not to

/ further ambltlons, but to. counter threats to ourselves and to our//’

e —

" since the dawn of the atomic age, we have sought to reduce
the risk of war first and foremost by seeking genuine arms
control and, second, by maintaining a strong deterrent.
"pDeterrence"” means simply this: Making sure any adversary who
thinks about attacking the United States, or our allies, or our

vital interests, concludes that he could never win. Once he
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understands that, he won't attack. We maintain the peace through
our strength, whereas weakness only invites aggression.

This strategy of deterrence has not changed. It still
works. But what it takes to maintain deterrence has changed. It
took one kind of military force to deter an attack when we had
far more nuclear weapons than any other power; it takes another
kind now that the Soviets, for example, have enough accurate and
powerful nuclear weapons to destroy virtually all of our missiles

L
H

on the ground. Egt tookVOne kind of military force to contain the

slow-moving and technologically backward soviet army of the

1960's; it takes another to contain their far faster ;:and more
L ///

sophisticated force today. ﬂ“a“u e

1 want to present three facts about th}s threat. The first |
is well-known, but it bears repeatlng.e For 20 years, the Soviet
Union has been accumulating enormous mllltary mlght They did
not stop when the Unlted States and our NATO allles unilaterally
restrained ourfOWn defiense programs. The Soviets dld not stop
when theirtforces exceeded all requirements of a legltlmate

defensive capability. And, despite their rhetoric of peaceful

1ntent, they have not stopped now. Let me give you the facts.x
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During the past decade -and- a—half the Sov1ets have built up

a massive arsenal of new strategic nuclear weapons --= thaaa-sre

the weapons that can strike directly at the United States.

[ CHART: ICBMS ]
The United States deployed its last new ICBM, the Minute
Man III land-based strategic missile, in 1969, and we are now

dismantling our even older Titan missiles. But, since 1969, the
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Soviet Union has built five new classes of ICBMS, and upgraded
these eleven times, deploying many hundreds of highly-accurate
and powerful new missiles. During the same time, we built no new
ICBMS, and upgraded only one of our existing systems. The-=game
wath;neww%hh/submarines during'a\simnlarfﬁéxigdl The Soviet

Union built three new classes of submarine-launched ballistic

missiles and over sixty new missile submiienéei*“ built two new

ot
LR
types of submarine missiles and actually&el&m&nate,,
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submarines from strategic missions.. The Soviet Union built overy,
. / Fi
s {’

Sy thelr new b
; ui;Nf

Blackjack bomber is now under develpment. Net onlyfdld we~ fail

two hundred new Backfire bombers and

+o-buitd a new long-range bomber since our B—52§bembers were

deployed about a quarter of a century ago, but«weqh;yg already
Had-to retlre several hundred of th? oidereenee:é?gggdwdeeptte"
;j;ﬁ:t many people think, our strategic forces only cost about

a‘/ )’

10 percent of the defense budget.
[ CHART: LRINF DEPLOYMENT ]

//affl ‘Another example of the Sov1et bulldup shows theid%fference

\"\

N\
between SOVlet words and SOV1et deedSUa}In 1978, the Soviets

qégﬁady~had 600 intermediate-range nuclear missiles based on land
and were beginning to add the SS-20 -- a new, highly accurate
mobile missile, with three warheads. We had none. Now let me
show you how the Soviets have strengthened their lead. By the
end of 1979, when Soviet leader Brezhnev declared "a balance now

ex1sts,' the Sov1ets had over 800 warheads. We sti}l had none.
;;é e o (‘{,; o ’,4V
3 2, Mr. Brezhnev pledged a moratorium or freeze oOn

§5-20 deployment. Look’what4happened-‘ ‘Sonie “freezet «By Augusty
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have none. So

over 1, 2ﬂgjwa£heads. We sté&iih&é none. Soviet
r Ustinov announced "approximate parity of forces
ist." Eve$L§@w¢,they are adding an average of
ads a week, and now have 1,300. These warheads
targets in a matter of a.few minutes. We still

far, it seems that the Soviet definition of parity

ol Xte
is 1;;00 tgpzexdi in their favor. So, together with our NATO

allies, we deci
deterrent to th
Soviet Union to
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however, we are
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ded to deploy new weapons, beginning Lﬁ@%&£3, as a

e SQ&IEI»H&&&&&@S and as an incentive to the
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puzsae serlous arms control negotiations. We
deployment late this year. At the same time,

willing to cancel our program if the Soviets will

s. This is what we have called a zero-zero plan.m,
:‘_'i«f{ i{ v !; ;" /
FELE .

oA
ut our'planned deployments they wouldn't be there.

ART: U.S. —SOVIET WEAPONS PRODUCTION 1 JQ
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ama story‘when we look at the Soviet bulldup df

;Mconventienaiwiegcesqf%Slnce 1974, the United States has produced

) 50 tactical c
;roduced twice

United States h
61. For armore
11,200. The So
ratio in their

950 artillery a

produced more t

ombat aircraft. By contrast, the Soviet Union has
as many. When we jook at attack submarines, the
as produced Zwahlle the Soviet Union has produced
d vehicles, includlng tanks we have produced

viet Union has produced 54,000, a nearly 5 to 1
favor. Finally, with artillery, we have produced

nd rocket launchers while the Sovietg have

han 13,000, a staggering 14 to 1 ratio.
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There was a time when we were able to offset superior Soviet

numbers with eur—own higher quality weapess. But today they are

building weapons at.least as sophisticated and modern as our Owh.
" ?/{/z
j As the Sesstets have increased their military power, they

have been emboldened to extend that powegﬁaﬁauﬁdmtﬁ\fworld. Thiss

is—anether . aspect of Soviet military-power—that>I went-=to ‘disduss

Ejl -&ht S b L L e e et 4 T T T / bvd
%””“The Soviet_gpion is spreading its military influence agound }ﬂ

d in ways that can directly challenge our vital interests

and those of our allies. The following aerial photographs
»illustrate this point in a crucial area very close to home;f;%} fomn
.Central America and the Caribbean Basin. a

[1st PHOTO: COMMUNICATIONS INTELLIGENCE FACILI?Y,

LOURDES, CUBA]

This Soviet intelligence collection facility is the largest
of its kind in the world. The acres and acres of antennae fields
and intelligence monitors are targeted on key U.S. military
installations and sensitive activities. The installation, in

/Sf?{;f ﬁ” &2“ L,,,’t
Lourdes [LOOR-DAYS] Cuba, is manned bv SOV1et pg;sonnei nd the ?4m

satellite ground station allows 1nstant communications with

Moscow. 7 )
[2n'd/ PHOTO: SOVIET MIGS —- " WESTERN CUBA]
In western Cuba, we see this military airfield and its

complement of modern Soviet-built MIG-23 aircraft. The Soviet

Union uses this airfield for its own long-range recpgnnaisance

missions-and earlier this month two modern goviet anti-submarine :%;

i/
warfare aircraft began operating from this Cuban airfield.
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During the past 2 years, the level of Soviet arms exports to Cuba
can only be compared to the levels reached during the Cuban
missile crisis 20 years ago.

{3rd PHOTO: SOVIET WEAPONRY, NICARAGUA]

Thlsﬂégii photo, which is the only one in this series that
has been previously released, shows Soviet military hardware that
has made its way to Central America. This airfield with its MI-8
helicopters, anti-aircraft guns and revetted hardstands for
fighter planes is one of a number of military facilities in
Nicaragua which has received Soviet equipment funneled through

Cuba and reflects the massive military build-up going on in

Nicaragua.

[4th PHOTO: GRENADA, AIRFIELD UNDER CONSTRUCTIQN]

On the small island of Grenada, at the southern end of the
Caribbean chain, the Cubans, with Soviet financing and backing,
are in the process of building an airfield with a 10,00Q%Eoot
sexan*arff”eldﬂaﬁ

A A

thls—srzeww”zx doesn t even have an alr force. B&t the Carlbbean

runway.

is a very important passageway for 2gr 1nternatlonal commere and

;
f s YA

military lines of communication. Tewemte 6ne statistic,

;A@/percent of all American oil imports now pass through the

Caribbean. The rapid build-up of grenada s military potential is
,.,.‘

unrelated to any conceivable threat to the island and totally at

odds with the pattern of other,Zéstern Caribbean States, most of

which are unarmed. The Soviet-Cuban militarization, of Grenada,

in short, can only be seen as power projection into the region.
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These pictuiéfonly tell a small part of the storyffz?he? ?gw
Soviet Union is also supporting Cuban military forces in Angola
and Ethlopla; further complicating-an-already= =troubled region-eof
%&&1@§”A They have pases in Ethiopia and South Yemen near the
Persian Gulf oil fields. They have taken over the port we built
at Cam Ranh Bay in Vietnam, and now, for the first time in
history, the Soviet navy is a force to be reckoned with in the
south Pacific.

Some people may still ask: Would the Soviets ever use thelr
o ﬁ%z%’ﬁﬁﬁﬁ”’ { T 4 £,
formidable military power? Well, again,- b@eir'deeds have glven

< gl

-us—theit answer “more—than—once "=~ -most ecentlymln Afghanlstan 4

and Poland. - The courageous struggle of the Afghan people-goes

on ~- but Soviet intentions have“beenmmadeﬁbtutalinglear?mwinv

1~ Poland, the Soviets denied the will of the people and, in so

. demonstrated to the world how their military power

could also be used to intimidate.

The flnal fact‘&ﬁWHﬁt f@“ppesent abqut Sovxet mllftary power

o etk Uneie
is that thegmaxe acquiring what can only be considered an

offensive military force. They have continued to build far more
intercontinental ballistic missiles than they could possibly need

simply to deter an attack. Their conventional forces are trained

A /f

and equipped not sO much to defend against an attack by,NATO rF

A

* which ‘I, qulte sure’ they know, WLQ;/neyer “¢ome| ~— as tO permlt
FL Fligat T e

sudden, surprise offensives igrto-NATO terr;tary

e T
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U

We formed the NATO alllance to defend agalnst §uch an

attack. Far from.belng a costly luxury, the NATO alllance 1s\a\

AN

\ ba51Cacorne;§tone of our pollcy for peace. Wlthout 1t, our
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country s conventlonal force expenditures- would”haVe to at least

double ]ust to. prov1de us w1th the same measure of protection we

enjdy todayﬁé Our NATO allies have assumed a great defense

S e iwm.

burden, 1nclud1ng the military draft in most countries. We are
working with them and our other friends around the world to do
more. Our defensive strategy means we need military forces that

can move very quickly -- forces that are trained and ready to

respond to any emergency.

Ln fact] every item in our defense program —-— our ships, our

T

tanks, our planes, our funds for training and spare parts -- is
intended for tha& one all-important purpose =~ to deter conflict.

Unfortunately, a decade of neglecting our mllltary forces had

Ab Y0 dT s

called into question our ability tocdeter:‘

When I took office in January 1981, I was appalled by what T
found: American planes that could not fly and American ships
that could not sail for lack of spare parts and trained

personnel; insufficient fuel and ammunition for essentlal
tralnlng.; our reseqve stocke were so, low that- wé\eould onby cope ™
- / NS !
by de01dihg that we would only thlnk aeout/short engagements.«

The 1nev1table result of all this was poor morale in our armed
forces, difficulty in recruiting the brightest young Americans to
wear the uniform, and difficulty in convincing our most

experienced military personnel to stay on.

There was a real question, then, about how well we could
meet a crisis. And it was obvious that we had to begin a major

modernization program to ensure we could deter aggression and

preserve the peace in the years ahead.
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;Allwggwthiswmeantmthat forthe next few years the. United

~States would- -have to - step-up--its_defense-program. F/We had to move

ijmmediately to improve the basic readiness and staylng power of
our conventional forces, soO they could meet -- and therefore help

deter -- a crisis. )At/the/saméxti@eifwe had to make up for lost

years of investment by moving forward with a long-term plan to

prepare our forces to counter the military capabilities our

adversarles were developlng for the future. —

o YR ;'/ FEAL T i o A A
_ Nelther of the‘e 1mportant Z, lswcan“be~neaah§
,ﬁseeze proposedwbymseme~MWSush“a‘freezemeé """ GurzentsSQy -t

w¢“‘.~;a

ané~9e5T~éer¢es would make us less, not more, secure :and would

7 ’i (,/

raise, not reduce, the risks of war. It would seriously undercut

»‘143&7{ /f

Sov1ets ;or thelr ma551ve mllltary bulldupgﬁwh&&ewpﬁe%entanmus
Fa
from tak{ngrstepsﬂnecessarywte~moderniww

/&ncfeaSLngly vu;nerabie deternent -systemns

Believe me, it wasn't‘ﬁfpleasant

had come to Washington determined to reduce Government spending.

SI—

an& take some of the load off of- the‘Ametican tax—payerw »%Rﬂfﬁw

R
j : ,
4

ml 1stratnon had two v1tal ]dbs to do - restore/Fn -ailing g
i

1economy and rest re sour. neglectedyde£ense-p;egfam‘ There was /

‘reaLiysneAehesce JWe had to move forward with the task of
repairing our defenses or we would lose our ability to deter
conflict now and in the future. We had to demonstrate to any
adversary that aggression could not succeed, and that the only

real solution was substantial, equitable, and effectively
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verifiable arms reduction -- the kind we're working for right now

in Geneva.
Thanks to your support, and strong bipartisan support from
the CongreSSﬁ/We éet tQ _work on/ ‘this- l@ng,\hard; but_nécessary,

/ﬂ§%é§ W{We began to turn things around. !&We deveTOpeH a,ﬁryear

~defense program that would fix our 1 edlate p oblems and meet
/

{ our- long-term ne\ds/ that wo;ig gﬁaraﬁtee securlty todaywéng/

‘xmalntaln 1t i tﬁé future~
,k'Already, we are seeing some very encouraging results.

Quality recruitment and retention are up, dramatically —-— more
high school graduates are choosing military careers and more
experienced career personnel are choosing to stay. -Our-
maintenance backlogs. areﬂfinaiiywqcinngUWﬁT“and“ammunitiﬁﬁf

. stocks are_ ‘being- resteredwwwlhrww”eans our men and women in
uniform at last are getting the tools and training they need to

do their job.

I sald earlrer Eﬁat a*defens§7progr/m can't be reduced o™,
\ \

51mple arlthmet;c, and I thlnk the same thing is true about what

f - // : 1
hagpénlng -#n our servxces.JﬁAsk around today, especially among

- e e e e P Y R

our young people, and I think you'll find a whole new attitude

toward serving their country. This reflects more than just

A .
"/,l[ f3 -"/'_;«v«i.fﬁ 4? ;; /g ‘; e 1 Zv
better pay, equipment, and leadership.“Amgrrgans have sent a

signal to these young people that it is once again an honor to
wear the uniform. That's not something you measure in a budget,
but it is a very real part of our Nation's strength,

It will take us longer +o build the kind of equipment we

need to keep peace in the future, but we've made a good start.
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We had not built a new long-range bomber for 21 years. Now,
we're building the B-1l. We had not launched one new strategic
submarine for 17 years. Now, we're building one Trident
submarine a year. Our land-based missiles were increasingly
threatened by the many huge, new Soviet ICBMS. We are
determining how to solve that problem. At the same time, we are
working in the START and INF negotiations, with the goal of
achieving deep reductions in the strategic and intermediate
nuclear arsenals of both sides.

We have also begun the long—-needed modernization of our
conventional forces. The Army is getting its first new tank in
20 years. The Air Force is modernizing. We are rebuilding our
Navy which shrank from about 1000 to 45; ships during the 1970's. ~<
Our Nation needs a superior Navy to support our military forces
and vital interests overseas. We are now oOn the road to
achieving a 600-ship Navy and increasing the amphibious
capabilities of our Marines who are now serving the cause of

peace in Lebanon. And we are building a real capability to deker

_the Soviet-tnion-ané assist our friends in the vitally-important
Tndian Ocean and Persian Gulf region.

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

Federal budget.

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

g0, it~ just doesn't‘maké‘seHSE”te blame our deficits on defense.

v “Fhis is . what bothers me ‘most ‘about the calls for bkg\\efense

) ~\
cuts so’soog\after I haﬂ tho?ght we Iearned our Ieséon from the

‘1970 's. ; These calls for cutting back the defense budget come in

nice simple arithmetic. But they add up to the same klnd/ef I

$4§bilcaes thatgendange;éﬁ deterrencéxand stlfleé arms }eductipn \E

/
the 1aét~décade 4F/and.they re the same klnd of talk that led the

T T T e P

wdemocrac1es to neglect their defenses in the 1930's and invited

the military imbalance andwagqfessionxthat”piunqedwthewhumanw;aee
into the tragedy of World War II. @gy/jeiﬁaw/kméfzgaﬁé4 we must
not let that grim chapter of history repeat itself throuéh apathy
or neglect.

Yes, we pay a great deal for the weapons and equipment we
give our military forces. And, yes, there has been some waste in
the past. But we are now paying 4 /BiY1\ that musy be-pabd 1A the
delayed cost of our neglect in the 1970's. We would only be
fooling ourselves, and endangering the future, if we let the

bills pile up from the 1980's as well. Sooner or later these
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bille always come due, and the later they come due, the more they

cost in treasure and in safety.
This is why I am speaking to you tonight =-- to urge you to
tell your Senators and Congressman that you know we must continue

along the path we have begun to restore our mllltary strength.

We have “already ‘made” great strides, but our defense posture ts

N ,/'

not et what\lt must be\to meet the very setlous challenges f
If we stop in midstream, we will not only Jjeopardize the

progress we have made to date -- we will mortgage our ability to
deter war and achieve genuine arms reductions. And we will send

a signal of decline, Qf lessened will, ?ﬁsﬁass;tp@eg to ﬁ@;

LA
4l A

friends and adversaries,.

One of the tragic ironies of history —-- and we've seen it
happen more than once in this century -- is the way that
tyrannical systems, whose military strength is based on
oppressing their people, grow strong while, through wishful

thinking, free societies allow themselves to be lulled into

neglect=and a false sense of security.

Free people must meet voluntarily, through open debate and
democratic means, the challenge that totalitarians pose by
compulsion.

It is up to us, in our time, to choose, and choose wisely,
between the hard but necessary task of preserving peace and
freedom and the temptation to ignore our duty and blindly hope

for the best while the enemies of freedom grow stronger day by

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

MW'M&@ngﬂéhi;Khigh goal, my fellow Americans, I ask for your
prayers and your support. Thank you, good night, and God bless

/ [INSERT TO FOLLOW] w

you :L/{;%)



