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The debate on foreign and defense policy revelraleaa number ef fundamental
contradictions and inconsistencies in Mr. Carter's positions. In addition,
he simply dodged a straight answer to many questions.
Therefore, we know almost nothing more about Mr. Carter's foreign policy
and defense positions than we did before the debate.
Mr. Carter's rhetorical assertion of toughness toward the Soviet Union
cannot be reconciled with his intention to cut the defense budget by billions
of dollars, to withdraw U.S. troops from overseas, and to scrap major
weapons such as the B-1 bomber.
Mr. Carter's professed wish to strengthen foreign alliances clashes with
his stated views on accepting communists in European governments, withdrawal
of U.S. troops and his high-handed attitude toward dealing with our allies on
nuclear proliferation.
On,Thursday, Mr. Carter told a group of labor leaders that he made no
mistakes in the debate. That is not true. In his 18 opportunities to speak
during the debate, Mr. Carter made at least 14 errors.
Attached is a detailed fact sheet listing the factual errors and misrepresentations made by Mr. Carter, either from ignorance of the facts or deliberate
miatatements.

#

#

#

EMBARGOED FOR RELEASE
6 PM EDT October 9, 1976

OCTOBER 8, 1976

Office of the White House Press Secretary
(Lawton, Oklahoma)

THE 'WHITE HOUSE
FACT SHEET

A compllatiGn of statements made by Mr. Carter d1 ring the debate, and
the actoa.t facts contradicting Mr. Carter's statements:
Carter: "As a matter of fact, I have never advocated a cut of $15 billion
in our defense budget."
Facts: The Savannah Morning News on March 18, 1975, in a story by
Richard Green, quoted Mr. Carter as telling the Savannah Rotary Club,
"The Federal budget••• could and should be cut, especially th~
defense budget. Approximately $15 billion could be cut from
the defense budget and not weaken this nation's military
capability••• "
On March ZO, 1975, the Los Angeles Times reported that Mr. Carter told
a Beverly Hills news conference that "he thinks the Ford defense budget
for this. year could be cut by about $15 billion -1rithout sacrificing national
security. 11

This week, after the debate, the reporter for the Lo•. Angeles Times
confirmed that Mr. Carter had, indeed, made that comment on a $15 billion
defense budget cut.

• *• *
..£!.!!!:.!::...

"Our country is not strong anymore" (page Z of transcript).
"I think militarily we are as strong as any nation on earth." (page 25).
Comment: These statements are centradictary.

* * *•
Carter: "l never ever advocated a Communist government for Italy. That
would be a ridiculous thing for any one to do who wanted to be President
of this country."
Facts: On May 10, 1976 Mr. Carter was quoted as sa·7lng: "I believe we
should support strongly the democratic forces in Italy, but still we should
not close the doors to Communist leaders in Italy for frlendshl• ~·ith' us.
It may be t.hat we would be bette:rt off.liaving an ltaltan Ooveram,ent that might
be comprised at least partially of Communists tied in with the Western
world rather than driven into the Soviet orbit irrevocably."
(The European Edition - Newsweek,
May 10, 1976)
(MORE)

.. z ..
Carter:

"We are not respected anymore.

11

Recent quotes from foreign leaders:
Prime Minister Cosgrave of Ireland
"· •• the ties that were forged between us (the U.S. and Ireland) in the early years have not lessened with time. On
the contrary, I believe they are today stronger and firmer
than ever."
March 17, 1976
President Giscard d 1 Estaing of France
"I do not th~nk there has ever been a time when contacts
between our two governments have been more frequent,
consultation more sustained and cooperation more good wille4.
May 17, 1976
'I

Chancellor Schmidt of the Federal
Republic of Germany
p
"This is the third time in the past two years that I have
come to the United States for ta~ks with y9u,
Mr. President, and I am not counting the meetings in other
places. You, yourself, have made several trips to Europe,
one of which was an official visit to the Federal Republic
of Germany in July 1975, and I mention this because these
frequent visits are a manifestation to the outside world of our
mutual bonds and the closeness of our relations.
•

p

I don 1 t think I am exaggerating when I say that at no time
during the past 30 years have the relations between our
countries been closer and has been cooperation between our
two governments more trustful and direct than today."

11

July 15, 1976
Secretary General Luns of NATO
"First of all, the situation in the United States ifself, all of
the allies have noted the improvement in the economic pos ..
ture of the United States, which well compares to nearly all
the allies. Secondly, if I may use the word, the recovery
from the sense of disaffection which you felt two or three
years ago in the United States and the fact that the Bicentennial was such a signal of success and this country has regained its unity of purpose.
"Then, of course, the voices which were so loud two or three
years ago about withdrawing troops of the United States from
Europe have become very muted indeed, and the United States'
commitment to the defense of the United States and the whole
Alliance on the first line in Europe has been underlined by the
fact that two combat brigades have been added to the strength
of the allied troops in Germany. 11

* *

* *

.. 3 ..

Carter:

Facts:

"As a matter of fact, Iran is going to get 80 F-14's before we
evea meet our own Air Force order fro F-14's."
The Air Force has never ordered F -14' ~.
plane.

The F -14 is a Navy

F -14 deliveries have been and are scheduled as follows:
Calendar
Year
USN
Iran

1974
& prior

75

76

77

148

73

50

36
36

Z4

80

78

36

zo

36

Z4

The delivery as divided between the United States and Iran meets the U.S.
Navy's programmed requirements for the F-14.

* * * *
Carter: "In the case of the Helsinki agreem•nt, it may have been a
good agreement at the beginning but we failed to enforce the
so -called Basket 3 part whic.h ensures the right of people to
migrate to join their families to be free to speak out."

Comment: The Helsinki Accord is not a treaty to be "enforced" upon a given
date. It represents a standard of conduct against which Soviet
·behavior can be M.easured over time. Progress has been made.
A recent West G erman .. Polish Treaty provides for emigration of
lZS, 000 Ethnic Ge-rmans to West Germany from Poland.
Modest numbers of families are being reunited.
Carter: "He has been in office two years and there has been absolutely no
progress made toward a new SALT agreement."
Fact:

Totally wrong.
In November 1974 President Ford and General Secretary Brezhnev
made a historic agreement at Vladivostok, for the first time putting
a ceiling on the nuclear arms race at equal numbers of systems
and MIRVs.
This agreement renewed the strong endorsement of
the U.S. Senate in May 1975.

* *

*
(MORE)

*
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Carter: "I understand that both the Department of State ard the Defonse
Department have approved the accuracy of today' s (GAO Ma.Taguez)report••• "
Facts: Simply not true. The only approval given was tbatthe r~ort be
released with no security classification.

* * *

*

Carter: "Now we went into South Africa late, after yreat Britain, Rhodesia •••
We did not go in until right before the election ••• "
Facts: We began discussions with African leaders on the events and trends
in Africa over a year ago, first with respect to Angola and subsequently
concerning the problems in Rhodesia and Namibia.
The President sent Secretary Kissinger on a formal fact-finding trip in
April, 1976, at a time when many political observers noted its possible
damage to the President's political standing, This was certainly not
election politics.

* * * *
Carter: "During this current year we are shipping ••• to Saudi Arabia about $7. 5
billion worth of arms. 11
Facts: In FY1976 we shipped $429.4 million of defense articles and
services to Saudi Arabia. Weapons constituted 2.2 percent of that, or
$8. 4 million.
In FY 1976 we signed Sales Agreements to sell $2. 5 billion of defense articles
and services to Saudi Arabia. Weapons constituted $247 million or 10 percent.
Some of these goods and services, including weapons, may have been
delivered in FY1976.

Non-weapons. included such things as $150 million for construction and
$100 million in aircraft maintenance services.

* * * *
Carter: " ••• during this current year we are shipping to Iran, or have
contracted to ship to Iran. about $7. 5 billion worth of arms."
Facts: In FY 1976 we shipped $1.232 billion of defense articles and
services to Iran. Weapons constituted 41 percent of that, or $509. 8 million.
In FY 1976, we signed Sales Agreements to sell $1. 3 billion of defense
articles and services to Iran. Weapons constituted $419 million or
32 percent. Some of these goods and services, including weapons, may
have been delivered in FY 1976.

Non-weapons sales include such things as maintenance and technical services.

(MORE)
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Carter: "He has put pressure on the Congress, and I don't
.~
believe Mr. Ford would even deny this, to hold up on non-proliferation
legislation until the Congress agreed for an $8 billion program for private
industry to start producing enriched uranium.''
Facts: Wrong on all counts.
Far from holding up legislation, the President pressed and personally
worked with members up to the closing minutes of the Congressional
session for passage of constructive non-proliferation legislation.
The President's proposed legislation for enriched uranium included a
proposal for expansion of Government-owned enrichment facUlties.

*

***

Carter: "· •• if the Arab countries ever again declare an embargo against
our nation on oil, I would consider that not a military, but an economic
declaration of war, and I would respond instantly and in kind. 11
Comment: To be effective such a counter embargo would have to be joined
by the industrialized democracies. Otherwise the Arabs could go elsewhere ·
for arms, machines, food, etc.
Assuming that were possible, is it in those countries' interest? Would
the Arabs be more harmed by a loss of industrial goods and food than
indust'rialized nations by a loss of oil?
What effect would it have in driving the Arabs back to the Soviet Union?
Needless to say, it would "shatter any hope of a Middle East peace settlement.

* * *

*

Carter: 11 Under the last Democratic Administration, 60 percent of all
weapons that went into the Middle East were for Israel. Nowadays,
75 percent were for Israel before, now 60 percent go to Arab countries
and this does not include Iran. If you include Iran, our present shipment
of weapons to the Middle East, only 20 percent goes to Israel. 11
Facts: Carter is correct when he says 60 percent of all weapons (sales)
that went into the Middle East were for Israel under the last Democratic
Administration.
Carter is wrong when he says nowadays 60 percent goes to Arab countries
The actual figure is 39 percent in FY 74-76 weapons sales.

* * * *
Carter: "The grain deal with the Soviet Union in 1972 was terrible, and
Mr. Ford made up for it with three embargoes, one against our own ally
in Japan. 11
Comment: It is important that the American farmer continue to be able to
sell to foreign markets.
It is important to assure that we do not allow high surges in foreign demand
to drive up the price of bread in this country.

(MORE)
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To meet both aims requires a predictable market, so that farme~• can
plan and we can be confident of being able to meet foreigr-1 and domestic
demand without price fluctuations.
We achieved this with the

s.. year

agreement which went Into effect October 1.

It brings stability to the market by assuring the constant sale of at least
6 million metric tons of grain per year and requiring consultation
before seeking to purchase above 8. million metric tons.

** **
Carter: "This (Chil·et is a typical example maybe of many others, where
this Administration overthrew a united government and helped to establish
a military di ctatorshlp."
Facts: The Chilean government was overthrown by a military coup in
September, 1973, almost a year before President Ford took office.
Besides not knowing his chronology, Mr. Carter is totally wrong, as confirmed by Senator Frank Church's Committee of the U.S, Senate, which
found the U.S. Government Wa.a not involved in the overthrow of the
Allende Government.
Mr. Carter's sinister suggestion that this government habitually overthrows other governments Is unworthy of comment.

* * *

*

Carter: "I have also advocated that we stop the sale by Germany and
France of reproeessing plants to Pakistan and Brazil. "
Facts: This brazen and unenforceable threat stands in contrast to Mr.
Carter's comment that we must cooperate more closely with our allies.
In fact, President Ford is working with Germany and France and the
other nuclear suppliers in a cooperative effort to resolve the
reprocessing issue.

* *

*

*

Carter: "The Arabs have put pressure on Mr. Ford ..... and he has permitted
a boycott by the Arab countries of American businesses in trade with Israel
who have.Ainerican Jews owning or taking part in the management of
American companies."
Facts: Boycott practices first took place in 195Z.
No actions of any kind were taken by the Federal Government to deal with
the problem until 1969.
President Ford is the first President to have analyzed the problem
comprehensively and taken corrective actions.
In November of 1975, the President directed the Commerce Department
and all Federal agencies to prohibit compliance with discrimination
practices in foreign trade.
The Justice Department has launched the first anti-trust suit in a major
boycott case.
The President on Monday, October 4, signed the tax bill, which had
severe penalties against U.S. firms that participate in the boycott or
discrimination.
(MORE)

-7On Thursday, October 7, the President directed the Department
of Commerce henceforth to disclose those companies that participate
in the Arab boycott.

The President has worked closely with the Congress to find an acceptable
legislative formula for addressing theproblem.
President Ford has recognized that the ultimate solution to the Arab
boycott issue is an end to the Arab.. Israeli dispute. He has, therefore,
moved responsibly to end discrimination against American citizens while
avoiding any unilateral actions which would jeopardize the Middle East
peace process.

* * * *
Carter: "One of the most embarrassing failures of the Ford Administration,
••• is his refusal to appoint a Presidential Commission to go to Vietnam •••
Laos ••• Cambodia ••• and try to trade for the release of information abqut
those who are missing in action •••
Comment: This is a basic disagreement over policy. To "trade" for
information on our MIAs can only mean trafficking in human lives and
allowing Hanoi to play on the anguish and suffering of the sur'W.vors for
economic and political gain. We will· not do this.
The Vietnamese have an obligation to provide a full accounting for all our
missing' and the President insists that they do so.
We are willing to talk and that is why a U.S. negotiator has been designated
for exchanges with the Vietnamese in Paris.

* * * *
Carter: "He (Ford) and Mr. Kissinger and others tried to start a new
Vietnam in Angola, and it was only the outcry of the American people and
the Congress when this secret deal was disclosed that prevented our
renewed involvement ••• "
Facts: Mr. Carter is either frighteningly uninformed or knowingly deceptive~
There was never, at any time, any thought of using U.S. forces, as was
publici y stated.
Eight separate Congressional Committees were fully briefed on our Angola
proposals on Z4 separate occasions. More than Z4 Senators, 150 Congressmen,
and 100 Congressional staff members were kept informed.
U.S. efforts were designed to suprort majority rule in Angola. Mr. Carte"
implies he would acquiesce in Soviet/ Cuban intervention in other countries 1
affairs.

* * **
(MORE)
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Carter: "We also need to have provided an adequate supply of enriched
uranium. Mr. Ford, again, under pressure from the Atomic Energy l,obby,
has inS<isted that this reprocessing or tather re- enrichment be done by
private industry and not by the existing government plants."
Facts: Carter seems confused about whether he,is talking about enrichment
or reprocessing.
But he is wrong either way.
The President has requested approval from the Congress to build an addition
to the government-owned Portsmouth, Ohio, plant to increase our capacity
to produce enriched uranium.

* * * *
Carter: "As far as strength derived from doing what is right, caring for
the poor, providing food, becoming the breadbasket of the world, instead
of the arms merchant of the world, in those respects we are not strong. 11
Facts: By any standard of measure, we ~the breadbasket of the world,
bot in terms of commercial sales and of food aid to the world's needy.

* * * *
Carter: "Only in the last few days with the elction approaching has Mr. Ford
taken any interest in a non-proliferation movement. 11
Facts: In the Spring of 1975, the President called the first of a series of
meetings with the nuclear supplier nations, the countries whose
cooperation is vital to any non-proliferation efforts. In the summer of 1976,
the President ordered a comprehensive review of the entire subject in
order to determine what further steps could be taken to strengthen nonproliferation policies.
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

OFFICE OF THE WHITE HOUSE PRESS SECRETARY
(San Francisco, California)
THE WHITE HOUSE
DEBATE BETWEEN
GERALD R. FORD
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES
AND
JAMES E. CARTER
THE PRESIDENTIAL NOMINEE OF
THE DEMOCRATIC PARTY
PALACE OF FINE ARTS THEATRE
6:30 P.M.

PDT
THE MODERATOR:

Good evening.

I am Pauline Frederick of NPR, Moderator of the
second of the historic debates of the 1976 campaign between
Gerald R. Ford of Michigan, Republican candidate for
President, and Jimmy Carter of Georgia, Democratic
. candidate for President.
Thank you, President Ford and thank you,
Governor Carter, for being with us tonight.
This debate takes place before an audience in
the Palace of Fine Arts Theatre in San Francisco. An
estimated 100 million Americans are watching on television
as well. San Francisco was the site of the signing of
the United Nations Charter 31 years ago. Thus, it is an
appropriate place to hold this debate, the subject of which
is foreign and defense issues.
The questioners tonight are Max Frankel, Associate
Editor of the New York Times; Henry L. Trewhitt, Diplomatic
Correspondent of the Baltimore Sun; and Richard Valeriani,
Diplomatic Correspondent of NBC News.
The ground rules tonight are basically the same
as they were for the first debate two weeks ago. The
questions will be alternated between candidates. By the
toss of a coin, Governor Carter will take the first question.
Each question sequence will be as follows: The
question will be asked and the candidate will have up to
three minutes to answer. His opponent will have up to two
minutes to respond. And prior to the response the questioner
may ask a follow-up question to clarify the candidate's
answer, when necessary, with up to two minutes to reply.
Each candidate will have three minutes for a closing statement at the end.
President Ford and Governor Carter do not have notes
or prepared remarks with them this evening, but they may
take notes during the debate and refer to them.
-}\,
MORE

!,>age 2
Mr. Frankel, you have the first question for
Governor Carter.
MR. FRANKEL: Governor, since the Democrats
last ran our foreign policy, including many of the men who
are advising you, the country has been relieved of the
Vietnam agony and the military draft, we have started arms
control negotiations with the Russians, we have opened
relations with China, we have arranged the disengagement
in the Middle East, we have regained influence with the
Arabs without deserting Israel, now maybe we have even begun
the process of peaceful change in Africa.
Now you have objected in this campaign to the
style with which much of this was done, and you have mentioned
some other things that you think ought to have been done.
But do you really have a quarrel with this Republican
record? Would you not have done any of those things?
MR. CARTER: I think the Republican Administration
has been almost all style and spectacular, and not substance.
We have got a chance tonight to talk about, first of all,
leadership, the character of our country, and a vision
of the future. In every one of these instances, the
Ford Administration has failed, and I hope tonight that I
an~ Mr. Ford will have a chance to discuss the reason for
those failures.
Our country is not strong any more. We are not
respected any more. We can only be strong overseas if we
are strong at home. And when I become President, I will
not only be strong in those areas but also in defense.
\ Our defense capability is second to none. We
have lost\ ,in our foreign policy the character of the American
people. We have ignored or excluded the American people
in Congress from participation in the shaping of our
foreign policy. It has been one of exclusion and secrecy.
In addition to that, we have had a chance to become
now, contrary to our longstanding beliefs and principles,
the arms merchant of the whole world. We have tried to buy
success from our enemies and, at the same time, we have
excluded from the process the normal fr1endsh1p of our
allies.
o

o

I

In addition to that, we have become fearful to
compete with the Soviet Union on an equal basis. We talk
about detente. The Soviet Union knows what they want in
detente and they have been getting it. We have not known
what we wanted and we have been outtr.aded in almost every
instance.
MORE

Page 3
The other point I want to make is about our
defense. We have got to be a Nation blessed with the
defense capability that is efficient, tough, capable,
well-organized, narrowly focused fighting capability.
The ability to fight if necessary is the best way to avoid
the chance for or the requirement to fight.
The last point I want to make is this: Mr. Ford,
Mr. Kissinger have continued on with the policies and
failures of Richard Nixon. Even the Republican platform
has criticized the lack of leadership in Mr. Ford, and
they have criticized the foreign policy of this Administration.
This is one instance where I agree with the Republican
platform.
I might say this in closing, and that is, that
as far as foreign policy goes Mr. Kissinger has been the
President of this country. Mr. Ford has shown an absence
of leadership and absence of a grasp of what this country
is and what it ought to be. That has to be changed,
and that is one of the major issues in the campaign of
1976.

MORE
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MR. FRANKEL:

President Ford?

THE MODERATOR: President Ford, would you like to
respond?
THE PRESIDENT: Governor Carter again is talking
in broad generalities. Let me take just one question
that he raises -- 'the military strength and capability of
of the United States. Governor Carter in November of 1975
indicated that he wanted to cut the defense budget by
$15 billion. A few months later he said he wanted to
cut the defense budget by $8 billion or $9 billion. More
recently he talks about cutting the defense budget by
$5 billion to $7 billion. There is no way you can be
strong militarily and have those kinds of reductions in
our military appropriations.
Now let me just tell you a little story. About
late October of 1975, I asked the then Secretary of Defense,
Mr. Schlesinger, to tell me what had to be done if we were
going to reduce the defense budget by $3 billion to $5 billion.
A few days later Mr. Schlesinger said if we cut the defense
budget by $3 billion to $5 billion we will have to cut military personnel by 250,000, civilian personnel by 100,000,
jobs in America by 100,000. We would have to stretch out
our aircraft procurement. We would have to reduce our naval
construction program. We would have to reduce the research
and development for the Army, the Navy, the Air Force and
Marines by 8 peraent. We would have to close 20 military
bases in the United States immediately.
Let me tell you that straight from the shoulder,
I don't negotiate
with Mr. Brezhnev from weakness, and the
kind of a defense program that Mr. Carterwants will mean a
weaker defense and a poorer negotiating position.
THE MODERATOR:
President Ford.

Mr. Trewhitt, a question for

MR. TREWHITT: Mr. President, EY _question really is
the other side of the coin fro~ Mr. Frankel's. For a
generation the United States has had a foreign policy based ·
on containment of communism. Yet we have lost the first war
in Vietnam, lost a shoving match in Angola, the Communists
threaten to come to power by peaceful means in Italy, and
relations generally have cooled with the Soviet Union in
the last few months. Let me ask you, first, what do you
do about such cases as Italy, and secondly, does this general
drift mean we are moving back to something like the old Cold
War relationship with the Soviet Union?
THE PRESIDENT: I don't believe we should move to
a Cold War relationship. I believe it is in the best
interests of the United States and the world as a whole
that the United States negotiate rather than go back to
the Cold War relationship with the Soviet Union.
MORE
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I don't look at the picture as bleakly as you
have indicated in your question, Mr. Trewhitt. I believe
'":!;hat the United States has had many successes in recent years
and recent months as far as the Communist movement is concerned. We have been successful in Portugal where a year
ago it looked like there was a very great possibility that
the Communists would take over in Portugal. It didn't
happen. We have a democracy in Portugal today.
A few months ago, or I should say maybe two years
ago, the Soviet Union looked like they had continued strength
in the Middle East. Today, acdording to Prime Minister
Rabin, the Soviet Union is weaker in the Middle East
than they have been in many,many years. The facts are the
Soviet Union
relationship with Egypt is at a low level.
The Soviet Union relationship with Syria is at a very low
point. The United States today, according to Prime Minister
Rabin of Israel, is at a peak in its influence and power in
the Middle East.
But let's turn for a minute to the Southern
African operations that are now going on. The United States
of America took the initiative in Southern Africa. We wanted
to end the bloodshed in Southern Africa. We wanted to
have the right of self determination in Southern Africa.
We .wanted to have majority rule with the full protection of
the rights of the minority. We wanted to preserve human
dignity in Southern Africa. We have taken the initiative and
in Southern Africa today the United States is trusted by
the black frontline nations and black Africa. The United
States is trusted by the other elements in Southern Africa.
The United States' foreign policy under this
Administration has been one of progress and success and
I believe that instead of talking about Soviet progress we
can talk about American successes,and may I make an observation. Part of the question you asked, Mr. Trewhitt, I
don't believe that it is in the best interests of the United
States and the NATO nations to have a Communist government
in NATO.
Mr. Carter has indicated he would look with
sympathy to a Communist government in NATO. I think that
would destroy the integrity and the strength of NATO, and
I am totally opposed to it.
MORE
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MR. CARTER: Mr. Ford unfortunately made a
statement that is not true. I never advocated a ···
Communist Government for Italy. That would be ridiculous
for anyone to do who wanted to be President of this
country.
I think this is an instance for deliberate
distortion, and this has occurred also in the question
about defense. As a matter of fact, I have never
advocated any cuts of $15 billion in a defense budget.
As a matter of fact, Mr. Ford has made a little football
of the defense budget.
About a year ago he cut the Pentagon budget
$6.8 billion. After he fired James Schlesinger the
political heat got so great he added back about $3
billion. When Ronald Reagan won the Texas primary
election, Mr. Ford added back another $1.5 billion.
Immediately before the Kansas City Convention he added
back another $1.8 billion in the defense budget, and his
own Office of Management and Budget testified that he
had a $3 billion cut insurance added to thedefense budget
under the pressure from the Pentagon.
Obviously this is another indication of trying
to use the defense budget for political purposes,which
he is trying to do tonight.
Now, we went into South Africa late, after
Great Britain, Rhodesia, The black nations had been
trying to solve this problem for many, many years.
We did not go in until right before the election,
similar to what was taking place in 1972 when Mr. Kissinger
announced peace is at hand just before the election at
that time.
We have weakened our position
the other countries in Europe supported
forces in Portugal long before we did.
Portugal dictatorships much longer than
did in this world.
THE MODERATOR:
Governor Carter.

in NATO because
the democratic
We stuck to the
other democracies

Mr. Valeriani, a question for

MR. VALERIAN!: Governor Carter, much of what
the United States does abroad is done in the name of
national interest. What is your concept of the national
interest? What should the role of the United States in
the world be? In that connection, considering your
limited experience in foreign affairs and the fact that
you take some pride in being a Washington outsider,
don't you think it would be appropriate for you to tell
the American voters before the election the people you
would .like to have in key positions, such as Secretary of
State, Secretary of Defense, National Security Affairs
Advisor at the White House?
MORE
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MR. CARTER: I am not going to name my Cabinet
before I get elected. I have a little ways to go before
I start doing that, but I have an adequate background,
I believe. I am a graduate of the u.s. Naval Academy,
the first military graduate since Eisenhower. I have
served as Governor of Georgia and have traveled
extensively in foreign countries, in South America,
Central America, Europe,the Middle East and Japan.
I have traveled the last 21 months among the
people of this country. I have talked to them and I
have listened, and I have seen at first hand in a very
vivid way the deep hurt that has come to this
country in the aftermath of Vietnam and Cambodia and Chile
and Pakistan and Angola and Watergate, CIA revelations.
What we were formerly so proud of -- the strength
of our country, its moral integrity, the representation
in foreign affairs,of what our people are, what our
Constitution stands for -- has been gone.
In the secrecy that has surrounded our foreign
policy in the last few years, the American people and
Congress have been excluded. I believe I know what
this country ought to be. I have been one who has loved
my nation, as many Americans do, and I believe there is
no limit placed on what we can be in the future, if we
can harness our tremendous resources -- militarily,
economically, the stature of our people, the meaning of
our Constitution -- in the future.
Every time we have made a serious mistake in
foreign affairs, it has been because the American people
have been excluded from the process. If we can just
tap the intelligence and ability, the sound common sense
and the good judgment of the American people, we can
once again have a foreign policy to make us proud instead
of ashamed.
I am not going to exclude the American people
from this process in the future, as Mr. Ford and
Kissinger have done. This is what it takes to have a
sound foreign policy -- strong at home, strong defense,
permanent commitments, not betray the principles of our
country, and involve the American people and the Congress
in the shaping of our foreign policy.
Every time Mr. Ford speaks--from a position of
secrecy, in negotiattions and secret treaties that have
been pursued and achieved, and supporting dictatorships,
in ignoring human rights -- we are weak and the rest of
the world knows it.
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So, these are the ways that we can restore
the strengths of our country. They don't require long
experience in foreign policy. Nobody has that except a
President who served a long time or a Secretary of
State, but my background, my experience, my knowledge
of the people of this country, my commitment to the
principles that don't change -- those are the best basis
to correct the horrible mistakes of this Administration
and restore our own country to a position of leadership
in the world.
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MR. VALERIAN!: How specifically, Governor, are
you going to bring the American people into the decisionmaking process of foreign policy? What does that mean?
MR. CARTER: First, I would quit conducting
the decision-making process in secret, as has been a
characteristic of Mr. Kissinger and Mr. Ford. In many
cases, we have made agreements, like in Vietnam, that
have been revealed later on to our embarrassment.
Recently, Ian Smith, the President of Rhodesia,
announced that he had unequivocal commitments from
Mr. Kissinger that he could not reveal. The American
people don't know what those commitments are. We have
seen in the past a destruction of elected governments
like in Chile and the strong support of military
dictatorship there.
These kinds of things have hurt us very much.
I would restore the concept of the fireside chat which was
an integral part of the Administration of Franklin Roosevelt.
And I would also restore the involvement of Congress. When
Harry Truman was President, he was not afraid to have a strong
Secretary of Defense --Dean Acheson, George Marshall
were strong Secretaries of State, excuse me -- but he made
sure that there was a bipartisan support. The Members
of Congress, Arthur Van.denberg, Walter George, were part
of the process, and before our Nation made a secret
agreement and before we made a bluffing statement, we
were sure that we had the backing not only of the President
and the Secretary of State but also the Congress and the
people.
This is a responsibility of the President, and
I think it is very damaging to our country for Mr. Ford
to have turned over this responsibility to the Secretary
of State.
THE MODERATOR:

President Ford, do you have a

response?
THE PRESIDENT: Governor Carter contradicts
himself. He complains about secrecy and yet he is quoted
as saying that in the attempt to find a solution in the
Middle East that he would hold unpublicized meetings with
the Soviet Union, I presume for the purpose of imposing
a settlement on Israel and the Arab nations.
But let me talk just a minute about what we have
done to avoid secrecy in the Ford Administration. After
the United States took the initiative in working with
Israel and Egypt and achieving the Sinai I+ Agreement -and I am proud to say that not a single Egyptian or
Israeli has lost his life since the signing of the Sinai
Agreement -- but at the time that I submitted the Sinai
Agreement to the Congress of the United States, I submitted
every single document that was applicable to the Sinai
II Agreement.
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It was the most complete documentation by any
President of any agreement signed by a President on belalf
of the United States.
Now as far as meeting with the Congress is
concerned, during the 24 months that I have been the
President of the United States, I have averaged better
than one meeting a month with responsible gi'oups or
committees of the Congress, both House and Senate.
The Secretary of State has appeai'ed in the
several years that he has been the Secretary befoi'e 80
different committee hearings in the House and in the
Senate. The Secretary of State has made bette%' than 50
speeches all over the United States explaining American
foi'eign policy. I have made, myself, at least 10 speeches
in vai'ious parts of the counti'Y where I have discussed
with the Amei'ican people defense and foreign policy.
THE MODERATOR:
President Ford.

Mr. FI'ankel, a question for

MR. FRANKEL: MI'. PI'esident, I would like to explore
a little more deeply out' I'elationship with the Russians.
They used to bi'ag back in Khrushchev days, because of
theii' greatei' patience and because of oui' gi'eed for business
· deals, that they would soonei' or late%' get the better of
us.
Is it possible that despite some setbacks in
the Middle East they have pi'oved theii' point? Our allies
in France and Italy ai'e now flirting with Communism;
we have I'ecognized a permanent Communist regime in East
Germany. We vii'tually signed in Helsinki an agreement
that the Russians have dominance in Eastern Europe. We
bailed out Soviet agi'icultui'e with our huge grain sales.
We have given them large loans, access to our best
technology, and if the Senate had not intei'fered with the
Jackson Amendment maybe you would have given them even
lai'gei' loans.
Is that what you call a two-way sti'eet of traffic
in Europe?
THE PRESIDENT: I believe we have negotiated
with the Soviet Union sine~ >I have been PI'esident from a
position of sti'ength. And let me cite sevei'al examples.
Shoi'tly aftei' I became President in Decembei' of
1974, I met with General Seci'etai'y Brezhnev in Vladivostok
and we agreed to a mutual cap on the ballistic missile
launchers at a ceiling of 2,400, which means that t .• - Soviet
Union, if that becomes a pei'manent agi'eement, will have
to make a reduction in theii' launchei's that they now have
OI' plan to have.
I negotiated at Vladivostok with MI'. BI'ezhnev
a limitation on the MIRVing of theii' ballistic missiles
at a figui'e of 1, 320, which is the first time that any
President has achieved a cap either on launchers or on MIRVs.
MORE
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It seems to me we can go from there to the
grain sales. The grain sales have been a benefit to
American agriculture. We have achieved a S-3/4·year sale
of a minimum of 6 million metric tons, which means that
they have already bought about 4 million metric tons this
year and are bound to buy another 2 million metric tons to
take the grain and corn and wheat that the American farmers
have produced in order to have full production, and these
grain sales to the Soviet Union have helped us tremendously
in meeting the cost of the additional oil and the oil that
we have bought from overseas.
If we turn to Helsinki, I am glad you raised it,
Mr. Frankel -- in the case of Helsinki, 35 nations signed
an agreement, including the Secretary of State for the
Vatican. I can't under any circumstances believe that
His Holy Highness The Pope would agree by signing that
agreement that the 35 nations have turned over to the
Warsaw Pact nations the domination of Eastern Europe. It
just is not true. And if Mr. Carter alleges that His Holiness,
by signing that, has done it, he is totally inaccurate.
Now, what has been accomplished by the Helsinki
agreement? Number one, we have an agreement where they
notify us and we notify them of any military maneuvers that
are to be undertaken. They have done it in both cases
where they have done so. There is no Soviet domination of
Eastern Europe, and there never will be under the Ford
Administration.
MORE
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MR. FRANKEL: Did I 1understand you to say,
sir, that the Russians are not using Eastern Europe as
their own sphere of influence and occupying most of the
countries there and making sure with their troops that
it is a Communist zone whereas on our side of the line
the Italians and French are still flirting with
possible Communism?
THE PRESIDENT: I don't believe, Mr. Frankel,
that the Yugoslavians consider themselves dominated by
the Soviet Union. I don't believe the Rumanians
consider themselves dominated by the Soviet Union. I
don't believe that the Poles consider themselves
dominated by the Soviet Union.
Each of those countries is independent,
autonomous. It has its own territorial integrity
and the United States does not concede that those
countries are under the domination of the Soviet Union.
As a matter of fact, I visited Poland, Yugoslavia and
Rumania to make certain that the peopled those
countries understand that the President of the United
States and the people of the United States are dedicated
to their independence, their autonomy and their freedom.
THE MODERATOR:
your response?

Governor Carter, may we have

MR. CARTER: Well, in the first place, I am
not criticizing His Holiness, The Pope. I was talking
about Mr. Ford.
The fact is that secrecy has surrounded the
decisions made by the Ford Administration. In the case
of the Helsinki agreement, it may have been a good
agreement at the beginning, but we have failed to enforce
the so-called Basket 3 part, which insures the right of
people to migrate, to join their families, to be free
to speak out.
The Soviet Union is still jamming Radio Free
Europe. Radio Free Europe is being jammed. We have also
seen a very serious problem with ~he so-called Sonnenfeldt
document,which apparently Mr. Ford has just endorsed,
which said that there is an organic linkage between
the Eastern European countries and the Soviet Union,
and I would like to see ~r, Ford convince the PolishAmericans and the Czech-Americans and Hungarian-Americans
in this country that those countries don't live under the
donimation and supervision of the Soviet Union behind
the Iron Curtin.
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We have also seen Mr. Ford exclude himself from
access to the public. He hasn't had a tough, crossexamination type press conference in over 30 days.
One press conference he had without sound.
He has always shown a weakness in yielding to
pressure. The Soviet Union, for instance, put pressure
on Mr. Ford, and he refused to see a symbol of human
freedom recognized around the world -- Alexander
Solzbenitsyn.
The Arabs have put pressure on Mr. Ford -and he yielded -- and he has permitted a boycott by the
Arab countries of American businesses in trade with
Israel who have American Jews owning or taking part
in the management of American companies~ His own
Secretary of Commerce had to be subpoenaed by the
Congress to reveal the names of the businesses subject
to this boycott. They didn't volunteer the information.
He had to be subpoenaed.
The last thing I would like to say is this:
This grain deal with the Soviet Union in 1972 was
terrible, and Mr. Ford made up for it with three embargoes,
one against our own ally in Japan. That is not the way
to run our foreign policy, including international trade.
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THE MODERATOR:
Governor Carter.

Mr. Trewhitt, a question for

MR. TREWHITT: I would like to pick up on that
point, actually, and on your appeal for a greater measure
of American idealism in foreign affairs. Foreign affairs
come home to the American public pretty much in such issues
as oil embargoes and grain sales, that sort of thing. Would
you be willing to risk an oil embargo in order to promote
human rights in Iran, Saudi Arabia, withhold arms from
Saudi Arabia for the same purpose? As a matter of fact
I think you have perhaps answered this final part, but
would you withhold grain from the Soviet Union in order to
promote civil rights in the Soviet Union?
MR. CARTER: I would never single out food as
a trade embargo item. If I ever decided to impose an
embargo because of a crisis in international relationships,
it would include all shipments of all equipment. For instance,
if the Arab countries ever again declare an embargo against
our nation on oil, I would consider that not a military but
an economic declaration of war and I would respond instantly
and in kind. I would not ship that Arab country anything.
No weapons, no spare parts for weapons, no oil-drilling rigs,
no oil pipe, no nothing. I would not single out just food.
Another thing I would like to say is this. In our
international trade, as I said in my opening statement, we
have become the arms merchant of the world. When this
Republican Administration came into office, we were shipping
about $1 billion worth of arms overseas, now $10 billion to
$12 billion worth of arms overseas to countries that quite
often use these-weapons to fight each other. The shift in
emphasis has been very disturbing to me, speaking about the
Middle East. Under the last Democratic Administration,
60 percent of all weapons that went into the Middle East
were for Israel. Nowadays 1 -75 percent were for Israel before-now 60 percent gasto the Arab countries and this does not
include Iran. If you include Iran our present shipment of
weapons to the Middle East, only 20 percent go to Israel.
This is a deviation from idealism, it's a deviation from a
commitment to our major ally in the Middle East, its a.
yielding to economic pressure on the part of the Arabs on
the oil issue, and it is also a tremendous indication that
under the Ford Administration we have not addressed the
energy policy adequately. We still have no comprehensive
energy policy in this country, and itm an overall sign of
weakness. \V'hen we are weak at home economically -- high
unemployment, high inflation, a confused government, a wasteful defense establishment -· this encourages the kind of
pressure that has been put on us successfully. It would have
been inconceivable 10 or 15 years ago for us to be brought to
our knees with an Arab oil embargo. But it was done three
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years ago and they are still putting pressure on us from
the Arab countries to our discredit around the world.
These are the weaknesses that I see and I believe
it is not just a matter of idealism. It is a matter of
being tough. It is a matter of being strong. It is a
matter of being consistent. Our priorities ought to be
first of all to meet our own military needs, secondly to meet
the needs our allies and friends, and only then should we
ship military equipment to foreign countries. As a matter
of fact, Iran is going to get 80 F-14's before we even meet
our own Air Force orders for F-14's, and the shipment of
Spruance Class Destroyers to Iran are much more highly
sophisticated than the Spruance Class Destroyers that are
presently being delivered to our own Navy. This is ridiculous and it ought to be changed.
MR. TREWHITT: Governor, let me pursue that, if I
may. If I understand you correctly you would in fact, to use
my examples, withhold arms from Iran and Saudi Arabia even if
the risk was an oil embargo and if they should be securing
those arms from somewhere else, and then if the embargo
carne you would respond in kind. Do I have it correctly?
MR. CARTER: If -- Iran is not an Arab country, as
you know. It's a Moslem country. But if Saudi Arabia should
declare an oil embargo against us, then I would consider
that an economic declaration of war~ and I would make sure
that the Saudis understood this ahead of time so there would
be no doubt in their mind. I think under those circumstances
they would refrain from pushing us to our knees as they did
in 1973 with the previous oil embargo.
MORE
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THE MODERATOR:

President Ford?

THE PRESIDENT: Governor Carter apparently
doesn't realize that since I have been President we
have sold to the Israelis over $4 billion in military
hardware. We have made available to the Israelis over
45 percent of the total economic and military aid since
the establishment of Israel 27 years ago. So, the
Ford Administration has done a good job in helping our
good ally Israel, and we are dedicated to the survival
and security of Israel.
I believe that Governor Carter doesn't realize
the need and necessity for arms sales to Iran. He
indicates he would not make those.
Iran is bordered very extensively by the
Soviet Union. Iran has Iraq as.one of its neighbors.
The Soviet Union and the Communist-dominated Government
of Iraq are neighbors of Iran,and Iran is an ally of the
United States.
It is my strong feeling that we ought to sell
arms to Iran for its own national security and as an ally
a strong ally -- of tbe United States.
The history of our relationship with Iran goes
back to the days of President Truman, when he decided that
it was vitally necessary for our own security as well as
that of Iran that we should help that country, and Iran
has been a good ally.
In 1973, when there was an oil embargo, Iran
did not participate. Iran continued to sell oil to the
United States. I believe that it is in our interest
and in the interest of Israel and Iran and Saudi Arabia
for the United States to sell arms to those countries. It
is for their security as well as ours.
THE MODERATOR:
for President Ford.

Mr. Valeriani, a question

MR. VALERI~NI: Mr. President, the policy of
your Administration is to normalize relations with mainland
China. That means establishing at some point full
diplomatic relations and obviously doing something about
the mutual defense treaty with Taiwan. If you are
elected, will you move to establish full diplomatic
relations with Peking and will you abrogate the defense
treaty with Taiwan and, as a correlary, would you
provide mainland China with military equipment if the
Chinese were to ask for it?
MORE
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THE PRESIDENT: Our relationship with the
People's Republic of China is based upon the Shanghai
Communique of 1972. That communique calls for the
normalization of relations between the United States
and the People's Republic. It doesn't set a time
schedule. It doesn't make a determination as to
how that relationship should be achieved in relationship
to our current diplomatic recognition and obligations
to the Taiwanese Government.
The Shanghai Communique does say that the
differences between the People's Republic on the one
hand and Taiwan on the other shall be settled by
peaceful means.
The net result is this Administration -- and
during my time as the President for the next four
years -- we will continue to move for normalization of
relations in the traditional sense, and we will insist
that the disputes between Taiwan and the People's
Republic be settled peacefully, as was agreed in the
Shanghai Communique of 1972.
The Ford Administration will not let down, will
, not eliminate or forget our obligation to the people of
Taiwan. We feel that there must be a continued obligation
to the people, the some 19 or 20 million people in
Taiwan, and as we move during the next four years, those
will be the policies of this Administration.
MR. VALERIAN!: Sir, the military
for the mainland Chinese?

equipment

THE PRESIDENT: There is no policy of this
Government to give to the People's Republic or to sell to
the People's Republic of China military equipment. I
do not believe that we, the United States, should
sell, give or otherwise transfer military hardware to
the People's Republic of China or any other Communist
nation, such as the Soviet Union and the like.
THE l10DERATOR:

Governor Carter?

MR. CARTER: I would like to go back just one
moment to the previGus · question, where Mr. Ford, I
think, confused the issue by trying to say that we are
shipping Israel 40 percent of our aid. As a matter of
fact, during this current year we are shipping Iran-- or
have contracted to ship to Iran -- about $7.5 billion
worth of arms and also to Saudi Arabia about $7.5 billion
worth of arms.
MORE
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In 1975 we almost brought Is~ael to their
knees after the Yom Kippur war by the so-called
reassessment of our relationship to Israel. We, in
effect, tried to make Israel the scapegoat for the
problems in the Middle East. This weakened our relationship with Israel a great deal and put a cloud on the
total commitment that our people feel toward the Israelis.
There ought to be a clear, unequivocal commitment
without change to Israel.
In the Far East I think we need to continue
to be strong, and I would certainly pursue the normalitation of relationships with the People's Republic of
~hina.
We opened up a great opportunity in 1972, which
has pretty well been frittered away under Mr. Ford,
that ought to be a constant inclination toward friendship,
but I would never let that friendship with the People's
Republic of China stand in the way of the preservation
of the independence and freedom of the people on Taiwan.
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THE MODERATOR:
Governor Carter.

Mr. Frankel, a question for

MR. FRANKEL: Governor, we always seem, in our
elections, and maybe in-between, too, to argue about who
can be tougher in the world. Give or take a few billion
dollars, give or take one weapons system, our leading
politicians, and I think you two gentlemen, seem to settle
roughly on the same strategy in the world at roughly the
same Pentagon budget cost.
How bad do things have to get in our own economy,
or how much backwardness and hunger would it take in the
world to persuade you that our national security and our
survival required very drastic cutbacks in arms spending
and dramatic new efforts in other directions?
MR. CARTER: Well, always in the past we have had
an ability to have a strong defense and also to have a
strong domestic economy, and also to be strong in our
reputation and influence within the community of nations.
These characteristics of our country have been endangered under
Mr. Ford. We are no· : longer respected.
In a showdown vote in the United Nations or
in any other international council, we are lucky to get
20 percent of the other nations to vote with us. Our
allies feel we have neglected them. The so-called Nixon
shocks against Japan have weakened our relationships there.
Under this Administration we have also had an
inclination to keep separate the European countries, thinking
that if they are separate,that we can dominate them, and
proceed with our secret long-range-type diplomatic efforts.
I would also like to point out that we in this
country have let our economy go down the drain -- the worst
inflation since the Great Depression, the highest unemployment
of any developed nation of the world. We have a higher
unemployment rate in this country than Great Britain, than
West Germany. Our unemployment rate is twice as high as it
is in Italy, three or four times as high as it is in Japan.
And that terrible circumstance in this country is exported
overseas.
We comprise about 30 percent of the world's
economic trade power influence. And when we are weak at
home, weaker than all our allies, that weakness weakens
the whole free world. So, strong economy is very important.
Another thing we need to do is to re-establish
the good relationships that we ought to have between the
United States and our natural allies in France -- they have
felt neglected -- and using that base of strength and using
the idealism, the honesty, the predictability, the commitment,
the integrity, of our own country, that is where our strength
lies, and that would permit us to deal with the developing
nations in a position of strength.
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Under this Administration we have had a continuation
of a so-called "balance of power politics" where everything
is looked on as a struggle between us on the one side and
the Soviet Union on the other. Our allies, the smaller
countries, get trampled in the rush.
What we need is to try to seek individualized
bilateral relationships with countries regardless of their
size and to establish world order politics, which means
we want to preserve peace through strength. We also want
to revert back to the stature of and the respect that our
country had in previous Administrations •
•

Now, I can't say when this can come, but I can
guarantee it will not come if Gerald Ford is reelected
and this present policy is continued. It will come if
I am elected.
MR. FRANKEL: If I hear you right, you are
saying guns and butter both, but President Johnson also
had trouble keeping up both Vietnam and his domestic
programs.
I was really asking, when do the needs of the
cities and our own needs and those of other backward and even
more needy countries and societies around the world take
prec~dence over some of our military spending?
Ever?
MR. CARTER: Let me say very quickly, under
President Johnson, in spite of the massive investment in
the Vietnam War, he turned over a balanced budget to
Mr. Nixon. The unemployment rate was less than 4 percent.
The inflation rate under Kennedy and Johnson was about 2
percent -- one-third what it is under this Administration.
So we did have at that time with good management the ability
to do both.
I don't think anybody can say Johnson and Kennedy
neglected the poor and destitute people in this country or
around the world. But I can say this: The number one
responsibility of any President, above all else, is to
guarantee the security o~ our Nation, an ability to be
free of the threat of attack or blackmail, and to carry
out our obligations to our allies and friends, and to carry
out a legitimate foreign policy, and they must go hand-in-hand.
But the security of this Nation has to come first.
THE MODERATOR:

President Ford.

THE PRESIDENT: Let me say very categorically,
you cannot maintain the security and the strength of the
United States with the kinds of defense budget cuts that
Governor Carter has indicated. In 1975, he wanted to cut
the budget $15 billion. He is now down to a figure of
$5 billion to $7 billion. Reductions of that kind will
not permit the United States to be strong an.~ to <ia.tott
aggression and ~t~n the peace.
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Governor cJrter apparently does not know the
As soon as I he~ame President, I initiated
meetings with the NATO Heads of State and met with them in
Brussels to discuss how we could improve the defense
relationship in Western Europe.
fact~.

In November of 1975, I met with the leaders
of the five industrial nations in France for the purpose
of seeing what we could do, acting together, to meet
the problems of the coming recession.
In Puerto Rico this year, I met with six of
the leading industrial nations' heads of State to meet
the problem of inflation so we would be able to solve
it before it got out of hand.
I have met with the heads of Government,
bilaterally as well as multi-laterally. Our relations
with Japan have never been better. I was the first United
States President to visit Japan. And we had the Emperor
of Japan here this past year. And the net result is
Japan and the United States are working more closely
together now than at any time in the history of our relationship. You can go around the world -- let me take Israel,
for example. Just recently, President Rabin said that our
relations were never better.
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THE MODERATOR:
President Ford.

Mr. Trewhitt, your question for

MR. TREWHITT: Mr. President, you referred
earlier to your meeting with Mr. Brezhnev in Vladivostok
in 1974. You agreed on that time to try to achieve another
strategic arms limitation, SALT agreement, within the
year. Nothing happened in 1975 or not very much publicly,
at least, and those talks are still dragging, and things
got quieter as the current season approached. Is there a
bit of politics involved there, perhaps on both sides or
perhaps more important, are interim weapons development, and
I am thinking of such things as the cruise missne and the
Soviet SS-20 intermediate range rocket, making SALT
irrelevant, bypassing the SALT negotiations?

.~··

THE PRESIDENT: First, we have to understand
that SALT I expires October 3, 1977. Mr. Brezhnev and I met
in Vladivostok in December of 1974 for the purpose of trying
to take the initial steps so we could have a SALT II agreement that would go to 1985. As I indicated earlier, we did
agree on a 2,400 limitation on launchers of ballistic missiles.
That would mean a cutback in the Soviet program. It would not
interfere with our own program. At the same time we put a
·limitation of 1,320 on MIRVs.
Our technicians have been working since that time
in Geneva trying to put into technical language an agreement
that can be verified by both parties. In the meantime, there
has developed the problem of the Soviet Backfire, their
high performance aircraft, which they say is not a long-range
aircraft and which some of our people say is an intercontinental aircraft.
In the interim there has been the development on
our part primarily' of the.. ~ruise nissiles' cruise nissiles ~that
could be launched from land-based mobile installations, cruise
missiles that could be lauched from high performance aircraft
like the B-52's or the B-l's, which I hope we proceed with:
cruise missiles which could be launched from either surface
or submarine naval vessels.
Those gray area weapons systems are creating
some problems in the agreement for a SALT II negotiation.
But I can say that I amdrlicated to proceeding and
I met just last week with the Foreign Minister of the Soviet
Union and he indicated to me that the Soviet Union was
interested in narrowing the differences and making a realistic
and a sound compromise.
I hope and trust in the best interests of both
countries and in the best interests of all peoples throughout
this globe that the Soviet Union and the United States can
make a mutually beneficial agreement because, if we do not
and ALT I expires on October 3, 1977, you will unleash
again an all out nuclear arms race with the potential of
a nuclear holocaust of unbelievable dimensions.
MORE
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So it is the obligation of the President to do
just that and I intend to do so.
MR. TREWHITT: Mr. President, let me follow that
up. I'll submit then the cruise missile adds a whole new
dimension to the arms competition, and then cite a statement by your office to the Arms Control Association a few
days ago in which you said that the cruise missile might
eventually be included in a comprehensive arms limitation
agreement but that in the meantime it was an essential part
of the American strategic arsenal. May I assume from that
that you are intending to exclude the cruise missile from
the next SALT agreement or is it still negotiable in that
context?
THE PRESIDENT: I believe that the cruise missiles
which we are now developing in research and development across
the spectrum from air, from the sea·, or from the land can
be included within a SALT II agreement. They are a new
weapons system that has a great potential, both conventional
and nuclear arms. At the same time we have to make certain
that the Soviet Union's Backfire, which they claim is not
an intercontinental aircraft and which some of our people
contend is, must also be included if we are to get the kind
of an agreement which is in the best interests of both
countries.
And I really believe that it is far better for us
and for the Soviet Union and more importantly for the people
around the world that these two super powers find an answer
for a SALT II agreement before October 3, 1977.
I think good will on both parts, hard bargaining
by both parties, and a reasonable compromise will be in the
best interests of all parties.
THE MODERATOR:

Governor Carter?

MR. CARTER: Well, Mr. Ford acts like he is running
for President for the first time. He has been in office two
years and there has been absolutely no progress made toward
a new SALT agreement.
He has learned the date of the expiration of SALT I
apparently.
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We have seen in this world a development of a
tremendous threat to us. As a nuclear engineer myself,
I know the limitations and capabilities of atomic power.
I also know that as far as the human beings on this earth
are concerned, that the non-proliferation of atomic weapons
is number one. Only in the last few days with the election
approaching has Mr. Ford taken any interest in a nonproliferation movement.
I advocated last May in a speech at the United

Nations that we move immediately as a nation to declare a
complete moratorium on the testing of all nuclear devices,
both weapons and peaceful devices, that we not ship any more
atomic fuel to a country that refuses to comply with strict
controls over the waste which can be reprocessed into
explosives.
I have also advocated that we stop the sale by
Germany and France of reprocessing plants to Pakistan and
Brazil.
Mr. Ford hasn't moved on this. We also need to
have provided an adequate supply of enriched uranium. Mr.
Ford again, under pressure from the atomic energy lobby,
has insisted that this reprocessing or rather reenrichment
b~ done by private industry and not by the existing government plants.
This kind of confusion and absence of leadership
has let us drift now for two years with the constantly
increasing threat of atomic weapons throughout the world.
We now have five nations that have atomic bombs that we
know about. If we continue under Mr. Ford's policy, by
1985 or 7 90 we will have 20 nations that have the capability
of exploding atomic weapons. This has got to be stopped.
That is one of the major challenges and major undertakings
that I will assume as the next President.
MORE
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THE MODERATOR:

A question for Governor Carter.

MR. VALERIAN!: Governor Carter, earlier tonight
you said America is not strong anymore, America is not
respected anymore, and I feel I must ask you, do you really
believe that the United States is not the strongest country
in the world? Do you really believe that the United States
is not the most respected country in the world, or is that
just campaign rhetoric?

-·

·r

..

MR. CARTER: No, that is not just campaign
rhetoric. I think militarily we are as strong as any
nation on earth. I think we have to stay that way and
continue to increase our capabilities to meet any potential
threat; but as far as strength derived from commitment to
principles; as far as strength derived from the unity within
our country; as far as strength derived from the people, the
Congress, the Secretary of State, the President, sharing in
the evolution and carryings out of foreign policy; as far
as strength derived from the respect of our own allies and
friends, there is assurance that we will be staunch in our
commitment, that we will not deviate and we will give them
adequate attention.
As far as strength derived from doing what is
right, carying for the poor, providing food, becoming the
breadbasket of the world instead of the arms merchant of the
world, in those respects we are not strong. Also, we will
never be strong again overseas unless we are strong at home.
With our economy in such terrible disarray, and getting worse
by the month-- we have got 500,000 more Americans unemployed
today than we had three months ago; we have got two and a
half million more Americans out of work now than we had when
Mr. Ford took office -- this kind of deterioration in our
economic strength is bound to weaken us around the world.
We not only have problems at home, but we export
those problems overseas. So far as the respect of our own
people toward our own Government, as far as participation in
the shaping of concepts and commitments, as far as a trust
of our country among the nations of the world, as far as
dependence of our country in meeting the needs and obligations
we have expressed to our allies, as far as the respect of
our country, even among our potential adversaries, we are
weak.
Potentially, we are strong. Under this Administration that strength has not been realized.
MORE
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!HE MODEIA'l'OR:

P~si4tmt

Ford?

THt PlU!SIDENT: Go\'ernor Carter brags about
the unemployment d\irlng Demoeratiet Administrations
and .condeJUts 1:1W unemplo~t at the present time. I
a8't remind hba 'that we are fat peace and dUJJing the period
that he b:ra.gs abcut unemplqyment being low, the United

States was at

-.~.

oorrect one other comment that Go~
Cflrter baa made. I have rec011111lende4 to the Congre•s that
1iN 4enlop tAit lll'Udwn enrichment plet at Portsmouth,
Ohio. whieb is a Pllb1icly•owned u.s. Government fad.lity,
and have indicated that the priv-a-te PftgFaJ,n whieh 'tft)Qlcl
follow on in Alabama. is one that may ~ may not be
constructed, but I am committed to the one ~t Portsmouth,
Ohio.
Let me

The Governor also talks about morality in
foreign poliey. The foreign policy IB the United
States meets the highest standards of morality. What is
more moral than peace, and the United States is at
peace today. What is more moral in foreign policy than
for the Administration to take the lead in the World
Food Conference in Rome in 197-. when tbe United States
committed sla million 1ft8h-ie 'tons ot food, over 60' percent
of the food eoamdtted for the disCJdvantaged and underdeveloped natione of the world?
The Ford Admil\istration wants to eradicate
hunger and disease in our underdeveloped countries
throughout' tJte world. What is more moral than fo~ the
United Statee ~der the Ford Administration to take
the lead tR S~hern Africa, in the Middle East? Those
are initiatives ill foreign policy which are of the
highest mot"al et,andards, and that is indicative of
the foreia" policy of this count...,.
THE MODERATOR:

President Ford.
MR. FRANKEL:

with morality?
bunch of sins.

Mr. P.rankel. a question for
Mr. President,. can we sti9k

Fot' a lot of people it seems to cover a

Mr. Nixon and Mr. Kissinger used to tell us
that instead of morality we had to worry in the world
about livina with aad letting live all kinds of Governments that we really didn't like -- North qnd South
Korean dictators, Chilean facists, Chinese Communists,
Iranian emperors and so on.

They said the en~y way to get by in a wicked
world was to treat others 6n the basis of how they
treated us and not how they treated their own people.
MORE
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But more recently we seem to have taken a
different tack. We seem to have decided that it
is part of our business to tell the Rhodesians, for
instance, that the way they are treating their own
black people is w1~on.g and they have to change thr..::tr
Government. We put pressure on them. We were rather
liberal in our views to the Italians as to how to o
vote.
Is this a new Ford foreign policy in the
making? Can we expect that you are now going to turn
to South Africa and fo:r-ce them to change their
Government, to intervene in several ways to end the
bloodshed,as you called it,say in Chile or Chilean
prisons and to throw our weight around for the values
that we hold dear in the world?
THE PRESIDENT: I believe that our foreign
policy must express the highest standards of morality
and the initiatives we took in Southern Africa are
the best examples of what this Administration is doing
and will continue to do in the next four years.
If the United States had not moved when we did
in Southern Africa, there is no doubt there would have
been an acceleration of bloodshed in that tragic
part of the world.
If we had not taken our initiative, it is very,
very possible that the Government of Rhodesia would have
been overrun and that the Soviet Union and the Cubans
would have dominated Southern Africa.
So, the United States, seeking to preserve
the principle of self-determination, to eliminate the
possibility of bloodshed, to protect the rights of the
minority as we insisted upon the rights of the majority
I believe followed the good conscience of the American
people in foreign policy, and I believe that we have
used our skill.
Secretary of State Kissinger has done a superb
job in working with the black African nations, the socalled front-line nations. He has done a superb job
in getting the Prime Minister of South Africa, Mr.
Vorster, to agree that the time had come for a solution
to the problem of Rhodesia.
Secretary Kissinger, in his meeting with Prime
Minister Smith of Rhodesia, was able to convince him
that it was in the best interests of whites, as well as
blacks, in Rhodesia to find an answer for a transitional
Government and then a majority Government.
MORE
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This is a perfect example of the kind of
leadership that the United States, under this Administration, has taken, and I can assure you that this
Administration will follow that high moral principle
in our future efforts in foreign policy, including our
efforts in the Middle East, where it is vitally
important because the Middle East is the crossroads of
the world.
There have been more disputes,
area where there is more volatility than
place in the world, but because the Arab
the Israelis trust the United States, we
take thelead in the Sinai II agreement.

and it is an
any other
nations and
were able to

I can assure you that the United States will
have the leadership role in moving toward a comprehensive
settlement of the Middle Eastern problems --I hope and
trust as soon as possible--and we will do it with the
highest moral principles.
MR. FRANKEL: Mr. President, just to clarify
one point, there are lots of majorities in the world that
feel they are being pushed around by minority Governments. Are:you saying now they can expect to look to us
. for not just good cheer but throwing our weight on
their side in South Africa, or on Taiwan, or in Chile,
to help change their Governments as in Rhodesia?
THE PRESIDENT: I would hope that as we move to
one area of the world from another -- and the United
States must not spread itself too thinly; that was one of
the problems that helped to create the circumstances in
Vietnam -- but as we as a nation find that we are asked
by the various parties, either one nation against another
or individuals within a nation, that the United States
will take the leadership and try to resolve the
difficulties.
Let me take South Korea as an example. I
have personally told President Park that the United
States does not condone the kind of repressive measures
that he has taken in that country. But, I think in
all fairness and equity we have to recognize the problem
that South Korea has.
On the north they have North Korea with
500,000 well-trained, well-equipped troops. They are
supported by the People•s Republic of China. They are
supported by the Soviet Union. South Korea faces a
very delicate situation.
MORE
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Now, the United States in this case, this
Administration, has recommended a year ago -- and we
have reiterated it again this year -- that the United
States, South Korea, North Korea and the People's
Republic of China sit down at a conference table to
resolve the problems of the Korean peninsula. This is
a leadership role that the United States, under this
Administration, is carrying out.
If we do it -- and I think the opportunities and
the possibilities are getting better -- we will have
solved many of the internal domestic problems that exist
in South Korea at the present time.
THE MODERATOR:

Governor Carter?

MR. CARTER: I know that Mr. Ford didn't
comment on the prisoners in Chile. This is a typical
example maybe of many others, where this Administration
overthrew an elected Government and helped to establish
a military dictatorship. This has not been an ancient
history story.
Last year, under Mr. Ford, of all the food for
peace that went to South America, 85 percent went to the
military dictatorship in Chile.
Another point I want to make is this: He says
we have to move from one area of the world to another.
That·~one of the problems with this Administration's
so-called shuttle diplomacy. While the Secretary is
in one country, there are almost 150 others that are
wondering what we are going to do next, what will be the
next secret agreement.
We don't have a comprehensive, understandable
policy that deals with world problems or even regional
problems.
Another thing that concerns me is what Mr.
Ford said about unemployment, insinuating that under
Johnson and Kennedy that unemployment could only be held
down when this country is at war. Karl Marx said that the
free enterprise system in a democracy can only continue
to exist when they are at war or preparing for war. Karl
Marx was the grandfather of Communism. I don't agree with
that statement. I hope Mr. Ford doesn't, either.
He has put pressure on the Congress, and I don't
believe Mr. Ford would even deny this, to hold up on nonproliferation legislation until the Congress agreed for
an $8 billion program for private industry to start
producing enriched uranium.
·
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The last thing I w~~t to make is this: He
talks about peace and I am thinkful for peace. We were
peaceful when Mr. Ford went ibto office, but he and
Mr. Kissinger and others tri~ to start a new Vietnam in
Angola, and it was only the outcry of the American people
and the Congress when this secret deal was discovered that
prevented our renewed involvement that this conflagration
which was taking place there.

MORE
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THE MODERATOR: Gentlemen, I am sorry to say
we do not have time enough for two complete sequences of
questions. We now have only 12 minutes left. Therefore,
I would like to ask for shorter questions and shorter
answers. And we also will drop the follow-up question.
Each candidate may still respond, of course, to the other's
answer.
Mr. Trewhitt, a question for Governor Carter.
MR. TREWHITT: Governor Carter, before this event
the most communication I received concerned Panama. Would
you, as President, be prepared to sign a treaty which at
a fixed date yielded administrative and economic control
of the Canal Zone and shared defense which, as I understand
it, is the position the United States took in 1974?
MR. CARTER: Well, here again, the Panamanian
question is one that has been confused by Mr. Ford. He
had directed his diplomatic representative to yield to
the Panamanians full sovereignty over the Panama Canal Zone
at the end of a certain period of time.
When Mr. Reagan raised this question in Florida,
Mr. Ford not only disavowed his instructions but he also
even .dropped parenthetically the use of the word "detente".
I would never give up complete control or practical
control of the Panama Canal Zone, but I would continue to
negotiate with the Panamanians. When the original treaty
was signed back in the early 1900s when Theodore Roosevelt
was President, Panama retained sovereignty over the Panama
Canal Zone. We retained control as though we had sovereignty.
Now, I would be willing to go ahead with
negotiations. I believe we could share more fully
responsibilities for the Panama Canal Zone with Panama.
I would be willing to continue to raise the payment for
shipment of goods through the Panama Canal Zone. I might
even be willing to reduce to some degree our military
emplacements in the Panama Canal Zone, but I would not
relinquish practical control of the Panama Canal Zone any
time in the foreseeable future.
THE MODERATOR:

President Ford.

THE PRESIDENT: The United States must and will
maintain complete access to the Panama Canal. The United
States must maintain a defense capability of the Panama
Canal and the United States will maintain our national
security interests in the Panama Canal.
The negotiations for the Panama Canal started
under President Johnson and have continued up to the
present time. I believe those negotiations should
continue.
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But there are certain guidelines that must be
followed, and I have just defined them. Let me take
just a minute to comment on something that Governor
Carter said.
On non-proliferation, in May of 1975, I called
for a Conference of Nuclear Suppliers. That conference
has met six times. In May of this year Governor Carter
took the first initiative, approximately 12 months after
I had taken my initiative a year ago.
THE MODERATOR:
President Ford.

Mr. Valeriani, a question for

MR. VALERIAN!: Mr. President, the Government
Accounting Office has just put out a report suggesting
that you shot from the hip in the MAYAGUEZ rescue mission
and that you ignored diplomatic messages saying that a
peaceful solution was in prospect. Why didn't you do it
more diplomatically at the time?
And a related question: Did the White House
try to prevent the release of that report?
THE PRESIDENT: The White House did not prevent
the release of that report. On July 12, of this year,
. we gave full permission for the release of that report.
I was very disappointed in the fact that the GAO released
that report because I think it interjected political
partisan politics at the present time.
But let me comment on the report. Somebody
who sits in Washington, D. c., 18 months after the MAYAGUEZ
incident can be a very good grandstand quarterback.
And let me make another observation: This morning
I got a call from the skipper of the MAYAGUEZ. He was
furious because he told me that it was the action of me,
President Ford, that saved the lives of the crew of the
MAYAGUEZ. And I can assure you that if we had not taken
the strong and forceful action that we did, we would have
been criticized very, very severely for sitting back and
not moving.
Captain Miller is thankful, the crew is thankful.
We did the right thing. It seems to me that those who sit
in Washington 18 months after the incident are not the
best judges of the decision-making process that had to
be made by the National Security Council and by myself at
the time the incident was developing in the Pacific.
Let me assure you that we made every possible
overture to the People's Republic of China and, through
them to the Cambodian Government, we made diplomatic protest
to the Cambodian Government through the United Nations.
Every possible diplomatic means was utilized, but
at the same time I had a responsibility, and so did the
National Security Council, to meet the problem at hand,
and we handled it responsibly and I think Captain Miller's
testimony to that effect is the best evidence.
MORE
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THE MODERATOR:

Governor Carter.

MR. CARTER: Well, I am reluctant_to comment
on the recent report. I haven't read it. I think the
American people have only one requirement -- that the
facts about MAYAGUEZ be given to 'them accurately and
completely.
Mr. Ford has been there for 18 months. He had the
facts that were released today immediately after the
MAYAGUEZ incident. I understand that the report today
is accurate. Mr. Ford has said, I believe, that it was
accurate and that the White House made no attempt to
block the issuing of that report. I don't know if that
is exactly accurate or not.
I understand that both the Department of State
and the Defense Department have approved the accuracy of
today's report, or yesterday's report, and also the
National Security Agency. I don't know what was right
or what was wrong or what was done.

The only thing I believe is that whatever the
knowledge was that Mr. Ford had should have been given to
the American people 18 months ago, immediately after the
MAYAGUEZ incident occurred.
This is what the American people want. When
something happens that endangers our security, or when
something happens that threatens our stature in the world,
or when American people are endangered by the actions of
a foreign country, just 40 sailors on the MAYAGUEZ, we
obviously have to move aggressively and quickly to rescue
them.
But then, after the immediate action is taken,
I believe the President has an obligation to tell the
American people the truth and not wait until 18 months
later for the report to be issued.
MORE
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THE MODERATOR: Gentlemen, at this time we
have time for only two very short questions. Mr. Frankel,
a question for Gove~nor Carter.
MR. FRAJ.\IKEL: Governor Carter, if the price
of gaining influence among the Arabs is closing our
eyes a little bit to their boycott against Israel, how
would you handle that?
MR. CARTER: I believe that the boycott of
American businesses by the Arab countries because those
businesses trade with Israel or because they have American
Jews who are ov;r.ers or directors in a company, is an
absolute disg~ace. This is the first time I remember
in the history o£ our country when we have let a foreign
country circumvent or change our Bill of Rights. I will
do everything I can as President to stop the boycott of
American businesses by the Arab countries.
It is not a matter of diplomacy or trade with
me. It is a matter of morality and I don't believe that
the Arab countries will pursue it. When we have a strong
President who will protect the integrity of our country,
the commitment of our Constitution and Bill of Rights,
and protect people in this country who happen to be
Jews -- it may later be Catholics, it may later be
Bap~ists --who are threatened by some foreign country,
but we should stand staunch, and I think it is a disgrace
that so far Mr. Ford's Administration has blocked the
passage of legislation that would have revealed by law
every instance of the boycott and it would have prevented
the boycott from continuing.
THE MODERATOR:

President Ford?

THE PRESIDENT: Again, Governor Carter is
inaccurate. The Arab boycott action was first taken in
1952 and in November of 1975 I was the first President to
order the Executive Branch to take action, affirmative
action through the Department of Commerce and other
Cabinet Departments, to make certain that no American
businessman or business organization should discriminate
against Jews because of an Arab boycott.
And I might add that my Administration -- and I
am very proud of it -- is the first Administration that
has taken an antitrust action against companies in this
country that have allegedly cooperated with the Arab
boycott. Just on Monday of this week I signed a tax
bill that included an amendment that would prevent companies in the United States from taking a tax deduction
if they have in any way whatsoever cooperated with the
Arab boycott.
MORE
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And last week when we were trying to get the
Export Administration Act through the Congress--the
legislation--my Administration went to Capitol Hill and
tried to convince the House and the Senate that we should
have an amendment on that legislation which would take
strong and effective action against those who participate
or could operate with the Arab boycott.
One other point. Because the Congress failed
to act I am going to announce tomorrow that the Department
of Commerce will disclose those companies that have participated in the Arab boycott. This is something that
we can do. The Congress failed to do it and we intend
to do it.
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THE MODERATOR: Mr. Trewhitt, a very brief
question for President Ford.
MR. TREWHITT: Mr,. President, if you get the
accounting of missing in action you want from North
Vietnam--or Vietnam,
I a~ sorry-- would you then
be prepared to reopen negotiations for restoration of
relations with that country?
THE PRESIDENT: Let me restate our policy.
As long as Vietnam, North Vietnam, does not give us a
full and complete accounting of our missing in action,
I will never go along with the admission of Vietnam to
the United Nations. If they do give us a bona fide,
complete accounting of the 800 MIAs, then I believe that
the United States should begin negotiations for the
admission of Vietnam to the United Nations, but not
until they have given us the full accounting of our
MIAs.
THE MODERATOR:

Governor Carter?

MR. CARTER: One of the most embarrassing
failures of the Ford Administration, and one that
· touches specifically on human rights, is his refusal
to appoint a Presidential commission to go to Vietnam,
to go to Laos, to go to Cambodia, and try to trade
for the release of information about those who are missing
in action in those wars. This is what the families of
MIAs want.
So far, Mr. Ford has not done it. We have had
several fragmentary efforts by Members of the Congress
and by private citizens. Several months ago the Vietnam
Government said we are ready to sit down and negotiate
for release of information on MIAs.
So far, Mr. Ford has not responded.

__.. ·.

I would also never normalize relationships
·with Vietnam, nor permit them to join the United
Nations until they have taken this action. But, that
is not enough. We need to have an active and aggressive
action on the part of the President, the leader of
this country, to seek out every possible way to get
that information which has kept the MIA families in
despair and doubt, and Mr. Ford has just not done it.

MORE
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THE MODERATOR:

Thank you, Governor Carter.

That completes the questioning for this evening.
Each candidate now has up to three minutes for a closing
statement. It was determined by the toss of a coin that
Governor Carter would take the first question, and he now
goes first with his closing remarks.
Governor Carter.
MR. CARTER: The purpose of this debate and the
outcome of the election will determine three basic things
leadership, upholding the principles of our country, and
proper priorities ~nd commitments for the future.
This elP.ction will also determine what kind of
world we leave our children. Will it be a nightmare world,
threatened with the proliferation of atomic bombs, not
just in five major countries, but dozens of smaller countries
that have been peT-mitted to develop atomic weapons because
of a failure of our top leadership to stop proliferation?
Will we have a world of hunger and hatred and will we be
living in an armed camp, stripped of our friendship and
allies, hiding behind a tight defense that has been
drawn in around us because we are fearful of the outside
~orld?
Will we have a Government of secrecy that excludes
the American people from participation in making basic
decisions and therefore covers up mistakes and makes it
possible for our Government, our Government, to depart from
the principles of our Constitution and Bill of Rights, or
will we have a world of peace with the threat of atomic
weapons eliminated, with full trade, with our people
at work, inflation controlled, openness in Government, our
people proud once again, Congress, citizens, President,
Secretary of State, working in harmony and unity toward
a common future, a world where people have enough to eat
and a world where we care about those who don't?
Can we become a breadbasket of the world,
instead of the arms merchant of the world? I believe
we can and we ought to.
Now we have been hurt in recent years in this
country, in the aftermath of Vietnam, Cambodia, Chile,
Pakistan, Angola, Watergate, CIA. We have been hurt.
Our people feel that we have lost something precious. That
is not necessary.
want to see our Nation returned to a posture
and image and a standard to make us proud once again.
I

I remember the world of NATO and the world of
Point Four and the world of the Marshall Plan and a world of a
Peace Corps. Why can't we have that once again?
MORE
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We ought to be a beacon for nations who search
for peace, and who search for freedom, who search for
individual liberty, who search for basic human rights.
We haven't been lately. We can be again.
We will never have that world leadership until
we are strong at home and we can have that strength if
we return to the basic principles. It ought to not be
a strength of bombast and threats. It ought to be a quiet
strength based on the integrity of our people, the vision
of the Constitution, and an innate strong will and purpose
that God has given us in the greatest Nation on earth.
THE PRESIDENT: As we have seen tonight,
foreign policy and defense policy are difficult and
complex issues. We can debate methods. We can debate
one decision or another, but there are two things which
cannot be debated -- experience and results.
In the last two years, I have made policy
decisions involving long-range difficulties in policies
and made day-to-day judgments, not only as President
of the United States but as the leader of the free world.
What is the result of that leadership? America
is strong, America is free, America is respected. Not
a single young American today is fighting or dying on any
foreign battlefield. America is at peace with freedom.
Thank you, and good night.
THE MODERATOR: Thank you, President Ford.
Thank you, Governor Carter. I also want to thank our
questioners and the audience here this evening.
The third and final debate between President
Ford and Governor Carter will take place on October 22
at 9:30 p.m. Eastern Daylight Time on the Campus of the
College of William and Mary in Williamsburg, Virginia.
The subject matter will cover all issues.
These debates are sponsored by the League of
Women Voters Education Fund to help voters become better
informed on the issues and to generate greater voter
turnout in the November election.
Now from the Palace of Fine Arts Theatre in
San Francisco, goodnight.
END
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MR. CHENEY: We would be happy to respond to any
questions you might have by way of obvious focus on the
'debates tonight.
Q

Are there Soviet troops in Poland?

GENERAL SCOWCROFT:
Q

Yes.

How many would you say?

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Offhand, I don't recall. There
are four divisions. I am not sure, but a substantial number.
Do you think that would imply some Soviet
dominance to Poland?
Q

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: I think what the President
was trying to say is that we do not recognize Soviet dominance
of Europe and that he took his trip to Eastern Europe -- to
Poland, to Romania, to Yugoslavia -- to demonstrate, to
symbolize their independence, and their freedom of maneuver.
Q
Do you think he succeeded in saying what
you just said he said? He said Poland was free, at one
point during that answer.

MR. CHENEY: I think the point, Lou, was the
President was focusing on the fact we want separate
independent relationships with each of those nations, and
that was the purpose of his travels. I think you would
get a similar statement, I would assume, from some of
those governments and that his policy of his Administration
is that we are interested in separate, independent autonomous
relationships with governments like Yugoslavia, Romania and
Poland.
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Q

Did he misspeak himself?

Is that what you

are saying?
MR. CHENEY: I would have to go back and check the
transcript, Bob, but I think you have to look at it within
the context of the allegation that was made, that somehow
this Administration recognizes or has sanctioned the
charge or wants a relationship based on the assumption of
dominance and we don't assume that. We want a separate
independent relationship with each of those countries.
But he did misspeak himself.
enough to say, isn't it?
Q

GENERAL SCOWCROFT:
the transcript.
Q

That is fair

I think you have to look at

We got his quote.

GENERAL SCOWCROFT:
getting at.

That is clearly what he was

Q
He said the u.s. does not concede Eastern
Europe itself independent under the domination of the
Soviet Union.

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: He does not concede the
domination of Eastern Europe. That is what he took the
trip for -- to demonstrate, to symbolize the independence
of those countries. He did not concede --

Q

Are there Soviet troops in Romania, too?

GENERAL SCOWCROFT:

No.

Q
If we have this many questions about it, do
you think President Ford got his point across to the
audience? Why wasn't he able to make this clear?
MR. CHENEY: I felt it was very clear, Ann, as
I watched it. I understood exactly what he was saying, and
I think the American people will understand exactly what he
was saying, too.
Do you think it was a political plus for you,
that particular comment?
Q

MR. CHENEY: I think the overall debate was a
definite plus from the standpoint of the American people's
understanding of the President's beliefs and his record
with respect to foreign policy. I thought the closing statement
went right to the heart, at the bottom line, if you will,
of the debates, and that all things considered in the final
analysis the key fact the American people have to judge
is whether or not a potential candidate for the Presidency
has the experience and the knowledge and the understanding
to be able to provide peace and freedom, and that the President
went to the heart of the issue with respect to foreign policy
in the campaign when he was able to point out that, after
two years, we do in fact have peace and that not a single
American is fighting anywhere in the world tonight.
MORE
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Q
Is he going to put out the names of these
companies from here or is that going to be the Commerce
Department?

MR. CHENEY: We have been working for the last
several days -- the last several weeks, really -- on an
Executive Order, as I understand it, which would mandate
the Commerce Department under the action he had previously
enacted in 1975 to provide public access to the names
of companies involved in the Arab embargo.

Q

Did the President go one step further and
say he will order the Commerce Department to make them public
so the public does not have to go searching for them, but
they will be told?
MR. CHENEY:
Q

When can we expect that?

MR. CHENEY:
on it tomorrow.
Q

That is correct.

I expect you will have a fact sheet

When did the Administration change its

position on it?
MR. CHENEY:

We never changed our position on it.

Q
Didn't you oppose legislation on the Hill
to this effect?
GENERAL SCOWCROFT: No. As a matter of fact, we
proposedthat as a way in which to move the legislation
through the Congress.

Q
But initially didn't the Administration
this year oppose any change in the boycott law?
MR. DUVAL: No, the compromise proposed by the
Administration and the Congress would have done that, would
have gotten the kind of proposal through in law that the
President announced tonight. What the President indicated
as a p~oblem with the legislation was legislation that had
in it a criminal sanction which was totally unenforceable.
The Democrats in Congress proposed a criminalization
law which would have required us to get evidence from
foreign countries which we never could have gotten, and
therefore would not have been enforceable. What the
President wanted was a law that was enforceable.

Q
What was Mr. Parsky's testimony -- was it
on the Bingham proposal, on the boycott proposal?
MR. DUVAL:
Q

That was two separate --

What was Parsky's testimony on the boycott

proposal?
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GENERAL SCOWCROFT: Parsky testified in opposition
to the Bingham-Rosenthal amendment. The Administration
was opposed to the Bingham-Rosenthal amendment.
Q
Did Mr. Ford seem to be taking credit for
signing this tax bill which provided for the tax sanctions
against those companies that complied with the Arab boycott?

MR. CHENEY:
did he not?

Q

He did in fact sign the tax bill,

He did.

MR. CHENEY: And that was a key provision of the
tax bill and the Administration had no objections to that
provision of the tax bill. We went along with that. It is
a separate issue.
Q

been hearing
propose some
third debate
questions in
what you are

Can I ask Mike Duval a question? We have
rumblings and rumblings that your side will
sort of an amendment to the rules for the
"to force Carter" to be more responsive to
the debate. Can you give us some idea as to
going to propose?

MR. DUVAL: We are on the Nessen amendment. I
think the point, as I understood it from talking to Ron -and he raised a good point -- the format is intended to allow
a structured and a disciplined approach to serious subjects.
You ask a question. We anticipated that the American people
would get an answer to the question asked and that the
rebuttal would be on that topic. So that you did not have
mini-speeches in this debate, where people go in with
memorized speeches and give them.
The President answered every single question he
was asked. In his rebuttal he referred to the points raised
by Mr. Carter. And what I think we would like to see
continue in these debates is both men be responsive to
the questions that the reporters posed and in the rebuttals
be responsive to the points made by their opponent.

Q
Don't you want a moderator with a little
more backbone, then? Isn't that what you are saying?
MR. DUVAL: The point is, the men themselves
should do that because that is in the interest of the people
that are listening to the debates trying to make up their
mind. I think if you go back through the transcripts
you will find the President always answered the question
he was asked.

Q
Mike, is this something you are going to
propose to the Carter people, that their candidate be
required to stick to the subject?
MORE
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MR. DUVAL: I don't know, Fred. I am not certain
it would be enforceable. I think common courtesy and a sense
of wanting to be responsive to the people who are listening
to the debates would make Mr. Carter -- or at least would
be a strong inducement on Mr. Carter -- to answer the question
he has been asked. It seems to me it is not particularly
fair nor leveling with the American people to avoid the
questions you are asked.

Q
Mike, when you thought you won the first
debate, you opposed any changes in the format. Is this a
sign you feel you did not do as well?
MR. DUVAL: No. As I said earlier tonight, I think
in the first debate the President hit a triple. I think
tonight he hit a home run. I am not sure what is left to do
at the third debate.
Can we return to the four divisions in Poland?
Does that not amount to dominance in that country?
Q

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: I think the point is the President
was saying we do not concede Soviet domination of Eastern
Europe and that we are working in every way to demonstrate,
to symbolize the freedom, independence, of the countries
of Eastern Europe.

Q
Let me read you the White House transcript:
"There is no Soviet domination of Eastern Europe and there
never will be, under the Ford Administration."
Q

Does domination now exist?

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: I think the point is, he was
trying to say that we do not concede the domination of Eastern
Europe. That is the whole context within which he made
that answer.
MORE
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He said, "I don't believe the Poles
consider themselves dominated by the Soviet Union."
that a valid statement?
Q

Is

GENERAL SCOWCROFT: I think that is another
element of it. In the sense of the acquiscence of the
people of Eastern Europe there is no domination at
all. Not that we don't concede it. There is none.

Q
Two weeks ago at this hour,approximately,
you had some preliminary polls indicating what public
sentiment had been in reaction to the debate. Do you
have anything similar tonight?
MR. CHENEY: I have not seen any yet, frankly.
I don't know whether any organizations are polling
tonight like they did at the first debate. Maybe somebody
else can answer.

Q
For the last debate you gave sort of a
round-by-round score of how you thought it went, and I
think yours was something like eight to two to two.
There were 14 questions tonight. How would you score it?
MR. CHENEY:

Q

Nine and five.

Stu, how would you score it?

MR. SPENOER:

Nine and five, for the President,

obviously.
MR. CHENEY:

Q

For the President.

Mike, how would you score it?

MR. DUVAL: I am going to disagree with my
Chief of Staff. I would score it 14 to zip.

Q
Dick,didn't you say a couple of weeks ago
by about now you thought the President would be leading
in the polls?
MR. CHENEY: I think I said two weeks ago, Bob,
when we talked in Philadelphia, I projected within two
weeks we would have a national poll that would show us
being even or ahead -- as I recall the specific language
and I would point to the Yankelovich poll, Time Magazine,
as an indication that we have in fact achieved what I
said we would two weeks ago.
MORE
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Q
What did the President say after the
debate to you when you got back to the residence about
how well he did?
MR. CHENEY: I rode back from the debate with
him to the residence and he felt -- we discussed it in
the course of the ride -- he said he felt much better
after this debate than after the first.

Q

Why?

MR. CHENEY: He felt very comfortable. He
felt it had gone very well. I did not ask him in detail
why,Helen. In my view it was a matter that tonight
after the debate I don't think we know any more about
Jimmy Carter's positions or policies or what policies
he would pursue in the national security area, both with
respect to defense and foreign policy, than we did
when we turned on the television tonight.
I was, I guess, disappointed in the sense I had
hoped that you would have a clear-cut distinction in the
sense that Governor Carter would stand by the positions he
had taken previously and that there would in fact be
more portrayed to the American people for them in fact to
make a choice, observing a difference in the approach of
the two candidates to national security matters.
I did not see that tonight because I thought
Governor Carter never really did address the substance
of the questions he was asked. I point specifically
to the first question that dealt with the issue of
whether or not he took issue with strategic arms
limitation, the opening to China, our work in the Middle
East or our work in Africa, and he never did at any
course, at any point during the course of the debates
tonight, address any one of these issues in terms of
saying he would pursue a different set of policies.
From that standpoint I felt as I watched the
debates, Helen, there was no question in my mind that
the public watching the debates would feel that the
President did in fact have a two-year track record, knew
what he was doing with respect to SALT, knew what he
was doing in South Africa, our relationships with C~ina,
our relations with Europe, and that Governor Carter
never really did spell out any set of policies he would
pursue ~ere he to be successful.

Q
What did Kissinger say to the President
when he called?
MR. CHENEY:
talk to him.

I don't know, Helen.
MORE
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Q
In view of the fact Mr. Frankel caught
the President up on his statement about the captive
nations, did the President say to you he had any second
thoughts about this?
MR. CHENEY: We did not discuss it in the car.

Q
Did he realize he had not said what
General Scowcroft said he meant?
MR. CHENEY: I will say again we did not
discuss it in the car.

Q

You have not discussed with him at
all the question of Poland since the debate?
MR. CHENEY:

That~

correct.

Q

Don't you think you should issue a
clarification on that?
MR. CHENEY: No, Helen. I thought he was clear
in terms of what he meant and I would say, as Brent
said, the point that was made -- and it was made within
the context of the charge that the Helsinki agreement
conceded or consisted of a u.s. concession of Soviet
dominance of Eastern Europe -- and in the response to
that question he made it very clear the u.s. does not
concede the Soviet domination of Eastern Europe.

Q

What do you think the political effect of
this will be in terms of Polish-Americans, Americans
of Eastern European descent?
MR. CHENEY:

Spence is the politician.

I think the political significance tonight has
to be looked at in the total debate, and whether or not
the American people came away with the feeling that
Governor Carter is better qualified to handle foreign
policy, and I don't think they came away with that
impression.
I don't think he spelled out at all, at any
place during the course of the debate, how he would pursue
different policies from those that have been pursued by
the President.
MORE
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I heard what you said on that score earlier,
but what I was asking is about a specific type or group of
voters, what they call, I think, the American supporters -Q

MR. CHENEY: I would suspect they would be strongly
supportive of the President's position that the United States
does not concede Soviet domination of Eastern Europe.

Q
Do you have any comment on the Roper Poll
which gives Carter 40 percent and Ford 30 percent?
MR. CHENEY:

I have not seen it.

Q
What are your reactions of 40 for Carter,
30 for Ford, 30 undecided?

MR. CHENEY: I would want to look at the poll
before I commented on it.

Q
Does Mr. Spencer have any analysis of the
political fallout of the statement -- whatever exactly he
said or meant -- but the political statement about
domination in Poland?
MR. SPENCER: I don't view it as a political
problem at all. I think the President answered the
question very forthrightly and in the manner most people
understand. I don't see any political problem at all. As
far as the debate goes generally I look at it more from the
standpoint of perception and style. I think the President
was forceful tonight. I think when you use electronic
media for debate the style probably is important to the issues
they are discussing and he certainly scored on style tonight
being very forceful, in command, and I think he did a
tremendous job. I think he was much better than the
last debate.

Q
What do you think of Carter?
came on better than you expected him to?
better.

Do you think he

MR. SPENCER: No, I frankly thought Carter would be
I thought he was a little mushy.

Q
Can we get some mechanics straightened out
on tomorrow and the boycott announcement? Where are we going
to get it? Is it going to be made in Washington? Here?
Is Commerce going to make the announcement? Is the President
going to make the announcement?

MR. CHENEY:
the morning.

We can give you guidance on it in

Dick, when are we going to get a list of
companies who are participating in this boycott? This is
what the President said actually he would make public.
Q

MR. CHENEY:
Q

We will have details in the morning.

Was that a surprise?

Did you know that was

coming?
MR. CHENEY: No, it has been in the works for a
week or ten days. It was not a surprise.
END
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
Office of the White House Press Secretary
(Lincoln, Illinois)

-----------------------------------------------------------------THE WHITE HOUSE
TEXT OF TELEGRAM
•

Mr. James Earl Carter, Jr.

•

Plains, Georgia
Dear Jimmy:

I am in receipt of your telegram of October 15, 1976, and
appreciate your desire to clarify your positions on the issues.
I think it is vitally important that the American people understand exactly what you do stand for, and I am delighted to assist
in that effort.
Your telegram to me this morning unfortunately leaves unclear
whether you are repudiating positions that you have taken on
these important issues, or whether you are persisting in denying
that you took these positions in the first place.
Frankly, you have changed your positions on these and other
important issues so often that it is difficult for me and the
American people to understand who you are and what you really
represent.
Let me take up the specific issues that you mention, one by one.
First, you claim that I misrepresented your position in saying
that you have called for a $15 billion cut in defense spending.
The fact is that the Savannah Morning News for March 18, 1975,
quotes you as telling the Savannah Rotary Club that "$15 billion
could be cut from the defense budget and not weaken this nation's
military capability."
Again, on March 20, 1975, the Los Angeles Times reported that you
told a Beverly Hills News Conference that "The Ford defense budget
for this year could be cut by about $15 billion without sacrificin{
national security."
I recognize and have stated that at other times you have promised
defense cuts of varying sizes -- always in the multi-billion
dollar category. The point is that you would make huge cuts in
America's defense preparedness -- just how huge you evidently
are not sure. If you have changed your position on this issue
once again, I and the public would appreciate clarification.
Second, you say that I have incorrectly charged you with advocating "tax increases for low and moderate income wage earner."
With regard to "moderate income wage earners, 11 on September 18,
1976, you answered a question from the Associated Press on how
you would change the tax burden by saying, "I would take the mean
or median level of income and anything above that would be higher
and anything below that would be lower."
The interviewer pointed out that the median is "somewhere around
$12,000" and you agreed. There is no public record that you have
ever repudiated that statement. Your specific reference to raising
taxes for everybody above the mean or median income -- actually now
around $14,000 still stands. Third, you deny having proposed
"elimination of the mortgage interest tax deduction."
. mo:t'e.
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Actually, you made this promise at the League of Women Voters
candidate forum in Boston on the night of February 23, 1976,
before a national television audience. You have since been more
general in your promises to close "tax loopholes." But this is
the one loophole that you are specifically on record with a
promise to repeal.
Finally, you say that I have unfairly accused you of favoring
"spending programs that would total over $100 billion."
Actually, the total cost of the Democratic platform, which you
have endorsed, would be far more than $100 billion
probably
in the neighborhood of $200 billion.
The $100 billion figure, to which I have referred, is the cost of
only four specific programs that are provided in the Democratic
platform. These are: The Humphrey-Hawkins Job Bill, costing
$10.3 billion in the first year; the Kennedy-Corman National Health
Insurance Program, costing $70 billion in the first year; the
Griffith Negative Income Tax, costing $9.9 billion the first year;
and the Perkins Federal Education Bill, costing $12 billion the
first -- a total cost of just over $102 billion in the first year.
Costs in subsequent years would be sure to rise rapidly, requiring
higher taxes, higher inflation, or both.
It is, of course, your right to change your position on any or all
of these issues. What you have done instead is to claim that you
never took the positions in the first place.
The facts, however, are part of the documented record.
So long as you do not acknowledge these views and publicly reverse
them, it must be assumed that these are still positions which you
stana behind.
While your current effort to clarify your positions on the issues
appears to be limited to the above items, it seems to me there is
the need for further clarification on many additional issues. I
would also like to assist your clarification effort in a few
additional areas:
1.

Do you really believe, as you stated in San Francisco,
that America is no longer respected?

2.

Do you really believe, as you stated in San Francisco,
that our country is not strong any more?

3.

Do you really believe, as you stated in an interview with
Liberty Magazine, that church property, other than the
church building itself, should be taxed?

4.

Do you really believe we can defend freedom and avoid
Communist domination of our allies by withdrawing our
troops from Korea and reducing other commitments overseas?

5.

Do you agree with your chief economic adviser who,
according to the New York Times of Monday, said that
your economic policies will increase inflation?

6.

Do you agree with your chief economic adviser who,
according to the New York Times of Monday, said that
a Carter administration would not cut taxes?

I, and the American people, look forward to your answers and
clarifications.
GERALD R. FORD
# # # # #

