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The Key to Peace: U.S. Superiority
The Russians made themselves look ridiculous with 

their hysterical response to President Ronald Reagan’s 
televised address on nuclear arms reduction. M aybe 
that’s why, days later, they decided to finance a massive 
surrogate anti-nuclear demonstration in Holland. The 
street demonstrators could be given signs (and m aybe a 
little travel money), but they didn’t need any facts.

Im m ediately following President Reagan’s speech 
(w hich 2 0 0  m illion people in 40  countries saw on 
television), the Russian government news agency Tass 
flailed around emotionally at the charts Reagan showed 
on TV , calling them “absolutely fantastic figures.” The 
Soviets could not deny their accuracy. Then, Tass ac-
cu sed  th e  U n ite d  S ta te s  o f s e e k in g  “ m il i ta r y  
superiority ” !

So w hat’s wrong with that? The surest key to peace 
is for the United States to have military superiority over 
all other nations in the world. That is not just speculation, 
not m erely a hope, not an untried hypothesis, but a fact 
proved by historical experience.

For the benefit of those too young to rem em ber, 
and those who ought to rem em ber but are blinded by 
their own pacifist biases, President Reagan explained 
one of the world’s most important events. During the 
years when the United States “could have dominated the 
world with no risk to itself ... when the United States had 
the only undamaged industrial power in the world ... 
[when] our military m ight was at its peak, and we alone 
had the ultimate weapon —  the nuclear weapon —  with 
the unquestioned ability to deliver it anywhere in the 
world,” America chose not to take one single step toward 
aggression, imperialism, or world domination.

Instead, as the President so eloquently described it, 
“ the United States followed a course “unique in all the 
history of mankind. W e used our power and wealth to 
rebuild the war-ravaged economies of the world, in-
cluding those of the nations who had been our enemies. ”

In all history, there is no record of any other nation 
holding such power in its hands and failing to use it to 
assert dominion over other nations and men. W e proved 
that the peace and freedom of the world are safe when 
America has military superiority.

The news m edia and the history books are geared to 
report events that happen. They aren’t geared to report 
great events that don’t happen. The Russian invasions of 
Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and Afghanistan made news 
and will probably each rate a couple of paragraphs in 
the history books.

W hen the United States did not use our vast power 
to invade any nation on earth, that news wasn’t reported. 
Most people still don’t realize the momentous nature of 
what did not happen.

In his televised speech, President Reagan went on to 
tell the American people the facts of life about Soviet 
m ilitary superiority today —  a fact which had been 
concealed from  the American people by previous Ad-
ministrations. He said that, in the kinds of weapons that 
m ight be used in Europe, the Soviet Union now has “an 
increasing, overwhelming advantage. They now enjoy a 
superiority on the order of 6 to 1 .”

The greatest service the Reagan Administration can 
provide in the field of national defense is to give the 
American people the facts so they can make the right 
decisions. In order to do this, the Defense Department 
recently published what may be the most important 
government document in recent memory: Soviet Mili-
tary Power (available at $6.50 from  the Government 
Printing O ffice).

This factual and pictorial explanation of Soviet 
weaponry is clear enough for any citizen to understand, 
and it should be required reading for all Congressmen, 
m edia personnel, educators, and com m unity leaders. It 
describes and lists the Soviet Union’s strategic (nuclear) 
forces, theater (conventional) forces, armed forces per-
sonnel, resource allocation, quest for technological su-
periority, and global power projections.

In the past, the U. S. intelligence network and 
American leaders have done a miserable job of pre-
dicting Soviet intentions and of being prepared for their 
surprise moves. W e would be a lot better off if U. S. 
stra teg ic  d o ctrin e  w ere based on Soviet m ilita ry  
capabilities instead of on some U. S. o fficial’s guess about 
Soviet intentions. Soviet M ilitary Power shows how 
tremendous those Soviet capabilities are.



America: A Nuclear Nudist Colony
“Are we dangerously behind the Russians?” a 

television reporter asked President Ronald Reagan at his 
California W hite House. To which the President replied, 
“I think we have been for some tim e.”

A few days later, also from  Reagan’s ranch head-
quarters, Defense Secretary Caspar W einberger discus-
sed the national defense budget and why arms spending 
must rem ain high. He m atter-of-factly  com m ented, 
“W e re way behind ... we have to close the window of 
vulnerability. ”

Behind those two casually-reported statements lies 
the most shocking news story of our lifetim e. Yet it was 
never reported as sensational news by the national media 
when it was happening, and, now that it has happened, 
it is treated as though it were a lesser item  of stale news. 
I t ’s a classic example of how the national m edia package 
the news in order to manage the thinking and direct the 
policies of the United States. The m edia decide what is 
important and what isn’t.

The event thus minimized by such low-key cover-
age is the fact that our country’s previous leaders al-
lowed the United States to fall “dangerously behind the 
Russians,” and that w e’ve been “way behind” the Rus-
sians “for some tim e.’’ W ouldn’t you think that this 
default of responsibility was worthy of at least as much 
indignation as W atergate or Abscam?

How far behind is “way behind”? Very far, in-
deed. “W indow of vulnerability” is a figure of speech 
craftily chosen to conceal the horror of it all behind a 
gentle euphemism. “W indows” are pleasant things to 
look through and see the sights.

In this context, “window” has nothing to do with 
looking out to see the countryside. “ W indow ” has 
nothing to do with a m aterial substance, glass or solid; it 
has nothing to do with an opening of space to look out of. 
As used in this soothing metaphor, “window” means a 
period of tim e, a certain num ber of years, specifically 
1981 through 1985.

Vulnerability is another word that conceals the 
awful truth of our present m ilitary predicam ent. As used 
here, that euphonious six-syllable word should be de-
fined by such expressions as “naked to the enem y,” 
“sitting ducks,” or “they can kill us dead and we can ’t hit 
back.”

Our present “window of vulnerability” was more 
accurately described years ago by General Arthur G. 
Trudeau in a far more apt metaphor. He said that we 
were fast becom ing a “nuclear nudist colony.” By that 
he meant that we are naked to the enem y; we have no 
defenses that can shoot down the Russian missiles if they 
com e at us.

The prestigious eastern newspapers, no less than 
network television, also treat the fact of our m ilitary 
inferiority to Russia as less important than the latest 
Medfly discovery or Jim m y C arter’s trip to Red China. 
H ere is how the horrendous truth was casually reported 
by the New York Times.

“There is nothing the United States can do in the 
next four years to amend what many officials and ex-

perts see as the vulnerability of stationary land-based 
missiles. Thus there is no short-term solution to what Mr. 
Reagan has called ‘the window of vulnerability’ to a 
Soviet first strike.”

“Virtually all officials at the top layer of the Reagan 
Administration,” the Times continued, “believe that 
Moscow, by launching only a small fraction of its pow-
erful and accurate missiles, could destroy in a first strike 
almost all 1,000 American M inuteman missiles. They 
hold this view even though they recognize that Soviet 
leaders would face considerable uncertainties in decid-
ing to launch such an attack. ”

W ere those awesome facts reported under black 
headlines to alert the nation to our peril? Not at all. 
Those paragraphs were quietly buried under a headline 
and a lead story discussing the debate over the basing of 
the M X missile.

Our present drastic inferiority to the Soviet Union 
in nuclear missile power didn’t just happen. It took many 
years to reverse the strategic m ilitary balance from  the 
8 -to -l superiority we enjoyed at the tim e of the Cuban 
Missile Crisis in 1962.

The shift in the balance of power was the result of 
a gigantic Russian weapons building program, the U. S. 
weapons freeze since 1967, and the falsehoods told to the 
American people by our own leaders. If the American 
people are told the truth about the danger we face, they 
will support an arms building program  at any cost 
necessary to regain our superiority.

A Reagan Weapons Strategy Needed
“The man who makes the first bad move always' 

loses the gam e,” says a Japanese proverb. In 1967 the 
United States made the first bad move in the nuclear 
arms game, and w e’ve been losing ever since. The year 
1967 was when the United States froze the number of its 
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles, and we’ve been in 
retreat ever since. Since then, we have reduced our 1967 
num ber by more than 410.

In contrast, during the same period of time, the 
Soviet Union has added 1,000 strategic missile launchers 
and 300  intercontinental Backfire bombers. Since 1974 
the Soviets have been adding nuclear warheads at the 
alarm ing rate of more than 1,000 nuclear warheads per 
year.

The Soviet missile force has many im portant ad-
vantages in addition to numbers. More than half of its 
warheads are extrem ely accurate, have a tremendous 
m egatonnage superiority , and can be delivered by 
modern “heavy” ICBMs. More than half of U. S. war-
heads are deployed on submarines and have low accu-
racy and low yield.

In addition to the freeze on building additional 
nuclear weapons which has been in effect since 1967, our 
government has deliberately and unilaterally reduced 
our nuclear striking power. A partial list of the American 
weapons systems cancelled or scrapped since 1967 in-
cludes: 1,400 B-47 bombers, 70 B-58 bombers, the B-70 
bom ber (which still holds fantastic speed records), 250 
B - l  bombers, 100 Jupiter/Thor IRBM s, the Skybolt, 160



Polaris SLBM s, and our single U. S. ABM site.
O ther strategic weapons have been deliberately 

delayed beyond all reasonable expectations: the M X 
ICBM , the Trident submarine, the Trident II missile, the 
Minuteman III, the ALCM , the laser and the particle 
beam weapons. The Soviets haven’t scrapped or delayed 
anything; they’ve been building weapons as fast as they 
can.

The result of this awesome disparity in weapons 
building programs is what strategists call “ the window of 
vulnerability.” T h at’s an extraordinary euphemism to 
conceal the horror of the fact that the Soviets have the 
power to wipe us out during the next five years, and 
there is nothing we can do about it because of the long 
lead-time it takes to build any weapons.

In the years when Robert M cNam ara and Henry 
Kissinger controlled our defense policy, “studying the 
options” on new weapons was a deliberate device for 
delaying decisions and postponing production. It was the 
principal ploy by which those two put us in a nuclear 
weapons freeze and carried on unilateral disarmament.

The first step in developing a new strategy for 
America is to get us out of the straitjacket of complying 
with the unratified SA LT II Treaty. The useless debate 
over the basing of the M X missile in Utah and Nevada 
was caused by the Carter Administration’s attem pt to 
tailor our weapons to meet the specifications of the 
non-treaty.

T he second shackle the Reagan A dm inistration 
should shed is MAD —  the theory of Mutual Assured 
Destruction. That is the discredited M cNam ara theory 
which supposedly ensures that we can inflict as much 
“assured destruction” on the Soviets as they can on us. 
W e can’t —  and it is foolish to be bound by a theory that 
pretends we can.

T he Reagan D efense D epartm ent needs a new 
strategic doctrine im m ediately which can credibly as-
sure our safety against the Soviet missile force. It should 
start with a reaffirm ation of form er Secretary of State 
Christian H erter’s statement: “The threat of surprise 
attack ... presents a constant danger. It is unacceptable 
that the Soviet political system should be given the op-
portunity to make secret preparations to face the Free 
World with the choice of abject surrender or nuclear 
destruction.”

Remember Pearl Harbor
As we observed the fortieth anniversary of Pearl 

Harbor last month, it must have seemed incredible to the 
current generation that the Japanese rulers, no m atter 
how warlike, could ever have thought they could have 
defeated the great United States. Cross the Pacific with 
carriers and small propeller planes and tackle America 
with its vast resources?.

But they did. They thought the United States wasn’t 
ready for battle and didn’t have the will to fight. “Enjoy 
your dream of peace just one more day. ... Hawaii, you 
will be caught like a rat in a trap ,” said Admiral I. 
Yam am oto’s ch ief of staff, on the day before Pearl 
Harbor.

America was caught com pletely by surprise. W e 
w eren’t ready for war, but we did have the will and the

resources to get ready. As Yamamoto said ruefully, the 
Pearl Harbor attack awakened “the sleeping giant.”

It took years of investigation, but now we know that 
A m erica’s leaders w eren’t surprised at all; they had 
plenty of warnings. Americans had broken the Japanese 
codes and had built marvelous machines, invented by 
Navy C aptain Laurance Safford, w hich deciphered 
Japanese messages faster than the Japanese could decode 
their own messages.

Our m ilitary intelligence about the enem y was 
probably more accurate, up-to-the-minute, and com -
plete than at any tim e in our country’s history. Captain 
Safford testified that, on November 19, 1941, the Navy 
decoded a Japanese message to their embassies saying 
that a weather broadcast in the clear —  “East wind rain 
—  would mean “ W ar with the United States, war with 
Britain, peace with Russia. ”

On the m orning of D ecem ber 4, Tokyo radio 
broadcast the “ East wind rain” message. A copy was sent 
to the W hite House at noon the same day. Our machines 
also decoded the Japanese messages which ordered their 
agents at Hawaii to give daily reports on the location of 
U. S. ships based at Pearl Harbor —  inform ation ob-
viously designed for the purpose of telling the Japanese 
attack force where to drop their bombs and torpedoes.

At the Congressional hearings on Pearl Harbor, 
Lieutenant L. R. Schulz testified that, on the evening of 
D ecem ber 6, 1941, he personally handed President 
Franklin Roosevelt a 13-part decoded Japanese message 
which conclusively proved that an attack was imminent. 
After reading the 13 parts, Roosevelt looked up and said 
to Schultz, “This means war.” But Roosevelt did not tell 
this to our commanders in Hawaii or anywhere else; he 
kept that vital inform ation to himself. Pearl Harbor 
Commanders Admiral H. E. Kim m el and General W . C. 
Short were unjustly blam ed for our worst m ilitary di-
saster.

Fortunately, the weapons of war in 1941 were slow 
enough that we had tim e to rearm. It took us four years 
and the lives of nearly 100,000 Americans to prove that 
the Japanese were wrong in believing they could defeat 
us.

Am erica went to work and built a m ighty war 
m achine which defeated two powerful aggressors on two 
fronts and successfully defended ourselves and all our 
allies. That unparalleled military superiority lasted from 
the end of World W ar II in 1945 until the SA LT I 
Agreements of 1972 under which our leaders agreed that 
the Soviet Union would have more offensive weapons 
than we have and that we would not build defensive 
weapons to protect our people from  a missile attack.

Although we stopped building the kind of weapons 
that could reach the Soviet Union, they kept building the 
kinds of weapons that can reach us. On November 7, 
1981, the K rem lin leaders stood on a balcony and 
watched their weapons rolling through Red Square to 
celebrate the anniversary of the Bolshevik revolution. 
“No nation will ever overtake the Soviet Union in m il-
itary m ight,” boasted Defense Minister D m itri F . Usti-
nov.

The problem with thinking the unthinkable about a 
Pearl Harbor-type attack in the 1980s is that there will 
be no tim e to get ready after a surprise attack. The only 
weapons that count are the ones in place when the first 
shot is fired.

T hat’s why Winston Churchill’s eloquent warning



to the United States should be studied by all those trying 
to sab otag e P resid en t R e a g a n ’s m ilita ry  b u d g et: 
“Sometimes in the past we have com m itted the folly of 
throwing away our arms. Under the m ercy of Provi-
dence, and at great cost and sacrifice, we have been able 
to recreate them when the need arose. But if we abandon 
our nuclear deterrent, there will be no second chance. To 
abandon it now would be to abandon it forever.”

The Russian Party Line on CBS 
CBS television on June 18, 1981 hurled a broadside 

attack on Ronald Reagan s plans to defend America 
against the Russian m ilitary buildup. This piece of po-
litical propaganda was thinly disguised as a five-hour 
prim etim e series to “exam ine” and “report” on “The 
Defense of the United States” against the Soviet Union.

For the final hour of this expensive production, CBS 
sent W alter Cronkite to Moscow “ looking for some 
answers. ” The Russians gave him the answers they want 
the American public to hear. W alter then allowed his 
program to be used as a conduit for the Russian party 
l i n e  a n d  i ts  e f f o r t s  to  d i s c r e d i t  t h e  R e a g a n  
Administration’s defense program.

H ere is a summary of the propaganda message 
presented by the CBS “documentary, ’ as heard on na-
tional television from the mouths of Russians in Moscow 
(whom W alter treated with much deference), skillfully 
interwoven with com plem entary comments by W alter 
Cronkite himself and a couple of W estern journalists in 
Moscow (who, of course, operate under Soviet restric-
tions on resident newsmen).

The Reagan Administration is falsify in g  and ex-
aggerating the Soviet m ilitary threat in order to get 
Congress to vote bigger d efen se budgets, which are 
unnecessary. W alter: “The Administration tells you 
only h a lf the story —  the h a lf it uses to press its case fo r  
higher and higher d efen se  budgets.”

T h e  S o v i e t  U n i o n  is n o t  a t h r e a t ;  t h a t  
“m isperception” is just a relic o f  the “co ld  w ar.” 
W alter: Since I960, “Soviet in fluence around the world 
actually has declin ed .”

W e should put our trust in treaties with the Rus-
sians rather than in military weapons. Russian: “W e 
have never violated our agreem ents, even those that 
were not signed.” Journalist: “W e can trust them  to 
observe a form al agreem ent. Their record is pretty  
good.”

The Russians are not aggressive. Russian: “W hat 
you consider aggressive, we consider defensive. W e are 
only defend ing  ourselves against the A m erican s.... It is 
a political fan tasy  to think that the Soviet Union in-
tends to m ove from  Afghanistan to the Indian O cean.” 

The invasion o f  Afghanistan really proved that the 
Soviet army is not form idab le and is badly equipped. 
W alter: Although the invasion “renew ed our fea rs ,” it 
really proved that “the Russian soldier is not ten fe e t  
ta l l . ... W hile the size and training o f  their military may 
look impressive, looks can be deceiving.”

The Russians are not behind the Marxist revolu-
tionary forces all over the world. Russian: “The Soviet 
Union is not trying to im plant revolution in other  
countries. ... Categorically, the Soviet Union does not 
provide any assistance to the national liberation  
m ov em en t in E l S a lvador. ... Or N icaragu a , or 
Ethiopia.”

The United States doesn ’t n eed  any m ore nuclear 
weapons because we already have “overkill.” Russian: 
“The United States has enough to destroy us 20 to 30 
times.” Journalist: “W e reached overkill years and years 
a g o ”

The Russians are not superior to the United States 
in military weapons, but m erely equal. Russian: “W e 
are equal ... there is an approxim ate parity. ... The 
problem  is psychological. ... Am ericans cannot psy-
chologically accept equality with the Russians.”

Another Russian: “There is asym m etrical parity 
because in one fie ld  the U. S. and NATO are much, 
ahead o f  the Soviet Union and W arsaw Treaty nations, 
while in other fie ld s the Soviet Union and Warsaw  
Treaty nations are ahead .”

Nuclear war will never happen, so stop worrying 
about it and stop preparing against it. W alter: Get rid 
o f  those “old fears and doubts. ’ Russian: “Any idea that 
the Soviet Union is planning a first-strike against U. S. 
land-based missiles is just very dangerous propaganda. 
... Nuclear war is im possible.”

The Soviets are not building nuclear w eapons 
faster  than the United States. Russian: “Catagorically 
not!” W alter: The Soviets are only “playing catch-up 
ball with us.”

America should not strive to restore our form er  
military superiority. Russian: “Military superiority is 
impossible. ... It is very dangerous.” Journalist: “You 
ca n t  buy peace simply by spending m ore fo r  arm s.”

President Ronald Reagan was allotted 65 seconds at 
the start of this program to state his views, while the 
entire rest of the hour was spent torpedoing his program 
with the above anti-defense propaganda spoken by 
Russians and journalists. Is that what the F C C  would call 
giving “both sides” of a controversial issue under the 
“fairness doctrine”?
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