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PRESS CONFERENCE NO. 4 

of the 

PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES 

12:00 Noon. 
l1arch 14, 1969 
Friday 

In The East Room 
At The White House 
Washington, D. c. 

THE PRESIDENT: Ladies and gentlemen, today I am 
announcing a decision which I believe is vital for the 
security and defense of the United States, and also in 
the interest of J?eace throughout the "'orld. 

Last year a program, the SENTINEL antiballistic 
missile program, was adopted. That program, as all listeners 
on television and radio and readers of new~papers know, has 
been the subject of very strong debate and controversy over 
the past few months. · 

After long study of all of the options .available, 
I have concluded that the SENTINEL program previously 
adopted should be substantially modified. The new program 
that I have recommended this morning to the leaders, and 
that I announce today, is one that perhaps best can be de
scribed as a safeguard program. 

It is a saf.eguard against any attack by the Chinese 
Communists that we can foresee ov~r the next 10 years. 

It is a safeguard of our deterrent system, which 
is increasingly vulnerable due to the advances that have 
been ~ade by the Soviet Union since the year 1967 when the 
SENTINEL program was first laid out. 

It is a safeguard also against any irrational or 
accidental attack that might occur of less than massive mag
nitude which might be launched from the Soviet Union. 

The program also does not do some things which 
should be clearly understood. It does not provide dcfens~ 
for our cities, and for that reason the sites have been 
moved ·away from our major cities. I have made the decision 
with regard to this particular point because I found tha~ 
there is no way, even if we were to expand the limited 
SENTINEL syste~ which was planned for some of our cities to 
a so-called heavy or thick system -- there is no way tha~ we 
can adequately defend our cities without an unacceptable loss 
of life. 

The only way that I have concluded that we can 
save lives, which is the primary purpose of our defense 
system, is to prevent war, and that is why the emphasis of 
this system is on protecting our deterrent, which is the 
best . pre~entive for ·war. 
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The system differs from the previous SENTINF.L 
system in another major respect. The SENTINEL system 
called for a fixed deployment schedule. I believe that 
because of a number of reasons, we should have a phase 
system. T~at is why, on an annual basis, the new safe-
guard system will be reviewed, and the review may bring about 
changes in the system based on our evaluation of three major 
p~ints. 

First, what our intelligence shows us with regard 
to the magnitude of the threat, whether from the Soviet 
Union or from the Chinese; and, seconc;1, in' terms of what our 
evaluation is of any .talks that we are having by that time, 
or may be having, with regard to arms control; and, finally 
because we. believe that since this is a new system, we 
should constantly examine what progress has been made 
in the development of the technique to see if changes 
in the system should be made. 

I should admit at this point that this decision has 
not been an easy one. , None of the g_reat decisions made by 
a President are easy. But it is one that I have made after 
considering all of the options, and I would indicate before 
going to your questions two major options that I have over
ruled. 

One is moving to a massive city defense. I have 
already indicated why I do not believe that is, first, 
feasible, and there is another reason : Moving to a massive 
city defense system, even starting with a thin system 
and then going to a heavy system, tends to be more provocative 
in terms of making credible a first-strike capability 
against the Soviet Union. I want no provocation which might 
deter arms talks. 

The other alternative, at the other extreme, 
was t9 do nothing, or to delay for six or twelve roonths, 
which would be the equivalent, really, of doing nothing, or, 
for example, going the road only of research and development. 

I have examined those options. I have ruled them 
out because I have concluded that the first deployment of 
this system, which will not occur until 1973, that that 
first deployment is essential by that date if we are to meet the 
threat that our present intelligence indicates will exist by 
1973. 

In other words, we mus·t begin now. If we delay:· . 
1 a year, for example, it means that that first deploym~nt 

will' be·· delayed until 1975. That might be too late. 

It is the responsibility of the · President of the 
United States, above all other responsibilities, to think 
first of the security of the United States. I believe that 
this system is the best step that we can take to provide 
for that security. 

There are, of course, ·other possibilities that have 
been strongly urged by some · of the leaders this morning . --
for example that we could increase our offensive capability, 
~,r submarine force, or even our MINUTE~mN force or our bomber 
fixo.~ That I would consider to be, however, the wrong road 

·. ~10RE 



l 
/ 

. I 

Page 3 

because it would be provocative to the Soviet Union and might 
escalate an ar~s raae. 

This system is truly a safeguard system, a 
defensive system only. It safeguards our deterrent and 
under those circumstances can, in no way, in my opinion, delay 
the progress which I hope will continue to be made toward 
arms talks, which will limit arms,not only this kind of system, 
but particularly offensive systems. 

~7e will now go to your questions. 

Mr. Smith? 

QUESTION: ~lr. President, the \tlar in Vietnam has 
been intensifying r~cently, and if there has been any notable 
progress ' in Paris it has not been detectible publicly • 
Is your patience gro\'ring a little thin with these continued 
attached, particularly such as came out of the DMZ today? 

THE PRESIDENT~ Mr. Smith, you may recall that on 
Harch 4 when I received a similar question, at an earlier stage 
of the attacks, I issued what was interpreted widely as a 
\'Tarning. It will be my policy as President to issue a warning 
only once, and I will not repeat it now. · Anything in the 
future that is done will be done. There will be no additional 
warning. 

As far as the Paris talks are concerned, ! . have noted 
the speculation in the press with regard to whether we will 
have, or should have, or are, for example, approving private 
talks going forw.ard. I will not discuss that subject. I 
trust there will he private talks. 

I think that is where this war will be settled --
in private rather than in public. · This is in the best interest 
of both sides, but public discussion of what I think is 
significant progress which is being made along the lines of 
private talks, I will not indulge in. 

~1r. Cormier? 
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QUESTION: r-1r. President, will you make your own 
State of the Union address, and what w£11 your legislative 
program encompass? 

THE PREStDENT: I do not plan a StatcJOf the Union 
address in the traditional manner. I will, within approxi
mately a month, however, state a general domestic program. 
By that time the program will be at the point that I think 
it should be completely summarized and set forth, .not only 
for the Nation, as to what we have done, but particularly to 
the Congress as to what we expect for the balance. I would 
not want to anticipate now what will be in that program. 

QUESTION: Mr. President, there has been a great· 
deal of criticism in Congress against deployment of any type 
of antiballistic defense system. ~fuat kind of reception do 
you think your proposal this morning will receive there? 

THE PRESIDENT: It will be a very spirited debate, 
and it will be a very close vote. Debates in the field of 
national defense are often spirited and the votes are often 
close. ~1any of my friends in Congress who were there before 
I was there remarked that the vote on extending the draft 
in 1941 won by only one vote. 

This might ,be that close. I think, however, that 
. after the Members of the House and the Senate consider this 
program, which is ' a minimum program, and which particularly 
provides options to change in other directions if we find 
the threat is changed, or that the art has changed, our 
evaluation of the technique has changed, I think that we have 
a good chance of getting approval. We will, of course, ex
press our views, and we hope that we will get support from 
the country. · 

QUESTION: Mr. President, I understand that your 
first construction or deployment of antimissile systems 
would be around two MINUTE~urn retaliatory operations. Do 
you think that deploying around these two provides enough 
deterrent that would be effective? 

THE PRESIDENT: Let me explain the difference be
tween deploying around two MINUTEMAN bases and deploying 
around, say, 10 cities. 

Where you are looking toward a city defense, it 
needs to be a perfect or near perfect system to be credible 
because, as I examine the possibility of even a thick defense 
of cities, I · have found that even the most optimistic pro
jections, considering the higheet development of the art, 
would mean that we would still lose 30 million ~o 40 million • 
lives. That would be less than half of what ,.,e would other
wise lose. But we would still lose 30 million to 40 million. 

~fuen you are talking about protecting your deterrent, 
it need not be perfect. It is necessary only to protect 
enough of the deterrent that the retaliatory second strike 
will be of such magnitude that the enemy would think twice 
before launching a first strike. 

MORE 
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It has been my conclusion that by protecting two 
NINUTEt1AN sites, we will preserve that deterrent as a 
credible deterrent, and that that will be decisive and 
could be decisive insofar as the enemy considering the 
possibility of a first strike. 

OUEST ION: r-1r. President 1 there have been charges 
from Capitol Hill that you have ' stepped up the war in Vietnam. 
Have you? 

THE PRESIDENT! I have not stepped up the war in 
Vietnam. I actually have examined not only the charges, but 
also examined the record. I discussed it at great length . 
yesterday with Secretary Laird. 

What has happened is this! For the past six months, 
the forces on the other side have been planning for an 
offensive, and for the ~ast six months they not only have 
planned for an offensive, but they have been able, as a 
result of that planning, to have mounted a rather substantial 
offensive. 

Under those circumstances, we had no other choice 
but to try to blunt the offensive. Had C.eneral Abrams not 
responded in this way, we would have suffered far more 
casualties than we have suffered, and we have suffered more 
than, of course, ·any of us would have liked to have seen. 

The answer is that any escalation of the war in 
Vietnam . has been the responsibility of the enemy. If the 
enemy de-escalates its attacks, ours will go down. ~1e are 
not trying to step it up. We are trying to do everything 
that we can in the conduct of ou~ war in Vietnam to see that 
we can go forward toward peace in Paris. 

That is why my ·response has been measured, 
deliberate and, some think, too cautious. But it will con
tinue to be that way 1 .l because I am thinking of those peace 
talks every time I think of a military option in Vietnam. 

MORE · 

• 



.. 

I 

/ 

Page 6 

QUESTION: Mr. President, your safeguard ABM system, 
I understand, \'Jould cost about $1 billion less in the coming 
fiscal year than the plan which President Johnson sent up. 
Would this give you the opportunity to reduce the surcharge 
or will the continued high level of taxat~on be 
needed for the economy? 

THE ·PnESIDENT: That question will be answered when 
we see the entire budget. Secretary Laird will testify 
on the defense budget on Wednesday. 

Incidentally, my under~tanding at this time, and I 
have seen the preliminary figures, is that the defense budget 
that Secretary Laird wiil present will be ~pproximately $2--1/2 
billion less than that submitted by the previous Administration. 

' 
tfuether after consider~ng the defense budget and 

all of the other budgets that have been submitted, we then 
.can move in the direction of either reducing the surcharge 
·or move in the direction of some of our very difficult problems 
with regard to our cities, the problem of hunger and others -
these are the options that I will have to consider at a later 
time. 

QUESTION: Hr. Presiclent, last week you said · that in 
the matter of Vietnam you would not tolerate heavier casualties 
and a continuation of .the violation of the understanding 
without making an appropriate response. 

Is what \'Te are doing no\'1 in Vi.etnam in a military 
way that response of which you were speaking? 

THE PRESIDENT: This is a very close decision on 
our part, one that I not only discussed with Secretary 
Laird yesterday, but that we will discuss more fully in 
the Security Council tomorrow. 

I took no comfort out ofthe stories that I saw in 
the papers this morning to the effect that our casualties 
for the immediate past week went from 400 down to 300. That 
still is too high. What our response should be must be measured 
in terms of the effect on the negotiations in Paris. I will 
only re.spond as I did earlier to t>1r. Smith's question. t'le issued 
a warn1ng. I will not wamagain. If we conclude that the level 
of casualties· is higher than we should tolerate, action will 
take place. 

Qt;ESTION: Hr. President, do you have reason to 
believe that the Russians will interpret your ABM decision 
today as not being an escalating move in the arms race? 

THE PRESIDENT: As a matter of fact, Hr. Kaplow, 
I have reason to believe, based on the past record, that they 
would interpret it just the other way around. 

First, when they deployed their Ol-m Am-1 system, 
and, as you know, they have 67 missile ABr.t sites deployed 
around ~1oscm", they rejected the idea that it escalated 
the arms race on the ground that it was defensive solely in 
character, and,· second, when the United States last year went 
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forward on the SENTINEL system, four days later the Soviet . 
Union initiated the opportunity to have arms limitation talks. 

I think the Soviet Union recognizes very clearly the 
difference between a defensive posture and an offensive 
posture. 

I would also point this out, .an interesting thing 
about Soviet military and diplomatic history: They have always 
thought in defensive terms, and if you read not only their 
political leaders, but their military leaders, the emphasis 
is on defense. 

I think that since this system now, as a result of 
moving the city defense out of it, and the possibility of 
that city defense grO\·ring into a thick defense, I think 
this makes it so clearly defensive in character that the 
Soviet Union cannot interpret this as escalating the 
arms race. 

QUESTION: f.!r. President, last week at your press 
conference you mentioned negotiations with the Russians at 
the highest level being in the wind • Could you tell us if 
since then we have moved any closer to such a summit meeting? 

THE PRESIDE~T: I should distinguished between 
negotiations at what you call the highest level, and 
what I said was the highest level, and talks. Talks 
with the Soviet · Union are going on at a number of levels 
at this time, on a nu~her of subjects. 

Eowever, those talks have not yet reached the point 
where I have concluded, or where I believe they have concluded, 
that a . discussion at the summit level wo11ld be useful. tfuenever 
those talks, pr'eliminary talks, do reach that point, I 
anticipate that a su~mit meeting would take place. 

I do not think one will take place in the near 
future, but I think encouraging progress is being made toward 
the time when a summit talk may take place. 

QUESTION: Nr. President, there have been several 
reports from your staff members that Kennedy and Johnson 
hold-pver people who !r..ade policy have SO\in themselves into 
civil service status and this may mean some problem for you 
~eople in personnel. I wonder if this means that you 
will transfer a · lot of these people or abolish jobs? 

THE PRESIDENT : I have heard a lot from some of my 
• 

Republican friends on Capitol Hill on this point, as well as 
from, of course, Republican leaders in the Nation. It seems 
that this is a rather co~mon practice, when one Administration 
goes out and the other one comes in. vle will do what we think 
will best serve the interest of effective Government, and if 
the individual who has been frozen in can do the job, we are 
going to keep him. 

However, we are moving some out, . but we wouldn't 
do it through subterfuge.. He will try to do it quite 
directly.· 
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OUESTION: r.tr. President, in your recent European 
trip, did you find any willingness on the part of our allies 
to increase their military and financial contribution to 
the alliance? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, that matter was discussed 
with all of our allies, and particularly will be a subject 

· for discussion when we have the 20th Anniversary meeting of 
NATO here in April. 

I think it might be potentially embarrassing to 
allies to suggest that we are urging them, any one specifically, 
to do one thing or another in this field. I think it is best 
for me to leave it in these .terms: 

Our allies do recognize the necessity to maintain 
NATO's conventional forces. They do recognize that they 
must carry their share or that the United States, and par
ticularly our Congress, representing our people, will have 
much less incentive to carry our share. I believe they will · 
do their share, . but I think we are going to do the best 
through quiet conversation rather than public declaration. 

Yes, sir? 

' 
QUESTION: In any talks with the Soviet Union, would 

you be willing to consider abandoning the ABt.-1 program alto
gether if the Soviets showed a similar willingness or, indeed, 
if they showed a readiness to place limitations on offensive 
weapons? 

THE PRESIDENT: Mr. Scali, I am prepared, in the 
event that we go into arms talks, to consider both offensive 
and defensive weapons. As you know, the arms talks, that 
at least preliminarily have been discussed, do not involve 
limitations or reduction. They involve only freezing where 
we are. 

Your question goes to abandoning. On that particular 
point, I think it would take two, naturally, to make the 
agreement. Let's look at the Soviet Union's position with 
its defensive deployment of ABM's. · Previously, that deploy
ment was aimed only toward the United States. Today their 
radars, from our intelligence, are also directed toward 
Communist China. 

I would , imagine that the Soviet Union ,.,ould be just 
as reluctant as we would be to leave their country naked 

. against a potential Chinese Communist threat. So the' abandon
ing of the entire system, particularly as long as the Chinese 
threat is there, I think neither country would look upon • 
with much favor. 

OUESTION: Mr. President, do you think these develop
ments of the Soviet Uni.on and the United States are compatible 
with the aims of the NPT? 

THE PRESIDENT: I considered that problem, and I 
believe that they are compatible with tne NPT. We discussed 
that in ·the leaders' meeting this morning and I pointed out 
that as we consider this kind of defensive system, which 
enables the United States of America to make its deterrent 
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capability cred ' ill e, that that will hav an enormous effect 
in reducing the r essure· on other coun .ies who might want 
to acquire nucle r weapons. 

That i s th~ key point. If a country doesn't feel 
that the major cou1rtry that has a n\lclear capc.bility has a 
credible deterrent, then they would move in that direction. 

One other point I wish to make, and make an announce
ment with reg;?.rd to the NPT: that I ,.,as deligi·1ted to see the 
Senute's ~onf~rmation or consent to the treaty, and this 
announcement -- I hope President Johnson is. looking. I 
haven't talked to him on the phone. I am going to invite 
President Johnson, if his schedule permits, to attend the 
cere~ony ·when we will have the ratification of the treaty, 

. bec.::,ise he st<:u:ted it in his Administration and I think he 
· should participate when we ratify it. 

to the 
and we 
them. 
off of 

Mr. Lisagor? 

QUESTION' Mr. Presic~nt, I wonder if I could turn 
campus disot:C!ers: and ur.~ rest. They are continuing 
hc.ven't had a.n opportu:-tity to ask you your views of 
Bu~ particuli!rly, wou ld you favor the c·utting 
Federal loans to the of fenders? 

THE PRESIDENT: Mr. Lisagor, I have asked the 
Attorney General and the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare to examine this p~oblern, particularly in view of a 
Con•;'!essi(inal :rapoi: t that. 122 of the 540 who had h~ ·-en arrest.ed 

· at San Francisco State were direct recipients of Federal funds. 

I will have a statement on that that I will be making 
either Monday or Tuesday, in detail. I would prefer not to 
go into it now. 

Mr. Semple? 

QUESTION: To follow up Mr. Bailey's question on 
Vietnam earlier, is there any evidence that your measured 
response to the enemy attacks in South Vietnam has produced 
or yielded any results in Paris or in the attitudes of the 

. North Vietnamese leaders in Hanoi? 

THE PRESIDENT: Our measured response has not had the 
effect of discouraging the progress, and it is very limited 
progress, toward talks in Paris. That is the negative side 
in answering your question. 

As to whether or not a different response would 
either discourage those talks or might have the effect of 
even encouraging .them is the decision that we now have to 
make. 

l-10RE 
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QUESTION: Mr. President, on Vietnam, in connection 
with Secretary Laird's visit, we have heard for sometime predic
tions that American troop levels could be cut as the South 
Vietnamese capabi1ities improve, and again last week, while 
he was in Vietnam, we were getting similar reports from Saigon 
despite the high ·level ofthe fighting that is going on now. 

Do you see any prospect for withdrawing American 
troops in any ntlmbers soon? 

THE PRESIDENT: r1r. Bailey, in view of the current 
offensive on the part of the North Vietnamese and the Viet 
Cong, there is no prospect for a reduction of American forces 
in the . foreseeable future. 

When we are able to reduce forces as a result of 
a combination of ~ircumstances -~ the ability of the South 
Vietnamese to defend themselves in areas where we now are 
defending them; the progress of the talks in ·Paris; or the 
level of enemy activity -- when that occurs, I will make 
an announcement. But at this time there is no foreseeable 
prospect. 

QUESTION~ ~That effect, if any, will your safeguard 
program have on .the shelter program? Can you tell us anything 
about your lon~-range plans? 

THE PRESIDENT : Congressman Holifield in the meeting 
this mornin.g strongly urged that the Administration look over 
the shelter program and he made the point that he thought it 
had fallen somewhat into disarray due to lack of attention 
over the past few years. 

I have directed that General Lincoln, the head of 
the Office of Emergency Preparedness -- I had directed him 
previously to conduct such a survey. We are going to look 
at the shelter 9rogram to · see what we can do there in order 
to minimize American casualties. 

QUESTION : Mr. President, if I recall ·correctly, 
at the last press conference when you were discussing the 
meeting "'i th General de Gaulle, and the '!,·!iddle East . situation, 
you saia you were encouraged ~Y what he ~old you, because 
he "'as moving closer to our position. 

I wonder if you can tell us what our position is in 
the Middle East, and if it has changed significantly in the 
last year? 

• 
THE PRESIDPNT ~ t.Ve have had bilateral talks not 

only with the French, but also with the Soviet Union, and 
with the British, preparatory to the possibility of four
power talks. I would not like toleave the impression that we 
are completely together at this point. 

We are closer together than we were, but we still 
have a lot of yardage to cover. And until we make further 
progress in developing a common position, I would prefer not to 

. ' 
lay out \o~hat our position is. 
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I don't think that would be helpful in bringing 
them to the position that we think is the right position. 

THE PRESS: Thank you. 

. END (AT 12:30 P.M. EST) 
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eactions to Nixon'·s ABM decision 
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..._llllll"!'h what ways does President Nixon's decision 

than it would have been had he decided to proceed with development, 

postponing for the moment the deployment decision? 

&here are several reas ;::• to doubt an increase in 

national security: 

a. reliability of the ABM system -- it cannot be 

tested in advance; it might leave second strike forces vulnerable at . ,J,~~ 

( IJ. ,. hldl-1-..) ... _ ... , A\. 
the moment of attack;f;;rs .:::-ta::-' ~£ •; Q\~ 

~ b. second strike for:;.es can be protected in other Jill""' 
(V ays which don't involv:the psychological effect of .ABM deployment 
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and which have far greater reliability and are less costlt:z 

See SHard's memo. 

c. at this point one can 1t predict the effect 

this will have on the arms control negotiations with the Soviet 

Union since our A BM system is of much greater sophistication 

than Soviet Moscow's system. 

4. The argument about it being solely defensive is 

misleading since a broader deployment of the ABM system, even 

around the second strike force, could be interpreted by the Soviets 

as making a U.S. first strike more likely, especially if these 

judgments are made in a time of national crisis. In other words, 

one gains very little, if any, increase in the safeguarding of 

second strike forces and one necessarily generates uncertainty 

with the Soviets as to our ultimate purpose in beginning ABM 

deployment. 

Note: 



From J h.n s. 

Re: NET discussion on tile Aa1 

Henry Owen is rea-.y t run throug}t the material this 

aftern n if y u so •esire . SUl5an Davis can reach him at Br$okings . 

I woulci stress heav~ly the p int about having to make 

decisions ani ju-.gme~t~ about priGritie3 in feaeral gov~rnmental 

spen~i~g . Henry wrote an exc~llent piece on this issue (see 

:1ttachment) . Injeeti, the issue of spenung priorities shouli 

be one you emphasize in every talk on ABU ami in all other 

speeches where it is even remotely appropriate . 

See also the excellent letter to tile oiitor of the P st 

from Town~end Hoopes , former unier secretary of the Air F rce . 

He hits particul&rly well the point about using the Sentinel 

to a efeni against Chinese misslea ani how, therefore , the 

system will ultimately be seen as an anti-Soviet system . 

Also attacke~ is anether piece by Tom Wicker omi the 

N. Y. Times story about Seviet reaction to AEM i~sue . 

To recapitulate t he three points we agreei upon for 

Issues and Answe~: 

1 . We shoulci not bee me prematurely weid.ei to ABM system 
with the S viets 

witkout first attempting to negotiate/a mutual freeze of 

strategic offensive ani i efensive ~ nuclear weapons . 

2. The existing strategic bal~~ce between the Soviets ani 

tke u.s. make it a p~rticularly opportune time to begin such 

negotiati ns • •• uso our existing weapons s:tstems give ue time 
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to con•uct theee negotiati ns withc~t je par•i~ing our nati nal 

eecurity. (Al~o note: MIRV represent~ an equally seri us threat 

to strategic balance as ABM system,(as spelle• ut very clearly 

in Townsen Hoopes's letter) ana theref re negotations must 

incluie b tA strategic offensive •n• •efensive weap ns . 

3. Tile MIRV ~mi ABM question is only one p~t •f a larger 

question for the ~ untry: How will w~ ,r.er IX our pri•ritie~ 

in the expeniiture of feaeral revenuee? Will we turn away fr m 

w rke f -vrar to w rke f peace? 



March 14, 

FOR: HHH 

FROM: Bill Connell (via Marsha) 

RE: Points to make on the ABM decision 

1. It is a substantial modification of the original proposal 

a system essentially designed to protect the Minuteman silos, 

as against a system designed to give protection to city 

The indicated response to 

the deployment w1 e a Soviet increase in its ICBMs targeted 

against the protected silos. If our defense is calculated to 

stop an attack of 5 missiles, for example, then the indicated 

Soviet step-up will be to put 10 missiles on the target. We did 

the same thing in the case of the deployment of the early Soviet 

ABMs. We went to the multiple warhead development, 

to saturate the Soviet defenses. 

3. Since even the most ambitious ABM system 

protect our cities (President Nixon says that at the very least 

a massive attack would get through the defenses and cause 

30 to 40 million deaths), how can we expect the Minutemen to 
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4. Our strategic security rests on our ability to convince 

the potential attacker that we can get off a devastating reply 

of our own -- and in our case is based on the sea-deployed 

missiles plus the ability of a number of Minutemen to be launched 

before the enemy strike actually explodes. Would this ABM system 

materially increase our second strike capability -- would it increase 

it to any significant degree? 

5. Will this decision impede or delay negotiations on arms 

control? I think so. Because the Soviet Union will consider it 

an escalation, and will want to take steps to redress the balance 

as they see it before entering negotiations. 

6. The central issue is: Does this decision affect the 

strategic balance as between the U.S. and the USSR? I believe 

it does require a Soviet response which w ill tend to trigger in turn 

another U.S. response. The task of statesmen is to intervene 

in this seemingly endless round of escalations and to seek agreement 

that will provide a stable situation. 

7. The argument that the revised ABM system is in part 

an effort to protect against a Chinese Communist attack raises the 

question of whethe r a system designed to protect the Minuteman silos 

against Soviet attack will be even marginally effective against 

a Chinese Communist attack against the American population. 







MEMORANDUM 

FOR: HHH 

FROM: Norm Holmes 

John Silard of the Council for a Uvable \t/orld makes the following 

points with regard to President Nixon's ABM press conference: 

1. Vastly complicates the arms race between the U.S. 

a~d the Soviet Union,~t represents a qualitative shift from 

the MacNamera argument that t-re A BM system was purely 

defensive vis i vis the Chinese~~acNamera warned against 

considering ABM vis~ vis the Soviets~on, however, has made 

it explicit that it is to be considered as a protection for our deterrent 

ca,gability against the Soviets. 

r::J) Our strike capacity is so advanced that the present 

deployment ofian ABM system to protect our deterrent capacity is -
premature. 

sense to 

3. On a purely cost effective basis it would make more 

,~~#~~ 
capacity, and 

a) harden existing sites, 

b) increase our mobile strike 

c) increase the number of our offensive weapons. __ ,._ 
,J 4. The Sentinel system is still not the right system for a 

.,. \missile defense system. More research is needed. 

------------~---~- ~ 
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As concerns the issue of the Chinese, Silard suggests that 

1. It is irrational to assume that the Chinese would be 

willing to commit national suicide by attacking the U, S, 

2. ABM expenditm-e represents, at best, only a short term 

plus, The Chinese are not expect ed to have any strike capacity until 
v 

1973, Their strike capacity in two years after its deployment would 

be more sophisticated than our A BM system, 

3, We do not know how effective the A BM system would be, 

There is no way of testing it short of war. The Chinese are equally 

aware of this, Therefore the system does not even serve our purpose 

in the strategic 'poker game 1 with the Chinese. 
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The following are the principal points which might be made 

against the use of Sentinel to protect our Minuteman sites (some

times referred to as "hard point" defense): 

1. Any defense system we can build can be matched step by 

step by the Soviets, and will be matched step by step. There

fore, as Secretary McNamara emphasized in San Francisco, there 

is no virtue in commencing any defense-offense races with the 

Soviets but only the expense and danger of escalation in the mad 

momentum of the arms race. 

2. While deploying Sentinel for Minuteman defense m?Y be 

somewhat less exacerbating than for population defense, it will 

nevertheless bring uncertainties and destabilization in place of 

the present strategic weapons plateau, and thus will make nego

tiation of a strategic weapons treaty the more difficult. (It 

will also make the weapons limits provisions of the treaty itself 

more difficult to formulate and police, since an ABM system wher

ever it is located can fairly quickly be converted from hard point 

defense to population defense). 

3. We are many years from the point where technical improve

ments in targeting and additions in the total strategic forces on 

either side could possibly imperil the certainty of the United 

States or the Soviet Union that it has an assured second strike 
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capability which the other side cannot nullify by a preemptive 

first strike. Since an ABM system to defend Minuteman sites is 

only significant to protect our second strike capability, we are 

a long way from the point in time where it might be necessary or 

prudent to provide a defense system for our strategic forces. 

Haste makes waste. 

4. If Sentinel is indeed to be employed for Minuteman de

fense rather than population defense, on a cost-effect basis 

three other options must be examined which may give less expen

sive and/or better results for the same purpose: 

(i) more Minuteman sites, 

(ii) more hardening of the existing Minuteman force, 

(iii) mor~eliance on Polaris strength. 

5. Sentinel is not designed for Minuteman protection but 

for population protection. Since we have plenty of time if we 

make a shift in purpose, why not return to the research stage so 

that we could have an ABM system best suited for Minuteman defense? 
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!Nixon Takes Middle Ground in First Difficult Decision 
,, . ----------------------------------------------,-----------------------,-----------------------
; Union nor the United States is critics, that the ABM system United St~tes emphasizes .its and subject to to~al freeze if 

~ By MAX FRANKEL 1·udged to be anywhere near would increase rather .than re- interest m a second-strike arms talks bear frutt. 
~ Special bo The New Yor.k 'I11mes • · · h h · k f "d t b th th r· t strik capac M N"xon dJ.d not however 
~ ASHINGTON M h l4- such ~apab1hty no~ and ne1t - duce t e ns o acc1 en )7 ra er an 1rs - e - r. 1 , . , 

11 W ' . arc . er cla1ms to be seekmg 1t. yielding fire control to rna- ity. The ci~ies remain hostage agree at this time to move mto 

~ As exp~cted, President Nl.X~n . . . chines and middle-echelon of- to any Sovtet fear that Wash- talks to limit the arms racP, 
·~ dealt w1th what he called hts Capability IS Conceded f. ington would trigger a nuclear as some thought he would. 
l'i f" " t" · d 'ff It "k tcers. h 
~~ 1rs~ . grea , meam_ng 1 1cu • And there is "second-stn e In moving on to argue that exchange. The Johnson pro· Among other reasons, e m~y 
~: dec1ston by occupymg .a br<?ad capability," by which the ex- he was reducing the provoca- gram carried a greater impli- wish to be farther along m 

~ middle g_round and leavmg htm- P.erts mean the ability of a vic- tion to Soviet military planners, cation of gr~~ual expansion to both offensive and defe~se 
OC self flex1ble for the future. ~e t1m of attack, no matter how Mr. Nixon made two basic protect the ctttes. weapons development. . A.so , 

¢, rupproved deployment of a m1~- devastating, to ~eta!iate with points: Second, the pace of ABM t1e has. sa id he Will ~att J·?r 

l
,.t stle defer:tse sys.tem, but. h.eld 1t enough force to mfhct an un- First, by giving up even the deployment will be slower than ;nore s1gns of progress m poht

., for the t1me bemg t~ mJmmum acceptable degree of d.amage on pretense of defending American the Russians' own, subject to 1c~l talks, such as those on the 

:. 
1
1 proportiOns and a the aggressor. Both b1g powers cities against major attack the constant review and change, Mtddle East. 

J. modest pace. T~e concede this capability to each ' . -

~! News. debate tha~ Will other and rely upon it tc,> deter \ 
~ Analysts flow fr<?m h1s pro- each other from attack. 

1 ~ posal, 1Jke the de- The two concepts are dy-
:~ . . bate that preceded namically related because every 
~ tt, . w11l r~vol~e around two new generation of offensiv 
~ ma1!1 qu~stwns . . . . weapons implies a threat to the 
~ First, IS the system mthta~tly existing second-strike capabili
t_i n.e~essary and therefore a .JUS- ties. They are also related be-

sald yes d t ·k bTt 
S d .11 his de ision prove secon -s n e. caapa 1 1 y l

r,• t1f! aJble e~pense? Mr. Nixon cause each side's efforts to im-

. econ • WI . c . have ttme and agam propelled 
stn~ulate a fu_rther mcrease m the other twoward expansion ~~~~!.!~!.......!::~~~~:......!!..~~~'ile 
Sov1et offens1ve forces and, . 

· therefore, yet another costly Its nucle.ar arsenal. . 
· round in the arms race? Mr. . ~r. N1xor:t- was obv:wusly 

Nixon said it should not. :ntlve .to this dynar~uc. In de!'!! 
The "experts" in these mat- mg With t~e questiOn of mlh

ters have only conflicting tary necess1ty, he offered three 
opinions to offer the President .arguments: I 
'and all who would judge his i First, the Russians, having , 
proposal. Mr. Nixon, like greatly augmented their often
President Johnson before him,lsive forces in recent years, may 
took a middle course but chose yet be tempted to think some 

~ to err on the side of acquiring day that they can attain a first
ft too much hardware rather than strike capability and knock out 

, too little. the American retaliatory mis- ll--=====.:.====.....:.. __ _1 
~ More Modest Program sles in t~eir protected u~d~r-
if· ground htdeaways. A mtsstle 
if: He selected an ev~n more defense for those sites should 
~· modest program than h1~ pre<;le- deter the Russians from that 
f: cessor-at least. to begm ~th ambition. 

McNamara Contradicted 1

:11.'.·. -for the techmcal and d1plo
~ matic reasons that he gave and 
i~ perhaps also for political rea- Second the Russinas are ex
!fi sons that he did not give. perimenti~g with their own 
r,,1 What he proposed was about missile defense system, gaining 
~1 as much as he could reasona- "operational" experience that 
r<P.! bly expect Congress to ap- the United States must also 
R; prove in the cu.rrent . climate have to judge their capacities 
f~ here. It leaves h1m pOised be- and intentions. 
~%.; bween those who would ex- Third a modest defense even 
t\1' pand to · a .bigger system as if it pro~es useless in a m~ssive 

I. soon as poss1ble and those who attack, promises both big 
woul~ use th~ four yea~s be- powers some protection against 

, fore It goes mto operatwn to the Chinese and against acci
• kill it altoget.her: dent. The system therefore 
,. .Yet the obJectives that Mr. might one day be incorporated 

N1xon propos~s. to serve are into an arms agreement be
rem~rkably Similar to those tween them and certainly 
outlmed 18 months ago by a should not prevent talks about 
reluctant Robert S. McNa~a.ra an agreement. 
foor the Johnson Admm1s- h" · · 
tration's ABM system, with on- _In t .1s presentation, . M1r 
ly slight changes of emphasis. Nixon, m effect, cont;ad1cted 
The former Defense Secretary, one of Mr. McNamara s ~:gu
too, foresaw three benefits: The ments, namely, that. Amet1can 
former Defense Secretary, too, bomber an? submarme forces, 
foresaw three benefits: To pro- to.ge~ber With the ~~dergroun.d 
teet the nation's offensive mis- mtss!les, were sufricient rctal t
si les against a Soviet strike a tory streng~h agamst. any fore-

• to guard against the po5ntial seeable ?ovtet offenstve fo~cc . 
, Chinese nuclear threat in the Mr. Nixon made no mentiOn 

next decade, and to guard of th~ fact that t;>Oth ~ov.iet and 
against a few missiles that Amenc~n offens1ve mtss!l es ~re 
might be launched accident- now bemg augmented and un-
ally. . ~roved through the use of mul-

Move Away From Cities t1ple warheads. Such warheads 
. . could enable the offense to 

. Mr. Ntxon .said h~ ~ad re- overwhelm any existin.,. de-
Jected a "th1~~" miSSile ~e- fense. ., 
fense . of the Cities as ?oth m- And he nid not deal with a 
effect1ve and provocative. Mr· . 
McNamara not only rejected recent argument of some of h1s 
it but-vowed to resist-the "mad 

Our expert design staff is especially 
qualified to build the perfect cabinet for 
your specific requirements. Simply bring 
us your rough sketch or verbal ideas and 
we will .gladly create for you the very 
style, size and finish* you cannot find in 
any commercial store. 

And, CUSTO;MODE trained engineers 
will install your choi~e of 'famous 
name' components whether you buy 
them .hen• or elsewhere. 
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momentum" toward such ex- · ~ 

:y:;l:E1:~;J.Jt~~;;::~: 6 Glamorous Kittens Engraved on Magnificent., 
to have further reduced the 

~~~~o~~;~nals~ p~~~i~h~~ant~ Englt.sh Bone Cht·na t·n Full Color for Your Home' 
- r;~~~ f:~~ :~~ cWi~t~ll~t~~~: 
- uneasy residents have stimu-

lated parochia l but heated po
litical opposition to the pro
gr 

An understanding of th is mis-

'" ~~~~d~~a~~ ~~qr~~~~ ~~~n~~~~ t\ j::;;:;, 
cepts of nuclear strategy. E 

One is "first-strike capabil-
ity," by which the experts 
mean the ability to strike a ~ l j') l 
first blow of such magnitude ,,,,,,.,.,.,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,.,, ,.,,,.,.,,,,,, 
that the victim is unable to re

. taliate. Neither the Soviet 
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, Transcript of the President's News Conference on Foreign arid Domestic Affairs 
Following is a transcript of President 

Nixon's news conference in Washington 
yesterday, as recorded by The New York 
Times: 

OPENING . STATEMENT 
Ladies and ·gentlemen, today I am 

announcing the decision which I believe 
is vital for the security and defense of 
the United States and also in the inter
ests of peace throughout the world. 
. Last year a program, the Sentinel 

antiballistic missile program, was 
adopted and that program, as all listen
ers on television and radio and readers 
of newspapers know, has been the sub
ject of very strong debate and contro
versy over the past few months. After 
a long study of all of the options avail
able I have concluded that the Sentinel 
program previously adopted should be 
substantially modified. 

The new program that I have recom
mended this morning to the leaders and 
that I announce today is one that per
haps best can be described as a safeguard 
program. It is a safeguard against any 
attack by the Chinese Communists tha~ 
we can forsee over the next 10 years. 

It is a safeguard of our deterrent sys
tem, which is increasingly vulnerable 
due to the advances that have been 
made by the Soviet Union since the year 
1967, when the Sentinel program was 
first laid out. 

It is a safeguard, also, against any 
irrational or accidental attack that might 
occur, of less than massive magnitude, 
which might be launched from the 
Soviet Union. 

The program also does not do some 
things, which should be clearly under
stood. It does not provide defense for 
our cities and, for that reason, the sites 
have been moved away from our major 
cities. 

'No Way' to Defend Cities 

I have made the decision with regard 
to this particular point because I found 
that there is no way, even if we were 
to expand the limited Sentinel system 
which was planned for some of ?ur 
cities, to a so-called heavy or th1ck 
system, there is no way that we can 
adequately defend our cities without an 
unacceptable loss of life. 

The only way that I have concluded 
that we can save lives-which is the 
primary purpose of our defense ~ystem 
-is to prevent war. And that IS why 
the emphasis of .this sys~em _is on pro
tecting our deterrent, wh1ch IS the best 
preventive for war. 

The system differs from the previous 
Sentinel system in another major re
spect. The Sentinel system call~d for a 
fixed de.ployment schedule. I believe that 
because of a number of reasons that we 
should have a phase system. That is 
why, on an annual basis~ the new safe
guard system will be reviewed. And t~e 
review may bring about the changes m 
the system based on our evaluation of 
three major points. 

First what our intelligence shows us 
with r~gard to the magnitude of the 
threat, whether from the Soviet Union 
or from the Chinese. 

And, second, in terms of what our 
evaluation is of any talks that we are 

Associated Press 

CHOOSES ONE: President Nixon indicating which of a number of reporters is to put next question at White House 

ticularly such as came out of the DMZ 
today? 

A. Mr. Smith you may recall that on 
March 4 when I received a similar ques
tion at an earlier stage of the attacks, 
I issued what was interpreted widely as 
a warning. It will be my policy as Presi
dent to issue a warning only once, and 
I will not repeat it now. 

Anything that in the future is done 
will be done. There will be no addition
al warning. As far as the Paris talks are 
concerned, I have noted the speculation 
in the press with regard to whether 
we will have or should have or are, for 
example, approving private talks going 
forward. I will not discuss that subject. 

I trust there will be private talks. I 
think that's where this war will be set
tled, in private, rather than in public, 
and this is in the best interests of both 
sides. But public discussion of what I 
think js significant progress which is 
being made along the lines of private 
talks I will not indulge in. 

2. State of Union Talk 
Q. Will you make your own State of 

the Union address and what . will your 
legislative program encompass? 

A. I do not plan a State of the Union 
Address in the traditional manner. I 
will within anoroximatelv a month. how-

Vietnam, I have-actually have exam
ined not only the charges but also ex
amined the record. And I discussed it 
at great length yesterday with Secre
tary Laird. 

What has happened is this. For the 
past six months the forces on the other 
side had been planning for an offensive. 
And, for the past six months, they not 
only had planned for an offensive but 
they have been able, as a result of that 
planning, to have mounted a rather sub
stantial offensive. 

Under those circumstances we had no 
other choice but to try to blunt that 
offensive. Had General Abrams not re
sponded in this way, we would have 
suffered far more casualties than we 
have suffered - and we have suffered 
more than, of course, any of us would 
have liked to have seen. 

The answer is that any escalation of 
the war in Vietnam has been the re
sponsibility of the enemy. If the enemy 
de-escalates its attacks, ours will go 
down. We are not trying to step it up, 
we are trying to do everything that we 
can in the conduct of our war in Vie<:
nam, to see that Vre can go forward 
toward peace in pans. 

That is why fny esponse has been 
measured, delib r te nd- some think
too cautious. But ·t \fill continue to be 
-"--'~--"- ------L-----•-1,.... - ..._L!--1~! -

of-is what we're doing in Vietnam now 
in a military way that response of which 
you were speaking? 

A. This is a very close decision on 
our part, one that I not only discussed 
with Secretary Laird yesterday but that 
we wll discuss more fully in the Security 
Council tomorrow. I took no comfort out 
of the stories that I saw in the papers . 
this morning to the effect that our casu
alties for this, the immediate past week, 
went from 400 down to 300. That's still 
much too high. 

What our response should be must be 
me.asured in terms of the effect on the 
negotiations in Paris. I will only respond 
as I did earlier to Mr. Smith's question. 
We have issued a warning. I will not 
not warn again. And if we conclude 
that the level of casualties is higher 
than we should tolerate, action will take 
place. · 

8. Reaction in Moscow 
Q. Do you have reason to believe that 

the Russians will interpret your ABM 
decision today as not being an escalat
ing move in the arms race? 

A. As a matter of fact, Mr. Kaplow, 
I have reason to believe, based on the 
past record, that they would interpret 
it just the other way around. 

First, when they deployed their own 

level, and talks. Talks with the Soviet 
Union are going on at a number of lev
els at this time. On a number of sub
jects. 

However, those talks have not yet 
reached the point where I have conclud
ed-or where I believe they have con
cluded-that, a discussion at the sum
mit level would be useful. 

Whenever those talks- preliminary 
talks-do reach that point, I anticipate 
that a summit meeting would take place. 
I do not think one will take place in the 
near future, but I think encouraging 
progress is being made toward the time 
when a summit talk may take place. 

10. Personnel Problems 
Q. Sir, there have been several re

ports from your staff members that Ken
nedy and Johnson holdover people who 
made policy have sewn themselves mto 
civil service status and thus may mean 
some problem for you people in per
sonnel. I wonder if this means that 
you are going to transfer a lot of these 
people or abolish the JObs? 

A. Well I've heard a wt from some of 
my Republican friends on Capitol Hill 
on this point as well ns from, of course, 
Republican leaders in the nation. We
it seems this is a rather common prac
tice wthen one Administration goes out 
and the other comes in. 

We will do what )we think will best 
serve the interest of effective govern
Ment and if the individual who's been 
frozen in can do the job we're going to 
keep him. However, we're moving some 
out but we won't do it through subter
fuge. We'll try to do it quite directly. 

11. Assistance From Allies 
Q. Mr. President, ?n your rec~~t Euro

pean trip did you fmd any willmgness 
on the part of our allies to increase 
their militry and financial contributions 
to the alliance? 

A. Well, that matter was discussed 
with all of our allies. And, particularly, 
will be a subject for discussion when 
we have the 20th anniversary meeting 
of NATO here in April. I do not ... I 
think it might be potentially embarrass
ing to allies to suggest that we're urg
ing them- anyone specifically- to do 
one thing or another in this field. 

I think it's best for me to leave it in 
these terms. Our allies do recognize the 
necessity to maintain NATO's conven
tional forces. They do recognize that 
they must carry their share or that the 
United States-and particularly our Con
gress, representing our people-will be 
-have much less incentive to carry our 
share. I believe they will do their share. 
But I think we're going to doi t best 
through quiet conversation rather than 
public declaration. 

12 .. ABM. as. Bargaining. Issue 
Q. Mr. President, in any talks with 

the Soviet Union, would you be willing 
to consider abandoning the ABM pro 
gram altogether is the Soviets showed 
a similar willingness, or, indeed, if they 
showed a readinessto place limitations 
on offensive weapons? 

A. Well, Mr. Scali, I am prepared in 
the event that we go into arms talks to 
consider both offensive and defensive 
weapons. As you know, the arms talks 
that have at least preliminarily been 
discussed do not involve limitation or 
reduction; they involve only freezing 

A Good Memory 
Shown by Nixon 
Speclallio 'The New Yor.k Tlimes 

WASHINGTON, March 14-President 
Nixon demonstrated once again today 
that he 4s a very quick student. 

Mr. Nixon delivered the longest open
ing statement of his four news confer
ences at the White House, entirely with
out notes or a lectern and on a most 
complicated subject-the Sentinel anti
missile program. 

Before the conference began, a print
ed, 1,500-word "Statement of the Presi
dent" about his decision was distributed 
to reporters. Then Mr. Nixon took the 
floor to tell the same story extempo· 
raneously in about 900 words in about 
nine minutes. 

In a comparison of the printed state
ment with the transcript of the Presi
dent's remarks, the two emerge as strik
ingly similar in structure, sequence and 
substance. 

Mr. Nixon's spoken statement by no 
means seemed memorized, but the Presi
dent appeared to 'have abso.rbed his 
subject thoroughly in previous briefings 
and to have kept a·n outline-almos~ a 
"crib sheet"-firmly in mind. 

doesn't feel that the major country that 
has a nuclear capability has a credible 
deterrent then they would move in that 
direction. 

One other point: I wish to make an 
announcement with regard to N.P.'t 
-that I was delighted to see the Sen• 
ate's confirmation or consent to the 
treaty and this announcement-! hope 
President Johnson is looking. 

I haven't talked to him on the phone. 
I'm going to invite President Johnson, 
if his schedule permits, to attend the 
ceremony when we will have the ratifi
cation of the treaty because he started 
it in his Administration and I think he 
should participate when we ratify it. 

14. Aid to College Protesters 
Q. Mr. President. I wonder if I can 

turn you to the campus disorders and 
unrest. They're continuing and we 
haven't had an opportunity to ask you· 
your views of 'them. But particularly 
would you favor the cuttjng off of Fed
eral loans to the offenders? 

A. Mr. Lisagor, I've asked the Attor
ney General and the Secretary of Heal·th, 
Education and Welfare to examine this 
problem particularly in view of a Con
gressional report that 122 of 540 that 
had been arrested at San Francisco 
State were direct recipients of Federal 
funds . I will have a statement on that 
that I will be making either Menday or 
Tuesday in detail. I prefer not to go into 
it now. 

15. Paris Peace Talks 
Q. To follow up Mr. Day's question 

on Vietnam earlier, is there any evidence 
that your measured response to the 
enemy attacks in South Vietnam has 
produced or yielded any results in Paris 
or in the attitudes of the North Viet
namese leaders in Hanoi? 

A. Our measured response has not 
had the effect of discouraging the prog
ress-and it is very limited progress
toward talks in Paris. That is the ne a- f 
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First, what our intelligence shows us 
with regard to the magnitude of the 
threat, whether from the Soviet Union 
or from the Chinese. 

And, second, in terms of what our 
evaluation is of any talks that we are 
having by that time or may be having 
with regard to arms control. 

And, finally, because we believe that 
since this is a new system, we should 
constantly examine what progress has 
been made in the development of the 
technique to see if changes in the system 
should be made. 

I should admit at this point that this 
decision has not been an easy one. 
None of the grave decisions made by a 
President are easy. But it is one that I 
have made after considering all of the 
options and I would indicate before go
ing to your questions two major options 
that I have overruled. 

One is moving to a massive .;:ty de
fense. I've already indicated why I do 
not believe that is, first, feasible, and 
there is another reason. Mo·1ing to a 
massive city defense system, even &tart-

• ing with a thin system and then going 
to a heavy system, tends to be more 
provocative in terms of making credible 

· a first strike capability against the So
viet Uni:on. I want no provocation which 
might deter arms talks. 

'Doing Nothing' Option 
The other alternative at the other ex

treme was to do nothing or to delay for 
six months or 12 months, which would 
be the equivalent, really, of doing noth
.ing, or for example, going the road only 
of research and development. 

I have examined those options. I have 
ruled them out because I have conclud
ed that the first deployment of this sys
tem which will not occur until 1973, 
that that first deployment is essential 
by that date if we are to meet the threat 
that our present intelligence indicates 
will exist by 1973. 

In other words, we must begin now. 
If we delay a year, for example, it means 

- that that first deployment will be de
·iayed until 1975. That might be too late. 

It is the responsibility of the Presi
tlent of the United States above all 
other responsibilities to think first of 
the security of the United States. I be
lieve that this system is the best step 
that we can take to provide for that 
security. 

There are, of course, other possibili
ties that have been strongly urged by 
some of the leaders this morning. For 
example, that we could increase our of
fensive capabilities, our submarine force, 
or even our Minuteman force, or our 
bomber force. 

That I would consider to be, how
ever, the wrong road because it would 
be provocative to the Soviet Union and 
might escalate an arms race. This sys
tem is truly a safeguard system, a de
fensive system only. Its safeguards are 
deterrent and under those circumstances, 
can in no way, in my opinion, delay the 
progress which I hope will continue to 
be made toward arms talks which will 
limit arms not only this kind of system, 
but particularly offensive systems. 

We'll now go to your questions. 

QUESTIONS AND ANSW,ERS 
1. Enemy Attacks in Vietnam 
Q. Mr. President, the war in Vietnam 

has been intensifying recently and if 
there has been any notable progress in 
Paris it has not been detectable pub
licly. Is your patience growing a little 
thin with these continued attacks, par-

')' 

Z. ~tate of Union Talk 
Q. Will you make your own State of 

the Union address and what. will your 
legislative program encompass? 

A. I do not plan a State of the Union 
Address in the traditional manner. I 
will within approximately a month, how
ever, state a general domestic program. 
By that time the program will be at the 
point that I think it should be com
pletely summarized and set forth not 
only for the nation as to what we have 
done but particularly to the Congress as 
to what we expect for the balance. I 
would not like to anticipate now what 
will be in that program. 

3. Reaction to ABM Plan 
Q. There's been a great deal of criti

cism in .Congress against the deployment 
of any type of antiballistic missile de
fense system. What kind of reception do 
you think that your proposal this morn
ing will receive there? 

A. It will be a very spirited debate 
and it will be a very close vote. Debates 
in the field of national defense are often 
spirited and the votes are often close. 
Many of my friends in Congress who 
were there before I was there remarked 
that the vote on extending the draft in 
1941 won by only one vote. This might 
be that close. 

I think, however, rthat after the mem
bers of the House and the Senate con· 
sider this program, which is a minimum 
program, but which-and which-par
ticularly provides options for change in 
other directions, if we find the threat 
has changed or that •the art has changed 
-our evaluation of the technique has 
changed-! think that we have a good 
chance of getting approval. We will, of 
course, express our views and we hope 
that we will get support in the country. 

4. Effectiveness of ABM Plan 

W-e··a--re ·t·ry- 1.-n·g~t·0•vd~v .. e•sry- thiw·n"g'"'Ptha"t "'wPe• me Kusstans wu1 Interpret your AtlM on offensiVe weapons·? enemy attacks in Soutli VIetnam has decision today as not being an escalat- A. Well, Mr. Scali, I am prepared in produced or yielded any results in P~ris can in the conduct our war in Vie<:- ing move in the arms race? the event that we go into arms talks to or in the attitudes of rthe North Vret· nam, to see that e can go forward A. As a matter of fact, Mr. Kaplow, consider both offensive and defensive namese leaders in Hanoi? toward peace intp s. I have reason to believe, based on the weapons. As you know, the arms talks A. Our measured response has not That is why response has been past record, that they would interpret that have at least preliminarily been had the effect of discouraging the prog· measure?, delib fe af).d-so~e think- it just the other way around. discussed do not involve limitation or ress-and it is very limited progress-too cautwus. But tt wi)l contmue to be First, when they deployed their own reduction; they involve only freezing toward talks in Paris. That is the nega-_ 1 that way because I m thinking of those ABM system, and as you know, they where we are. tive side in answering your question. peace talks every ~~ I think of our have 67 rnissiles-ABM sites-deployed Now your subject, your question goes As to whether or not a different re• ' military option in ietnam. around Moscow, they rejected the idea to abandoning. And on that particular sponse would either discourage those 6. Prospects on Taxes that it escalated the arms race on the point I think it would take two, natu- talks or might have the effect of even ground that it was defensive solely in rally, to make the agreement. Let's look encouraging them is the decision that Q. Mr. President, our safeguard ABM character. at the Soviet Union's position with its we now have to make. system, I understand, would cost about And second, when the United Statt:'s defensive deployment of ABM's. $1-billion less in the corning fiscal year last year went forward on the Sentinel Previously, that deployment was 16. U.S. Troop Reduction than the plan which President Johnson system four days later the Soviet Union aimed only toward the United States. Q. Again on Vietnarn---,in connection sent up. Will this giVe you the opportu- initiated the opportunity to have arms Today their radars, from our intelli- with Secretary Laird's visit, we've heard nity to reduce the surcharge, or will the limitation talks. gence, are also directed toward Cornrnu- for some time predictions that American continued high level of taxation be 1 think the Soviet Union recognizes nist China. I would . imagine that the . troop levels could be cut as the South needed for the ec011Qmy. very clearly the difference between a Soviet Union would be just as reluctant Vietnamese capabilities improved. And, A. That question Will be answered defensive posture and an offensive pos- as we would be to leave their country again last week while he was in Viet· when we see the entire budget. Secre- ture. I would also point this out-an in- naked against a pbtential Chinese Com- narn, we were given similar reports from tary Laird will testly on the defense teresting thing about Soviet military munist threat. Saigon, despite the high level of the budget on Wednesd and incidentally, and diplomatic history: They have a\- So the abandoning of the entire sys- fighting that's going on now. Do you my understanding at his time and I've ways thought in defensive terms and if t ~m. particularly as long as the Chinese see any prospect for withdrawing AIDer-seen the preliminary (igures is that the you read their-not only their political Lr:c:::t is there, 1 think neither country ican troops in any numbers soon? defense budget for, tOOt Secretary Laird leaders but their military leaders-the 1: _ u :i lcok upon with much favor. · will present, will be approximately $2.5- emphasis is on defense. A. Mr. Bailey, in view of the current billion less than that submitted by the 1 think that since this system now- 13. Nonproliferation Treaty offensive on the part of the North Viet-previous Administration. as a result of moving the city defense Q. Mr. President, would you think that namese and the Vietcong, there is no, Now whether, aftet considering the out of it and the poss•ibiilty of that city the deployment of the ABM by both the prospect for a reduction of American; defense budget and all the other budgets defense growing into a thick defense- Soviet Union and the United States are forces in the foreseeable future. that have been submitted, we then can I th 'nk th' k 't 1 1 d t'bl 'th th N p T th When we are able to reduce forces as · 1 Is rna es 1 so c ear Y e- cornpa 1 e WI e · · ·• e nonpro- the result of a combination of circum-move in the direction of either reducing fensive in character that the Soviet liferati6n rtreaty? the surcharge or move in the direction Union cannot interpret this as esco.lat, A. I considered that problem and I stances-the ability of the South Viet· of some of our very difficult problems, ing the arms race. believe that they are compatible with namese to defend themselves in areas with regard to our cities, the problem the N.P.T. We discussed that in the where we now are defending them, the of hunger and others, these are the 9. Summit Meeting Plans leaders' meeting this morning and 1 Nopress of the talks in Paris, or the options that I will have to consider at Q. Mr. President, last week at your pointed out that as we consider this- level of enemy activity-when that a later time. press conference you rnentr'oned neS!c- th's k ' d f d f · t h' h 0ccurs I will make an announcement. " 
1 m 0 e ensrve sys em w 10 But at this time there is no foreseeable 7. Response to Foe's Attacks tiations with the Russians at the high- enables the United States of America to est level being in the wings. Could you make its deterrent capability credible, p::-ospect in that field. Q. Last week you said that, on the tell us if since then we've moved any that that will have an enormous effect 17. Shelter Program matter of Vietnam, you would not to!- closer to such a summit meeting? · in reducing the pressure on other coun-erate heavier casualties in the continua- A. I should distinguish between nego- tries who might want to acquire nuclear Q. Mr. President, what effect, if any, tion of the violation of the understanding tiations at what you'll call the highest weapons. will your safeguar.d program have on without making an appropriate response level, and what I said was the highes~ That's the key point. If a country the shelter program. Can you tell us =====================================~~=======~· anything about your long-range plans in Q. Mr. President, I understand that • this direction? 

your first construction or deployment of Sentl·nel Decl.Sl·on LI.kely to Hurt NI·xon l·n Senate A. Congressman Holifield, in the rneet-antirnissile systems would be around ing this morning, strongly urged that two Minuteman retaliatory operations. the Administration look over the shelter Do you think that deploying around program and he made the point that he these two provides enough deterrent Continued From Page 1, Col. 7' President's 'Safeguard' helped explain the reluctance ting Senate consent and said he thought it ·had fallen somewhat into that would be effective? of Senator Mike Mansfield of expected "a very cbse vote." disarray, due to lack of attention over A. Let me explain the difference be- was said to have been careful Is Not an Official Name Montana, the Democratic lead- [Question 3, Page 16.] the past few years'. tween deploying around two Minutemen not to present the matter in er, to take on the new Admin- "I think that we have a good I have directed that General Lincoln. b d d I ' d 10 te f t f nfid Spectal 00 The iNew Yor.k '!11mes th h d f th Off' f E . ases an ep oymg aroun , say, rms o a vo e o co ence istration. chance of getting approval," he .e ea o e rce o rnergenc:J' cities. Where you are looking toward a in his Administration. WASHINGTON, March 14 In a Senate speech a week said. Preparedness, I directed him previously city defense, it needs to be a perfect or Senator J. w. Fulbright of -President Nixon at his ago, Senator Mansfield said The Sentinel opposition, to conduct such a survey-we're going near-perfect system to be credible, be- Arkansas ch · f th F news conference today re- h d . . f t:> look at the shelter program to see • airman o e or- t at a ecrswn avoring the which appeared to hav <> mus-cause, if, as I examine the possibility of · R 1 t' c . ferred to the Sentinel missile - what we can do there in order to mini-f f · f d ergn e a Ions ornrn1ttee, said Sentinel would set the pattern tered a ma1·orr'ty 1'n the Senate · · even a thick de ense o c1ties, I oun that the p 'd t , t t system as the "Safeguard . f , rnrze Amencan casualties. th t th t t. 'st' ro'ec resr en wen ou of national policy or the next was thrown on th. e defensr·ve. a even e rnos op rrnr 10 P J • f hi system " but Pentagon offr' 18. M1"ddle East Stand tions considering the highest develop- 0 s way to be conciliatory." · 1 ' 'd · decade and. determine y.rheth· By moving Sentinel sites away rnent of the art, would mean that we Just before the two-hour era s sar the name had not er the natw~. W!ls. gom~ .to from cities and giving the sys-j Q. Mr. President, if I recall correctly would still lose 30 to 40 million lives. meeting ended, according to officially been changed. place old rnrhtanstlc ... pohcres tern an anti-Soviet justification, at the last press conference when you That would be less than half of what Senator Everett McKinley Dirk- After Mr. Nixon used the over ~he,,Problerns of mternal the Administration probably were discussing the meeting with Gen· we would otherwise lose, but we would sen of Ill'no' th R bl' term, officials changed the secunty. · . . picked up wavering votes, such era! de Gaulle and the Middle East 1 lS, e epu lean name from Sentinel to Safe- . Bu.t tod!!Y 10 an . mtervtey.r as that of Senator Hugh Scott still lose 30 to 40. Now, when you are leader, the President said: m hls office, he srud that 1t of Pennsylvania, the assistant situation, you said you were encouraged talking about protecting your deterrent, "I want to assure you that I guard on a chart used after would not be clear wheth~r the Republican leader. by what he told you because he was it need not be perfect. know there are differences of the news conference by the pattern had been set until the Senator Mansfield told report- moving closer to our position. I wonder It is necessary only to protect enough opilllon. But these in no way Deputy Defense secretary, Senate vot~d: . . ers that "as of right now there if you can tell us what our position is of the deterrent that the retaliatory sec- will interrupt our friendly rela- Davvid M. Packard. The Adrnm1s~a~ron Wl!l pr~b- is not a majority" against a in the Middle East and if it has changed ond strike will be of such magnitude tions. We are all working for The name Safeguard, ac- a~ly have no difficulty m wm- modified Sentinel system. But significantly in the last year. that the enemy would think twice be• the same boss-the national d' . mng . . House apl?roval of the he emphasized "right now." A. We have had bilateral talks, not fore launching a first strike, and I, it security of the United States. cor mg to Daruel Z. Henkin, rnodrfred Sentmel system. only with rthe French but also with the has been my conclusion that by protect- Feel free always to come and acting Assistant Secretary of Speaker John W· McCormack . y Soviet Union, and with the British, pre-ing two Minuteman sites we will pre- talk with me, to consult with Defense for Public Affairs, of Massachusetts called the Draft Resister Cets 4 ears paratory to the possibility of four-power serve that deterrent as a credible de- me." wa·s coined by Mr. Nixon President's proposal "a neces- BALTIMORE, March 14 (AP) talks. I would not like to leave the terrnt and that that will be decisive and To some Congressional lead- himself. sary, precautionary measure -Harry L. Lack 30, a leader in impression that we ar:e completely to-could be decisive in so far as the enemy ers, Mr. Nixon gave the im- for the defense of our country draft- resistance movements, gether at this point. 'd . h 'b'l'ty f f' t pressio? 0at he was not overly . . . . . in case .of a future attack." was senten~ed to four years in w 1 t h h cc•·.lsi ermg t e possr 1 1 0 a rrs enthusrastrc about his decision tegrc arms hmrtatlon talks wrth The frght, however, was far Federal pnson yesterday for e are c oser oget er t an we were strike. but we still have a •lot of yardage to and had accepted a compro- the Soviet Union. from over in the Senate. failing to report for Army in-5. The Face of the War 
Q. Mr. President, there have been 

charges from Capitol Hill that you have 
stepped up the war in Vietnam. Have 
you? 

A. I have not stepped up the war in 

mise rather than undercut Sec- Conciliatory Approacn One Democrat said: duction in September, 1967. cover. And until we make further prog-retary of Defense Melvin R. . . . "We sought to give our ad- Chief Judge Reszel C. Thomsen ress in developing a common position, Laird. Thrs concrhatory approach, vice and he rejected it. Now refused to grant bail pending I would prefer not to lay out what our To the Sentinel opponents, combined with the suggestion he has to get our consent." appeal after learning of the 26- position is. I don't think that would be the President offered the as- that the Senate "had a respon- President !Nixon acknowl- year-old Lack'·S activities in helpful in bringing them to the position surance that he was "going sibility to exercise its own edged at his news conference counseling draft resisters about tliat we think is the right position. down the road" toward stra- judgment in this matter," that he might have trouble get- leaving the country for Canada. Thank you Mr. President . 

.. -. - ~ .. 



Tex.t of President Nixon's Announcement on Revised Proposals for Sentinel Antiballistic Missile Program 
WASHINGTON, March 14 

[AP]-Following is the text 
of President Nixon's an
nouncement concerning the 
antiballist ic missile, issued in 
advance of his news con
ference: 

Immediately after assum
ing office, I requested the 
Secretary of Defense to re
view the program initiated 
by the last Administration to 
deploy the Sentinel ballistic 
missile defense system. 

The Department of Defense 
rlresented a full statement of 
t.'J.e alternatives at the ·last 
two meetings of the National 
Security Coundl. 

These alternatives were re
viewed there in the light of 
the security requirements of 
the United States, and of 
their probable impact on 
East-West relations, with 
particular reference to the 
prospects for strategic arms 
negotiations. 

After carefully consideiing 
· the alternatives, I have 
\ ·reached the following con
. elusions: 

l
l. The concept on which the 

Sentinel program of the 
~ previous Administration 

was based should be sub
stantially modified. 

2. The safety of our country 
requires that we should 
proceed now with the de
velopment and construc
tion of the new system in 
a careful·ly phased pro-

t gram. 
I 3. This program will be re
: viewed annually from the 
\: point of view of (a) tech
\ nical developments,~) the 

threat, (c) the diplomatic 
(~~ context including any talks 
~;. on arms limitation. 
.. :. The modified system has 

·' 
, ' I 

'been designed so that its de
fensive ·intent is unmistak
able. It will pe implemented 
not according to some fixed, 
theoretical schedule, but in a 
manner cleal'ly related to our 
periodic analysis of the threat. 

The first deployment cov
ers two missile sites; the first 
of these will not be com
pleted before 1973. Any .fur 
ther delay would set this date 
back by at least two addi
tional years. 

The program for fiscal year 
1970 is the minimum neces
sary to maintain the security 
of our nation. 

This measured deployment 
is designed to fulfil.! three 
objectives: 
1. Protection of our land

based retaliatory forces 
against a direct attack by 
the Soviet Union. 

2. !Defense of the American 
people against .the kind of 
nuclear attack which Com
munist China is likely to be 
atble to mount within the 
decade. 

· 3. Protection against the pos
sibility of accidental at
tacks from any source. 

Three Other Options 
In the review leading up 

to this decision, we consid
ered three possible options in 
addition to this program: 

CJA deployment , which 
would attempt to defend U.S. 
cities agaillst an attempt by 
the Soviet Union. 

CJA continuation of the 
Sentinel program approved 
tby the previous Administra
tion. 

IJAn indefinite postpone
ment of deployment while 
continuing il'esearch and de
velopment. 

t+ 
I 

I rejected these options for 
the following reasons: 

2 Although every instinct 
motivates me to provide the 
American people with com
plete protection against a ma
jor nuclear attack, it is not 
new within our power to do 
so. 

The heaviest defense sys
tem we considered, one de
signed to protect our major 
cities, still could not prevent 
a catastrophic level of U. S. 
fatalities from a deliberate 
all-out Soviet attack. And it 
might look to an opponent 
like the prelude to an effen
sive stategy threatening the 
Soviet deterrent. 

The Sentinnel system 
approved by the previous Ad
ministration provided more 
capabilities for tthe defense 
of cities than the program I 
am recommending, but it did 
not provide protection 
against some threats to our 
retaliatory forces which have 
developed subsequently. 

Also, the Sentinel system 
had the disadvantage that it 
could be misinterpreted as 
the first step toward the con
struction of a heavy systtem. 

Giving up all construction 
of missile defense poses too 
many risks. Research and de
velopment does not supply 
the answer to many technical 
issues that only operational 
experience can provide. 

The Soviet Union has en
gaged in a build-up .of its stra-

. tegic forces larger than was 
envisaged in 1967 when the 
decision to deeply Sentinel 
was made. The following is 
illustrative of recent Soviet 
activity: 
1. The Soviets have already 

,J 

deployed an ABM system 
which protects to some de
gree a wide area centered 
around Moscow. We will 
not have a comparable ca
pa'bi.Jity for over four years. 
We believe the Soviet Un-

ion is continuing their ABM 
development, directed either 
toward improving this initial 
system, or more likely, mak
ing substantially better sec
ond-generation ABM compo
nents. 
2. The Soviet Union is con

tinuing the deployment of 
very large missiles with 
warheads capable of de-

~ "f. rc.emd r.1in
uteman forces. 

3. The Soviet Union has also 
1been substantial·ly increas
ing the s;ze of their sub
r Hrine-l aunched ballistic 
missile force. 

4. The Soviets appear to be 
developing a semi-orbital 
nuclear weapon system. 
In addition to these 

developments, the Chinese 
threat against our population, 

as well as the danger of an 
accidental attack, cannot be 
ignored. 

By approving this system, 
it is possible to reduce U. S. 
fatalities to a minimal level in 
the event of a Chinese nu
clear attack in the 1970's, or 
in an accidental attack from 
any source. No President with 
the responsibility for the lives 
and security for the Arneri
c~ n r;eoole cauld fail to pro
vide this' protection. 

The gravest responsibility 
which I bear as President of 
the United States is for the 
security of the nation. Our 
nuclear forces defend not 

only ourselves but our allies 
as well. 

The imperative that our nu· 
clear deterrent remain secure 
beyond any possible doubt re
quires that the U.S. must take 
steps now to insure that our 
strategic retaliatory forces 
will not become lnerable to 
a Soviet attack. 

Modern techaology pro
vides several choices in seek
ing to insure the· survival of 
our retaliatory forces. 

First, we coulcl increase the 
number of sea anclland-based 
missiles and bo~bers. I have 
ruled out this C()urse because 
it provides only!marginal im
provement of r deterrent, 
while it could be misinterpre
ted by the Soviets as an. at
tempt to threaten their deter
rent. It would therefore stim
ulate an arms race. 

A second option is to har
den further out ball istic mis
sile forces by putting them in 
more strongly reinforced un
derground sil But our stud
ies show tha ardening by 
itself is not a quate protec
tion against f()reseeable ad
vances in the curacy of So
viet offensive forces. 

The third option was to be
gi n a measu construction 
on an active :defense of our 
retaliatory forces. 

I have ch<*n the third op
tion. 

The syste 
nents prev' 
for the Sen 

· ever, the de 
changed to 
concept. 

We wiH 
defense of 
man missile 

will use campo
sly developed 
I system. How

oyment will be 
flee t the new 

vide for local 
lected Minute
tes and an area 

defense designed to protect 
our bomber bases and our 
command and control author
ities. 

In addition, this n~iw sys
tem will provide a defense of 
the continental United States 
against an accidental attack 
and will provide substantial 
protection against the kind of 
attack which the Chinese 
Communists may be capable 
of launching throughout the 
1970's 

This deployment WliH not 
require us to place missile 
and radar sites close to our 
maior cities. 

The . present estimate 
is that the' total cost of in
stalling this system will be 
$6-$7 -billion. 

However, because of' the 
deliberate pace of the deploy
ment, budgetary requests for 
the coming year can be sub
stantiaHy ~es5-'by a!bout one 
halrf-than those asked for 
'by the previous Administra
tion for the Sentinel system. 

In making this decision, I 
have been mindful of my 
pledge to make every effort 
to move from an era of con
frontation to an era of nego
tiation. 

Actions Based on Threat 
The program I am recom

mending is based on a careful 
assessment of the developing 
Soviet and Chinese threats. I 
have directed the President's 
Foreign Intelligence Advisory 
Board-a non-partisan group 
of distinguished private citi
zens-to make a yearly as
sessment of the threat which 
will supplement our regular 
intelligence assessment. 

Each phase of the deploy
ment will be reviewed to in
sure that we are doing as 
much as necessary but no 
more than that required by 
the threat existing at that 
time. 

Moreover, we will take 
maximum advantage of the 
information gathered from 
the initial deployment in · de
signing the later phases of 
the program. 

Since our deployment is 
to be closely related to the 
threat, it is subject to modifi
cation as the threat changes, 
either through negotiations 
or through unilateral actions 
by the Soviet Union or Com
munist China. 

The program is not provoc-
. ative. The Soviet retaliatory 

capability is not affected by 
our decision. The capability 
for surprise attack against 
our strategic forces is re
duced. 

In other words, our pro
gram provides an incentive 
for a responsible Soviet 
weapons policy and for the 
avoidance of spiraling U.S. 
and Soviet strategic arms 

budgets. 
I have taken cognizance of 

the view that beginning con
struction of a U.S. ballistic 
missile defense would com
plicate an agreement on stra
tegic arms with the Soviet 
Union. 

I do not believe that the 
evidence of the recent pas 
bears out this contention. The 
Soviet interest in strategic 
talks was not deterred by the 
decision of the previous Ad
ministraiton to deploy the 

Sentinel ABM system - in 
fact, it was formally an
nounced shortly afterwards. 

I believe that the modifica
tions we have made in rthe 
previous program will give 
the. Soviet Union even less 
reason to view our defense 
effort as an obstacle to talks. 

Moreover, I wish to em
phasize that in any arms limi
tation talks with the Soviet 
Union, the United States will 
be fully prepared to discuss 
limitation on defensive as 
well as offensive weapons 
systems. 

The question of ABM in
volves a complex combination 
of many factors: 

fJINumerous, highly techni
cal, often conflicting judg
ments . 

fJIThe costs. 
fJIThe relationship to pros

pects for reaching an agree
ment on limiting nuclear 
arms. 

fJIThe moral implications 
the deployment of a ballistic 
missile defense system has 
for many Americans. 

C]The impact of the deci
sion on the security of the 
United States in this perilous 
age of nuclear arms. 

I have weighed all these 
factors. I am deeply sympa
thetic to the concerns of pri
vate citizens and members of 
Congress that we do only 
that which is necessary for 
national security. 

This is why I am recom
mending a minimum program 
essential for our security. It 
is my duty as President to 
make certain tha•t we do no 
less. 



or Weather: Partly c:loudy and aeaaon
able today, tonight and tomorrow. 
Temp. range: today 45-43; Friday 
45-35. Full U.S. report on Page 58. 
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NJXON FOR LIMITED MISSILE PLAN 
TO PROTECT U.S. NUCLEAR BASES; 
FACES MAJOR TEST IN CONGRESS 

lGET TO BE CUT 

·Billion Reduction 
Arms Includes 
1tinel Saving 

WIN L. DALE Jr. 
o The New York Ttmet 

GTON, March 14-
ixon made the sur
ure today that his 

DEFENSE STRESSED 

President Hopes Move 
Will Not Result in 
Bigger Arms Race 

News conference transcript 
is printed on Page 16. 

By ROBERT B. SEMPLE Jr. 

m·s defense budg- rGi~r~iliiif~~~JGii~jif"-;J~i!t;ZD~G8~i~=n about $2.5-billion 
one proposed by 

Special to The New York Times 

WASHINGTON, March 14-
In the first major decision of 
his Administration, President 
Nixon asked Congress today to 
approve a modified Sentinel 
antiballistic missile system. 

lSOn. 

nown later that 
announced the 
ws conference, 
the appropria-
:ongress, not 

the DeW fis
·wy 1. Be

<Ariliri.I!Bv~ . @ 
jMa:!::J_!.,..fi=~,...., ~~~~~~ 

~ WarrenAFB; 

' involved, FSiiriFiranc:ism 
Denver • ut'omi~ St.louis 

~. 

Facing a crowded and expect
ant news conference in the 
East Room of the White House 
and a nationwide television 
audience, the President an
nounced that after "long study 
of all of the options" he had 
decided to proceed with a re
designed missile defense sys
tem. [Opening statement, page 
16.] 

don will 
$2.5-bil-

WhitemanAFB, 
M;S.SOUN . 

Mr. Nixon said he hoped the 
revised system would protect 
the country's nuclear deterrent 
without simultaneously esca
lating the arms race or im
peding arms control tallCs with 
the Soviet Union. 

·....., vort n- Mardi IS. 1969 
The announcement ended 

several weeks of rising sus
pense in the capital-weeks or 
intense private deliberations 
within the high councils of the 
Administration and fierce pub-

'>lit's plaa eaDs for IDtlballlstie mtssUes first at Malmstrom Air Foree Baile, 
d Graad PorkJ Air Foree Base, N.D., with the 10 other sites to be set up later. 

dar, at six cities, would alert radar linked to Spartan and Sprint mlssUes. 

i ·c debate, dominated by oppo· 
nents o e system, on Capitol 
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CHARLES BARTLETT 

Military Spending Faces Ambush 
Richard Nixon's compm

mise of the ABM dispute is 
more apt to be the beginning 
than the end of his problem of 
keeping national sentiment in 
balance on the allocation of 
resources to armaments. 

It is fair to say that it proba
bly took more political cour
age to deploy the ABM than to 
defer it because popular 
doubts on the defensive weap
on have crystallized with a 
swiftness which recalls the 
"feast or famine" pendulum of 
past public attitudes toward 
the military. 

The ABM is simply the most 
salient of a number of costly 
m i 1 i t a r y undertakings on 
which expert opinions differ. 
The rising concern with na
tional priorities will focus 
quickly on other projects 
which s h a d o w the post
Vietnam budget: new strateg
ic bomber ($10 b i 11 ion); 
manned orbiting laboratory 
($2.9 billion); new generation 
of Minuteman missiles ($12 
billion) . 

* 
The list is infinite-this year 

alone the military wanted to 
spend some $25 billion more 
than the $78 billion which 
President Johnson approved. 
The big question is whether a 
passionate tug-of-war over de
fense spending will permit the 
crucial decisions to be made in 
a dispassionate spirit. 

Politics is a distorting ingre
dient in these judgments. Last 
week Sen. William Proxmire, 
D-Wis., delivered a thoughtful 
attack on defense spending in 
which he called for the elimi
nation of waste t h r o u g h 
"zero-based budgeting" by the 

Pentagon. Thi<> would mean a 
Herculean scrutiny of every 
agency and program in the 
huge establishment. 

Only one department, Agri
culture, has even attempted 
zero-budgeting. The 1963 expe
riment produced a mountain 
of paper and some intriguing 
disclosures of projects whose 
validity had faded. But when 
the Budget Bureau set out to 
eliminate the invalid pro
grams, it found that each had 
fierce protectors in Congress. 
A staunch protector of one, the 
subsidization of milk sales to 
children in unimpoverished 
school districts, has been 
Proxmire. 

* 
Similarly the Congressional 

review of Pentagon projects is 
warped by the biased charac
ter of th~ reviewing commit
tees. They are stacked with 
members and staffs deeply 
committed to the military 
viewpoint. For example eight 
of the 15 votes against ratify
ing the NPT treaty were cast 
by senators on the Armed 
Services Committee. There is 
no congressional effort to bal
ance d e f e n s e expenditures 
against domestic needs or the 
national economy. 

This was one reason why 
Robert M c N a m a r a, whose 
breadth and doggedness were 
unique in Pentagon history, 
privately advocated the crea
tion of a citizen panel which 
might include politicans, sci
entists, and wise civilians 
without direct government 
ties. It would examine intri
cate issues of defense in a 
broader context of national 

priorities and advise the Presi
dent. 

The idea has gained fresh 
impetus from some like J•ames 
R. Killian, who opposed the 
ABM. An administration com
mitted to softening the Cold 
War has a special need for 
detached analysis in the pur
suit of balance between those 
who talk of winning the Cold 
War and those who deny that 
it is any longer relevant. 

The pieces of the puzzle are 
too intricate to be held in 
place by the pendulum pres
sures. As James Forrestal 
once observed, "If you tell 
congressmen too much, they 
panic. If you don' t tell them 
enough, they go fishing." The 
defense budget in 1939 was 1.4 
percent of GNP. Before the 
war broke two years later, it 
was 13 percent. The pendulum 
had swung. 

* 
This is plainly not a time for 

wide swings. The pace of Sovi
et military technology has pre
sented recurring and unpleas
out surprises. Their first nu
clear weapon emerged three ' 
years ahead of Washington's 
expectations and their recent 

1 

catch-up in missile strength is ' 
fresh evidence of a determina- . 
tion to maintain parity or bet
ter. 

The virtue of McNamara's 
concept of a panel is that it 
will deepen the public's confi
dence in the quality of the 
decisions which . are being 
made on defense expenritures. 
It will modify the pendulum 
pressures while the negotiators 
s t r u g g l e for disarmament 
agreements. 

~ 1969 
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Washington: President' Nixon's Priorities 
By JAMES RESTON 

WASHINGTON, Match 15-
The ' control of military arms is 
undoubtedly the most impor
tant political question ·in the 
world today, for the arms race 
devours the money and influ
ences all other questions of 
poverty, race, jobs and housing, 
both here and abroad. 

This was why there was 
such intense interest in what 
President Nixon would do about 
putting $6- or $7-billion into 
an antiballistic· missile system. 
Would he. see and face the 
presiding issue of world poli
tics, or evade it? The answer 
is fairly clear; he evaded it. 
The Political Angle 

He dealt with it politically 
and nationally, and within this 
frame, he was not only effec
tive but brilliant. He did not 
reverse the Johnson Admini
stration's decision to build an 
antiballistk-missile system, but 
modified it. He moved it out of 
the cities, where every missile 
site would have been a center 
of student demonstrations, to 
military bases In Montana and 
North Dakota, where students 
and demonstrations are less 
visible and less popular. 

In short, he confused and 
disarmed his critics with a 
·mystifying clarification of his 

policy, but he didn't really deal 
with the major issue of disarm
ament. Like President Johnson, 
he dealt with the politics of 
the problem, but no t. with the 
problem. For students of do
mestic politics, public relations, 
and bedside manners, President 
Nixon's press conference on 
the ABM was a fascinating per
formance, but it was a tactic 
and not a policy, and it re
duced the great issue of world 
arms control down to a national 
political controversy over the 
President's techniques. 

The Washington Game 
Washington is an intensely 

personal and political city. At 
the beginning of a new Admin
istration, it is more interested 
in the character and personality 
of the new President than in his 
policies. It watches him under 
pressure to see whether he will 
be bold enough to take a differ
ent course-to deal with the 
realities instead of the politics 
of life-or merely modify the 
old course.s with a different 
style; and on the ABM issue, 
Mr. Nixon obviously followed 
the traditional political pattern. 

This has worried watchful 
people in the capital. They are 
confused about what to do 
about the ABM, and can see 
the argument for and against. 

Mr. Nixon's compromise, but 
they are asking some funda
mental questions. 

If the President decides to go 
along with the powers at the 
Pentagon and Congress who 
want a controversial ABM sys
tem, despite its cost, what will 
he do about the much more dif
ficult question of making peace 
in Vietnam against the opposi
tion of these same forces on 
Capitol Hill and at the Penta
gon? 

The White House Argument 
'The argument of President 

Nixon's aides about this is very 
interesting. They say that the 
really maj.or question for Presi
dent Nixon is not the anti
ballistic missile but Vietnam. 
They say they are sorry <!!hat 
the ABM had to be Mr. Nixon's 
!first big decision, for on the 
ABM he seems to be compro
mising; whereas on Vietnam, 
they insist, he will really be 
bold and. will force a change of 
policy by the end of the year, 
which will stop the killing and 
end the war one way or the 
other. I 

This may be true. The public 
posture of amiability and com
promise with everybody, which 
President Nixon has drama
tized, may ·actuaUy be a rover 
for a policy which will deal 

with t!he rea'lly 1bi·g questions 
of arms control, peace in Viet
nam, and a new policy and 
I)ew priorities for the AmeriCan 
cities. But very few people here 
see this as the future of the 
Nixon Administration · at the 
present time. . .. 

The ABM decision has con
vinced most observers here 
that President Nixon is go~ng 

to see the world in dome~tic 

political tel'ms, that he is going 
to rely on good manners, gOod 
public relations, and good luck 
to bring about fundamental 
changes at home and abroad; 
but the most thoughtful pecfle 
here have the'ir doubts. 

1 
Personality and Policy · ... 

They are not particulairly 
concerned a·bout Mr. Nixon's 
decision to go ahead in the 
country with the ABM, but 
they are concerned a•bout hipl. 
For the really big quest-ions 'in 
the world-arms control, end
ing the war, race and poverty 
-=-are radical and even desper
ate problems, requiring bold 
and radical policies, and th'ey 
are worried because Mr. Nix
on's first big decision indicat~d, 
not a bold or a philosophic ap
.proach to his problems, hut a 
narrow, political, tactical, and 
public relations view of the 
world. 



t: POINT OF VIEW ------

McGovern Loses Key Doves 
By MARY McGRORY 

Star Staff Writer 

·' George S. McGovern of 
South Dakota stood up in the 

, presence of eight of his col
: leagues on the Senate floor 

and made a vigorous speech 
protesting President Nixon's 
conduct of the war. 

Two of the leading doves, 
Majority Leader Mike Mans
field and Whip Edward M. 
Kennedy, sat following his re
marks on their printed texts. 
When McGovern bad finished, 
they did not observe the ritual 
amenities of praising the 
speech. 

McGovern found their si-
lence "deafening." , 

Mansfield and Kennedy had 
registered their disapproval of 

' the speech befo'J>e it was 
given-not the content but the 
timing. 

Kennedy observed that he 
did not think that the middle 
of an enemy offensive was the 
moment to attack the com
mander-in-chief. 

Origin Disputed 
The origin of the offensive is 

a matter of dispute between 
fjhe President and McGovern. 
The former chief negotiator 

in :Paris, Averell Harriman, 
who over the weekend urged 
McGovern to give the Presi
dent more time, has said pub-

' licly that he thinks the Viet 
Cong attacks are a "reaction" 
to our intensified ground offen
sive. 

McGovern claims that the 
North Vietnamese had re

' sponded to the bombing halt 
by withdrawing 22 full regi
ments from South Vietnam. 

"Is this Viet Cong drive a 
response to our own offensives 
over the last five months-a 
response determined more by 
our own aggressive combat 
operations than by any design 
of Hanoi's?" 

"Secret Talks' Cited 

vided over Vietnam as they 
were last August when they 
tore each other to pieces over 
the' matter, and, amid turmoil 
that defeated them, voted to 
endorse the policies of Lyndon 
Johnson. 

Humphrey Committed 

The titular leader of the 
D e m o c r a t s, Hubert Hum
phrey, is committed to the 
Johnson policies-at least has 
given no indication of a major 
break. His runing mate, Sen. 
Edmund S. Muskie of Maine, 
has said nothing. Neither has 
the chairman of the Democrat
ic National Committee, Sen. 
Fred R. Harris. 

Some Democrats think the 
only hope is-at a proper mo

SEN. GEORGE McGOVERN ment, y~t to be determined-to 
mount a concerted, organized 

sponsibility of the enemy. If opposition to the war to make 
the enemy de-escalates its at- w i t h d r a w a 1 of American 
tacks, ours will go down." troops party policy. 

The only hope the President They say they will make the 
held out for any resolution of determination when the storm 
who should make the first of the present offensive is 
move or break into the cycle over. Some think in the mean
was in his mention of "secret time Nixon may have dug 
talks." himself into the Johnson posi-

They cannot be discussed, of tion. They have no idea what 
course, and his public position his true position is, because as 
is strikingly like that of Lyn- McGovern said, in his spumed 
don Johnson, who also said speech, he has not yet re
that no man can predict when vealed the "bold plan for 
the first. troops would come peace" he promised during his 
horne. campaign. 

The peace community was -
alarmed by the President's de- ' 
cision on the anti-ballistic mis
sile. His capitulation on that 
comparatively abstract mat
ter, which pleased only the 
military, has given rise to the 
suspicion that on Vietnam, he 
will follow the counsel of the 
m i 1 i t a r y commanders, the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and Am
bassador Ellsworth Bunker, 
all of whom contend that he 
must keep the pressure on. 

Sen. McGovern said that the 
lesson of 1968 was that "our 
citizens regret and deplore our 
involvement in this cruel and 

The President gave his ver- futile venture." 
sion in his press conference For Nixon, the lesson seems 
last Friday: "The answer is to be that he must not act like 
that any escalation of the war Lyndon Johnson. He under
in Vietnam has been the re- stands that he must not call I 

his critics "nervous Nellies" 
· or show his scars or dart 

around the country like Bat
man. But his critics think he 
has nonetheless missed the big 
point in that he appears to be 
pursuing the policies of John
son, although his staff assures 
everyone that "he knows he 
must end the war." 

Honeymoon Ends 

The honeymoon is over. He 
said so himself at the Gridiron 
dinner. Over the weekend, too, 
Herbert G. Klein, his bland 
and amiable communications 
director, who has never said 
anything mean about anyone, 
attacked Sen. McGovern for 
his "disgraceful" handling of 
the hunger Situation. -

The charge was so bizarre, 
' and politics is so instantly "as 

usual" again, that people be
gan to wonder if Klein was 
trying to discredit McGovern 
as a critic of the war in ad
vance of his speech. 
-ibe larger question, of 
course, is whether Nixon will 
pay any more attention to 
Senate critics of the war than 
Johnson did. 

He can see for himself • 1 

he Democrats are still a 
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ABM-Administration's Biggest Mistake? 
By JAMES RESTON 

There are really two crises 
over the ABM. One is over 
what the initials mean: do they 
stand for an essential Anti· 
Ballistic Missile, or for the Ad
ministration's Biggest Mistake? 
It depends on who is talking. 
But the second, and maybe even 
more important crisis, is not 
so much over what to do about 
the ABM, but how to decide 
what to do. 

Very few people in this coun
try, or even in the world, have 
the scientific and technical 
competence to pass judgment 
on whether this missile would 
be effective in knocking down 
multiple-entry warheads with 
their decoys and other radar 
scramblers; or even whether 
deploying such a system, what
ever its cost, would add to or 
subtract from the security of 
the Republic. 
Decision Puzzle 

In this situation, about all 
the rest of us can demand is 
not a specific decision but a 
sense of confidence In the 
process of decision, and this 
sense of confidence is precisely 
what is lacking. 

President •Nixon will make a 
"decision" on this five- or fifty
billion-dollar ABM question, but 
he won't decide it, for it is so 

tangled in subjective questions 
of politics, Government con
tracts, cost-effectiveness dis
putes and arguments on the 
need for spending the money 
elsewhere, that his "decision" 
will leave the controversy unre
solved no matter what he says. 

Accordingly, there is consid
erable merit in the proposal 
made to the Congress this week 
by Dr. James R. Killian Jr., the 
former president of M.I.T., a 
multiple intellectua•l trust lo

. cated in Cambridge, Mass. The 
defense of the nation, Dr. Kil
lian suggested, is too se'fious 
and complicated to be left to 
soldiers and politicians alone. 

Outside Judgments 

He was more polite than 
that, as usual, but he argued 
for the creation of an inde
pendent commission of quali
fied men who could make a 
"comprehensive study in depth 
of our weapons technology and 
of the factors which bear upon 
the decisions the nation must 
make regarding on-going stra
tegic forces and policies ." 

Dr. Killian recalled that such 
a commission had been es'tab
lished during the Eisenhower 
Administration and proved to 
lbe useful to both the President 
and the Congres.s. He did not 

argue that its findings should 
carry more weight than studies 
conducted within the Govern
ment, but he noted · that the 
competition between the serv
ices for roles and, missions, 
and the subjecbive interests of 
military and industrial minds, 
often led to suspicion of nar
row and selfish decisions, 
which an outside group of ex
perts might avoid. 
The Committed Chairman 

He might have added that 
there are now powerful men in 
the armed services committees 
of the Congress whose disinter· 
estedness in voting funds for 
missiles and other expensive 
expl·osives is not unbounded. 
What he did say was that even 
the Congress could use some 
special help from outside the 
Government from time to time 
in reaching decisions on the 
great strategic questions of the 
day. 

The comments out of Capitol 
Hill on the ABM question thi s 
week illustrate the point. Chair
man L. Mendel Rivers of the 
House Armed Services Com
mittee said he was for deploy
ing the ABM's. "I want protec
tion , and like everybody else, 
I want the latest in technol
ogy," he said. 

Representative Gerald Ford 

of Michigan, the House Repub
lican leader, made an equally 
profound remark.' "If you have 
,to gamble and err," he said, 
"it is better to gamble and err 
on the side of strength and 
not weakness." 
The Big Question 

This is the kind of thing that 
passes all too often for analysis 
in the Congress, and it sounds 
fine only until you begin to 
th ink about it. For the argu
ment over the ABM is not 
whether we want "protection" 
but whether the ABM will pro· 
vide it; not whether we want 
strength or weakness, but which 
of the two we will get from 
deploying these missiles. 

Dr. Killian's proposal could 
help us out of this dilemma, 
or at least give us a little more 
time to decide how to decide. 
The ABM is being debated as 
one defensive weapons system 
without much relation fo the 
other critical aspects of a stra· 
tegic plan as a whole. For the. 
'moment, it has got lost in poli· 
tics and opinions and past com
mitments, and is not likely to 
be accepted either at home or 
abroad until there is a great 
deal more trust in the way 
evidence is gathered and de· 
cisions are taken. 

) 



One fervently hopes that 
President Nixon's forthcoming 
statement on plans for a de
fensive missile system will put 
an end to the controversy that 
has been raging over the 
problem for so many months. 
For this debate has produced 
some of the weirdest logic 
from eminent political and 
military sources heard in a 
long time. 

No one can quarrel very 
much with the idea of spend
ing a few billion dollars on a 
defensive missile system that 
might offer some degree of 
protection against a nuclear 
attack from Communist China 
over the next few years. But 
unfortunately there is a great 
deal more than this involved 
in the minds of many people 
when it comes to the deploy
ment of the Sentinel ABM sys
tem in the United States. 

In fact, the Chinese nuclear 
threat argument for Sentinel 
was something of an after-

thought. The real impetus for 
building an ABM system was 
- and still is - th~ discovery 
that the Soviet Union had be
gun deploying missile defenses 
near Moscow. 

So far as many supporters of 
the Sentinel system are con
cerned, its real importance 
lies in its relevance to the nu
clear balance between the 
United States and Russia. And 
it is in this area of the debate 
that the logic of the argument 
becomes most confused. 

Almost everyone starts from 
the premise that the existing 
nuclear stalemate between 
Russia and the United States 
should not be upset - or at 
least that it should not be up
set in favor of the Soviet Un
ion. There is fairly general 
agreement that the major de
terrent to a nuclear war is the 
disagreeable fact that each 
country can destroy the other, 
regardless of which side 
strikes first. 

The development of defen
sive missile systems obviously 
does have relevance to main-
taining this balance. · 

If the Russians should su 
ceed, for example, in build' g 
a defensive system they e
lieved capable of protec g 
them effectively agains a 
full-scale nuclear attack, ere 
is no doubt that the dang of 
a nuclear war would b 
creased enormously. Ev 
they were m · bo 
effectiv 
the r· of a confron 

be very great. 
e real question is, the 

e, how to convince the R 
1ans that they have not built 
nd cannot build a defensive 

system, having such protec
tive capability. 

As Defense Secretary Rob
ert McNamara argued at the 
outset, the way to do this -

d the only way - is to main
. our offensive nuclear 

s · g power at such a level 
at no defensive system 

would be credible. It was his 
belief - and also that of many 
military experts - that in nu
clear war the offense always 
will have a decisive advantage 
over any defensive system 
that could be devised. 

The worst possible way of 
convincing the Russians that 
their defenses will not protect 
them would be to set about 
building a massive system of 
our own. To have any credibil
ity at all, competition with the 
Russians in such a "thick" de
fensive system would be vir

ally unlimited. The cost has 
n estimated at anywh 

fro $40 billion to $400 b · 
e real irony, ho 
the result o a com-

. o greatly in-
the danger of nuclear 

both we and the Russia 
ame convinced that we had 

fective nuclear defenses 
hat is to say, defenses tha 

would reduce the devastation 
of a nuclear exchange to "ac 
ceptable" limits - much o 
the deterrent value of the 
present nuclear balance would 
be gone. In this situation, the 
danger of a confrontation 
again would be far greater 
than it is today. 

In spite of these quite evi
dent facts, there is still strong 
support for an all-out competi
tion with the Russians in nu
clear defenses, including most 
of the military brass and some 
powerful figures in Congress. 

Fortunately, neither Presi
dent Nixon nor Defense Secre
tary Melvin Laird seems 
share their views. From f 
evidence so far, their majo 
interest in the Sentinel project 
is largely in its value as 
bargaining-point in negotiat' 
an agreement with the Rus
sians on limiting nuclear de
fenses, if not abandoning the 
entirely. It is likely that t · 
hope will be reflected in what 
Nixon has to say on the matter 
next week. 



Letters to The Editor 
The ABM and Nuclear Talks With Russia 

The world stands at a watershed in the 
nuclear arms race, and ABM has become a 
pivtotal element of the broader question 
whether that race can be curtailed or will go 
on spiraling upward. The principal refer
ence point for considering ABM should be 
the U.S.-Soviet talks on nuclear limitat1on, 
for only in that context can ABM be in
telligently evaluated. 

The singular opportunity now presented 
for prompt talks lies in the confluence of 
several decisive facts: (1) each side possesses 
a strong and secure second-strike capability; 
(2) working maJorities in the two govern
ments acknowledge the practical impossibil
ity for either side to evade the implications 
of ,the other's second-strike capability; (3) 
each side can unilaterally verify the 
strength of the other side Oand-based mis
sile silos and submarine-based launching 
tubes can be counted from afar, and their 
sum is equal to the total number of war
heads). But the latter two of these prevail
ing conditions could prove highly perishable 
if the opportunity fior talks is not seized. 
The Soviet group favorable to talks could be 
overborne by unique delay or by acts indi
cating that the U.S. was bent on pursuing 
rthe mirage of "clear-cut superiority." Grav
est dangers lie, however, in the future cer
rtainty that, f::tiltng agreement soon, both 
sides will intr.oduce the offensive MIRV mis
sile. If the two governments allow the situa
tion to drift agreement-less into the MIRV 
era, they will have failed mankind. For in 
the MIRV era, no agreement could be stable, 
because the parties would lack confidence in 
their ability to v•erify the strength of the op
position (a counted silo might oontain one 
warhead, or three or ten). 

U.S.-Soviet talks leading to agreement on 
nuclear limitattons should accordingly be 
our urgent first priority, and in approaching 
the matter we must recognize a factor of ab
solutely central importance--<that the es
sence of any stable U.S.-Soviet agreement to 
limtt nuclear arms in the near future will be 
the certainty and visibility of assured de
struction power on both sides. The requisite 
condition o.f mutual deterrence exists today, 
and the task of negotiators on both sides is 
to build constructively· on it. At the heart of 
the matter is rthe need to recognize that any 
move by one side to build a serious ABM 
system in an effort to evade or remove the 
other side's assured destruction capability 
would be destabilizing; any such move would 
quickly impair the chances of reaching 
agreement, or quickly emasculate whatever 
agreement had been reached. This central 
reality 'argues that an ABM decision should 
be held in abeyance, and that our ABM pol
icy sho.uld be in fact determined by the 
course of U.S.-Soviet talks. If we could nego
tiate a dismantling of the small Soviet ABM 
around Moscow, we would be 'able to dis
pense with a system of our own (leaving 
aside preparatory research and develop
ment); if, on the other hand, the Soviets in
sisted on standing fast on their small sys-

tern, we would then have the basis for a sen
sible decision. 

There would be no military danger in a 
deferred decision, because there is no valid 
military requirement for ABM. The anti
Chinese rationale employed in the Sentinel 
announcement of 1967 represented one of 
those regrettable low points. to which logic 
must inevitably sink when required, on 
short notice, to reconcile a politically pre·s
sured presidential decision to act, with a de
sire of the Secretary of Defense to avoid 
stimulating a further increase in Soviet of
fensive missiles and to hold open the optton 
for talks. The rationale asks us to believe 
that, while we have deterred Russia's very 
powerful nuclear missile ftorce for many 
years without an ABM, we now need such a 
system to deter Chinese attack-even 
though Chinese nuclear power is roughly a 
tenth of Soviet power and a thirtieth part of 
our own. This asks too much of our credul
ity. The Chinese fill the air with fie'rce po
lemics, but their operational policy is ex
tremely cautious. And they understand the 
destructive power of nuclear weapons-L•e., 
that, while a Chinese attack might inflict 
dama.ge upon the United States, it would 
produce a riposte that would tear China 

asunder. 
A "thin" ABM is accordingly unnecessary 

against China, :and we have deterred a pow
erful Soviet capability for 20 years without 
one. But the notion is 'llOW being advanced 
that rthe Sentinel system can "complicate" 
Sov~et attack plans. We should examine this 
lin·e of argument with the greatest care, for 
any ABM system which was sufficient to 
cast doubt on the Soviet second-strike capa
bility wouLd lead to a Soviet response that 
took the form of grearter offensive power
either a numerical expansion or a qualitative 
improvement. And if that occurred, we 
wou1d onc.e again have triggered the dy
namic of the nuclear arms race, and would 
be forced by its inne.r logic to a similar 
expansion of our own nuclear forces. Pre
sumably, this is what the Administration 
wishes to avoid. 

ABM cannot solve any of our military 
problems, ·but it can tboth complicate the 
military equation and aggravate tensions in 
ways that will make a stable U.S.-Soviet 
agreement perhaps impossible to achieve. 
Secretary Laird seems to believe that the 
fact of an ongoing ABM development will be 
a measurable U.S. advantage as we enter 
talks. This seems highly debatable. What 
seems not debatable is that such a decision , 
taken in the absence of any relevant U.S.-So
viet context, would provide momentum and 
encouragement to those specially interested 
groups who have by no means given up the 
idea of a full-scale ABM. 

TOWNSEND HOOPES. 
McLean. 

The writer is a former Under Secretary of 
the Air Force (1967-1969). 
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In The Nation: A Decision That Makes Itself 
By TOM WICKER 

WASHINGTON, March 10-
Mr. Nixon'•s interesting custom 
of setting dates upon which he 
will deliver major policy pro
nouncements has this ·capital 
positively quivering in antici
pation or dread of his promised 
decision on the antibaHistic 
missile system. In fact, the case 
against ABM deployment is so 
overwhelming that it is hard 
to see how the President could 
decide for it. 

Even the technical feasibHity 
of the system is in doubt, par
ticularly if 'deployment is to be 
justified by placing Sprint mis
siles to protect ICBM sites; and 
the Defense Department's re
search director, Dr. John S. 
Fo'ster, warned two years ago 
that the whole Nike-X system 
-now known as Sentinel
would soon be obsolete. 

The rationale first advanced 
by -the Johnson Administration, 
that Sentinel some day would 
proteot the nation aga>inst a 
Chinese missile attack, ha-s 
been discredited by no less a 
hawk than Senat:or Richard 
RusseH, a piJ.lar of the armed 
forces establishment in Con
gress. "The Chinese are not 
completely crazy,'' he •has said. 
"They are not going to attack 
us with four or five missiles 
when they know we have the 
capability of v>irtually destroy
ing their entire country." 

Now the ABM defenders have 
virtually aibandoned the Chi-

nese rationale and talk of de
ploying Sentinel rto protect 
ICBM sites from new Soviet 
multiple-warhead weapons. But 
Senator Cooper of Kentuc:ky 
has pointed out that no one 
has produced evidence that the 
state o.f Russian weaponry 
makes it >imperative for the 
United States to deploy such 
defenses; and two authorities, 
Dr. Hans Bethe and Dr. J. P. 
Ruina, told a Congressional 
hearing last week that they 
knew of no such evidence. 

The cost estimate attached 
to Sentinel-about $5 billion
is conservative at best and 
Senator Stuart Symington has 
effectively demonstrated that 
defense hardware costs always 
mushroom beyond Pentagon 
estimates. Moreover, the out-of
pocket cost to taxpayers is the 
least of it, while the worst is 
that these same dollars could 
be and should be used for all 
those domestic social needs so 
long starved for funds by the 
devouring demands of the mili
tary. 

Insuring Military Embrace 
Politically, for the President 

to opt for Sentinel against 
these social needs, or even to 
insist, Johnson-like, that we 
can have missiles and social 
programs, would throw his Ad
ministration into the arms of 
the military-industrial complex 
and it:s servants in Congress, 
insuring for another four years 

the pre-eminence of generals 
and militarists; because a de
cision would repudiate the most 
progressive forces in Congress, 
now gathered in bipartisan op
position to the ABM system, 
and further alienate all those 
voters who already question 
Mr. Nixon's concern for the 
poor and the black, and doubt 
his interest in the quality of 
American life. 

Step to Complete System 
The deployment of. any ABM 

system, moreover, however 
"thin," ineffective or near ob
solescence, will be regarded by 
its victorious proponents as a 
"building block" in a vastly 
more expensive ABM defense 
against Soviet missiles. "It is 
the first step," Senator Russell 
said of sentinel, "toward the 
deployment of the complete 
system that I think is required." 

But the estimated $40-billion 
cost of the "complete system" 
that Russell and others really 
want to develop from Sentinel 
deploym~nt is not much better 
than an arbitrary guess; and 
former Defense Secretary Mc
Namara has pointed out per
suasively that even the "com
plete system" would be pene
trable by the sophisticated So
viet weaponry its deployment 
would force them to build. 

Above all, a decision to de
ploy an ABM system now might 
well trigger what McNamara 
called an "action-reaction phe-

nomenon that fuels an arms 
race." The Soviet~ might and 
probably would step up their 
offensive or defensive missile 
armaments, or both, in re
sponse; they might recoil from 
the nuclear arms control talks 
Mr. Nixon has said he desu:e~ 
and military hardliners in Mos
cow might well picture them
selves an vindicated and find 
th~ir influence enhanced for 
years to come. 

If these arguments, all of 
which are being made to Mr. 
Nixon not only by Democratic 
liberals but by such Republi
cans as Cooper, Javits, Percy, 
Brooke and Hatfield (even Ev
erett Dirksen and John Stennis, 
the Armed Forces Committee 
C'hairman, have expressed res
ervations), should persuade the 
President, he even has at hand 
a sound political explanation 
just waiting to be made. 

He could say that the pro
posed ABM system needs more 
study and further development, 
which it does. He could add 
that this need dovetailed with 
his desire as a peacemaker to 
defer deployment at least until 
he had determined whether the 
Soviets would negotiate in good 
faith on arms control. And he 
could play on the disenchant
ment on Congress and the pub· 
lic by pointing out that deploy
ing the Sentinel was Lyndon 
Johnson's idea, anyway. After 
all, this is a new Administra
tion, isn't it? 

r 

t 
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Memo t HHH 

Fr m J hn s. 

Re : NET •iscus~i n n ABM 

As f 10:15 a . m. the NET preducer~ are aving pr blems fin•ing 

a Republican willing t • efen th~ ABM. Karl Mun• t i~ still the 

most likely articip~ nt . I figur e it reall y esn 1t much matter 

wh t ey get . 

As f r the scientists, Ge r ge Ki~tiak w~ky cf Harvara will 

be with y u cpp sing the systemo NET is attempting t ~ 

rem te pick-up f Edwar • Teller from Calif rnia t a v cate 

.epl yment o But y u ught net t get in any scientif ic 

ar gluments ••• let Kistiak wsky fight with Teller . 

Dick McKutche n will m erat e the i~cussi no 

Y•u sh ul• be t Channel 26 by 9:00 p . m. f r make-up. The 

s w g es n the air at 9:30 •m runs t 11:00 p .m. 
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Myths Surround 
Budget Priorities 

By Henry Owen 

THE CURRENT ABM debate highlightS a 
larger issue: How to set budgetary priorities 
between defense ·and domestic needs. Glad
stone was not far wrong when he said that 
"budgets are not mere matters of arithmetic, 
but in a thousand ways go to the root of 
prosperity of individuals and relation of 
classes, and the strength of kingdoms." 

Budgetary priorities cannot be greatly 
changed while the war in Vietnam goes on. 
But as the fighting phases down, the issue 
will have to be faced: Pressures will mount 
for commitments to new domestic ·and de
fense programs and to tax cuts (beyond the 
expected surcharge repeal). The Administra
tion's response to these pressures will proba
bly do more to shape the countr'y's future 
than most of the events that now dominate 
the headlines. That response should be 
based on a wide-ranging national debate 
about budgetary priorities. The time for that 
debate is now, before the commitments are 
made. 

If the debate is to do more than "leave the 
surrounding darkness unobscured," it should 
be based on understanding of the facts, This 
involves dispelling several powerful myths. 

c+-.!1 

MYTH NUMBER ONE is that the United 
States will be rich enough, after Vietnam, to 
do whatever it wants. 

This may be true for the long run; but for 
the years immediately after the war it will 
'be wide of the mark. The January report of 
the Council of Economic Advisers totals up 

The writer is .director of the Foreign 
PoLicy Studies Program of the Brooking$ 
Institution. He formerl4/ was chairman of 
the Policy Planning Council, Depart· 
ment of State. 

plausible and likely post-Vietnam domestic 
and defense demands for fiscal year 1972. 
They come to several times the expected 
post-Vietnam budgetary saving. Hard 
choices will have to be made. 

Myth Number Two is that this budgetary 
problem will go away if an, arms agreement 
can be reached with the Soviet Union. 

An agreement on offensive and defensive 
missiles is of the greatest importance. In its 
absence, new technology could boost the 
cost of strategic nuclear programs very rap
idly. But the great bulk of Ol!r non-Vietnam 
defense expenditure goes for conventional 
naval, air, and ground forces-not for stra· 
tegic arms. And the level of these conven
tional forces is geared, in good part, to areas 
of the third woorld: notably ~wben the 
Soviet Union is not the main tbteat. 

Thus, post-Vietnam defenae eliiJ)eDdltures 
will hinge, in considerable deJNe, on 4Qes
tions which will not be settled by U.S.-Soviet 
agreement: What local threats should con-

cern us in Asia- e ewtiere tne hiril 
•.vorld? How likely are they to materialize? 
~an countries of the area play a greater role 

m meeting these threats? What should be 
the U.S. role? 

Unless answers to these questions ·permit 
some reduction in general purpose forces, 
the post-Vietnam defense budget will con
tinue to grow very substantially each year, 

Myth Number Three is that we can have 
all this and domestic heaven too, because 
rising prosperity will substitute for costlY, 
new programs in meeting needs at !home
notably those of the urban and rural poor. 

The plain fact is that prosperity, although 
a powerful solvent of poverty to date, wiU 
likely operate less effectively in the future. 
For one thing, the rate of growth .may have 
to be slowed to avoid inflation. For another, 
the 22 million people still trapped in poverty 
are so handicapped by poor health, edu.ca
tion and environment that they cannot read
ily profit from the opportunities wihich pros
perity creates. Their children may be abl~ to 
do better, if there is ·a substantial e~panston 
in child health, education, welfare, and 
other antipoverty programs in the mean· 
time. But annual funding for many of these 
programs is now far below authorized levels. 

c+-.!1 

MYTH NUMBER FOUR is that increased 
expenditures for these remedial programs 
could be financed by a reduction in other 
"nonessential" domestic programs. People 
have been trying for decades to find going 
domestic programs which the Congress will 
pronounce nonessential; the fact that they 
haven't succeeded tells us· a good deal. Pro
a-rams that some groups consider nonessen
tial-e.g., rivers and harbors, and farm sub· 
sidies-are not seen in that light by power
ful domestic constituencies; in the real 
world, these programs just aren't going to 
be cut. 

Thus, on both the foreign and domestic 
fronts there is no easy way out. Hard 
choice~ will llave to be made: between pri· 
vate and public spending, and between do
mestic and defense needs. 

The Executive branch, in the past has not 
had to gear its organization and procedures 
to the need for evaluating radically differ
ent long-term budgetary strategies-and par
ticularly for judging gross choices between 
defense and domestic needs. But now pain
ful choices, which will affect the future of 
the entire Nation, must be made. 

A first step might be to set up a small 
high level planning staff in the Bureau of 
the Budget to analyze the risks and costs of 

ifferent 1dng-term budgetary strategies for 
consideration by the President. Its annual 
reports on these alternatives could be made 
public, as are those of. the Col;lncil. of E.co
nomic Advisers, to assist public discussiOn 
and understanding. 

A second step' might be to set up a na
tional commission of distinguished Ameri
cans to review these long-term post-Vietnam 
budgetary alternatives and to make ~ecom· 
mendations on two key long-range Issues: 
the balance between private and public 
spending, and bc;tween defense and domestic 
programs. 

No doubt, there are other ways of meeting 
the need. But that need is clear: To focus 
the attention and understanding of the coun
try on long-term budgetary choices, before 
they are made by a series ef ad hoc deci
sions oil immediate_problems. ••• 
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Moscow Suggests Sentinel 
Could Hamper Arms Talk 

By BERNARD GWERTZMAN 
Special to The N~w Yort nmes 

MOSCOW, March 12-The Soviet Government news
paper 1 Izvestia suggested tonight that deployment of an 
American antimissile system might set back the chances for 
successful United States-So-
viet talks on arms control. 

Breaking its silence on the 
debate in Washington over de
ployment of the Sentinel missile 
defense, Izvestia said that the 
current balance of forces be- , 
tween the United States and 
Russia "offers a possibility to 
conclude agreements on the 
freezing and reduction of nu
clear armaments~" 

· "ft is well known," its lead-
ing commentator, Vikenty Ma-

l 
tveyev, said, "that the Soviet 
Union suggests the beginning 
of talks on the restriction and 
reduction /of both offensive and 
defensive 1nuclear weapons." 

But Izvestia said, in an ap
parent reference to the Sen
tinel debate, "Steps that may 
be taken in the field of dis
armament must not 'place any 
state or group of states in an 
unfavorable position in respect 
to other states." 

The 1zve11tia article was 
given proniinence here and 
seemed to be an effort ~y the 
Soviet Government to add its 
voice to those trying to persuad 
President Nixon to cancel or 
postpone plans for starting to 
deploy the Sentinel system. 

The article seemed to hint 
that installation of antimissile 

Continued on Page 27, Column 1 

mlssUes might cause the Rus
sians to ~ve seeODd thoughts 
about holdiq arms ~alks. But 
senior Western diplomats 
pointed out that Moscow al
ready had a amall-scale system 
of its own and agreed to hold
ing talks with the United States 
last year after President John
son and Congress approved go
ing ahead with the Sentinen 
deployment. 

Izvestia said there waS' 
split in the United States be
tween those who wr "sobr
minded" and hospe who we 
"adventurists." It praised for
mer Defense Secretaries Rob 
ert S. McNamara and Clar 
M. Clifford for advocating, afte 
they left office, a prompt start 
of talks with the Soviet Union 
on disarmament. Actually, both 

L
n were on record for sue 
ks while in office. . 
Laird Considered Target 

"Words, of course, are in
ufficient; Zlzve~a said. "Oth 

~ords are being heard from 
pigh places in the United Sta 

heir authors propose "not to 
ush' into such talks .. and call 

for creating a 'position o~ 
strength." 

Izvestia said that those voices 
wanted to step up the arms 
race and advocate the de
ployment of the Sentinel sys
tem in the absence of an agree
ment with the Russians. 

Observers believe that much 
of the criticism was aimed at 
Secretary of Defense Melvin R. 
Laird, who - bas advocated a 
start to deployment, but he was 
not mentioned by name. 

Much of the article was de
voted to deploring the high 
costs of new arms. 

"Every day emphasizes with 
new force the acuteness of the 
disarmament problem," it said, 
"because every day huge sums 
that are so needed for peace
ful , civilian needs are spent 
on military production." 
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