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HUMPHREY OPPOSES DEPLOYMENT OF SENTINEL 
ANTI-BALLISTIC MISSILE SYSTE.'M AND URGES ARMS 

NEGOTIATIONS WITH THE SOVIET UNION 

Former Vice President Hubert H. Humphrey today announced his 
opposition to the deployment of the Sentinel anti-ballistic missile 
system and urged that negotiations with the Soviet Union on the re­
duction of offensive and defensive weapons begin in the near future. 

The speech was Humphrey's first comprehensive discussion of 
arms control since the presidential campaign. 

Participating in the University of Minnesota's International 
Week program, Humphrey stressed that deployment of the Sentinel ABM 
system would likely disrupt the present strategic nuclear balance 
between the United States and the Soviet Union and force another 
round of arms building. 

"Today both super-powers possess sufficient nuclear power for 
mutual deterrence," said Humphrey. "But tomorrow, if we allow the 
nuclear arms race to accelerate once again, we may find ourselves 
fearing for our lives and safety. We must not, in short, return 
to the fears and insecurity of the 1950's by introducing new un­
certainties into the strategic arms balance between the United States 
and the Soviet Union." 

Humphrey also challenged the view that arms control negotiations 
with the Soviet Union should be postponed until they can be linked to 
a more general settlement of outstanding politic::tl problems. 

The urgency of our present problem -- to prevent a further 
round of the nuclear arms race before it is irreversibly launched 
cannot wait upon the solution of political disputes that have been 
many years in the making -- and will be many years, if not genera­
tions, in solving~ said Humphrey. 

"Indeed, an effective agreement to halt the nuclear arms race 
will make it far more likely that we and the Soviets will be able 
to go forward, with our allies, toward the solution of outstanding 
political problems.'' 

Mr. Humphrey also noted the pressures to transform the so­
called "thin" ABM system, directed against a potential nuclear threat 
by Red China, to a more elaborate and costly deployment directed 
against Soviet strategic nuclear forces. 

"These are dollars vitally needed for meeting the problems 
of poverty, the decay in our cities, and the explosive time bombs 
of division and discord in America," said Humphrey. 

He also praised the Nixon Administration for finally submitting 
the nuclear non-proliferation treaty to the U. S. Senate for ratification 
and urged its early approval. 

Humphrey's speech on the International Week program was his initial 
appearance on the University of Minnesota campus where he will be teach­
ing as a University professor. 

The full text of Humphrey's speech follows: 
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The security of a modern nation is to be found not only in its 
military power but in the sum total of its political, social, economic 
and military strength. 

National security policy -- while requiring the expert and 
technological advice of those skilled in military science -- must 
ultimately be determined by the political leaderg. George Clemenceau 
was right when he observed that war is too important to be left to 
the generals. 

The 20th century has already seen two world wars and hundreds 
of regional and local conflicts that have tak~n millio~s of l1ves, 
consumed the resources of nations, and broueht mankind to the brink 
of nuclear holocaust. In many ways, it cc1Jld be called a century of 
destruction. 

And yet, paradoxically, this same century has SP.en the libera­
tion of millions of people from colonial rule, a steady rise in the 
standard of living for many millions, the development of international 
institutions to preserve peace and to promote social justice. 

It has been a century of war and a century of the search for 
peace. It hns been a century of destn1ction of life and the Cf!tltury 
of human rights. In this century we have entcr.ed the nuclear and 
space age with its potential for human progress and peaceful ax­
ploration of the universe or its potential for the destruction of the 
human race as we know it. 

Th:f.s is the background to our discussion of the issues of peace 
and war in the nuclear age. More specifically, we now face a 
crucial decision: Will we continue the nearch for ways to end thP. 
momentum of the nuclear arms race, or wl ll we ~cp.in yet anothP.r round 
of arms building -- with all the danger and in&ecerity that decision 
would produ~e? 

This is today' s crucial politicP.l issue. Once "t>Je have moved 
to a nel~T platc,g_t' of sophistice.tcd weaponry, st:ch as the Scntin ~ l 

anti-baHist:!.c raissi!e d~;?"lense cystem, it uHl bet~ollle excet~1ingly 

difficult, if not impo~sible, to restore the strategic balance on 
which true security ultimately reots. 

Since the d~wn of the nuclear aee, snd the unleashing of the 
terrible destructive power of etomic bombs at Hiroshima and 
Nagasaki, we ha-,e triP.d to prevent the use of this indescribably 
destructive military power. 
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In these years we have provided for our defense -- and for 
the protection of all mankind from nuclear war -- through the 
philosophy of detE>:rrcnce or, more precisely, a strategy of ; JI'\Utual 
assured destruction. ' No man can contemplate a rat i onal defense 
in a nuclear Wllr that would lepve millions of people dead. We 
must d~pcnd instead upOi.l our ability to deter attack, to prevent a 
nuclear war from ever beginning. 

This we have done thus far. We have provided ourselves with 
the ability to prevent any aggressor from attacking us with impunity. 
We have the ability to destroy any nation or nations that shn.uld 
choose to unleash a nuclear holocaust ag~inst us, or to thre8ton 
our vital L.1te r.ests or those of our allies -- just as we underst.nnd 
the fatal dangers to the United States if we should ever initiate a 
nuclear strike. 

As a result, there has been no nuclear war, not even in the 
darkest days of our political conflict with the Soviet Union. 

But relying upon a strategy of deterrence is not enough. We 
must also guard ag~inat the danger that nucle~r w~apons will be 
acquired by nations not directly involved in the equation of deter­
rence which restrains and controls the actions of the great powers. 

Too often conflicts between small nations have grown into 
conflagrations involving many others. In the nuclear age, no one 
can rationally predict the consequences for thP. safety of all man­
kind of a single nuclear weapon exploded in some far-o££, supposedly 
limited, conflict. 

For this reason, we have labored for years to limit the spread 
of nuclear weapons -- to keep these terrible devices out of the hsnds 
of smrlJ.er, less responsible nations. And we have just achieved 
our first measure of success. 

During the Johnson-Humphrey Administration, we concluded a 
nuclear non-proliferation treaty to talre the first step towards pre­
venting the world from becoming hostage to the mad act of some 
small country. 

I long supported this effort. Indeed, I was the first member 
of the Joh~son-Humphrey Administration to discuss publicly the 
desirability of such a treaty. 

I support it now, as the non-proliferation treaty is finally 
submitted to the United States Seo.!\te for r atificction by the i'Uxon 
Administra tion. I urge its early ratification, an-i I 3::'pe t ha t we 
will take thc::~c further steps new required if the spread of nuclear 
weapons is to b~ halt~d. 

But halting the prolifert'.tion of nuclear we1.1.pons SII'Ong the 
nations of the world is not enough. We must also halt the nuclear 
arms race among the supar powers. 

Indeed, thi s is a step we wtst take if the non-prcliferntion 
treaty is to achieve its desired results. In the long r~u1 we cannot 
ask others to for~go nuclear \m~pons if we -- and th~ Soviet Union -­
fail to resl~ain o~r.selves in the needless accumulatio~ of destructive 
nuclear pow<!r. 

But there is anl)thcr rr1or.e fund!:.-naatal reason for h~lting the 
strategic arms race "''ith the Sov:l.t::t Union. vie 11r.~ no·.-1 on a strategic 
nuclear platecu -- uher~ ne ltl!<:!r ·~ -i. cl t?. c:1:1. commit nuclesr aggression 
without incurring unac-::e ~) t o.blc c:e ~t r:uc t i.ot? :I.e .. 1 : ~•- • 1nt. In these circum­
stances, there :f.s a rel•!tive mem~m:-~ o~ :J.lv: lcar sacur1.ty for the United 
States and the Sovi .=; t Un :Lon. Both nnt i c .1e c "'-!i nm-1 turn thci.r minds 
from the dread dangers of a sut·pritic Fi lt.a.:·~k by the other side. 
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This easing of tensions arising from the. nuclear arms race 
has been achieved only after long efforts and at great cost. 

Today both super-powers possess sufficient nuclear power for 
mutual deterrence. But tomorrow, if we allow the nuclear arms race 
to accelerate once again, we may find ourselves fearing for our lives 
and safety. We must not, in short, return to the fears and insecurity 
of the 1950 1 s by introducing new uncertainties into the strategic arms 
balance between the United States and the Soviet Union. 

There is some evidence that the Soviet Union appreciates the 
dangers in a further escalation of the arms race. They have, for 
example, continued to confifte their ABM activity to a rudimentary 
system around :Noscow. On the other hand, they have continued to 
strengthen their offensive missile forces. 

But the Soviets have also indicated a willingness to begin com­
prehensive talks on a limitation of both offensive and defensive 
strategic nuclear weapons. I have long advocated this step -- and at 
the earliest possible opportunity. 

I believe we can now join the Soviet :Union in productive talks 
on controlling the strategic arms race. 

To those who say you cannot successfully negotiate with the 
Soviet Union, I reply that we have successfully nesotiated with them 
on many occasions. We have many precedents, beginning with the limited 
nuclear test ban treaty, negotiated by President Kennedy in 1963. We 
subsequently reached agreement to establish a hot-line between Moscow 
and Washington, and it was used to avert a confrontation during 
the Arab-Israeli War of 1967. At the United Nations we achieved a treaty 
to ban weapons of mass destruction from outer space. 

We concluded a consular convention and a civil air trans­
portation agreement with the Soviet Union. 

I personally supported all of these measures and pioneered 
in advocating the test ban treaty and the space treaty. I understand 
the profound difficulties often encountered in such negotiations. 
Success is never guaranteed. Yet I think we have no alternative but 
to begin talks to end the nuclear arms race. We have to try. 

To those who say you cannot rely on their word, I reply that 
it is not a question of relying on good faith alone. Any agreement 
to be acceptable must be subject to both inspection and enforcement. 
Modern technology has made this more easily accomr lished than 
anyone would have dreamed possible, even five years ago. We are 
at a point in international relations where we can, through advanced 
techniques of science and thechnology, inspect and monitor agree­
ments limiting strategic nuclear weapons and missiles. 

To those who say we cannot risk losing the time that may be 
necessary for these negotiations to succeed, I reply that we now 
have the time to do this without jeopardizing our national security. 
Our offensive nuclear strength, based on our Polaris fleet, our 
Minuteman missiles and our manned long-range bombers, gives us the 
opportunity to explore in depth with the Soviet Union steps to 
preserve the existing strategic plateau and to avoid another round 
of weapons deployment that would destroy this plateau. We then can 
examine ways to reduce existing stockpiles of weapons by mutual 
action. 
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It has been suggested in recent weeks that these talks should 
be postponed until they can be linked to more general settlement of 
outstanding political problems. 

I cannot agree with this position. The urgency of our present 
problem -- to prevent a further round of the nuclear arms race be­
fore it is irreversibly launched -- cannot wait upon the solution of 
political disputes that have been many years in the making -- and 
will be many years, if not generations, in solving. 

Nor are these broader agreements necessary for success in 
talks to limit the arms race. Indeed, we negotiated both the limited 
test ban treaty and the non-proliferation treaty during the Vietnam 
War when our relations with the Soviet Union and the other Communist 
states were severely strained. 

There is only one caution. It must be clearly understood that 
our desire to negotiate an end to the strategic nuclear arms race 
in no way condones the aggression of the Soviet Union against 
Czechoslovakia, not would it condone similar acts in the future. 
Nothing we do now can erase from our memories the brutal repres­
sion last August in Prague. 

We are sometimes told that our allies in Western Europe 
would be concerned lest our approaches to the Soviet Union on 
arms control should delay the day when Czechoslovakia will again 
be free. I do not agree. I believe that our allies understand the 
grave issues involved in ending the arms race and, with adequate 
consultation and counsel on our part, will strongly support that move. 

Indeed, an effective agreement to halt the nuclear arms race 
will make it far more likely that we and the Soviets will be able to 
go forward, with our allies, toward the solution of outstanding poli­
tical problems. 

But the fundamental requirement for this process of consultation 
is strategic stability. Anything we do to maintain that strategic 
stability-- to freeze the arms race at or near today's levels or to 
reverse it -- will improve our political relations. But anything we do 
to reverse it -- will improve our political relations. But anything we 
do to disrupt that strategic stability will lead us back again to the 
darkest days of the Cold War. 

* * * 
There is today an immediate danger to the stability of our 

strategic relations with the Soviet Union -- the impending decision by 
the administration and Defense Department to proceed with deployment 
of the Sentinel anti-ballistic missile system. 

Let me be clear: I have always supported, and will continue to 
support, any effort to provide for the security of the United States. 
There can be -- there will be -- no compromise with our defense. 

But is this anti-ballistic missile system a contribution to that 
defense? I believe it is not. And therefore, I firmly oppose de­
ployment of the Sentinel AB~ system at this time. 

The Sentinel ABM system was originally designed to nullify an 
attack by China against the United States sometime during the 1970's, 
after China acquires the ability to launch a limited number of nuclear 
missiles against us. If Sentinel would do this, and would not erode 
our security in other ways, I would support its d~ployment -- even 
though it would only be needed to deal with the mad act of a Chinese 
leader ~ose own country would be destroyed in return. 
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The Sentinel system will not do this. Even its advocates do not 
claim that the Sentinel will provide absolute immunity to a Chinese 
attack. There are serious questions with regard to its technical feasi­
bility and reliability, particularly against a carefully planned and exe­
cuted attack. It could never be tested without renouncing the atmospheric 
nuclear test ban treaty that we worked so long and hard to achieve. 

But more significantly, deploying an anti-ballistic missile system 
against China -- however imperfect the system would be, and for 
however few years it would be partially effective -- could have serious 
repercussions on our relations with the Soviet Union. 

Quite simply, we cannot afford to upset the strategic nuclear 
balance with the Soviet Union -- and Sentinel will do just that. 

If we begin to deploy this system, we will inevitably raise 
doubts in the minds of the Russians about our intentions. We will 
force them to improve their own offensive missile forces, thereby 
postponing further a freeze in the arms race. We will add new 
uncertainties to a strategic balance that can remain stable only when 
each side is satisfied it knows the composition of this balance. 

There are further dangers. Major weapons systems, once begun, 
have a tendency to expand. The Sentinel system would be no exception, 
especially since there is already strong pressure -- to transform it 
from the so-called " thin" system to a more elaborate and costly de­
ployment directed against Soviet strategic nuclear forces. 

But for every advance we achieve in anti-ballistic missiles, 
the Russians will be able, for much less effort, to recapture the 
same ability to wreak destruction on the United States through more 
sophisticated offensive weapons. The same argument applies in reverse, 
and would make a serious Soviet attempt to build anti-ballistic missile 
defenses equally futile. The offense can always be a step ahead of 
the defense -- our generals and scientists agree on this. 

What we are now facing, therefore, is the prospect of embarking 
on a project that will provide us with only a marginal increase, at 
best, in our physical protection against China, yet will almost surely 
introduce grave uncertainties into our relations with the Soviet Union. 
And if history is at all instructive in this regard, it is likely that the 
defensive weapons system will be obsolete at approximately the same 
time its initial deployment is completed. 

On balance, then, the risks of deployment far outweigh the risks 
of continuing to maintain this system at the research and development 
stage. 

To postpone -- or to abandon -- deployment of the Sentinel system 
does not mean that we are leaving ourselves to the mercy of Soviet 
technological breakthroughs. We must continue with research and de­
velopment of ABM technology -- and we are doing so. The issue is 
deployment -- not development. 

Then there is the question of cost. The present limited Sentinel 
system will cost at least $10 billion dollars. A full system, directed 
against the Soviet Union, wo.uld initially cost in the neighborhood of at 
least $40 - $60 billion dollars -- or more. 

These are dollars vitally needed for meeting the problems of 
poverty, the decay in our cities, and the explosive time bombs of 
division and discord in America. We would purchase new nuclear 
weapons -- adding nothing to our real defense -- at the price of further 
postponing our efforts to improve our society athome. 
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It is now being argued that deployment of the Sentinel system 
will help us in our negotiations with the Soviet Union to control 
the nuclear arms race. We are supposed to trade it away for a com­
prehensive agreement on the more vital questions of limiting all 
offensive and defensive nuclear weapons. 

I now question this view. If we have learned anything from 
our experience in two decades of deadly confrontation with the Soviets, 
it is that uncertainty in the strategic balance produces not agreement 
but fear and nuclear escalation which makes agreement more difficult. 

With the bomber gap of the 1950's and the feared missile gap of 
the 1960 ' s, there were grave complications in our ability to deal with 
the Soviet Union on political matters. With today's nuclear deterrence 
parity, we can be optimistic about chances for a strategic wear ons 
treaty. 

I repeat: we should halt deployment of the Sentinel system and 
begin, as expeditiously as possible, negotiations with the Soviet Union 
on the reduction of offensive and defensive strategic weapons. 

There is one further -- one crucial -- point. For many years we 
have been concerned with the problem of preserving a strategic balance 
with the Soviet Union, of planning against the emergence of China as 
a nuclear power, and of preventing the proliferation of nuclear wearons. 
But all too often we have looked at these r roblems in terms of weapons 
and hardware, instead of diplomacy and ideas. 

There is one hard fact of life in this nuclear age: the determined 
aggressor, armed with nuclear weapons he may have built in secret, will be 
able to reap damage to any nation beyond our power to comprehend, even 
though the aggressor will likely be destroyed in the process. 

The hope for the world to avoid this fate ultimately lies not in 
pursuit of more elaborate technology of destruction but in the pursuit 
of r·eace through the only means that can make peace real and lasting -­
and these are primarily political means. 

If we uy.set the existing strategic balance with the Soviet Union, 
we will harm the few pros pects for meaningful political understanding 
and conciliation. 

If we think of Nainland China only in terms of an irrational 
nuclear attack, we will stand to lose our chances in the coming years 
to encourage Peking to take an active r eaceful part in the affairs of 
the world community. 

And if we think of non-proliferation only in terms of nuclear 
weapons, and ignore the real conflicts and misunderstandings that may 
impel nations to acquire these weapons, we may find ourselves one day 
in a world made far more dangerous by the existence of many nuclear 
powers. 

We must, in short, come to understand that real security is the 
compound of many elements -- and not just the military weapons systems 
developed by the professional defense establishment. In the pursuit 
of real national security, we must not chase after shadows and illusions 
which will cloud our vision of the more difficult, but ultimately no 
less necessary, political settlements. 
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As President John Kennedy said at American University in 
June, 1963: · Let us examine our attitude toward peace itself. 
Too many think it unreal. But that is a dangerous, defeatist 
belief. It leads to the conclusion that war is inevitable, that 
mankind is doomed, and that we are ripped by forces we cannot · 
control. 

We need not accer t that view. 
therefore, they can be solved by men. 
he wants. 11 

Our problems are man-made; 
And man can be as big as 

I say we can yet be masters of our destiny. 

We can walk the difficult path it takes. But it will re­
quire courage, conviction and hard, rational thought. 

I do not think that this is too high a price to apy for 
the survival of mankind. This is not too high a standard to 
require of men who hold in their hands the power of nuclear 
destruction. It is simply what we as creators and stewards of 
the most terrible power ever known to man owe to ourselves and 
to future generations. 

I say we must pay this price. t-Ie must find this way to 
peace. 

* * ~'<"/• **~"" 
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a.ty, to make it clear that these un­
tunate statements and what the Presi­
t stated are not binding on any of us 
this body as a whole. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 
oin with the Senator from Arizona in 
;>ressing the same hope that he ex­

. essed. I do not know whether the res­
ution introduced by the Senator from 
>rth Carolina will or will not come to a 
>te. I hope it does. 
Whether it does or does not come to a 
te, I feel that in voting on the treaty, 
nators are not in any way bound by 

;sertions made by those who are not 
. .:Iembers of Congress, whether by an ap­
pointed omcialin the United Nations, for 
example, or by an ex-President of the 
Unil!ed States. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I agree with the 
Senator, and associate myself with his 
!'emarks. What concerns me is what 
country or countries feel that those 
words do have validity to them and had 
an influence on them in signing the 
treaty. That is the question in my mind. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. As I see it, we 
have no way of knowing; but perhaps 
some countries were influenced by them. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Virginia yield? 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I yield. 
Mr. MURPHY. I raised this question, 

or a similar question, yesterday, but un­
fortunately all the available time had 
been used, so the question that I posed 
on this exact point was not answered. 

If, as we are told, there are 80 signa­
tories to the treaty, I am sure that a 
number of those signatories, just as per­
haps many Members of this distin­
guished body, possibly could have had a . 
misunderstanding of the conditions. 

I know that my distinguished colleague 
and I have both wondered whether the 
language in the report guaranteed the 
immediate use of American troops and 
weapons, the immediate protection, the 
immediate going to war-if you will-by 
the United States, in the event any non­
nuclear~ .. _~~,pons nation signatory to the 
treaty was -attacked by another nation 
using nuclear weapons. It was certainly 
my understanding, at the outset, that 
this was a condition. I have discussed 
this with many people, botb retired mili­
tary, and atomic energy experts; and, 
unfortunately, this seemed to be the con­
sensus, that the statements made by the 
former Secretary of State, the former 
President, and the former Ambassador 
to the United Nations did guarantee mil­
itary action by the United States of 
America. 

Now, I wonder whether, if the 80 na­
tions presently signatories had had the 
advantage of hearing the debate which 
has been carried on in the Senate, had 
they heard the questions and answers, 
the explanation of the position of the 
distinguished chairman of the Foreign 
Relations Committee, and the explana­
tion of General Wheeler that this was 
not a commitment, would they have been 
willing, under these circumstances, with 
this full knowledge, to sign the treaty, or 
if they might decide they signed under 
a misconception or a misunderstanding 
of the content of the treaty, of the in­
tent of the treaty, or of our moral obll-

gation-if you will-would they still con­
tinue to be signatories to the treaty or 
would they ·make active the 30-day re­
lease notification and withdraw from the 
treaty. 

I wonder whether my distinguished 
colleague would comment on that, be­
cause it has been disturbing me greatly. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. The Senator 
from Virginia would not know how to 
interpret the views of those 80 nations, 
nor would he have any way of knowing 
what motivated them to sign the treaty, 
nor how much the declaration on the 
part of our representative in the United 
Nations had in causing one or more of 
those nations to sign the treaty. Possibly 
one or more were misled. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, 
would the Senator from Virginia yield 
for an observation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRANSTON in the chair) . Does the Sena­
tor from Virginia yield to the Senator 
from Arkansas? 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I am happy to 
yield to the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I might say that the 
first committee report, of last summer, 
was printed before most of the non­
nuclear states ever said they would sign 
the treaty. So they had plenty of notice, 
or at least ' had available to them the 
attitude of the committee and the views 
of the committee. The first report of the 
committee last summer made it very 
clear that the United States is not com­
mitted by what happened up there. So, 
it is not right to say that they had 
no notice as to the attitude of the 
committee. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I thank the 
distinguished Senator from Arkansas. 

I want to say 'that, so far as I am con­
cerned, I think we have too many com­
mitments all over the world. 

We have mutual defense commitments 
to 44 nations. 

I am not interested in advocating or 
supporting a proposal which could be, 
logically, properly, and accurately con­
strued as committing us to additional 
wars. 

We have had too many wars. 
This Nation has been engaged in more 

major wars during the past 50 years than 
any other nation in history in a com­
parable length of time. 

World War I was a major war. World 
War II was a major war. The Korean war 
was a major war; and the Vietnam war is 
a major war. 

I say that we have made too many 
commitments already around the world. 

This treaty does not, however, commit 
the United States to any future acts. It 
does not commit the United States to do 
anything except what it voluntarily is 
doing anyway; that is, not to give away 
to other countries nuclear devices for 
warmaking potential. We are not going 
to do that, anyway. 

Thus, I cannot see that the treaty 
would be harmful to the United States. 

By the same token, I am not sure that 
it will accomplish very much, but at least 
it presents, as I see it, a small hope, a 
small, first step toward trying to keep out 
of the hands of many nations who do not 

have nuclear weapons, these terrible war­
making devices. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Virginia yield? 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I am happy to 
yield to the distinguished Senator from 
Texas . 

Mr. TOWER. I should like to commend 
the distinguished Senator from Virginia 
for his remarks. Although I shall not vote 
for the treaty unless certain reservations 
are adopted, the Senator from Virginia 
has expressed his intention to vote for it. 
I just wish that more of the proponents 
and supporters of the treaty could be as 
frank and candid about it as the Senator 
from Virginia has been. 

I am afraid that too many of those who 
passionately want to see the treaty rati­
fied have conveyed the impression that 
it will terminate the prospect for a nu­
clear holocaust. 

I think that we must realistically ob­
serve that that simply is not the case. 
I think the Senator from Virginia has 
been responsible in enunciating his sup­
port for the treaty and pointing out that 
we must not be lulled into a false sense 
of security or euphoria. 

I further commend him for underscor­
ing the fact that we must still maintain 
a degree of military superiority over 
those who have aggressive designs upon 
the rest of the world. 

I thank the Senator from Virginia for 
his most instructive statement. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I am grateful to 
the distinguished Senator from Texas for 
his remarks. 

Like the Senator from Texas, I think 
it is very important that the American 
people have an accurate understanding 
of just how much this treaty can do and 
how little it .can do, and be governed 
accordingly. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the distin­
guished Senator from Kentucky (Mr. 
CooK) may proceed, as in legislative ses­
sion, for 10 minutes without the time be­
ing charged to either side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

THE ABM SYSTEM 

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I am told 
that the administration has about eight 
options available to it in making a deci­
sion on the current anti-ballistic-missile 
controversy. Seven of these alternatives, 
some of which are variations of the pro­
posed Sentinel system favored by the 
Johnson administration, would call for 
deployment of antiballistic missiles in the 
near future. Some of my colleagues have 
indicated that their major opposition 
stems from the outcry of citizens in 
Seattle, Chicago, Detroit, and Boston • 
over the planned location of bases near 
those cities. 

I would hope today to direct the em­
phasis of the ABM debate to the larger 
question, not where sha.ll the installa­

. tions be placed but, rather, whether they 
shall be deployed at all. 

The outrage expressed by the people of 
these cities and the subsequent consider­
ation of alternatives raises an all-
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important question. What is the purpose have orders to build certain parts for the 
of the ABM? Originally we were told the system are asking that the ABM not be 
deployment around the cities was essen- deployed at this time. A scientist for a 
tial and that the Sentinel's purpose was company which presently has such con­
damage limitation; that is, to reduce our tracts with the Department of Defense 
losses by 40 or 50 million people in the was in my office the other day and said he 
event of nuclear exchange. The problem had been authorized by his 'employer to 
with this was pointed out by Senator come to Capitol Hill and tell Members of 
MATHIAS cin the floor last week when he Congress that he and the managers of 
asked, "Which people are you going to his company were convinced that Sen­
save?" By deploying in one place and not tine!, in its current state of development, 
in another one makes a God-like deci- would not work and should not be de­
sian as to who shall live and who shall played. Delay in deployment of the sys­
perish. And besides, can there be any tern would cost this company hundreds of 
victory when millions die? In the years thousands of dollars but its technical 
it would take to deploy the Sentinel, who people could not, in good faith, advocate 
can say what the offensive capacity of such an expenditure of public money on 
the enemy would become. Then, a for-la project which its scientists felt had 
tiori, who can testify to the accuracy of little or. no chance o~ performing as it 
the assumption that Sentinel would re- ~unct10n. I regret tlntt"'r 
duce casualties by 50 million? am not authoriZed to diVulge the name of 

Another justification for deployment this contractor, but quite frankly, the 
of the Sentinel ABM system was that it reason I am not at liberty to do so, is 
would protect us against irrational be- because they fear reprisal in the form of 
havior on the part of the Chinese. But lost contracts on other projects. 
as Jerome Wiesner points out: The theory behind defensive missile 

We ought to regard the Sentinel as a bad 
joke perpetrated on us by Mr. McNamara 
and President Johnson 1n an election year. It 
seems to me that their very rat!onal!zat!on­
that !t was to defend us against the Chinese 
but we would stop building !t !! the Rus­
sians agreed not to build on6--{!emonstrates 
that well enough. 

One of the strongest arguments 
against deployment of any ABM system 
at this time centers around the question 
of effectiveness. A meaningful defense 
agMfiSt nuclear attack must be almost 
perfect, as opposed to conventional war­
fare where, for example, one planeload of 
bombs will not do as much damage as 
many planes each loaded with the same 
destructive force. 

The very real problem with today's 
quickly changing technology is that a 
defense system may well be obsolete 
~ftea it is finished. It has been esti­
ma that planning and deployment of 
such systems as we are talking about 
might take as long as 10 years. Certainly 
the Nike-Zeus and Nike X systems, if 
we had decided to deploy them, would 

) 

now be obsolete. In fact, it is entirely­
possible that any defense system which 
depends on projectiles, rather than rays 
or beams, will be obsolete before com­
pleted. 

Among the many technical difficulties 
which Sentinel is not llkely to overcome, 
according to scientific testimony, are em­
ployment of penetration aids by an at­
tacker, the possibility of blackout, and 
destructive fallout if the enemy chooses 
not to attack our points of defense and 
makes his missiles land and explode in 
sparsely populated areas. This latter plan 
of attack would minimize death from ex­
plosion but maximize the dangers of fall­
out throughout the country. There are a 
myriad of other possibilities. What all of 
this adds up to is that no defender is 
ever really going to know what to expect. 
The alternatives available to any planner 
of an offensive system are so many and 
varied as to give him every possibility of 
retaining the likelihood of success. 

Skepticism about whether the Sentinel 
would work as designed is so widespread 
that even some of the contractors who 

systems it seems, is twofold: 
First. To limit damage-the defi­

ciencies of this argument have already 
been explored-and 

Second. To enhance our power to de­
liver a retaliatozy blOw. The problem with 
the se~ation is that the Pen­
tagon has been telling us for years that 
we have retaliatory power in abundance. 
Even 1f all our land-based power was 
knocked out, the 646 Polaris missiles to 
be fired from beneath the seas would 
totally destroy the enemy. 
=-me opinions I have advanced were 
drawn from the best scientific minds 
available and these alone would tend to 
compel my opposition on the grounds 
that the system is unlikely to function 
properly. But there are still other strong 
reasons for opposing Sentinel, one of 
which is cost. Senator SYMINGTON on the 
floor last week pointed out that already 
$15 billion of the taxpayers' money has 
been spent on missile systems placed in 
production, deployed, and then aban­
doned and that another $4.2 billion was 
spent on additional missile systems 
which were discontinued in the research 
and development stage. He added that 
the total cost of unworkable or obsolete 
missiles probably is in excess of $23 bil­
lion. Bearing in mind this record of ex­
pense and failure, we must ask what cost 
is anticipated for Sentinel, another mis­
sile system, which in all likelihood will 
also be abandoned or become obsolete 
before completion? The Johnson ad­
ministration estimated that deployment 
of the "thin" Sentinel system designed 
to protect us against_ the Red Chinese 
would cost between $5 and $10 billion. 
Official cost estimates of a "thick" sys­
tem designed to protect against Soviet 
attack range in the $40 billion category. 
But these estimates are highly suspect. 
Senator SYMINGTON raised last week the 
question of how accurate predictions of 
missile expense by the Department of 
Defense had been. He pointed out that 
the 12 major systems developed dur­
ing the 1950's exceeded their original 
estimated cost by 220 percent and that 
at this rate "thick" Sentinel would not 
cost $40 billion but over $160 b1llion. 

Brookings Institute studies indicate tha 
costs have exceeded estimates by fron 
as much as 300 percent to 700 percen 
My able colleague from Missouri adde< 
further that, based on these studies an<' 
recent Department of Defense requests 
it was conceivable that the "thin" systen: 
would cost $40 billion and the "thick'· 
$400 billion-more than the national 
debt. 

Now, no patriotic American opposes 
spending what is necessary for the de­
fense of our country. And I am not op· 
posed to continued appropriations f01 
research and development of ABM sys­
tems, bUt I do oppose such astronomical 
expenditures for a defense system of 
questionable value, if not positive harm. 

The last and most compelling argu­
ment against deployment of an ABM sys­
tem at this time is the effect I believe 
such action would have oii'COii:tinues;at­
tempts to curb the nuClear ariiis xa&_e: 
Even u the sentiriel worked perfectly, 
which almost no one is willing to con­
cede, it would still have the major de­
fect, in terms of international stability, 
of assuring an escalation in kind on the 
part of the Soviet Union. By passing the 
nuclear nonproliferation treaty, we will 
be urging other nations not to enter the 
nuclear arms race. How can we then ig­
nore our own admonition and deploy an 
ABM system which w111 almost certainly 
set off another arms race round between 
the United States and the Soviet Union. 
Such an action would not enhance our 
defense but only increase international 
tension. It is not insignificant that every 
one of the last four presidential scientific 
advisers is against deployment of the 
sentinel. Jerome Weisner gave a bet­
ter summation of my views than I could 
compose myself so I will quote him in 
conclusion: 

This is not a m atter that anybody can set­
tle with numbers and calculations. It 1s a 
judgment. But judgments of this kind are 
at the heart of the decision to build or not 
to build an ABM system, not the sta.t!st!cs, 
the calculations about "cost-etfev .. . . ~ss" 
or how many people will be killed. These rae­
tors are Important !n the decision., or oourse. 
What !s most Important, however, !t the total 
dyna.m.!cs and the likely Interaction or the 
policy makers on both sides. I oome back to 
where I began and ask: Can we play this 

[

ga.me, which certainly will not buy us a real 
defense, and a.t the same time achleve a ra­
tional world? My a.nswer is "No." 

I thank the Senator from Texas. 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, my col­

league, the-distinguished junior Senator 
from Kentucky, (Mr. CooK), deserves 
commendation for his thoughtful, rea­
sonable and incisive speech in opposition 
to the deployment, at this time, of the 
Sentinel anti-ballistic-missile system. 

He has, I know, studied this complex 
issue thoroughly for several weeks and 
has made this decision on the merits giv­
ing chief consideration to the security of 
our country-which is the main consid­
eration of all-whether favoring or op­
posing deployment. I know· that he re­
quested a discussion of this issue with 
other new members of the Senate, with 
Senate witnesses distinguished scientists 
who have testified in the current hearing 
before the Gore subcommittee of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee. 
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LTH; sEcuRITY oF A ~DERN NATioN Is To BE FOUND 

NOT ONLY IN ITS MILITARY POWER BUT IN THE SUM TOTAL OF 

ITS POLITICAL, SOCIAL, ECONOMIC AND MILITARY STRENGTH • .... 
~ NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY -- WHILE REQUIRING 

THE EXPERT AND TECHNOLOGICAL ADVICE OF THOSE SKILLED -
IN MILITARY SCIENCE -- MUST ULTIMATELY BE DETERMINE~ ~ 

.. 1u,.,."'"*'r ~,a~. f'.A.a•"'~ 
BY THE POLITICAL LEADERS~.GEORGES CLEMENCEAU WAS RIGHT 

WHEN HE OBSERVED THAT WAR IS TOO IMPORTANT TO BE LEFT TO 

THE GENERALS. 

~· THE 20TH CENTURY HAS ALREADY SEEN TWO WORLD WARS 

AND 41h~REGIONAL AND LOCAL CONFLICTS THAT HAVE 

TAKEN MILLIONS OF LIVE~ CONSUMED THE RESOURCES OF NATIONS1 
t.lh·~·d'· •'iitJ;I 0 

AND BROUGHT MANKIND~t TO THE BRINK OF NUCLEAR HOLOCAUST .• 
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IN MANY WAYS,~ COULD BE CALLED A CENTURY OF DESTRUCTION. 

'-..AND YE~ PARADOXICALLY, THIS SAME CENTURY HAS 

SEEN THE LIBERATION OF MILLIONS OF PEOPLE FROM COLONIAL 

RULE' A STEADY RISE IN THE STANDARD OF LIVING FOR MANY 
- J 

HAVE ENTERED THE NUCLEAR AND SPACE AGE WITH ITS -
. 

~THIS IS THE BACKGROUND TO ~DISCUSSION OF THE 

ISSUES OF PEACE AND WAR IN THE NUCLEAR AGE. 
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(MoRE SPECIFICALLY1 WE NOW FACE A CRUCIAL DECISIO~ A 
hltN~ItfJ~ 

WILL WE CONTINUE THE SEARCH FOR WAYS TO~THE MOMENTUM 

OF THE NUCLEAR ARMS RA~ OR WILL WE. BEGIN YET ANOTHER 

ROUND OF ARMS BUILDING~ I !III! AI I T~P flMJSEBJtNi 

~~~~!IRITY TIIAT BECISISN ';;'8~LD PRSB~CE? L .... 

~:~~~~~ L THIS IS TODAY'S CRUCIAL POLITICAL ISSUE :e;; 
WE HAVE MOVED TO A NEW OF SOPHISTICATED WEAPONRY1. 

SUCH AS THE SENTINEL ANTI-BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE SYSTE~ 

IT WILL BECOME EXCEEDINGLY DIFFICUL~ IF NOT IMPOSSIBLE1 
..,~ 

TO RESTORE THE STRATEGIC BALANCE ON WHICH ~ SECURITY 

ULTIMATELY RESTS. 

/.J.,,NCE THE DAWN OF THE NUCLEAR AGE, AND THE 

UNLEASHING OF THE TERRIBLE DESTRUCTIVE POWER OF ATOMIC 

BOMBS AT HIROSHIMA AND NAGASAK~J' WE HAVE TRIED TO ~REVENT 

THE USE OF THIS INDESCRIBABLY DESTRUCTIVE ~QWER_, 
~ IN THESE YEAR)WE HAVE PROVIDED FOR OUR DEFENSE-­

AND FOR THE PROTECTION OF ALL MANKIND FROM NUCLEAR WAR -­

THROUGH THE PHILOSOPHY OF DETERRENCE ORJ MORE PRECISEL~ 

A STRATEGY OF "MUTUAL ASSURED DESTRUCTIONw 
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~NO MAN CAN CONTEMPLATE A RATIONAL DEFENSE IN A NUCLEAR 

WAR THAT WOULD LEAVE MILLIONS OF PEOPLE DEAD4~WE MUSTJ~J 
DEPEND INSTEAD UPON OUR ABILITY TO D TER ATTACK TO 

PREVENT A NUCLEAR WAR FROM EVER BEGINNING• 
I lr 

~THIS WE HAVE DONE THUS FAR.<JiE HAVE PROVIDED 

OURSELVES WITH THE ABILITY TO PREVENT ANY AGGRESSOR FROM 
- e;,ua;•ttu• .. ~ 

ATTACKING US WITH IMPUNITY~~E HAVE THE ~"TO DESTROY 

ANY NATION OR NATIONS THAT SHOULD CHOOSE TO UNLEASH A 

NUCLEAR HOLOCAUST AGAINST U~ OR TO~TEN OUR VITAL 

INTERESTS OR THOSE OF OUR ALLIES --111'(11' WE UNDERSTAND 

THE FATAL DANGERS TO THE UNITED STATES IF WE SHOULD EVER 

INITIATE A NUCLEAR STRIKE .• 

LAS A RESULlJ THERE HAS BEEN NO NUCLEAR WAR, NOT 

EVEN IN THE DARKEST DAYS OF OUR POLITICAL CONFLICT WITH 

THE SOVIET UNION. ,, . 
~ BUT RELYING UPON A STRATEGY OF DETTERENCE IS 

NOT ENOUGH. 
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~WE MUST ALSO GUARD AGAINST THE DANGER THAT NUCLEAR 

WEAPONS WILL BE ACQUIRED BY NATIONS NOT DIRECTLY INVOLVED 

IN THE EQUATION OF DETERRENCE WHICH RESTRAINS AND CONTROLS -
THE ACTIONS OF THE GREAT POWERS .• 

~TOO OFTEN CONFLICTS BETWEEN SMALL NATIONS HAVE 

GROWN INTO CONFLAGRATIONS INVOLVING MANY OTHERs~JL. THE 

NUCLEAR AG~ NO ONE CAN RATIONALLY PREDICT THE CONSEQUENCES 

Fi~ii TilE B~:fHY sp; Alib ~·~4Ftt,SINGLE NUCLEAR WEAPON 

EXPLODED IN SOME FAR-OF~ SUPPOSEDLY LIMITE~ CONFLICT._ 

koR THIS REASOI} WE HAVE LABORED FOR YEARS TO 

LIMIT THE SPREAD OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS -- TO KEEP THESE 

TERRIBLE DEVICES OUT OF THE HANDS OF SMALLE~ LESS 

RESPONSIBLE NATIONS.LAND WE HAVE JUST ACHIEVED OUR FIRST 

MEASURE OF SUCCESS. 

~jw.~~~ u:iGMPHREY ADMINISTRAT!Otj, WE ""J't.,fil 
\)1• 'fl ,CR!I6i"PGJt A NUCLEAR NON-PROLI FERA Tl ON TREATY • X 'IE :t-o 

FIRST STEP TOWARDS PREVENTING THE WORLD FROM BECO~ING 

HOSTAGE TO THE MAD ACT OF SOME . ~ 

~-~""';;;.J·,..,.. ~ ,·/J&;t..C• 
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I LONG SUPPORTED THIS EFFORT. INDEED, I WAS THE FIRST 

MEMBER OF THE JOHNSON-HUMPHREY ADMINISTRATION TO DISCUSS 

PUBLICLY THE DESIRABILITY OF SUCH A TREATY. 

~ I SUPPORT IT NOWJ AS THE NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY 

IS FINALLY SUBMITTED TO THE UNITED STATES SENATE FOR 

RATIFICATION BY THE NIXON ADMINISTRATION,l_I URGE ITS 

EARLY RATIFICATION, AND I HOPE THAT WE WILL TAKE THOSE 

FURTHER STEPS NOW REQUIRED IF THE SPREAD OF NUCLEAR 
. ------... 

WEAPONS IS TO BE HALTED. 4t 

* * * 

~ BUT HALTING THE -PROLIFERATION OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS 

AMONG THE NATIONS OF THE WORLD IS NOT ENOUG~. WE MUST 

ALSO HALT THE NUCLEAR ARMS RACE AMONG THE SUPER-POWERS .• 

~ INDEEDt THIS IS A~EP ~M~T TAKE IF THE , ---
NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY IS TO ACHIEVE ITS DESIRED RESULTS• 

NOT ASK OTHERS TO FOREGO NUCLEAR 

WEAPONS IF WE -- AND THE SOVIET UNION -- FAIL TO RESTRAIN 

OURSELVES IN THE NEEDLESS ACCUMULATION OF DESTRUCTIVE 

NUCLEAR POWER. 
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J(BUT THERE IS ANOTHER MORE FUNDAMENTAL RE~SON FOR 

HALTING THE STRATEGIC ARMS RACE WITH THE SOVIET UNION._ 

~WE ARE NOW ON A STRATEGIC NUCLEAR PLATEAU -- WHERE NEITHER 

SIDE CAN COMMIT NUCLEAR AGGRESSION WITHOUT INCURRING 

UNACCEPTABLE DESTRUCTION IN RETURN• h! THESE CIRCUMSTANCES; 

THERE IS A RELATIVE MEASURE OF NUCLEAR SECURITY FOR THE 

AND THE SOVIET UNION1LBoTH NATIONs.£,.,J.c..., .. 

-~~~~-- A SURPRISE 

ATTACK BY THE OTHER SIDE .. 

L. THIS EASING OF TENSIONS .MMiiWi~~jjjillllll..__~ 
ANNt AAiE HAS BEEN ACHIEVED ONLY AFTER LONG EFFORTS AND 

AT GREAT COST 'fJI 

~TODAY BOTH SUPER-POWERS POSSESS SUFFICIENT NUCLEAR 

POWER FOR MUTUAL DETERRENCE~~UT TOMORROW/ IF WE ALLOW 

THE NUCLEAR ARMS RACE TO ACCELERATE ONCE AGAJN1 WE MAY 

FIND OURSELVES FEARING FOR OUR LIVES AND SAFETY.~ 
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~WE MUST ~'I IN SHOR~, R~N TO THE ~S AND INSECURITY 

OF THE 1950's BY INTRODUCING NEW UNCERTAINTIES INTO THE 

STRATEGIC ARMS BALANCE BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND THE 

S~VIET UNIO~ .• 

~ THERE IS SOME EVIDENCE THAT THE SOVIET UNION 

APPRECIATES THE DANGERS IN A FURTHER ESCALATION OF THE 

ARMS RACE~ IJHEY HAVf; FOR EXAMPLij CONTINUED TO CONFINE 

THEIR ABM ACTIVITY TO A RUDIMENTARY SYSTEM AROUND MOSCOWtt 
= ~N THE OTHER HAN~ THEY HAVE CONTINUED TO STRENGTHEN 

THEIR OFFENSIVE MISSILE FORCEs.buT THE SOVIETS HAVE 

ALSO INDICATED A WILLINGNESS TO BEGIN COMPREHENSIVE TALKS 

ON A LIMITATION OF BOTH OFFENSIVE AND DEFENSivE STRATEGIC 

NUCLEAR WEAPoN§ci I HAVE LONG ADVOCATED THIS STEP -- AND 

AT THE EARLIEST POSSIBLE OPPORTUNITY. 

2 I BELIEVE WE CAN NOW JOIN THE SOVIET UNION IN 

PRODUCTIVE TALKS ON CONTROLLING THE STRATEGIC ARMS RACE. 
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~TO THOSE WHO SAY YOU CANNOT SUCCESSFULLY NEGOTIATE WITH 

THE SOVIET UNIO~ I REPLY THAT WE HAVE SUCCESSFULLY 

NEGOTIATED WITH THEM ON MANY OCCASIONS~E HAVE MANY 

PRECEDENTS BEGINNING WITH THE LIMITED NUCLEAR TEST BAN 

TREA'fv. ~ . WE 

SUBSEQUENTLY REACHED AGREEMENT TO ESTABLISH A1~0T-LINE 11 

BETWEEN MOSCOW AND WASHINGTO~ AND IT WAS USED TO AVERT 

A CONFRONTATION DURING THE ARAB-ISRAELI WAR OF I967.-

~ AT THE UNITED NATIONS WE ACHIEVED A TREATY TO BAN WEAPONS 

OF MASS DESTRUCTION FROM OUTER SPACE., 

~w~tDrrcLUDED A CONSULAR CONVENTION AND A CIVIL 

AIR TRANSPORTATION AGREEMENT WITH THE SOVIET UNION• 

~ I PERSONALLY SUPPORTED ALL OF THESE MEASURES AND 

PIONEERED IN ADVOCATING THE TEST BAN TREATY AND THE SPACE 

TREATY./ I UNDERSTAND THE PROFOUND D IFF I CUL TIES OFTEN 

ENCOUNTERED IN SUCH NEGOTIATIONS~SUCCESS IS NEVER 

GUARANTEEDi~YE~ I TH~K WE HA~~/jTE~~!Z!.. 
~-.. r~ ~ - -

BEGIN TALKS 'fr!C;I'ffi TH NUCLEAR ARMS RACE. WE HAVE TO 

TRY. 
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L: T£ THQ~ WHO SAY YOU CANNOT RELY ON ~EIR WORD~ 
I REPLY THAT IT IS NOT A QUESTION OF RELYING ON GOOD 

FAITH ALONE,~NY AGREEMENT TO BE ACCEPTABLE MUST BE 

SUBJECT TO BOTH INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT~MODERN 

TECHNOLOGY HAS MADE THIS MORE EASILY ACCOMPLISHED THAN 

ANYONE WOULD HAVE DREAMED POSSIBLS, EVEN FIVE YEARS AGn_ 

~WE ARE AT A POINT IN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS WHERE WE 

CA~ THROUGH ADVANCED TECHNIQUES OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGjf 

INSPECT AND MONITOR AGREEMENTS LIMITING STRATEGIC NUCLEAR 

WEAPONS AND MISSILES.~ 

~ TO THOSE WHO SAY WE CANNOT RISK LOSING THE TIME 

THAT MAY BE NECESSARY FOR THESE NEGOTIATIONS TO SUCCE~ 

I REPLY1 THAT WE NOW HAVE THE TIME TO DO THIS WITHOUT 

JEOPARDIZING OUR~T~AL ~~~T~-~OUR OFFENSIVE NUCLEAR 

STRENGTH) BASED ON OUR POLARIS FLEETJ OUR MINUTEMAN MISSILES 

AND OUR MANNED LONG-RANGE BOMBERSJ GIVES US THE OPPORTUNITY 

TO ~RE IN DEPTH WITH THE SOVIET UNION
1

STEPS TO PRESERVE 

THE EXISTING STRATEGIC PLATEAU AND TO AVOID ANOTHER ROUND 

OF WEAPONS DEPLOYMENT• 
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~ WE THEN CAN EXAMINE WAYS TO REDUCE EXISTING STOCKPILES 

OF WEAPONS BY MUTUAL ACTION.~ 

~IT HAS BEEN SUGGESTED IN RECENT WEEKS THAT THESE 

TALKS SHOULD BE POSTPONED UNTIL THEY CAN BE LINKED TO MORE 

GENERAL SETTLEMENT OF OUTSTANDING POLITICAL PROBLEMS.,_ 

~ I CANNOT AGREE WITH THIS POSITIO~~HE URGENCY OF 

OUR PRESENT PROBLEM -- TO PREVENT A FURTHER ROUND OF THE 

NUCLEAR ARMS RACE BEFORE IT IS IRREVERSIBLY LAUNCHED -­

CANNOT WAIT UPON THE SOLUTION OF POLITICAL DISPUTES THAT 

HAVE BEEN MANY YEARS IN THE MAKING -- AND WILL BE MANY ·· 

YEARS,L IN SOLVING.,. 

~OR ARE THESE BROADER AGREEMENTS NECESSARY FOR 

SUCCESS IN TALKS TO LIMIT THE ARMS RACE, ~DEE?J WE 

NEGOTIATED BOTH THE LIMITED TEST BAN TREATY AND THE 
::::&~~ 

NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY DURIN{TJE VIETNAM WAR. WHEN OUR 

RELATIONS WITH THE SOVIET UNION AND THE OTHER COMMUNIST 

STATES WERE SEVERELY STRAINED. 
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~THERE IS~ ONE CAUTION~IT MUST BE CLEARLY 

UNDERSTOOD THAT OUR DESIRE TO NEGOTIATE AN END TO THE 

STRATEGIC NUCLEAR ARMS RACE IN NO WAY CONDONES THE 

AGGRESSION OF THE SOVIET UNION AGAINST CZECHOSLOVAKIA/ 

NOR WOULD IT CONDONE SIMILAR ACTS IN THE FUTURE.~NOTHING 
WE D~NO~ CAN ERASE FROM OUR MEMORIES THE BRUTAL 

REPRESSION LAST AUGUST IN PRAGUE .• 

~ WE ARE SOMETIMES TOLD THAT OUR ALLIES IN WESTERN 

EUROPE WOULD BE CONCERNED LEST OUR APPROACHES TO THE 

SOVIET UNION ON ARMS CONTROL SHOULD DELAY THE DAY WHEN 

CZECHOSLOVAKIA WILL AGAIN BE FREE~ I DO NOT AGREE. I 

BELIEVE THAT OUR ALLIES UNDERSTAND THE GRAVE ISSUES 

INVOLVED IN ENDING THE ARMS RACE ANDJ WITH ADEQUATE 

CONSULTATION AND COUNSEL ON OUR PAR~ WILL STRONGLY 

SUPPORT THAT MOVE_, 

~INDEED, AN EFFECTIVE AGREEMENT TO HALT THE NUCLEAR 

ARMS RACE WILL MAKE IT FAR MORE LIKELY THAT WE AND THE . , 
SOVIETS WILL BE ABLE TO GO FORWA~ WITH OUR ALLIE~ TOWARD 

THE SOLUTION OF OUTSTANDING POLITICAL PROBLEMS. (» 
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~BUT THE FUNDAMENTAL REQUIREMENT FOR THIS PROCESS 

OF CONSULTATION IS STRATEGIC STABILITY~YTHING WE DO 

TO MAINTAIN THAT STRATEGIC STABILITY -- TO FREEZE THE 

ARMS RACE AT OR NEAR TODAY'S LEVELS OR TO REVERSE IT -­

WILL IMPROVE OUR POLITICAL RELATIONS~UT ANYTHING WE 

DO TO DISRUPT THAT STRATEGIC STABILITY WILL LEAD US BACK 

AGAIN TO THE DARKEST DAYS OF THE COLD WAR 1 

* * * - -

~THERE IS TODAY AN IMMEDIATE DANGER TO THE STABILITY 

OF OUR STRATEGIC RELATIONS WITH THE SOVIET UNION -- THE 

IMPENDING DECISION BY THE ADMINISTRATION AND DEFENSE 

DEPARTMENT TO PROCEED WITH DEPLOYMENT OF THE SENTINEL 

ANTI-BALLISTIC MISSILE SYSTEM. 

L. LET ME BE CLEAR/ I HAVE ALWAYS SUPPORTED1 AND 

WILL CONTINUE TO SUPPORT, ANY EFFORT TO PROVIDE FOR THE 

SECURITY OF THE UNITED STATES~ bERE CAN BE -- THERE WILL . 

BE -- NO COMPROMISE WITH OUR DEFENSE. 
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/.JuT IS THIS ANT I-BALLISTIC MISSILE SYSTEM A A:,~~.;;~ 
CONTRIBUTION TO THAT DEFENSEf I BELIEVE IT IS N01-

AND THEREFORE, I FIRMLY OPPOSE DEPLOYMENT OF THE 

SENTINEL ABM SYSTEM AT THIS TIME. 

~THE SENTINEL ABM SYSTEM WAS ORIGINALLY DESIGNED 

TO NULLIFY AN ATTACK BY CHINA AGAINST THE UNITED STATES 

SOMETIME DURING THE 1970'!1 AFTER CHINA ACQUIRES THE 

ABILITY TO LAUNCH A LIMITED NUMBER OF NUCLEAR MISSILES 

AGAINST us.h.F SENTINEL WOULD DO THI~ AND WOULD NOT 

ERODE OUR SECURITY IN OTHER WAY~ I WOULD SUPPORT ITS 

DEPLOYMENT -- EVEN THOUGH IT WOULD ONLY BE NEEDED TO DEAL 

WITH THE MAD ACT OF A CHINESE LEADER WHOSE OWN COUNTRY WOULD 

BE DESTROYED IN RETURN.~ 

~ THE SENTINEL SYSTEM WILL NOT DO THIS• EVEN ITS 

ADVOCATES DO NOT CLAIM THAT THE SENTINEL WILL PROVIDE 

ABSOLUTE IMMUNITY TO A CHINESE ATTACK4ERE ARE SERIOUS 

QUESTIONS WITH REGARD TO ITS TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY AND 

RELIABILIT~ PARTICULARLY AGAINST A CAREFULLY PLANNED 

AND EXECUTED ATTAC~. 
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CG!!I? t175 BE ADEQUATELY TESTED WITHOUT RENOUNCING 

THE ATMOSPHERIC NUCLEAR TEST BAN TREATY THAT WE WORKED 

SO LONG AND HARD TO ACHIEVE. 

QUT ~J!j)J!ICANTL), DEPLOYING AN ANTI-BALLISTIC 

MISSILE SYSTE~A~ CHINA-- HOWEVER IMPERFECT THE 

SYSTEM WOULD BE, AND FOR HOWEVER FEW YEARS IT WOULD BE 

PARTIALLY EFFECTIVE -- COULD HAVE SERIOUS REPERCUSSIONS 

ON OUR RELATIONS WITH THE SOVIET UNION .• 

" QUITE SIMPL~, WE CANNOT AFFORD TO UPSET THE 

STRATEGIC NUCLEAR BALANCE WITH THE SOVIET UNION -- AND 

SENTINEL WILL DO JUST THAT. 
--------..:uz.--...._.:uzz_~ 

"- IF WE BEGIN TO DEPLOY THIS SYSTE~ WE WI LL 

INEVITABLY RAISE DOUBTS IN THE MINDS OF THE RUSSIA~S 

ABOUT OUR INTENTIONS,~E WILL FORCE THEM TO IMPROVE 

THEIR OWN OFFENSIVE MISSILE FORCE~ THEREBY POSTPONING 

FURTHER A FREEZE IN THE ARMS RACE.b! WILL ADD NEW 

UNCERTAINTIES TO A STRATEGIC BALANCE THAT CAN REMAIN 

STABLE ONLY WHEN EACH SIDE IS SATISFIED IT KNOWS THE 

COMPOSITION OF THIS BALANCE. 
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~THERE ARE FURTHER DANGERS~MAJOR WEAPONS 

SYSTEMS/ ONCE BEGUN( HAVE A TENDENCY TO EXPAND;{rHE 
• 

SENTINEL SYSTEM WOULD BE NO EXCEPTIO~ EXPECIALLY SINCE 

THERE IS ALREADY STRONG PRESSURE -- TO TRANSFORM IT 

FROM THE SO-CALLED "THIN" SYSTEM TO A MORE ELABORATE 

AND COSTLY DEPLOYMENT DIRECTED AGAINST SOVIET STRATEGIC 

NUCLEAR FORCES~ 

~ BUT FOR EVERY ADVANCE WE ACHIEVE IN ANTI-BALLISTIC 

M ISSILE~ THE RUSSIANS WILL BE ABLE, FOR MUCH LESS EFFORT, 

TO RECAPTURE THE SAME ABILITY TO WREAK DESTRUCTION ON 

THE UNITED STATES THROUGH MORE SOPHISTICATED OFFENSIVE 

WEAPONSJ..J.HE SAME ARGUMENT APPLIES I~ RFYESS§; AND WOULD 

MAKE A SERIOUS SOVIET ATTEMPT TO BUILD ANTI-BALLISTIC 

MISSILE DEFENSES EQUALLY FUTILE~E OFFENSE CAN ALWAYS 

BE A STEP AHEAD OF THE DEFENSE -- OUR GENERALS AND 

SCIENTISTS AGREE ON THIS. 
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L WHAT WE ARE NOW FACING. THEREFORE. IS THE 

PROSPECT OF EMBARKING ON A PROJECT THAT WILL PROVIDE 

US WITH ONLY A MARGINAL INCREAS~ AT BEST/ IN OUR 

PHYSICAL PROTECTION AGAINST CHI;A~E)WILL ALMOST 

SURELY INTRODUCE GRAVE UNCERTAINTIES INTO OUR RELATIONS 

WITH THE SOVIET UNION AND1 IF H~RY IS AT ALL INSTRUCTIVE 

IN THIS REGAR;! IT IS LIKELY THAT THE DEFENSIVE WEAPONS 

SYSTEM WILL BE OBSOLETE AT APPROXIMATELY THE SAME TIME 

ITS INITIAL DEPLOYMENT IS COMPLETED .• 

A3_N BALANCEf THE~ THE RISKS OF DEPLOYMENT FAR 

OUTWEIGH THE RISKS OF CONTINUING TO MAINTAIN THIS SYSTEM 

AT THE RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT STAGE.e 

~ TO POSTPONE -- OR TO ABANDON -- DEPLOYMENT OF 

THE SENTINEL SYSTEM DOES NOT MEAN THAT WE ARE LEAVING 

OURSELVES TO THE MERCY OF SOVIET TECHNOLOGICAL 

·l 0.""" BREAKTHROUGHS~ WE~UST CONTINUE WITH RESEARCH AND 

DEVELOPMENT OF ABM TECHNOLOGY -- AND WE ARE DOING SO~ 

k_E ISSUE IS DEPLOYMENT -- NOT DEVELOPMENT. I 
, - ' 
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~THEN THERE IS THE QUESTION OF COST~THE PRESENT 

LIMITED SENTINEL SYSTEM WILL COST AT LEAST $10 BILLION -DOLLARS.I.!.FULL SYSTEM_, DIRECTED AGAINST THE SOVIET UNIO} 

WOULD INITIALLY COST IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD OF AT LEAST 

$40- $60 BILLION DOLLARS-- OR MORE .• - 1.. THESE ARE DOLLARS VITALLY NEEDED FOR MEETING THE 

PROBLEMS OF POVERT~ THE DECAY IN OUR CITIE~ AND THE 

EXPLOSIVE TIME BOMBS OF DIVISION AND DISCORD IN AMERICA.-• .. j., WE WOULD P~CHASE NEW WEAPONS-A~G NOTHING 

TO OUR REAL DEFENSE ..-AT THE PRICE OF FURTHER POSTPONING 

OUR EFFORTS TO IMPROVE OUR SOCIETY AT HOM~ 

~IT IS NOW BEING ARGUED THAT DEPLOYMENT OF THE 

SENTINEL SYSTEM WILL HELP US IN OUR NEGOTIATIONS WITH THE 

SOVIET UNION TO CONTROL THE NUCLEAR ARMS RAcE(WE ARE 

SUPPOSED TO TRADE IT AWAY FOR A COMPREHENSIVE AGREEMENT 

ON THE MORE VITAL QUESTIONS OF LIMITING ALL OFFENSIVE 

AND STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE NUCLEAR WEAPONS. 



ooo2sS 
-19-

LJ. NOW QUEST! ON THIS VIEW, b F WE HAVE LEARNED 

ANYTHING FROM OUR EXPERIENCE IN TWO DECADES OF 

CONFRONTATION WITH THE SOVIET~ IT IS THAT UNCERTAINTY 

IN THE STRAT~LC BALANCE PRODUCES NOT AGREEMENT BUT 
- a 2!Q 

FEAR AND ESCALATION OF THE NUCLEAR ARMS RACE, WHICH MAKES 
c a 

AGREEMENT MORE DIFFICULTe 

< WITH THE BOMBER GAP OF THE 1950's AND THE FEARED 

MISSILE GAP OF THE 1960's, THERE WERE GRAVE COMPLICATIONS 

IN OUR ABILITY TO DEAL WITH THE SOVIET UNION ON POLITICAL 

MATTERSDUT WITH TODAY' S NUCLEAR DETERRENCE ~~lo\o(.'o(A 
~Me~~ CHANCE' FOR A STRATEGIC WEAPONS / 

TREATY. -
~ I REPEAT: WE SHOULD HALT DEPLOYMENT OF THE 

SENTINEL SYSTEM AND BEGIN, AS EXPEDITIOUSLY AS POSSIBLE, 

NEGOTIATIONS WITH THE ~VIET UNl9N ON THE REDUCTION OF~ 

OFFENSIVE AND DEFENSIVE STRATEGIC WEAPONS. 

* * * * * 



~ 
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i.JHERE IS ONE FURTHER -- Oli.E CRUCIAL -- POINT. 
4 

FOR MANY YEARS WE HAVE BEEN CONCERNED WITH THE PROBLEM 

OF PRESERVING A STRATEGIC BALANCE WITH THE SOVIET UNIO~ 

OF PLANNING AGAINST THE EMERGENCE OF CHINA AS A NUCLEAR 

POWE~ AND OF PREVENTING THE PROLIFERATION OF NUCLEAR 

WEAPONS • .(BUTt4LL TOO OFTEN WE_ HAVE LOOKED AT THESE 

PROBLEMS IN TER~S- OF WEAPONS AND HARDWAR~ INSTEAD OF 

DIPLOMACY AND IDEAS .• 

THERE IS ONE HARD FACT OF LIFE IN THIS NUCLEAR 

AGE: THE D~FRMINFp AGGRFSSQRJ ARMED WITH NUCLEAR 

WEAPON.) JaW2 r1JPX HN:'E iU I LT HI 8ECRE4 WILL BE ABLE TO 

CAUSE DAMAGE TO ANY NATION BEYOND OUR POWER TO COMPREHE~ 

EVEN THOUGH THE AGGRESSOR WILL LIKELY BE DESTROYED IN 

THE PROCESS. 

~THE HOPE FOR THE WORLD TO AVOID THIS FATE ULTIMATELY 

LIES NOT IN THE PURSUIT OF MORE ELABORATE TECHNOLOGY OF 

DESTRUCTION BUT IN THE PURSUIT OF PEACE THROUGH THE ONLY 

MEANS THAT CAN MAKE PEACE REAL AND LASTING -- AND THESE 

ARE PRIMARILY POLITICAL MEANS. 
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MEANINGFUL POLITICAL UNDERSTANDING AND CONCILIATION~ f!!!~~ 

~ WE THINK OF MAINLAND CHINA ONLY IN TERMS OF AN 

IRRATIONAL NUCLEAR ATTACK1 WE WILL STAND TO LOSE OUR 

CHANCES IN THE COMING YEARS TO NCOURAGE PEKING TO TAKE 

AN ACTIVE PEACEFUL PART IN THE AFFAIRS OF THE WORLD 

COMMUNITY .• 

~ND IF WE THINK OF NON-PROLIFERATION ONLY IN 

TERMS OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS1 AND IGNORE THE REAL CONFLICTS 
41 a • 

AND MISUNDERSTANDINGS THAT MAY IMPEL NATIONS TO ACQUIRE 

THESE WEAPO~ WE MAY FIND OURSELVES ONE DAY IN A WORLD 

MADE FAR MORE DANGEROUS BY THE EXISTENCE OF MANY NUCLEAR 

POWERS. 

- ~WE MUST, IN SHORT. COME TO UNDERSTAND THAT REAL 

SECURITY IS THE COMPOUND OF MANY ELEMENTS -- AND NOT 

JUST THE MILITARY WEAPONS SYSTEMS DEVELOPED BY THE 

PROFESSIONAL DEFENSE ESTABLISHMENT. 
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~THE PURSUIT OF REAL NATIONAL SECURIT~WE MUST NOT 

CHASE AFTER SHADOWS AND ILLUSIONS WHICH WILL CLOUD OUR 

VISION OF THE MORE DIFFICULl) BUT ULTIMATELY NO LESS 

NECESSAR~ POLITICAL SETTLEMENTS~ 

~ PRESIDENT JOHN KENNEDY SAID AT AMERICAN 

UNIVERSITY IN JUNE, 1963: "LET US EXAMINE OUR ATTITUDE 
"Rs:c 

TOWARD PEACE ITSELF. TOO MANY THINK IT UNREAL.l!TJ 

THAT IS A DANGEROUS, DEFEATIST BELIEF.~T LEADS TO THE 

CONCLUSION THAT WAR IS INEVITABL!;,- THAT MANKIND IS DOOM,:9 

AND THAT WE ARE GRIPPED BY FORCES WE CANNOT CONTROL~ 

"WE NEED NOT ACCEPT THAT VIEWLouR PROBLEMS ARE 

MAN -MADE: THEREFORE, THEY CAN BE SOLVED BY MEN. AND 

MAN CAN BE AS BIG AS HE WANTS." 

I SAY WE CAN YET BE MASTERS OF OUR DESTINY~ 

WE CAN WALK THE DIFFICULT PATH IT TAKES, BUT IT 

WILL REQUIRE COURAGE, CONVICTION AND HARD; RATIONAL -
THOUGHT. 



-23- 0 0 0 2 7 3 

I DO NOT THINK THAT THIS IS TOO HIGH A PRICE TO 
-~ 

PAY FOR THE SURVIVAL OF MANKINn,l_~TOO HIGH 

A STANDARD TO REQUIRE OF MEN WHO HOLD IN THEIR HANDS 

THE POWER OF NUCLEAR DESTRUCTION.~T IS SIMPLY WHAT 

WE AS CREATORS AND STEWARDS OF THE MOST TERRIBLE POWER 

EVER KNOWN TO MAN OWE TO OURSELVES AND TO FUTURE 

GENERATIONS. 

I SAY WE MUST PAY THIS PRICE. WE MUST FIND THIS 

WAY TO PEACE. 

# # # 
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The defense of a modern nation is to be found not only in its 

military power but in the sum total of its political, social economic 

and military strength. Defense policy,while requiring the expert and 

technological advice of those skilled in military science, mus t ultimately 

be determined by the political leaders. Georges Clemenceau was right 

when he observed that war is too important to be left to the generals. 

And peace is too important to be left to the arms race. 

There is no greater challenge to the mind of man or to the moral 

purpose of contemporary society than abolishing force or the thre•t of 

force as a means of settling national disputes. War is not only dangerous 

but in fact in the nuclear age, is obsolete 

The 20th century has been characterized by two world wars and a 

series of regional conflicts that have taken millions of lives, consumed 

the resources of natiors In many ways, it could be called a century of 

destructiAD . And yet, paradoxically, this same century has seen the 

liberation of millions of people from colonial rule, a rise in the standard 

of living for many millions, the development of international institutions 
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to preserve peace and to promote social justice. It has been a century 

of war and a century of the search for peace. It has been a century of 

destruction of life and yet the century of human rights. It has been a 

ti1 e of fantastic technological and scientific development where the 

decision as to whether this will be life-giving or life-taking is yet 

in the balance. I!&~ The 20th century has witnessed the 

development of nuclear power and the atomic bomb. We have entered into 

the space age with all of its possibilities by the peaceful exploration 

of the universe or a holocaust that could destroy us all. 

This i s the background in which we discuss the issue of peace and 

war. Or to put the question mor e specifically: we now face a crucial,· 

decision: will we continue the search for ways to end the mad momentum 

of the nuclear arms race, or will we begin yet another round of arms 

build-up. 

This is the central political issue of today. Once we have moved · \ 

into a level of sophisticated weaponry such as the ABM aid all of its 

\ 

component parts, t& it will be exceedingly difficutl , if not impossible ·~ 
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our present estimates, but more significantly, the question must be 

asked: would the deployment provide greater security or would it merely 

produce the illusion of security? 



-6a-

Insert 

To those ~ho s y that you can not successfully negotiate ~ith 

the Soviet Union nor can you rely on ther ~ord, I ans~er that ~e have 

negotiated and their word is good when the results of the negotiations 

are mutually beneficial . What is more important, h~ever, is that we 
' 

do not and ~ill not rely on good faith alone. Any agreement must be 

subject to both inspection and enforcement. Modern technology has made 

this possible. At long last ~e ere at a point in international relations 

where we can, through the means of science and technology, inspect and 

monitor agreements limiting nuclear weapons and missiles. This means 

\' 
\~ 

that vur security will not be jeopardized by violation and that agreeme ts 

are enforceable. 

We have many precedents . . . 

Insert 

Fortunately for ourselves and the world we have the ti e ~ith $afety\ 

to do this. Our offensive and defensive nuclear strength, based on our 
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with safety to enter into negotiations on the crucial questtn of 

deployment on an anti-ballistic missile system. We do have nuclear 

sufficiency now. We know it and the Soviet Union knows it. 

Insert p 9 

our outstanding political problems ... 

The stock-piling or weapons does not lend itself to solution of 

political issues. The arms race feeds on itself, increases tensions, 

rising insecurity and uncertainty, relies on fear and threat of attack 

as its fuel. The fundamentally 
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I cannot agree with this position. T.be urgency of our present 

problem •• to prevent a further round of the nuclear arms race before it 

is irreversibly launched •• cannot vait upon the solution of political 

disputes that have been many years in the maaing -- and will be many 

years, if not generations, in solving. 

Nor are these broader agreements necessary for success in talks 

to limit the arms race. Indeed, we negotiated both the limited test ban 

treaty and the non-proliferation treaty during the Vietnam War, the 

i ., latter during the days vhen our involvement in the war most strained' 01.;1r , 

relations with the Soviet Union and other Communist nations. 

There is only one cautaon. As I have said in the past, our 

desire to negotiate an end to the strategic nuclear arms race in no way 

cond nea the aggression ot the SOviet Union against Czechoslovakia, nor 

would it condone similar acts in the future. Nothing we clo now ean 

erase from our memories the brutal repression last August in Prague. 

We are sometimes told that our allies in Western Europe woudd be 
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concerned lest our approaches to the SOviet Union on arms control 

should delay the day when Czechoslovakia will again be tree. I do 

not agree. I believe that our allies understand the grave issues involved 

in ending the arms race and, with adequate consultation ud counsel 

on our part, will strongly support that move. 

An ettective agreement to eDd the nuclear arms race will make it 

more likely that we and the Soviets will be able to go torvard, w.ith 

our allies, toward the solution ot outstanding political problems. 

I 

But the fundamental requirement tor that process ot consultation + c:.c.o~u•+to· 

-- w"-.~"' e..<.~s~ ~~ 

is strategic stabilityf ADything we do to maintain that strategic i 
' 

I 

stability -· to treeze the arms race at or near today' s levels .... wt
1

ll ~ 
1 

improve our political relations. But anything we do to disrupt that\ '~ 

I : \ 
strategic stability will 1 ad us back again to the darkest days of the \ \ 

Cold War. 

* * * 

'\ 

~ 
\ 



There is another danger to the stability ot our strategic 

relations with the Soviet UD1o~ •• the impending decision by the 

administration and Defense Detartment to proceed with deployment ot 

the Sentinel anti·ballistie missile system. 

Let me be clear: I have always supported., &.Dd will cont1Due to 

support, ~ ettort to provide tor the security or the United States. 

There can be ... there will be •• no compromise vi th our de tense. 

But is this anti-ballistic missile system a contribution to that 

defense? Itbelieve it is not. 

The Sentinel ABM system was originally designed to counter an 

attack by China against the United States sometime during the 1970's, atter 

China acquires the ability to launch a limited number ot nuclear missiles 

against us. If Sentinel would do this, and voulcl not erode our security 

in tther ways, I would support its deployment ~- even though it would 

only be needed to deal with the mad act ot a Chinese leader whose own 

country would be destroyed in return. 
r \'•, 

·I . 
" 



But the Sentillel system will not do this. There are serious 

questions with regard to its technical feasibility, particularly 

against a carefull1 planned and executed attack. It could aever be 

ad'quately tested without renouncing the atmo~erie nuclear test ban 

treaty that ve worked so long sad haxd to achieve. 

Deploying an anti-ballistic missile system asa1nst China •• 

however imperfect the system would be, and tor however few years it' would 

be even partially effective ·- would have grave effects on our relations 
I 

vitb the Soviet Union. 

/ 
Quite simply, ve can atford to do nothing that risks upsetting 

d 
the strategic balance vi th the Soviet Union •• and SentiJlel is likely (to 

. \ I 
1 . ' 
' ' . do just tllat. 

\. 

It ve begin to construct this system, ve will inevltably raise \ 

doubla in the minds ot the Russians about our intentions. We will force 

them to improve their own offensive missile force,, thereby postponing 
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further a freeze in the arms raee. And we will add new uncertainties 

to a strategic balaBce tbat can remain stable only when each side is 

completely sure of what balance consists. 

There are further dangers. Major weapons systems, once begup, 

have a tendency to expand. Sentioel would be no exception, especially 

since there is already strong pressure .... misguided pressure -· to 

transform it into a defense against Soviet missiles. 

I would support sueh a system it there were any chance that it 

would give us adeq~te protection against a nuclear ·attack. But it 
I' 

would do nothing of the kind. For every advance we achieve in 
1 l 

l \ 

/ \ 
anti-ballistic missiles, the RussiaDs will be able, tor much less ettort, 

to recapture the same ability to wreak destruction on the UDited States 

through more sophisticated offensive weapons. T.be same acgument applies 

in reverse, and would make a Soviet attempt to build anti-ballistic 

missile defenses equally futile. 
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What ve are now facing, therefore, is the prospect of embarking 

on a project that vill not provide us with greater protection, yet 

will introduce grave uncertainties into our relations with the Soviet 

Union. Indeed, the whole fabric or strategic stability we have so 

carefully constructed over the years would be called into question. 

Then there is the question of cost. The present limited Sentinel 

system will cost at laast $10 billion. A full system, directed against 

the Soviet Union, would cost in the neighborhood of at least $40 • $6o 

billion. 

These are dollars vitally needed tor meeting the problems of 

poverty, the decay in our cities, aDd the explosive time bombs of divisico 

and discord in America. We would purchase nev nuclear weapons •• adding 

nothing to our real defense -· at the price of postpotdng further our 

efforts to perfect our society at home. 

It is nov being argued that deployment of the Sentinel system 

will help us in our negotiations with the Soviet Union to control the 
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nuclear arms race. We are supposed to trade it away tor a compre• 

hensive &g~eement on the more vital queatians ot limiting all offensive 

and defensive weapons. 

I questiJm this view. It ve have learned auythin& from our 

experience *n tvo decades ot deadly confrontation with the Soviets, 

it is that uncertainty in the strategic balance prodaces not conciliation 

but fear and nuclear escalation. 

With the bomber gap of the 1950's and the missile gap ot the 

1960' a, there were grave complicat1ona tor our ability to deal with 

the Soviet Union on political matters. 

But to postpone •• or to abandon -· deployment ot the SeDtine,l. 
! 

system does not mean that we are leaving ourselves to the merey ot 

technological developments. We must continue v1th reaearch and develop• 

meut against that day -- that unlftelf day -· when a real defense sho~ld 

\ 

become necessary and possible. And we must continue to develop those;} 

I 

.( I I 

\ 
\ 

' 
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methods of intelligence aeconnaiesance that will enable us to know 

what other countries are doing ill the field of nuclear weapons. But 

I repeat: we should now halt deployment ot the Sentinel system and 

begin, as expeditiously as possible1 negotiations with the Soviet 

Union on the reduction ot offensive and defensive weapons. 

But there is one further .... one crucial -- point. For many years 

we have been concerned vi th the problem of preserving a strategic 

balance with the Soviet UDion -- ot pl.amling against the emergence of 

China u a nuclear pover1 and of preventing nuclear proliferation. But 

all too often we have looked at these problema in terms of wwapons and ha 

hardware, instead of diplomacy and ideas. 

There is one hard fact in this nuclear age: the determined 

aggressor1 armed with the nuclear weapons that he may have built in 

secret, will be able to reap damage to any nation beyor&d our power to 

imagine. 

The only hope for the world to survive e.ecidental annihilation 



lies not in the pursuit of more elaborate technology of destructtan 

but in the pursuit of peace through the only means that can make peace 

real and lasting -- and these are largely political means. 

If we upset the present strategic balance with the Soviet Union, 

we -vill harm the tew prospects for political understandins. 

If we tbUk ot China only in terms of an 1:rre.t1onal nuclear 

attack, we will stand to lose the tev hopes in eomillg years to encour&6e 

PekitJg to take an active peaceful part in the affairs ot the world 

cOftlllunity of nations • 

.And if we think of non-proliferation only in terms of nuclear 

weapons1 aud ignore the real security problems and misunderstandings tllat 

may impel other nations to acqui*e these weapons, we may find ourselves 

one day in a world made far more daDgerous than today by many nuclear :1 

l' 
I 
I 

powers. 

We must, in short, come to understand that real security is 

the compound of many elements ·- not Just the militar,y weapons system 



provided by our professional defense establishment. And 1D the 

pursuit of real national seeur1 ty1 ve must not chase after shadows 

and illusions vhieh will make us lose sight of the more difficult, but 

ultimate4r more important, political goals. 

We can yet be masters of our destiny. We e&D walk the difficult 

path it takes. But it will require courage, conviction and hard, 

rational thought 1 I do not think that this is too high a price to 

pq for the survival. of mankiDd.. It is what we as creators and stewards 

of the most terrible power ever known to man owe to ourselves and to 

future generations. I say ve must find this vay to peace. 

I 
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deterrence or, more precisely, a strategy or "mutual assured destruction." 

No man can contemplate a rational defense 1n a nuclear war that would 

leave millions of people dead. We must depend upon our ability to 

deter attack, to prevent a nuclear war from ever beginntng. 

This ve have done~ We have provided ourselves with the ability 

to prevent any aggressor from attacking us with impunity; we have the 

ability to destroy any nation or nations that should choose to unleash 

a nuclear hOlocause against ourselves, or to threaten our vital interests 

or those of our allie$. 

As a result, there has been no nuclear war• not eveD 1n the 

darkest days of our political conflict with the Soviet UnioD. 

But relying upon deterrence is not enough. We must also Suard 

aga:1118t the danger that nuclear weapons vill find their vq into the,· 

hands ot less cautious nations. 

I • 

TOo often conflicts between small nations have grown int6 ' 
I .. 

I • 

conflagrations involving many others. 
l. 

In the nuclear age, no one ean 
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Today l ·want to discuss a subject which is as difficult as , 

it is important 1 the crucial national decision we must soon 

make between nuclear arms control and another escalation in the 

nuclear arms race. Now that the Soviet Union has nearly equalled 

us in· strategic nuclear power, we must face the reality of pos­

sible nuclear annihilation. But we long ago anticipated the 
, 

u.s .-soviet mutual annihilation danger. Under the leadership of 

Secretary McNamara, who followed the basic policy of preceding 

Administrations, we have staked our nuclear security and · survival 

upon the power of deterrence. By that we mean simply the posses-

sion of overWhelming strategic nuclear for ce so that any poten-

tial aggressor knows that the price of a nuclear attack may be 

its extinction as a nation. 

To put it plainlya we stake our o\m survival upon the sur-

vival instinct of the other nuclear powers . We hope and pray 
J l 

that tha leaders of all the nuclear ~~ers will always hold 

highest the BLlrvival of their people and refrain under any 

circu-nstances from resorting to these dread \..reapona of national 

suicide. What we are trying to emphasize to all in our nuclear 

deterrence policy is that strategic nuclear missiles are really 

"non-v1eaoons" 1 \mose sole and vital function is to assure that 

no nation will in fact resort to nuclear weapons. In a double 

eense nuclear \-leapons are ·quite unlike any ot-'11er military power 
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ever before conceived. First, their power to annihilate entire 

nations puts them beyond any military might ever before created. 
. . 

Second, precisely because of that annihilative possibility they 

are weapons maintained not for use but rather to give assurance 
. .. 

that nuclear war will not be unleashed by friend or foe. 

If we have been right in pursuing national nuclear security 

through the deterrence of our strategic nuclear force, can we 

then feel secure from nuclear war? Cert.:i.~ly not·. The history 

of mankind is a tragic tale of war between the great powers. 

Before we dismiss as unthinkable a nuclear exchange risking tens 
.· 

of millions of lives on either side, let us recall the war fought 

fifty years ago wherein thirteen million lives were lost for a 

cause ~flrlch remains obscured from historical perception. And 

then there is Red China, \'lhich will be a nuclear superpower soon, 

and danger that small and belligerent nations will go nuclear --

Egypt and Israel, India and Pakistan, perhaps South Africa. Too 

often a conflict betvreen small nations has grmm into a conflagra-

tion involving all. In the nuclear age no one can say \~&ere a 

Hiroshima bomb dropped in Israel or Egypt would lead within 

minutes or hours. 

No, there is no u,ltimate s ecurity in the present balance of 

nuclear terror. There i~ only the certainty that balance is 

-· 
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better than imbalance While we desperately seek arms control and 

nuclear disarmament agreements to put the genie back in the 

bottle. And in that regard we have had notable first success in 

redent years. In the Kennedy-Johnson Adm~nistrations we saw the 

birth and success of the atmospheric test ban treaty and the 

nuclear non-proliferation agreement. We have said in these 

first steps towards the ultimate security of nuclear arms control 

that the mad momentum of the nuclear arms race must be broken and 

we have set our course in a direction back from nuclear abyss. 

But our successes have so far been limited& we have halted 

the spread of nuclear fallout and of nuclear weapons among the 

nations, but we have not yet agreed to halt the proliferation 

of new nuclear weapons ~~ong the existing nuclear powers. While 

we have had success in dissuading others from the nuclear path, 

the Soviet Union and the United States r emain free to pursue 

endlessly escalating and expensive nuclear weapons programs. l'le 

are thus at a fateful crossroad. one course is to continue our 

efforts with the Russians toward a treaty to freeze weapons 

deployment at present levels. The other road is to renounce 
. 

hopes for a strategic \·Teapons treaty following the counsel of 

those \>Tho would plunge tl1a United States into a variety of 

offensive and defensive nuclear programs. Thus \>le stand at the 
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crossroad where we can tread either the path of negotiated arms 

control or suffer a new weapons race with the Soviets. To make 

a rational choice we must examine ?oth the chances of aohievin~ 
' . 

a strategic weapons compact and the pros and cons of arms escala-
~ ·-

. -
tion. particularly concerning the controversial Sentinel•ABM. 

/ 

~t us then look briefly at the relative virtues of nuclear arms 

control and another nuclear arms race. 

I bslieve that if we pursue with zeal and determination 

negoti ation of a strategic weapons fr~eze with,the Soviet Uni~q 

we must and can succeed. Let those Who doubt our ability to 

negotiate a strategic freeze with the Soviets recall our signal 
) 
·-----. 

successes in recent years in achieving agreement with the . 

Russians where we have tangible common interests . · From Hot Line, 

the Consular Convention, and the Civil Air Transportation Agree~ 

ment, to the more significant and difficult achievements of the 

atmospheric test ban and .. the no~-proliferation treaty, we have 

examples of success in reaching binding treaty commitments with 

the Soviets. And if they found sufficient self-interest to enter 

·· into those treaties, how much stronger is their interest and ours 

· in the achievement of a strategic weapons freeze. Proposals for 

new nuclear programs_, such as ABH~ \'lould mean expenditures ranging 

from 40 to 80 billion dollars or more in the next few years. In 

December of 1967 House Republican Leader Ford put a 35 billion 
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dollar price tag on ABM, which has surely grown larger by current 

estimates. Surely comparable expenditure burdens for the Soviets 

are no less alarming, and give t~em a tangible interes~ in the 

achievement of a strategio .weapons freeze. Nor must we merely 
• < speculate on that subject, since repeated public and private 

r 

affirmations by Sovi~ leaders in recent weeks and months have 
' 

made clear their earnest desire to negotiate a general halt in 

the strategic weapons race. 

There are some, however, who have suggested that success in 

arms control negotiations with the Soviets must await the achieve-

ment of an overall political settlement of such tension issues as 

Central Europe and the Middle East. They are tragically and 

doUbly mistaken. First of all, we have recently achieved treatie3 

with the Soviets curbing nuclear testing and nuclear proliferation 

agreements made without any general political settlement. Indeed, 

Soviet agre~~ent to the non-proliferation treaty came in the very 
'• 

midst of the divisive Vietnam conflict. To say we cannot achieve 

a strategic \'Teapons freeze would disregar d the teaching of .most 

recent history. Moreover, the prospects for achieving a strategic 

freeze have been greatly enhanced by recent technological advance!::, 

for \4e now have det.ectf.on methods \'lhich obviate need for on-site 

inspection of strategic weapons deployment and the attendant 

--
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difficulties of winning Soviet agreement. 

Secondly, not only can we proceed without. overall political 

settlements to achieve arms control progress with the Soviets, 

failure to do so would make political settlements the more diffi-

cult. For it is perfectly clear that if the u.s .... soviet nuclear 

arms race is not. contained by agreement when our t\t-10 nations are 

in a relatively balanced power posture, the imbalance of another 

- arms race cycle will make poll tical settle."Uents the more unlikely 

of achievement. Between hostile nations it has often been 

observed that settlement is possible only ~Jhen they achiev~ a 

position of pa~er parity. At that moment basic settlement appears 

preferable on either side to another burdensome .escalation of 

effort to gain a tactical advantage. But if the nuclear genie is 

again unleashed in pursuit of the ephemeral nuclear "superiority", 

then another unstable period in Soviet~American relations will be 

upon us and poli:tical settlements the further off ·precisely 

because we have failed to achieve nucloar arms control. 

Today the greatest inter1~ational political reality is the 

power of nuclear annihilation. Those ~tno counsel political settle­

ments before nuclear settlements are putting the ca!11before the 
f 

horse . Let us then · w~th unrelenting effort engage the Soviets in· 

' 
pra~pt · and meaningful strategic arms control negotiations. 

' ~--
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While we prqgress in the strategic arms control negotiations 

with the Russians. should we Eroceed with the deployment of the 

Sentinel-ABM syst~~? After muCh study and reflection, I have 

concluded that the answer must be in the negative, for the risks 
~ . 

of Sentinel ~4 far exceed any possible benefits we could now 

derive from undertar~ng this costly program. 

What reason do the proponents of the Sentinel system give 

for its present deployment? Secretary McNamara's 1967 announce-

. rnent of a deployment start was geared entirely to our expecta-

tion of an inuninent Chinese breakthrough in strategic missile 

capability. Now, a year and_ a half later, the expected Chinese · 

technical advance still has not occurred. There is no longer any 

serious contention that we must now commence deploying Sentinel 

against a potential Chinese capability which is sureJ.y many years off 

and has not even begun. ·This is no time to \vaste ten billion 

dollars for deploying a system which further research and develop-

ment would improve for the day when it might actually be prudent 
a 

. to build. a modest defense against/Chinese missile threat. 

Another argument recently made for Sentinel deployment is 

that it \-rould give us some protection agains-t a Soviet missile 

·strike o But as Secretary t--1cNamara • s eloquent san Francisco speech . 

made clear, any effort to achieve even marginal protection from a 
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Soviet nuclear attack would be "-"'rse than futile. At best it 

would be costly waste of our resources, and at worst it will 

rekindle the nuclear arms race with a dangerous offense-defense 
~ 

spiral. Experts agree that the cost of m~ssile defense systems 
. 

has been reduced by recent research but that every dollar for 

missile defense can still be overcome on the other side by twenty 

cents of nuclear offense enhancement. Compared to the unbeliev-

ably complex technology of instant nuclear defense, the production 

of additional intercontinental missiles or warheads is simple and 

inexpen~ive • . Deploying Sentinel would stimulate Sovi~t ABM 

activity and their development of further offensive systems to 

overcome our defense which in turn will precipitate further 

expensive and useless defense effort on our side. Surely Sentinel 

deployment against the Russians r emains a worse than useless 

waste of our national resources. 

With Sentinel coming too soon against the Chinese and far too 

late and ineffective against the Russians, what ra~a!ns to be said 

in favor of deployment? A l ast gasp argument now .being voiced is 

that we shouid build Sentinel so that we can trade it away in an 
' A 

arms control negotiations with the Soviets. Of all of the shifting 

and elusive arguments heard far Alli~ in recent monthsJ this' is surely 

the weakest reed To say that we should undertake an ineffective 
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multi-billion dollar nuclear program so that we will have some­

thing additional to b~gain with ia to pretend that one can deal 

from strength without having it. If Sentinel deployment became · 

a serious t~eat to the Russians,-· they would take countersteps to 

overe<A-ne it. But it is 'not such a threat, and we simply cannot 

convert into an asset at the bargaining table what everyone • s 

balance sheet carries as a liability. In nuclear negotiation 

· nothing we do can make more of Sent"inel deployment than a pair 

of deuces. 

Not anly does Sentinel deployment lack any persuasive vir­

tues, its vices are also manifest. First, it would foster a 

national illusion of nuclear safety ~~en there is none that any 

ABM can provide. Second, it would make the achievement of a 

strategic weapons treaty more difficult, far it \'lould kindle an 

unstable arms race climate least conducive to achieving agre~~ent • 

. Third, Sentinel has worrisome diplomatic r epercussions , for our 

major allies view its d~ployment as a regressive step. They say 

to the United States, .. Why do you leave ~s exposed while you seek 

missile defense for your own people?" We cannot anm~er their 

question/, because in fact we are not obtaining protection for our 

people, but a multi-billion dollar game of nuclear power politics. 

_Finally, Sentinel means untold billions of dollars added to our 

·' 
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present tax burdens or taken from the des per ate human need areas. 
. . 

OUr crying human needs at home and abroad make ·unthinkable and 

immo~al the waste of billions spent on a useless nuclear endeavor. 

In sum. it is clear that Sentinel deployment has the gravest 
~ -. 

implications for our national interests: it would undermine 
, 

prospects for ·a strategic weapons treaty, it would offend and 
.. 

alarm our major allies, and waste precious billions so desperately 

needed to alleviate human want and pressing domestic needs. When 

prospects for nuclear arms control, our relations with our allies, 

and our priority human needs are so deeply affected by a question-

able nuclear program, it seems clear that we rnustinvoke a procedure 

whereby the Sentinel deployment decision will reflect more than 

narrow military opinions. We cannot have profound issues of arms 

control, diplomacy, and national priorities left to decision by 

anonymous military strategists. We require a method whereby this 

vital decision affecting our national future will reflect bipartisan 

examination of the question from its every major aspect. l~e need a 

bipartisan commission representing Congressional leaders, Adminis-

tration representatives, and non-Government experts to make a 

thorough revie\-1 and reco..mmendation to the President and the nation 

on this vital subject. If such a procedure requires six months or 

a year before the commission report can be made, it is no less 

.,. .. 
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necessary. Indeed, while a commission examines and deliberates 

we may make progress with the Soviets in arms control negotiations, 

Whic? could lead to reassessment of Sentinel even by its present 

staunch supporters. 

Whatever means we employ to make this important national 

decision, what. is vital is that we recognize just hm-t crucial the 

dec~sion really is. In our national -history we have sometimes 

gone astray When decisions had to be made on a moment's notice, 

. without public debate and general understanding of alternativeso 

On the ~ther -hand, where we have had time -- as \ole have time con­

cerning Sentinel _. to make national decisions after due delibera-

tion, history will. accord us a high mark for good judgment. The 

superb human intelligence which can conceive a nuclear missile 

system is equally available for deciding \v'hether to build it. The 

moment is at hand for a painstaking examination of the question 

whether as a nation -we want to -take the road of strategic weapons 

control or of escalation in the nuclear arms race. If we are not 

panicked into a hasty decision, I cannot doubt that wisdom will 
. . 

prevail, that we will not open a Pandora • s Box of nightmare weapons, 

and that in our lifetime we may succeed in locking the nuclet:lX' 

· genie safely into its_ bottle. 



f~ l1!:;. I want to discuss a subject kl 1 t is sf tl 1 most vital 

l ..... lllli•Mifle? to the future of our nation: M the defen,le of America 

and our survival in the nuclear age. Lwe now face a crucial decision: 

will we continue the ~earch for ways to~ end the mad momentum 

of the nuclear arms race, or will we begin yet another round of arms 

building that will only make us -- and all peoples in the world --

.....1~- r:-:.. -;--. 2 
much less~/.).lCIM.-(~ ~--~ ~--~ · 

/)_ince the dawn of the nuclear age, and the unleashing of the 

terrible destructive power of atmo<li? bombs at Hiroshima and 

Nagasaki, we have tried to prevent the use of th:iS. military power 

.~ 
whose c onsequences are indi'scrib , and~~~20h:~xzx 

that could end life on earth as we know it. 

~~[::..or years, we have provided for our ~defence •• 

and for the protection of all mankind from nuclear _::a~; through the 

"'• ~ pMQ..·~ I IJ.. ~"). ··~I£#,'«U ~-_.... 
philosophy of deterrence!\ No man can c ntemplate a rationale -~ ' 

• 

defence in a nuclear war that would leave millions of people dead. 

We must depend upon our ability to deter attack, to prevent a nuclear 

w ar from~ ~ ..... i' ' 
This we have done. We have provided :mnxzxfix ourselves with 

the ability to prevent any agressor from attacking us with impunity1 

CNt ~~ &v IU f-, ,;_r 
~the ability to destroy any nation2,that should chose to unleash 

.aweS( ,.,,., &I, 9 ~m;,. ()v.N j 

a nuclear holocaust against ourselves, or to threaten~ vital , .,+-~ 1 

i:l~f!'It~e~~~CY!:~-ee•6Jr~;;:::g;g,;;~;•:;&~=:l~::acl1:!sz==;a~a:da our allies . 

As a result, there has been no nuclear war 
' not even in the 



2 

darkest days of our political conflict with the Soviet Union. 

But relcy-ing upon deterrence is not enough. We must also 

XE~ guard against the danger that nuclear weapons will find 

~ 
their way into the hands of esaabz · u less cautious l!lh ( ~~x 

.w.E"X~E.IZ>:pe:X\2:id:ixtd:xizEm.exg.:e:fl.Ke:xlZ&€X:ra.:aa~2lX~n»e:kaaaz~, 

"""""~·-~'P"b<-ly<-EbezmzXhxzlll..-s-xzx ~o 
often conflicts between small nations have grown into conflagrations 

~~· MJ-~ 
involvin~- In the nuclear age, no one ca·~-~Pr-eJ'ict the consequences 

for the safety of all mankind of a single weapon exploded in some far ... 

off '.i? c·c,/J~ .ti...;tttJ, ~. 

J For this reason, we have l~bored for years to limit 1J. e spread 

~ ~~ 
of nuclear weapons. And we have ~our first measure of success. 

~ring the Johnson Administration, we conclud~d a~n­
proliferation treaty to ke.:e:fJ~~ take the first step towards 

act of s orne small country. I long supported this effort. 

it now, as the ~on-Vroliferation (reaty ~rnitted to the 

4 ~ A/kQ'Yt (j~ 
Senate for ratificationk I urge its early ratification, and hope that 

~ 
we will ~take those further steps that ~/\required if 

the spread of nuclear weapons is to be halted.,~ 

..f. * * ~ 
~ halting the x:p proliferation of nuclear weapons among the 

nations of the world is not enough• We must also. halt the ·L ' 

~x:X nuclear arms race arno~ the superpowers .. t.tlhs••-lils. 

~ndeed, this is a step we must take if the ~on-froliferation 
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;freaty is to succeed• W. cannot ask others to forego nuclear weapons 

if we -- and the Soviet Union -- ~·, .... &w..: fail to restrain ourselves 

~~-- ~ 
in the needless fi'ccumulation of destructiveJ{power. 

l;:_ut there is a more important reason for halting the strategic 

arms race with the Soviet Union. We are now on a strat~eau,.... ... 
where there is sure knowledge of our security, and where both~~~ 

~ftu. ~ ~ tuM' 
<COJJ#I"ries~can turn ~minds from the dread dangers of a surprise 

attack from the other side. 

[;_his easing of tensions 

efforts and at great cost. 

has been achieved~ only after long 

~ 
e mus~OljAreturn again to the 

new uncertainties into the strategic 

TodayJ~ both of us possess sufficient nuclear power for~ 

deterrencel !t. ... ef:::?P'~~~ut tomorrow, if we allow the 

n uclear arms 
rux.dtua {foUZ r~ 

race to ~A we may find ourselves again fearing 

for idxeoKill' our lives and safety. 
~~ . t /\,the Soviet Union ~~dangers in a further 

escalation of the arms race. They have slowed the deployment of 

their anti-ballistic missile 

e:;jlfs to begin ~£l»z comprehensive talks on a limitation of both 

~ 
offensive and defensive .l066X nuclear weapons. I have long advocated~ 

~-IiMvt 
step, at the earliest possible~ opportunity -- for our ownl\security. 

L!_::elieve~ we can now join the Soviet Unio~on 
c ont rolling the arms r a c e, 1i1ii~~ttl~~~•!!lillio~~i~MIIJll!m!fP.-~~~:tBe~~!!!!-



Fmany precedents, beginning with the fimited ~c~ 
Ban treaty, negotiatad by President Kennedy in 1963. ~- -- J 

~eement to establish a ~ot jine between Moscow and Washington, 

and it was used to avert a nuclear confrontation during the Arab-

Israeli War of 1967 f~We concluded~ a)t'onsular 
L: ~/tM~~. 

rj onvention and a fi vilfir f rans portaiion .fgreement~ers onally 

xf!m»xmx supported all of these measures and~~ 
~.iAA~M-,~~1 

difficulties I' Yet It~ t hat talKS: to~ the nuclear arms race.~ 

~kfe ami •:zt;:'z~a":!'~7:.r!~;;-? piOB ""' 

d t aatclad ccllll5E blessed o:ith s t12sss 

L:: has been suggested in recent weeks that these talks should 

be postponed until they can be linked to more general {XlZbi:R:ix::aXz 
~;u;.,~. 

settlement of outstanding political problems. fJ. cannot agree/1:11 

~~rgency of our present problem -- to prevent a 

further round of the nmclear arms race before it is irreversibly 

disputes that have 

broader agreements necessal)i:x for success in talks to limit the 

arms race. Indeed , we negotiated both the limited test-ban treaty 

and the non-proliferation treaty during the V i e tnam War, t he latter 

during the days when our involvement in the war mas t strained our 

relations with the Soviet Union~ ~ ~ ~, 



5 

e_ere is only one caution. As I have said in the past, our 

desire to negotiate an end to the strategic nuclear arms race in no 

way condones the aggression of the Soviet Union against Czechoslovakia, 

nor~ woudl it condone similar acts in the future. Nothing we 

do now can erase from our memories the brutal repression last August 

in Prague. ~e are sometimes told that our allies in Western Europe 

would be concerned lest our approaches to the Soviet Union on arms 

control should delay the day when Czechoslovakia will ~again be 

free. I do not agree. I believe that our allies understand the grave 

is sues involved in ending the an-ms race and, with adequate consultation 
on our part, will 

and counsel~ /strongly support that move. 

~n effective agreement to end the nu~lear arms race 

will ~make it more likely that we and the~ will be able 

to go forwam, with our flies, towards the solution of outstanding 

political problems~ fundamental requirement for that process of 

consultation is strategic stability; 4nything we do to maintain that 

strategic stability --to freeze the arms race at or near today's levels 

will improve our political relations. But anything we do to ~hat 
strategic stability will lead us back again to the darkest days of the 

Cold War. 

of our strategic relations with the Soviet Unio~~ the RE'X}XtK 

impending decision by the fdministration and Defense Department to 

proceed with deployment of the Sentinel anti-ballistic missile system. 

;;rbis- awvc m' '\5e!ng stcFOiigly a~~ in the "§"aihel ~Hates Beaaee, led 11) 
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._.?QsJor Fdoeud Heaaeety. I J ?!?§ 

(_:et me be clear: I have~~z always supported, and 

will continue to support, any effort to provide for the security of 

• 

the United States• whateee: tl t !U*; luh n thezsff 'jmza5 m*x 
--tU<-d~~ 4 

4 sa arHi ilte. There can beAno compromise with our ~defense. 

~ut is this anti-ballistic missile system a contribution to that 

defense'? I believe it is not. 

A&l-1 
c_.he SentinelAsystem was originally designed to counter an 

attack by China aga:inst the United States sometime during the 1970s, 

~~~~1-
after China acquires the ability to~ nuclear missiles 

against us. If Sentinel would do this, and would not erode our 
~ .___ 

security in other ways, I~ support its deploymentA even 

~though it would:Xre only be needed to deal with the 

~ ~t..<_ 
mad act of a Chinese leader~ own country" destroyed 

in return. 

..-.-
But Sentinel will not do this. ~ there are serious 

questions with regard to its technical feasibility, particularly against 

a carefully planned and execu1Xed attack. ~ould never be 

~~ 
adequately tested~ithout "'*'renouncing th7\nuclear test- ban treaty 

that we worked so long and hard to achieve. 

x~~ '&eploying an anti-ballistic missile system 

against China-- however imperfect the~~ system would be, and 
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for however few years it would be evenpartially effective --would EE 

have ~ects on our relations with the Soviet Union . .&ruie:e4 

L::_uite simply, we 
~ ~ c~nothing ~upsetting the strategic 

balance with the Soviet Union -- and Sentine 
« ~ 

~do just that.l!!.._ we begin to :s: construct this sysem, 

we will inevitably raise doubts in the minds of the Russians about our 

intentionstt#e will force them to imprQ':e their own offensive missile 

~0(~4-vl A 
forces, thereby postponin~ the arms race..t"'nd we will add 

~ 
new uncertainties into a strategic balance that can ~/\stable only when 

trl- r 

each side is completely sureJ\what~ balance.~ r 

[:_here are~ngers. ~ajar 
weapons systems, once begun, have a tendency to expand. Sentinel 

~l.t 
would be no exception, especially,.X:httre is already strong pressure 

--misguided pressure --to~~ it into a defense against 

~ 
~missiles. 

I would support such a system if there 

were any chance that it would give us adequate protection against a 

nuclear attack. But it would do nothing of the kind. For every advance 

~ 
we ~n anti-ballistic missiles, the Russians will be able ,1xz:&0lU!l.~ 

~ .M-~ 'f(A-t ~ 
forflless effort, to ~same ability to ;, h destruction on the 

~~~~~· 
United StAtes" The same arguement applies in re.ferse, and w auld 

~~ heM:~ 
make a~ attempt to buildl\missile defenses equally futile. 

that s a 



8 

.4:o rely or al!ioBeaee,k&JiAXl!il1fi!hi!w uot.rlefcagc 1 fen c·u prQtc&iion 

~ 
What we areiacing ~}herefore, is the prospect of 

embarking on a project that w~rovide us with=- protection, yet 

will introduce~ grave uncertainties into our relations with the 

~ 
Soviet Union,.~ ~the whole fabrioc of strategic 

stability we have so carefully constructed over the years~ .t..l ~ · 

~[.:::-;!~:::;:, ~~g~eroa:!l, will be expeB:sive. ~. 
The present limited Sentinel system will cost at least $10 

billion~ full system, ~directed against the Soviet Union, 

tpf~-,lfd~o L,,__ 
w ould cost in the neighborhood of~ billion. {!!:.ese are dollars 

---==-• vitally needed for meeting the problems of poverty, the 

decay in our cities, and the explosive time bombs of division and 

~~ ~-

discor4\_ We would purchase new nucdear weaponsA adding nothing 
.... _ 

to our real defenele/1 at the price of :s: f:mz:e~:mYlxg:~ postponing~ 

DA' efforts to ~r s oc-i ety at h ome,~r-oi . .Q.iU;...;i,l' ~~a.il.~l'••fl:: 



l.:t is now being argued that deployment of the Sentinel system 

will help us in our negotiations with the SU to control the nuclear 

arms race. We are supposed to trade it away for a comprehensive agree 

ment on the more vital questions of limiting all offensive and defensive 

weapons. 

this v:iew. If we have learned anything 

from our experience in two decades of deadly confrontation wtih the 

~ 
~~!•lass, it is that uncertainty in the strategic balance produces - . ~~~.U~ · 
not conciliation but fear~~h ~ the bomber gap of the 1950's 

and the missile gap of the 1960'~ there were grave complications for 

our ability to deal with the Soviet Union on political matters. ~ 

eanno L 1 an blta41 1 islt agais; eainlng no blilng and :: Hb us strong -
, posenili:41' 41hals we 1rill IJ••Jaihs the 1 ueess of then : aai bal!l11 

on at1 bole 

~ut to postpone -- or to abandon -- !e~loyment of the Sentinel 

system does not mean that we are leaving ourselves to the mercy of 
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technological developments. We must continue with research and developme~ 

against that day -- that unlikely day -- when a real defense should 

tw~.J..-
becorneApossible. 

~ 
And we must continue to develop those methods of A 

~ 
rec~issance that will ak s s enable us to know what other countries 

are doing in the field of nuclear weapons. But Is~~~~ 

c arms race: 

J ~· - -c/k.l &r.M cui--
~ut there is one further~point. For many years we have been 

concerned with the problem of preserving a strategic balance with the 
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the Soviet Union, of planning against the emergence of China as a nu~ 

power, and of preventing nuclear proliferation. But all too often we 

have looked at these problems in terms of weapons and hardwue, anstead ~ 

of diplomacy and ideas .!_::::ere i( one hard fact in this nu~ge: ~ 
~ 

~t the determined agressor, armed with the ~ weapons that he may 

have built in secret, will be able to reap damage to any nation beyond 

our power to imagine. 

~ ~e only hope for the world ~ accidental annihiliation 

lies not in the pursuit of more elaborate technology of destruction 

but in the pursuit of peace through the only means that can make 

peace real and lasting -- and 

we upset the pr esent strategic 

these are largely political means.~ 
{_ 

balance with th SU we will harm the 
) 

few prospects for political understandingr~ we think of China 

only in terms of an irrational nuclear attack
1

we will stand to lose 

the few hopes i n coming years to encourage Pe~ing to take an active 

peaceful part in the affairs of the world community of nations~nd 

if we think of nonjroliferation only in terms of nuc weapons, and ignore 

t.h eA. Re_c.u t.v n.r:oblems an misune.rstandin.~Zs 
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that may impel other nations to acquire these weapons, we may find 

ourselves one day in a world made far more dangerous~y many nuc 

·~ 

power~ than today v 

l: have r efforts to f'.t 

~ pursuit o 

nuc. arms race 



We must, in short, come to understand that real security ia 

the compound of maQy elements--not ~uat the military weapons syste• 

provided by our professional defense establi•hment. And in the 

pursuit of real national security, ve must not chase after 

shadows and illusions which will make us loose sight of the 

more difficult, but ultimately more important, political goals. 
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• Wletfaur atti~dee El:£2 Ub&pons syseems 

our destiny. We can walk the difficult path it takes. But it will 

require courage, conviction and hard rational thought. I do not think 

that this is too high a price to ~Pay for the survival of mankind. 

It is what we as creators and stewards of the most terrible power 

ever known to man owe to ourselves and to future generations. I say 

/AAM.J 
lp F2 M&&;&&& find this way to peace. 



. . 

Robert Hunter 

We must not sa~rifice our own future, by pursuing the illusion of a defense 

that will not defend. 

It is now being argued that deployment of the Sentinel system 

will help us in our negotiations with the SU to control the nuclear 

arms race. We are supposed to trade it away for a comprehensive agree 

ment on the more vital questions of limiting all offensive and defensive \ 

weapons. \ 
1\. 

·Ail ., 
I strongly dispute this view. If we have learned anything 

from our experience in two decades of deadly confrontation wtih the 

Russians, it is that uncertainty in the strategic balance produces 

not conciliation but fear. With both the bomber gap of the 1950's 

and the missile gap of the 196o's there were grave complications for 

our ability to deal wdth the Soviet Union on political matters. We ~ 

cannot run that risk again, gaining nothing and with the strong 

possibility that we will prejudice the success of these vital talks 

on arms control. 

But to postpone-- or to abandon-- &eployment _ot the Sentinel 
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technological developments. We must continue with research and developme 

against that day -· that unlikely day -· when a real defense should 

become possible. And we must continue to develop those methods of 

recommaissance that will always enable u~ to know what other countries 

are doing in the field of nuclear weapons. But I say we should 

endorse the present halt to sentinel the deployment of Sentinel, 

and keep it stopped for· now. 

At the presont time the deployment of Sentinel would be the 

gravest threat to our chances to end the nuclear arms race. It would 

create the illusion •• the deadly illusion -· that we have boutht 

a defense , when indeed we have not; it will complicate the problem 

of preventing the spread of nuclear weapons around the world, by 

destroying the go4d faith we have created in our sincere efforts to 

halt the nuc arms race: and it will rob us of money we need 

for the more pressing and deserving tasks of creati g within our 

nation new and just opportunity for all citizens. 

But there is one further point. For many years ve have been 
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the Soviet Union, of planning against the emergence ov China as a nuc 

power, and of preventing nuclear proliferation. But all too often we 

have looked at these problems in terms of weapons and hardware, instead o 

of diplomacy and ideas. There ~one hard fact in this nuc age: it is 

that the determined agressor, armed with the nuc weapons that he may 

have built in secret, will be able to reap damage to any nation beyond 

our power to imagine. 

The only hope tor the world survinvi g accidental annihiliation 

lies not in the pursuit of more elaborate technology of destruction 

but in the pursuit of peace through the only means that can make 

peace real and lasting -- and these are largely political means. If 

we upset the present strategic balance with th SU we will harm the 

few prospects for political understanding; if we think of China 

only in terms of an irrational nuclear attack we will stand to lose 

the few hopes i n coming years to encourage Peking to take an active 

peaceful part in the affairs of the world community of nations; and 

if we think of nonproliferation only in terms of nuc weapons, and ignore 
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that may impel other nations to acquire these weapons, we may find 

ourselves one day in a world made far more dangerous~y many nuc 

powersj than today '.t We must pursue our own sure defense but we 

must not chase after shadows and illusions that will make us loose 

sight of the more difficult, important political goals • Real 

security, the only firm support for peace, is not the professional 

responsibility of the military •• it is the total achievement of 

mankind. 

We have the capacity and the ingenuity to turn our efforts to 

this pursuit of peace. These decsions are too i portent to be left 

to the automatic workings of our defense establishment, or to the 

entrenched political pressures that have long influenced the making /''\ 

of our str&iegic policy. \ 
I call today tor new approaches to the problems of strategic 

decisionemaking; for a new and thorough review that looks beyond the 

grave questions raised by the Sentinel program and for new efforts to 

ret!on~:lle our deAire to end the nu~. A'l"mA 'l"AI"P -- .~~and i:n g~ ... u,..D i:h• 



world from a nuc holocause -- with our attitudes toward weapons systems 

(national integrity and cultural diversity). We can be masters of 

ou r destiny. We can walk the difficult path it takes. But it will 

require courage, conviction and hard rational thought. I do not think 

that this is too high a price to apay for the survival of mankind. 
I 
I \ 

It is what we as creators and stewards or the most terrible power t 
t 
i \ 

ever known to man owe to ourselves and to future generations. 'i 
I say 1 

let us ~&&find this way to peace. 

. 
' \ 
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