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THE PRESIDENT: Ladies and gentlemen, today I am
announcing a decision which I believe is vital for the
security and defense of the United States, and also in
the interest of peace throughout the world.

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

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

It is a safequard against any attack by the Chinese
Communists that we can foresee over the next 10 years.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

In other words, we must begin now, If we delay:'.
a year, for example, it means that that first deployment
will be delayed until 1975. That might be too late.

‘ It is the responsibility of the President of the
Uplted States, above all other resvonsikilities, to think
first of the security of the United States. I believe that

this system is the best step that we can take to provide
for that security.

There are, of course, other possibilities that have
been strongly urged by some of the leaders this morning --
for example that we could increase our offensive capability,
enr submarine force, or even our MINUTEMAN force or our bomber
foxrcs, That I would consider to be, however, the wrong road
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because it would be provocative to the Soviet Union and might
escalate an arms race.

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

We will now go to your questions.
Mr. Smith?

QUESTION: Mr. President, the war in Vietnam has
been intensifying recently, and if there has been any notable
progress in Paris it has not been detectible publicly.

Is your patience growing a little thin with these continued
attached, particularly such as came out of the DMZ today?

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

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

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

Mr. Cormier?
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OUESTION: Mr. President, will you make your own
State of the Union address, and what will your legislative
. pProgram encompass? -

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

When you are talking about protecting your deterrent,
it need not be perfect. It is necessary only to protect
enough of the deterrent that the retalistory second strike
will be of such magnitude that the enemy would think twice
before launching a first strike.
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It has been my conclusion that by protecting two
MINUTEMAN sites, we will preserve that deterrent as a
credible deterrent, and that that will be decisive and
could be decisive insofar as the enemy considering the
possibility of a first strike.

OUESTION: Mr. President, there have been charges
from Capitol Hill that you have stepped up the war in Vietnam.
Have you?

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

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

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

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

That is why my response has been measured,
deliberate and, some think, too cautious. But it will con-
tinue to be that way, ‘because I am thinking of those peace
talks every time I think of a military option in Vietnam.
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QUESTION: Mr, President, vour safeguard ABM system,
I understand, would cost about $1 billion less in the coming
fiscal year than the plan which President Johnson sent up.
Vould this give you the opportunity to reduce the surcharge
or will the continued high level of taxation be
needed for the economy?

THE PRESIDENT: That question will he answered when
we see the entire budget. Secretary Laird will testify
on the defense budget on Wednesday.

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

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

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

Is what we are doing now in Vietnam in a military
way that response of which vou were speaking?

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

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

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

THE PRESIDENT: As a matter of fact, Mr. Kaplow,

I have reason to believe, based on the past record, that they
would interpret it just the other way around.

First, when they deploved their own ABM system,
and, as you know, they have 67 missile ABM sites deployed
around Moscow, they rejected the idea that it escalated
the arms race on the ground that it was defensive solely in
character, and, second, when the United States last year went
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forward on the SENTINEL system, four days later the Soviet
Union initiated the opportunity to have arms limitation talks.

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

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

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

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

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

"owever, those talks have not yet reached the point
where I have concluded, or where I believe they have concluded,
that a discussion at the summit level would be useful. Whenever
those talks, preliminary talks, do reach that point, I
anticipate that a summit meeting would take place.

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

QOUESTION: Mr. President, there have been several
reports from vour staff members that Kennedy and Johnson
hold~over people who made policy have sown themselves into
civil service status and this may mean some problem for you
neonle in personnel. I wonder if this means that you
will transfer a lot of these people or abolish jobs?

THE PRESIDENT: I have heard a lot from some of my
Republican friends on Capitol Hill on this point, as well as
from, of course, Republican leaders in the Nation. It seems
that this is a rather common practice, when one Administration
goes out and the other one comes in. We will do what we think
will best serve the interest of effective Government, and if
the individual who has been frozen in can do the job, we are
going to keep him.

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

- THE PRESIDENT: Well, that matter was discussed
with all of our allies, and particularly will be a subject
for discussion when we have the 20th Anniversary meeting of
NATO here in April.

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

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

Yes, sir?

OUESTION: 1In any talks with the Soviet Union, would
you be willing to consider abandoning the ABM program alto-
cether if the Soviets showed a similar willingness or, indeed,
if they showed a readiness to place limitations on offensive
weapons?

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

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

I would imagine that the Soviet Union would be just
as reluctant as we would be to leave their country naked
against a potential Chinese Communist threat. So the abandon=-
ing of the entire system, particularly as long as the Chinese
threat is there, I think neither country would logk upon
with much favor.

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

THE PRESIDENT: I considered that problem, and I
believe that they are compatible with tne NPT. We discussed
that in the leaders' meeting this morning and I pointed out
that as we consider this kind of defensive system, which
enables the United States of America to make its deterrent
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capability crediible, that that will have an enormous effect
in reducing the pressure on other countries who might want
to acquire nuclear weapons.

That is the key point. If a country doesn't feel
that the major country that has a nuclear capcbility has a
credible deterrent, then they would move in that direction.

One other point I wish to make, and make an announce-
ment with reg2vd to the NPT: that I was delignted to see the
Senate's confirmation or consent to the treatyv, and this
announcement -- I hope President Jochnson is looking. I
haven't talked to him on the phone. I am going to invite
President Johnson, if his schedule permits, to attend the
cercmony when we will have the ratification of the treaty,
bectuse he started it in his Administration and I think he
should participate when we ratify it. '

Mr. Lisagor?

OUESTION: Mr., Presicdent, I wonder if I could turn
to the caipus disovrders: and urrest. They are continuing
and we hzven't had an opportunity to ask you your views of
them. But particularly, would you favor the cutting
off of Federal loans to the oifenders?

THE PRESIDENT: Mr. Lisagor, I have asked the
Attorney General and the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare to exainine this problem, particvlarly in view of a
Conrressicnal report that 122 of the 540 who had b:2n arrested
at San Francisco State were direct recipients of Federal funds.

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

Mr. Semple?

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

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

As to whether or not a different response would
either discourage those talks or might have the effect of
even encouraging them is the decision that we now have to
make.
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QUESTION: M™r. President, on Vietnam, in connection
with Secretary Laird's visit, we have heard for sometime vpredic-
tions that American troop levels could be cut as the South
Vietnamese camabilities improve, and again last week, while
he was in Vietnam, we were getting similar reports from Saigon
despite the high level ofthe fighting that is going on now.

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

THE PRESIDENT: Mr. Bailey, in view of the current
offensive on the part of the North Vietnamese and the Viet

Cong, there is no prospect for a reduction of American forces
in the foreseeable future.

When we are able to reduce forces as a result of
a combination of eircumstances -- the ability of the South
Vietnamese to defend themselves in areas where we now are
cefending them; the progress of the talks in Paris; or the
level of enemy activity -- when that occurs, I will make

an announcement. But at this time there is no foreseeable
prospect.

HMr. Theis?

QUESTION: What effect, if any, will your safeguard
program have on the shelter program? Can you tell us anvthlng
about your lono-rance volans?

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

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

QUESTION: Mr. President, if I recall correctly,
at the last press conference when you were discussing the
meeting with General de Gaulle, and the Middle East situation,
you said you were encouraged by what he told you, because
he was moving closer to our position.

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

TEE PRESIDINT: We have had bilateral talks not
only with the French, but also with the Soviet Union, and
with the British, preparatory to the possibility of four-
power talks. I would not like toleave the impression that we
are comnletely together at this point.

We are closer together than we were, but we still
have a lot of yardage to cover. And until we make further
progress in developing a common position, I would prefer not to
lay out what our positicn is.
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I don't think that would be helpful in bringing
them to the position that we think is the right position.

THE PRESS: Thank you.

END (AT 12:30 P.M. EST)
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eactions to Nixon's ABM decision

what ways does President Nixon's decision

improve our national security? This is the basic question whlch m

must be asked. wess V/ :‘h‘m

'
. (l) I earlier stated that deployment not development
EEI——
as the issue and I stand by this stateme In other words, is our

nation any more secure through the President's decision to deploy
than it would have been had he decided to proceed with development,

postponing for the moment the deployment decision?

T here are several reasons to doubt an increase in
H- E——— e ]

national security:

a. reliability of the ABM system -- it cannot be
tested in advance; it might leave second strike forces vulnerable at
the moment of attack; ( M- %@\ M
b. second strlke forges can be protected in other %'
@ ey

ays which don't involve the psychological effect of ABM deployment

tm-'hail.". YO i P/ ) Sm
Ma-n-mbﬁ'::ﬂdmu sl ik aa IR0,



and which have far greater reliability and are less costlg.
A e,
See Silard's memo.

c. at this point one can't predict the effect
e = e e

this will have on the arms control negotiations with the Soviet
e

. =
Union since our ABM system is of much greater sophistication

than Soviet Moscow's system.

4. The argument about it being solely defensive is
misleading since a broader deployment of the ABM system, even
around the second strike force, could be interpreted by the Soviets
as making a U.S. first strike more likely, especially if these
judgments are made in a time of national crisis. In other words,
one gains very little, if any, increase in the safeguarding of
second strike forces and one necessarily generates uncertainty
with the Soviets as to our ultimate purpose in beginning ABM

deployment.
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Yeme te HHH
Frem Jehkn S,

He: NET discussien en the ABM

Henry Owen is ready te runm threugh the material this
afterneon if yeu se desire, Susan Davis can reach him at Breekings.

I weuld stress heavily the peint abeut having te make
decisiens and judgmentes abeut prierities in federal gevermmental
speneing, Henry wrete an excellent piece on this issue (see
attachment), Indeed, the isene of spending prierities sheuld
be ene yeu emphasize in every talk en ABM and in all ether
speeches where it is even remetely apprepriate,

See alse the excellent letter te the editer of the Pest
frem Tewnsend Heeres, fermer under secretary ef the Air Ferce,
He hits particularly well the peint abeut using the Sentinel
te defend against Chinese missles and hew, therefere, the
system will ultimately be seen as an anti-Seviet system,

Alse attached is anether piece by Tem Wicker and the
N.Y, Times stery abeut Seviet resctien te ARM issue,

Te recapitulate the three peints we agreed upen fer

Issues and Answers:

1l. We sheuld net beceme prematurely wedded te ARM system
with the Seviets
witheut first attempting te negetiate/a mutual freeze of
strategic effensive and defensive rumws nuclear weapense,
2. The existing strategic balance hetween the Seviets and

the U.S, make it a particularly eppertune time te begin such

negotiatiens . . . 2lse eur existing weapens systems give us time




2/

te cenduct these negetiatiens witheut Jeepardizing eur natienal
security, (Also nete: MIRV represents an ecually serieus threat
te strategic balence as ABM system, (as spelled eut very clearly
in Tewnsend Heepes's letter) and therefore negetatiens must

include beth strategic effensive and defensive weapens,

3¢ The MIRV and ABM questien is enly ene part ef a larger
questien fer the ceuntry: Hew will we srder mx eur prierities
in the expenditure ef federal revenues? Will we turn away frem

werks eof war te werks eof peace?
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FOR: HHH
: ; = elm
FROM: Bill Connell (via Marsha)

RE: Points to make on the ABM decision .

1. It is a substantial modification of the original proposal --

a system essentially designed to protect the Minuteman silos,
——— T

as against a system designed to give protection to city

—

—— I

populations.

‘_’/ —
. It clearly is an esc@ The indicated response to

the deployment will be a Soviet increase in its ICBMs targeted

against the protected silos. If our defense is calculated to
stop an attack of 5 missiles, for example, then the indicated
Soviet step-up will be to put 10 missiles on the target. We did
the same thing in the case of the deployment of the early Soviet '
ABMs. We went to the multiple warhead development, designed
to saturate the Soviet defenses. &w
(B
3. Since even the most ambitious ABM system cannot
protect our cities (President Nixon says that at the very least 6
a massive attack would get through the defenses and cause

30 to 40 million deaths), how can we expect the Minutemen to

u';j’u;tfjsfully protected? -1?4“‘ ﬁ gw



4. Our strategic security rests on our ability to convince
the potential attacker that we can get off a devastating reply
of our own -~ and in our case is based on the sea-deployed
missiles plus the ability of a number of Minutemen to be launched
before the enemy strike actually explodes. Would this ABM system
materially increase our second strike capability -~ would it increase
it to any significant degree?

5. Will this decision impede or delay negotiations on arms
control? I think so. Because the Soviet Union will consider it
an escalation, and will want to take steps to redress the balance
as they see it before entering negotiations.

6. The central issue is: Does this decision affect the
strategic balance as between the U.S. and the USSR? I believe
it does require a Soviet response which will tend to trigger in turn
another U,S. response. The task of statesmen is to intervene
in this seemingly endless round of escalations and to seek agreement
that will provide a stable situation.

7. The argument that the revised ABM system is in part
an effort to protect against a Chinese Communist attack raises the
question of whether a system designed to protect the Minuteman silos
against Soviet attack will be even marginally effective against

a Chinese Communist attack against the American population.
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FOR: HHH /

—

FROM: Norm Holmes

John Silard of the Council for a l,ivable World makes the following

points with regard to President Nixon's ABM press conference:
1. Vastly complicates the arms race between the U.S.

and the Soviet UniOﬁ’Qt represents a qualitative shift from

the MacNamera argument that the ABM system was purely

e e
- - \' - - -
defensive vis a vis the Chmesel MacNamera warned against

i
considering ABM vis a vis the Sovietsll gmon, however, has made

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

capability against the Soviets.

@ Our strike capacity is so advanced that the present
T ST

deployment ofian ABM system to protect our deterrent capacity is

—

premature.

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

-7 »V
a) harden existing sites, M@‘w
e i e

b) increase our mobile strike capacity, and
T e —————

c) increase the number of our offensive weapons.

sense to

4, The Sentinel system is still not the right system for a

missile defense system. More research is needed.

— W




As concerns the issue of the Chinese, Silard suggests that

1. It is irrational to assume that the Chinese would be
willing to commit national suicide by attacking the U, S,

2. ABM expenditure represents, at best, only a short term
plus. The Chinese are not expecbed to have any strike capacity until
1973. Their strike capacity in two years after its deployment would
be more sophisticated than our ABM system.

3. We do not know how effective the ABM system would be.
There is no way of testing it short of war. The Chinese are equally
aware of this. Therefore the system does not even serve our purpose

in the strategic 'poker game' with the Chinese.
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The following are the principal points which might be made
against the use of Sentinel to protect our Minuteman sites (some=
times referred to as "hard point" defense):

1. Any defense system we can build can be matched step by
step by the Soviets, and will be matched step by step. There-
fore, as Secretary McNamara emphasized in San Francisco, there
is no virtue in commencing any defense-offense races with the
Soviets but only the expense and danger of escalation in the mad
momentum of the arms race.

2. While deploying Sentinel for Minuteman defense may be
somewhat less exacerbating than for population defense, it will
nevertheless bring uncertainties and destabilization in place of
the present strategic weapons plateau, and thus will make nego-
tiation of a strategic weapons treaty the more difficult. (It
will also make the weapons limits provisions of the treaty itself
more difficult to formulate and police, since an ABM system wher-
ever it is located can fairly quickly be converted from hard point
defense to population defense).

3. We are many years from the point where technical improve-
ments in targeting and additions in the total strategic forces on
either side could possibly imperil the certainty of the United

States or the Soviet Union that it has an assured second strike



capability which the other side cannot nullify by a preemptive
first strike. Since an ABM system to defend Minuteman sites is
only significant to protect our second strike capability, we are
a long way from the point in time where it might be necessary or
prudent to provide a defense system for our strategic forces.
Haste makes waste.

4. If Sentinel is indeed to be employed for Minuteman de-
fense rather than population defense, on a cost-effect basis
three other options must be examined which may give less expen-
sive and/or better results for the same purpose:

(i) more Minuteman sites,

(ii) more hardening of the existing Minuteman force,

(£ more&eliance on Polaris strength.

5. Sentinel is not designed for Minuteman protection but
for population protection. Since we have plenty of time if we
make a shift in purpose, why not return to the research stage so

that we could have an ABM system best suited for Minuteman defense?



v |first “great,” meaning difficult,
. |decision by occupying a broad

i self flexible for the future. He|

' [therefore, yet another costly

_ Nixon said it should not.

By MAX FRANKEL

Special to The New York Times
WASHINGTON, March 14—
As expected, President Nixon
dealt with what he called his

middle ground and leaving him-

approved deployment of a mis-
sile defense system, but held it
'for the time being to minimum
! proportions and a
modest pace. The
debate that will
flow from his pro-
posal, like the de-
bate that preceded
it, will revolve around two
|main questions:

| First, is the system militarily
{necessary and therefore a jus-

News
Analysis

'tifiable expense? Mr. Nixon
said yes.
Second, will his decision

stimulate a further increase in
Soviet offensive forces and,

round in the arms race? Mr.

The “experts” in these mat-
iters have only conflicting

|

judged to be anywhere near
such capability now and neith-
er claims to be seeking it.

Capability is Conceded

And there is “second-strike
capability,” by which the ex-
perts mean the ability of a vic-
tim of attack, no matter how
devastating, to retaliate with
enough force to inflict an un-

concede this capability to each

he was reducing the provoca-
tion to Soviet military planners,
Mr.
oints:

Ni{f_o_z? Z‘ak.es Middle Groundin First Difficult Decision

\Union nor the United States is’critics, that the ABM system
would increase rather sthan re-
duce the risk of accident byj
yielding fire control to ma-
chines and middle-echelon of-
ficers.

interest

ity. The

In moving on to argue that

Nixon made two basic

First, by giving up even the

United States emphasizes
rather than first - strike capac-

to any Soviet fear that Wash-
ington would trigger a nuclear
exchange. The Johnson pro-|Among other reasons, he may
gram carried a greater impli-/wish to be farther along in
cation of gradual expansion to
protect the cities.

Second, the pace of ABM he has said he will wait for
deployment will be slower than| more signs of progress in polit-
acceptable degree of damage on|pretense of defending American the Russians’ own, subject tolical talks, such as those on the
the aggressor. Both big powers cities against major attack, the constant review and change, Middle East.

its

and subject to total freeze if
second-strike

arms talks bear fruit.

Mr. Nixon did not, however,
agree at this time to move into
talks to limit the arms race,
as some thought he would.

e a

cities remain hostage

and defense
Also,

hoth offensive
weapons development.

other and rely upon it to deter|
each other from attack.

The two concepts are dy-
namically related because every
new generation of offensiv
weapons implies a threat to the
existing second-strike capabili-
ties. They are also related be-
cause each side’s efforts to im-
prove second-strike caapability
have time and again propelled|
the other twoward expansion of
its nuclear arsenal. |

Mr. Nixon was obviously sen-|
sitive to this dynamic. In deal-
ing with the question of mili-|

'opinions to offer the President

i and all who would judge his"
, proposal.

Mr. Nixon,

More Modest Program
He selected an even more

i |modest program than his prede-

cessor—at least to begin with
—for the technical and diplo-
matic reasons that he gave and
perhaps also for political rea-

i |sons that he did not give.

What he proposed was about
as much as he could reasona-
bly expect Congress to ap-
prove in the current climate
here. It leaves him poised be-
bween those who would ex-
pand to -a bigger system as
soon as possible and those who
would use the four years be-
fore it goes into operation to
kill it altogether.

Yet the objectives that Mr.
Nixon proposes to serve are
remarkably similar to those
outlined 18 months ago by a

[ reluctant Robert S. McNamara

foor the Johnson Adminis-
tration’s ABM system, with on-
ly slight changes of emphasis.
The former Defense Secretary,

P |too, foresaw three benefits: The

former Defense Secretary, too,
foresaw three benefits: To pro-
tect the nation’s offensive mis-
siles against a Soviet strike
to guard against the pobntial
Chinese nuclear threat in the
next decade, and to guard
against a few missiles that
might be launched accident-
ally.
Move Away From Cities

Mr. Nixon said he had re-
jected a ‘“thick” missile de-
fense of the cities as both in-
effective and provocative. Mr-
McNamara not only rejected
it but vowed to resist-the “mad
momentum” toward such ex-
|pansion that a “thin” system
jwas bound to generate-

The changes introduced by
Mr. Nixon were said by him
to have further reduced the
provocation to the Russians.
They will also permit him to
move the ABM installations
‘away from major cities, where
uneasy residents have stimu-
lated parochial but heated po-

An understanding of this mis-
sible debate requires an under-|
standing of at least two con-|
cepts of nuclear strategy.

ity,” by which the

like greatly augmented their offen-
President Johnson before him,|sive forces in recent years, may
¥ |took a middle course but chose
¥ |to err on the side of acquiring
& [too much hardware rather than
¥: |too little,

One is “first-strike capabil-|§
experts|§
mean the ability to strike a|i
first blow of such magnitude|:
that the victim is unable to re-|:

tary necessity, he offered three §
arguments: I§
First, the Russians, having,

yet be tempted to think some|
day that they can attain a first-|
strike capability and knock out
the American retaliatory mis-
sles in their protected under-
ground hideaways. A missile
defense for those sites should
deter the Russians from that
ambition.

McNamara Contradicted

Second, the Russinas are ex-
perimenting with their own
missile defense system, gaining
‘“operational” experience that
the United States must also
have to judge their capacities
and intentions.

Third, a modest defense, even
if it proves useless in a massive
attack, promises both big
powers some protection against
the Chinese and against acci-
dent. The system therefore
might one day be incorporated
into an arms agreement be-
tween them and certainly
should not prevent talks about
an agreement.

In this presentation, Mir
Nixon, in effect, contradicted
one of Mr. McNamara’s argu-
ments, namely, that American
bomber and submarine forces,

.-

together with the underground|
missiles, were sufficient retali-
atory strength against any fore- |

Our expert design staff is especially

qualified to build the perfect cabinet for

your specific requirements. Simply bring
us your rough sketch or verbal ideas and
we will gladly create for you the very
style, size and finish* you cannot find in
any commercial store.

And, CUSTOMODE trained engineers
will install your choice of ‘famous
name’ components whether you buy
them here or elsewhere,

AUTHORIZED FISH
CONSOLE DEALER

seeable Soviet offensive force.|
Mr. Nixon made no mention |

of the fact that both Soviet and
American offensive misgiles are
now being augmented and im-
proved through the use of mul-
|tiple warheads. Such warheads

could enable the offense to
overwhelm any existing de-
fense.

And he nid not deal with a
recent argument of some of his

!
\
|

FIRESIDE
IN MANY STYLES

“NOT FGR YOU? Then let us custom design what

¥you really like (complete with stereo componeuts) at
& hirge saving, i

For expert home survey, phone or visit CUSTOMODE.
. Our sound engineers keep your individual taste in mind,

SPECIALISTS IN CUSTOM
ARMOIRES « BREAKFRONTS
WALL UNITS « FIREPLACES o
CREDENZAS « BARS ETC »

AMPLE PARKING UPTOWN, N.v.c. o UN1-0250
AT ALL STORES 1418 = 3rd AVE. %03/ sT. Daily to 9 (Satto 6)
DOWNTOWN, N.Y.C. OPEN - YU 2-8010 ‘
145 ESSEX ST. SUNDAY Daily to 9(Sat., Wed. to 6)
QUEENS
NEAR FL 9-0808
36’23“'&“’,';{6 - NORTHERN BLVD. Daily to 9 P.M.

taliate. Neither the Soviet

6 Glamorous Kittens Engraved on Magnificent
Engiish Bone China in Full Color for Your Home

|litical opposition to the pro-| -

-

)




16 G THE NEW YORK TIMES, SATURDAY, MARCH 15, 1969

Transcript of the President’s News Conference on Foreign and Domestic Affairs

Following is a transcript of President
Nixon's news conference in Washington
yesterday, as recorded by The New York
Times:

OPENING STATEMENT

Ladies and gentlemen, today I am
announcing the decision which I believe
is vital for the security and defense of
the United States and also in the inter-
ests of peace throughout the world.

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

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

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

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

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

‘No Way’ to Defend Cities

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

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

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

First, what our intelligence shows us
with regard to the magnitude of the
threat, whether from the Soviet Union
or from the Chinese,

And, second, in terms of what our
evaluation is of anv talks that we are
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CHOOSES ONE: President Nixon indicating which of a number of reporters is to put next question at White House

ticularly such as came out of the DMZ
today?

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

Anything that in the future is done
will be done. There will be no addition-
al warning. As far as the Paris talks are
concerned, 1 have noted the speculation
in the press with regard to whether
we will have or should have or are, for
example, approving private talks going
forward. I will not discuss that subject.

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

2. State of Union Talk

Q. Will you make your own State of
the Union address and what will your
legislative program encompass?

A. I do not plan a State of the Union
Address in the traditional manner. I
warill withis annrovimatelr a month how-

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

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

Under those circumstances we had no
other choice but t0 try to blunt that
offensive. Had General Abrams not re-
sponded in this way, we would have
suffered far more Casualties than we
have suffered —and we have suffered
more than, of course, any of us would
have liked to have seen.

The answer is that any escalation of
the war in Vietnam has been the re-
sponsibility of the enemy. If the enemy
de-escalates its attacks, ours will go
down. We are not trying to step it up,
we are trying to d0 everything that we
can in the conduet of our war in Vie:-
nam, to see that We can go forward
toward peace in Palis.

That is why my \response has been
measured, delibdrate@nd—some think—
too cautious. But'jt will continue to be
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of—is what we're doing in Vietnam now
in a military way that response of which
you were speaking?

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

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

8. Reaction in Moscow

Q. Do you have reason to believe that
the Russians will interpret your ABM
decision today as not being an escalat-
ing move in the arms race?

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

First. when thev deploved their own

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

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

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

10. Personnel Problems

Q. Sir, there have been several re-
ports from your staff members that Ken-
nedy and Johnson holdover people who
made policy have sewn themselves into
civil service status and thus may niean
some problem for vou people in per-
connel. I wonder if this means that
you are going to transfer a lot of these
people or abolish the jobs?

A. Well 've heard a 1ot from some of
my Republican friends on Capitol Hill
on this point as well ag from, of course,
Republican leaders in the nation. We—
it seems this is a rather common prac-
tice wthen one Administration goes out
and the other comes in.

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

11. Assistance From Allies

Q. Mr. President, on your recent Euro-
pean trip did you find any willingness
on the part of our allies to increase
their militry and financial contributions
to the alliance?

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

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

12.. ABM.as. Bargaining. Issue

Q. Mr. President, in any talks with
the Soviet Union, would you be willing
to consider abandoning the ABM pro-
oram altogether is the Soviets showed
a similar willingness, or, indeed, if they
showed a readinessto place limitations
on offensive weapons?

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

A Good Memory
Shown by Nixon

Special to The New York Times

WASHINGTON, March 14—President
Nixon demonstrated once again today
that he is a very quick student.

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

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

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

Mr. Nixon’s spoken statement by no
means seemed memorized, but the Presi-
dent appeared to have absarbed his
subject thoroughly in previous briefings
and to have kept an outline—almost a
“crib sheet”—firmly in mind.

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

One other point: I wish to make an
announcement with regard to N.P.T.
—that I was delighted to see the Sem
ate’s confirmation or consent to the
treaty and this announcement—I hope
President Johnson is looking.

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

14. Aid to College Protesters

Q. Mr, President. I wonder if I can
turn you to the campus disorders and
unrest. They’re continuing and we
haven’t had an opportunity to ask you
your views of them, But particularly
would you favor the cutting off of Fed-
eral loans to the offenders?

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

15. Paris Peace Talks

Q. To follow up Mr. Day's question
on Vietnam earlier, is there any evidence
that your measured response to the
enemy attacks in South Vietnam has
produced or yielded any results in Paris
or in the attitudes of the North Viet-
namese leaders in Hanoi?

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

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

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

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

One is moving to a massive cily de-
fense. I've already indicated why I do
not believe that is, first, feasible, and
there is another reason. Moving to a
massive city defense system, even start-
ing with a thin system and then going
to a heavy system, tends to be more
provocative in terms of making credible

- a first strike capability against the So-
viet Union. I want no provocation which
might deter arms talks.

‘Doing Nothing’ Option

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

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

In other words, we must begin now.
_ If we delay a year, for example, it means
that that first deployment will be de-
{ayed until 1975. That might be too late.

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

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

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

We'll now go to your questions.

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS
1. Enemy Attacks in Vietnam

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

<. »late of Union Talk

Q. Will you make your own State of
the Union address and what will your
legislative program encompass?

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

3. Reaction to ABM Plan

Q. There’s been a great deal of criti-
cism in Congress against the deployment
of any type of antiballistic missile de-
fense system. What kind of reception do
you think that your proposal this morn-
ing will receive there?

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

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

4. Effectiveness of ABM Plan

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

A. Let me explain the difference be-
tween deploying around two Minutemen
bases and deploying around, say, 10
cities. Where you are looking toward a
city defense, it needs to be a perfect or
near-perfect system to be credible, be-
cause, if, as I examine the possibility of
even a thick defense of cities, I found
that even the most optimistic projec-
tions considering the highest develop-
ment of the art, would mean that we
would still lose 30 to 40 million lives.

That would be less than half of what
we would otherwise lose, but we would
still lose 30 to 40. Now, when you are
talking about protecting your deterrent,
it need not be perfect.

It is necessary only to protect enough
of the deterrent that the retaliatory sec-
ond strike will be of such magnitude
that the enemy would think twice be-
fore launching a first strike, and I, it
has been my conclusion that by protect-
ing two Minuteman sites we will pre-
serve that deterrent as a credible de-
terrnt and that that will be decisive and
could be decisive in so far as the enemy
ceasidering the possibility of a first
strike.

5. The Face of the War

Q. Mr. President, there have been
charges from Capitol Hill that you have
stepped up the war in Vietnam. Have
you?

A. I have not stepped up the war in
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we are trying to do@verything that we
can in the conduct §f our war in Viez-
nam, to see that e can go forward
toward peace in Pags.

That is why imy response has been
measured, delibetate and—some think—
too cautious. But it will continue to be
that way because I am thinking of those
peace talks every time I think of our
military option in Vietnam.

6. Prospeets on Taxes

Q. Mr. President, Your safeguard ABM
system, I understand, would cost about
$1-billion less in the coming fiscal year
than the plan which President Johnson
sent up. Will this givVe you the opportu-
nity to reduce the sWcharge, or will the
continued high level of taxation be
needed for the econmomy,

A. That question Will be answered
when we see the entire budget. Secre-
tary Laird will testify on the defense
budget on Wednesday, and incidentally,
my understanding at this time and I've
seen the preliminary figures is that the
defense budget for, that Secretary Laird
will present, will be approximately $2.5-
billion less than that submitted by the
previous Administration,

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

7. Response to Foe's Attacks

Q. Last week you said that, on the
matter of Vietnam, you would not tol-
erate heavier casualties in the continua-
tion of the violation of the understanding
without making an appropriate response

L RUssldalls  VWlll ILCIPICL yOul ADBIVL
decision today as not being an escalat-
ing move in the arms race?

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

First, when they deployed their own
ABM system, and as you know, they
have 67 missiles—ABM sites—deployed
around Moscow, they rejected the idea
that it escalated the arms race on the
ground that it was defensive solely in
character.

And second, when the United States
last ycar went forward on the Sentinel
system four days later the Soviet Union
initiated the opportunity to have arms
limitation talks.

I think the Soviet Union recognizes
very clearly the difference between a
defensive posture and an offensive pos-
ture. I would also point this out—an in-
teresting thing about Soviet military
and diplomatic history: They have al-
ways thought in defensive terms and if
you read their—not only their political
leaders but their military leaders—the
emphasis is on defense.

I think that since this system now—
as a result of moving the city defensa
out of it and the possibiilty of that city
defense growing into a thick defense—
I think this makes it so clearly de-
fensive in character that the Soviet
Union cannot interpret this as escolats
ing the arms race.

9. Summit Meeting Plans

Q. Mr. President, last week at your
press conference you mentioned negc-
tiations with the Russians at the high-
est level being in the wings. Could you
tell us if since then we've moved any
closer to such a summit meeting? F

A. I should distinguish between nego-
tiations at what you'd call the highest
level, and what I said was the highest

on oliensive weapons:s

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

Now your subject, your question goes
to abandoning. And on that particular
point I think it would take two, natu-
rally, to make the agreement. Let’s look
at the Soviet Union’s position with its
defensive deployment of ABM’s.

Previously, that deployment was
aimed only toward the United States.
Today their radars, from our intelli-
gence, are also directed toward Commu-
nist China. I would imagine that the
Soviet Union would be just as reluctant
as we would be to leave their country
naked against a potential Chinese Com-
munist threat.

So the abandoning of the entire sys-
tem, particularly as long as the Chinese
cazeat is there, 1 think neither country

~u'd lcok upen with much favor.

13. Nonproliferation Treaty

Q. Mr. President, would you think that
the deployment of the ABM by both the
Soviet Union and the United States are
compatible with the N.P.T., the nonpro-
liferation treaty?

A. I considered that problem and I
believe that they are compatible with
the N.P.T. We discussed that in the
leaders’ meeting this morning and I
pointed out that as we consider this—
this kind of defensive system which
enables the United States of America to
make its deterrent capability credible,
that that will have an enormous effect
in reducing the pressure on other coun-
tries who might want to acquire nuclear
weapons,

That's the key point. If a country

.

Sentinel Decision Likely to Hurt Nixon in Senate

.

Continued From Page 1, Col. 7

was said to have been careful
not to present the matter in|
terms of a vote of confidence!
in his Administration. |

Senator J. W. Fulbright of|
Arkansas, chairman of the For-
eign Relations Committee, said
that the President “went out
of his way to be conciliatory.”

Just before the two-hour
meeting ended, according to
Senator Everett McKinley Dirk-
sen of Illinois, the Republican
leader, the President said:

“I want to assure you that I
know there are differenceg of
opinion. But these in no way
will interrupt our friendly rela-
tions. We are all working for
the same boss—the national
security of the United States.
Feel free always to come and
talk with me, to consult with
me.”

To some Congressional lead-

President’s ‘Safeguard’
Is Not an Official Name

Special to The New York Times

WASHINGTON, March 14
—President Nixon at his
news conference today re-
ferred to the Sentinel missile
system as the “Safeguard
system,” but Pentagon offi-
cials said the name had not
officially been changed.

After Mr. Nixon used the
term, officials changed the
name from Sentinel to Safe-
guard on a chart used after
the news conference by the
Deputy Defense Secretary,
Davvid M. Packard.

The name Safeguard, ac-
cording to Daniel Z. Henkin,
acting Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Public Affairs,
was coined by Mr. Nixon
himself.

ers, Mr. Nixon gave the im-
pression that he was not overly

enthusiastic about his decision |tegic arms limitation talks with

and had accepted a compro-
mise rather than undercut Sec-
retary of Defense Melvin R.
Laird.

To the Sentinel opponents,
the President offered the as-
surance that he was “going
down the road” toward stra-

the Soviet Union.
Conciliatory Approacn
This conciliatory approach,

combined with the suggestion
that the Senate “had a respon-

sibility to exercise its own|edg

this matter,”

judgment in

helped explain the reluctance
of Senator Mike Mansfield of
Montana, the Democratic lead-
er, to take on the new Admin-
istration.

In a Senate speech a week
ago, Senator Mansfield said
that a decision favoring the
Sentinel would set the pattern
of national policy for the next
decade and determine wheth-
er the nation was going to
place old militaristic policies
over the problems of “internal
security.”

But today in an interview
in his office, he said that it
would not be clear whether the
pattern had been set until the
Senate voted.

The Administration will prob-
ably have no difficulty in win-
ning House approval of the
modified  Sentinel  system.
Speaker John W- McCormack
of Massachusetts called the
President’s proposal “a neces-
sary, precautionary measure
for the defense of our country
in case of a future attack.”

The fight, however, was far
from over in the Senate.

One Democrat said:

“We sought to give our ad-
vice and he rejected it. Now
he has to get our consent.”

President Nixon acknowl-
ed at his news conference

that he might have trouble get-

{which appeared to have mus-|

ting Senate consent and said he
expected “a very close vote.”
[Question 3, Page 16.]

“I think that we have a good
chance of getting approval,” he
said.

The

Sentinel  opposition,

tered a majority in the Senate,
was thrown on the defensive.
By moving Sentinel sites away
from cities and giving the sys-j
tem an anti-Soviet justification,
the Administration probably
picked up wavering votes, such
as that of Senator Hugh Scott
of Pennsylvania, the assistant
Republican leader.

Senator Mansfield told report-
ers that “as of right now there
is not a majority” against a
modified Sentinel system. But
he emphasized “right now.”

Draft Resister Gets 4 Years

BALTIMORE, March 14 (AP)
—Harry L. Lack 30, a leader in
draft-resistance  movements,
was sentenced to four years in
Federal prison yesterday for
failing to report for Army in-
duction in September, 1967.
Chief Judge Reszel C. Thomsen
refused to grant bail pending
appeal after learning of the 26-
year-old Lack’s activities in
counseling draft resisters about

leaving the country for Canada.

enemy attacks in oouth Vieinam has
produced or yielded any results in Paris
or in the attitudes of the North Viet-
namese leaders in Hanoi?

A, Our measured response has not
had the effect of discouraging the prog-
ress—and it is very limited progress—
toward talks in Paris. That is the nega-
tive side in answering your question.

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

16. U.S. Troop Reduction

Q. Again on Vietnam—in connection
with Secretary Laird’s visit, we've heard
for some time predictions that American
troop levels could be cut as the South
Vietnamese capabilities improved. And,
again last week while he was in Viet-
nam, we were given similar reports from
Saigon, despite the high level of the
fighting that’s going on now. Do you
see any prospect for withdrawing Amer-
ican troops in any numbers soon?

A. Mr. Bailey, in view of the current
offensive on the part of the North Viet«
namese and the Vietcong, there is no,
prospect for a reduction of American
forces in the foreseeable future. ]

When we are able to reduce forces as
the result of a combination of circum~
stances—the ability of the South Viet-
namese to defend themselves in areas
where we now are defending them, the
rroeress of the talks in Paris, or the
level of enemy activity—when that
cceurs I will make an announcement.
But at this time there is no foreseeable
prespect in that field.

17. Shelter Program

0. Mr. President, what effect, if any,
will your safeguard program have on
the shelter program. Can you tell us
anything about your long-range plans in
this direction? L

A, Congressman Holifield, in the meet-
ing this morning, strongly urged that
the Administration look over the shelter
program and he made the point that he
thought it had fallen somewhat into
disarray, due to lack of attention over
the past few years.

I have directed that General Lincoln,
the head of the Office of Emergency
Preparedness, I directed him previously
to conduct such a survey—we're going
to look at the shelter program to see
what we can do there in order to mini-
mize American casualties.

18. Middle East Stand

Q. Mr. President, if I recall correctly
at the last press conference when you
were discussing the meeting with Gen-
eral de Gaulle and the Middle East
situation, you said you were encouraged
by what he told you because he was
moving closer to our position. I wonder
if you can tell us what our position is
in the Middle East and if it has changed
significantly in the last year.

A. We have had bilateral talks, not
only with the French but also with the
Soviet Union, and with the British, pre-
paratory to the possibility of four-power
talks. I would not like to leave the
impression that we are completely to-
gether at this point,

We are closer together than we were
but we still have a lot of yardage to
cover. And until we make further prog-
ress in developing a common position,
I would prefer not to lay out what our
position is, I don’t think that would be
helpful in bringing them to the position
that we think is the right position.

Thank you Mr. President.
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Text of President Nixon’s

WASHINGTON, March 14
[AP]—Following is the text
of President Nixon's an-
nouncement concerning the
antiballistic missile, issued in
advance of his news con-
jerence:

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

The Department of Defense
presented a full statement of
the alternatives at the last
two meetings of the National
Security Council.

These alternatives were re-
viewed there in the light of
the security requirements of
the United States, and cf
their probable impact on
East-West relations, with
particular reference to the
prospects for strategic arms
negotiations.
~ After carefully considering
“the alternatives, I have
| reached the following con-
. clusions:

1. The concept on which the
[ Sentinel program of the
previous  Administration
was based should be sub-
stantially modified.
2. The safety of our country
requires that we should
. proceed now with the de-
- velopment and construc-
¢ tion of the new system in
' a carefully phased pro-
| gram. y
. This program will be re-
viewed annually from the
point of view of (a) tech-
nical developments, (b) the
threat, (c) the diplomatic
context including any talks
on arms limitation.
*. The modified system has

H

e

W 2

been designed so that its de-

fensive intent is unmistak-

able. It will be implemented
not according to some fixed,

theoretical schedule, but in a

manner clearly related to our

periodic analysis of the threat.

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

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

This measured deployment
is designed to fulfill three
objectives:

1. Protection of our land-
based retaliatory forces
against a direct attack by
the Soviet Union.

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

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

Three Other Options

In the review leading up
to this decision, we consid-
ered three possible options in
addition to this program:

QA  deployment which
would attempt to defend U.S.
cities against an attempt by
the Soviet Union.

gA continuation of the
Sentinel program approved
by the previous Administra-
tion.

QAn indefinite postpone-
ment of deployment while
continuing research and de-
velopment.

v

I rejected these options for
the following reasons:

2  Although every instinct
motivates me to provide the
American people with com-
plete protection against a ma-
jor nuclear attack, it is not
new within our power to do
S0.

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

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

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

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

The Soviet Union has en-
gaged in a build-up of its stra-
tegic forces larger than was
envisaged in 1967 when the
decision to deeply Sentinel
was made. The following is
illustrative of recent Soviet
activity:

1. The Soviets have already

deployed an ABM system
which protects to some de-
gree a wide area centered
around Moscow. We will
not have a comparable ca-
pability for over four years.
We believe the Soviet Un-
ion is continuing their ABM
development, directed either
toward improving this initial
system, or more likely, mak-
ing substantially better sec-
ond-generation ABM compo-
nents.

2. The Soviet Union is con-
tinuin% the deployment of
very large missiles with
warheads capable of de-

=t o roened: Mins
uteman forces.

3. The Soviet Union has also
been substantially increas-
ing the size of their sub-
rmarine-launched  ballistic
missile force.

4. ‘The Soviets appear to be
developing a semi-orbital
nuclear weapon system.

In addition to these
developments, the Chinese

threat against our population,

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

By approving this system,
it is possible to reduce U. S.
fatalities to a minimal level in
the event of a Chinese nu-
clear attack in the 1970, or
in an accidental attack from
any source, No President with
the responsibility for the lives
and security for the Ameri-
can reople could fail to pro-
vide this protection.

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

only ourselves but our allies
as well.

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

Modern techmolozy pro-
vides several cheices in seck-
ing to insure the survival of
our retaliatory forces.

First, we could increase the
number of sea and land-based
missiles and bombers. T have
ruled out this eourse becaunse
it provides only marginal im-
provement of eur deterrent,
while it could be misinterpre-
ted by the Soviets as an at-
tempt to threatén their deter-
rent. It would therefore stim-
ulate an arms face,

A second option is to har-
den further ouf ballistic mis-
sile forces by putting them in
more strongly reinforced un-
derground silo8. But our stud-
ies show that hardening by
itself is not quate protec-
tion against foresceable ad-
vances in the accuracy of So-
viet offensiveforces,

The third option was to be-
gin a measuréd construction
on an active'defense of cur
retaliatory fogces.

I have choseén the third op-
tion. 4 :
The system Will use compo-
nents previosly developed
el system. How-
ever, the deployment will be

changed to feflect the new
concept.

We will vide for local
defense of $elected Minute-

man missile sites and an area

Announcement on Revised Proposals for Sentinel Antiballistic Missile Program

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

In addition, this new sys-
tem will provide a defense of

the continental United States
against an accidental attack
and will provide substantial
protection against the kind of
attack which the Chinese
Communists may be capable
of launching throughout the
1970’s

This deployment will not
require us to place missile
and radar sites close to our
major cities.

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

However, because of the
deliberate pace of the deploy-
ment, budgetary requests for
the coming year can be sub-
stantially less—by about one
half—than those asked for
by the previous Administra-
tion for the Sentinel system.

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

Actions Based en Threat

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

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

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

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

The program is not provoc-
ative. The Soviet retaliatory
capability is not affected by
our decision. The capability
for surprise attack against
our strategic forces is re-
duced.

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

budgets.

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

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

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

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

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

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

UNumerous, highly techni-
cal, often conflicting judg-
ments.

OThe costs.

UThe relationship to pros-
pects for reaching an agree-
ment on limiting nuclear
darms.

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

_@The impact of the deci-
sion on the security of the
United States in this perilous
age of nuclear arms.

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

This is why I am recom-
mending a minimum program
essential for our security. It
is my duty as President to
Inake certain that we do no
E5S.
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By JOHN W. FINNEY

Special to The
WASHINGTON, March 14—
President Nixon’s decision to
proceed with a modified anti-
missile defense system appeared
today to have strained but not
broken his amicable relations
with the Democratic-controlled
Congress.

The President obviously made
inroads in the sizable Senate
opposition to the Sentinel mis-
sile program, but Senate Demo-
cratic leaders were far from
certain that he could win Sen-
ate approval of the modified
system.

Before the President’s deci-
sion, the opposition estimated
that it could muster 54 votes
in the Senate. The group has
lost some votes, at least for the
present, but as the President
acknowledged at a news con-
ference, the Senate vote is like-
ly to be ‘“very close.” [Question
3, Page 16.]

The first reaction to the Pres-
ident’s decision among the bi-
partisan Sentinel critics was
more one of disappointment
than of anger.

Senator Eugene J. McCarthy,
Democrat of Minnesota, said,
“This is the President’s first
serious mistake.”

New York Times

Senator George S. McGovern,
Democrat of South Dakota, de-
scribed it as ‘“the first major
blunder of his Administration.”

Senator Edward M. Kennedy,
Democrat of Massachusetts,
said that the President had
“missed a number of impor-
tant opportunities to advance
our common cause of peace in
the world and our goal of im-
proving the quality of life of
all Americans.”

action was more conciliatory
than contentious. Democrats
appeared reluctant to make the
issue a partisan one and Re-
publicans seemed loath to
break with their new Admin-
istration.

Whether the President had
alienated the bipartisan coali-
tion upon which he must de-
pend for support was uncer-
tain. Both sides seemed deter-
mined not to let the issue rup-
ture relations between the
White House and Congress,
particularly the Senate.

At a meeting with Congress-

ing his decision, the President

Continued on Page 16, Column 3
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President Hopes Move
Will Not Result in

In general, however, the re-|

jonal leaders before announc-|

Bigger Arms Race

News conference transcript
is printed on Page 16.

By ROBERT B. SEMPLE Jr.

Special to The New York Times

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

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

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

The announcement ended
several weeks of rising sus-
pense in the capital—weeks of
intense private deliberations
within the high councils of the
| Administration and fierce pub-
.}1; debate, dominated by oppo-
[nents of the system, on Capitol
[Hill.

‘A Safeguard System’

The President’s decisior is
almost certain to provoke fur-
ther controversy, particularly
|among those who believe that
any deployment og an anti-
missile system will provoke a
new round in the arms race.

But Mr. Nixon gave a pre-
view this morning of the argu-
ment his representatives will
be using when they journey to
Capitol Hill next week to begin
pressing the fight for funds for
the system.

“The system is truly a safe-
guard system, a defensive sys-
{tem only,” he declared. “It
safeguards our deterrent and
|under those circumstances can
lin no, way, in my opinion, de-
llay the progress which I hope
will continue to be made to-
ward arms talks., . . . "

The defense system described
today was advertised by Mr.
Nixon and his principal aides
as different in scope, cost, and
purpose from the Sentinel sys-
tem recommended by President
Johnson and approved by Con-
gress last year.

‘ That system, for which Mr.
Johnson requested $1.7-billion
‘in new appropriations for the
1970 *fiscal year, would have

|consisted of 15 to 20 antimis-

|sile sites near large population
sites all over the country.
Missile Base Protection

The defense system recom-

Fhan in Canital Voices Concern mended by Mr. Nixon would
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By JOHN W. FINNEY

WASHINGTON, March 14—
President Nixon’s decision to
proceed with a modified anti-
missile defense system appeared
today to have strained but not
broken his amicable relations
with the Democratic-controlled
Congress.

The President obviously made
inroads in the sizable Senate
opposition to the Sentinel mis-
sile program, but Senate Demo-
cratic leaders were far from
certain that he could win Sen-
ate approval of the modified
system.

Before the President’s deci-
sion, the opposition estimated
that it could muster 54 votes
in the Senate. The group has
lost. some votes, at least for the
present, but as the President
acknowledged at a news con-
ference, the Senate vote is like-
ly to be “very close.” [Question
3, Page 16.]

The first reaction to the Pres-
ident’s decision among the bi-
partisan Sentinel critics was
more one of disappointment
than of anger.

Senator Eugene J. McCarthy,
Democrat of Minnesota, said,
“This is the President’s first
serious mistake.”
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Special to The New York Times

Senator George S. McGovern,
Democrat of South Dakota, de-
Scribed it as “the first major
blunder of his Administration.”

Senator Edward M. Kennedy,
Democrat of Massachusetts,
said that the President had
“missed a number of impor-
tant opportunities to advance
our common cause of peace in
the world and our goal of im-
proving the quality of life of
all Americans.”

In general, however, the re-
action was more conciliatory
than contentious. Democrats|:
appeared reluctant to make the
issue a partisan one and Re-
publicans seemed loath to
break with their new Admin-
istration.

Whether the President had
alienated the bipartisan coali-
tion upon which he must de-
pend for support was uncer-
tain. Both sides seemed deter-
mined not to let the issue rup-
ture relations between the
White House and Congress,
particularly the Senate.

At a meeting with Congress-
ional leaders before announc-
ing his decision, the President

Continued on Page 16, Column 3

Eban,in Capital,
Over Nixon’s Mideast Approach

Voices Concern .

{Administration and fierce pub-

|

llL debate, dominated hy oppo-
nents of the system, on Capitol

FHISE e

‘A Safeguard System’

The President’s decisior is
almost certain to provoke fur-
ther controversy, particularly
among those who believe that
any deployment og an anti-
missile system will provoke a
new round in the arms race.

But Mr. Nixon gave a pre-
view this morning of the argu-
ment his representatives will
be using when they journey to
Capitol Hill next week to begin
pressing the fight for funds for
the system.

“The system is truly a safe-
guard system, a defensive sys-
tem only,” he declared. “It
safeguards our deterrent and
under those circumstances can
in no. way, in my opinion, de-
lay the progress which I hope
will continue to be made to-
ward arms talks. . .. "

The defense system described
today was advertised by Mr.
Nixon and his principal aides
as different in scope, cost, and
purpose from the Sentinel sys-
tem recommended by President
Johnson and approved by Con-
gress last year.

That system, for which Mr.
Johnson requested $1.7-billion
in new appropriations for the
1970 fiscal year, would have
consisted of 15 to 20 antimis-
sile sites near large population
sites all over the country.

Missile Base Protection

The defense system recom-
mended by Mr. Nixon would

WASHINGTON, March 14—

Foreign Minister Abba Eban of

Israel emphasized today the

“complexity and peril” of big-

power guarantees for a Middle
East settlement.

Mr. Eban’s comments on

°resident Nixon’s approach, in

speech to the National Press

ub, are said to have echoed

private remarks to Presi-

" Nixon and other top mem-

of the Administration. Mr.

also sought in his speech

courage a profusion of

‘er initiatives in Middle
lomacy.

ban’s remarks ‘were

the most clear-cut

to date of Israel’s

at the general ap-

“e Nixon Adminis-

' has favored par-

1e United States,

‘om, Britain and

in the early

East negotia-
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Special to The New York Times ‘

Rogers and evidently Mr. Nixon'
himself have sought to reassure
Mr. Eban that the United States
would not attempt to impose
any settlement unfavorable to
Israel.

The Foreign Minister met for
45 minutes with President
Nixon, but the White House re-
fused to disclose details of their
discussion.

At his news conference to-
day, Mr. Nixon sought to pull
back from his earlier remarks
on March 4 suggesting that the
American pgsition and the
French position on the Middle
East had moved close together

“I would not like to leave the
impression that we are com-
pletely together at this point,”
Mr. Nixon said. “We are closer
together than we were, but
we still have a lot of yardage
to cover.” [Question 18, Page
16.]

It was at his March 4 news

ate William P.

consist, initially, of two sites
designed to protest two Min-
uteman missile wings at Malm-
strom Air Force Base in Mon-
tana and Grand Forks Air Force
base in North Dakota.

The President will ask Con-
gress for an appropriation of
$800-million to $900-million to
continue research into the anti-
missile program generally, ac-
quire land for other: sites, and
begin work on the first two
sites. They would not become
operational until 1973.

Eventually, Mr. Nixon said,
the system would encompass 12
sites—all near, and designed to

Continued on Page 17, Column 1

Continued on Page 10, Column 1
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Military Spending Faces Ambush

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

1t is fair to say that it proba-
bly took more political cour-
age to deploy the ABM than to
defer it because popular
doubts on the defensive weap-
on have crystallized with a
swiftness which recalls the
“feast or famine” pendulum of
past public attitudes toward
the military.

The ABM is simply the most
salient of a number of costly
military undertakings on
which expert opinions differ.
The rising concern with na-
tional priorities will focus
quickly on other projects
which shadow the post-
Vietnam budget: new strateg-
ic bomber ($10 billion);
manned orbiting laboratory
($2.9 billion); new generation
of Minuteman missiles ($12
billion).

*

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

Politics is a distorting ingre-
dient in these judgments. Last
week Sen. William Proxmire,
D-Wis., delivered a thoughtful
attack on defense spending in
which he called for the elimi-
nation of waste through
‘“‘zero-based budgeting” by the

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

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

children in unimpoverished
school districts, has been
Proxmire.

*

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

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

priorities and advise the Presi-
dent.

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

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

*

This is plainly not a time for
wide swings. The pace of Sovi-
et military technology has pre-
sented recurring and unpleas-
out surprises. Their first nu-
clear weapon emerged three
years ahead of Washington’s
expectations and their recent
catch-up in missile strength is
fresh evidence of a determina-
tion to maintain parity or bet-
ter.

The virtue of McNamara’s
concept of a panel is that it
will deepen the public’s confi-
dence in the quality of the
decisions which are being
made on defense expenritures.
It will modify the pendulum
pressures while the negotiators
struggle for disarmament

agreements.
© 1969
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WaSﬁing ton: President Nixon’s Priorities

By JAMES RESTON

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

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

The Political Angle

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

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

policy, but he didn’t really deal
with the major issue of disarm-
ament. Like President Johnson,
he dealt with the politics of
the problem, but not with the
problem. For students of do-
mestic politics, public relations,
and bedside manners, President
Nixon’s press conference on
the ABM was a fascinating per-
formance, but it was a tactic
and not a poiicy, and it re-
duced the great issue of world
arms control down to a national
political controversy over the
President’'s techniques.

The Washington Game

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

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

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

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

The White House Argument

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

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

with the really big questions
of arms control, peace in Viet-
nam, and a new policy and
new priorities for the American
cities. But very few people here
see this as the future of the
Nixon Administration at the
present time.

The ABM decision has con-
vinced most observers here
that President Nixon is going
to see the world in domestic
political terms, that he is going
to rely on good manners, good
public relations, and good luck
to bring about fundamental
changes at home and abroad;
but the most thoughtful people
here have their doubts. 2

Personality and Policy -

They are not particularly
concerned about Mr. Nixon's
decision to go ahead in the
country with the ABM, but
they are concerned about him.
For the really big questions'in
the world—arms control, end-
ing the war, race and poverty
—are radical and even desper-
ate problems, requiring bold
and radical policies, and they
are worried because Mr. Nix-
on’s first big decision indicated,
not a bold or a philosophic ap-
proach to his problems, but a
narrow, political, tactical, and
public relations view of the
world.



POINT OF VIEW

McGovern Loses Key Doves

By MARY McGRORY
Star Staff Writer

George S. McGovern of
South Dakota stood up in the
presence of eight of his col-
leagues on the Senate floor
and made a vigorous speech
protesting President Nixon’s
conduct of the war.

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

McGovern found their si-
lence “deafening.”

Mansfield and Kennedy had
registered their disapproval of
the speech before it was
given—not the content but the
timing.

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

Origin Disputed

The origin of the offensive is
a matter of dispute between
the President and McGovern.
The former chief negotiator
in Paris, Averell Harriman,
who over the weekend urged
McGovern to give the Presi-
dent more time, has said pub-
licly that he thinks the Viet
Cong attacks are a ‘“‘reaction”
to our intensified ground offen-
sive.

McGovern claims that the
North Vietnamese had re-
sponded to the bombing halt
by withdrawing 22 full regi-
ments from South Vietnam.

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

‘Secret Talks’ Cited

The President gave his ver-
sion in his press conference
last Friday: ‘““The answer is
that any escalation of the war
in Vietnam has been the re-

SEN. GEORGE McGOVERN

sponsibility of the enemy. If
the enemy de-escalates its at-
tacks, ours will go down.”

The only hope the President
held out for any resolution of
who should make the first
move or break into the cycle
was in his mention of ‘“‘secret
talks.”

They cannot be discussed, of
course, and his public position
is strikingly like that of Lyn-
don Johnson, who also said
that no man can predict when
the first troops would come
home.

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

Humphrey Committed

The titular leader of the
Democrats, Hubert Hum-
phrey, is committed to the
Johnson policies—at least has

. given no indication of a major

The peace community was -

alarmed by the President’s de-
cision on the anti-ballistic mis-
sile. His capitulation on that
comparatively abstract mat-
ter, which pleased only the
military, has given rise to the
suspicion that on Vietnam, he
will follow the counsel of the
militarycommanders, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and Am-
bassador Ellsworth Bunker,
all of whom contend that he
must keep the pressure on.

Sen. McGovern said that the
lesson of 1968 was that “‘our
citizens regret and deplore our
involvement in this cruel and
futile venture.”

For Nixon, the lesson seems
to be that he must not act like
Lyndon Johnson. He under-
stands that he must not call

. his critics “nervous Nellies”
or show his scars or dart |

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

Honeymoon Ends

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

The charge was so bizarre,
and politics is so instantly ‘““as
usual” again, that people be-
gan to wonder if Klein was
trying to discredit McGovern
as a critic of the war in ad-
vance of his speech.

“The larger question, of
course, is whether Nixon will
pay any more attention to
Senate critics of the war than
Johnson did.

He can see for himself “*-
the Democrats are still a

break. His runing mate, Sen.
Edmund S. Muskie of Maine,
has said nothing. Neither has
the chairman of the Democrat-
ic National Committee, Sen.
Fred R. Harris.

Some Democrats think the
only hope is—at a proper mo-
ment, yet to be determined—to
mount a concerted, organized
opposition to the war to make
withdrawal of American
troops party policy.

They say they will make the
determination when the storm
of the present offensive is
over. Some think in the mean-
time Nixon may have dug
himself into the Johnson posi-
tion. They have no idea what
his true position is, because as
McGovern said, in his spurned
speech, he has not yet re-
vealed the ‘“bold plan for
peace” he promised during his
campaign.



1ES, WEDNESDAY, MARCH 12, 1969

ABM—Administration’s Biggest Mistake ?

By JAMES RESTON

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

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

Decision Puzzle

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

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

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

Accordingly, there is consid-
erable merit in the proposal
made to the Congress this week
by Dr. James R. Killian Jr., the
former president of M.LT., a
multiple intellectual trust lo-
cated in Cambridge, Mass. The
defense of the nation, Dr. Kil-
lian suggested, is too serious
and complicated to be left to
soldiers and politicians alone.

Outside Judgments

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

Dr. Killian recalled that such
a commission had been estab-
lished during the Eisenhower
Administration and proved to
be useful to both the President
and the Congress. He did not

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

The Committed Chairman

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

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

Representative Gerald Ford

of Michigan, the House Repub-
lican leader, made an equally
profound remark. “If you have

to gamble and err,” he said,

“it is better to gamble and err
on the side of strength and
not weakness.”

The Big Question

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

Dr. Killian's proposal could
help us out of this dilemma,
or at least give us a little more
time to decide how to decide.
The ABM is being debated as
one defensive weapons system
without much relation to the
other critical aspects of a stra-
tegic plan as a whole. For the
moment, it has got lost in poli-
tics and opinions and past com-
mitments, and is not likely to
be accepted either at home or
abroad until there is a great
deal more trust in the way
evidence is gathered and de-
cisions are taken.
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One fervently hopes that
President Nixon’s forthcoming
statement on plans for a de-
fensive missile system will put
an end to the controversy that
has been raging over the
problem for so many months.
For this debate has produced
some of the weirdest logic
from eminent political and
military sources heard in a
long time,

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

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

thou, tht The real impetus for
building an ABM system was
— and still is — the discovery
that the Soviet Union had be-
gun deploying missile defenses
near Moscow.

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

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

Task: To Score Bargai

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

If the Russians should sug
ceed, for example, in buildifg
a defensive system they Pe
lieved capable of protecti
them effectively agams 4

system, having such protec-
tive capability.

As Defense Secretary Rob-
ert McNamara argued at the
outset, the way to do this —
and the only way — is to main-
our offensive nuclear

that is to say, defenses tha

piking power at such alevel P
that no defensive system
would be credible. It was his
belief — and also that of many
military experts — that in nu-
clear war the offense always
will have a decisive advantage
over any defensive system
that could be devised.

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

In might™a
crele the danger of nuclear

If. both we and the Russian
ame convinced that we had
fective nuclear defenses

“ would reduce the devastation
of a nuclear exchange to ‘‘ac
ceptable” limits — much o
the deterrent value of the
present nuclear balance would
be gone. In this situation, the
danger of a confrontation
again would be far greater
than it is today. ‘
In spite of these quite evi-
dent facts, there is still strong
support for an all-out competi-
tion with the Russians in nu- |
clear defenses, including most
of the military brass and some
powerful figures in Congress. (
Fortunately, neither Presi-
dent Nixon nor Defense Secre-
tary Melvin Laird seems to//
share their views. From ¢
evidence so far, their majo
interest in the Sentinel project
is largely in its value as
bargaining-point in negotiati
an agreement with the Rus-
sians on limiting nuclear de-
fenses, if not abandoning th
entirely. It is likely that thi
hope will be reflected in what
Nixon has to say on the matter
next week.
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The ABM and Nuclear Talks With Russia

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

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

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

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

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

A “thin” ABM is accordingly unnecessary
against China, and we have deterred a pow-
erful Soviet capability for 20 years without
one. But the notion is now being advanced
that the Sentinel system ecan “complicate”
Soviet attack plans. We should examine this
line of argument with the greatest care, for
any ABM system which was sufficient to
cast doubt on the Soviet second-strike capa-
bility would lead to a Soviet response that
took the form of greater offensive power—
either a numerical expansion or a qualitative
improvement. And if that occurred, we
would once again have triggered the dy-
namic of the nuclear arms race, and would
be forced by its inner logic to a similar
expansion of our own nuclear forces. Pre-
sumably, this is what the Administration
wishes to avoid.

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

TOWNSEND HOOPES.

MecLean. e

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

By TOM WICKER

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

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

The rationale first advanced
by the Johnson Administration,
that Sentinel some day would
protect the nation against a
Chinese missile attack, has
been discredited by no less a
hawk than Senator Richard
Russell, a pillar of the armed
forces establishment in Con-
gress. “The Chinese are not
completely crazy,” he has said.
“They are not going to attack
us with four or five missiles
when they know we have the
capability of virtually destroy-
ing their entire country.”

Now the ABM defenders have
virtually abandoned the Chi-

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

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

Insuring Military Embrace

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

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

Step to Complete System

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

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

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

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

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

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



Meme te HHH
Frem Jehn S,

Re: NET discussien en AEM

As of 10:15 a.m, the NET preducers are having preblems finding
a Hepublican willing te defend the ABM, Karl Mundt is still the
most likely participant, I figure it really deesn't much matter
whe tkey pet,

As fer the scientists, Geerge Kistiskewesky ef Harvsrd will
be with yeu epnesing the system, NET is attempting te de 2
remete pick-up ef Edward Teller frem Califernia te advecate
deployment, But yeu eught net te get in any scientific
arg#uments. ., , let Kistiakewsky fight with Teller,

Dick McKutcheen will mederate the discussien,

You sheuld be at Chanmmel 26 by 9:00 p.m, fer make-up, Tke

shew gees en the air at 9:30 and runs te 11:00 Peil,



Washingten PosT
Wednetday , Mardh V2,196

Myths Surround
Budget Priorities

By Henry Owen

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

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

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

cho

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

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

The writer is director of the Foreign
Policy Studies Program of the Brookings
Institution. He formerly was chairman of
the Policy Planning Council, Depart-
ment of State.

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

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

An agreement on offensive and defensive
missiles is of the greatest importance. In its
absence, new technology could boost the
cost of strategic nuclear programs very rap-
idly. But the great bulk of our non-Vietnam
defense expenditure goes for conventional
naval, air, and ground forces—not for stra-
tegic arms. And the level of these conven-
tional forces is geared, in good part_ to areas
of the third world, notably | here the
Soviet Union is not the main threat.

Thus, post-Vietnam defense expenditures
will hinge, in considerable degree, on ques-
tions which will not be settled by U.S.-Soviet
agreement: What local threats should con-

cern us in Asia—and elsewhere in the third
world? How likely are they to materialize?
ZJan countries of the area play a greater role
in meeting these threats? What should be
the U.S. role?

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

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

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

[l ]

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

Thus, on both the foreign and domestie
fronts, there is no easy way out. Hard
choices will have to be made: between pri-
vate and public spending, and between do-
mestic and defense needs.

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

A first step might be to set up a small
high level planning staff in the Bureau of
the Budget, to analyze the risks and costs of
different long-term budgetary strategies for
consideration by the President. Its annual
reports cn these alternatives could be made
publie, as are those of the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers, to assist public discussion
and understanding.

A second step might be to set up a na-
tional commission of distinguished Ameri-
cans to review these long-term post-Vietnam
budgetary alternatives and to make recom-
mendations on two key long-range issues:
the balance between private and publie
spending, and befween defense and domestic
programs.

No doubt, there are other ways of meeting
the need. But that need is clear: To focus
the attention and understanding of the coun-
try on long-term budgetary choices; before
they are made by a series of ad hoc deci-

sions on ir.r?meg.ate-pm’hlems._
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missiles might cause the Rus-

Moscow Suggests Sentinel | msies mie cuse e mov
Could Hamper Arms Talk  ire™we” ioms

pointed out that Moscow al-
ready had a small-scale system
of its own and agreed to hold-
ing talks with the United States
last year after President John-

son and Congress approved go-
ing ahead with the Sentinent

By BERNARD GWERTZMAN
Special to The New York Times 4 [

MOSCOW, March 12—The Soviet Government news-
paper| Izvestia suggested tonight that deployment of an
American antimissile system might set back the chances forj

successful United States-So-!
viet talks on arms control.
Breaking its silence on the
debate in Washington over de-
ployment of the Sentinel missile|
defense, Izvestia said that the
current balance of forces be-
tween the United States and
Russia “offers a possibility to
conclude agreements on the
freezing and reduction of nu-
clear armaments.”
“It is well known,” its lead-
ing commentator, Vikenty Ma-
tveyev, said, “that the Soviet
Union suggests the beginning
of talks on the restriction and
reduction of both offensive and
defensive nuclear weapons.”
But Izvestia said, in an ap-
parent reference to the Sen-
tinel debate, “Steps that may
be taken in the field of dis-

‘armament must not ‘place any|

state or group of states in an

‘unfavorable position in respect|

to other states.”

The Izvestia article was

‘given prominence here and

voice to those trying to persuad
President Nixon to cancel or
postpone plans for starting to
deploy the Sentinel system.

that installation of antimissile
Continued on Page 27, Column 1

|seemed to be an effort by the|'
Soviet Government to add its|

The article seemed to hint|

=

deployment.

Izvestia said there was a
split in the United States be-
tween those who wr ‘‘sobr-
minded” and hospe who were
“adventurists.” It praised for-
mer Defense Secretaries Rob-
ert S. McNamara and Clark
M. Clifford for advocating, after
they left office, a prompt start
of talks with the Soviet Union
on disarmament. Actually, both
men were on record for such
talks while in office.

Laird Considered Target

“Words, of course, are in-
sufficient, ZIzvestia said. “Oth
words are bmrﬁé heard from
high places in the United Stat
Their authors propose “not to
rush’ into such talks and call
|for creating a ‘position of
'strength.” .

Izvestia said that those voices
wanted to step up the arms

| race and advaocate the de-

ployment of the Sentinel sys-
tem in the absence of an agree-
ment with the Russians.

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

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

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