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TI-IE_ NEW Pentagon leadership, in
declaring so flatly that Russia is
building weapons for a surprise attack
the United States, has given its

congressional - opponents .a secand-

strike <¢apability.
Senators opposing the antlballisﬂc

" missile system, for eXarmpie, ¢in turn

dil3[L1 4

some of the testimony used to sell the |

ABM against other Pentagon programs .

in the new budget. Thiz will be true

ABM is voted up or down.

Sen. Stuart Symington (D-Mo.); Who. -

' whether President Nixon's Safeguard_';ij

opposes the ABM, already has told

Defense Secretary Melvin ‘R. Laird

that he is being inconsistent by. de. .
claring that Polaris submarines are in -
danger of detection and then cutting’’

back on weapons for protecting them.

Also, Laird--in releasing so much
previously classified information about
Soviet military progress to justify the
ABM—has prompted demands for the
release of more intelligence so the

public can get the full picture. The net -
" result promises to be & widenlng de-
bate on how much money’ the Penta- -

gon really needs for new weapons. .

The ABM “testimony by ‘Laird,

Deputy Defense Secretary David Pack-
ard and Secretary of State William P.
Rogers also has shown the Administra-
ﬂontoboind!sarrayaboutmmtary
‘threats to this country. This cannot
help but embolden congressional erit-

ics as they try to exercise their power |

of the purse on the military budget
this year. Congréss may finally find a
way to arm ifaelt agni.nst the Pentagon

Its Own Analysts
NE IDEA mentioned by Sen. Clif-
' ford P. Case (R-N.J.) in a moment

tu'yp

leaf out .of Iormer Defense Secretary
Robert S ; McNamara's book and estab-
lish an oﬂice of systems anal;ysts to
tear apart,bgdget reguests and propose :

altematlves

Such ideas have never got&en’my .

w‘herg in Congress in the past, Power-
jealous committee chairmen insisted

that they and their staffs could handie

the situation, But it is politically “in”

this year to criticize the military. So =~

schemes for making sounder judgments

than can most lawmakers, with little

time or will to do their homewaork,

" may finally get somewhere. -

Short of that, Congress -this year is

“at least asking more questkms about

c.k-”
- ‘would have to kn

keep- dlgging. R PR

. Here, pgint by point are some of
those answers, ‘given’ in. re
by Nixon Administm

~missiles’ in’ " silos, " bombers' ‘on’ th

ground and Polaris submarines in ‘the
_.ocean. . Otherwise, :Rustia.  would be.
destroyed by the Amerloan retaliatory,
Jor_second:strike,, attack.
» @ Laird: ““With: the
the Soviets have, they:
- our ‘missiles andtheyuregolngforav'
first-strike capabihty. There I8 no ques-

~;tion about that .’ "As‘we look over .
the developmeént. ‘in" the “'ctirent - de- -
ployment of the S§9, it leads me to :
come to the conclusion that with their "
big warhead, and:the- testing that is-
going forward in the’ Soviet Union, -
thisweaponcanonlybeaimadatthe"_
destroying of our retaliatory force. . .:

chevweregoingtogojuatatom,

cities . and not knock out owr forts




5 first, %@ 88 to rendgr uncertain
‘our’level “of retaliation . . .” (March
20, Senate Armed Services Com;nlt- .

Pentagona/top.te cal job: Lt;ok

" ing to the mid-70s, we""see Ahe ‘pog - -
_sibility that the Soviets—should - ‘they . .
- choose  $0- continue their currént’ de--
l'ploymen ‘levei—they could pose to -+
- 'the . U.S.-bomber forces and Minute- = °

man . forces: a sufficient capability in

- teel)
djﬁlcdwy
“have difficulty believing that any na-

tion would 'initiate “a. first, nuclear .

o Secrétary of State Rogers: “I have:
in believing that the Soviet
Union.'would ‘initiate ‘a first strike,.I

strike, because any Iea;der or Jeaders
of sound. mind would know : that. it

probably. would mesult in the déstruc-
:Certainly it fs dif-
. ficult to, undersband why - the Sovlet =

‘tion of mankind .%

g mor

. ¥ea {_;1
o ABM, F‘mm .

PPONENTS; or! thue Safeguard AB

-arguerithat our: 4l Po}arls sub-

.mnrmés-—ewh‘ searrying #16° missiles

| wivith up> to‘ ﬁeﬂy Walzhends edm—uwould

}‘-'hclﬂ They' ’ubéreﬂocréw"»contehd that .

“spending 321 bimon“'ntb ’protect 350

Ry qmﬁ\,w P

'wnd; dmmm\ bmarine& prowl.lng in ‘

qq\:x e

r_ﬂwabcehn dexmm :

' there any. Feastn $obelieve: thp.tmrr

1Posefdon! fmultiwarhead]: fomée’ will: be .
. qvulnerable: o preemptive atthck dur-

““Ing: the;early:1970s? If ‘shis particular
rquestion ~dgs: Elhnlted to+dthe’ perfod

sthrough 10725 I. ‘would;#y I’ believe

~ ythat’ ourrforce will" - pemdin very: ﬁ;ee
£ tmm attack.If yow go:beyord inthe
" timg period, I would have o seriously

;, @gnesﬁlm At 5 e March: 31, Smgte

= Armed%Smk:es Committee). v«
«~: ® Davld Packard, the-mean inchaxxe
ﬁi the rreview -that_.led 10.the recom-
smendation: 4o -deploy- the :Safeguard
»ABM; . /fouring - my stidies, E-.saw: clear
«efforts ;om: the ;part: of «the.!Soviets. {o
find;ways:.to -counter ; the :Polatis;. .1

- believe: that,our. Navywill keep ahead

* syom:ghatiwe should inever: depend: on -

180y . single:sweapon.; systemsfor our
’ «lobn'pen'a" Merch 26, Spnate msama i

ment Subcommlttee)

Cm;cs CONTEND that the United

States:reacted to the Soviet: ABM

“irmore msurance hhan ﬂ!e'Uh.lted States

¥

' ot AheBaviets, sbut: 1, want; to-gemind .

tavound Momiv by buﬂding mulﬁ-

i shot?

“ufeman 3, MIRV (multlple indepénd-
ently twgetable Je-entry vehicle)
‘amounts”to’ putting Up %0 many war-
headstha,t'taheymeupﬂw defending

missiles. Then other missiles g0 into

the target unimpeded, The question is *
whether Russia will react to our ABM -
as we did to ﬂ:heirs by ppgr&ding ﬁha :

offense
® Laird: The Amerlcan MIRV “was

. mot ' related to ' Galosh ' (the - Soviet

ABM) because we started appropriat.

’ing funds for the development of this .
program prior to the time we knew °
‘Galosh was™ih' being:” (March 21, Sen- .

ate Disarmament Suboommi‘ttee)
"® Packard: He said that Americm
planners, when ﬂley saw the Soviet

.A'ABM abuilding; “concluded ‘that the
;Soviet could be attempting to protect

'bheirr citles fmm our deterrent threat.
Thiswecmﬂdnotpermit.Wehavea ‘
proper counter to the Soviets’-moves .
and’ possible intentions. for we were
developing: multiple guided Wanheads

| that ‘could - be installed on :strategic

missiles, We are continuing to develop

‘ thhwegpm.Bmi!thQSUMUnlon .

bad ' deployed " its A:BM.roundits’
seoondiptrike forees-—itg missile sites I
;

* Foster: “T are 8. numfe? o,
ways to-attempt to defeat the ballistic -
.missile defense . . . We have tended :
‘togo...t0a véry conservative meas-

ure, the use of multiple re-entry ve-:

hicles . . .” (Military Applications Sub-

oormmttee of the Joint Atomic Energy .

. 1967, read,{ntothereednd;)fﬁﬁeSefn-

26)
m'

TEE SOV]:E'I' FOBS (fractlonal or- !
bital bombardment. system) 18 de- !
i moribed in the Pentagon as .a “cheap :
: ‘weapon . designed - to . -elude .
* American radar defénses -either by

flying beneath them or flying the long

. .way around the world to hit the United

States from the south instead of the

north,
Fosterhusaidindihepsstthutit

may be designed to destroy our bomb-

*‘ers before they have time to get off
,:the. ground, making FOBS part of a

ﬁm‘t—strike arsenal, Focrmer Secretary

' ‘ate Disarmament Subeommitbee March :

i



uu oy

u0 1967 ¢




.. - A e w4




