PARTICIPANTS;

. DATE & TIME:

SECRET

MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION

o Joha. Fischer, American Smtity Cmcﬂ B 4
. Mua Teague and Don Mknigl Natioul

'rh. Roounlt Roam. 'rha ‘White Home | P

_ -rhuud;y, Angust 12‘ 19?1 i

T DEGLASSIFIED 1 mﬁ
S Authority [:alﬁﬁ SN
. S , By%AMDateM A
~ William Rusher. Publinhcr. Na.tioaal Review
Allan Ryskind, Editor, Human Events
Stan Evans, Editor, Indianapolis Newa and L
Chairman, ACU e _~~~¢ g

"‘i'J‘cftray Bell, Editor, Battle Line .. . ¢

Dan Mahoney, Chairman, NY cmcmtivo Pmy '

_Bi!l Schneider, Defense expert, Smtar Jmu .

Buckley's staff

" Frank Shakespears, Director, ustA i
AR Bonry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the l?ruident

tor Na.tiam}. s«:urity A.f{aiu

' (Mr. Pat Bucham intro&ucod Dr. Kiuh:zar t,nd confirmed that Dr, N
Kissinger's remarks had to be entirely off the rocard. Noda af agr«e«- '
mantcume Irommmbers olthcgroup.] ; N L

Question: Is the faet of tha mcctlng‘a exhtma conﬂdantial? |
B Answers (Pat Buchuan) Yam. o

Question: There is an overlap bctwcen mcmbcu of thh group and
members of the group which made a statement repudiatlng support for
the Administration last week. The technical origin of thio meeting was
a request which cams from Mr. Stan Evans in June. In sum, the mem-
. bers of this group are representative conservatives who are docply
~‘concerned about the course of thc curunt Mmintttution. S
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Answer: I can assure you thatl know that it is exceedingly boring to
listen to bureaucrats. Accordingly, 1 will be a8 brief as possible and,
after making a statement, I will take questions and answer them as
frankly as possible. W

s

First of all, let me say that this Administration came to office at
the end of a period of substantial collapse of foreign policy theory. A
now frontier of the 60's had ended in the frustration of Vietnam, 2
divided country, and vicious isolationism clamored for by libersls. The
conviction that there was 26 real danger to our nation was wideapread.
There was an extremse attack on general principles of authority and, in
particular, on the Defense eatablishment -~ the military. Our Adminis-
tration faced a world that had changed to objective measure from tha
world confronted by earlier administrations. Western Europe and Japan
had emerged. The Russo-Chinese split was & new characteristic of the
Communist world and the military balance of power had shifted drama-
tically; in 1962, in the Cuban missile crisis, the Kennedy Administration
took pride in the fact that he had run the risk of nuclear war. At that
time, Russia had fewer than 75 ICBM's. Those ICBM's were liquid fuel
missiles which required nearly 10 hours to ready for firing. They were
also on open sites and, as Israel was able to do in the five-day war in
1967, we could have incapacitated the enemy with one disarming strike.

. v Now Russia has over 1200 ICBM's and a growing submarine ballistic

" fleet. So the foreign situation that we faced had changed dramatically:
and for the moment, 1 put aside domestic considerations There were
vicious attacks on the Defense establishment at home, but we first had
to handle the defenss problem in its international setting. When we took
over, there had been no new strategic weapon developed in eight years.
In the Department of Defense during that period, any weapon which could
. be built would not be built for two reasons. The argument was, first,
that the existing weapons were adequate; and second, that in 15 years
theye would be a super-geapon to follow which would render obsolete
the proposals then under consideration. This syndroms led to an erosion
of power. This erosion of power was compounded by a domestic crisis

_ arising from the existence of the Vietnam war. During this period, the
" military developed leadership in its top ranks which was well-versed

in the language of systems analysis; but they weére pot peopls who could
stand on their own when the going got tough. In addition, at that time,

we came to face an irresponsible Congress. We also faced an intellectual

establishment which has been increasingly demoralized. Not enough has
been done, that is true, but the reason is that not enough could have been
| done. Let's look at the President's record,
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/. an ABM system against violent opposition from both the Congress and
the bureaucracy. As we began to deal on SALT, he continually faced
the argument that our ABM development would make it more difficult-
to reach an agreement with the Russians, yet he pushed on. During
that period, the President had the kaey Senators one~by-one to explain
his position and push for support. ‘Every year, the White House has
pushed in Defense budget matters beyond the proposals set forth by

. the Defense Department itself. The serxious problem in this era has
- been that we have not been able to run the risk of tatally alienating the
Congress which might, in the extreme, cut off the funding for the Viet-
nam war, The major mistake of this Administration has oot been its
defense policy but its failure to clear out members of the bureaucracy -
. when it came to power. S R ' L

RPN

AN

~

Question: ‘Which Dcputmma? o o

An:we\ra I'm not gning touuntlon mythh\g puticuhz.
‘Answer: (Dr. Kininscﬂ Ellabcrg? ZYéu think Eutbarg workod here? |
Question: 1 was just belng !unny. R ST

Answer: (Dr. Kissinger) The Ellsberg problem can happen anywhere.
The real problem is the bureaucracy which must be relied upon to im-
plement policy. Here wa face constant leaks in the bureaucracy. Asn
example recently was Senator Kennedy's reading State Department
cables in an open hearing before a Congressional Subcemmittee. This
is part of the problem of the buresucracy. 'Each year we have asked for
the highest budget possible for defense. Really, one of our serious -
problems is that the Department of Defense requests its funds in a way
which makes it very difficult for us to get the required money, The
services themselves are §0 shell-shocked as a result of the Vietnam
war that they are willing to divide the ple by thirds rather than enter
* jnto discuasions about improving missions. Just this week, we had a

briefing from the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and I can tellyou gentlemen

that if, following the meeting, the President had wanted to implement
the recommendations of the Chiefs, it simply would not have been
possible. I could not say what their recommendations were. You can-
nrot come into a meeting and talk only about a number of "wings'" without
an explanation of what those *'wings" involve and :why they are required.
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This Administration has been under c;mtant intellectual attack and
has had no intellectual defenders. It has been the White House that
" has been pushing to the lins on the defense budget.

Now let me turn to SALT for a moment. In the initial stages of
discussions, we were nearly leaked to death. The President would
not go into serious discussions with the Russians until he was fully
satisfied that we had determined what was in our national interest.
This took some nine months. We analyzed, weapon-by~weapon, the risks, the
potential gains, the possible retaliation for breaches of the agreement, and
so forth. Only after that had been done did we enter into serious SALT
discussions. It is simply a joke == & ridiculous joke -~ to suggest the
White House has given away anything on SALT. - We are in a daily fight
for our lives with Congress, with the press, and with the bureancracy.
When SALT came alodg, where were we? We faced & cut-off of ABM -
funds which meant essentially a proposal for unilateral disarmament.
Second, we faced the prospect of no new strategic weapons development.
Third, it was we alone who had pushed the MIRV development. Lat me
address the SALT discussions themseolvas, In ths area of defensive
weapons we are essentislly offering an exchange in which they freeze
their Moscow ABM, if we canfine ourselves to several sites to protect
ABM fields. We are trylag to get three but recognize that two may be
the most that we can get. At this stage, we have & technological supex~

-

" jority, and we can expand faster from two sites than from sero if they

breach the agreement. What we are aftar is a base from which we can
 expand, if we havi to. 'Regarding offensive weapons, we are asking »
froeze on the development of land-based missiles. The United States is
pot cerrently building any land-based missiles. The Russians have been
building land-based missiles at the rate of approximately 120 a year. On
this 1 cannot see what we risk. We are giving up nothing in exchange for

- getting them to stop their deployment of land-based missiles. We have
ot been irrespounsible, gentlemen; we are in a position now where, though
we currently face Congressional threats about ABM funding, if the agree-
ment falls through we canego back to building the ABM; and ‘aincd we are
pot currently resuming a pulldsup of offensive weapons, we can still get
_a buildup off the ground at the sarliest possible moment, if necessary.
Gentlemen, let me talk out of school a minute. Here in Washington, we
have dealt privately with Ambassador Dobrynin without informing the
bureaucracy. Disasters seem to result when the bureaucracy becames
involved., We had been dealing with the Ruasizns through Dobrypin and

in March had rejected a proposal of the Russians. Three weeks before

. the agreement was to be reached, the Russians went to Gerry Smith in
“ 5 Heluinki with the very same proposals Smith;"“who had kpowa nothing
. of oux negotiations, came into Washington during the psychological crisis

- fpllowing the Cambodia action. The press picked up this proposal as a
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dramatic new development. We had to go back to Dobrynin and get
tough with him -- tell him this type of conduct simply would not work,

In the bureaucracy and in 98% of press coverags, that agreement was

scceptable and was praised; yot we had rejected it as inadequate. It
has been the Administration, gentlemen, that has been holding the line

in SALT.

Let me address the Vietnam problem for a minute. The owr?
whelming problem and issue in the Vietnam war today is whether, ina

' seven-year war in which 45,000 Americans have died, the United States

can be driven out of Vietnam by public pressurs resulting from the .
frastration of the war. Besgardless of whether it was right or wrong to
go into the war, we oust extract ourselves slowly enough to allow the
South Vietnamese a reasonable chance to defend themselves. We en~

| gaged in the Laos and Cambodia operations against the advice of the . -

bureaucracy and incurzed ths reaction we all know. It is essential to
Presidential authority in the United States that this war be ended in &
way that does not mock the commitments of the past, We could end the
war any day. Thieu is the only problem. We can get out of there any~
time we are willing to overthrow him, The deadline issue is irrelevant,
The real quastion is do we end the Vietnam process, which began with
ths overthrow of a government, by the averthrow of another government?

| The answer must be no. We will not participate in an overthrow of an
* " allied government. Today, the prospects of a neg tiated settiement are

good; and if they do work out, it will have been as a result of the painful
months that we have endured in the recent past. e

Now, to the China issue, Itake it that no one is prone to accusse

the President of excessive sentimentality, esp y vis-a-vis Communists.
Nor am 1 generally so accused, Gentlemen, we face two poweriul Com~

" jounist nations today. One has 1500 ICBM's; the other has none. Every
crisis that has existed in the past 12 years has been initiated by the
Russians. This is not to say that China is a peaceful nation. It is to say
that China has been too weak to cause us serious difficulties in the past.
It is essential now to get fluidity in diplomatic relations. We are sesking

- diplomatic maneuverability, You know that three top State Department
officials in the Soviet field felt compelled to expreas their “consciences"
£o the President on our Peking initiative that thé China opening jeopartized
all relations with the Soviet Union. But the fact of the matter, gentlemen,
is that up to July 17th Dobrynin and the Russians were insolent in their
dealings with us, Since July 17th we bave had their full astention.
Necessity has brought us together with the Chinese, and necessity will -

" - dictate the future of our relationship. We are not hoatages to the Chinsse.
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ey enterediinto this relation-

ship with us. They gave up their revolutionary virginity. They will not
cancel the visit short of our destroying a Chinese city. The principle
of revolutionary purity is gone for them now; it is like 2 situation where
a girl will sleep with you for a million dollars but pot for ten dollars.

We bave not paid anything in this China opening and 1 think we will pay
big difference between this meeting

- and President Eisenhower's visit to Moscow, The Moscow visit was
& good will tour. Problems bad been worked out previously in Surnrait

meetings. This visit is substantive. The Chiness know that if they
don't go through with this meeting in Peking, not only will they have

alienated the current President, but that they will doubtless have lost

better relations with the United Gtates st least through

> the next Administration. And, ‘geatlemen, we have pot sold out our :
allies. The State Department has been pressing since February on the UN
seating issus. We have held out as long as possible. Now the only way
for us to preserve Talwan {n the United Nations is to use the dusl repre-
sentation formula, If ons were to stick with the principal position that
is to say, A Talwan only position the result would be expulsion from the
UN for Taiwan and exclusive membership for the Communists. S

May I make a fow general observations? The Natlonal Review had
some comments on prior members of my staff, 1 must say that I have
had staff members whose subsequent activities I have not admired. I
want to be candid. 1 thought, and in fact think 1 did, deal adeguately with.
people on my staff who disagresd with our policies. Butldid overrate
. @iy senss of honor. 1 could not believe that they would go public with
their disagreements when they left the staff, I thought they could be
controlled - and they were controlled in their jobs. But I was wrong
about their conduct once they Left the staff. The President, you know,
has many constituencies.. He must be able to choose among frontal
asssults, buffer zone tactics, ‘requirements 10 pay a price for something
he wants, and so forth. The previous administrations bad moral support
from the Establishment at large, from the respectable public. This
Administration, gentlemen, is the lonelisst administration fmaginable.
The intellectual Establishment turned on me, you know, only after it
ouldn't turn on the President. During the marches

became clear that I would _
on Washington, for instance, we got no comments; no calls of support.

During the Bay of Pigs affair, Iknow the administration under Kennedy
received telegrams, letters, phone calls, and the like. We don't get

- that kind of support, and, to be quite frank, we don't hoar that soxt of

< - support from conservatives. In this nation wse have a greatneed to o
~‘develop a counterweight to the liberal consensus - & counterwhight other

S, PR S L
“ PRSI
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than in the liturgical sense of mculy. speaking to 6na another. If we

don't develop that counterweight, all authority will be eroded. The attackers a
against the Administration increase month by month. We have had to take
dramatic steps to deal with the aasaults. In the Clenfuegos Affair the

USSR was well on the road to developing a sulimarine base in Cuba. Two-
thirds of the bureaucracy denied it was there. It tock us over a week,

snd during that time 1 had to help analyre intelligence in the Situation

Room - and that's not my job - to prove the base was being built, After

we challenged the Russians on the construction, the base was substantially
torn down. Then the press leaked that nothing had been there originally;

and the Russians were able to resume rebuilding, This happened three

times before we finally got the matier settled., I trust you will not be
repeating this; but I thought that you deserved to know, We are determined

to get diplomatic maneuvering power which will shake the foundation of

the theory of foreign affsirs which have dominated past decades. People
thought that we could not get tough with the Russians -~ as on the ABM,

on the MIRV issue, in Cienfuegos -- and still better our relations with them.
But that is where we ave beaded, P e

Before thc election in .1972-.”” ' wm not ba pmiblatarsu ‘gm-smj h
to improve our Defense position. Even Senator Stennis now advocates :
cuts in Defense spending. That is a reflection of how sericus the situation

Guestion: (Stan Evans)t First just s general comment, Dr. Kissinger.

You bave loosely covered the areas in which conservatives have supported
the Administration -« namely: ABM, the demonstrators, Cambodia, and
Vietnamization, Frankly, your criticism of conservatives on that scors ,
does not seem to me to be appropriste.. The question to us is distinguish-
ing between situations in which somecns agress with your strategy and is
battling to implement it x5 best possible from the situation in which some-
one has a different strategy {rom that which you propose. Quite frankly
the latter ssems to be the case for the Administration now; for exceptions
to the policy which we think should prevail seem to have become the rule.
The Johnson/Kennedy foreign policy theory seems to have taken over in

the Nixon Administration. . .. a0 w0 o

Y e
-

Answer: Can you ba ap‘“eciﬁc?'

Qluestion (Stan Evans): A comiern of ininc :w;a included inra. book which
T wrote in the 1960's. It attacked the notion of a stable balance of terror
reflected in Phoenix thinking, and the like. ] consider it a scandal to . ..

Answer: There are two uipecti to this préblem'.u Th; fira£ du«esttoh in o
TTs 1t desirable to protect the population?™ If the answer to this is yas,"
the next question must be: ''Can you do it? " Of course we think it is
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 desirable to protect populations; but we do ndt see any way to prevent

& catastrophic loss to populations in a nuclear war. The first thing

that we must do is to protect our retallitbagycapability. Surely our
populations would be defenseless if ws were without retaliatory capacity.
The Safeguard situation was a problem of saviag what we could save.

Wa tried for twelve sites. Every year we battle in Congress. Now we
are down to fighting merely for the minimum base which would allow us

subssquently to expand the system. It wul ta.ko about four years to get
to a full system,

Question (Stan Evans): But isn't this tho Wiesner atudy/ Phecnix mcntauty?
[Comment by unnamed participant; Roccnt!y Secuta:y Pucka.rd appured

on the Hill and spoke about our locating missile sites in low population :
areas and about our cessafion of development of offensive wctms. He

the bureaucracy all the time on all the issues. We have to get what we

- can get, We are the poor paople in Washington. Originally it was

thought that the S$5-9 was aimed at U.S. cities; then it was found to have
multiple war-heads. After analysis and weekends aumbering three in

_the Situation Room, we came to know that the 55-9 could hit only twe

cities in its target belf; San Francisco and Boston, It was also casy ta

| note that all of our Misutemaen silos were in that belt., Without going

into technical details, I can also tell you that the S5-9's footprint was
the aame as that of the Minuteman. It bad about & nine-mile diameter,
The conclusion was obvious. The 55-9 is targetted at our Minuteman
silos. The first problem became to defend the Minuteman. We can't

‘make adequate area-defenses without defending our retaliatory capacity.

We have aggressively sought area-defenses against nuclear attack by
minor nuclear powers, new nuclear powers, or the like. Certainly the

- population must be defended if it is possible. The fact is that we cannot

fation defense.
Yeos, I know the Packard statement; super clever stitement. I know the

people preparing it. Idon't know how good the statement was, but I can
tell you that we have done all pouibk to tmprove the accuucy o£ aur
mishile systems. AP

Schreider

get either an adequate area-defense or an adequate populs

Question (Bill m I know ior a fact thut a $300 mnuoa program

in the Air Force to improve missile accuracy, according to General

proving accuracy will not be zouw.
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Answer: I have never heard anything about not improving accuracy.
Al, am I right? : _ , N

Answer (General Haig): Certainly there is no policy against spending
money to improve missile accuracy. Just this week at a JCS briefingg
this very subject came up; both Laird and Packard were there, and
they certainly did not say anything about a policy which excludes the
improvement of accuracy as a goal. The Services simply are not pre-
senting their cases adequately enough. They must say we need the follow-
ing items for the following reasons, and list the items and the reasons.
What they do now is come in and say: “Here are 50 systems with their
characteristics analyszed.” They assume that the President then can -

make a decision about implementation. In reality there may be some

N \ arbitrary policy around, but there is surely no national policy against
e JOproving missile accuracy. R T L R

N - Behmaiage . SRR o S0 e
Quéstion (Bill Speidex): In the State of the World message the policy of
aot seeking improvement in accuracy was stated. N [N
Answer: You keep scrleamin' g tar impréveziséat:in é,ccnra.cy. We‘lﬁ::; C
“that, we need it. It is good. ‘ o R

Question: Defense is the key issue ha:"q.” As I understand your trgﬁmeat,

¢ itisthat weareina situation of doing the best possible. -

_ Da Kissinger: Spaakinﬁ asa military cxpext and not as an adviser to

the President, let me agree that our military difficulty in main is deter~

_joration; and our military power has deteriorated. We have been operating

under the same military philosophy for eighty years. We have not developed
a single land-based missile since 1958, The increases in our budget have
all been in nonstrategic areas. They have been in the pay areas, I canpot
imagine today how we could finance an undertaking of the scope of World
War II; and this will become more complicated by increased implementa-
tion of the all-volunteer force policy. Today the human factors ars so
complex. You know our staff studies have showed astronomical increasses

in the cost of weapon-systems here. When compared in the growth of the
Russian system, it is absolutely shocking, Four months ago we sent our
studies to the Pentagon for analysis, but we haven’t had any response.
Answer (General Haig)s No, none yet,

. S
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(Dr. Kissinger continued.) But also we do not have today an adeguate
strategic doctrine. There are issues that we ask about year after year
to the military; and the answers just aren't there. But the military is
80 shell-shocked by its years under McNamara and in the Vietnam war
that we have besitated to brutalize them., These issues include things
that are absolutely necessary, like a reassessment of the role of tacti-
~cal air, and a policy for the use of tactical nuclear weapons. We have
no doctrine there. But for practical reasons we must wait for the end
of the Vietnam war bdorc we can turn our attention to theu strategic
matters.

Question (unnamaed participw): But the ultimate qunﬁcn-hcro is the
function of the President, You say we are declining militarily. Why -

doesn’t the President make a direct personal appeal to the people of

- the nation? I am convinced that, if he dtd. Pruidcm Nixon conld chun
Soutor Proxmire up th. road. -

 Answer That qmtion is a pditical quutton and l am not r«lly qndlﬁcd
to answer in the ﬁcld of politict., : :

' Qmutton (umc unnamad participtnt)z Bnt hn‘t thu thn ﬁm 5___ %
Haktle? o - a : —_—

‘ Aniwer: 1 say agatn. wa havc &m the mximam pouible.
| Quution (same unn.mad p&rtieipmt)x Yoa mean beyond 1972‘?

Answer: My persoml judgment b th;t we ha.vc until 19’15 or 1976 ’bcfou
we must pay a price. Today we are laying the basis to roduco thc alide.
Wo do have several more yun, but that is all. Sl

Qusstion (Da.n Mahoney)s 1 am not much of a milita.ry expe:t. Pcrhayt
1-should have brought comic books in my brief case to read during this
part of the discussion; but I believe that this is fundamentally a political
question, and on that field I do claim some expertise. 1 am upset in the
curreant intellectual and political context that the Whita House can see
itaelf clear to take the minimum now on the Defense issue. I believe
that the only way to turn the Establishment and the nation is with Presi-
dential leadership, 1 assume that the perspective I favor is heard in
White House meetings that we are not privy to, but my queation is whether
‘that is enough. Approaches such as ""negotiation not confrontation,' and
the like, seem to me disastrous for the country. I agree with the last
paragraph in Willism Buckley's article on the China opening. In the
absence of moves forward in the Defense area and in the presence of
continuing conciliatory moves, we may be zobbing thc nation a,m! the
public at hrgc ci iu ruolve md win. : :
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" Answer: 1don't want to speak on thcory but I can address specific facts.

Between February and June of this year we have been under incessant
public pressure in one direction only . . . always in the direction to
yield, Could we have rallied the forces and fought the good fight? The
whole basis of Presidential authority has been-in a balance. I don't know
what the answer is. During the most critical period the President met
with twelve conservative Senators, supporiers of the Administration.

At the end of the meeting one of the Senators felt obliged to state that his
conscience would not allow him to support the Administration, if it did
not extricate itself immediately from Vietnam. Gentlemen, we are get-
ting no support. No one is saying "We are with you, Mz, President. We
follow you.” We have implemented the maximum Defense budget possible

- without raising taxes in a election year. Congress says that we have

-apough for Defense spending. I asked this question: With the China ini.
tiative, even if there is s deterioration in Sino-American relationships,
won't we be in a better position then to tighten our belts and spend on .
Defense than ws would have been in had we not made the cnrtuu? ‘rhin

is a question for jadgmont. i th!.nk thc answer is yu. -

Question (Dan Mahonay)s But the pwphofthcaationmy notba :oua-"

~ sastimental. Couldn't we hava gottm an invitation tram tbe Chiai of suu?
. Answery Chou mn.-mumcwaxstm. Mwhmﬁhhioftheparty.
o Q uestion (Dan Mahoney)s Excuu xms. l atud cancctcd. - S

Question (Jeffrey Bellli Tumning to SALT again, Dz, Kissinger - you
indicated that we are holding out for three sites in exchange for the Rus-
sian system intact. In tha am ct aﬂmiu weapons, are mbmurinu
fncluded? ™ R L

Answer: This point is bainz nagatiatcd, it s not clear right now. If
the Soviet submarine weapons reach a certain paiut, we wm have to use
the ascape clause in thc sgreement. . 3 - S

Question {3 etirey aeu): ’rhay are cattlng at Aoar lud &a cubmarin«, A

B!

Answer: But we h«it:te to thmt:. We mlght use thc ucnpe chun m

this area. The offensive agreement, you know. h an in:tatim asuemcnt,
and it ia opea to sxclude suhmariu: A e T _
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Question (Stan Evans): You have con‘fi"xmed my belief that the Adminis-
tration responds quite dramatically to immediate pressure. o

Answer; On Dcfwsa?il
Q uestion (Stan Evans): No, in general.

Answer: Our basic Vietnam strategy, I can assure you, has not been

- affected by the media. OQur basic defense strategy, similarly, has not
been affacted by the media. You know that in Congrass the situation is
simply impossible, now that Senator Russell has died. We have no
Senator who can deliver votes. Senator Stennis is a decent man; but he T
is no fighter. Under conditions of incipient civil war in Washington we
bave . . . : Co e el

énuﬁen {Stan Eviiu); ""If the press isa ta;te:. " and I think it :hou),d be
less of a factor than it is, my conviction is that the Washington Poat and
;. New York Times do not represent American public opinion, ’ :

. Answer: But every Congrassman and Senator readsthe Post columaist
moxe sagerly than he reads classified documents. We must deal with
‘that fact. Wherever there has been & real challenge, as in Cienfuegos,
.. and as in the Middle East, we have been tough.  We went to the very edge
- of war in the Middle East. One must view the Moscow/Peking develop-
‘"ment as diplomatic counterweights of the same sort. I can assure you
that the Ruasians do not think we are going soft, S

ot

 Question (Stan Evans): The media reaction has been an orgy of congratu-
Tation, for the Administration and the media itself, Old China experts have
been resuscitated, and dragged before Congress. We have seen the media
distort the White House action, purhaps, butstit , , ., = ..

Answer: 1f it hadn't been tor the China initiative in the papers, you i:néw :
it would have heen Ellsherg and the Pentagon Papers, or the Vietnam war.
You muat consider the alternatives in May and June of this year.

Question {Stan Evans): You don't mean that the China nitiative had any-
thing to do with Daniel Ellsberg? bl “r

Answer; No, the China trip was scheduled mMy. “but the press impact
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Question (unidentified participant): My 'impressiba is that the United
States can, in the crunch, produce a majority in the United Nations at
any time on any issue. We noed a majority on the special-question issve
for Taiwan, For the U, S, to be averpwcxed hers to please the Chinese
Communist would be a tragedy.

Amwczx I fully agree with you. If the previcus ambassador to the UN
bad bsen there we might be in a different situation. Ambassador Bush
says he can get the majority for us. There are elements, of course, in
the bureaucracy which want to sell us cut. Weekly Bush geta instructions
to get a majority on the special question for the Chivnese issue. I fully
agree with you. The justification of cur policy in the China initiative
would be disproved now if thc Taiwaaua were excluded from the UN

Question (Bill Schoeider)s Looking ;za!n at our SAL'I‘ postura it h o .
obvious that we cannot push the Sovists the $iay Kennedy was able to ,puch
thuu during thc Bay ut Pig: pa:iad.

Amwm We will win in an ares likc Cabt. Wedid it quhtly but toagkly
on the Cienfuegos mattex. The problem here is that now there are counter-
pressurss which prevent us from controlling Soviet activity elsewhere. In
Berlin in 1962 our strategic threat was the factor in determining Soviet
action in the crisis. Now we are in a different situstion., Now we need a
- local, tactical capacity. In 1962, you know, we had the Sovists effectively

- in a ten-to-one missile imbalance. Now, sven if we wexe to have 50, 000
missiles to their 1500 it would be impossible to argue that the ratio had
. been maintained ~« because such large numbers of missiles may not be
fired simultanecusly. So in the sbsolute sense our ratio aﬂvutugc in
m‘c has duliud and cannot be remnctsd. .

anﬁoumm Schmidﬂ): Won't the &L‘l‘ azrmnt. thou:h. ntity thc

Soviet wdmcn in the Defense fleld. . o
:%% .

Answer; Thc interim tgncment will stop thuir hnildap of hnd-bawd

weapons. We have excluded MIRV, so we can continue developing that

- system. Itis in the next rmmd whcn it will he cmm to dul with the

disparity. .

Question (John Finher): Luviag the Conlgt;i:imal pmblen;n aside,
do you agree with the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel that the only Yiablc ttra.tagy
' u to gd.n and retain clnt mnita.ry w,p‘rinrity? : ,
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Answer: Yes, Iagree in general with the desirability of military super-
lority; but what I want to see is closer analysis of the concept of 'clear
military superiority.” We are dealing now-in new areas, and the Military
simply is noth handling it corractly. For example, they come in and say
the Russians have X aumber of defense fighters and we have X number of
defense fighters. The issue, of course, their defense against our offense.
One does not pit defense fighter planes against defense fighter planes.
They are coming in with canned presentations. This makes it very tough for
 us to deal with military issues on a mission basis. Superiority is desirable,
of course. But what we must do is overhaul our strategic theory. So far
we have laid off the military. We need a major overhaul of our apptoach.
but we have to wait m:tu the end ot the war far that,

Qmmmz {Stan Evans): I thank you, Dr. Kiuiagu, for ho!ns undid. 1
can appreciate the difficulties that the Administration faces. But I must
bhe candid myself, and say that my prior opinion still holds ... and that
opinion is that, on the whole, the Administration has a different strategic
analysis from the one I support. The Packard statement on balance of
terror is explainable, pcrhap:; but all we can do is gn mvhat yca da in
tho Administnﬁen. : .

Answer: We nned prcuurc &m thc !dght and we appuciau it. But
you are too harsh with the Administration, Without cur Administration S
K thare would have been no MIRV davelopmmt, no ABM. no Army modarni-

Quution {Stan Ems)z Iwas not uf.crrlng stmply te dcfcau mttcu.

Answers Our defense theory wn mt rcﬁ‘cud in the Packatd -tatamcat.
You are right; you must judge us on our actions. I recognize your geuup,
and hope you know that we are listening. I also hope that the worse criti-
cism that you will have-of us is that we haven't moved far enough in Defense
matters. I just hope you will stop yelling at us, and start yelling at our
enemnies. I must say to this group that I have never spoken with this

degree of candor before. I must emphasine that none of these matters can
appear either directly or lndiuctly in ptint. Floate, yeu camt diacmm
this with people. .

Questio n (unidentified participnnt)z We can talk among ouucl?u. ”caa't we?
(L‘“ght”) A . i 3 . . Lo H
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