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Your Chairman's invitation to talk with you this evening was a 

welcome one. I have always been impressed by the way in which the legal 

profession lives up to its public responsibilities, and-the American Bar 

Foundation seems to me an important expression of these responsibilities. 

I want to take as my text this evening a dqcument which is a 

comprehensive statement about the Communist design for world conquest, 

by a man who should know whereof he speaks, the Chairman of the Council 

of Ministers of the Supreme Soviet. It was, I believe, one of the most 

significant speeches of the past year, and it may prove to be one of the 

most important statements made by a world leader in the decade of the 60 1s. 

Chairman Khrushchev delivered this speech, entitled "For New 

Victories of the World Communist Movement," on January 6, 1961, at a 

meeting of Soviet Communist party organizations, reporting on the results 

of the November 1960 Conference of World Communist Parties. 

Khrushchev did not describe the Communist threat in quite the way 

that we would describe it, but he gave us some extremely valuable clues to 

the nature of that threat over the next decade. He began by declaring that 

"the prevention of a new war is the question of all questions." He traced 

the Communist concern with "the question of war and peace" back to Lenin, 

and he noted that Lenin's words "resound with increased force in our days" 

II . 
because of the new means of nias s destruction." 



He went. on to announce that the conference of world Communist parties 

"has discovered and outlined ... new opportunities of preventing. a 

world war . . . 11 

Khrushchev then proceeded to analyze three categories of wars: 

"world wars, local wars, and liberation wars or popular uprisings." This 

breakdpwn, he said, 11h necessary to .. work out ·the correct tactics with 

regard to these wars. 11 

As to world wars I he declared that "Communists are the most 

determined opponents" of such wars, and he asserted that "we can 

forestall the outbreak of a world war." Local wars he thought, wereI 

more likely to occur in the future, but he rejected them also be.cause a 

local war !'may grow into a thermonuclear rocket war." But "liberation 

wars and popular uprisings, 11 he predicted, "will continue to exist as 

long as imperialis·m exists." 11Such wars," he asserted, "ar~ not onl') 

admissible but inevitable ... " 11We recognize such wars. We help 

and will help the people striving for their ind~pendence. 11 Chairman 

Khrushchev then asked and answered a series of rhetorical qucstionEi 

about these wars of liberation. "Can such wars flare up in the r,:1ture? 

They can .. Can there by such uprisings? There can . . . In other words, 

can conditions be created where a people will lose their patience and rise· 

in arms? They can. What is the attitude of the Marx:ists toward such 

uprisings? A most positive one ... 11 
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Then after a description of the horrors of a thermonuclear war, 

Khrushchev stated a significant conclusion. "The victory~of socialism 

throughout the world," he announced, "is now near . 11 But "for this victory, 

wars among states are not necessary." 

Khrushchev is saying here that a major war in the nuclear age has 

become too dangerous to play the role of "midwife to revolution" which 

Communist leaders before him had always preached. At the same time 

the Soviets wiah to keep alive the threat of nuclear war as a means of 

intimidation, a form of blackmail intehded to discourage the Free World 

from resisting Communist encroachment at other levels. 

What Chairman Khrushchev describes as wars of liberation and 

popular uprisings, I prefer to describe as subversion and covert aggression. 

We have learned to recognize the pattern of this attack. It feeds on 

conditions of poverty and unequal opportunity, and it distorts the legitimate 

aspirations of peoples just beginning to realize the reach of the human 

potential. It is particularly dangerous to those-nations that have not yet 

·formulated the essential consensus of values, which a free society requires 

for survival . 

In this connection, I re call the admonition of Learned Hand: "I 

believe that this community is already in process of dissolution where 

each man begins to eye his neighbor as a possible enemy, where non­

conformity with the accepted creed, political as well as religious, is a 

mark of disaffection; where denunciation, without specification or backing, 

takes the place of evidence; where orthodoxy.chokes freedom of dissent; 
3 
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where faith in the eventual supremacy of reason has become so timid that we 

dare not enter our convictions in the open lists, to win or lose. Such fears 

as these are a solvent which can eat out the cement that binds the stones 

together; they may in the end subject us to a despotism as evil as any that 

we dread; and they can be allayed only in so far as we refuse to.proceed on 

. 
suspicion, and trust one another until we have tangible ground for misgiving. 

The mutual confidence on which all else depends can be maintained only by 

an open mind and a brave reliance upon free discussion·. 11 

Learned Hand's observations apply. almost equally, .it seems to me, 

to a society in the process of dissolution and to a society not yet assured 

of its own stability. 

I Our response to this new Soviet threat cannot be a simple one. 

Clearly the new Soviet posture, as announced by Khrushchev, gives us no 

cause to relax our nuclear guard. The Soviet decision to concentrate on 

wars of covert aggression was not taken in a power vacuum. It rests on 

the fact of U.S. nuclear power, which is able _to survive a nuclear surpri13e 

attack and strike back with sufficient power to destroy the enemy target 

system. We have such power today, and we are continuing to devote to 

it the energies and the re sources necessary to keep it up-to-date under 

conditions of accelerated technological advance. But our superior nuclear 

power may not be a credible deterrent for the kind of conflict proposed by 

Khrushchev. 
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Over the next several yea rs, development of the Soviet intercontinental 

missile force will complicate the problem still further. Today, not even the 

most boastful Russian rocket rattler asserts that the Soviet Union has the 

nuclear power to destroy the United States. It does have the power today to 

damage severely the nations of Western Europe, and we must anticipate 

that over the years the Soviets can, and undoubtedly will, produce weapons 

with sufficient range and destructive power to inflict increasingly severe 

damage on the United States, even while we ourselve.s retain a substantial 

margin of strategic power. 

Under these conditions, what should be our military policy to meet 

the threat expressed in Khrushchev 1 s speech? How c;,ui we continue to 

confine the Communist threat to the area delineated by Mr. Khrushchev, and 

within that area, how can we best meet and overcome it? 

The first requirement for such a policy is clearly to maintain our 

nuclear strike power as a realistic, effective deterrent against Soviet 

initiation of major wars. We can no longer hope to have such a deterrent 

merely by maintaining a larger stockpile of nuclear weapons. Our weapons 

must be hardened, dispersed, and mobile so that they can survive an enemy 

attack, and they must be equipped with the most sophisticated devices 

necessary to penetrate enemy defenses. This kind of nuclear capability 

is expensive. To achieve it, we have over the last 12 months added a total 

of almost $4 billion to the previously planned level of the military budgets 

for the current and the following fiscal years. 
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We have increased by 50% our manned bombers on 15-minute alert. We have 

increased our capacity to produce MINUTEMAN missiles by loo% and propose 

to increase our planned force by one-third. We have more· than doubled the 

rate of -construction of POLARIS submarines. We have in the last year twice 

f.ncreased the fwids for penetration aids and are requesting still more in 

Fiscal 1963. We have moved ahead in the development of the SKYBOLT 

air-to-ground ballistic missile, which allows our bombers to launch 

11stand-off 11 attacks on targets 1,000 miles distant. 

It is not enough, however, for us to have w_eapons that can survive 

an enemy attack and that can penetrate enemy defenses. In a world in which 

both sides may be capable of inflicting severe damage on each·other, we 

. must have machinery for the comll'land and control of our forces, which is 

itself able to survive an attack and to apply the surviving forces in consonance 

with national security objectives.. To this end we are providing alternate 

command posts at sea and in the air, with communications links to all 

elements· of our strategic force. 

With this protected command .and control system, -our forces can be 

used in several different ways. We may have to retaliate with a single 

massive ~ttack. Or, we may be able to use our retaliatory forces to limit 

damage done to ourselves, and our allies, by knocking out the enemy's bases 

before he has had time to launch his second.salvos. We may seek to terminate 

a war on favorable terms by using our forces as a bargaining weapon - - by 

threatening further attack. 
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In any case, our large reserve of protected firepower would give an enemy 

an incentive to avoid our cities and to stop a war. Our new policy gives us 

the flexibility to choose among several operatipnal plans, but does not require 

that we make any advance commitment with respect to doctrine or targets~ 

•We shall be committed only to a system that gives us the ability to use our 

forces in a controlled and deliberate way, so as ~est to pursue the interests 

of the United States, our Allies, and the rest of the Free World. 

In light of all the measures undertaken to improve our strategic 

striking forces -- with respect to their survivability! et~ength and control --. 

it is clear that we have upgraded rather than downgraded our thermonuclear 

·pow-er. That power is essential to our strategy and tactics, indeed to our 

survival as a nation. 

But it is equally clear·that we require a wider range of practical 

alternatives to meet the kind of military challenges that Khrushchev has 

announced he has in store for us. Unless the Free World has sufficient 

forces organized and equipped to deal with these challenges at what appears 

to b.e the highest appropriate levels of conflict, we could be put into 

di!ficult situ.ations by the Communists. In such situations we could lose by 

default; or we could lose by limiting our response to what appears to be the 

highest appropriate level - - but a level at which• we may be inferior; or we 

could resort to thermonuclear war - - the level at which we are superior - -

but at a cost which could be out of proportion to the issues and dangers 

involved. 
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Td, continue such a situation would be to invite the Soviets to practice 

the "salami slice" technique. The effectiveness of the technique depends 

not so much on what may be lost to piecemeal military conquest, as it does 

on acceptance of a fait accompli or concessions made at a diplomatic 

negotiating table. In areas where the nuclear deterrent is the only deterrent, 

and where the political or other issue is such that" the nuclear deterrent does 

not appear to be fully persuasive to the Soviets, our friends ultimately 

could come to believe in the sincerity of Soviet threats. They could be 

inclined to succumb to Soviet blackmail if we had available no suitably 

scaled and obviously credible countermeasures. 

There is no need, however, for the Free World to be vulnerable to 

this dangerous Soviet tacti.c. An adequate level of non-nuclear military 

strength will provide us with the means to meet a limited challenge with 

limited forces. We will then be in a position of being able to choose, 

cooly and deliberately, the level and kind of response we feel most 

appropriate in our own best interests; and both our enemies and our friends 

will know it. 

The non-nuclear build-up will increase our capacity to tailor our! 
res pons es to a particular military challenge to that level of force which is 

both appropriate to the issue involved and militarily favorable to our •side. 

Not only will it avoid complete dependence on· nuclear weapons, but it will 

also enhance the credibility to the Soviets of our determination to use 

nuclear weapons, should this prove necessary. 
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ff we have shown ourselves able and ready to engage in large-scale non-

. nuclear warfare in response to a Communist provocati::>n, the Soviets 

can hardly misconstrue two things: first, that we regard this provocation 

as a challenge to our vital interests; and second, that we will use nuclear 

weapons to prevail, if this becomes necessary. 

Nuclear and non-nucle~r power complement ea.ch other, 1n our 

own military forces and within the NATO alliance, jus~ as together they 

complement the non-military instruments of policy. Either without the 

other is, over -all, not fully effective. If we strengthen one and not the 

other, part of the effort is ·wasted. Our policy is aimed at achieving 

the best balance of military capabilities - - over the entire range of 

potential conflict, in the various areas of the globe where the Free World 

0 has vital interests, and over the years as far ahead as we can reasonably 

pla.n. I firmly believe that the non-nuclear build-up will -- by improving 

and expanding the alternatives. open to the Free World - - reduce the 

pressures to make concessions in the face of Soviet threats. 

This then is the reas:m for our present urgent emphasis on balancing 

our nuclear ·strength with limited or non-nuclear war forces. The sharp 

rise of over $8 billion in annual Defense appropriations -- from $41. 9 

billion originally proposed in January of last year to the $50. 1 billion 

requested for 1963 - - unmistakably underlines our determination to carr)" 

forward simultaneously our increased efforts in. both of these areas. 
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The measures we took last year and those we propose for the coming 

fiscal year to improve our limited war capabilities follow a number of 

well-defined lines. Our over-all purpose here, as in our strategic build-up, 

is to augment our forces in a balanced fashion. We have increased the number 

of combat-ready divisions to meet the military contingencies with which we 

may have to deal. As we have'increased manpower, we-have modernized 

and expanded weapons procurement. We have increased our tactical 

air power to match our ground forces, and we have launched a program 

to provide· sea and airlift tailored to the men and equip:ment .. 

We are taking special measures to improve the non-nuclear 

capability of the NATO alliance on the continent of Europe. We have 

augmented United States forces in Europe. Our European Allies have 

increased the number of their ready divisions. We have prepositioned 

more than 100,000 tons of equipment and several thousand vehicles 

required by both armored and infantry divisions. And we have deployed 

to Europe nearly 300 tactical fighters. 

While we still depend on our nuclear superiority to support the 

NATO alliance, it is important to 1·ealize that the Soviet bloc forces are 

not unlimited, nor without their own problems. A simple comparison of 

numbers of Allied and bloc divisions takes no account of the fact that 

many of the bloc divisions are a good deal smaller at full strength than 

our own, many are under strength, and some of them may be highly 

unreliable. The important point to bear in mind is that NATO has a strong 

defensive capabiiity. Its further growth is only limited to the degree to 

which its members· are wiiling to devote resources to the task. 
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As we develop a balanced, modern non-nuclear force, ready to 

move rapidly against aggression in any part of the world, we continue to 

inhibit the opportunities for successful conduct of Khrushchev's "local 

wars. 11 It is tempting to conclude that our conventional forces will leave 

us free to compete with communism in the peaceful sphere of economic 

and social development, where we can compete most effectively. 

But we shall have to deal with the problems of "wars of liberation. 

These wars are often not wars at all-. In these conflicts, the force of 

world communism operates in the twilight zone between political 

subversion and quasi-military action. Their military tactics are those 

of the sniper, the ambush, and the raid. Their political tactics are terror, 

extortion, and assassination. We must help _the people of thll"eatened 

nations to resist these tactics by appropriate means. You cannot carry 

out a land reform program if the local peasant leaders are being 

systematically murdered. 

To deal with the Communist guerrilla threat requires some shift 

in our military thinking. We have been used to developing big weapons 

and mounting large forces. Here we must work with companies and squads, 

and individual soldiers, rather than with battle groups and divisions. In 

all four Services we are training fighters who can, in turn, teach the 

people of free nations how to fight for their freedom. At the same time 

that our strategic weapons are becoming more and more sophisticated, we 

must learn· to simplify our tactical weapons, so that they can be used and 

maintained by men who have never seen a :machine more complicated 

than a well sweep. 

11 
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Co~batting guerrilla warfare demands more in ingenuity than in 

money or manpower. But to meet the range of Communist military 

challenges, calls for unprecedented efforts in men, money and organization. 

For this reason we have taken a number of major steps to make the 

operation of our military establishment more efficient and more effective. 

By way of example only, I might mention the elminiation of overlapping 

activities in procurement of common supplies, through the organization 

of the Defense Supply Agency. In the same way, we have eliminated 

duplication .in intelligence activities through the organization of the 

Defense Intelligence Agency. The Air Force has placed responsibility 

for development and production of new weapons systems in a single 

Command. · '.l'he Army is going through a major reorganization, combining 

the functions of a number of specialized technical services, into a single 

Materiel Development and Logistic Command. And the Strategic Army 

Corps and the Tactical Air Command have been united into a new Strike 

Command to provide a unified, mobile, highly combat ready force. 

While we are simplifying the internal structure of the Department, 

we are seeking to make more competitive our dealings with private 

industry. Flexible incentive fees and more competitive procurerre nt of 

spare parts for major systems are only two of the many devices with 

which we are experimenting in this area. 

I ca.nnot offer you the hope that these changes will reduce the 

size of the Defense budget in the foreseeable future. 
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I can assure you that they will provide at the lowest possible cost the 

security on which the peaceful development of the Free World is based. 

I know .that you weutd•riot wish us to pursue any other policy. 

END 
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WASHINGTON, _ : :L <=~N~~a~a· 
- esmond Fi~zGerald. _a. deputy directof o!, major historical document. Yet for all his. bril~ that ~ur side ~as winnini the war. He was "~rong. 

the Central Intelligence Agency. who liance, !vkNamara is in bad trouble, ·and he After that fact became obvious. and U.S. troops 
•- • died~ of a~ hear't a'.ttaCk~recenttY3t ihe: kno,vs it.=-: • : : ! ~ ~· !_ ·; were COmmittedtO preVenttotal defe8t/ 1-Ic-

D age of 57, was one of the best profes- • Partly he is in trouble because he provides a Namara concluded, on the basis of impeccable 
sional intelligence men this country has produced. convenient scapegoat. But he is also in trouble logic. that it would only be necessary to persuade 

.Back in the era when only U.S. ''advisers" were partly because he has lacked that "instinct," that. the Communists that "they can't win in the 
involved in the Vietnamese war; it was his job to "feeling," which Desmond FitzGerald had, and South." Then, "we presume that they will move 
brief Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara on which McNamara so disdained. • to a settlement." He was wrong again. 
t:1e war. There are powerful forces in this country that • He was wrong, at least in part, because of that 

Every week FitzGerald would come into Mc- badly need a scapegoat. With his dangerous com- disdain for "instinct" and "feeling" which is so 
Namara's huge Pentagon office at the appointed pulsion to tell the truth as he sees it, McNamara much a part of the man. Unlike Desmond Fitz-
hour, to find McNamara surrounded by charts has repeatedly told Congress (to quote The New Gerald, who had a !liagnificcnt combat record in 

---• ----·-· • -- and tables of statistics which "quantified" the York Times) that the vast weight of bombs on the Second World War, l\IcNamara has nothing 
progress of the ,var. FitzGerald would summarize North Vietnam has "not- significantly affected in his personal experience to teach him what war 
that week's intelligence input, while l\1cNamara North Vietnam's war-making capability nor • is really like-an Air Force logistics expert. 
took notes in his tiny handwriting, occasionally seriously deterred the flow of men and materials which McNamara was in that war, does not le.irn 
interjecting an incisive, factual question. One to Communist-led forces in South Vietnam." much about war's harsh realities. One of war's 
day FitzGerald asked McNamara if he could Saying this is like hitting the powerful ·ad- .. realities is that running a war is not like running 
make a personal • comment, and McNamara vocates of the air-power legend in the face with the Ford Company. War is an essentially un-
nbclded.. : -. . ': '.·• a large, red rag. The air-power legend holds reasonable and illogical pursuit. It cannot ~$ ·.' .• • ; -·. 

•. •"Mr. Secretary," FitzGeralcl ·said, "facts and that air power is tltedecisive instrument of war. '_'quantified" because there arc too many human 
figures are useful, but you can't judge a war by The legend accounts for the fact that for years , and other imponderables invoked. There is no 
them; You have to have an instinct. a feel. l\Ir the U.S. Air Force, plus the Navy Air .Arm, :·_way to quantify, for example. the totallr irra-
instinct is that we're in for a much rougher time has regularly spent • the lion's share of e,•ery • •• tional determination of the Communist side in 
than your facts ·and figures indicate." 'defense dollar. It also accounts for the fact Vietnam to light on, when all :\ kNam:,ra's facts 

"You really think. that?" l\kNamara asked .. •• that the air-power advocates are the most and figures point to the conclusilm that Ho Chi 
t' -1:: : . "Yes, I do," said FitzGerald. : •. ,:: . powerful spokesmen of what Dwight Eisenhower l\.Iinh and Comp .. 1.n}' should h:we "mon'Cl to a 

• ti • _·... "But.why?" said _?vicNamara. . • .. • ' • called "the military-industrial complex." settlement" long ago. 
_ ··~(;"It's· just an ins~inci,; a}f~ling,!~~-~id ·Fitz- Now the war in Vietnam is proving all over".::-'~:; McNamara has :m almost Cal\"inistic horror •l . · · Gerald. • •._· :- •• • .-•. •• ,, •• ,.., ._..,""-t<x '· • • •. again, only more vividly, what World War II and · of emotion. an almost mystical rcv~rt>nl't' for 

. - . . t~~:e:.--....n-'-':C~ _l)f0V~4. P!?.>Yf!. _J_l}~S!,)]l, isiv~l~ ht! h:1s oflt'll. . . ,., ., ~!sNa!1~r~ *~ye t1~1wJQ!1fi:.inc,rs~~9~~ t W!~f, :9"ff;\;;--~h.i_t,~\r. ~trn• '~~//.C~!r~~~ <l~f said, 
~ ~twas.'F1tzGerali:llat'&'recallectm-theras ttiougn".""""'tcg1c·nuclearwar aside, 1s an tridtspensable but.....-must be.made "on the b..1~1sof re:ison. not t'mo- " 
i • • ·, he had said• something utterly and· obvious!)· subsidiary military instnimcnt. Underlining this lion." R_ut r~ason has lx,•n, for Ro~rl :\k-
i • mad. l\lcNamara said good-bye politely, but that point in testimony like that ·quoted above is Namara, the lighl th.1t f:iihl. • 

was the last time FitzGc~ld w;1sClvcr summmwd '; hardly calculated to endear McNamara. to the i\kNamarn•.i:; certainly a troubh..'<Im:111.lk 
to his Pentagon ofi!ce, . . . , , •. . . • ~~- air-power advocates. , , . ,.. • ', ha? seriously_. discussed '.with ell,~ frit•nd!--in• 
.: • No man 1s flawless; and this small ep1s&le"lrom . • * rfie war m v letnam 1s proviug once igain that ' eluding Sen." Robert Kennedy whether or not 

• ,.the past precisely -.defines thedlaw in Robert, , ·"wars are, won bloodilv. on the irrounrl.' nnt • he otil>'ht tl'irPc::iPTI. Hie:: friPnr1.i h 
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interjecting an incisive, factual question. One to Communist-led forces in South Vietnam." much about war's harsh realities. One of war's 
day FitzGerald asked MeNamara if he could Saying this is like hitting the powerful ad- realities is that running a war is not like running 
make a personal· comment,· and McNamara~. , vocates of the air-power legend in the face with- -; the Ford Compan)'. War is an essentially un­
nbdded. ···::,_,·a large, red rag. The air-power legend holds!,: .. reasonable and illogical pursuit. It cannot be 

"Mr: Secretary/' FitzGerald ·said, "facts and - • that air power is the decisive instrument of war. :~,~~•quantified"because there arc too manr human 
figures are useful, but you can't judge a war by The legend accounts for the fact that for years and other imponderables im·ol\·ed. There is no 

~ ..,,- •them; You have to have an instinct. a feel. iir • the U.S. Air Force, plus the Navy Air Arm, way to quantify. for example, the totally irrn-
instinct is that we're in for a much rougher time has regularly spent the lion's share of every • tional determination of the Communist side in 
than your facts and figures indicate." . -.-· defense dollar. It also accounts for the fact Vietnam to fight pn, when all McNamara's facts 

"You really think that?" McNamara asked:·.·· that the air-power advocates are the most·· - -and figures point to the conclusion that Ho Chi 
"Yes, I do," said FitzGerald. _ • . '... ,' powerfulspokesmenofwhatDwightEisenhower : Minh and Company should ha\'e "mo,·ro to a 
"But why?" said _McNamara. ,. • ,· • • • . ' • called "the military-industrial complex." • • '·. settlement" long ago. 
"It's just an instinct. a feeling." said Fitz- • Now the war in Vietnam is proving all over McNamara has an almost Cal\'inistic horror 

Gerald. • • _. _· -.--~,.:::t: . .:,.~-._,.-,\;again, only more vividly, what.World War Hand_,,.;.· _of cmt>tion, an almost_ mystical_ r~\'erence for. 
" McNainanrgave liirrta long~ incredul6us slar~~-Kbrt!a proved l\vice ovcr-that-aifpo,,·ei'; stra:~~triascin:"'·~1/t'c6rrecf'ded!\\Ms;· hf'l\as ort~tt'Miid;" ' ... 
It was. FitzGerald later rccallccl, rather as though tegic nuclear war aside. is an indispensable but must be-made" on.the ba$iSof rra::11.m. not rmo--

. he had said something utterly and obviouslr subsidiary military instrument. Underlining t_1:ti~--~ tio_11~~ij,ut:.rc~wn-J1as.been, for Rolxrt ~le-· 
.•~{'.~ mad. l\-1cNamara said good-bycpolitcly,-but that,, 'P-QlriLin....testimony-like-that ·quoted above is:;/ Namarat Jhe)ight that failt•d. • • ,- • • •:1 

was the last time FitzGerald was ever summon<'<! ·Vtiiirclly calculated to endear McNamara to the •···:· l\kNamara .is certain tr a tri.'t1hlcclman. Ttr 
l:. to his Pentagon office. air-power advocates. • :with cl,~::t•frit•ncl:.--in-
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C ;·. ha~ seriouslr cli!ICUS$Cd 
~/: • : No man is ·na,,·Iess, and this small episode from • The wadn-Vietnam is proviug once again that • eluding Seri. Robert Kenn¢r-:-whether ornot 
!1 ~ . • . . "th~ past precisely defines the, flaw in Robert-,, ·"wars are0 won bloodily. on the ground,· not ~ he ought to'resign. His friends ha\'e pointed out 

'. i I McNamara. McNamara is, in this reporter's • . cleanlr. in the air" (to quote a report in this space • • that he would be resigning under fire, on no clear 
· opinion, a great public servant. He has to his ·on t~e_vietnamese war more than two years ago). and decisi\'e issue, with the war still dragging on. 

;itI _credit two towering achievements for which the But the wads not being won-or not very rap- Moreo\'er, he is desperately needed where he is. 
: 1 .United States is deeply in his debt. idly-on the ground either, despite the commit- So far, such arguments have pre,·aited. andl1 He is the first Secretary of Defense with the ment of more than half a million men and the Robert 1'.kNamara has been persuaded that he 
J '. ability, experience, and just plain guts to bring spending of more than 20 billion dollars a year. ought to stay where he is as long as the Presi-
1 • the vast, sprawling. hideously bureaucratic U.S. As the sense of frustration and disillusion with dent wants him. _ . 

• i: Defense establishment under effective ch•ilian the war mounts, the need for a scapegoat mounts McNamara is not a riian who wears his heart on!j control. He is also the first Secretary of Defense with it. McNamara has clearly been nominated his slee\'e. But he is a deepl)· sensiti\'e inan. be-
ij _ .. to face up squ~r.ely _to the gri!'" f~ct th_at _the J9r that role. . _ . :·t--.. __.. _. . . _----·•:-~-·hind the. brisk exterior, and he hates. ab.we all 
,-~----- ·-·------------------·nuclear weapon 1s an inherently 1rrational mstru- Much of the current assault on McNamara 1s other thmgs. to be wrong. One senses that he 
. l ! ment of power, since it is a suicidal instrument; specious and self-serving. Yet McNamara is vul- knows his light has failed. and that its failure trou-
J! •• and to draw the-necessa_· ry strategic conclusions . nerable to honest criticism too. His judgment on bles him far more deeply ~·-
' l - from that fact. :McNamara's speech in Septem- the war has twice been dangerously wrong. than all the harsh things _ 
-i ber, in which he discussed those conclusions. was _ In the early "advisory" era of the war, Mc- the generals and the sena- -· 
..._ a genuinely brilliant intellectual exercise and· a Namara ipterpreted his facts and figures to mean tors ai:e saring about him. 

·, . 
,• ',i>. '• 

::,· -, . ·: . ' 
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ST; LOUIS GLOBE-DEMOCRAT 
November 6, 1967 \ 

Re·p. Hall Cal n .. LBJ­
. To· Dismiss cNamara 

President ·Johnson ~hould be "This is the Secreta·ry of De- dcat Hubert H .. Humphrey for. 
f0ncerned enough about Russia's fense a,nnouncing an enemy referring to the Vietnam war as 
new orbiting bomb to fire Robert weapon system against which we "our great adventure." He said 
McNamara," Rep. Durward G. have no defense, which couli:l be that some leaders have forgotten 
. Hail (Rep.), Missouri, told a operational in a year and about that 1tle goal of Communism is 
North St. Louis County Repub- which he is not concerned," di wor-ldconquest. 
'Iican rally over the week-end. Rep. Hali said. • •• •• - - ·----
; Speaking at McCleur . High "I'm concer.ned, ou·r military 
School to about 350 persons,' Rep. leaders are concerned, the Amer-

• Hall said Defense Secretary Mc- ican people had better be con­
' Namara's statement about the cerned, and my ma.in worry is 

o•rbiting bomb sys,tem _is an ex- that LBJ be concerned bel::ause 
ample of the administration's there mdght wel4 not be an elec­
credibility gap. tion worth winning in 1966," he 

"McNa·mara tells us about a said. . 
• new Soviet weapon that would Rep. Hall also oriticized Mr. 
fly in a new low, strange orbit MoNamara for. "jumping to 1he 

, and ·approach the U.S. from the defense of dte Soviet U~" _by 
soul;h, our soft underbelly, where saying the orbiting of a nuc_leu, 
McNamara removed • the. Sage wamead wou.ld not be a vtola-: 

· ~ystem. Qver three· years ago," tion cl the outer space. treaty. : 
he said. . HUMOROUS i 

. • 'NOT· C-ONCERNED•· . . "The time has arrived for the 

. Rep. Hall ·said Mr. McNamara American people to tell LBJ that! 
told ~e American people. he eith« McNamara' goes or wel 
(McNamara)' was "not con- go," he said. : . 
cerne~t about:tb.t~Y!.~~ . • He··a1so, criti.clzeci Vice ~•-

,I 
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AkNAMARA 

Fortunarne··1 No . I I 
WASHINGTON-One of the most chilli.ng and fortunately 

one of the least authentic pieces of gossip floating around 
has it that Robert S. McNamara may. soon depart the De-. 
f~ns~ Department. 

That would be a setback of the first· magnitude because 
McNamara functions as alinchpin and a balance wheel and 
a redoubt of reason in the capital's disheveled atmosphere . 

. Without him, the intertwine of doves and hawks, Democrats 
and Republicans, congressmen and generals, 
well could collapse into hopeless disarray. 

One measure of his stature is the diver­
sity of his critics. Soviet Prime Minister· 
Alexei N. Kosygin, meeting him for the 
first time at Glassboro, N~J., bitterly up-' 
iiraided him as an "immoral capitalist."! 
The harshness of that attack seemed to 
surprise even the Russian because two 

. days later, -in gentler tones, he invited Mc­
Namara to visit him in Moscow after the 

1 
war ends in Vietnam; 

McNamara's relations with the military-minded Southern-
ers in Congress are only barely more cordial.· The most ve­

: hcment, including the erratic chairman of the House Armed 
, • Services Committee, Rep. L. Mendel Rivers (D-S.C.), frankly 
. would .like to destroy him. The ·most powerful, including 

Senators Richard B. Russell (D-Ga.) and John Stennis (D-
: :~Iiss.), are doggedly detennined to prove his judgment. 

wrollg. 

, ONE SENATE COMMITTEE, headed by Sen. Henry M. 
! Jackson (D-Wash.), has set out to make the case that Mc-
: Namara has infused an excess of intellectuaUsm into the: 

Pentagon. Even President Johnson, in moments when he. 
feels the secretary has veered too sharply from practical. 
politics, has been known to refer to him as "the professor.'" 

.6-large segme,rt of Washington is working hard to promote 
1 a Donnybrook between the secretary and the Joint Chiefs· 
• of Staff. Their differences of opinion quickly. become head­

lines which spill fresh fuel on the dissent that envelops the, 
policy in Vietnam. • 

The headlines miss the point, however, that those disputes . 
. are legitimate products of the Pentagon machinery. McNa­

mara does not tell the Marine Corps how to deploy its bat­
talions or Gen. William C. Westmoreland, U.S. commander 
In Vietnam, how to run the war. But he must be c,ure that 
their actions .blend into the big picture. 

The ~eneral!! have an ohviou~ responsibility to push for 
~ UJA~l"U'\"'Q That- 1"1'\~1' ft4 111eti0lnl 
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ST.' PAUL PIONEER PRESS 
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Editorials 

Credibility Gap Widens 
Discrepancies between what the John­

son Administration says publicly about 
lts Vietnam war policies and what it 
actually. does have contributed in the 
.past to the "credibility gap" charges 
which cause unhappin~ss in the White 
Huuse. 

A new example of such divergence
ibetwee~ talk and action arises from the· 
1bombing of the ports of Haiphong and 
: Cam Pha in North Vietnam. 
I 

It was only three weeks ago that De­
fense Secretary McNamara' told a Sen­
_ate committee both these ports were 
exempt from bomb attacks because of 

Ithe danger of widening the war and be­
cause closing them "would not be an 

•• effective means of stopping the in'iiltra­
tion of supplies into South Vietnam.·• 

He emphasized that expanded bomb­
ing "would not materially shorten the 
war." • 

When hawkish southern senators at.1 
tacked McNamara's testimony a n d 
called for all-out bombing of Haiphong 
and other targets regardless of the pos­
sible reactions of China and Russia, 
President Johnson held a special press 
Fonference. He told reporters th~t_ Mc-

Namara is his "principal deputy in mili­
tary matters" and indicated he was not 
in disagreement with the Secretary. 

Against this background, the news 
suddenly came that both Haiphong and 
Cam Pha had been bombed extensively. 
McNamara's whole argument that such 
attacks wera not worth while was ap­
parently disregarded. Yet the President 
insisted there were no serious disagree­
ments on military policy between him­
self, McNamara and the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. . . 
• Once· again, White House talk simply! 

does not jibe with White House actions.! 
I 

. Presidential spokesmen tried to paper, 
over the inconsistencies of the situation 
by the tortured explanation that the Cam'1 
Pha and Haiphong raids avoided hitting; 
Russian or other foreign ships. •• -. - ' ,i 

~.. ,H 
Yet what had taken place was an ob•· 

vious major change of policy involving! 
presidential acceptance of military ad­
vice over the position so firmly held by 
McNamara on August 2.3,and apparent­
ly supported at that time by Johnson. . 1 

Such' developments increase the credi-· 
bility gap so far as the general public 
is concerned, no matter how much the 
White House may object. to the' term.. . . .---·- .... 
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';vIcNa1narci Credibility· Rating Plunges 
B3 William McGaffin an indiscriminate bombinJ of in private talks with reporters tion between this statement and' 

·Of Ottr Washington Bureai, populated areas. • : and declared that it would not the one in June, ho used the, 
, . McNamara emphasized that be done becauseit would be experience to illustrate bis ar-. 

, i, WASHINGTON - It 15• the Communist forces in the ineffective. On June, 29, how- gum.cot that it would be futile' 
1 ,mall "l',·onder that correspon• South need little from the ever, after an initial attack on to seafoff the•Northern ports.'. 

dents here have grown in- North to keep on fighting - . the petroleum facilities, he But #lat· is p.i'cciselywha:t-
'creasingly cynical about Rob- less than 100 tons of non-food called a press . ~onfcrencc U.S. bombers have begun to) 
ert s.McNamara's pronounce- s~pplies daily. Hanoi would be to stress the benef1c1at result, 

. lb . • able to keep them supplied by that could be expe~ted from do this week with, we arei 
' meats concer01ng. e war in • • • • h . the action assured, the approval of Mc-I• . various unprov1sations, e 1n- • Namara. , 
:Vietnam. aistcd, even if all the Northem But when he appeared be-

lt was only three weeks ago ports \ll'ere closed and half the fore the Preparedness aubcopl-1 . 
• that ,the defense secretary pre- roads, rails and waterways put mittee three weeks ago, h~ ac- .fp.i,r__ ,., sentcd in elab- out of action. knowledged that the raids had. :;: : . •· . : 

• !till~~~ ~i~i ~~!~ ,·. 
~~' ,ii( -: .' nam. . year of 'the petroleum storage· Apparently not in ·tho leut. 
·: L,,00"1.. • Yet th 15 facilities in the Hanoi and clisturbc4 over the • contradic-' 

, c 1\-:lcGaffm _week Cam P_ha Haiphong area.t,and tr-anspor-t:at1ontargets in~ . 
• ~<le Haiphong were brought IN FEBRUAR\~. 1 %6, he· 
"under attack for the first time expressed l.lisopposition to this I 

f by U.S. bon1bcrs. • ·-- ---i. ·---· - -·- - • • -· 

J Mc..~. .\...'l\,IARA stated flatly I 
; Qr. Aug. 25, when he appeared
I 

before the Senate Prepared-
ness subcommittee <that "enc­

f my operations in the South 
cannot, on the basis of any 

! reports I have seen, be stopped 
b) air bombardment." 

i ~ They • cannot be stopped, • 
1 that is, unless we are prepared:
Cfo a?nihilatc North. yietn~. 

··tn.d1ts people, he said, adding' 
that no one was proposing such, 
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Js ·McNamara 
..' -<2 ' •

Less Popular?· • 
PHOENIX, Ariz-There ar~ signs that· the ! 

administration is getting fed up with the deceit, ! 
. ..;..,,:.,1 •• arrogance of;\;.....,:~,"·' wrong decisions and dictatorial 
• Robert Strange McNamara, the man who never yet has been 1 

i right about Vietnam or any other military matter. '. 
1 The major· visible· sign of Mc-
• Namara's slippage in the court 
!of LBJ is the fact that, for th.e 
; first time, military men seem 
: free to voice the opposition to 
: McNamara which always has 
• been present. 
,· The Army chief of staff, Gen. 
; Harold Johnson, has publicly 
! and loudly disagreed with' Me­
r Namara over the bombing of 
'. Vietname.,se port f a c i 1 i t i e s 
.' through which flow the supplies 
•that make it possible for the 

: . enemy to continue the war. 
. • McNamara, displaying h i s 
: usual grasp of :military m~tters, 
, flatly says that the mil¢s of sup­
: plies lined up at Haiphong har-
1 bor would not niake enough dif­
' .ference in the war to risk bomb­
; ing them,. The risk, he persists, 
1 would be in possibly making 
, Red China angry. 

. Even the Marine Corps, which 
• lately has been the most silent 
1 

of services in bucking McNam­
; ara, has gone.on record, through 
I its c ·o mm a n d a n t, Wallace 
; , Greene, as favoring stepped-up 
1.. air~ a!~c.~. aga,i~t the enemy. 

~he Air Force chief of staff,, 
Gen. John McConnell, also has! 
spoken out on McNamara's snip-'; 
ing against airpower. It would: 
have taken, Gen. McConnell has: 
testified, 800,000 more ground 1 

troops to fight the war so far i 
without our air strikes against; 
the North. J 
• The striking difference in Mc-i 
Namara's defensive stand now; 
is that he finally must come; 
face to face in public with the I 
military professionals he . has i 
downgraded, denied and die- 1 • 

tated to ever since taking office. ! 
In the past he spent ,his time de-! 
fending his w r o n g policies1 
against senators, congressmen.;, . 
and military analysts, all of j 
whom have been powerless be-; 
fore the unlimited White House • 
support upon which McNamara • 
has been able to count. 

The fact that the chiefs are . 
now fighting him openly can ! 
only inean, it seems to me, that 1 

there is certain knowledge now 1 
that the White .House is with•'. 
drawi_ng some of that support. . : 
•o-, ·--·• .. --W•••··•• 0 •• •• .,_._____ ;_ ...... 
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:Washington Background -··-

!.Gena}SRebelling'er 
'.Against··McN_!ma'rci: 
,, . . . 

By JOSEPH C. GOULDEN 
Inquirer .Washington Bureau 

. . WASHINGTON. 
ipENTAGON GENERALS are in near-open revolt against· 
l ·their ostensible civilian • boss, ·Defense Secretary I 
. Robert McNamara. And if, they must destroy Presi• 
! dent Johnson politically along with McNamara to achieve 
their. goal of a widespread Vietnam War, so be it. 1 • 

1 McNamara is most unhappy about the situation, to the·, 
i extent that his displeasure is seeping from the private con-
fines of his Pentagon office - and all the more so because 

1 the President has done nothing concrete to squelch the 
, insurrection bubbling all around him. . 
, . The President was absolutely correct last Friday when •1 

he quoted the section of the National Security Act of 1947 
•which gives military men the right to make their views 
known to Congress even if they differ from Administration' 
policy. ~ 

! , • • • 

. OTHING in the act authorizes four-star generals to 1 

. stand around the corridors outside a Senate hearing" 
N room and sadly tell the press - and the television 
cameras - that they don't think the Defense Secretary ii 
.conducting the war properly. · 

But Gen. Harold K. ·Johnson, the Army Chief of Staff, 
did just that on Aug. 19, asserting "I made it very clear" to • 

. the Stennis subcommittee that he thought Haiphong should 
be bombed. • • . • . 

If a-buck private stood in the same spot and voiced 
• similar doubts about Gen. Johnson's wisdom he would be 
: whisked out to the Fort Belvoir stockade in Virginia so·. 
·fast.his passage would leave whitecaps on the Potomac 
for: :hours. , • . . 

~ Nothing in the act authorizes the commandant of the 
. Marine Corps, Gen. Wallace M. Greene, to run off to • 
Boston and assume for himself the responsibility of estab-: 
lishiQg national priorities - that the war is more im•, 

. portant than doing anything about urban conditions. . •. 

ROBERT McNAMARA hears all this nonsense and kicks 
his wastebasket (or the McNamara equivalent there- ' 

' . of) and probably wonders why he has stayed in 
Washington for seven and one-half years. 
. • Lyndon Johnson hears the same nonsense and tells 

people with a straight face that in all his 36 years in·. 
Washington he has never seen atime when the military was 

'so .buddy-buddy with· the Administration. . 
1 

• ... The Pentagon rules are very clear on how a general's. 
, dissent. shall be voiced if he thinks diff~re,ntly from the/ 
, Administration. They were written to allow routes around 1 

such idiots as the Chief of Nava} Operations who once 
wrote a directive, ◄ •1 trust you will advise all officers in: 
• your command that the policy I have announced in this• 

· matter is, of course, the one they will believ.e in." '.I 

A
. . . • • • . J 

DM. HYMAN RICKOVER learned the rules well dur-l 
ing his continuing fight to get the Navy to build nu-1 

I .clear-powered submarines. In· defense budget. hear-: 
,ings last May he outlined them as follows:. • 

"I am required by the Department of Defense regula-· 
tions that whenever a question is asked of me in a Con-' 

. gressional committee arid my answer would be contrary to; 
the view of my. superiors that I first present their views.1 

. '. "I am now ... trying to present the other side of my 
1 1toryin accordance with my deep convictions of the case.''! 

The generals, however, shout up and down the hall-1 

ways, and send-Rep. Gerald Ford (D., Mich.) envelopes of, 
secret air-war material he can use to make forensic bombs( 
to hurl at the President. Ford's Aug. 8 floor speech about! 
air operations reads like a first draft of what the Stennis 

•subcommittee produc·ed three weeks later after hearing the 
generals in 'closed session. • ' l'

: If the President is really interested in defending ' 
•Robert . McNamara, his • most faithful servant here since 
Nov. 23,-1963,he could do it quite easily. • . 

1 All that is required is a shut-up directive of the type 
1President 'I'ruman sent Gen. Douglas MacArthur on April : 
\11!..~~~ ... •· '. ' .,. • 
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