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February- 2, 1976 

MERCENARIES FOR ANGOLA 

Q. Are we, either directly or indirectly- providing funds for the recruitment 
training or hiring of mercenaries in Great Britain - for instance:? 

A. We have stated before and I will state again that no agency of the US 

govermnent is being used for the recruitment hiring or training of American 

mercenaries. We have stated further that we have provided limited assist-

ance to countries which share our goals in Angola. But cannot account 

abviously for every penny of these funds when they are transmitted to 

the recipient governmerit. I would refer you to Secretary- Kissinger's 

testimony- of January 29 when he discussed the question of mercenaries 

with the State Foreign Relations Committee. 

Q. Well are we providing the British with Funds for use in mercenary
recruitment? 

A. We are not giving the British funds for recruitment of mercenaries rn 

Angola. 



NIXON PLEDGE OF 3 BILLION 
TO NORTH VIETNAM 

February 2, 1976 

Q. The New York Times has an atricle today that asserts that President 
Nixon pledged over 3 billion in aid to the North Vietnamese after the 
signing of the Paris agreement. What is our aid policy toward Vietnam 
and was there in fact a Nixon memorandum? 

I .B 

A. The article correctly points our that Secretary Kissinger in a January 1973 

press conference stated that no specific sums in poSt war reconstruction 

aid had been promised to North Vietnam. Discussions were begun in 

early 1973 with a Joint Economic Commission, the purpose of which was 

to implement the Paris agreement. The Commission did not come to any 

conclusions, nor were any decisions reached on specific figures largely 

because Hanois behavior was so clearly in violation of the Paris agreement. 

Q. What about the Vietnamese that information on our statement missing 1n a 
action brings on our 11 responsibility11 to provide aid to Vietnam? 

A. Our previously stated policy still holds: we believe that Vietnam has 

a unilateral obligation to provide information on our missing in action. 

This obligation is in keeping with the Paris agreement and is untied to any 

other provisions or conditions. 

Q. What is our general policy with regard to Vietnam? 

A. Our general policy is as stated in the President's Ea st-We st Center address 

in Hawaii, December 7: 

"In Indochina, the healing effects of time are required. Our 

policies toward the new regimes of the Peninsula will be determined 
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by their conduct toward us. We are prepared to reciprocate 

gestures of good will -- particularly the return of remains of 

America ns killed or mis sing in action or information about them. 

If they exhibit restraint towar d their neighbors and constructive 

approaches to international problems, we will look to the future 

rather than to the past'! 

Q. Did Nixon Actually send a memorandum to the Vietnamese? 

A. We never discuss correspondence between heads of State. 



r 

• 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

February 2, 1976 

FOR MARGIE VANDERHYE 

Margie, 

Totals for following years per the attached 
chart: 

1975 

1976 - -

1977 - -

close to three-quarters of a billion 
($734 million) 

$2. 3 bill~on (~9w .befo~ the , Con~~e~~ 
c;(-'C<'•~ I ""r- < iw,,h"" \: llcw I "1 s J N,1 J.[ 
' .,,, ,--u, ,.,.'4'-v,- ) 

figures not announced except for 
$1 billion in FMS. Figures for full 
Israeli aid will become known when 
overall assistance package for FY - 77 
goes to the Congress. [Howeve r, on 
FYI basis only you will see from attached 
chart figure will be $1. 8 billion.] How
package will be 11 substantial11 in line with 
our continuing commitment to Israel I s 
security. 11 

R>semafdCth't>s s 
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IY77/t~ 
u. s. ASSISTANCE TO ISRAEL (IN $MILLION) 

1 
/JCT="'~"" 

FISCAL YEAR 
cy.aflfov 
II I l,,1/,NA- I~ 

u:971] [ifil V.970 ·s ' Fn (' 

I 
19772 1

··-
~ 

irants 
;upporting Assistance 50 50~ 324.5 510 523. 3 
nunigration 
Assistance 49 36.5 40 20 

) 1..merican Schools ·,. . ..; i. 
1 :-'!, ... 

Abroad 4.4 3.3 2.4 

Subtotal 93. 4 89.8 366.9 530 523. 3 

:_.oans I ;upporting Assistance 0 6 0 245 261. 7 
PL 480 47.9 0 9 15 9 
~XIMBANI< 21. 3 35 39.9 50 ( est) 50 
1'UD Housing Investment 

) Guarantee 0 (was 50 25 25 25 25 
in FY 

' 72} 

Subtotal 69.2 60 68.9 335 

) 
345. 7 

~iiilitary Assistance 
FMS Credits 300 982.7 200 · 750 500 
Grant Assistance 0 1,500 100 750 500 

Subtotal 300 Z,482.7 <:::-z> 300 1500 I 1000 

("OTAL) t1>z:~:(D fi, 632. iJ I 7~4~ ii7 [EE}} ]869 tyr 
.... WWW 

:.-Grants 103. 7 l,58CJ.8 466.9 1280 102 3. 3 {,-7,t 

--Loans 368.9 1, 042. 7 268.9 1085 845.7 --

:}Congressional ~pproval of Adrninistration 1s FY 76 request is still pending 

2 -
Planning fir,urcs which will be affected by a variety of factors. Immigration Assistance 

figure will be provided by Congress; PL-480, E:X;IMBANK and AID Housing Guarantee 

figures arc cslirn.al:cs. 



CQNFIQENTIAL January 21, 1976 

HEADS OF STA TE/GOVERNMENT VISIT SCHEDULE 

Prime Minister Rabin 
of Israel 

Prime Minister Cosgrave 
of Ireland 

King Hussein of Jordan 

King CarlXVI Gustaf 
of Sweden 

President Giscard d I Estaing 
of France 

Queen Elizabeth II 
of Great Britain 

DIKUSSIPIID 
E.O. 129SI, See. 3.5 

NSC Meu, 1112-4/91, State Dept. 01N1H111 
., c/..,J..L I MAIA • .,. '1/9'04 

Announced 

Official Visit 
January 27 

10: 30 AM Arrival ceremony, 
90-minute Office meeting 
8 PM Black tie dinner 

January 28 

Yes 

11 AM 60-minute Office meeting 

January 29 
7 PM Attend Israeli Reception 

Official Visit NO 

Maroh 17 S-
10:30 AM Arrival ceremony: _f~, · -1--
60-minute Office meeting ~ 
8 PM Black tie dinner 

Private Vjs it NO 
March 30 

11 AM 60-minute Office Meeting 
7:30 PM Black Tie Working Dinner 

Private Visit NO 
April 5 
11 AM 30-m.inute Office meeting 

State Visit Yes 
May 17-20 

State Visit Yes 
July 7-11 

GONFIDENTIA L 
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Q. 

A. 

Feb!"uary 3, 1976 

FORD PUSHING FOR ISRAELI-JORDANIAN TALKS? 

The New York Times carries a story today that President Ford 
has agreed to pursue a suggestion made by Prime Minister 
Rabin to see if it would be possible to arrange negotiations 
between Israel" and Jordan for an accord on the West Bank. 
Can you verify the story, and will the U.S. use its good offices 
to see whether Jordan has an interest in negotiati ng with Israel? 

We are not going to get into the details of discussions 

with the Israelis, but I can assure you that the President 

reaffirmed his intentions and the intention of his Administration 

to continue to work with the parties in the Middle East to see 

how progress can be made toward peace in the region. 

If 

\ 
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FYI: 

A :nb. Moynihan was: 

N.JMINATED: 

CONFIRMED: 

SWORN-IN: 

May 21, 1975 

June 9, 1975 

June 30, 1975 
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February 4, 1976 

KISSINGER'S SPEECH ON US-SOVIET RELATIONS 

The purpose of the Secretary's address was to reinforce the 
Administration's policy of detente, refuting those who characterize 
it as a "sell-out" to the Soviets and secondly, to explain the rationale 
for a new SALT agreement in the hopes of building support for it. 

In _the speech delivered to the Commonwealth Club of San Francisco, 
Kissinger spelled out the consequences of failure to reach a new SALT 
agreement: an accelerated strategic arms build-up over the next five 
years could cost as much as an additional $20 billion dollars, and be 
"a tragically missed opportunity. 11 

He said the President's policy would be: 

We will never stand for the violation of a solemn treaty or 
agreement and we will remain alert. 

-- We never tolerate a shift in the strategic balance against 
us; by violations of agreements, by unsatisfactory agreements 
or by neglect of our own programs; we will spend what is 
necessary to maintain strategic sufficiency. 

- - The President is determined to pursue the effort to negotiate 
a saner strategic balance on equitable terms - - because it is in 
our interest, and because we have an obligation to our own people 
and to world peace. 

On Angola, Kissinger outlined the history and philosophy behind 
our involvement there, adding that Angola represents the first time 
that the Soviets have moved militarily, at long dista11 ce, to impose a 
regime of their choice; it is the first time the U.S. has failed to respond 
to Soviet military moves outside the Soviet orbit, and it is the first time 
that Congress has halted national action in the middle of a crisis. He 
con.eluded by saying that our Government has a duty to make clear in the 
Soviet Union and Cuba that Angola sets no precedent, that this type of 
action will not be tolerated again. 

,r 
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Q. Secretary Kissinger has stated that Angola sets no precedent 
and that this type of action "will not be tolerated" again. But 
what does the Administration intend to do in that eventuality - -
what~ it do, given the mood in Congress today. 

A. As we have said before, the continuation of Soviet and 

Cuban policies and action in an area where they have no legitimate 

interests cannot help but affect our bilateral relationship with the 

Soviets in tre long run. While I wouldn't want to expand on the 

Secretary's remarks or hypothesize on what the President may 

or may not do in a given circumstance, I think our policy is quite 

clear on this and needs no further elaboration at this time. We will 

not, and cannot, be indifferent to such Soviet actions. iUlQ el-re 

E;resident tmpes that Gong1 cs.!! e:iU cm.Re •e en&l"e nie •.xiews o'l 

-tfte im.,pli.,;atiese e:ftci irrrpo1 ta11ee of oat Affl:8Pi.gao polic;r en th.ese 
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February 4, 1976 

SADAT ON U.S. PLEDGES TO RECOGNIZE PLO 

Q. Yesterday you were asked for a reaction to a statement 
supposedly made by President Sadat to the effect that he obtained 
a U.S. commitment "far beyond" a promise to recognize the PLO. 
Can you give us anything on that today? 

A] All I can tell you is that our position on the Palestinians 

remailti the same: we believe that any final settlement must take 

into account the legitimate interests of the Palestinian people. 

This position was elaborated most recently in the State Department's 

statement on the U. S. veto of the recent UN resolution onthe Middle 

East, and I commend it to you. 



INTELLIGENCE UPDATE 

1. . Algeria/Morocco 

2. Lebanon 

February 4, 1976 
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Approvea t-or KeIease LUU4/U~,u~: NLt--L,UUt:.VVUKU-L4-L/-·1 -~ I., UCCICLFI I 

National Intelligence Bulletin February 4, 1976 

ANGOLA 

! Jreports that the southern-based National Union, increasingly 
una le to compete wl h the Soviet-armed Cuban troops doing most of the fighting 
for the Popular Movement, is organizing many of its troops into guerrilla units. The 
National Union plans to continue using conventional forces, however, to defend 
fixed positions and strongholds. 

In eastern Angola, the National Union is reportedly grouping some 3,000 
troops i'nto guerrilla units, which are already active around the town of Lumege. The 
National Union plans to use these units to screen conventional forces that will 
attempt to advance toward Teixeira . de Sousa from positions held by the Union 
between Luso and Lumege. Other guerrilla units being formed are to operate 
northward from Andulo. · 

The Popular Movement has apparently not made any major gains in recent 
days. Its forces in the central sector, however, are pressing hard in the vicinity of 
Teixeira da Silva, where there is an important road junction. Two separate Cuban 
columns, estimated at 1,000 men each and backed by armored cars, are reportedly 
moving on that town. Their ultimate target is probably Huambo (Nova Lisboa), the 
National Union's former political headquarters. 
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ALGER IA-MOROCCO 

Neither Algiers nor Rabat appears disposed to make major concessions on 
Spanish Sahara, despite the cqntinuing Arab mediation attempts and the dispatch of 
a UN envoy to the area. 

Algeria's party newspaper yesterday welcomed the decision by UN Secretary 
General Waldheim-under pressure from Algiers-to send a personal representative to 
the area. Waldheim's envoy, Sweden's ambassador to the UN, will leave for Madrid 
today and will visit the Saharan territory later in the week. The newspaper held out 
little hope of success for the Arab diplomatic effort. 

Algeria's preference for a UN role in mediating the dispute with Morocco over 
Sahara reflects its disappointment with the lack of support from other Arabs. Libya 
and South Yemen are the only Arab states publicly backing Algiers. 

The Algerians presumably will push their case for a referendum on 
self-determination with the UN envoy. The envoy, however, is expected to limit his 
role to a fact-finding mission and not make any specific commitments on 
self-determination. 

The most persistent of several Arab mediators, Egyptian Vice President 
Mubarak, yesterday continued his diplomatic shuttle between Algiers and Rabat. 
Press reports from Rabat indicate the Moroccans are insisting on recognition of their 
sovereignty over the territory. Rabat maintains it has already consulted the Saharan 
peopte through the territorial assembly. 

Algeria, which has rejected the tripartite agreement signed last November 
transferring administrative authority from Madrid to Rabat and Nouakchott, 
characterizes Morocco's presence in Sahara as totally illegitimate. 

According to the press reports from Rabat, Morocco is also insisting on a 
withdrawal of "Algerian forces" from several points in Sahara and northern 
Mauritania as a condition for accepting mediation of the dispute. Rabat almost 
certainly is including the Algerian-backed Polisario guerrillas among the Algerian 
forces and demanding their withdrawal, a condition unacceptable to Algiers. 

I I 
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If the Decision is Fully Affirmative 

Q. Do you think Secretary Coleman was right in overruling the 
strongly expressed concerns regarding the environmental impact 
of the Concorde and approving Concorde flights into JFK and Dulles? 

A. Secretary Coleman carried out an exhaustive study of the issues 

connected with allowing Concorde entry to the U.S. He 

personally held public hearings on the questions involved 

particularly relating to Concorde's possible environmental impact. 

He has explained his decision in great detail in the paper released 

today. Regarding the environmental questions, his analysis shows 

only the slightest impact in noise exposure near the airport and 

no measurable effect on the environment otherwise. The President 

has complete faith in the Secretary's judgments and his decisions. 

Q. How much pressure was put on us by the British and French for 
Concorde approval? 

A. The British and French have made a heavy investment in the 

Concorde, not only in terms of money, but also in industrial and 

human efforto They have stated their concern for the future of 

the project were the U.S. to deny the aircraft entry. We made 

no commitment to the British and French to give special consider-

ation to the Concrode - - only that we would be fair and non-

discriminatory. The considerations that shaped Secretary Coleman's 

decision are clearly and fully put forth in his paper backstage 

pressure did not dictate or influence that decision. 
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Q. EPA has proposed that all Concorde s- - with the exception of the two 
operating before December 31,1974-- should be banned from the U.S. 
How is Secretary Coleman's decision consistent with that recommendation? 

A. These are separate questions with different procedures and different 

time tables. EPA made one recommendation to the FAA last year 

regarding a so-called SST noise rule which would apply to aircraft 

certification. EPA has recently changed that recommendation. I 

understand that the new EPA input may have to go through a public 

hearing process again, and then be weighed by the FAA within the 

statutory guidelines for aircraft rule making. The final outcome 

cannot be predicted now and will probably take some time to complete. 

Q. But might not an eventual SST noise rule have the effect of over
turning Secretary Coleman's decision today? 

Ao There obviously are several possible outcomes of this particular rule 

making: the one you suggest is a possibility. 

Q. Do you expect Congress to try to overturn Secretary Coleman's decision? 

A: I am not in a position to speak for the Congress. However, Secretary 

Coleman has done such a thorough analysis of the issue that I 

would hope the Congress would accept his judgment. 

Q; Do you expect the courts to intervene? 

A. Secretary Coleman has done such a superb job of preparation that 

one would not expect a basis for judicial intervention. But that is 

obviously a question for the courts to decide if they are petitioned • 

• 
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Q. Might the Port of New York and New Jersey Authority refuse Concorde 
entry to JFK? 

A. The PONYNJA has its rules regarding airport use. If the Concorde 

meets those rules, there would not seem to be a basis for denying 

Concorde use of JFK. 

Q. Won't Coleman's decision set a precedent whereby more SST flights will 
be allowed, and environmental deterioration will eventually occ.ur? 

A. Secretary Coleman made reasonable projections of future SST activity 

and concluded that the environmental impact would be small. Also, 

the decision today is not a commitment to more and more flights. 

Other applications would be evaluated as they are received. If 

there are such applications, we will have the experience of the Concorde 

flights upon which to make further judgments. 
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If the Decision is to Allow Entry to Dulles but not JFK 

Q. Do you think Secretary Coleman was right in overruling the strongly 
expressed concerns regarding the environmental impact of the Concorde 
and approving Concorde flights into Dulles? 

A. Secretary Coleman carried out a most careful analysis of the issues 

connected with allowing Concorde entry to the U.S., and he personally 

held public hearings on the questions involved -- particularly relating 

to Concorde's possible environmental impact. He has explained his 

decision in great detail in the paper released today. Regarding the 

environmental questions, his analysis shows no impact in noise 

exposure near the airport and no measurable effect on the environment 

otherwise. The President has complete faith in the Secretary's 

judgments and his decision. 

Q. Is it fair to expose those around Dulles to noise that was not acceptable 
for JFK? 

A. I understand that Secretary Coleman's analysis indicated no increase 

in noise exposure at Dulles, while a slight increase at JFK was 

predicted. Based on this, the Secretary decided it would be 

preferable to approve entry only to Dulles. Presumably, after 

some experience has been gained at Dulles regarding the actual 

noise impact - - as opposed to the calculation we are now dealing 

with -- the question of New York entry may be reconsidered. 
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Q. How much pressure was put on us by the British and French for 
Concorde approval? 

A. The British and French have made a significant commitment in 

terms of money, effort and prestige in developing this plane. 

They have stated their concern for the future of the project were 

the U.S. to deny the aircraft entry. However, we made no commit

ment to the British and French to give special consideration to the 

Concorde -- only that we would be fair and nondiscriminatory. 

The considerations that shaped Secretary Coleman's decision are 

clearly and fully put forth in his paper -- backstage pressure did 

not dictate or influence that decision. 

Q. EPA has proposed'that all Concorde s , with the possible exception of 
two operating before December 31, 1974, be banned from the U.S. 
How is Secretary Coleman's decision consistent with that recommendation? 

A. These are separate questions with different procedures and different 

time tables. EPA made one recommendation to the FAA last year 

regarding a so-called SST noise rule which would apply to aircraft 

certification. EPA has recently changed that recommendation. I 

understand that the new EPA input may have to go through a public 

hearing process again, and then be weighed by the FAA within the 

statutory guidelines for aircraft rule making. The final outcome 

cannot be predicted now and will probably take some time to complete. 
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Q. But might not an eventual SST noise rule have the effect of over
turning Secretary Coleman's decision today? 

A. There are obviously several possible outcomes. The one you suggest 

is a pos sibilityo 

Q. Do you expect Congress to try to overturn Secretary Coleman's 
decision? 

A. I am not in a position to speak for the Congress. However, Secretary 

Coleman has done such a thorough analysis of the issue that I would 

hope the Congress would accept his judgment. 

Q. Do you expect the courts to intervene? 

A. Secretary Coleman has done such a superb job of preparation that 

we would not expect a basis for judicial interventiona But that is 

obviously a question for the courts to decide if they are petitioned. 

Q. Won't Secretary Coleman's decision open the door to more and more 
SST flights? 

A. Secretary Coleman has made it quite clear by today's decision that 

SSR flights would be considered on a case-by-case basis - - and no · 

future approval can be implied. 
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If the Decision is to Allow Entry- on an Experimental Basis (For example, 
six months commercial trials into Dulles) 

Q. Isn't this six month approval just the nose-under-the-tent approach 
to ultimate approval? 

A. No. It has become clear from months of studies and hearings that the 

noise impact of the Concorde is uncertain. Calculations have been made 

but they are based on models which may or may not be fully valid. The 

Secretary has decided that we need experience on which to make a final 

decision regarding Concorde, and the Dulles trial will provide that 

experience. 

Q. Do you expect British or French retaliation to this situation of 
incomplete approval? 

A. We think the British and French experts understand the uncertainties 

we need to resolve. We hope the public will also understand --

particularly that these difficult decisions carry with them no anti-foreign bias, 

or are excuses for covering up a commercial concern. The Concorde is a 

significant achievement and we look forward to the upcoming experimental 

period to answer various questions including those relating to environ-

mental factors. 

Q. How much pressure was put on us by the British and French for 
Concorde approval? 

A. The British and French have made a significant commitment in terms 

of money, effort, and prestige in developing this plane. They have stated 

their concern for the future of the project were the U.S. to deny the 



OR 

' .• 

8 

aircraft entry. However, we made no commitment to the British and 

French to give special consideration to the Concorde - - only that we 

would be fair and nondiscriminatory. The considerations that shaped 

Secretary Coleman's decision are clearly and fully put forth in his 

paper -- backstage pressure did not dictate or influence that decision. 

Q. EPA has proposed that all Concorde s , with the possible exception 
of two operating before December 31, 1974, be banned from the U.S. 
How is Secretary Coleman's decision consistent with that recommendation? 

A. These are separate questions with different procedures and different 

time tables. EPA made one recommendation to the FAA last year 

regarding a so-called SST noise rule which would apply to aircraft 

certification. EPA has recently changed that recommendation. I 

understand that the new EPA input may have to go through a public hearing 

process again, and then be weighed by the FAA within the statutory guide-

lines for aircraft rule making. The final outcome cannot be predicted now 

and will probably take some time to complete. It is completely consistent 

to proceed with the trial at Dulles so that we can base future decisions 

on experience and not guesses and estimates. 

Q. Do you expect Congress to try to overturn Secretary Coleman's decision? 

A. We hope Congress will be as interested as we in obtaining information 

from the trial period so that a better based decision can· be reached. 

Q. Do you expect the courts to intervene? 

A. Secretary Coleman has done such a superb job of preparation that 

we would not expect a basis for judicial intervention. But that is 

obviously a question for the courts to decide if they are petitioned. 
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If the Decision is Negative 

Q. Does the President agree with Secretary Coleman's decision? 

A. Although disappointed that this new mode of air travel will not be 

available to the U.S., the President understands and accepts the 

decision. 

Q. Would the plane have made that much difference environmentally? 

A. T ·he Secretary obviously feels that approving the Concorde 

would be a reversal ·of the direction we have been moving toward 

improving our .environment. He also was concerned that approval 

of a few flights would inevitably lead to more flights in the future - - a 

trend he did not want to see initiated. 

Q. Won't the British and French take retaliatory action? 

A. The decision was taken in the most open possible way, and it is clear 

that no anti-foreign or commercial bias was involved. Our relationship 

with these friends and allies is much broader than that embodied in any 

single issue, and we do not expect retaliatory action. It would be 

unwarranted. 

Q. Might the British and French take legal action against us? 

A. Secretary Coleman has considered very carefully the legal aspects of 

his decision, and is convinced that he is acting within our legal and treaty 

obligations. 



_) / 
I I I l 

~ /'. I t: ~ ' 

--<: {_, f 
I 

/ ,, t r 
? 



February 5, 1976 

EARTHQUAKE IN GUATEMALA 

A major earthquake struck Guatemala yesterday, the effects of 
which were felt in neighboring Honduras, El Salvador, and parts of 
Mexico. Casualty reports in the papers appear to be exaggerated 
according to official accounts from the area which indicate the death 
toll may be between 500 and 1500 with the injuries into the thousands. 

Q. What are we doing to assist the Guatemalans, and what can you 
tell us about the safety of Americans there? 

A. We have sent a disaster survey team from Panama to inspect 

the situation .and to discuss with the Guatemalans how our assistance 

' recources can best be utilizaed for their immediate needs. The 

Embassy in Guatemala (Amb. Francis Malloy) has authorized 

$25, 000 in cash for immediate relief needs. $525, 000 has been 

obligated from the Disaster Relief funds and supplies are already 

enroute to the area. We understand that the International Red 

Cross and the Catholic Relief Organization are gearing up to help 

and neighboring countries are providing assistance as well. 

As for Americans, all official Americans are accounted for 

and we have no reports of injured U.S. citizens, although at this 

point, our information is not complete. 

At this point casualty figures are sketchy. There is 

substantial property damage, injury aid loss of life, but we 

cannot pin down any statistics as yet. 



February 5, 1976 

WHITE HOUSE ANNOUNCEMENT OF COSGRAVE VISIT 

President Ford has invited Prime Minister Lia:tn Cosgrave of Ireland 

to pay an official visit to the United States in connection with the United 

States Bicentennial. Prime Minister Cosgrave has accepted the President's 

invitation with pleasure and will meet with President for discussions on 

March 17, 1976 during the course of his visit. The two leaders look forward 

to marking the close ties of friendship between the American and Irish 

people and to reviewing a number of matters of current common interest. 

Q: Have Prime Minister Cosgrave and the President met? 

A: No, they have not. This visit will provide them an opportunity to 

become acquainted. 

Q: How long has Cosgrave been Prime Minister? 

A: Since March, 1973. 

Q: What is the purpose of this meeting? 

A: The President attaches great importance to maintaining close and 

continuing consultations with all our friends in Western Europe. The 

Prime Minister's visit will be a part of that process. Also, as the 

announcement text indicates, the visit is in connection with our 

Bicentennial and will mark the contributions of Irish immigrants to 

the cultural heritage and growth of this country. 
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Q: Why is the Prime Minister visiting the United States at this time? 

A: As the text of the announcement said, the visit is in connection with 

our Bicentennial year. March 17 -- St. Patrick's Day -- seemed an 

appropriate time and was convenient for both leaders. 

Q: When was the last visit to the U.S. by an Irish Prime Minister? 

A: In March 1971 when Prime Minister Lynch was here. 

Q: Will the President and the Prime Minister be discussing specific problems? 

A: I am sure that during their talks the Prime Minister and the President 

will discuss a broad range of issues of mutual interest. 

Q: But there is no single issue which brings the two together? 

A: No. 

Q: Will they discuss Northern Ireland? 

A: I really do not have an agenda for the meeting at this time. 

Q: What is US policy on Northern Ireland? 

A: Long .. standing US Government policy is one of specifically avoiding direct 

involvement since we do not believe this would serve any useful or 

productive purpose. In our judgment, a solution to this centuries .. old 

dispute can come about only through the efforts of the parties directly 

concerned. 

Q: So, in other words, we are standing aside? 

A: We are obviously very concerned about the tragic situation in Northern 

Ireland. As a people we have close ties of friendship and kinship with 
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all those involved -- Irish, British and the people of Ulster alike. 

We therefore have offered and will continue to offer moral support 

and encouragement to all those of good will who are working to break 

the circle of violence and to build a peaceful, just society in that area. 

Q: We hear about Americans contributing funds and guns to terrorists in 

Northern Ireland. What about that? 

A: I don't think this is the time or forum to go into Northern Ireland, with 

all its complexitieso Wherever there is evidence of illegal involvement 

in the affairs of Northern Ireland by persons in the United States, the 

US Government has enforced, and will continue to enforce, the laws 

against such involvement to the best of its ability. 
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February 5, 1976 

KRAFT STORY ON ARMS CONTROL POLICY 

Q. What can you tell us about the Kraft stcry today to the effect tra. t 
Secretary Kissinger's negotiating position in Moscow was at 
variance with the Administration's agreed upon SALT strategy and 
that by an NSC meeting it was determined that Kissinger should be 
called home? 

A. The article is quite misleading. The President had planned 

before the Secretary's departure to hold an NSC meeting on 

January 21 to review the situation at the time. 

It is absolute! y false that Kissinger operated at varianace 

with NSC decisions. There were agreed upon positions prior 

to his departure. The positionshe took in Moscow were directed 

by the President, and agreed upon by NSC members. The January 

21 NSC meeting was planned in advance in order to review the 

bidding at that point. 

Furthermore, the Secretary's schedule was dictated by his 

appointments in Brussels and Madrid, as well as the Rabin visit 

to Washington. 



February 5, 1976 

SAFIRE COLUMN ON U.S. POLICY TOWARD THE KURDS 

Q. Will you comment on the Safire story in the New York Times 
today which accuses the United States and President Ford of 
"betrayal of the Kurdish people? 11 

A. The story you mention is based on leaks from the Pike 

Committee and illustrates two problems we have always had 

with that Committee -- the first being the use of and leaking 

of classified information, the second being the gross distortions 

of documented testimony and evidence they have received. It 

is extremely difficult to comment on a sensitive subject like 

this and obviously we cannot and will not comment on the details 

or substance of the issue, but let me just say that the ,general 

thrust of the story is contrary to the record. 

To all other questions: 

I am not able to go beyond my remarks today. 

~· 
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February 9, 1976 

MILITARY ASSISTANCE TO EGYPT 

Q. In the context of moving to solidify our relations with Egypt, 
is it true that you plan to provide military assistance to Egypt, 
beginning with C-130 aircraft? 

A: Egyptian interest in military equipment from the US is not a 

new issue. The subject came up in a general way during 

the visit of President Sadat and he has also discussed his 

desires in this regard with visiting members of the Congress. 

We have made it very clear that we would consult with Congress 

before selling military equipment to Egypt and whatever is done 

in this regard would be done in consultation with Congress. 

This is understood by the Egyptians. 

As the State Department spokesman indicated last week, a specific 

request from Egypt for C-130 aircraft has been received and is 

being considered. Congress will be consulted before the sale 

of these aircraft is approved. These consultations can be 

expected to begin fairly soon. 

We will also consult Congress on the development of this relationship, 

the shape and size of which would be worked out gradually in 

consultation with the Congress. 
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Q: Has Rabin been told, during his vis it? 

A: The situation is as I have described it and I am not going to 

get into a discussion of diplomatic exchanges with other 

Governments. I emphasize that any decision on military 

equipment for Egypt is dependent on consultations with 

Congress o 

Q: Are you concerned about fueling an arms race by providing 
military assistance to Egypt or will you place restraints on 
what they can purchase? What is the rationale for providing 
arms to Egypt ? 

Should the re be any future military supply relationship, it 

would have to be seen within the context of our efforts to 

assist our friends in the area who are trying to reach a 

negotiated peace and who have certain legitimate security 

needs. In the case of Egypt, our emphasis is primarily 

on assisting in the economic and development areas. We 

have also told them we are prepared to discuss pruchases 

of some kinds of equipment but that prior consultations with 

Congress would be required for any actual sale to take place. 
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Q. What else besides the C-130s are we planning to give 
to Egypt -- F-Ss, TOWs? 

A. I have made clear that the shape and size of any future 

military sales to Egypt has not been decided and would 

only be decided in consultations with the Congress. 



NEW CHINESE PREMIER 

Q. Can you give any additional information on the new acting 
Premier Hua kuo-feng? Did President Ford meet him when 
he was in China in !December? 

A. We are checking the records but as far as we can determine, 

no, he did not meet Hua during his trip. 

Q. Do we have any indication that the Nixon visit is connected 
with the timing of the announcement on the new acting Premier? 

A. If there is a connection, we don't know of it. 
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CORPORA TE BRIBES TO FOREIGN 
LEADERS 

According to reports the Dutch government has concluded 
that Prince Bernhard was the "high Dutch official" who 
allegedly received over a million dollars from Lockheed 
Aircraft. This is another in what seems to be a continuing 
series of reports on corporate bribes to foreign officials. 
Is the President concerned with these developments? What 
is our policy on such activities. 

The President's views on such activities are well known and 

are reflected in a policy statement issued by the Department 

of State May 15. ( attached ). 

RD 
< 



Department Press Statement of May 15 

Bribery of Foreign Officials by U.S. Companies 

The Department believes it would be advisable at this time 

to amplify recent policy statements regarding illegal activities by U.S. 

enterprises abroad. 

As indicated in those statements, the U.S. Government does 

not condone illegal activities by American business and industrial firms 

abroad. The-u.s. condemns such actions by U.S. corporations in the 

strongest terms. Moreover, any American firm or individual making 

unlawful paynients to officials of foreign governments cannot look to 

the Department of State for protecti~n from legitimate law enforcement 

actions by the responsible authorities of either the foreign country in 

question or the United States. 

At the same time, the United States Government believes it 

would be helpful if host governments would clarify the rules for foreign 

firms in their countries regarding political contributions and other 

paynients. We assume that the investigation and prosecution of offenses 

by foreign authorities will be nondiscriminatory; that the penalties will 

be proportionate to the offense; and that persons or firms found guilty 

of improper conduct will be treated fairly and in accordance with 

international law. 



US NUCLEAR FUEL POLICY: 
HAK TESTIMONY 

Q. According to a New York Times story, Secretary Kissinger 
in testimony before the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 
backed away from the previous Administration demand that 
private industry take the major role in developing new 
enrichment facilities. Can you clarify the Administration 
policy on this point? 

A. I do not know how the conclusion you mention was reached, but 

I do have excerpts of the Secretary's opening statement Friday 

and one section is particularly appropriate: 

"Like other landmark U.S. legislation in the nuclear field, 

the nuclear Fuel Assurance Act involves a policy decision 

which is essential to the future growth and development of the 

nuclear industry. That decision is that uranium enrichment, 

like every other activity of the civil nuclear industry - with the 

exception of radioactive waste management - and in keeping with 

the fundamental nature of our economy, should henceforth be 

undertaken in the United States by private industry. 11 

There are additional excerpts I can give you, but I suggest you 

read through the entire opening statement on this. 

(Excerpts attached) 
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forcing customers to turn _a~ay from the Unitct States. 

I liavc concentrated so far on the ·r.ced to 2x:;>an1 

our enrichment capacity at a r~te whj.ch will ensure 

t hat future capacity keeps up _wit~ domestic Dnd ~oreign 

demand. This is the fundamental objective of th~ 

proposed Nuclc~r Fuel hssurance Act , and . is of ·ovar

r iding importance both to our dome:stic and int•~::r,atio:-1~.l 

9oal s. I should like to tu:rn no•.,, to seveJ~al · a j_;j_j_ U.or.2.l 

features of the proposC:!d pr-091.·~m wh:i.ch . are c,f c.irect 
. ' 

international significance. 

- -----· --------· 
is. · Like other landmark. U.S. lc(;is la tion in the nuc:l.ear 

field , the Nuclcc\:c Fuel Assuranc:e Act involves a policy 

devel.opmc~nt of . i;ho nuclea1: i.nc1ustl"y . That dccis:Loii is 
.\i • 

th~l uranium c111:ich1:\0nt, lil:e evcr.y other: acti•; i L;' .:,f the 

.civil nucl e ar :i.ndustty -- with G~:cGpt-.ion of :cad i o<~ct ivc 

W,H;te inanu.9crnent -- and in kecpin9 with the :f:undm' t2 ntal 

natun~ of our economy, Dhoul<l h8nceforth he und ertct~<::n 

in UH.! Uniti..,d Stc1tes by private ,industry./ ilhi.:!.~ ::.::is ----,____________ ---- ---·-- --- ··------
decision may ,'l.ppcar to ·involve fundam~ntalJ.y d.0 1110sLic 

con~idci:a.U.ons, i.t h.:-ts i1npo1.·tcrnt. irnplicntion_s f o r our 

inte~national nuclear cooperation as well . 

-
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Under our p~!vate enterpris~·sisicm, _cap~city 
I . 

: expansion in response to incr0ased demands norrn~l ly 

is pr.~vided With .few t~·ansi tional problec:r;i s _ giv2n 

itdequat~ economic incentives. Th1s capability t:o 

· ·respond to growing .needs without 1·esoi:t· to our co:-.1plc-:x 

Governmen ta.l pr.ocec\m:cs can servG b1..i>: f.oreign 1~olicy 

I \ 

dorncs-t,i.c inter.csts. 

inclu<lin9 · non~pro_.l i f:era tion ohj ecti VE.'.S -- · as well as our 

. l . . ,,; ' 
· . . ltnowledgenbJ.c, private and ~~ove,rnmen tal autho:c iti12s _,..,, 

responsible for nucl_ear power dev'c:lopments abroad ,.u:c 
. . . -~--- -

well aware that in the _ United Sta tf.!s tlrn c onti.n :..1ity 

than 

b11 Gov~rnrncnt _. _ I 
-·-·-

mn convince-a' therefOl~ e , t.ha i.: -tl,G 

ear.lies t posf.}ib1e cstabl ishment _ of a pri va tc- _ <:\L r ichr:1-:rn t 

industr.y will gr.en tly enhzince the crcdibili t.y , c>f: the U.S. 

as a rel:L:lble souTce of enrichment.. Ba.sed . on t.hc-, cm:r0nt 
. ~I 

state of our technical and economic knowledge v.r:d · tl10 

schedule on wld ch new enrichment demands must ·be filJ ed, 
... 

this will require corrun,:~J:-c .1ali:-;,:t tion of both the SFtsoous 

diffusion 0nd C•.::ntd.fuge procc~_;s0s. •rbe Nuclear Fuel 

Assuranc~ Act will serve this purjosc . . 

early and succes s ful launchin1J. of a vLtblc priva t(: enricl1--

mcnt indusU~y. Thi::; factol~ sho111d r,1piclly .r.cbu.i. l d 
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confidence on Lhc part of hoth . foreigri ~nd domestic 

users of enrichrner .. t services in the r1?.li2.bil i_ ty o: the Cr1. 

·States as a nuclear fuel supplier. Fio~ this standpoint, 

the most important aspecls of the p1:opos•~.:: legislation 

its te.chrioloqy at)d to assume the assets and lic1bilities 

- of the private v0ntuie should it be threat~ned with 

failure. 'l'heso f,~atur.es, couplc-11 with ti1e 1?reside:i1t' s > 

pie<lge that orders placed with a private entity will be 

· that confidence. 

A thir<l i mpo r t a nt feat.1.1rc is that . forc:i.. 9n invest-

mcnt is not precluded f:or. ciUwr the 0.6.seous c'1iff1.;sion 

the Act 'will bring <l.bout. Aside froin th0 i mpcrt.::,nc2 of: · 

sue~ inv~~tmcnt ill faci].itating the successful ~xecution 

of any of . the uran.hnn em: ichrnent pro j ccts t1ndcT con-
,< 

si<lerat.ion, \,1c conf;.ider it impm:tant to encc11.n·,,;JJc forei gn 

; .. • 
with:i.n the limits, of course, d<:'!Lin c (1 by the Atouic 

Energy Ac L We pl.1n to reusonably limit for t=.i..gn : i;-ivcs t

rncmt and ,WCC!SS to enr.ichwcnt · servic0s both on 0n 

individuo.l nation and -ovcni.lJ. p.:irticirc\tion ba s is. 'Io 

diccour,uJe or e:~ch1.cle forcd.9n participa tion {,wuld be 

inconsist<::nt with our ti:ctd .t U.on.:.i 1 suppor t for f rv.,aom 



. , . 

. . . 

. -( 
--

I 

\ 

-12-

.. - \ 
'\ 

\ 
take place without any Governmcntc\l conmit:nent-. wLatso~ver 

for the transfer ·of enrichment tcc~mology. F.ccr.::..-:;s to u. s. 

enri~hmcnt technology by ot1r parti1er-s abroad m,;1y, under 

certain carefully controlled circumst,inces, se:rv('! U.S. 

forei'1n. policy inte'l:ests, but m{y rn:opos~ls 
I 

towa i.:d t11is 

end would be dealt with as a separate issue which would . 

be subjett to congressional review. 
·' , 

Similarly, the establishmEfrit of n p:r i va t.e ' cnr ichti1<?.1~t 

industry in "the United Stat.cs will have no adverse cf.fc0t 

on existing U.S. policies a~i.d 1-•.!..09-rQ.ras des ign'--'! cl to avoic-i. 

enriching services abroad and all of the normal gua r~ntees 

. and safeguards controls would be appli.ed to such transfers. 

Given the .benefit to ll. S. non···prolifenttion ob~jccU:·.res 

discussed previously, our nQtional security will 

be en1wnced, rather. than endcmgr:'.:red, by the eat li1,s t 
I 

~possible passage and ,impl(;!rnontat.ion of the Nuch:ar rus2l 

Assurancc _Act. : ... 

In proposing l:_hi.s legislation, Pr12sidcrnt l:orc1; 

described th<?- nation ~ts at · a crossroucls. 'J'hc Cong:::ess 

and t.his Commit.tee have shown st1:on9 lec1.dur-f;hip in the 
' . 

past iri support of the do.vclopn1cnt of a strong, Cli mpc ti. ti ve 

private nuclear industry car,a.ble of asscrt.ing A1;1 e r.i c cl.' t; 

-- - nuclear · leadcr!.ihip thr'ouqhou t th<:' wor lcJ. . 'I'hc .chzilJ.0nge 

I • 
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THE B-1 BOMBER 
IS IT NECESSARY ? 

Attached for your background are an excerpt from the FY 77 
defense report explaining our plans and the budget for the B 1 
as well as an excerpt from the FY 76 report explaining why the 
B 1 is needed. 

IF ASKED the President's views on the feasibility- of the B-1, 
you can say that the President has confidence in the way we are 
proceeding on the B-1. You may also want to refer to the Pentagon 
for technical details on the B-1. The Air Force public affairs 
officers are preparing material this morning for use in response 
to query. 
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unlikely under current circums t ances , thi s cr ew rat·io is the .minimum 
which will ensure generation of the full bomber force in a short period 
of time. 

Third, the structural modifications on 80 B-52D aircraft to extend 
their safe service life into the 1980s will be completed in FY 1977. 

Last, the Department is continuing with the development and testing 
of a new short-range attack missile (SRAM) motor to replace those originally 
designed for a five-year service life. Although it is not clear how long 
the original solid fuel motors will retain their effectiveness, we may 
have to begin replacing some of them as early as FY 1977. The budget 
requests $16 million in FY 1977 to continue this development and $21 
million to procure new SRAMs for the B-1. The B-1 SRAM program has 
been phased to correspond to programmed B-1 deployments; however, use 
of this funding would be contingent upon a B-1 production decision. 

B-1 Bomber [ 

As noted last year, the Department wishes to be certain that the B-1 
will perform as expected before it is committed to production. To that 
end, the Air Force has undertaken an extensive flight -testing program 
prior to a production decision which is now scheduled for November 1976. 
The flight test results on aircraft #1 have been especially reassuring. 
Since its successful maiden flight on 23 December 1974, the B-1 has 
completed 25 flights and has logged nearly 120 hours. 

By November 1976, barring unforeseen problems, there should be more 
than 200 flying hours on aircraft #1, which has met every milestone to 
date and in most cases exceeded performance expectations. Aircraft #2, 
the structural test aircraft, has completed its ground proof load testing, 
and will commence flight testing in mid-1976. Aircraft #3, the offensive 
avionics test aircraft, has had the initial avionics equipment installed 
and has begun its preflight checkout in preparation for its scheduled 
first flight in early 1976. By the scheduled November 1976 production ' 
decision date, the Air Force expects to have demonstrated the B-l's ~ 
ability to accomplish successfully its primary mission requirements in
cluding cruise characteristics, air refueling, high altitude supersonic 
capability, and low altitude high speed penetration capability. In 
addition, the program will have completed engine production verification 
testing of over 9,000 hours, fatigue testing of approximately two life-
times, and a demonstration of offensive avionics capability. 

Production of RDT&E aircraft #4 was started in September 1975 with 
delivery scheduled for early 1979. This aircraft will provide a test 
bed for defensive avionics and help maintain continuity between RDT&E 
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and production should it be decided to prbduce and deploy the B-1. 
Aircraft #4 is intended to become an operational aircraft after ·testing 
is completed. 

As a result of the successful flight test program to date and the 
demonstrated B-1 performance capability, the Air Force wants to be 
in a position to initiate production in late CY 1976, if such a decision 
continues to be appropriate. Therefore, Congress is being asked to 
appropriate $483 million for continued _E,esearch and development and 
$1,049 million for procurement of the first three production aircraft 
in FY 1977. The FY 1978 a~!horization r eqtiest contains funding for 
procurement of t ~ ext eigh_t aircraft. The plan is to build up over 
the FY 1977-82 period to a production rate of four B-ls per month. 
While none of the 2rocurement funds will be committed prior to the 
production decision, it is essential to have the funds available if 
B- 2roduction is a{!Qroved. Without these funds, the resulting delay 
in a r eduction progr~ would increase the cost substantially owing 
to the necessity of reconstituting the work force and the cost escalation 
that occurs- from the resulting dela. 

Cruise Missiles 

The Air Launched Cruise Missile (AI.CM) and the Sea Launched Cruise 
Missile (SLCM) will be kept in advanced development until the cruise 
missile concept has been satisfactorily demonstrated. Both programs 
are continuing, stressing maximum commonality in high cost areas such 
as the engine, navigation guidance package and warhead. The full
scale engineering development decision will not be made until early 
CY 1977, by which time a single development contractor will have been 
selected for the SLCM program and both the AI.CM and SLCM will have 
demonstrated fully-guided powered flights. 

During this past year the Congress has expressed concern about 
maintaining two separate cruise missile programs. Both the AI.CM and 
the SLCM may still need to be dev~loped, however, owing to the differences 
in sea-based and aircraft platforms and operational environments which 
are significant enough to warrant different airframe designs. The 
AI.CM has been optimized for air launch from strategic bombers and stresses 
maximum compatibility with the existing SRAM avionics and ground handling 
equipment. The SLCM, on the other hand, has been optimized for launch 
at sea. Because of design differences, the ALCM cannot physically 
be launched from a submarine. The SLCM could be launched from a bomber; 
however, to do so would require modifications to the missile and the 
carrier · aircraft resulting in a decreas ed cruise missile load per aircraft, 
and added costs for aircraft modifications and support equipment. 
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have been established to provide the step-by-step testing of these 
s ·•b-systems. 

The devel opment cont r act f or t he TRIDENT I mi s s ile also has 
been awarded and the fi rst flight test i s expected in 1976. 
Four s upplemental fli ght t es t s of t he TRIDENT I MK 4 RV ,using ATLAS/ 
MINUTEM.AN boosters have a lready been succes sfully completed. Fl igh t 
on a TRIDENT I missile of the MK 500 MaRV Evader will be carried 
advanced development only. 

In view of our experience with the POSEI DON operational tests, 
we plan to conduct a larger proportion of such operational tests 
early in the TRIDENT program. For these tests to be valid, however, 
missiles which actually have been operationally deployed must be used. 
Thus the OT flight tests cannot be conducted prior to operational 
deployment. Assuming that the desired submarine delivery dates are 
met, we would have the first TRIDENT I missiles deployed by the end 
of FY 1979. 

TRIDENT II Missile 

To provide an option to deploy a higher throw-weight, more accurate 
SLBM in the late 1980s, if such a system should be needed at that time, 
we propose to continue our studies of the TRIDENT II. The new missile 
would be designed to utilize more fully the available volume o f the 
TRIDENT submarine launch tubes; . 

We plan to proceed with the TRIDENT II effort at a very 
moderate pace. Only about $3 million is included in the FY 1976 
Budget for this purpose, plus $1 million more in the Transition 
Budget. An authorization of about $10 million is requested for 
FY 1977. 

SSBN Subsystem Technology 

As indicated earlier, we must continue our search for technology 
that will provide less expensive alternatives for use in future SI.BM 
systems. Accordingly, we have established a new program el:ement, 
"SSBN Subsystem Technology", to focus attention on this essen tial 
effort. About $2 million is included in the FY 1976 Budget and 
$1 mi llion in the Transition Budget for this purpose. In addi-
tion, we are requesting .an authorization of about $4 million in 
FY 1977. 

c. Bombers 

As I indica ted at the beginning of this discussion of s t rategic 
offensive forces and programs, we believe t he ret ention of bombers 
in our for ces f or the f oreseeable future i s essential to a well 
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balanced U.S. strategic posture • . The current bomber force ar
ticularly the B-52Gs and Rs, should be able to fulfill this need 
into the 1980s. But if we are to maintain an e;f~ctjy e_.bamb ~orc 2 

be700.d that time, a new aircraf-:: ·,.; ill have to be procured. w1ril2 we 
can continue to modify and improve the B-52Gs and Rs for some time 
to come, and even equip them with stand-off cruise missiles, these 
aircraft may well become less effective during the next decade. 

The principal potential threat to the pre-launch survivability 
of our current bomber force is the rapidly growing fleet of Soviet 
SSBNs which, if equipped with depressed trajectory missiles and 
operated close to our shores, could catch many of our alert B-52s 
before they could escape from the vicinity of their bases. While 
we still have no evidence of a Soviet depressed trajectory SLBM 
development program, such a system is clearly within their technical 
competence. We have already taken some steps to hedge against that 
potential t~reat, e.g., the satellite basing and the quick engine 
start modification programs. But beyond these measures we need a bomber 
which has both increased hardening to nuclear effects, and a significantly 
faster airfield escape time than the B-52. 

Wil.b_rs!gard o n~~~ation at ve low altitude, the currently 
preferred U.S. mode, the principal---p9tential threat to our current 
bomber force is the deployment of a Soviet AWACS/fighter air defense 
system with a good look-down, shoot-down capability. We have no 
evidence as yet that the Soviet Union has such a system under de
velopment but as we ourselves have already demonstrated, such a 
system is technologically feasible. Effective penetration at low 
altitude against an AWACS/fighter air defense system would require 
a faster bomber with a smaller radar cross section which is much more 
difficult to "see" against the ground clutter, and which is more diffi
cult to intercept in a tail chase. 

A B-52 force armed with Air Launched Cruise Missiles (ALCMs) 
could attack targets within the Soviet Union without the B-52 penetrat
ing the air defenses. But a bomber .force limited to stand-off operations 
would have far less capability and flexibility than a force which 
includes penetrating aircraft. A pure stand-off bomber force could 
not provide reconnaissance or attack targets of opportunity as could 
a penetrating bomber force. 

For these reasons, a bomber force which includes penetrating aircraft 
is much to be preferred ov~r a pure stand-off bomber force, providing 
that the cost of the former is reasonably commensurate with the benefits 
to be gained. The difference in costs, we feel, would be modest in 
comparison to the difference in gain. Accordingly, we believe the 
B-1 development and test program should be continued to provide us 
the option to modernize our bomber force with that aircraft in the 
1980s. 
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