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Have We The Will To Win?
W oody Hayes, the coach of the Rose Bowl champion 

Ohio State football team, recently gave this remarkable 
interview to the press:

“Football is a game of fundamentals. You’ve heard 
that a million times, but you’d better not forget it. You 
have to come back to the basic techniques every day. 
Niceness never won a football game. You’re damned un
fair when you’re nice to people. I can’t get sold on nice 
people. On fair people, yes, but not nice people.

“You’ve got to win, and you have to pay the price 
to win. You have to want to win.

“I’m going to Vietnam after the Rose Bowl game, 
and it hurts me to think that we’ve some people in our 
country who don’t want to win. They don’t want to pay 
the price. Well, let me tell you something about those 
Communists we’re fighting over in Vietnam. They want 
to win, and they’re willing to pay the price.”

There are many lessons for Americans in these strong 
words from a winning football coach. As he so bluntly 
points out, the same fundamentals apply on the football 
field and in war. Maybe you don’t think this is the way 
football ought to be played — but if you are up against a 
team that is willing to pay the price to win, there is no 
possible way you can win unless your team, too, wants 
to win and is willing to pay the price to win.

Most Americans understand this in sports. The re
wards of big money, big TV audience, and big publicity 
go to the teams and the athletes who play to win. They 
are trained this wav. Victory is their single objective. 
Even in a game such as tennis, a successful coach gives 
this kind of instruction: “I do not believe in being a 
good loser. I do believe in tournament play, every day, 
under pressure. This makes champions, not practice 
players.”

The same principles are true in politics. Wanting to 
win doesn’t necessarily assure poltical victory. But a de
termination to win is the single most essential ingredient 
of victory.

Why did so many Democratic politicians gravitate 
to Bobby Kennedy in early 1968 even though it put them 
in the politically dangerous position of opposing a Presi
dent of their own Party? Why are so many politicians 
already lining up behind Teddy Kennedy? It is certain
ly not because of their way-out leftist views such as ad
vocating the recognition of Red China or the defeat of 
the anti-missile. It is not even because they are million
aires. It is because the average Democratic politician 
recognizes in the Kennedy brothers a fierce determina

tion to win, a willingness to pay the price to win the 
Presidency, no matter what the cost. Democratic politi
cians think that, in supporting a Kennedy, they can ride 
a winner all the way to the power and patronage of the 
White House.

Being “Nice” in Vietnam
The same fundamentals apply, as W o o d y  Hayes 

pointed out, to the Vietnam War.
Last October 31, President L y n d o n  Johnson was 

“nice” to the Communists. He called a bombing halt 
without any quid pro quo. He hoped that the Commun
ists would reciprocate this magnanimous gesture and we 
would be on the road to peace in Paris.

When Bob Hope put on his Christmas show in Viet
nam (later telecast in the U.S.), one of his jokes was: 
“I flew over the Ho Chi Minh Trail and nothing was 
moving. (Pause) There was such a traffic jam that no
body could move.” Everybody thought that remark was 
very funny and laughed heartily. The only trouble was 
that it was true.

What was the result of President Johnson’s being 
“nice” to the Communists? U.S. News ir World Report 
published the result: an average of 37% more American 
boys were killed in the weeks after the bombing halt 
than in the weeks before the bombing halt.

To paraphrase W oody Hayes’ statement on funda
mentals: You’re damned unfair to our own American 
boys when you’re nice to the Communists.

Somehow, Americans have not yet recognized the 
glaring fundamental that the Communists are playing 
the game to win — but the U.S. is not. W e have a half 
million men in Vietnam restricted by an assortment of 
one-sided rules which prevent them from winning. The 
enemy is given privileged sanctuaries where they rest up 
and rearm; our pilots are forbidden to bomb any vital 
military targets in North Vietnam such as the Haiphong 
docks and the Hanoi power plants; our Navy is forbidden 
to blockade Haiphong harbor or knock out the dredge 
which keeps the harbor from filling with silt; our troops 
are forbidden to engage in “hot pursuit” and defeat the 
enemy when they have him on the run.

Among the many significant pieces of information 
which have come to light in the investigation of the 
Pueblo was this statement by the Admiral in charge of 
the Naval court of inquiry: “From all the testimony we 
have heard, I-must conclude that the whole operation of
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(Continued from Page One)

the Pueblo was planned without any external means for 
her protection, and that international law was her only 
protection.”

International law simply was not sufficient protec
tion for the Pueblo. Two unshielded 50-caliber machine 
guns weren’t enough either. The enemy is playing the 
game to win. When the threat came, out there in the 
Pacific against an enemy that does not respect interna
tional law, the unarmed Pueblo crewmen had only two 
choices: fight and die, or surrender.

Now, let us apply W oody Hayes’ fundamentals to 
the field of nuclear weaponry. Being willing “to pay the 
price to win” is not only just as valid a principle in nu
clear weapons as it is in sports, in politics, and in Viet
nam, but it is a matter of life and death to America.

There is a not-so-subtle effort by certain liberals to 
make the average American voter feel inferior in any dis
cussion of nuclear weapons, to make him feel that the}' 
are so complicated that we cannot be expected to under
stand them, that we should leave the whole matter up to 
the scientists who haye Ph.D.s. This is nonsense.

Nuclear weapons are, of course, very complicated and 
sophisticated — but the principles which govern them are 
just as simple as the principles which govern conven
tional warfare, or even warfare in the days of bows and 
arrows and spears. Military strength is the best guarantee 
of a nation’s security. Weakness invites attack by greedy 
aggressors. As the Bible tells us: “When a strong man 
armed keepeth his palace, his goods are in peace.” The 
Father of Our Country, George Washington, put it this 
way: “To secure peace, it must be known that we are at 
all times ready for war.” Your grade-school boys might 
express it like this: “You have to have the marbles to 
play in the game.”

Being “Nice” to the Soviets
The eight years of Secretaries of Defense Robert Mc

Namara and Clark Clifford were eight years of being 
“nice” to the Soviets. During that period, not a single 
new weapon was built except those which were ordered 
under the Eisenhower Administration, and not a single 
new weapon was ordered except the TFX plane, com
monly known as the Flying Edsel, and now admitted by 
nearly everyone to be a $10 billion flop.

How have the Soviets responded to this “niceness”? 
They have built weapons of destructive warfare at the 
most rapid rate that any aggressor ever built weapons in 
the history of civilization. What some of us have been 
saying for six years, and what the House Armed Services 
Committee has been saying for three years, was finally 
confirmed with positive proof by Secretary of Defense 
Melvin Laird in his March 1969 testimony before the 
Senate Armed Services and Foreign Relations Commit
tees. He proved that the Soviet Union is intent on achiev
ing a first-strike capability against the U.S. — the ability 
to make an attack so destructive that it would knock out 
our weapons and the U.S. would not be able to retaliate.

Laird gave his testimony in such a businesslike, un
emotional manner that the sensational news value of what 
he said was lost on most of the news media covering the 
hearings. The TV newscasts featured Fulbright’s little 
tantrum threatening that, if Nixon doesn’t end the Viet
nam War soon, it will become Nixon’s war. That diatribe 
was irrelevant to the subject of the hearing, which was

PICTURE OF A B M  CR IT IC S

the deployment of the anti-ballistic missile, variously call
ed the ABM, or now the Safeguard. Secretary Laird’s 
and Deputy Secretary Packard’s testimony provided the 
following sensational information (most of which had 
been previously suppressed by McNamara and Clifford):

1) The Soviets now have more than 200 “accurate” 
missiles of 20 to 25 megatons. This means they are 20 to 
25 times the power of U.S. missiles. In addition, “most 
of the Soviet ICBMs are armed with significantly larger 
warheads” than U.S. missiles. ( Only 5% of our missiles are 
more than one megaton; and this 5%, under McNamara’s 
orders, is scheduled to be scrapped next year as “obso
lete.” McNamara and Clifford refused to let us build the 
larger-megatonnage missiles and they scrapped our larg
est weapon, the 24-megaton bomb.)

2) The Soviets have caught up with and passed the 
U.S. in numbers of land-based nuclear missiles, and are 
continuing to deploy more at a rapid rate. This means 
that, not only are the Soviet missiles vastly more power
ful than ours, but the Soviets have more of them.

3) The Soviet Union “has the capability to destroy 
essentially all” our land-based missiles, even in their so- 
called hardened silos. (On the other hand, the much 
smaller U.S. missiles do not have the capability to de
stroy either the hardened or the mobile Soviet nuclear 
weapons.)

4) Because U.S. population and industry are so much 
more concentrated than in the U.S.S.R., 200 Soviet one- 
megaton missiles can destroy 55% of the U.S. population 
— but 1,200 one-megaton U.S. missiles can destroy only 
45% of the Soviet population.

(Continued on Page 3)
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5) The Soviets h a v e  “deployed” 
and “launched” orbital bombs (the 
FOBS), and Secretary Laird hinted 
that they might already be equipped 
with nuclear warheads.

6) The Soviets are “going forward 
with the deployment” of Polaris-type 
nuclear submarines at the rate of sev
en per year, and they will be “com
parable” to our Polaris fleet by 1971- 
1974.

7) O u r  Polaris-Poseidon subma
rines will be vulnerable to a Soviet 
attack in about three years because of 
Soviet weapons advances.

8) In slightly more than two years, 
the Soviet nuclear missile force has 
increased far more than three-fold — 
while the size of the U.S. nuclear mis
sile force has been frozen. In other 
words, the U.S. sat by and did abso
lutely nothing while this tremendous 
buildup took place. ( This is the great
est betrayal of trust in American his
tory.)

9) The Soviet anti-missile system, 
which it has been deploying for the 
last three years, has reduced the re
liability rate of our Minuteman mis
sile force by 50%

W h a t  happened to McNamara’s 
and Clifford’s sweeping boasts about 
U.S. nuclear superiority? Beginning 
with the lving campaign a g a i n s t  
Barry Goldwater in 1964, and con
tinuing t h r o u g h  to Clifford’s last 
statement to Congress in J a n u a r y  
1969, t h e  McNamara-Clifford argu
ment was based on these two princi
pal claims:

a ) The U.S. has a nuclear superior
ity over the Soviets of four to one.

b ) The U.S. was protected from a 
Soviet attack because we had “assur
ed destruction capability,” t h a t  is, 
even after a Soviet surprise attack, 
we supposedly could hit back and de
stroy the U.S.S.R. as a viable society.

Both claims were quietly interred 
at the Senate hearings in March 1969. 
A careful reading of Secretary Laird’s 
testimony reveals both claims as the 
total lies that they are. Go back and 
read the nine points above. They 
show that the Soviets have more, and 
vastly more destructive, missiles than 
we have. Furthermore, if the Soviets 
can knock out all our Minuteman mis
siles, then we have no “assured de
struction capability.”

Chairman John Stennis said after 
the hearing: “The American people 
have never heard anything like this 
before.”

The number-one question of our

Placed in the hall of gratitude are 
the names of the 15 Senators who 
voted against the Nuclear Non-Pro
liferation Treaty on March 13. (For 
an analysis of why the Non-Prolifera
tion Treaty is a bad bargain for the 
United States, see The Phyllis Schla- 
fly Report, January 1969.)

Those who do not understand poli
tics should be reminded that it took 
much more courage for a Republican 
Senator to vote “no” because it meant 
voting against a Republican President 
in the White House.

Please write each of the following 
Senators and (1 ) thank them for their 
courageous vote against the Non-Pro
liferation Treaty, and (2 ) r e m i n d  
them that-you are counting on them 
to vote for the anti-missile and for 
any bill which will increase U.S. nu
clear strength.

Republicans (8)
Senator Carl T. Curtis (Neb.) 
Senator Peter Dominick (Col.)

age is: what are we going to do in 
the face of the Soviet nuclear build
up? Do we have the will to win? Are 
we willing to pay the price? Or are 
we going to continue being “nice” to 
the Communists by signing m o r e  
worthless treaties, scrapping m o r e  
weapons, and refraining from build
ing the anti-missile and other wea
pons we need?

There is no question but that the 
Soviets h a v e  the determination to 
win, they have the faith that they are 
going to win, and they are willing to 
pay the price to win. As Secretary 
Laird told the Fulbright Committee: 
“The Soviets are going for a first- 
strike capability, and t h e r e  is no 
question about it.”  If America does 
not play the nuclear game to win, we 
will soon be in the very same predic
ament as the Pueblo, naked befor.e an 
enemy which r e s p e c t s  no law or 
treaty, outgunned, abandoned e v e n  
by our friends, with no choice but to 
surrender — or fight and die.

It is absolutely vital that every pa
triot immediately write, wire and 
telephone his own Senators and ask 
them to vote for the building of the 
anti-missile and for the restoration of 
American nuclear superiority.

Senator Paul Fannin (Ariz.)
Senator Barry Goldwater (Ariz.) 
Senator Edward Gurney (Fla.) 
Senator George Murphy (Cal.) 
Senator Strom Thurmond (S. Car.) 
Senator John Tower (Tex.) 

Democrats (7)
Senator James B. Allen (Ala.) 
Senator James O. Eastland (Miss.) 
Senator Sam J. Ervin, Jr. (N. Car.) 
Senator Ernest F. Hollings (S. Car.) 
Senator Russell B. Long (La.) 
Senator Richard B. Russell (G a.) 
Senator John C. Stennis (Miss.)

HOMECOMING
Reprinted from

Tulsa Tribune
The lean, granite-jawed fellow with 

the icy blue eyes was standing beside 
one of the controversial F i l l  A fight
er planes — talking to members of 
the press:

“Your tape ( in tape recorders) isn’t 
long enough and the sun won’t be in 
the sky long enough for me to tell 
you what a jackass he was as secre
tary of d e f e n s e .  I only hope he 
doesn’t screw up the World bank.”

Yep, Barry Goldwater’s back.
It is as tho he never left the United 

States Senate, never ran for and lost 
the Presidency, never missed a line 
in his battle with Robert McNamara 
and other assorted administrators.

Blunt, witty, sarcastic, warm, and 
colorful, the Arizona senator will be 
as controversial as ever and even 
millions of Americans who may not 
have welcomed him as President are 
surely glad to see him back in the 
Senate.

He can be counted on to read each 
bill, demand justification for each ap
propriation, and nag every author for 
the fine details of every amendment. 
As usual, he won’t care which polit
ical party is involved.

The United States S e n a t e  and 
Barry Goldwater were made for each 
other.



Public Affairs Club In Dallas: A Success Story
The Public Affairs Luncheon Club 

of Dallas is a brilliant success story 
of effective citizen participation in 
public affairs at the local, state, and 
national levels. This achievement has 
been the result of dedicated leader
ship which has patiently interwoven 
strong patriotic backbone, political 
acumen, business a n d  professional 
support, social eclat, and cooperation 
of the news media.

The President of the Public Affairs 
Luncheon Club is Mrs. Milam Pharo, 
whose long hours of careful planning 
and hard work have paid off hand
somely in terms of the respect which 
is accorded the Public Affairs Lunch
eon Club by the business, profession
al, academic, political, and newsgath
ering communities.

The Luncheon Club meets once a 
month to hear a speaker of import
ance. Senator Barry Goldwater has 
spoken several times for this Club. 
Other speakers have included Senator 
Karl Mundt, Congressmen Otto Pass
man and John Ashbrook, former Con
gressman Don Bruce, Superintendent 
Max Rafferty, Editor M. S t a n t o n  
Evans, Stephen Shadegg, and Phyllis 
Schlafly. The Club is non-partisan, 
but its members express themselves 
very forcefully on political questions 
by resolutions and telegrams.

When the 500 members of the Pub

lic Affairs Luncheon Club of Dallas 
send their telegrams to Washington, 
D. C., Congressmen take note and 
listen respectfully. Recent resolutions 
passed by this fine Club have called 
for:

1) Passage of House Concurrent 
Resolution 90 which would stop trade 
with countries which are a i d i n g  
North Vietnam.

2) Enforcement of laws w h i c h  
deny Federal aid to student demon
strators and rioters.

3) Withdrawal of the nomination 
of Jacob Beam as Ambassador to tire 
Soviet Union because of the Warsaw 
spy and sex scandal which occurred 
under Beam’s jurisdiction when he 
was Ambassador to Poland.

4) Passage of S. 12 which will in
crease the powers of the Subversive 
Activities Control Board and thereby 
fully utilize the expertise in security 
matters of the new Board member, 
Otto Otepka.

5) Prohibition of the mailing of ob
scene material to minors.

6) Immediate deployment of an 
anti-missile defense system.

7) Opposition to the Johnson Ex
ecutive O r d e r  which prohibits the 
U.S. from buying chromite from Rho
desia and f o r c e s  the U.S. to buy 
chromite from the Soviet Union at a 
one-third higher price.

8) Opposition to t h e  invasion of 
privacy included in the 120 personal 
questions scheduled to be asked in 
the 1970 census.

Because of its dignified yet hard
hitting policies, the P u b l i c  Affairs 
Luncheon Club has a great impact in 
Washington and in Dallas. Congrat
ulations to Mrs. Pharo and her Board 
for setting an inspiring example of 
what a few individuals can do to pro
tect the American way of life.

The “ Weaker Sex”  in Washington LBJ’s Medals
The Medal of Freedom is the high

est honor the President of the United 
States can bestow on a civilian. On 
the day Lyndon Johnson left office 
in January, he awarded the Medal of 
Freedom to quite an interesting list 
of persons. Among those who receiv
ed this high h o n o r  from President 
J o h n s o n  were: Walt W. Rostow; 
Averell Harriman; C l a r k  Clifford; 
E u g e n e  Black; McGeorge Bundy, 
head of the Ford Foundation; Henry 
Ford II; David Dubinsky, f o r m e r  
president of the International Ladies 
Garment Workers Union; Whitney 
Young, Jr.; and Roy Wilkins.
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