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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

February 4, 1976 

MR PRESIDENT: 

A copy of Senator Goldwater's 
speech on foreign policy is returned 
as requested. Copies have been 
sent to Messrs. Hartmann, Orben 
and Friedman. 

\ 

Itt: Connor 

) .~' 

Digitized from Box C34 of The Presidential Handwriting File 
 at the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library



THE \VH iTE HOUSE 

VV ASH i ('-l G T C< r~ 

February 4, 1976 

ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

MAX L. FRIEDERSDORF 

JAMES E. CONNOR,q c: '( 
, I 
(.' 

SUBJECT: Senator Goldwater 

The President reviewed your memorandum of February 2 
concerning Senator Goldwater's speech on foreign policy 
and made the following notations: 

"Excellent' Give me a copy. Also, 
copies to Bob Hartm.ann, Bob Orben and 
Milt Friedman." 

We have handled the President's request regarding copies 
and as sun1e you will be preparing a letter to Senator Goldwater. 

cc: Dick Cheney 
Bob Hartlnann 
Bob Orben 
:tvHlt Friechnan 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

February 2, 1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: MAX L. FRIEDERSDORF ~, 6 , 
SUBJECT: Senator Goldwater 

Senator Goldwater is desirous that the President be aware 
of his recent speech on foreign policy which is attached • 
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Congressional Interference With 
Foreign Policy Is Performing the Hork of the Enemy 

January 21 1 1976 

MR. GOLD'ilATER: Hr. President, as He enter upon the 200th 

year~of knerica's independence, I believe the American people--

and particularly their representatives in the Congress--would be 

well-served by bringing back into public consciousness the first 

principles which guided the early leaders of America in estab-

lishing our unique form of government. The wisdom of our Founders 

and blood of our patriots were devoted to their attainment. These 

principles should remain the model of our political practice. 

It is strange and saddenjng for me that I should have to invok~ 

in thi_s Chc:.r;lber the es:;ential poli t:ical creed Lha i: '\·;on our inc~_e-

pendence and animated our first efforts at self-government, but 

·.I believe we .our-witnessing a counter-revolution again~t·th~se 

principles in the very Halls of Congress that should be their 

first line of defense. 

What are these principles? They are too numerous to detail 

here in full; but among them is the faith held by the patriots 

and Founders that the ~nerican people are unique in their character, 

their opportunity, and their mission, and that our experiment in 

freedom and self-government will be an example for the world. 

They also include the notion, as expressed by Jefferson, that the 

will of the majority "to be rightful must be reasonable." And they 

certainly encompass the purpose that government must be strong 

enough to preserve our freedoms . 
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Page 2 

11r. President, I rr;ake these co:mnents bect.-luse I believe ·that 

for the first time in the history of our country, we in Congre:.>s 

are forcing a President to come to this body for prior permission 

to do what he is charged to do under the Constitution--to manage 

foreign policy as he determines necessary for preserving the sufety, 

the property, and the freedom of Americans. 

For what may be the second time in our history, with the 

period of the 1920's and the 1930's being the only other time, we 

seem to be losing our faith in the ability of our principles and 

the role ·of international leadership which the · succe'ss of these · 

principles has brought about. 

The immediate reason for my remarks is the action taken 

by the Sc;nate 1 Dte .in Dc~CE':;~r}--:e:?:r to block any :I lexibili ty for ·the 

President in funding military assistance to the majority of 

people in Ango~a 'dho are re:::;isting So-..riet-imposed rule. The 
.. 

things said curing debate on Angola, both in closed and open 

sessions, make me shudder in concern about keeping up our national 

will to survive in freedom as we now know it. But my remarks 

apply equally as well to the general phenomenon of Congressional 

adventurism in the field of foreign policy-making. 

\'Jhat the opponents of Presidential direction of foreign 

policy do not recognize is that their persistent confrontations 

with the Executive is derrogatory to the best interests of the 

United States. Repeated Congressional interference with Presi-

dcntial decision-making at the outset of every foreign crisis, 

before there is any reasonable:: time for !·"2mbers of Congress to make 
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informed judgments of their mm, is pe:rforming the \-lork of t~he 

enemy \vho wish to negat.e the \,,i.ll of this country. Each ti.we 

Congress hinders the Executive from responding in a considered 

way to totalitarian expansionism and compels the abandonment of 

friendly foreign groups, v;e create an impression in the world 

among allies and enemies alike >chat we have lost the will to de-

fend freedom. 

In the words of the Nobel Prize winner, Alexander Solzhenitsynf 

who has been in the Archipelago and knows of what he writes: 

"A very dangerous sta·te of mind can c.~ri:-c:·2 as a rco.~:1lt of t:his 

\Jeelin~ of retreat: give in as quickly as possible, give up as 

qnickly as possible, peace and quiet at any cost." 

According to Solzheni tsyn, "the COFL!:n.mist leuders respect: 

only firmness and have contewp·t and laugh at persons \i'ho con-

tinually gJ..vc in to them." Our li bc~rals rcsuond i:~ha.t a dernon-.. . ... 

stration of power will lead to & world conflict. Solz})en:L tsyn 1 s 

reply is that "power \vith continual subserviance is no pm¥er at 

all." 

'l'hus 1 a .continual policy of non-action 1 not even allo•,.,ring 

the President flexibility in making a response at the onset of a 

crisis, will only solidify an impression among totalitarian leaders 

of our weakness of will. By leaving the United States no option 

but to retreat at every point where the Soviets wish to expand, 

Congress will not only cause us to appear all the more weak in the 

eyes of totalitarian leaders, but the failure of action reduces 

the national will to deal witl1 attacks on freedom by creating con-

fus iou in t~hc: public over \·I he t.h2r rc·s i ~;tan ce is ever ne cc ~> ~:-; nxy . 
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nr. President:, it is my contention t.hat. the Founding Fathers 

did not vest foreign policy initiative with Congress. The Framers 

understood that a legislature consisting of two bodies with a 

numerous membership would inherently be reluctant or unable to act 

in some time of grave need. They saw the Presidency as the Office 

whose unity and energy would enable it to take independent action 

when necessary for the public well-being. 

The Framers had witnessed, the majority of them at firsthand, 

the incompetency of Congre~;s 's meddling into military policy during 

I . 
the War of Independence, when the 1nterference of the Continental 

Congress with the plans of General Washington nearly caused dis-

aster on several occasions. In contrast with this ineff~ciency 

of Congress, the Framers had fresh ~emeries the p~·~ompt and 

firm military steps t~~en by the Executives of Massachusetts and 

The Framers also recalled that the Continental Congress had 

actually circulated among the Thirteen States during a low ebb in 

the Revolution a written plea asking that the powers of the Execu-

tives be increased as a solution to the failure of the States in 

meeting the •·.rc:n~ti;:ne applications of Congress. Moreover, the F~arners 

understood that the obsessive fears of royalty that had dominated 

public opinion at the ou>cbreak of the Eevolution had greatly dim-

inished and that a new concern with possibly tyrannical legislatures 

had developed in the early 1780's. 

'fhis means of interpreting the Constit.ut.ion, by expounding 

a power from the defects for which the Constitution was to pro-

vide~ a rc:nedy, ._.,,1s uc-;ed by George '.iashinston, after becoming 

. ; .· 
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President., '"'hen he issued tl!cc: vJt::lJ.-}:nm·m Neutrality Proclarna 1cion 

of 1793. Ilis action is almost universally viewed as establish-

ing the doctrine of Presidential responsibility for determining 

upon the initial course of foreign policy. 

It is very important for us to understand today that \·;rashing-

ton's policy was at variance with the prejudices, the feelings, 

and the passions of a large portion of society at the time he made 

it, and did not rest on any previous guidance of the legislature. 

For these reasons, it is an outstanding example of a President 

making foreign policy for the nation in conflict vli th the public 

passions of the moment 1n order to uphold what that Presidant 

judged.as require¢! for .the. safety of the nation . 
• ·: ': ·.:. ·:"•· • ·J •. • .. ·, ,_ .. \: ;::~,. ··"·.· /' .... · ...... : ....... _ ... ~·· ........ • ~:··.: .•.. .'.: .. ·:·;·_;··.~:.·:;::-:· .. ~:-:;:'"'.·:-·-~·· -"'~~.'-(·:~----_.;:··- ··:~- ~--~ 

prejudices is one quality of Presidential leadership which dis--

the direction of 

and cannot be matched by Congress. 

One fact we must remember is that in the context of at.titudes 

toward foreign policy, we as Americans ha.ve never really become a 

nation of AmE:~ricans. \·Je are still a nation of hyphenated origins, 

such as Jeh'ish-American, GenrLan-JI.mr::rican, Italian-}\.iTterican, Polish--

American and so forth. So, 'dhen the problem cori:cs up on the Flc.>or 

of the Senate or House as to what we are going to do in t:he field 

of foreign policy involving any of the countries with \•,'hom sub-

stantial numbers of .Americans have ancestral ties, you can lay a 

pretty good sized bet that these ethnic relationships are going to 

have a strong bearing on how that foreign policy is going to be 
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This is why I believe that, even if the President were not 

vested with primary control over foreign policy, _ Con-

gress should not assert its distinct power, but should real1ze 

th~t a single elected official, who would not be disturbed by the 

politics of the moment, would use these powers far more wisely in 

the long run of history than a Congress which is constantly look-

ing toward the political results. To put it another way, I would 

feel safer in this country with the decision for foreign policy 

being in the hands of one man who had to live with it and he 

accountable for that decision to the Jo.merican people for the rest 

of his life than in i:he hands of 535 people whose decisions would 

·.·.·.:·'-ne ·:has~.a•. n~o~{tl:{--o·n' fhe que.s.tion ~ ''wou1i:r it:· l)e~p ·rne. get· r~·~e ie.ci~a?~' .... ,.·. '• "'' .... ~-.-:.·. 
. ~ . . . 

not equipped to direct the day-by-day business of foreign policy; 

nor is 'it.wh~t ·0e ~~n ~all -, ~o'· .;..,t .. l.. n"J. n·~ '~-1o·d~y·· . .co.,-· .c· ._,1'1;'.,... t. 1·1. :..,,:.; · pr. n· -
0. L~\.. .!.._ -~-- ... J. . .! ":1 .1-. .l -- •L '--- . Ct... . . .• 

cedural purposes. Congress changes every two years. Some~ times 

it changes very radically; so what might be a foreign policy sub-

scribed to by the Senate or House this year, two years from now 

might not represent that-policy at all. But we do have a Presi-

dent elected for four years ir1 the only truly national election 

provided in our system, whose foreign policy is much more constant 

and whose corps of advisers is professionally equipped for pro-

ducing reasoned policies. 

In conclusion, I believe Congress should not react instantly 

to every foreign policy crisis as if it were the State Department, 

:intcllic:;.ecnce a_u211.c:Lcs, 
_.I - • . 

. . 1 . '1 d p .. " t ~at~on~ Secur~ty.Councl _an . rcsloen-

collective~y rnade into one. Rather, it should conscientiously 
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consider and fully deliberdte on foreign matters ilnd give fair 

opportunity for the Executive machinery of government to function 

before interposing itself in judgments it is neither constitutionally 

structured, nor qualified, to initiate. 

:· .... .; . . .. -·~ •.;. ··- . -~- ...:~ : :· . ·.:; . ._ .. -, :- '-~ .... -·· 
._· :·· .. ·, -. -·· \•''• . .. . · .. ·· . . ..... :· ·. ·. 
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