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CoMl\HTTEE ON ARMED SERVICEs,
Washington, D.O.
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:35 a.m. in room 1114Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. John C. Stennis (chairman).
Present: Senators Stennis [presiding], Symington, Jackson, Ca-nnon, Byrd of Virginia, Nunn;: CuJver, Hart of Colorado, Leahy,
Tower, Goldwater, Scott of Virginia, Taft, and ·-Bartlett.
Also present: T~ Edward Braswell, Jr., chief:counsel and staff clirec~
tor; W. Clark McFadden II, counsel; ,John T. Ticer, chief clerk;
Phyllis A. Bacon, assistant chief clerk; Charles J. Conneely, Charles
H. Cromwell, Hyman Fine, George H. Foster, Jr., John A. Gold~ .
smith, Edward B. Kenney,. Don L. Lynch, Robert Q. Old, Jame,s 'G.·
Smith, I.~arry K. Smith, and Francis J. Sullivan, profes~ional.staff.
members; Roberta Ujakovich, research assistant; Poris .E. Connor,
Marie Fabrizio Dickmson, clerical assistant§;. Dtwid ,A, Raymond,
assistant to Senator Symirigtori; Charles Stevenson, assistant to Sena·
tor Culver; Edward Miller, assistant to Senator Hart; Doug Racine,
assistant to Senator Leahy ; Bill Lind, assistant to Senator Taft, and
Fred Ruth, assistant to Senator B.artlett.
The CHAIRMAN. Our committee will please come to order ladies and
gentlemen.
are glad to have our visitors and I know they are going ·
to set a·good>e'Xample here fO:r our committee. Quite sel"iously, we are
glad to have all of you here but the price you'haveto payisthat everyone will have to be quiet so that everyone can hear and know what 'is
going on.
Members of the committee, I called these hearings this morning at
9 :30 because the best information I could get was that we were going
to ta~e up.the Department of Defense Appropriation bill on the floor
of the Senate •today. I thought we would meet early and take advan·
tage of a little extra time. However- the :Qlans had to be- changed regarding the bill I am delighted that we have such attendance. I am
sure we will have virtually :full attendance of all those who can possibly come.
I would propose to you some questions myself as a member of the
committee-but I want to get to the other members as fast as we can.
Also I have a very brief opening statement, where I call on the nom·
inee, Mr. Rumsfeld, to make any statement he wishes and then answer
questions of the membership for the record.

.
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vVe are glad to have the news media here, gentlemen, the photographers especially. You are one of my great favorites, as you know.
I just never did think that it comported with the serious proceedings
?f the Senate to have you gentlemen here. You cannot avoid interruptmg by the nature of your work. But I want to be fair with you. Let us
l;ave 3 mirmte~ n?w inwhich to get your: extra J?ictures of ~enator
I erc;y from llhnois, Mr. Rumsfeld, and anyone else that you wish and
then If you ~ould q_uitely retire. I appreciate Y?Ur attitude about it.
Our committee will please come to order. Th1s morning we welcome
Mr. Donald Rumsfeld who has been nominated to be Secretary of
Defense and the nomination referred to this committee.
Briefly, Mr. Rumsfeld is now Assistant to the President and has
been in public service since 1962, serving as a Member of the House
of Representatives from that date until 1969. Since that time he has
served in positions as Director of the. Office of Economic Opportunit;5:,
Counselor to.. the President, Director of the Cost of Living Council,
and subsequently, as the U.S. AmbasSador to the NATO Organization
where he served m1til his present appointment in September 1974. The
record Should, _theref?re, refl~ that Mr. Rumsfel~ has an impressive
record. of public ser'??e both m the Congress and m these high-level,
executive branch positions.
·
.
.
· . ·
Mr. Rumsfeld has been before our committee before, having been
here in 1967 as a witness, urging consideration of the Volunteer Army
concept. Also, I want to remind him that everybody knows· that he
eomes into this position at a very critical. time. Everything is being
reconsidered, it seems, worldwide, and there are crucial problems that
confront us in our Defense J?epartment which are perhaps about as
many as we have ever had without a war. And these problems have
~ncreased because of inflation, business conditions, prospective shortage ·
m energy, and so forth.
·
·
·
Wit~out; objection, I will include the rest .·of my briM opening :r&- ~
marks m the record.
.
·
.
[The statement referred to follows;]
Lastly, the Chair would emphasize that by law the ~ecretary ot Defense "has
authority, direction, and control over the Department of Defense." Your biggest
problem. may be to retain and attract the necessary numbers 'Of oomi;>etent ~Ie· .
who can effectively n1anage this vast eifort which ex»en<ls we.J.l over lliOO oimon·
per year. . . . .
. . .
·
. · · · • ..
.
..
. ...
•Mr. Seeretacy, we welcome you here, and the oorhttutfee :wm be glad to receive.
any opening remarks you wish to make before responding to questions l:ly .the '.
committee members.
. .
·
. " .· ·: , ·
. •; ·
. ·

·The CHAIRMAN. Gentlemen, we have with' tlS Sel'i~t<;i~ Ch3-r~s. H. ·
Percy and Senator Adlai E:Ste.venson IJ; froi)i the StaHf tff'Illinois~
the home State of t'he rtominoo.
··
·
.
"·
·' '
·But first 1 -want to rC:Cognize ahd ~~Y. th~t #!;\ ar!S glad'to hav~ \vith
us'Mrtl.. Rumsfeld and the child~n, ttio. T WQ.u1d like td say Iii'~ the· chairman of the committee and as a member, I whuld like to :tn:eet them later
and I'm sure other members o£ the committee would.
·'· •· · · ) ·
Now, I win go back the Senators frotii,·Im~()isl 'c:&ntleme~, we are
gl_ad t~ h':tve yo!! here, a~d if you wish to,vi:nl.ch. for .Mr. Rumsfeld, \v~ ,
Wlll give yoo·a} tjhance:. 110'!. So if you wiUC1J1fie' to d+~'t1tble ·with. hiiii, ·.
please, Senator Percy, I w1ll call on you first: , . · · · ·
·
·· · ' ··

tq

!;.

STATEMENT OF HON: CJIARLES H. PERCY, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF ILLINOIS
. .

· Senator PERCY. St.>nator Stennis, I am verv honored indeed to be
herf\ with my distinguished coJlp.agne, Adlai St~ve,nson.
No_w, I think it was very symbolic and correct that you would
mention Mrs. Rumsfeld and the children very early before us. Don
Rumsfeld and ::\cfrs. Rumsfeld have. been personal friends and we
hav:e se~n tl!eir children _grmv up for _:vears. Tht>y live 1% blocks from
us m ~ ashmgi:on, and m my own village at home. He was mv Congressman, and I think that all wives are the unsung heroes of public
officials, and. t~at g.oes for Senators and Congrpssmen and members
of the adm1mstratw~1. vVhe': th~ car com~s in and picks up 1\fr.
Rumsfeld. \~hen h~ JS workmg m the '\V1ute House, at 6 or 6 :30
a.~. and brmgs hm1 home at 10, 10:30, or 11 p.m. the price is
paHl by thf' .wife an.d th~ children. I wish that the publi~ better understoOd the pr1~ that Is pa1d by the families.
But one thmg I can say about Mr. Rumsfeld above all else. he is a
marvel~u~ )1!Isband and fatht>r; atld despite his tremendous load of
responsibil.Ihes, somehow he has found a way to stay very, very close
to his famt1y, a tremendotlS tribute to him.
He is no stra.hp:er to the members of this committee and other Mem·
hers o£ the Renate and the House. For over a decade he has wen a
well-knowJ?. Member of Congress and a public official, and we do
welcome hm1, I kno."'~ today as a former colJeag-ue and promine.nt
mem~r· of. t.he admuustration. Dbn Rumsfeld is one o£ those rare
puhhe of!ic:als who haB hod extensive experience both as a legislator
and admm1strator, a~d certainly in this job above all jobs, the Secreta":': of Defeni*i req!ur~.s tremendous administrative competence and
ab1hty, but also an mhmate knowledge of the workings of the Congress and the interrelationship between departments
'Within the las.t day I have talked with three of.the.most prominent
former Secretaries o:f Defense because o£ the critical nature of our
times, to get their vie:vs, ideas, ~nd e:rpectations in preparing my comments today on the. J~terrelat.wnship between departments and the
lmowledge. of the 1\~nte Housp, and the k~owledge of the Congress,
and that was the thmg that they emphasized to me tha,t this was
par!"'mmmt at this particular time in our history. Do~ Rnmsfeld has
a history as a problem solver, and we are in a sense problem solvers.
But we can go back to the Congress and find two separate perspectives,
as a. ~~emb~r of the House, and as a top-level administrator in two
admm1strat10ns now. A multitude of problems have come across his
desk, and the s~ift and decisive wa:v which he has gone 'about solvinp:
those problems IS a matter of record. Now Wt> can look ca.refullv and
critic~z~ but I t~ink it will stand up very 'well indeed.
'
~hts JOb reqmres a man o£ emminent energy, and in all my experience I d<; not know anyone that has more energv, more drive or
more .enthusiasm and tremendous competence eoupled with it. He
has d~splayed ~emarka~le ability ~n ev~ry undert:aking that he has
expenenced. HIS experience and his entire expertise makes him one
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rof .the most capable administrators t?day iJ?- the Federal. Govern-

This distin~ishe4 committee must, of course, judge in the first instance the qualificatiOns of Donald Rumsfeld to be Secretary of Defe;nse, and measure those qualifications against the undefined standards
.of that office.
'
. Mr. Cha~rman, I do. not lm0;w ':'hat. the test is, but I suspect that it
has some~hmg to do w1th the VIta!1ty, JUdgment, and all of those skills
.and attnbutes of character reqmred and demonstrated in the course
of human experiences. Mr. Rumsfeld's military experience might not
. qualify him to be Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. He was a
· fo~~er ~i~s~ipman at frinceton University and an able aviator. But
!his rs a Civ~han post. I~ 1s and must remain such a post. It is a position
m the Pres1dent's Cabmet, and Donald Rumsfeld has proved himself
an extraordinarily eapable public servant across an extraordinary
spectrum of public experience in the House of Representatives, at tlie
Office of Economic Opportm1ity, at the Cost of Living Council,.and in
the White House, and at NATO where the intricacies of defense
policy were his daily fare.
And that experience he brings, in my judgment, 1\fr. Chairman,
qualities of character and skills which fit him for high civilian office
in the Government of the United States. This nomination deserves,
and I am confident will receive, your most respectful consideration.
The CHAIRl\lAN. All right, gentlemen. Thank you again very much.
You gentlemen may stay at the table if you wish.
Mr. Rumsfe~d, as I indicated in my opening statement 'and brief
remarks, we will be glad to have a statement from you no>v, and then
·you will be subjected to questions.

menL I have know him throughout h1s pub~IC career.. ~e IS a. man
of high intelligence, sound judgme~t who, m. my opmiOn, will be
a distin!Yuished addition to the cabmet. He was a three-term Con·o-ressma~ from snburban Chica~, he displayed outstanding leader:~hip ability in his career, and h1s constituents .are among the leaders
-of industry, banking, finance, law, and professiOns of that ~ype: And
:.he has to this dav established a standard for representation m the
congressional district of that i~ the ~pitomo ~hat anyone succee1in:g
him would long to achieve. Dur;ng his tenure m the Ho~se he gamed
therespect and admiration. of. h1s colleagues be.cause of lns f_irm grasp
and understanding of pubhc Issues,. and also lns sense of fairness and
his sense of justice.
.
.
.
.
As Director of the Office of Economic Opportumty,whiCh certar~_1ly
was a problem area that could have bi·ong'ht down any man, he ca;·r.u~d
out that job with distinction. He was Di~ector of the Cost of Livmg
Council, placed between the forces, opposmg forces of labori IJ?-an~ge
ment. and the consumer, and he carried that out with great dl!"tmctiOn.
And as Counselor to the. President he :further enhanced h1s reputation by showing outstanding administrative ability. He w.as a strong
spokesman for the administration in those challenging posts. .
Other members who have had and held top posts in the :Pefens.~
Department have pointed out to me.that in his job a.s the U.S. Am\>assador to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, the resp~et that he
gained among all of our European counterparts over there, the ad~
ministratiye ability he showed and the ilwaluable experience in defense
tmd security matters he gained again was another major steppingstone
in preparing him for this particular assignment ¢ven to him by the
President. He served for the past vear as staff coordinator in the White
House. He has been one of President Ford's most intimate advisers in
the administration on complex issues of domestic and foreign policy,
nnd certainly we all know that he has enjoyed an intimate relationship
of friendship and of confidet1ce with the President of the United States.
For 6 years he was my C,ongressman for the old 13th Congressional
District of IlJinois. I have worked closelv with him as a member of
the Illinois congressional delegation. He 'came to the Senate inl967
:and from his various posts, in the executive branch I believe that he
will serve as Secretary o:f Defense with the same distinction that he
has bron,q:ht to other public positions. I believe both our allies and our
adversaries will realize that the Defense Department is under the
direction of a public o~cial of extraordinary talent and ability.
Thank von. Mr. Chairman.
The Cn.URMAN. Thank you, Senator, very much.
Senator Stevenson, we are glad to have you here, Senator, you may
.
·
··
proceed.
The photographers may stay until after Mr. Rumsfeld has started
into his testimony.
STATEMENT OF HON. ADLAI E. STEVENSON III, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, it is a particular pleasure for
me to join my colleague, Senator PPrcy, in introducing our friend and
fellow Illinoisian, Donald Rumsfeld, to this committee.

.:STATEMENT OF DONALD RUM:SFELD TO BE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

1\fr. Rul\rSFELn. .Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and members
-of the committee.
.
I am very pleased to appear before this committee today, and also
would want to express my thanks to the two Senators from Illinois,
Senator Percy and Senator Stevenson, for their presence and their
very generous comments.
From my experience and service in the Congress I am certainly sensitiveto the contribution that this committee and its members have made
to our national defense.
I well understand that the position of the Secretary of Defense is a
very vital one, and I want to assure the members o:f this committee
that, if confirmed, I will approach those responsibilities with a full
awareness of the weight that I would be undertaking.
I am equally aware and respectful of the leadership that has been
·demonstrated by those who have served in this office, from Secretary
Forrestal through Secretary Laird to the fine service of Jim
Schlesinger. I assure you, Mr: Chairman, your committee and, indeed,
the Congress, that as those who before me have been nominated as
Secretary of Defense, I am totally dedicated to a strong defense
posture for the United States of ~-\.me rica, And I pledge to devote my
full energy to that task.
.
Certainlv service in the post is the onlv wav to become intimately
iamiliar with the details of the Depart~ent. 'However, my involve-
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. ment in Defense matters as a Member of Congress, as Aifibassador to
. NATO, and as Assistant to the President has at least acqlitinted me
with some of the national security issues for which I would share
responsibility as Secretary of Defense, and I believe, and trust that
it reflects the record of commitment to the security o:f this country.
Mr. Chairman, I have supplied a biographical sketch, but by
· way of summary I might just make· a :few remarks. I was born in
Chicago in 1932, attended public schools in Illinois except during
World War II when my :father served in the Navy, at which point I
lived in North Carolina, ·washington State, Oregon, and California.
Returning to Illinois after the war, J completed my education there
and attended Princeton on a scholarship-the' last 3 years a naval
ROTCsdwlarship-graduated with AB Degree in 1954 and went into
the service of the United States Navy, stationed in New .Jersey, Texas,
Virginia, Florida as a pilot and then a flight instructor, and ultimately
an instructor of flight instructors. I continued in the Reserves and
served at NAS Anacosti!l, NAS Gro~e Ile, and NAS Glenview, Ill.
After leaving the Navy I served as an assistant to two Congressmen, was in the investment banking business with A. G. Becker, and
· was elected to the 88th C'..ongress in 1962 and reelected in 1964, 1966, and
1968. In Congress I served on the ,Joint Econo]Jlic Committee with
. Senator Symington ; on the Hoqse Com]Jlittee on Science and Astronautics; the Manned Space Fli ht Sqbcommittee and a Subcomrqittee
on Science, Research, and Dev
ment ; and on the Government Operations Committee and its Subcommittees on Military Operations and
Foreign Operations and Government Information.
I resigned frqm Congress in 1969 to J!O intQ the e4ecutive branch,
;and as has been indicated. I served as Director o:f the Office o:f Economic Opportunity, Director of the, Cost of LivinJ! Council, and as
AJUbassador to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, where I was
the United States' Permanent Representative to the North Atlantic
· Cou~cil, the Defense Planning Committee, and the Nuclear Planning
Group. For the past 131;2 months I have been Assistant to the Presi. dent o:f the United States.
As a long-time reservist, Mr. Chairman, I know we cannot afford
to rely on Active Duty Forces. And certainly the National Guard and
Reserve units are an increasingly indispensable ingredient in our
total force posture. I would intend to work with the military depart.ments to increase the readiness of the Guard and the Reserve units.
Further, I recognize that defense is expensive and I intend, if confi_rmed, to do my best to mana~ the Department as effici~ntly as posSible and to recommend to the Congress and to the Pre-s1dent as lean
but as combat-rea.dy a force and accompanying budgets as is possible.
However, I must say that the :forces and the budj.!:ets must meet the
national defense needs, and while defense is costly, an inadequate
defense posture would in the long run be :far more costly indeed.
Finally, Mr. Chairman, the President, o:f course, is deeply committed
to a strong defense posture. He has assured me that I will have from
him a full and fair hearing on defense and national security issues. I
want you and the members of the committee to know that it is my

:fullintention to be open and frank with the Congress in discussing
issues and defense needs, and I know from my own service in Congress
how indispensable it is that this be a collaborative endeavor. The
defense of this country has been and must be a bipartisan and shared
responsibility, and I assure you that I will do my utmost to keep it
that way.
Mr. Chairman, I have submitted my .financial information to .the
committee and I will be happy to have it entered into the record. I
leave that entirely to your discretion.
Thank you very much.
.
The CHAIRMAN. Gentlemen o:f the committee, just a few preliminary
matters here. First. I will put in the record the nomination of Mr.
Rumsfeld and the, biographical sketch as sent over by the White
House. It has alreadv been covered in part.
[The nomination r(l:ference and report and biogra.phieal sketch of
Donald Rumsfeld follows:]
N<>:Ml:"'ATION REFERE:"!CE AND REPORT
IN EXECUTIVE SESSION,
S'ENA'l'E OF THE UNITED STATES,

November 4, 1975.
Orderea, That the following n{Jmination be referred t{J the Committee on Armed

Services:
Donald Rumsfeld, of Illinois, to be Secretary of Defense, vice James R. Schlesinger.
N OVE'MBER. 13, 1975.
Rt>ported by Mr. Stennis, with the recommendation that the nomination be
confirmetl.
BIOGRAPHICAL I:"!FOR'MATION ON DONALD :B,u:MSFELD

Donald Rumsfeld was appointed Assistant to the President by President Ford
in September 1974. In this capacity, he serves .as a member of the Cabirtet,
Director of the \Yhite House Office of Operations, and Coordinator of the White
House Staff. Previously, he headed President Ford's transition team in August of
1974.
Mr. Rumsfeld was born on July 9, 1932, in Chicago, Illinois. He received a B.A.
in Politics from Princeton University in 1954. He served in the U.S. Navy as a
naval aviator from 1954-1957.
:Mr. Rumsfeld became active in government in 1958 when he worked as Administrative Assistant to Congressman Dave Dennison of Ohio. In 1959, he became a
Staff Assistant to then Congressman Robert Griffin of Michigan. From 1960 to
1962, he was with the Chicago investment banking firm of A, G. Becker and
Company.
.
In 1962, 'he was elected to the United States House of Representatives from the
Thirteenth District of Illinois to servt> in the Eighty-Eighth Congress. He was
re-elected in 1964, 1'966, and 1968. In the Congress, he served on the Joint Economic Committee, the Committee on Science and Aeronautics, and the Government
Operations Committee, and the Subcommittees on Military and Foreign Ope-ra·
tions. He was also a co-founder of the Japanese-American Inter-Parliamentary
Council.
111 1009 he resigned his seat tn the House to join fhe Cabinet as an Assistant
to the Pre:'lident and Director of the Office of Economic Opportufiity. In Deeember
. ol 1970, he was named Counselor to the President and in October 1971, he was
appointed Directot· of the Cost of Living Council.
.
.
.
.
Mr. Rnfilsfeld became Unitea States A:liibas!lador to the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization in }february 1978. He served as the United States' Permanent Rep·
resentative to the North Atlll!ntic Council, the Def-ense Planning Committee, and
the Nuclear Planning Group. In this capacity, he represented the United States
on a wide range of military and diplomatic matters.
Mr. Rumsfeld has received honorary degrees in law from Park College, Lake
Forest College, and Illinois 'CoHege, a:s well ·as the Opportunities Industrial
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Center's Executive Government Award and the.Distinguished Eagle Scout· Award.
lVlr. Rumsfeld was married to the former Joyce Pierson of Wilmette 'Illinois ln
1954. They have two daughters, Valerie (19) lmd Marcy (15) ·and a s~n Nicholas

Cll:air_woul~ ~ropose to doin this case, as in all others. Unless there Is
obJectiOn this IS the way we will handle it.
·
..
Now, Mr. Rumsfe:Id, the Senate Democratic caucus a couple of years
ago passed a resolutw!l th~t says ~he cane~~ has adopted the policy with
~~spect to every nommat~on which reqmres every nominee be asked:
D~ we have your commitment to respond to requests to appear and
testlfy before any duly constituted committee of the Senate?" Would
you respond to that·request r
M~. Ru~SFELD. yes, sir. Certainly, as I indicated in my remarks, my
ful~ mtentwn would be to cooperate fully with the Congress of the
'Qmted States, and to appear before committees. And to see .in addition, that the appropriate Department witnesses are av~ilable to
appear. I cannot at the moment conceive of a situation where I would
not be able to appear, but I think, with that general statement I have
'
been responsive to your question.
_T?e CHAIRMAN. So far as your part is concerned, you would be
Wlll111g.to respond?
·
Mr. RuMSFELn. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Is that correct?
Mr. RuMSFELD. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, gentleme-n. Even though it cuts into a
member some, I think the 10-minute rule or something very close to the
10-minute rule works out better and is fair, so the Chair will follow
that rule.
Mr. Rumsfeld, I have not had a chance to know you very well. We
just have not been thrown together very much and our affairs have not
crossed too much. I had an hour and a half talk with you in the office
.the other day and I was very much impressed with your intelligence,
the thrust of your mind, and the way you went into a problem. I want
to bring up on the very threshold of this hearing something that I am
not worried about now, hut I think we have to Keep it before us all of
the time, and that is this question of civilian control of our Government, civilian control at the top. And that includes civilian control
over the military. I have nothing but a satisfied fee.ling that our mili,
tary leadership and all-so far as I know-the leadership fully conform to that Constitutional principle. In fact. I think the Chiefs of
Staff ofthe four services and the Chairman of the .Joint Chiefs of Staff
represent, to my mind, the strongest group that we have had since I
have been on the committef',.
But nevertheless, I want to keep before the public the i<'lea of this
supremacy of civilian control over all of the departments of governmPnt.. Do you want to comment on that from vour viewpoint?
Mr. RuMSFELD. Yes, sir. Mr. Chairman, I share your beli.ef in the
constitutional principle of this civilian eontrol, and also share your
high regard fo-r the men and women who serve in the 1T.S. armed
services and would, in a<ldition to :fulfilling my belief in civilian
control. I would want to say that I think it is important that eivilia.n
leadership COnsult fnllv and rlraw -from the militflrV thR V1Jh1able
c0mpetence and experience that they have to contribute to the defense
of our country.
.
.
·
The CHAIRMAN. All riQ'ht. Flo if vou are confirmed it wonld be vonr
purpose then to cnrrv out fully whatever the burden might be of the
responsibilities of being the overall Secretary of the military services?

(8).
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The CHAIRMAN. With re.ference to the so-called ~onflicts-of-interest
will ask Mr. Braswell,
our chief counsel and staff .director, who always goes through these
matters personally for us, If he has gone over all of this with Mr;
~ums~eld, and if so, i~ he satisfied that there is no basis here for any
VI?latwn of th~ c~mmittee's rules, and conflict of interest as we have
tned to determine It? ·
Mr. Braswell, you speak for the record, please.
·
f\{r. BRASWELL. I have, Mr. Chairman. We have a letter to the committee from Mr. Rumsfeld indicating he holds no securities in defense
coml?anies d?ing business with the Department of Defense. His only
holdmgs are m mutual funds.
The re~ord should also reflect that he is a contingent beneficiary of a
trust. This creates no problems since he is not a trustee and he has no
current interest in the matter.
The record should also reflect that should he become the principal
beneficiary, .the same results will apply as currently applies to the
normal holdmgs.
.
The CHAIRMAN. This is a family trust~ is it not?
Mr. BRASWELL. Yes; completely so.
The CHAIRMAN. And you have no control over that now?
Mr. RuMSFELD. None whatsoever. No, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. And you do not know the contents now as I understand it?
·
'
Mr. RUMSFELD. No, sir.
•
The CHAIRMAN. Now, gentlemen of the committee, wehave-. Mr. RuMSFELJ?. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman. ~f ~might interrupt, I
do have a good Idea of the contents that were m It at the point where
I was a trustee. 1\~y:father passed .away September of lastyear. I was
a trustee. On arnvmg at the 'Vhite House I adjusted that so that I
would not be a trustee and would no longer be aware of the contents.
.;\n?- my understai_J.di.ng is that-it is not a large trust, and the maJOrity of the assets mit are in real estate.
·
The CHAIRMAN. And you have filed in writing here that as longas
you are a Federal officeholder, I believe, that you will not--.
Mr. RuMsFEw. That they would not inform rrie
.
The CHAIRMAN. Or confer with you about it; is that correct? ·
Mr. RUMSFELD. yes, sir. And in the event I shonld become a bem'ficiary i~ any way then, I, of course, will inform the committee and
arrange It the way my assets are arranged.
The. CHAIRMAN. Gentlemen, based ori all of the nrecedents of this
COJ?mittee that I know anything about, Mr. Rumsfeld overmeets there-·
qmrPments of the Pommittee and I see nothing in this at aU where therP
would be any nossible basis of oomnlaint for aeonflict of interest. I still
clinP" to the idea that there· are a few thin ITS that von have to inRt pnt ·
out before the public and the whole world. Ordinarilv e.vervthing- is·
omm to e.verv member of the Nlmmittee or any member of the Congress as. .-l'nr ~sIam
'
.concerned. But WP do have a custom lwrf\ of keenin<Y
......
a committees sem1personal file on these matters, so that is what the·
matter~ that we have before <:mr committee, I
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Mr. RuMSFELD. Yes, sir.
T_h~ Ca:AIRMAN. That means when you come here to give us your
opn~mol_l. on policies, principles, and facts; that after your own investigation, you are going to be giving us conclusions that you have
formed yourself. I mean, Donald Rumsfeld has formed rather than
what some military official or other official has pushed you to do or
say. What about that?
M~. Ru:MiSFELD. There is no question about that. I will undoubtedly
provide my considered judgments where I have them. And in the
mstance!S where I may not at a given moment, I will so state. And
where I can contribute to the discussion by describing the views of
-oth~rs, I might very well do that as well. But I certainly will give you
my JUdgments as I develop them.
The CHAIRMAN. ·well, I think that is what we want. I know that is
w~at I Want. I want your hard-boiled, hard-knuckle opinion on these
thmgs, on the important ones after you have had a brush with the
facts yo11rself, and we can transmit that in a way to others of the
membership of the Senate. The same results a,pply, I think, generally
to the H()use. It is a very important matter to me, and I want someone
·who I can believe has given us his hard, factual conclusions, and that
willl]e y()ur place.
·
Mr. Rtr:MSFELD. Yes, sir.
. The cliAIRMAN. And at your expense of disagreeing with others,
right?
Mr. RtJ:MSFELD. Absolutely.
.
The C:tiAIRMAN. We may not do much ;as a matter of judgment with
yo~1r conelusions, but we want to get your conclusions. That is the
thmg that I want to emphasize here now.
You Were one of the original sponsors of the volunteer forces con·
cept and l was not. I remember that.
Mr. RD:MSFELD. I remember that.
The CIIAIRMAN. But I have supported it fully.
:Mr. Rn:MSFELD. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. I am not a skeptic, but I believe we have made
some proD"ress.
. Now, f want :vou to take a personal responsibility there; You have
worked 'Vith this thing, with the help of the Secretary of the Army;
o! ~?urs~, the Chief of Staff and all of the rest of the military and
~Iv1hans. I think it is very critical, and frankly, I think it has not
y~t been fully proven, although it has made some headway. Will you
·~pve that your personal attention to some degree and form conclu;Swns about it, and then frankly advise this committee?
l\fr. ~UMSFELD. I certainly will, Mr. Chairman. I might say that
·my position back in the mid-1960'swas that it was wortli a try.
The CI-lAIRMAN. Yes.
Mr. Rt:rlliSFELD. And I fully recognize the importance of the United
States hl\,ving the necessary military manpower. My preference then
w!ls, and it remains today, that to the extent that this can be done
Without the use of a fully actuated selective service system and the
use of compulsion, that is my preference. However, I would add that
to the extent that it cannot be done, that is to say to the extent that
we are nQt able to achieve the necessary military manpower for this
country's needs, voluntarily, then, of course, as I indicated in my

1l
testimony before this committee close to 10 ;years ago, I would certainly
starid ready to see the Selective Service System brought into play.
Bu,ti do feel an obligation to give my personal attention to this, and
to try to see if we as a society can make it, work. And I assure you of
that.
The CHAIRlliAN. All right.
.
Now, this may sound like a .small matter but it is not small to me.
It was reported to me, and I hope that it is totally not true, that some
of our men in the servi~ are now being provided ·with food stamps.
Now, my objection there is not that they get the value whatever value
it is, but we have got to have onr men in the military uniform independent, and independent as far as possible of other soi1rces of Government income. vVill you look into that matter and give us a report
back on the food stamps matter? I was told this but I have not any
proof of it. It may be even that some of your commanding officers have
assisted in filling out the forms. I think it just has a bad influence with
the Services as a whole, and that' is my poillt.
. ' .
. _ .
Do you want to comment on that and specificaJly will you look
into it?
Mr.RU11;fS~ELD. v¥"~11, I cm1ainly will look into it. I must say, in the
event that It IS occurrmg, I was not aware of it. ·
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Mr. RuMSFELD. I do not have personal knowledge on it. I would
share your concern about it.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Mr. HuMSFELD. And I am not in a position to say whether an:v of
the various proposals pending in the Congress would alter that in the
event that it is, in fact, occurring. _
The CHAIRMAN. All right. Just look into it, that's my only request.
Now, Gentlemen, I have used up :tny time. Senator Tower, I wil1
call on you please, sir. We have adopted in your absence, before you
could get here, the 10-minute rule.
All right, Senator Tower.
Senator TowER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I apologize for being
late.
The CHAIRMAN. That's all right.
Senator TowER. We had a confirmation vote in the Banking Committee of which I am the ranking member.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. vV"e are glad to have you.
Senator TowER. Mr. Rumsfeld, a great deal has been said about the
attitudes toward detente. There is, of course, as I am sure you have
detected over the country, some uneasiness with detente, some feelinothat it may be that we are having the wool pulled over our eyes and
that a certain euphoria has perhaps set in as a result of detente. I would
like to know how you view this whole matter of detente, what it is and
what it is not, and what its implications are for the United States in
!erms of our maintaining an adequate level of preparedness, maintainmg a force level at least comparative to that of the Soviet rnion.
Mr. RuMSFELD. Senator, that, of course, is the subject that conld
~ake. books to properly comment on. I will be happy to comment on
It bnefly.
MJ: sen~e of it is that the United States believes very deeply in
certam thmgs. We believe in freedom, we believe in an individua]'s;~.
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right to read a book of his choosing, to speak, to assemble for religious
purposes, own property, and, there are other societies on this globe that
have a very, very different view.
.
·
.
The word "detente,". of course, means different things .to 1nany
people. With specific respect to the relationships between the United
States and the Soviet Union, for example, it strikes me that any discus.· ·
sion of detente might break down into three pieces.
One would be the substance of that relationship in its many facets,
two, the tactics of those relationships as they ~volve, and three, as you
.suggested in your question, the perception.
.
I think with respect to the substance it is useful, giVen the very fundamental differences between our societies, for our country to attempt .
to see if for whatever reason, there might be areas where our interests
would c~nverge at a given point in history, and, to the extent that they
do converge, that is, I think, l_lelpful and good, and lowers the level of
confrontation and the danger m the world.
To the extent that th~" do not converge, as they have 1lot in insta~ces
in tl1e past, aild I am s~re ~vill not in in~tances _in tl~e future,. I thmk
that is not a reason to be dissuaded, but It certamly IS not a reason to
agree with something that is, in fact, not in our interest.
.
There are reports with respect to the second part o.f the differences
as to tactics, and pace and tem.r;>o. They m~y re~ate mther to the first
point involving the substance of tho~e relatiOnships, or th~y may relate
to th~ third point, involving percept~on. But one of the thmgs, a~d my
final point would be, one of the thmgs that doe~ concern ~e IS the
:fact that when you have a relatively prolonged penod of rela~Ive pe3;ce
between the superpowers. in this w~rld, a~d when you engage m a sen~s
of relationships·attemptmg to see I~ our mterests ~o converge, there IS
no question that in ~ur country a~d mother countnes, m~ny people can
mismterpret what, m fact, the CI_rcu_mstances are. T~at IS t? say, some
can be.lulled into erroneously thmkmg that the ~ovie~ Umon and the
United States are really very different, they are JUSt differen~ systems.
That would be dangerous, because ther~ are fundamental differences.
. Some can also be lulled into the feelmg that becaus~ 'Ye hav~ been
successful in avoiding confrontation it me!lns that vigilance IS not
necessary. There can also ~evelop .a p~rceptwn that because the relationships have been seen as Improvmg m some respects, and there have
been instances where we ha-ve found areas of agreement, that that
means that the defense capabilities of our country are not necessary
any longer. That also would be an error.
. . .
One ofthe tasks that free people have, not JU~ m ~ur coun~ry but
certainly in Western Europe, is to go through tlns penod, con~mue to
seek ways to find areas where our interests con verge, but recogmze tha~,
in my judgment at l~a!"~' the r~ason for what succ~~s _there has been IS
the fact of our capabihtws. It IS our defense ca~abihties and th~ deterrent effect of those capabilities that has contribu~ed substantially to
what imprm'ement and relationships we have seen ~n the pas~ y~ar~ ..
Senator TowER. And in arriving at a st~ategiC arms lm~Itatwns
agreements, or in the process of trymg to arnve ~t them, the mput of
the Secretary of Defense is, of course, enormously Important. And your
view, do you believe that we should nm:er ac?~pt anv_ agreement t:hat
might put the United States at a potential ~1htary d1s;1dvan!age ]~1st
for the sake of maintaining some kind of a climate of detente m which

we maintain a free flow of communication with the Soviet Union~ Do
you believe that we should not un?er any circumstan_ces P'!l~ the U z;tited
States in the position that she might he at a pqtentml military d1sad·
. .
..
.
•
vant3:ge to the Soviet Unio~?
Mr. RuMSFELD. I certainlY do . .I think that there IS no. question
but that the fundamental interests of the defense establishment must,
infact, be the sec~rity oH)le United S~ates. . . .
.
.
I would add this. It strikes me that If a scientist Is seekmg a cure for
cancer, and he goes down one road and finds a deadend, It does not
mean he is a failure and he should stop. It means that he should very
likely seek other avenues. Apd in our relationship_s, i~ this_instance
with the Soviet Union, certamly we should engage m discussl?ns, certainly we should vigorously try t-o find th?se areas where our mterests
might converge. But the fact that they ~nght not shoul~ not be so~e
t hing that should surprise us because, m fact, they might. not, w1th
respect to a given. subject at a given ti~e, and that should not be
considered as a failure. It should be considered as a fact. It should
lead not to any frustration or even excess~ve disappointment. Rat~er
it should lead us to seek other ways. Agam, as you suggest, assurmg
that in that quest we give very careful weighting and concern for the
security interests of the United States of America.·
. .
.
Senator TowER. In your view, have _the :fundamental an~ h~stonc
goals and objectives of the Soviet Umon undergone any sigmficant
change?
Mr. RuMSFELD. I do not classify myself as a true expert on the
Soviet Union or the life of that country. My sense is that th~y ha-ye
a system that_ is fu~1damentally d~fferent from ours. We J:>eheve_ m
certain God-giVen nghts, and I Will not repeat ~h~t I sa1d. earher.
They have very different views. And my sense of It _Is that giV~J;t the
fundamental differences between our systems, and given the m1htary
capability that they have, anyone lool{ing at those capabilities could
not conclude that they could not be used. 'Ve must do ~s we have been
doing during successive administrations and successiVe Congresses,
and that is to assure that we have the necessary defense and the deterrent capabilities.
Senator TowER. Mr. Rumsfeld, one concluding question. Do you
believe that the American presence in 'Vestern Europe should be
. .
. .
maintained, at least at present levels?
Mr. RuMSFELD. Absolutely. It strikes me that given the ~egotlatl~ns
that are taking place, the mutual balance and fo~·ce reductl?n negotu~
tions that are taking place, it would be exceedmgly unw1se for tlus
country, or any of our allies, to take unil_a~era~ steps to reduce our
capability in Western Europe. The capab1hty 1s th.ere for a reason.
It is for the defense of Western Europe and the entire NATO treaty
Q"uideline area. It is there to deter ·an attack, which it has been successful in doing. 'Ve are engaged in discussions ~o tr~ to find out whether
it is possible at this point to achieve a stab~e SI~uabon at lower lev~ls of
force. It would be I think a wonderful thmg If that could be achieved
from the standpoint of our country and the European countries, and
certainly the stability in that area.
.
.
At what point it might be achieved, or to what extent It_ m1ght. be
achieved, remains to be seen, and we should not do anythmg wluch
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would. undermine the seriousne~s of those di~cussions which, indeed a

unilateral reduction would.
·
·
··Senator ToW'ER. Mr. Rumsfeld, I· want to commend you on the
splendid job tha~ you ?-i~.as,th~:L\.mbassa4or tt? NATO, and I think
tlhe·experien'ce aim the ms1ght winch you gamed IS a strong commendation for your qualificaitons for this position, alo!1gwith the other splendid. qualificatiOns w:hich you possess, and I shall certainly happilyt
and conscientiously·support your confirrnation.
·Mr. RuMSF.ll:LD. Thank you very much, Senator.
· The Cl!AIRMA.N; Thank you, Senator. . · ·
..
' In just a second; Senator Syrnington, I am going to .call.<m you. I
really had about a half a minute left of my time. May I ask a quick
question~
• · ·
Senator SYMINGToN. Sure.
· The CHAIRMAN. I have alwaysih these important no.minations asked
tpis question for years and I want to ask it of you. You S{>e what a big
interest there is ih this position, there is a lot of power in this office
and a lot·of'responsibilities. I judge you are iwt coming. in with any.
expectation of staying just a short time and thrn moving on~ Frankly,
II hav-e said i:n the re.coro for many offices that if it is just a venture to
prepare for business, or a politic,al venture or anything else, then it
is the wrong place to step into these important. assignments. Do you
agree with that~
Mr. RuMsFEw. I agree completely. I assure you that I
serve in
this post at the pleasure of the President, obviously, and devote my
full energy and taJents to it.
The CHAIRMAN. '\Ve.Il, you always serve at the pleasure of the President, but you have no other plan or motive in mind, do you?
Mr. Rul\ISFELD. Absolutely not.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. I imaginf'Al that that would be your answer. And I think, of course, yon are telling the truth.
I would ask for Senator Thurmo11cl, who could not be here this
morning, and he is one of our best attendees. that certain onestions be
put in the record at this point for response by Mr. Rumsfeld.
[The questions with answers :follows:]

'"ill

QUESTIONS BY SENATOR THURMOND FOR SECRETARY DESIGNEE RUMSFELD

Mr. Rumsfeld, I wish to associate myself with the remarks of our distinguished
chairman reference your outstanding re<>ord of public !'!ervice, both inside the
Congre!<s and within the Executive Department. It .would be my view that your
experience as Ambassador to NATO would be most helpful in aBsuming the
important rel'ponsibilities of Secretary of Defense. Certainly I !'hall make every
effort to cooperate with you and I am sure. other members of this Committee will
do likewise as you assume the role of Chief Advisor to the President on Defense
matters, and head of the Department of Defense.
Mr. Rumsfeld, I would like to propound a few questions, alt)lough I recognize.
it is too early for you to address many of the specific issues which will come
under your jurisdiction.
Que8ti<Jn 1. First. I would lil\e to have your views on what you see as this·
Nation's foreign policy and national security goals.
Answer. The basic U.S. national security objective is to preserve the Unit!'d
State;;; as a free and healthy nation. U.S. foreign policies derive from and are in
pursuit of that objective. U.S. foreign policy goals are to foster an international
1'!1Vironment in which U.S. physieal se1mrity will not he jeopardilled, and in which
our political and spiritual principle:-: can thrive and our e<>onomic needs be nwt.
The freedom and independence of other nations which generally share or aspireto our values, and maximum U.S. ability to engage in international trade ano
commerce, are important elements of that environment. U.S. foreign policies

seek through political, cultural~ and economic discourse to affect the behavior
of other governments in ways which will enhance our own welfare and promote
these conditions.
·
·
· !t is;· of ~ourse, in aur interest not only· to enhance· our relationships with
fn~ndly natwns but also to reduce the risks of conflict with others. T.S. defense
JJOhcy relat!"s to foreign policy objectives directly: It should provide a rational
r:ange of .mllitary capabilities .to deter the use, or th'reaf of u8e, of all kindH of
fot·ce agarl!lst ourselves, our allr€s, and other nation~; which would seriously affect
r~1r ()Wil welfare ; and resl?ond, should deterrence fail, with military fore(> sufficient to protect our basic interests.
I intend !O review these· issues in gpeater detail in the Department's rt>sponse
to the reqmrements of the 1975 Defense- Authorization At?t tor the Secretary of
Defense to furnish Congress aJl .a1mual report on the relationship between Us
foreign policy and our military force structure.
·
· ·
Que~Non 2. How would you g~> about determining the military muscle need!'d
to achieve these·goals?
AnsWer. In addition to setting foreign policy and national security, it is nece;;;sary t? assess realistically the threat to the nation from othet· nations o1· bloc,;:
of naf:!ons. In determining the levels a.nd composition of the capability we need
to achieve our goals and to defend agamst the threat, I would consult within the
DPpartment of Defense, civilian and military atlicials, inCluding the Joint Chief:'!
o·f Staff. as ~vell as others, including the Congress. in developing Department
recommendatiOns to the President. Our allies should also be consulted as to cj 11r
joint needs. Through such interchanges of views, I would hope that as a nation
we would be a~lle to reach sound conclusions on om• nee-ds, and, t~gether wit~
our aiUes, sustam the bonds of collective security.
Finally, as the Department princi~>ally charged with providing securitv for
t~is coun~ry, the req~irements must reflect a clear awareness of the capabilities
of votentml advet·sanes, and avoid causing instabilities which could result from
a misreading of intentions.
.
.Que!~io-n 3. Do you plan to take an active role immediately in connection with
the cnheal arms cqutrol negotjations now underway with the Soviet Union?
Answer: I intend to particip.ate in. the process of developing the U.S. positions
on issues m arms control negotiations, after confirmation.
Quasti.on 4. _In this connection, how would your views differ from those espoused
by Dr. Schlesmger?
. A~1swer. To the best of my knowledge, Dr. Schlesinger and I agree on the obJectives of U.S. policy and on the necessity to find and capitalize on areas of
agreement and mutual interest with the. USSR. We also share the view that the
U.S. cannot expect to achieve a stable military balance at lower levels of armament if we start from a position of inferiority.
A sound d~fe~se posture is an essential incentive to the Soviet Union in arms
control negobatwns.
Q·uestion 5. What are your views on the Total Force concept?
. Answer. I support .t~e Total Force Policy, which involves actions designed to
str~ngthen the capahtllty of reserve forces to augment acth·e forces upon mobili·
~atwn. I undt!rs~and that a recently completed o;tudy of the Total Force resultt>d
m progra;ns designed to improve readiness and integration of reserve with active
forces. I mtend to maintain the momentum in this direction.
Question 6 (jlr8t half). What are your views on current military personnel
levels in NATO?
Answer. The P.resent level of U.S. commitment to the Alliance, along with the
forces of our Allies, gives us the basis for maintaining a conventional balance in
1-~ur~pe. However, maintaining the quality o.f XATO forces, both our and Allied
reqmres constant effort.
'
r i-Yith regard to the P?ssihility .of future U.S. troop reductions in Europe, the
Lmted States and our NATO Alhes are presently engaged in the discussions and
Mutual and Ba1a~ced Force Reductions. If an aceeptable agreement can he
r.-acht;~. !!nd tlu';t IS our hope, that would be the appropriate time to adjust :"JATO
capahlhhes to i-i- arsaw Pact capabilities.

Questio'l! 6 ( II<'CfYnd. half). Do you feel that thE> l;nited States needs to enunciate
a new policy in the Asia-Pacific area, and, if so what form should this policy
take?
'
Answer. A complete answer to this question would reqnlre a comprehensive
examination and determination. However, in my view, the United States should
61-669-75--2
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continue on the present policy course that has been establisheQ by the President.
Our actions in Asia are being closely watched by the USSR, the P:JtC, Japa;n, and
Korea as well as the other powers in the region. It is desirable that we .continue
to take actions which indicate to our friends and potential adversaries alike our
resolve to remain a serious power in Asia.,
From a Defense· standpoint, Northeast Asia, and our depl()yments there to
assure the security of Japan and Korea, rem.ains central to our .Pacific strategy.
Elsewhere in the region, other bilateral and collective security commitments
remain in force. As the evolving equilibrium is established, we do not foreclose
the possibility of policy innovations as new situations develop. Nonetheless, there
is a need for continuity-rather than rapid .change--in order to pursue a goal of
peace and stability throughout the region.
Question "1. Mr. Rumsfeld, what are your views on the current high level of
foreign military sales. to our friends abroad?
Answer. In both the Foreign Assistance Act and ~he Foreign Military Sales Act,
the Congress recognizes that the "(Jnited States and other free and independent
countries continue to have valid requirements for effective and mutually beneficial defense relationships to maintain and foster the environment of international peace and security.
This legislation also recognizes that, because of the growing cost and complexity
Qf defense equipment, it is increasingly difficult for any country-and particularly
a developing country-to fill all of its legitimate defense requirements from its
own design and producti.:m base.
All sales are carefully reviewed by the Defense Department and State Department and there are provisions for Congressional overview. The total level of
Foreign Military Sales has risen over the past five years from $222 million in 1970
to $9.5 billion in 1975; and the vast majority ( 90%) are for cash. One. reason for
the increase in sales agreements is. that we have cut back our grant aid program
from some $5 ·billion in the 1950s to less than $500 million now as improved economic capabilities have enabled our friends to purchase what they need. For
example, the F-16 sale to four of our NATO allies in Europe· accounts for $2.1
billion of the 1975 figure.
·
Foreign Military sales are not only the transfer of guns, tanks, aircraft, and
ships of war. About 40/45% Qf total purchlli!le agreements are for weapons and
ammunition, the remaining 55/60% consisting of such things as support equipment, construction, spare parts, training, and other services.
I believe that we must be judicious in deciding what we sell to whom, but
dollar figures do not tell the whole story .. The. $10 billion level of sales today is
comparable to the $5 billion in grant aid in 1952. Costs have escalated and equipment has become more complex and costly.
Question 8. Mr. Rumsfeld, in what context do you view the policy of detente
with the Soviet Union?
Answer. I believe our relations with the Soviet Union should continue to be
guided by our parallel policies of deterrence and detente.
There seems to be no doubt that we tJOth understand that, with the nuclear
capability we each possess, it is in our respective interests to try to reduce confrontation. But there is also no doubt that, for the foreseeable future, the extent
of U.S.-Soviet cooperation will be limited by the continuation of the fundamental
differences in internal values and in international aspirations which distinguish
the two nations. And, when important interests are at stake, as in the arms con. trol area, progress toward a more cooperative relationship may be slow.
We should neither give up when progress seems to move slowly, nor negotiate
inadequate arrangements under pressure of time. We are and must remain strong
enough to engage in such neg<ltiations in ways which serve and promote our national security. That is a long, slow, complex process.
It might he useful to point out that the word detente seems to mean different
things to different people. F'or that reason it is·useful to indicate what I mean and
what I do not mean when I use the word. As I see it, the word detente is the word,
in current use, to describe the approach to foreign relations being used by the
United States toward some other nations that have the following characteristics:
1. A political system so different from our own that mutual confidence is
lacking;
2. A military capability great enough to endanger the United States or its
Allies and friends: and
3. A pattern of actions over the years demonstrating a willingness to use force,
or the threat of force, to advance their interests at the expense of others.

Toward such nations, our approach, that is to say a policy of detente, should
include the following elements:
1. Enough military strength to deter adventuresomeness or aggression ;
· 2. Enough confidence in our own political' and spiritual convictions to let others
know that we adhere to the principles of liberty and justice and do not condone
abuses of political and human rights; and,
3. Enough wisdom to seek out agreements that diminish the danger ,of a war
that might destroy hundreds of millions of people, and that may, over time, contribute to a more stable relationship .. It.goes without saying that in negotiations
with such nations we must be on guard.
Detente, therefore, 'is a method of working toward our aims to avoid war,
secure the safety and independence of the United States and our friends, and
preserve the principles of political decency-the rights of all men to liberty,
equality, and justice. As such, it is an approach, but not a gl'larantee.
This is what I mean by the word .dete.nte. It is an approach, intended in our
best interests, to dealing witll certain nations. If handled badly, it could do us
harm. If handled well, it could serve us well. Theref<lre, questions such as "il!!
detente good or.bad for us?" or "do we beneftt from it more or less than others?"
are questions that run not to the approach of detente, as I see it, but to the
execution. The test is in the execution.
·
In short, detente should not be viewed as a substitute for strength and
solidarity, but rather as •an approach that is available to us because of that
strength.
Question 9. Mr. Rumsfeld, there have been suggestions that the Defense Del'artment will have to take as much as $7 billion in reductions in FY 1977 if the
President is to achieve his $28 billion spending .cut proposal. Do you feel our
national security can be assured in the face of such a large reduction?
Answer. The President feels that the anticipated growth in federal budget outlays should be restrained by $28 billion. I am advised that spedfic allocation
among individual agencies is being worked on but has not yet been completed.
'J'he .President has made it abundantly clear that he stands for a defense posture
'"Recond to none", and I, of course, share that view. I am confident that the
budget submitted for DOD in FY 1977 will ensure our national security.

The CHAIRMAN. SenatorSyinington. .
Senator SYMINGTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Rumsfeld, I have had the privilege of serving with you before;
and I will vote for your confirmation in the hope that you will be the
first of but one of the Secretaries that I have known, and I have known
them all,. who is independent in your thinking with respect to the
problems that develop in the Pentagon.
Now, when you come before this committee you come before a very
friendly committee. It has been my experience after some 31 years in
Government that you have four kinds of Senators and Congressmen.
Right afterWorld War I a group of people came into the Congress
and the Senate who voted for all of the guns before any butter. And
the resistance that developed over the years, especially incident to the
no-win war procedures, resulted in another group coming up who
voted for all of the butter instead of any of the guns. The voting
records are all there.
· ·
And then you have another group who could be the most dangerous
<li all, based on my concept of true national security, who say well, we
will vote for all of the butter and all of the guns and we are sure to
come back with a heavy majority, because nothing could ever happen
to the U.S. dollar.
In that connection I recently was talking with a member of this
committee 'vho I believe is the fiscal and monetary expert of the Senate, if you could pick one man, and I told him that I heard that the
retired military pay between now and the year 2000 would add up to
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$30() billion. He said no, that was too high. And I said, I had heard it
:from a pretty good soui·ce. So, I then asked the chief of staff of ~his
committee., ~{r. Braswell, to getn1e up .smne figures o:f what the retired
pav would be. And I do not in any way criticize it at this point. I am
jtuit presenting this side to those who think we have to make. some
<:hoices.
.
. The memonindum from Mr. Braswell shows if you take a 6"pereent
annual increase in pav and a 4"I)ercent annual increase inthe consumer
price inde4. the accu'lnulated retirement pay figure was not $l50 billion, it was not $300 billion, it was $470 billion.
· vVe are now purchasing submarines rapidly approaching $2 billion
apie.ce, and we are now moving to purchase airplanes rapidly approaching $100 :n;illion apiece. · ·
.. .
. . .
. ..
· And my questwn to you then would be, m your posrtwn as crnhan
head of the Department of Defense, do you plan to consider a sound
economy and a sound dollar equally important to any weapons systems, :from a standpoint of true national securityl And if you do, will
you give that consideration in your decisions~
Mr. RuMSFF..LD. Senator Symington, I am happy to respond to that.
• I think I would have to begin. however, by saying that certainly
a fundamental service or responsibility of Gov~rnment is to help to
provide for the security of the American people, and to assure their
freedom. There is no question but that inflation and the cycles of unem" ·
ployment that this country has gone through have been difficult and
damaging to many human beings. There is also no question, as you
suggest, but that we cannot go down both roads continuously. Choices
must be made, priorities must be established.
.
I think that honorable, reasonable people can differ as to how those
priorities ought to be established~ But I am certainly in full agreement
that priorities in our society have to be established, if we are going to
avoid some of the problems that other nations on this globe have faced
by failing to face up to the importance of priorities.
I too have heard those figures on retirement costs between now and
the end of the century. There is no question but that that is something
that the executive branch and the legislative branch must address, and
it is a sizable figure.
Senator SYMINGTOX. What does disturb me is the relative lack of
change in the structure, and to some extent, function in the overall
military picture, to take appropriate account of the tremendous impact
on any concept of security of the new nuclear :force.
·
In a biography of De Gaulle by an Australian named Crozier, it
states that President Eisenho,,·er, who was a true military expert, said
to De Gaulle in 1959, "vVhy do you emphasize the nuclear picture to
the extent that you are doing, when you know you c..ould never equal
the Soviet Union~"
.
And De Gaulle replied that, "In the metagon age, I do not have to
equal anybody, all I have to do is have enough," and this is in quotes.
You only have 'to kill a man once, you do not have to kill him 10
times.
Mr. Chairman, I would nsk 'that the memorandum that I got from
Mr. Braswell be inserted at this point in the record, and I would ask
that the quotation from· the book in queStion of this dialog between
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President Eisenhower and President de Gaulle be inserted in full in
the record.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes. All right, Senator. Certainly.
· [The material referred to follmvs:]
.[Part V: The Fifth Republic Chapter 2: The Atlantic Directorate Affair,
p. 533.]
"Why do you doubt that the United States would identify its fate with
Eul"QPe's?" asked Eisenhower.
And de Gaulle reminded him that during the l!'irst World War, American help
.caine only after three years of almost mortal trials; and in the second, only
after ]france h•ad been crushed. Nor was this at all strange. That was why
France, although faithful to the al'liance, was against integration in NATO. All
for llarmonising-"if <me dares to apply this celestral word to that inferTl'al suibject.,-the use of )<'ranch and American 'bombs, tllis C'Ould 'be done in the f:rwmework of direct couperation between the three atomic powers which he had pro-

po;~t surely, the American president objected, given the prohibitive cost of such

armnments, France •would not be able, by a long way, to reach the &lviE:it len~l't
In reply de Gaulle gave him the doctrine 'Of the French deterrent in its simplel'lt
.and purest furm: "You know very well that on the seale of megatons, a few
rounds of bombs would destroy any country. J!'or our deterrent to 'be effective,
all we need is enough to kUl the enemy once, even if he has the means to kill
us ten times over."
[From, DeGaulle, by Brian Crozier]
U.S. SENATE.
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Wa.shingtcm, D.O., October 24, 19"15.
Re memorandum for Senator Symington

From : Ed Braswell.
'l'his is a followup to our phone conversation yesterday afternoon concerning
the cost of the military retirement syl!tem. The eumulative cost of the military
retirement system from FY 1976 to ll'Y 2000 will be about $.1,"10 billion, if one
assumes a 6% annual increase in pay and 4% annual increase in the Consumer
Price Index.
Under the above assumptions, the annual cost of the retirement system ill
FY 1985 would be $13.9 billion, in FY 1990 $19.7 billion, in FY 199G $26.9 billion,
and FY 2000 $36.1 billion.
Of course, the total cumulative cost of the retirement system is dependent on
·what assumptions are made on pay and price increases. If one assumes that
there are no future basic pay or retirement pay increases, then the total cumulative cost of the military retirement system for FY 1976-2000 would he $217
billion. This. in effect. would assume no inflation between FY 1976-2000.
. Some facts on the military retirement system :
Currently there are over 1 million military retirees, with an estimated 1.8
million by FY 2000.
Unfunded liability of retirement system is about $150 billion, which means tllat
this amount would have to be invested at 3.5% interest into the future to cover
the eurren t obligations of the system.
Retired pay was less than 1% of the Defense budget outlays in FY 1954,
:2.4% in FY 1964 and will be over 7% in FY 1976.
Retired pay has increased $5.7 billion from FY 1964 ($1.2 billion) of FY 1976
·( $6.9 billion >~an almost sixfold increase in 13 fiscal years.
I hope this will be of some help.

Senator SYMINGTON. What worries me is that I cannot see any ~pro
priate recognition of the developments of nuclear :force in the mihtl}ry.
For example, and you have the superb record as an aviator in World
War II, and ,you know the aviation business from the standpoint
of a combat p1lot, or a pilot instructor-when one plane can deliver
more in one mission than both sides delivered against each other in an
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entire 4% years o£ World War II; then I think we should begin fo
recognize the qualitative aspect o£ what is going on today, as against
maintaining an unnecessarily large conventional posture. Otherwise,
I do not see how the economy o£ the United States can live. And that
is borne out by the £act, and I am confident, having served with you.on
the Joint Economic Committee, that you would agree that our system,
as we know it,- cannot continue indefinitely with a $70 billion, $80
billion, $90 billion annual deficit.
._
.A well-known banker in New York said to me tecently that i:f thetruth were known the Federal Government is in £ar worse financial
conditionthan the city o£ New York. The only difference isthat dow1l
here we have the printing presses.
·
I would appreciate your comments because o£ my great respect £or
your record and your capacity, having served with you before. ·
·
Mr. RuMSFELD. WeB, thank you, Senator.
. I would look forward to reading the citations that you have inserted
m the record. I agree that in this area it is important to take into·
account qualities as well as quantities.
_
_
I would add, however, that it is important to take it into account
on both sides, and I obviouslv do not have an immediate answer to the
broad question you have posed.
·
I think that it may be that we will find that as we continue, and
certainly there have been tremendous technological changes, that theremay very well be some fundamentals that will not change a great deaL
Second, during this period where there ha-<> been an acceleration in
the velocity o£ events, we have seen a period o£ relative stability between the superpowers, and one o£ the things that has contributed to
that has been the strategies and the concepts that have underlaid our
apl?roach to d~fense during this period. Stability is not frivolously
achieved, certamly. There are thin~ that can be done that can upset
that stability, and it may very well be that one o£ the eharacteristics
of the problem you are posing is that those strategies and underlying
coneepts will evolve slowly rather than ranidly, and it may well be
that is desirable £rom the standpoint o£ stability.
- I will look forward to reading those citations.
.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, gent-lemen. I thank you very much, and
I am SOrry' but your time is up.
Do you have just one more question?.
Senator SYMINGTON. I have no further questions.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator.
Senator Goldwater.
Senator GoLDWATER. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman. I have known Mr.
Rums£eld £or a long time and. in £act, it was my pleasure to have cam·
paigned £or him when he first ran £m· the House.
.
You have served in a number o£ jobs, and you have done them all
well. But I suggest that this one is going to be the biggest challenge
that you have ever £aced, because in my 45 years o£ experience with
Defense, we never had a better Secretary o£ Defense than Jim Schles~
jnger. So you have a real challenge in front o£ you.
Let me ask you this question: Last week the Senate Appropriations
Committee approved a budget for fiscal year 1976 o£ _$90.8 billion,
'vhich was about a hal£ a billion higher than the House, but about $7.1
billion less than requested. Secretary Schlesinger had indicated the

House figure was far too low, and had requested that about $2.6 billion
be. restored by the Senate.
However, that did not ha.ppen. What are your views on the adequacy o£ the Department of Defense budget amount, as ·it .is now
shaping up?
_
.
Mr. RuMSFELD. Recognizing that I have not been a participant in
this budget process, I have been able to review the President's thoughts
on this as well as Secretary Schlesinger's and to review the letter which
Secretary Schlesinger sent to Senator McClellan with specific re£erenee
to the figures you are mentioning. And insofar as I have an informed
view, it would certainly correspond with the thoughts that Secretary
Schlesinger put forward to Senator McClellan, and that the items he
was concerned about involving something in the neighborhood of
$2.5 billion, as I recall, are needed by the Department. ·
And I am really not in a position to go beyond that.
Senator GoLDWATER. Thank you. In spite o£ what we hear, we are
spending a smaller percentage o£ the total budget year after year on
defense, and in spite o£ what we hear we are now spending on defense
the lowest percentage o£ the gross national product that we have
ever spent. In £act, Washington spent more. on his budget than we
are spending ·today as a percentage o£ the total gross national product.
With all o£ this in mind, the fact that we are spending less each
·year on defense, do you believe the defense budget should increase
annually in real buying power, rather .than increasing only to accom~
modate inflation and pay raises?
Mr. RuMSFELD .. I am familiar with the statistics that have been put
:forward that comment on defense expenditures as a percentage o£ the
Federal budget, and defense expenditures as a percentage o£ gross
national product, both in isolation and in rela•tionship to the Soviet
Union's comparable statistics.
It seems to me that they are interesting and they are useful in a
discussion o£ the subject. But the bedrock on which U.S. budgets
~hould be .b!1~lt has .to be our ·capabilities relative to potentially opposmg capab1htles. It 1s £or the latter reason that I would eertainly agree
that. given the trends we have seen in terms o£ the interest on the part
o£ the Soviet Union with respect to various capabilities, the U.S.
Government should, in :fact, provide real increases in the defense
budget. And this is true not only because o£ the phraseology that I
use~, an~ that you used, it is true not only because, as you. point out,
o£ mflatwn, but also, as you suggest, the mix o£ our total defense
budget that now goes toward pay as a result o£ our attempt to see
that people who are involved in our Armed Forces receive somethin()"
more closel:y ap.proximating a competitive pay level with those wh~
are not servmgm the Armed Forces~ · · ·
.
·· Senator Goww ATER. In other words, there is not much we can do
in Congress about the pay portion o£ the defense budget, which is
a large part o£ the defense budget, unless we want to start cuttin()"
the pay of the troops? And that is something that I do not think any
of us want to do.
·
·
·
. ·Now, l~t us get into detente. Are there dangers to the United States
m pursumg detente with the Soviet Union; and if so, what worries
you the most, and what policies do you propose te> avoid these dangers?
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. Mr. Rmt:SF.ELD. There is no question in my mind but that there are
·dangers, and the world is simply not a perfectly pleasant place.
As I indica~ed earlier, given those dangers, in some respect because
.of ~hem, and m some respects in spite of them, it is important for the
Umted States to seek to find ways where, in our interests, and certainly
at no jeopardy to our security, we can find areas of agreement with the
Soviet Union.
The danger that I see is not that a given President or administration
or Government of the United States d America would engage in some
sort of a relationship which is harmful to the security of the United
States. I think the more fundamental danger is the one that i touched
on earlier, that in the process, we 0ould erroneously relax our vigilance.
Detente is not a state or a circumstance or something that is fixed it is
a relaxation of tension; and to have a relaxation of tension, there is the
admission that there is tension.
The danger is that it is misinterpreted by some people. We have had
relative stability in our relationship, and they see photographs of world
leaders talking and dealing with eaeh othe·r. There is a danger that
some can assume that that then means that vigilance is not necessary.
In my judgment, the very success that has been achieved so far is a
result of that vigilance, not in spite of it.
Senator GoLDWATER. The press has !'eported that Secretary
Schlesin~er's views of the advantages and disadvantages of detente
to the TTnited States differ from those of Secretary Kissinge.r. Have
you had personal conversations with either Secretary Kissinger or Secretary Schlesinger on this subject, and i:f so, what can you report in
thnt reP"ard?
Mr. Ru:!\Hll"ELD. The answer is yes, I have had discussions with both
over a period of years. I think both have commented on that subjert.
They certainly are considerably better authorities on it than I am,
as to their personal views, and to what distinctions there might be.
I know of no major policy differences between them. My sense is that
as with, I suppose, any two people, we are none of us the same. We
approach things in somewhat different ways; we have different back- ·
grounds and perspectives, different ways of saying things, and differences of view from time to time. But in a broadway, my sense of those
two individuals' views is that there are not fundamental differences.
Senator GoLDWATER. 'Vell, to many people, and this is a growing feeling in this country, Secretary Kissinger is, pardon the term, hellbent on
achie.ving detente with Russia regardless of the :fact that our military
is not increasing in power enough to assure that we can maintain the
conditions of d~tente which he is suggesting. Do you agree with
KiQqinP'er's position on dPtente, th11t we have to have it?
Mr. RmrsFELD. Well, I do not know that I would want to agree
with the press characterization o:f his position. It st.rikes ·me that
RPcrPfltrv Ki.ssinp-er. as Secretary Schlesing:er anrl, inrlec>"d, as the
President of the United States. comes to this subiect with a back~round from the national security Ride, the two SeeretariRs from the
standnoint o:f thPi.r academic pursuits, and the President from a long
f'XnPrien~'e on the Defense Appropriations Subcommittee in the
Honse. Th~t is a healthy way to approach tnanv of these questions.
It is a realistic way to approach these questions.

I do not know that l would ~,tgree with the logic~~:I ~xtrpme of the
implication in the' 'characterization o~ Secret~ry Kissmg:er that ~he
report you cite would suggest, that ~e ~s hellbent on agreemg. I thmk
it is natural in the give and t!lke w1thm a .group of peop_le on a s~lb
ject such as this that there will b~ so.m.e differenc~s of view. I. thmk
1t is particularly natural that the mdividu~;tl. who IS charg~d Wlth the
responsibility for negotiating becomes sensitive to the tactics of negotiation, and it is also perfectly proper and unders~and.able. that a
Secretary of Defense would have to ke~p foremost m his. mmd the
security of the Unit:ed States and c'?ntnbut~ that perspective to any
dialog for the President to make his final JUdgments.
.
Senator GoLDWATER. Just one final comment and my 10 mmutes
will be up. But I have more.
.
Secr~tary Schlesinger provi~ed the country with the o~ly an~l~ontu
tive voice that would argue with the Secretary of States positiOn. on
de,tente. I would sincerely hope, knowing you as. I do, and. ~nowmg
you to be very firm in your convictions, and ha':"mg a su~p!cwn, not
knowing it, that you would. support th~ Schles~nge;r positiOn~, that
if that is true you will contmue to prov1de a. vmce m t~e cal;nnet so
that the American people can have the benefit of opposmg views on
detente. versus a weakened military structure..
. .
. .
Mr. RuMSFELD. Senator, I can quite agree w1th you thflt It IS crltlcallv important to a. President to be abSolutely certain that ~e does.
in fact, have differing views, and that he i~ aware of the different
perspectives and arguments, and the perceptwns as well as any substantive differences that may exist.
I also, of course, want to assure you that I will ~o my utmost to see
that they are presented in a thoughtful and. sens1 ble way ..
Senator GoLDWATER. Mr. Chairman, that 1s all I have right now.
I would like to make a comment that you know is a pet subiect of
mine. Some of the gentlemen on your side have bee;n here. for. t~e
whole hearing, and some of them have recent]':" come m. ! thmk It Js
a wise idea to reward those early attendees with an earlier effort to
question.
.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, Senator. Gentlemen,_ the C'ha1r has been
put somewhat on the spot to this extent: I h11ve tr1ed ~o looselv follow
the rules on the 10 minutes, and loosPlv follow the Idea that a man
who comes here and sits out the hearill,e:, when you get to him he is
entitled to be heard. 'Ve have two very valuable and esteemed :nembers
of our committee who have just come in. Do you have a special showing that you want to make, either one of you? .
Senator JAcKSON. Mr. Chairman, no. We will defer. Both, Senator
Cannon and myself. are in the fifth week of a conference involv:ing 25
Senators on our side, and 7 House Members on the Hm~se side on
energy, &nd we came directly from the conference. But It does not
matter.
The CHAIRMAN. WeH, let us give these valuable members 5 minutes
apiece and see what happens.
Senator NuNN. Mr. Chairman, I will ease your pain a little bit
·and take half of my time and then yield the other half to Senator
Jackson.
The CHAffiMAN. All right. That is nice. We will work out something
here.
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All right, Senator Jackson.
Senator Jackson?
Senator JAcKSON. No; go ahead, Senator Nunn; . .
• ..
.
Senator N UNN. Well, I will just ask two questions and we will share
the time.
·
··
.
•. . . .
Mr. Rums:feld, I also share a very high view of your capabi~It:les,
but I also was a very, very strong suppori;er o£ Secretary ~chlesmger
in both his abilities and his articulation of the theory behmd the defense budget.
With that said I think that a lot of people are concerned about
vour views on SALT II and whether there will be a real expression
·~:f those views. lam also concerned about another grave danger to our
(le:fense budget and our Defense Department, and that is the makeup
of the budget. Senator Goldwater has already talked about the problem of pay and how much it is consuming. But the :facts are that we
started this year's defense budget and the people from the Pentagon
came over and privately told me that 52 to 53 percent of the defense
dollar was manpower, that that was as the President submitted the
budget. Well, the :facts are now that 60 percent of the defense budget
is man'{)ower, based on the reductions that have taken place.
And when you couple this situation with the :fact that the Soviet
Union· is spt>nding 30 ce.nts out of everv ne:fense dollar on mn.npower,
we are spending 60 cents out of every dollar on manpower, they have
4 million nieri uhder arms, we have 2 million men under arms. W"" see
this trend going on and on, then it leads me to a conclusi?n. that I ha.te
to come to, but I wouJd like to let you express your opmwn on th1s.
It looks like. tome we have thre or four things that can happen.
First of all, either there has got to be a substantial rea] increase in
the defense budget. and by real increase I mean ~tbove PRY ann above
inflation. Or, there has got to he a dramatic brenhthrongh in diplomatic
neO'otiations wiih the Soviet Union which would cause them to decelN;te their defense budget. Or, there has got to be a radical chal).ge
either in t.he number of men we have, or in the nav.
Now, if rione of those things, ol- some combination thereof ooes Ii<?t
haupen. it seems to•me that inevitably we fr>ce the suhc;t;.ntinl pos~l1•ilityo:f hnving a defense posture second to'the Soviet Union. I would
like vonr views on that.
Mr~ RUJHSFELD. Senator, I share vour concern about the trends that
we have seen, and I agree with your. assessment of' what the optio;ns are.
I think it is useful, however, to noint out something, and that 1s that
"·hen the United States of America made the iud.cnnent that it W!lnted
to forego comnulsion as the method of achieving the nece~sary military
mannower what it in effect was saying. among other thin~s. was th~t
previouslv' we had been taking onlv some and not alL ani! then in addition to taking on]v some. wf\ hnd heen payin,.,. thosP inrli.vidunls subRtantiallv less thari what the individuals who werf\ not taken were earninO' ;n the civilian manpower ma,rket. In effect, they were being taxed
adrlitionallv for their service to the countrv.
Onf\ of the effects, inevitablv, of p-oing to a ~roa] of an nll volunteer
force is that the pav must .O'O 1m, bnt it seems to me that thnt is a pr?per
thing :for our country to do. And in exchanrre for that we have p-a,med
some things; that is 'to say, we have Rtopped faxin~ those indiviilnals
who have served, and we have stopped unnecessarily using compulsion
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'as the method of achieving military manpower when it was not necessary and, therefore, not desirable in a free society. ;
.
- I think that the defense budget should take. that mto accou~t, and It
would be. exceedingly unfortunate; and cer~amly dangerous If rather
than doing that we allowed that progressiOn of the perc~nt · ?£ the
·defense budget for pay to go up to, as you suggest, ~omethmg. m the
neighborhood of 60 percent to continue, bec~use the~e IS no questiOn but
that something else suffers, and that somethmg else IS the weapon capa-bility of our country, and inevitably the.deterre_nt.
. . .
. ·
Senator NuNN. It is already happemng. It IS not hke It IS gomg ~o
happen, it is already happening, and it is a grave danger, as~ see It.
And with the fiscal year 1977 announced I?rogram o~ th~. President to
cut $28 billion :from governmental expenditures, wh~ch I~ a good goal
that I share, my next question is how much of that IS gomg to be out
of the defense budget. I would also ask whether you yourself have been
involved in the nerrotiationsbetween OMB and the former Secretary of
Defense, Schlesinger, as to what percent can he taken out of the defense
budget?
.
.
Mr. Ru:M:SFELD. The answer is I have not, to this pomt, and would
·not he until the conclusion of the confirmation process. I .can assure
you that I would very definitely be involved in it at tha~ pomt. Let me
modify one thing you sai~. The Preside~t'~ ~roposal mvolved. not a
$28 billion cut fr~m spendn~g_, hut what It IS. IS a recommendatiOn. on
his part to restram the antlCipa~ed .growth ~n the Federal spe~d~ng
which is anticipated to be somethmg m ~h~ neighboJ:hood of $53 b~ll~on
in fiscal vear1977 to a level of $28 hilhon less than the $53 h1lh?n
growth. So there will still he growth in the ~ederal ~udget .. It will
not be a $28 billion reduction from congre..c:;swnal actiOJ}S this y~ar.
Senator NuNN. Well, in the final analysis thong~, _what .Is happe~n~g
thouO'h is that the O'rowth in the defense budget IS mflatlon, and 1t IS
manpower costs, a~d if you look at what is happeni_ng, R & D. _and
procurements since the Vie~nam war in 1964, ~nd If you take mto
~account inflation, we are buymg an awful lot less m research and. devel·Opment and procurement right I).OW than we were be.:fore the VIetl}am
war, and at any time before that, and we are not tellmg the Amencan
people those :facts.
''
It is not being made known to them. '\Ve talk about a voluntary £9rce
in a vacuum as if the only thing is a numbers game. The Amencan
people, when. they made the choice, if t?ey did, throu~h C.ong;'esS to
go to a volunteer :force, they were not giv~n the other Imphca;tw~s of
that choice and they still have notbeen gwen the o~h~r Imphcatw~s.
And I think that it is time that someone m the admmistrabon and m
the Congress starts laying out the facts.
Mr. Chairman, I will yield to Senator Jackson.
Mr. Rul\fSFELD. Could I add one comment on that~ Your comments
are certainly valid, and this is on.e particular: aspect of the defense
bndget that I think, as we move mto the nerwd a~ea;d, we have to
take into account. That $360 billion or $370 plus hilhon budget, as
. you are well aware the vast portion of the Defense Department budget
is classified as the 'so-called "controllables" as opposed to the "~l~con
trollables," the latter being expenditures that would requi_re additiOnal
legislative authority to restrain. It seems to me that certamly the Congress and the administration will have to work to see that we shape a
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-budget that, in fact; ·fits our national needs; not simply going along
with one that is the easiest to shape, because certain thlngs are ''controllables" and certain things are supposedly not.
That is not how priorities ought to be established, in my judgment,
and I certainly concur with your concern about the problem in thebudget generally.
.
The CHAIRMAN. Gentlemen, I am sorry, but your time has run over.
Senator NuNN. I yield, Mr. Chairman.
.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, gentlemen. You have used all of the t1me.
The Chair is inclined to think that we should recognize Senator
Taft who has been here since the committee convened.
Senator Taft?
Senator TAFT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you very much.
Mr. Rumsfeld, I welcome you here. We served in the House together
for several years, and I enjoyed it very much and admired your views
at the time, including your support for the Volunteer Army. The
problems that have been described by my colleagues today certainly
give me some pause. But I agreed with the view at that time, and I
still think it is a concept that I hope you will continue to work with.
Moving from that area to a few more specific areas, I realize that
you may feel that you would want to give us answers to these later
after you are in office, if you cannot give them now or give us some
views on them nqw; but I hope that you will within a reaso.nably
short period feel that you can really give the committee the benefit
of your thinking on these.
First of all, it has been suggested that there might have been some
disagreement between your predecessor and Secretary Kissinger on
the importance of the Soviet Backfire bomber in terms of the SALT
talks. Is it not correct that the Backfire has thus far been deployed
exclusively with Soviet Naval Aviation, and do you have an opinion
as to whether it should be counted as a strategic weapons system?
Mr. RuMSFELD. Senator -Jackson was kind enough to pose some
questions to me in writin,tr, one of which related to the subject o£
Backfire.* I have visited with a number of people since visiting with
Senator .Tackson on it, and would be hllppy to make a remark or
two about it.
I would preface it, as you suggest, by saving that SALT is, of
course, a subject of such enormous complexity that after a period
of extended negotiations there is certain history to words and phrases.
and not having been intimately involved in those negotiations, I
obviously would want t() wait until I had an opportunity to consult
internally within the Department of Defense before making conclusive judgments.
I am not in a positinn to confirm or not confirm your suggestions
concerning Secretary Kissinger and Secretary Schlesinger's views
on that particular subject at this point. However, my understanding
is that there is a broad MTPement that the Backfire bomber does have
an jntercontinental canabilitv that is of sufficient range to strike theUnit~d States from Soviet bases.

There are various views with respect to intentions. But I am referringtothe capability. · .
··
Senator TAFT. Thank you.
.
· Mr. Ru:MSFELo.Twould.like to go onjustaminute.
Senator TAFT. All right. Please.
.
· ··
Mr. RtJMSFELD. I think that clearly· anyone from' the· standpoint of
the United States would have a pref~rence to. include. the Backfire.
in the SALT agreement. However, in considering possible Defense
Department recommendations to the President, I think it is proper
for one to consider all of the elements of such a. package taken too-ether. At the minimum the Backfire must be dealt with; and its han~
~ling in any total package should, in my judgment, be designed' so as .
not to present an added risk to the security of.tlte United States,
. Be:fore conclusively deciding. how th1s speeitic issue- can ~t be handled, I would, however, wa11t to talk tb a good~:r,nany" people m t!he·
Department of Defense.
·
·
. Senator TAFT; How about the Cruise missile? Do you'considerthat
it ought to be included in the SALT talkdiscussiohsf
. ·... .
Mr. Rm1sFELD. Out of courtesy, I should probably &upply Senator
..Tackson with the responses that he requested of me, whioh. I have not
yetdone.
.
·.
·
· ·· ·
Senator JAcKSON. WouldtheSenattw yield.rightnow.? ··
· '·
Senator TAFT. Be happy to.
·.
.
'
·
Senator JAcKsoN. Do you have the written responses to the interrogatories?
Mr. RUMSFELD. They are coming up right now.
Senator JACKSON •. 4-ll rjght. I would-like to see· them. Excuse me: ·
·
·
· [The material referred to follows:]
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JACKSON'

.

'

Norn:---Because SALT' is a subject of· enor,mous, complexity,_ because-L have
not been in a position to consult iuany depth Witl):in.,tl\e.pepa.J;tment,of,J;)~:t:enlil~,.·
:and· because I have not been- personally involved: in: those ongoing negotiatiom;,
I must preface my responses to your questions by indicating that I am obviously
not at this time in a position to express conclusive judgments. If confirmed as
Secretary· of Befense, arid asl become involved fully in the issues and the negotiating. background, I will be in a beter position• tt> -contribute to• the continuing
.development of DODp9sitions on these. matters.
Question 1. "President Ford CQnfii:med oil Sunday·- wha·t· a numbel" of' government studies had already established: that the new Soviet. Backfire bomber has
intercontinental capability: Willyou:recommend to the President thatthe Back"
fire b~ included:withii:J. the·Soviet ceiling of 2400 intercontinental strategi_c deliv·ery vehicles."
,
'
- - ,·
'
<·.

,

Answer. My underStanding is that' there is across the board agreement that
the Backfire bomber does have an· intercontinental capability that is of sufficient
-range to strike the u.s. from Soviet bases. Clearly, one's preference· -would be
to incll)de the Backfir~> in the 2400 aggregate.ceiling. However; considering. possible· Department recomm~ndations to. the President. with respect to. a total SALT
package, all of the elements must be assessed in relation to one anot·her. At a
minimum, the Backfire must be dealt' with, and' its handling in a total':[la.ckage
Rhoul(l be designed so as not to· present an added risk to the securily of' the
Uniterd. · States. Before conclusively deciding how· this specific issue can best
be handled; I would of course want to consult_ fJlllY with the Department,
Q.u&tion 2: "Neither the text of. the V.ladivostok S.ALT. guidelines nor the record
of. ~otiations requires that the United States accept limitations -on its cruise
missile deployments. As you know, we presently have cruise missiles ·under development. Do you see any reason to modify, the Vladivostok guidelines as the
Soviets desire so as to limit our right to deploy cruise mH•-siles ?"
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Answer. It is my understanding that the Aide Mem6ire does not include cruise1
missiles, according to the U.S: uriderstanding~ Cruise missiles are difficult to
deal with in SALT. Tiley have tactical and. strategic· application, as well asseveral methods of dtdivery (lanl}, air orse~t)- 11.nd the option· of nuclear or con~
ventional warheads. The. question of whether it would be in the U.S. interest to
adjust the present position on cruise missiles from that set forth in tpe
Vladivostok Agreement must, as with the Backfire, be considered not only froin
the standpoint. of that particular system,. but also in the context of the total'
package. Only in this way can one hope to avoid added risk to the security of the·
United States.

Question 3. ".Studies ~:mduct~d wit4 t:'he gover~ment have .ccme to fhe con-clusion· that there is no way to verify compliance with a range limitation oh
cruise- missiles. This' country hal'! always main,tained t4at we will not enter into:
agreements with the Soviets that cannot be. verified. In view of our inability to
verify cruise missile limitations, will you recommend to the President that we not
accede to the Soviet demand to modify the Vladivostok guidelines on cruise·
misSiles and thereby enter into an in':'erifiable agieemt.>nt ?.':
Answer. V~riflcationis 011;e ofthe .m~st complex an<l technical aspects of SALT;
It is my ·understanding _that . cruise'. missiiE\S' 'are considered to .be exceedingly .
difficult to verify. Therefore; any consideration of cruise missiles'frori1·the stand-·.
point of a DOD .position. must, of necessity, fully take into aecourit that problem:
However, cruise- missiles !Y"e a factor in the overa.ILst~;ategic equation. liJ. viewof these facts; I -wc:>uld -want to study it .~refully and consult fully within theDOD on any proposals for resolution of the cruise missile issue.
Question 4. "Wh(m th~ Co~gre8s appro~etf_-the .SALT I Interim Ag~eement it
advised the President 'that a: .SALT II agreement 9hould 'hot -limit the .United
States.tolev;els of intercontinental strategic" forces interior to thelevele providt>d
for the Sovlet- Union.' Tb.e history of the debate in t\le Senate on that resolutionmade)~ c_Iear that we ~were a-sking f~r. equality In --rtJtm,iJers •of ·weapons and· in
throw we~pht. In advism.g the J7.n~si!].ent, ~o1,1ldyou take·seriouslythis Congre~
si~nal action; and·, ·spec1ficaUy, would you press for ;m agreement that ~oulcr
reduce the· Soviet advantage in throw weight. 'which is, ah'eady three tim~ that
of the 'Qnited..States?"
·.
.· · ·
··
·
··
· .t ·
·
Answer; :Yes. T•would O.f edurse take s~rioilsly any Con~ression~la~tio,n, a~Hl:
in thi:S inst~n~ th,e Vladivostok' Agreement'-4id· of course proved for num~Hcal
equahty. W1th respect to throw weight, I agree fully that it is an important'
ele~en,tin the e~uat~on, 11nd ~hatt,be,.I(nite(l_Stat:es, should work to reduce: tlttiSoVIet advantage. Thu!' Sliould be. addressed in e.ach step forward -tQward a comprehensive agreement with the Soviets if weare to enhluice strategi<: stabilitY'
betw~n tb!'l tyvo side!J. •II\ ·addition, we: nmst continue witli tlie nec'essary uni-.
·... lat,~~I., .~J?s)~t m~r def~l~r.og~~~cw~r to;: wa.iutJ;iu; 1\h~-b:ala.nce' and :our; si,!Curity:.

Mr~. ~u~rn. With··respect·to the.·Cruise• .missiles Senator Taft'
this ~]!:Jp ;~ ~ g\lestion th~ was posed:· It 'TI;l}'( ilnd~rstaiiding that
the. t~.i,<l ,JTle,IUOir~y dqef'! -iWt.' mclutie •C!iiise missilesi' ·according .to the,
U!ll~~t~~'un<lersta.nqmg: There IS ge»eral agt'eeilieritthat (Jruisenu~~Ies are di_fficult .to deal•With'i!J-:SA:I~'f-· They·~eit1tirr(y·havepo~.
tent1~~ ;fq.- t;a'Ct~Cil;l ·as fw.eU.oas strat.eg,tc ap·plreati()Ii. · '·
· . · . .. . .·
There are obVIously sev_eral methods of_ delivery, hy land, air and' ·
~' and of COUJ'$, thete: lS-the option:•for both nuclear arid CO~Ven~
tlon~,tl w.arh,~s.
.
· - • ,, :·.o, ' ; ~ . ·
· · ·. · · · · '" ...
The queStion of.~ hether it '!ould. ~ it;J. the tJI.s~· iilterest to adj,u$
to th~. p~ese~t .'PQSIIilQn Qn Crmse• nnssdes f11>m 'that set forth in the-·
YladivOSfok Agreement .must, as . is the·Oft;Se ·Wftfii.Bach:fire, ,be 'con~··
side~.Q..;not, only ,from the stand~nt· Of that J!!1'rt:icular system, but
also m the context of the total pa~kage. And o}lly by looking at the ' -~
total. pac~ge .~~ ()l}e hope 'to avoid •any add~ .risks to the securit,._ •' ....
?~ flhe Umted.S~ates of America, which obviouSly has, tobe tl)e go~r. ·,
m such ne~ottations...
,
-, ·
.
··
·
·
··
Sen~~or Trn. Mr. Rums~eld, I ~ave exJ?ressed a•gtrong b~Iiefthai -·
the Umted States should giVe active considera-tion to supplying not

is

only dii?lomatic support but .·also possible,, milit•ary support if reque9ted m the formo~ defens~ve weapons, and weapons technology,.
to the People's Repubhc ofGhma to. enable that country to feel more
secure ·against possible Soviet military adventurism. Doyoll h'llve any
thoughts on thaJt possibility~ Do you not agree that it would he •a
major foreign policy ,_dis~r for the, United Statel? if Chi_na :felt ~o.
threatened by the -SoVIet U mon as to make a new alhance' wtth Buss1a
to forestall that threat?
·
·
,,
Mr. RuMSFELD. That is not a subject that I have involved mySelf'
with sufficiently that I· cOttld give :a ~omment at this time, SenatOr.
Senator TAFT.· Could yo\1 comment .on the possible ·affects on ·the
balance of power inth~ Middle Ea8t if Israelwere to be supplied with
the Pershing missile?
. , · ·.. ·
· . · · ·· ·•· ·· ·'·.
Mr. RuMsFELD. Well, n balance •at any time has to inClude many
piec~s. However, wi~h respect~ the PersJ?ng missile, my_ und~rsta11(}- ·
mg 1s that the N at10nal Securtty Council -and the Presldent ,are reviewing requests that ma;y have come in. An~ if I am not mistaken,,
the President very recently has expressed strong reset"Vatidns about
the possibiHty of the Pershing with respect to them.
. .... ··
.. .
Senator TAFT. There has been some evidence in terms ofboth state- .
ments in the press and rninblings from the Department of Defense·
that the Marine Corpsrolen}aybe changed substantially. This might
be well and good. I 'have taJk~q to· Ge~raJ· ~ynes,. and I am fa:m:iliar
with the work of his committee. I am convinced, however, that part
of the .impetus behind this could be another of the p<ll'ennial attetn.ilt.~
b,v: s?me to absor? the Mari:q.e C~rps, or 11,-t lea,st:_ diminish its s.lze and mrsston. What would be your, attitli_de.:f?war~ such an attempt·.?· · . ·. •
Mr. RuMSFELD. Well, I am not familiar with such an attempt, and
would certainly want t() ~iscus~ *~t wi~htheindivi~uals in the Depart-:- ·
~ent of Defense, both on the mvihanside and certathlyon,~he:mj~itaiy
side.
. · .·
·- .-'
,., ···
'·"
' · · · '.··
Not be~ng familiarwi~h,. wh~tpropbs,~l.yo~:are's~ggestil1g/1t ;Would .
be very drfficult toeoJXl:qJ.~p.t on ;tt. .· · ., ._ . . . · ; . , -', .. , . ,,, ;"
-• ·
· Sertawr·TAF':~\ .·one .of .my•great.cencerns'is·our··cojpparative'irtll,ttention in _term.··~ of rnilita.ry ai~ ·to w.ha.t"mat be 'one ?~ dur ~ost ~m~~
port~tfne~ds lll t~e So~?- As.utn _area~·Pak~s~ll:; Pak:Ist'altfi&findipg
~~~lf. I!!. an mcreas1ngly difficult .situati-on< a.S; tt IS menaced n:clt only
~y Inqia but; ~I>O li>y; a .r~di91J.~ ~v~rnm~~: in.A~ghanistan; yet ·:r~p.?t:e
m the l'!ecurity assistance 'P:r;Ogrf,tm. no. :aid :Is·<plannM' fbnt•:Pa:lhstnn
othe:r: that;J. a smt~,lltraini~ su~; uU.der $1 million.;\ •·.: ••• .; ·.. , '· ,.. ;•·. :
J?o you have any feelmg ·about that· with •regard to ·~e'iriilita'ry
assistance program?
,
·, ; , ·,_
· · · ·· ·; ·, . .- •' · ,,, ,-,_, ":
Mr.' R;li:Msril,LD. It)~ not a su.;ject I h!l>Ve: been in'rolved•'in/ ' . i.' ,•. -.
Senator TAFT. Do you expect Mr. William Clements to' s~ybn lis:: .
the J?ep~t! S~retary of Defense? .,. · ~ . ·•· · · ·,,.,' :
• ,,., ,, · ,, · • '
Mr. ;RpMs~.. I W()~ld ~ryain; ~ume so. T have•not ad#es~ed ariy- '.
personnelquestlonsdur:mgth~i!!~tod;
. ·•'
• · ·•· ; · '- . ,.,
. Senator TA:rr. Mr. Chairman, Ithi-nki have taken my '10 niirlutes.
tune.. ,.
. ·.
•. . ,
. ·
- .. : . · -• ·; · ~ · ·· · v · "' · · ·
Th~ QJIAIRMAN. Yes. YQ;ur.time is just np:•Tha:rik you,'·S~nator,

..'·

ve~:t~~~n,
·about' this. after~oon, .can yo~ 'be her~ ~hi~:·~h~~oon?'
M:r;. R.UMSFELQ. Yes, sir.
· ' · ·
.-.

'-

~--

' -

. ..

;

,_

-:~ .
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'Fh~. CHAIRMAN. I have a report from the Senate that the~ is a
matter coming up on amendments a11d debate this i:fterlloon, and there
is a vote expected·a.t 12 o'clock or near there, too; on the trade bill f:rttm
the Finance Committee. Now, I 'wQUld think that-there are import&nt
quesili()U$ here and we w11-nt everybody to have a fyll ehance.. I th~,
if we eome back this afternoon, we would not be interrupted by so ·
many votes. It would limit me· aJl right to come back if we can futiab::r
up here now.
MJ:>. RUM$FELD. Yes; sir.
.
The CHA.IIU.IAN. What is the pleasure of the committee~ Do y(')u
haw adlY special suggestions~ We ca.n·oome back this afternoon or in
the morning if it interferes .with others. You can think it over.
~ow, without objection, these two gentlemen h~'J.Ie--"·
Sen&toT JAcliSON. We defer to the Senator. Senator Culver, go
·al~ad.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you want to take 5 minutes apiece so that you
can get back to t~ ~onference, or would you rather wait~
Senator JACKSON. "We will wait.
Senator GowwATER. What time do you want fu come ba~k this
afte:rnoom~

The CHAIRMAN. 2:30p.m.
St>nator CuLVER. I want to observe that it is perfectly aptirornris.te
in view of the conferen~e to let the other Senato-JI'S go, but I wion not
be able, for whatever it is ~rth, to be here this afternoon;
The CHAntMAN. Well, if you need w get back to the·conferenee; I ·
would accept the courtesy. It is all right.
Senator. J"ACJiSON. We will derer. Go ahead. Just have .the tW<Y of
you go ahead. Go ahead, .John.
The CHAffiMAN. AU right.
Senator Cu:t.vER. There is. pMnty of time this moriling; Mr. Chairman, if they want to go ahead and get back to the conference.
Senate.t J~c~fileN. We have a Sen1llte flooc Vote at 12. Ge ahead..
The CHAIRMAN. They want more then5 minutes.
Senator SGOIYF. Mr. Cb.a>irm~ if nooooy on that side wants the

tim£!--;-,-..

Th0CHATRMAN. I l}~ew you w.ould be ready.
Senator Culver, I recognize you for 10 minutes. ·
Senator CuLVEn; Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Rumsfeld, in yout judgment is the United States militatily
·strong today~
.Mr.l&uMBFEI.a. There is no q1~tion but that we are.
Senator .GULVER. I am sorry, I cannot hear.
. ,
Mr. RuMS}lELD.· There· is no quasiitm but that the United StateS is
mjlitarily stro-ng.
Senator CULVER. Are we strong eoou.gh to deter a nuclear. attack'
upon us~
The CHAffiMAN. Pardon me~ Some of you gentlemerr will have to
'keep the micropbime· toward the witness. It must be· a little weak•.
Senator GoLDWATER. I do not think it is working.
The CHAIRMAN. Put another one over there; if yon will.
Mr. RuMSFELD. Is this working now~
·Senator GoLDWATER. No. It is net working.

The CHAIR~A.N. Someone on the staff go I:U~!nF ct~f.l-:9-H i¥}iust
them, please, or hel p him with it.
· ·· ' ·
· '
All right, proceed.
.
. ·
M~. RuMSFELD. Clea~l_y t)J.e United States htW, 1~'.'.t4i§.J?:9Jlf-t j~ I'~IJ#
stantlal defense capa}nhty and a credible detwrrtb.~ 1~~t
ns
.tJ.w{r1· ·
me and ~hat concerns others is not that we 'aiY
an effective deterrent, an
deterrl'lnt
,
but the prospects for the future.
, , .1
, •• '
~enator CuL~R. In your judgment, are we st#~Mf~ii~~~i,8tarll,iY or econ~m1.callh today~
·
.
.
•
ur ' · ·r :Hun · , 1 , . •
Mr. RuMSFEI:D· T at IS a questwn, of ao~1 ~~HHfli);!HftJ ;~ .~
answered bv
philoso. hers.
' (J
lftt. Jl ·
.r.
~enator J:'?l!L~. h, .I thin~ they go to th~; Clr~!fSttpn, ~( ~~Jt 1a.p,gr.q.pna.te defimtwn of wha.t eonst~tutes ~uLtiona~·s~fllfrtw,1 & 1YPl-h'fPt1'
:Mr. R;uMSFELD. The Important thmg frOJH..[Ij.jle· 1~~!;J},dp.()Hit ''?.~! fP~
country IS that we ?e strong enou,gh that thereoe essentu'tJ Ei<JJ1\V~l~r9fW·
from the stan~pou~t of econonuc h~alth, . a ~?i.Aglff1 ;fl'umtt~ tmlf:t~ "fhb
.
Is unemployed IS facmg a very, very difficult situ.a.bnn 1·
·
.
'T,..... -mr ·rr il'JL!'" 1'lfJ H~t_
S e~at or.CULVER. I am talk.mg a bout m
a mf)<ql;?, ~AR~~ fN~· ~~l;W~~tt-¥
of this ~ociet:¥.. Do_you feel tha~, relaFive~y :;;p<tp.l[l~/h-~t)~tJi~tf~er
as a N atwn nnhtttn~y or econonuc,ally m the wJOnl.~ ~ · · ' · 'l' 1
. Mr. RuMs~LD. I would be happy to disc#s§. ~t1-,~f ip_~~v1d'~~l~ It
IS the compar\ng of the two that strikes mti !fS mi:iCfnv, ann P.S .an.-1
oranges a b1t.
r -m -"""· nr F '' ,::J'')tr'
Senator C:m-~a. I think one of the diifi?,J\~1wl thl~f: qloEf? c6~~~e.rl1
m':ny of us. I~ ·t hat theye has bee~ a failu:r:~ '0. f\ijP:rflpiA-t~ M il.pyroprlate d~fimtwn of natwnal secunty which,.1Rr <:pl.U'se~ has, ~n~Jp.~e
necessanly the welfare of our people, th~ f3tr~ngti4 o~ 9P.f -~~nw;njc
system and th~ confidence of o'!lr people i;i;J, 1pprr!1?6~WG~1 il{s~it'tFW.Pt~·
All of those thmgs are as essential m a stro:rt~ natw.qa~
de~~n.1;1~ ·as mt,h11
tary hardware. And if we have distortion~ 1~:?M~ P:re!l ~~ th~ ·~~s*'~"
of the others, then there is a question of 'JI.\ffill <, .) ''f:wt ' c :v
ba~an~e
of c~e~ible deterrent in the fullesV&ansefiJ¥ J~'e \'v{).~~{f~r
thmk IS a legitimate concern.
· ncnaL ..r:t'r. -,
If;N '
1
. Do yo!!- ~lieve that America has to be lifh. :f:~.n,lt'f~infUta.fy G~pabili
tles., or IS It understand~bl~ an_d a~cep~~~e.~ Jq~ ·,e~!lm~Ie,, tpa~ :the
Umted. States has s~penor1ty m aircra:;ft <;ai:fJI?r~~ ai).~ )<;>p,~~W".e
strategic bom,beTS, while the tJ.S.S.R. ma~bfl,ve a lar~er1 lan9, a,rmv ~ria
11
larger though less advanced missiles~
·r
'
T: • ~nO(r\.· ''
0
Mr. RuM~FELD. I h_ave st'!ldied th~ vie{V's' flR~~: W,~r~,
J]Ut.
M.J/~f~rr
1
your committee earher this year m t e Aepar · jne t 1~f~-'Hr~~ 1ifg
posture statement,
I find myself
1
set forth there concernmg essential eqmv;alence.
·
I
· • '"
I think that it is not useful to take, \~' ¥~<,>1ttio:H a o-ive,n we~~ons
system. When one looks at the question
'st;rategfc efvhp1ence o:Ae
mus~ look at its broad component pa~ts ' ''tile.'stra\ek1c}~lim~ 1 ~~
mar1time balance, and c~rtainly the balwc~· ~n;lt~~W11 &)1rppe,, ,., ',;..
Senrutor CuLVER. So m short, you dp not thurk \hat it is esseljltia1
1
that we be number one in all military ca bJ.BiHti~ e
' •
·''
Mr. RUMSFELD. Inevitably in that Jtiil Hi r· !J IJ'f~ 97' ·"lll~ hJili a tc ~s
1
at a given moment where the
Senator CuLVER. You do not find thfi!t a t}})1eJ}t~,qmu- n,ntof w teJ.:IP.tS
of our overatl strategic posture~ .
....,
' 'fl · :rrn. !• •. 11" •
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Mr. RuMSFELD. I think the overall question is the one that is fundamental.
.
.;
!
Senator CuLVER. Do you believe in the bargaining chip theory, that
we build some weapons m order to negotiate them away?
· .
Mr. RuMSFELD. That is a question as to past motives on the part'of
people. There is no question but that in a negotiation the relative
capabilities become exceedingly important.
· .· · ·
Senator CULVER. ·what I am getting at is would you pledge as the
Secretary of Defense to propose only those programs for which there
is a clear military requirement, as distinguished from a political value
or possible political value?
Mr. RuMSFELD. The way you have phrased it, I would certainly
agree that t~e answer is yes, that when one is making proposals from
the standpomt of the Department of Defense, there needs to be an
underlying justification from a military standpoint for those
proposals.
. It strikes me, however, that trying to draw a perfectly stiff separa~
tlon between what you call political and military considerations in
the course of negotiations is difficult.
'
Senator CuLVER. Well, are you pledged to assure-Mr. RuMSFELD. And that is not what the real world is like.
Senator CuLVER. Are you pledged to assure this committee on this
occasion !that you are not ~ing to recommend and ask ~he country
~o support weapon systems m the defense budget for which in your
JUdgment there is not a clear military requirement?
Mr. RuMSFELD. There is no question but that proposals I would put
forward ·as Secretary of Defense would have what I consider to be
a. military requirement. That is not .to say that as events unfold, and
given the best of all worlds, that m a subsequent negotiation with
somebody one element of that, as a result of the circumstances mio-ht
prove not to hav~ b~en needed because it would, in fact, be so~ethi'ng
that would fit withm the parameters of that negotiation.
Senator CuLVER. And Mr. Rumsfeld-Mr. RuMSFELD. So you follow the distinction?
Senator CuLVER. Well, we will let the record show it.
. Do you share _the view previously ~xpressed by Secretary Laird
and Secretary Richardson that the Umted States should not develop'
weapons whiCh. ca~ be constr~ed as having a first-strike potential,
such as ~hose WI~~ mcreased yield and accuracy to give them a hardtarget krll capability?
Mr. RuMSFELD. I think certainly in a broad sense I would agree with
t~at. T~ere appears t? be no prospect of a first strike capability on
mth~r Side, and that IS not to say that your capabilities might no
reqmre a ~ea;pons system, or a development t~at might be subject t
so~e ambigmty as to J?Urpose. I would questwn whether Secreta ·
Laird. and Secretary Richardson suggested that they would rule ou
any~hmg where ther~ was an ambiguity. I would go back to m
earher comment that It must be based on sound milita.ry justificatio
not something we are really trying to do.
..
.
Senat.?r CULVER. As you J;rnow, there has been a great deal ofdebat
concernmg our nuclear pohcy, and whether or not there has in fact
been significant departures from your traditional postur~ 'jn th"
area. Now, the Defense Department recently admitted that its so

called limited nuclear exchange involving strategic .attack only on
missile and bomber bases could result in up to 22 million American
deaths. Previous . estimates by Secretary Schlesinger were as ·low
as 800,000.
In view of these facts, does it really make any sense, in your judgment, to develop weapons whose main justification is for use in such
limited wars?
., Mr. RuMSFELD. When one discusses that, it is useful togo back and
reflect on the broader comments that have been made concerning the
nuclear retargeting and adjustments that have taken place in recent
months and years in the United States.
The CHAIRMAN. Gentlemen, I hate to interrupt but your time is up.
You ma.y finish the statement.
Mr. RuMSFELD. I personally subscribe .to the approach tha.t has
been ·put forward. I think that it does enhance the deterrent.
Senator CuLVER. "Whose approach is that, Secretary Richardson's or
Secretary Laird's, or Secreta.ry Schlesinger's?
Mr. RuMSFELD. This is something that was under study during
Secretary Laird and Secretary Richardson's time in office. It has been
subsequently announced during Secretary Schlesinger's time in office,
and it involves the subject of nuclear retargeting and providing options between massive destruction and very limited conventional conflict. And I do subscribe to it.
.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. Thank you gentlemen. Thank you very
much.
The Chair will now call in order those gentlemen who have been
here, and Senator Hart is next. Senator Hart, 10 minutes, please. .
Senator HART. Mr. Chairman, I will be more than happy to yield
to Senator Cannon.
Senator CANNON. No.
Senator HART. OK.
Mr. Rumsfeld, there is a great deal of discussion these days, as
there always is in Washington, about reducing Government spending,
Federal spending, and the size of the deficit. But I have noticed that
many people who talk the strongest about the fact that the Government
spends too much money vote consistently for all of the appropriations
that the Defense Department wants.
Do you believe as a philosophical and financial principle that the
Defense Department should be subject to the same kinds of rigid
budget scrutiny and belt tightening that I think this Government is
going to have to undergo in the next few years?
Mr. Ru:M:SFELD. First I would certainly agree that the country has
to establish priorities, and that this process of discussion within the
CongreSs, as it has been in the executive and legislative branches,
.
·
is essentially healthy.
· I would secondly agree that the American people and this committee
certainly have a right to expect and insist that the Department of
De~ense .and the ~efense establishment be operated and conduct its
busmess man effiCient and economical way. As I indicated earlier, that
in establishing priorities I believe, and i think others recognize, one
?f the mo~t fundaJ?.ental th!ngs that Government :does for itsAoople
IS to provide secunty, that IS to say, to assure their freedom.
bsent
t~a.t~! there: !lrtli. uo.t many, o'tlhetr :things· in tha Federal: budget· that are

,'
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ove~ a ·period of time, found their .way. to mO'Vin:g>im the 'oofroobdk
rectlon, and they have made some stndes m recent vears.
·
·
: Senator ~AR;r. What would be your ~ttitude a~oilt ourroole in.IN1\l'l'O
rf ~mmu~Ist mftuence substantially mcreased m the irudiiW'~ rfiUrltl
and m Spam and Portu~al?
, c·
)
Mr. RuMSFELD. A different way to phrase that q~ l mtifgbt. rbe
wh~t w_ould be the role of any country with respect hD< NAIEOrhtxperien~l,Ilg a degr.ee of Communist involvement in their g0l'l«irlnrtmntlb
There IS no questiOn but that the purpose of NATO is tM de.fumse--.of
We~er~ Europe, and the defense of Western Europe is noti .al delfetlsa
agamst Itself, but rather a defense from the East. It strikes methttttt>h~
comments that have been made by senior officials of our Govetnmlnt
in recent years, as the question you are posing has been raisErl.;:!n'8
statements that I agree with. There is a high degree of incompatim.tit~
between an involvement in NATO and a government that has a deftPee
of Communist representation.
Senator HART. Do~ that mean we withdraw, or we push them out?
Mr. RuMSFELD. It IS not useful to talk in terms of unilateral action
when one is thinking of NATO or discussing NATO. That is a
question where we would contribute our views within NATO we would
tal~ to our al~ies, and consult ·a nd att~mpt 1? see that that very valuable
alliance cont~nues. Ne~dle~ to .say, It reqm'ri_)S our involvement, and I
<.'annot conceive of a situatiOn m the periOd .Immediately ahead where
the circumstances of the world, or the circumstances of Western Eu·
rope woul~ ~.such that it W<?uld be in o~r interest or in a majority
?f ~ur ~lhes mterest to modify that a.lhance. It is a very valuable
mstitutwn.
Se~a~r HART. Another area, Mr. Rnmsfeld, if we strongly believe
or perceiVed that you~ predecessor had pursued a policy m the Defense Department whieh would leave open an option of first use of
nuclear weapons in a tactical or strategic situation in defending Western Europe, would you favor that policy or a use of it?
, .The CHAIRMAN. Gentleman, excuse me. You have an additional
mmute.
Mr. RmrsFELD. Should I respond~
The CHAmMAN. Yes. Go ahead and answer.
Mr: ~UM~F~LD. ~t is u~eful i~ responding to that question to draw
the d1stmct10n whiCh I d1d earher between first to strike and •f irst use.
No t;td:nfini~tration, since the advent of nuclear weapons, no U.S.
admn\tstratwn has ruled out the possible first use of nuclear weapons.
In a sita.atio!J, for example, in a European environment, one can
set f<;>rth a Circumstance where the conventional capability was insufficient to deter or to defend against a massive assault across the
Warsaw Pact line, and where it might be desirable for the United
State~ and NATO not to have ruled out a first use of nuclear weapons.
That IS part of the NATO doctrine. That it clearly enhances the deterr;-nt ac~oss. the spectru:r_n with respect to Western Europe. The
NATO policy IS not somethmg I would want to modify in that regard.
Senator HART. Is my time up, Mr. Chairman~
The CHAIRMAN. Do you have one question that is short~
Senator HART. Some of us are interested in whether there is a bi(J'
pow~r race ge~ing underway in the Indian Ocean. Do you have any
particular feelmg about whether we should discuss that issue with the
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Soviet Union before we proceed Oifi the assumption that such a race
is ine7itable?
Mr. RuMSFELD. That is not a subject that I have been personally
dealing with. I have followed the debate in the press, and I have followed the various amendments that have been offered. I do not know
what the legislative status is.
..
. . .
.
. .
.
But, beyond being generally famihar with what the situation IS, I
do not think I could add anything.
Senator HART. This would be something you would be willing to
talk to this committee and other Members of the Congress about as
Secretary?
·
Mr. Rul\ISFELD. I certainly would he willing to talk to this committee about any of the subjects that fall within the jurisdiction of the
Secretary.
·.
The CHAIRMAN. Speak a little louder, please.
Mr. RuMSFELD. Is it falling down again~
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Mr. RuMSFELD; Yes, sir. I will speak louder.
'rhe CHAIRMAN. All right, gentlemen, I think the time is up and he
has answered your question.
Senator Leahy.
·
Senator LEAHY. As I indicated before, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate
your doing this, and I assume that Senator Cannon and Senator
Jackson have no objections.
.
I might mention as known to those who have been here on some.
occasions, my senior colleague from Arizona, Mr. Goldwater, and I
sometimes disagree. But I do agree very much with the statement this
morning regarding Secretary Schlesinger. I have always felt that Jim
ScJhlesinger was an excellent Secretary of Defense, and it is wbsolutely.
no reflection on you, Mr. Rumsfeld, but I for one hate to see him
I do also, though, give you high credit for answering with a
face Senator Stennis' question of whether in advancing to ~e<cretai''V
of Defense. it indicates any kind of a political intent on your part.
But, on a more serious level, we have discussed nuclear war here,
the question of first strike and the ability there. I would like to
you about the concept of a limited nuclear war, something that
have heard a great deal about, especially within the last few llllHllcll<>•
Do you believe in the concept of a limited nuclear war?
Mr. RuMSFELD. I believe, as I indicated, in the views that have
set :forth by the U.S. Government in the last year or two, that it
desirable for a President of the United States ,to have a range of
tions: that is to say, optious between no response and n massive
tion. That does enhance the deterrent. That is a sound concept, and
has been exceedingly well articulated by Secretal"V Schlesinger.
Sen11;tor LEAHY. But do you feel that it is actually possible to have
limited nuclear wad I understand your answer on having the
options, and I think that we all understand the option, that we do
want to have to go, to have to go immediU~tely from a conventional
an all-out strategic nuclear war. But do you yourself believe tl).at
limited nuclear war is possible?
·
Mr. RuMSFELD. In other words, the question is do I think it is
the realm of possibility that in the event there were a conflict, and
United States wished to avoid the massive destruction option, which

would, that it might be called upon to select one of those options in
between, do I think that is within the realm of possibility?
Senator LEAHY. Yes.
Mr. RuMSFELD. I think it has to be considered within the realm of
possibility, or one would not adopt the nuclear retargeting stra,tegy
that the U.S. Government has adopted.
·
Senator LEAHY. Do you feel that we could contain a limited nuclear
war?
The CnAIRl\IAN. Pardon me, could what?
Senator LEAHY. Could we contain a limited nuclear war? In other
words, could you give me :a scenario on how you think such a war
might end, without us going into a stmtegic nuclear war?
Mr. ~UMS~LJ.?· I have not had an opportunity to discuss this with
the offiCI.als ~vithm the Department of Defense during ,the period since
my nommatwn.
'I would say this. Ther.e is n? question ·that one of the goals, regardless of the level a confliCt might evolve to, would be to reestablish
deterrent. That responds to your question in a sense. From the NATO
standpoint, where I .have been in':"olved, th.ere is no question but that
one of the elements m any scenano thU~t might be developed is to ate
tempt to reet3tablish deterrents.
'
. Senator LEAHY. Well, when you speak of NATO, there have been
many public figures given in the press on the number of nuclear weapons in the NATO countries, and it ranges anywhere up to 7 500 somewhere in there. Is it necessary to keep all of these weapons i
'
Mr. RuMSFELD. There are a variety of questions that arise with respect to theater nuclear forces in Western Europe, and they are not
separable in many respects. That is to say, many of them are related.
Senator LEAHY. Perhaps I could bring it down a little bit closer for
you. We have weapons, again using the comments that have been
made in the public press, ranging everywhere from nuclear artillery
shells to missile firing submarine sitting within the range of Western
.
Europe.
Mr. RuMSFELD. I was referring to theater-·
Senator LEA.HY. Yes, but well, we do have those weapons. And
Secretary Schlesinger made a comment that in the event of the consi~leration of the use of nuclear weapons in Western Europe that he
m1ght pr~fer to use thC;"e st~ategic nuclear w.eapons, firing say from
a s~1b~arm~ ~r somethmg hke that. The pomt that I am bringing
~lp I~, In a h.mited nu~lear ~ar is there anybody on the other side who
1s go~ng to s1.t there with a httle checkboard or whatever and say well,
th1s IS a tactical nuclear weapon and this is a tactical nuclear war and
therefore, we do not trigger it up into the further strate!ric nuclea;
warfare?
o
. ~r. RuMSFELD. I am not in a position to answer as to somebody
·
s1ttmg on the other side.
Senator LEAHY. But we at least consider their reactions, don't we?
· Mr. RuMSFELD. Absolutely. One does in that one of the aspects
would '~e to see that we attempt to establish deterents at lower levels
of conflict.
In ans~er to. your pr~vious question, the questions involving, and
I am a httle hit at a disadvantage here having not dealt with this
for the past year, I am not quite sure what is classified and what is

~
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nHt; !Hitf l 'r~atit1 Hiat this is an open meeting and therefore, I
1

will be
careful in mf.\W~ds-Senator L~Hy,.W~ll, a.ssuming.M\'-. IRb~SF£ij). 1There are issues involving numbers of tactical nucJ..88Jil >Wlea}>8fil£~THere are issues involving security. There are issues
invqlving th~ossible modernization of those weapons. There are isS\.{~ 'lWMlvlM J:2el degree of classification of information about them.
As Ambassa or to NATO, J was involved in those questions. I know
~~etag ~c~le.singer has interested. himself personn~llY. in those ques·
ti~Y! l 1 ~0l*~~~h\t they are of great mterest to our allies m NATO and
tH~ the1~~ has, on occasion, discussed various of those probl~s w.itll tH.e~r:Certainly, i:f confirmed I would interest myself in
tlt~ (t'tl~t~~uall:r.
·
~e'h!illir"ll:E*U.Y. Well, I think, Mr. Chairman, I may have to follow
u~.i~h s,o,I!_l~ ~ritten q~e~tiqps---

-

•

I:tlmxk All right, Senator.

II' , [~ L~l:ih [contim1ing).-To be more·specific on this, and then
ir~ · · rl1~eBCM1 'whether it should or should rtot be classified. I have a

rt!ai1clJff.e~·9{\rn8ut the number of nuclear weapons we have the1,·e. We
hb.lve>va.l:·ymg· tf~grees of security, as you said, and the questions a:re of

the~ falli,n~ illto Ul)iri~ndly hands, if there was a conventional war,
tifle.pt'ofiWm b'f 1being overrun, what happens if a terrorist group gets
tlilim, aHct~lfdrth, and I suppose you share the same concerns.
Oft~ hi~t'9_~ion. What do you see as a general range of the defense
budgets fotRf!£e next 5 years? I have heard something about fiscal
yMrt'l~O~<w\f may be up to $150 billion or $148 billion for defense
~h~fig!'IM you see it that ':"ay?
. .
·"Mi·. 'Ru:Ms:W:w. I have reviewed the proJectiOns that have been put
ftWwli:r<ttl atHi 1 am not in a positipn at this stage to challenge those
pti·bikti'drl.b. 'There are so many variables, rates of inflation that we
Ita'V'~· exf>e\'iehced, the question as to the trends vis-a-vis the Soviet
U:h'i~; '-MHtt' the economy, what technological changes tnight occur. It
would not be useful for me to second-guess those projections, a prodqct of all those peo.ple, and having riot had an opportunity to visit
'f.)ith tl:¥ewfJ!ilBout this.
S!hilitbift..:tlAHY. You will reviewthe1r1, however?
11\1it!JitU'itffi'F:ELD. Oh, indeed I will.
~eh~ :IJEAHY. Thank you.
l'lf'lHJ~:kAJtRMAN. Gentlemen, we certainly thank you.
£8'ert!ltor'f.P.h;:AIIY. I will have other questions to submit for the record.*
trlie'J:(9B!AfrRMAN. All right. Without objection, the Senator will be
~MitAI~d 18iJld in fact invited to submit brief questions. And whether
dl! ti.OO th~ 'questions and answers are classified or not will be deter~
mined. And we will dispose of it accordingly.
'(11\l~~n~ to :my recollection, this btings us now to Senator Jackson.
Senator TowER. Mr. Chairman, I think Senator Scott is next.
fPh~ @hAtRMAN. I announced that I would just have to take them as
tlit!y< oturt~ in, and Senator Jackson and Senator Cannon were here
rtihettd <1.f.8enator Scott; is that correct?
Senator JACKSON. I think Senator Scott was here ahead of us.
':f.h(l @:HAIRMAN. Excuse me. Excuse me. Well, that changes the sit ·
liJ:Wib~. lhtm sorry, Senator Scott. I was told by staff who was keepin~
tip IWith it that you followed them. T·h ank you. Glad to recognize yow
•see questions with answers, p. 70.
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Senator Sco'IT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Let me add my welcome, Mr. Rumsfeld, to your presence. I do not
· believe our mikes are working, so I will try to speak up ·a little louder
now.
You have been recommended to replace Secretary Schlesinger and
I wonder just what are the principal differences in your views and that
of the man that you are being nominated to replace~
·
Mr. Ru MSFELD. Senator, as Ambassador to NATO, I worked with
Secretary Schlesinger after he became Secretary and I respect him,
admire his ability, and value his friendship. I know of no maJor policy
differences.
Senator Sco'IT. You have no major changes that you contemplate
within the Department of Defense that is contrary to those that were
the policies of Secretary Schlesinger?
Mr. RUliSFELD. That is the import of my response.
Senator ScOTT. Now, what, if any, misuses do you see in the American policy of detente with the Soviet Union 1
Mr. Ru MSI''ELD. Would you repeat that question ?
Senator ScOTT. What, if any, misuses do you see in the American
policy of detente with the Soviet Union? Do you see any difficulties, is
detente working in the best interest of the U.S. Government ? What
changes would you contemplate in this overall policy of detente ?
Mr. R u MSFELD. I see. I commented at some length on this subject.
I would summarize my respqnse by saying that detente, to me, is not
a state or a circumstance. It is a process and, as we view it, it means
the relaxation of tension, or an effort to relax tensions. One does no~
have a relaxat ion of tension unless there is tension and indeed there is,
Senator Sco'IT. I ~mderstand that before I did come iri that you di~
talk at length about that.
·
Mr.RUMSFELD. Yes,sir.
[t
Senator Sao'IT. But do you have any, just to narrow it a bit, do YQ}f
have any concern about the way ·detente is working? Is it reall:x ,)t
one-way street, or do you consider it in the mutual interest of our
country and Russia?
Mr. RuMSFELD. Well, obviously, certainly a relationship between the
United States and the Soviet Union must not be a one-way st reet. 'I I
Senator Sco'IT. Well, has it been working u.ga-inst the interests o~
our own country, in your opinio:q?
Mr. Ru MSFELD. In my view, it is our interests to vigorously seek W,t
areas where conceivably the United States and the Soviet Union migh<f.
agree. That is to say, our interests~ight coincide.
Senator Sco'IT. But I am asking your opinion, and you have bee!f at
the White House, and you have been Ambassador to NATO; in YWrW
opinion, has this been working in the best interests of the U.S. G~Y.~
ernment ? You have been olose to this.
,.,
Mr. R u MSFELD. When one says this, I think____: .
Senator Scci'IT. Now, I would say to you that m your answ~r, i
have already indicated a friendship toward your nomination, b\lt 'i'i
your answer is in any way evasive, I will consider changing roy W,ind
on voti,n~ for y<mr confirmation. So I would like your opinion.,: ·r.
lias detente, in your o-pinion, been working in the best interestS hf
the y.s.. Government? If you can answer that directly, I would tt)?r
1
preCiate It.
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Mr. RroisFELD. Sure. There is no question but that it has been in our
interests to seek areas where our interests c{)nverge. What concerns me
about the period we have gone through is wha~and again, maybe the
bes.t thing to do in view of your last comment, IS to go. ahead and be
more fulsome in my comments. rather than to try to avmd some of the
things that we talkSd about earlier.
The danger I see, and it is a rea~ one. it is twofold. The fact t?at the
Soviet Union has a system and behefs that are fundamentally different
from ours.
Senator ScOTT. Now. Mr. Rumsfeld, I have asked you a very simple
question. In vour opinion, has dP.tente been working in the best interests of the Government of the United States. Now, I think you can
answer this without all of this beating around t.he bnsh.
In your opinion, you could even give me a "Yes" or "No" answer if
yon saw fit.
.
.
·Mr. RuMSFELD. Well, I will be happy to answer It, but I would
prefer to answer it this way, and then I will be happy to answer an
additional Question.
Rut, the fhst part. substantatively, yes.
Senator SCOTT. Thank you.
Mr.ltTJMSFELD. In temi.s-·
The CHAIRMAN. He should be allowed to make an explanation I
think; Senator.
Mr. RuMSFELD. I would like to answer the second part. onA cannot
just look at a specific agreement, that is to say, Is the ABM agreement in our interPst or not in our interest. One has to lnok at the
broader con<'ePt. The danver I see is that throui!hout these disrnssions
and negotiations, ¢ven insistence on the nart of the United States that
it not be a one-wav street; the danger is that the American people· and
the peoplP. in other free countries will assume that there are not fundamental differPnces between our svst.ems, will assnme thllit, in fact,
ber~tuse there has been relative stabilitv, there need not be vi¢.htnce,
11nd will~tssume, therefore. there is not: a need for defense capahility.
In fact, the onlv reason that you are able to sit down and have discussiom; as to whet.h er or not von Cfln find an area of a~reement, for examnle, with respect to SALT or MBFR. is because of thAt capability.
Senator RcoTT. All right, that's enough I think. Mr. Chairman.
Can '-'OU be your own man at the Department of Defense regardless
of the Secretary of State~
Mr. RmrsFEu>. Absolutelv.
Rena tor ScoTT. You can work with him as a coeQual ?
Mr. RuMsFELD. There is no question but that the President. in visit~
ing with me about this assignment as recently as yesterday, has indieated that is exactly the situation, that with respect to the matters of
interl:'.st to the Deparment of Defense, he will, in fact, exnect me to, and
I shall fully represent the Department and my views in the councils
of government.
Senator ScoTT. Now, Mr. Rumsfeld. a few minutes ai!O somebodv
brought up the question of noncontrollables. This mav have been in
your own testimonv. Now, I do not look on that as a fiction, but some~hat of an excuse £or not makin~ changes. Are you willin,g to search
for cuts that can be made in the Department of Defense that would
not jeopardize our security, perhaps personnel related costs, so that

we could still have the adequate hardwa.re that we need; that we would
have the necessary funds for research and development. Are you willing to make a search~
· Mr. RuMSFELD. Absolutely. The context of the phrase uncontrollables came up with respect to nondefense expenditures in the earlier
part of this discussion. But, I fully agree that the Department, any
Secretary must very aggressively try to find such areas.
Sentor ScoTT. ·As I understand the phrase "noncontrollables," it
means that without changing the law and yet-Mr. RuMBFELD. That's correct.
Senator SCOTr. Yet, we in the Congress are con~ta.ntly confronted
with extending the law, or makmg changes. And would you be willing
to make recommendations to the Congress of your thoughts as to how;
we might change, so that we would have the necessary funds for
defense~

Mr. RuMSFELD. Absolutely. And I believe that the question as to
whether or not they fit into the earlier descriptions of controlla:ble or
uncontrollable is irrelevant. One has to come forward with a budget
that makes sense.
Senator SCOTT. Now, one example of this, I understand that 10
years ago that only about 3 percent of the defense outlay went for
military retirement. Today, roughly 7 percent goes for military retirement, and we have an unfunded liability of roughly $150 billion in
this field. Are you willing to check this matter out and to see if some·
thing can be done to be fair to the military personnel, but still not
put an undue burden on the Government and limit our ability to
wage war~
Mr. RuMSFELD. There is a wide variety of views as to what that
m?rtgage is b~t~een now and the ~nd of the ce~tury. I qttite agree
with you that It lS an area that reqmres the attention of the committee
and certainly my attention.
,
Sentor ScoTT. Well, I have been told that there are now 1 mil1ion
retirees on the rolls, and by the year 2000, and we are only talking
about 25 years from now, there will be more than 2 million, more
than double that within a very short period of time. It seems a legiti·
mate reason for conC'.ern.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator. Thank you vei'y much.
Gentlemen, according to my recollection now it is Senator Jackson
S~nator JACKSON. I will divide my 10 minutes with Senator Cannon.
I will go 5 and then we can alternate back and forth and divide our
20 minutes.
The CHAIRMAN. OK. Proceed.
Senator .JACKSON. Mr. Rumsfield, I believe the chairman and others
have asked about your rommitment to serve, and I want to nail that
down very carefully. Do I understand that you will serve through the
~a!ance o~ t.his admin~stration, th~t you will not quit for another political position, assummg the President does not take steps to remove
you, of course 1
Mr. R_uMs:.;EL!">· As I indicated, I recotptize the importance of the
leadership Withm a department of this size, and there is no question
that I would serve at the pleasure of the President.
Senator JACKSON. We understand that. That is not my question.

42

43

Mr. RuMSFELD. I have no intention-Senator JACKSON. I s&id, assuming the President does not remove
you would you stay through this period and turn down another position between now and the end of the administration now in office.
We all understand about serving at the pleasure of the President.
My question is a very clear one.
Mr. RuMSFELD. You know, absent of the President asking me to
lea~e that office and do something else, my full intention would be to
do It.
Senator J AGKSON. But, if h e The CHAIRMAN. Let's have quiet, please, gentlemen.
Senator JAcKSON. If the President asked you to take another position, what is your plan? This is what the newspaper discussion is all
about.
Mr. RuMSFELD. Let me respond this way, Senator-Senator JACKSON. All right.
Mr. RuMSFELD. I think personally there was an impression possibly
that some people came away with an impression that was uonfortunate from his press conference, where he was asked the question as
to whether he would exclude certain people from consideration, and
he said, "no, I would not exclude them." The impression was left that,
therefore, they were included.
· It is my clear understanding that that is not the case, that he was
not including, he was just simply saying he was not excluding people.
Now, I recognize the importance of this Department. My full energies
and efforts will be devoted to doing this, and I cannot say whether
the President might or might not do. But, when one serves at the
pleasure of the President, he serves at the pleasure of the President.
I can assure you that I would not be seeking anything else. I would not
be considering anything other than doing this job.
Senator JACKSON. Would you accept something else? That is the
question?
Mr. RuMsFEw. That is a 'very embarrassing question, because it
would be incredibly presumptuous for me to be rejecting something
that is not being proposed.
Senator ToWER. Mr. Chairman? Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. "\V'ould you yiel~ to the Senator?
Senator JACKSON. Notoutofmytime.
The CHAIRMAN. On his time.
Senat.or TowER. Historically, it is understood that. if a President of
the TTnited States asks someone who is serving in one job to serve in
another iob, then if he is not willing to serve in that other job, he is
supposed to submit his walking papers. Now, I think it is unfair to
pursue the line of questioning beyond this.
Senator .JACKSON. Well, I think a legitimate Question i s Senator TowER. "\V'hat if he asked him to be the Secretary of HUD,
or something like that?
The CHAIRMAN. All right.
Senator CULVER. You know the answer.
The CHAIRMAN. Just a minute, please. Just a minute. I thought the
Senator from Texas wanted to ask a question and, of course, the tim~
belongs to the Senator from Washington. But any member can make

a point, if he thinks a question is out of order, and I do not mean to
discourage that.
All right Senator Jackson, let's proceed.
Senator JAcKSON. I have great respect for Mr. Rumsfeld, and I just
want to nail this down so that we understand one another here. Mr.
Ruinsfeld, the Senate understands that the two nominations came at a
time of great movement within the administration. I think it is a
legitimate question to know whether someone is going to be in an
office for just a few months. Mr. Rumsfeld, let me point out something.
This Office, the Secretary of Defense-as well as the Secretary of
State-traditionally in both political parties has been handled, I think,
in the interests of a bipartisan :foreign policy in which politics are out
of bounds. Democ~atic Pr~sidents.picked Republicans for Secretary of
Defense over a period o:f time, da'tmg hac~ to Mar~~all, Lovett, Wi.lsoJ!,
McElroy, Gates, and MeNamara. There IS a tradition Of nonpartisanship in the Defense post here that I am concerned about. I am talking about both political parties. I think the public really wants to know
how you stand on this issue, because it is raised now and it is raised alSo
in the CIA nomination. I know you are a sincere man, and I think it is
important that we have an understanding on this.
For example, it has been a traditionMr. RuMSFELD. Sir?
Senator JAcKSON. I will let you respond. It has been a tradition that
the Sooretary of State and the Secretary' of Defense do not g6 out on
the stump and make political speeches.
Mr. RUMSFELD. Of that you can be certain.
Senator JACKSON. Well, I am glad to hear that.
Mr. RUMsFELD. I would certainly subscribe-Senator JAcKsox. I am v~r,r pleased.
. "¥r. RuMSFELD: A:'IJSohitazy, I would ce'l.'tairi.ly subscribe to the t raditional lack of mvolvement of those two Departments Defense and
State, in partisan politiC$•
· ·
'
Senator JAcKsoN. We have always, in this committee o-one into the
qu~tion of how long th~ n~min~ for Secretary of Defense would·
serve, you tecaJl, Mr. Chairman-·
The CHAIRMAN. I asked that quest ion myself.
S0nator.JACKSON. Over and over aga.in, we have asked·the witnesses
that question, because someone who just goes in :for a 1ew months in
the ~a.rtment .of Defe~,. _a nd then is runn;ing for a high political
office, will be suh)eot· to part1sa.n tern ptatioRg..-..:...._
Mr.. RuMSF~D. W ~II, ~et me se~ that straight: I a.m not runningnfqo
anythmg. My mtentwn IS to go mto that Department and~
Senator JAcKsoN. I am also referring to your being d:m11le~·~or
c&lled---.J
d
't c •t
~r. Rm.rsFELD. To ~e~e and to serve as effectively a.S tl ·kt:mw >bo~
for as long as the President wants me to.
•
· n
_ Se!lator JACKSON. But, you are not rejecting th£i ~ibftity Pffthu
President asks you tO be the Vice President, foroexahm'I!,r'tilfut-1~
would leave for that Office ~
r
Mr. Rmrf!FELD. Senator, I think that would· ·~~afeyl'].~rG-munphrous
as. can ·~ for me to stand up and ta.Ke mysehffo.tlt:J of~oif!M~fitmfft>'i
somethmg that I am not in consideration: fu~! ' I nrnrinf thttt qostJ.-..:4J4

rt ·

·
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Senator JAcKsoN. Finally, let me ask you this: Were youinvolved
in any way with the dismissal of Mr. Schlesinger? It has been rumored
in the press, and I want to be very fair with you.
Mr. RuMSFELD. Well, it is a fair question. And I have indicated to
the President that it struck me that that conceivably could come up,
and while I don't normally discuss my relationship with the President
publicly, I told him I felt in this instance I should.
The President indicated to me that he had it in his mind to make
some personal changes. At that point where it was suggested that
I might be involved in•one of them or m?~el I sugg~sted to _him th~t
I should take myself out of my respons1b1hty as h1s ooordmator m
the White House with respect to that subject. That is to say, he needed
someone dealing with that for him who was separable from it, and
that, in fact, was accomplished.
The Ion~ and the short of it is that I know Jim &hlesing~r. I have
admired him, I think he was a good See>-retary of l)e.fe:nse, and I did
not have anything to do with his departure. Indeed, when asked by
the President my views on what he was thinking, I gave him a view
that was different from that which actually ocr.urred.
Senator JACKSON. When were you first contacted by him~
Mr. RuMSFELD. By whom?
Senator ,JAcKSON. By the President about the possibility of a change
in Defense~
Mr. RuMSFELD. I believe it was on a Saturday. On Saturday.
Senator JACKSON. The day before the dismissal~
Mr. RuMSFELD. No, a week before, I believe. It was at that point
that I tried to extricate myself, it was a Saturday afternoon.
Senator JACKSON. I yield the balance of my time.
The C~AmMAN. All right, Senator. You have a minute left.
Senator JACKSON. Well, you are entitled to that.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Cannon.
Senator CANNON. Thank you, Mr; Chairman.
Senator Goldwater and Senator Nunn both have raised with you
earlier the balance in spending between the personnel and defense
hardware. The thrust of my question is centered around which of
the two possibl~ alternatives would you feel we should take if we
continue to cut back the percent of our GNP that we allocate to the
defense? Would it appear that either we would have to reduce our
Active Military Forces, or we will face a further and potentiall'i1j
serious erosion in our investment spending for research and development for new weapons 1 How do you feel about that issue, if yollj
were confronted with that possibility?
·
Mr. RuMSFELD. It seems to me thRt all would a~ee there is no ques1
tion that but that priorities would have to be esta:blished. I be~n~
however, with a conviction that the different things that one wei!!'hlt
a.gainst others have different weig-hts. It strikes me that the stabilit)l!
in the worlrl thRt is provided by our Defense Estftblishment is funda 1
mentftl to the freedom of the neonle on this globe. So I look at t.hquestion of the construction of a defense budget not solely from tht~~
one.stion of what percentage of the GNP, or what percentage of
Federal spen~ing, or what relati_on it has to the domesti.e spendin~
but I look at It from the standpomt of what are the relative capabil1

itiesyand are we, mfact, able to achleve and maintain essential equivalenee; because absent that we are asking for serious trouble.
Senator CANNON. On another subJect, when you were Ambas·
sador to NATO, I am sure it was called to your attention many times
that the NATO countries spend a lower percentage of their GNP on
defense of their countries.
Mr. RuMSFELD. Some do.
Senator CANNON. The majority of them.
Mr. RuMSFELD. [Witness nodded in the affirmative.]
Senator CANNON. Now, what is y<>ur viewpoint on this apparent
difference in priority and do you think NATO should spend as high
a percentage as we do on a relative basis for defense spending~
Mr. RuMSFELD. The situation varies from country to CO\lntry. ,Th~re
are about five different calculations that I have seen as to what the
U.S. actual expenditures in connection with NATO are, and they vary
by many multiples, one from another.
But; I personally have been pleased to see some of the NATO countries actually increasing in real terms their contribution to the defense
of NATO. I recognize that two in the last couple of years have reduced their contribution to NATO in real terms. The important th'ing
is that collectively, we have a credible deterrent, and that internally,
within the 15 countries, we keep working to see that there is reasonable equity. It is very hard to come up with perfect equity as to who
ought to do what, and at what point in their circumstances. But, I
think that we have been moving toward equity.
If. one looks at, for example, the U.S. force levels in Europe, we
see a. general downward trend, and now they have leveled, as they
should, during the mutual and baJanced force reduction talks. If one
looks at the total manpower supplied by our NATO allies today, it is
something in the neighborhood of 90 percent of the totaL
The CuAmMAN. Excuse me just one moment, please.
..
Mr. RUMSFELD. That is an important piece of real estate~
The CHAffiMAN. There is a vote on now, and it is on the trade bill,
trade,'protection bill, so-called, and if it is agreeable to the c<;>mmittee,
we •Will ,reassemble at 2:30. And among those that have been he~
this morning, the Chair would again recognize first Senator Byrd and
we will finish this now, if it is possible, with Senator Cannon,
Senator CANNON. I can complete my 10 minutes now;
',l'he CuAmMAN. All right. Those who wish to leave, please po
~~

so

.

Senator CULVER. Mr. Chairman, is there any possibility that we
could go to 12 :30?
•
The CHAmMAN. Well, we have a vote on.
Senator CuLVER. Well, if we wanted to vote and come back? Some
of us cannot be here this afternoon, that is the pro~lem.
The CHAmMAN. We will be glad to try to accommodate you, Senator.
All right, let's proceed.
Senat:or CANNON. Mr. Rum.sfeld, do you have any specific recommendatiOns as to what we m1ght do to get the :YATO countries to
carry more of the burden of their own defense?
Mr. RUMSFELD. Well, I do, and was involved in some of the efforts,
and .know that Secretary Schlesinger has been working :v ery aggres:-
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sively, and Ambassador Bruce with our NATO allies in that connection. There are a variety of things we can do, and certainly one
element of it has been the balance-of-payments question, which the
Federal Republic of Germany, of course, has contributed to, and
another element of it has been an attempt to achieve greater standardization, interoperability and commonality among weapons systems.
Another element is to attempt, through rationalization, to achieve
a more sensible allocation of responsibility in a way that increases
rather than reduces our security and our capability.
Part of it also is the perception of the threat. There is no 9.uestion
that in all three countries, during the period of relative stabihty, our
public as well as the public of Western Europe, make judgments as
between prim-ities, as you were asking earlier, which can end up in
their allocating a less than necessary portion of their resources to
defense.
The answer to your question, in the last analysis, is that we have
to work on it, we have to work with them so that our collective security is sufficient.
Senator CANNON. In giving me your answer, you referred to the
issue of standardization, and you also discussed that with Senator
Hart earlier. Now, I agree that standardization is a desirable objec~
tive for us, if we are ever to fight with NATO countries, in other
words, alongside of them.
On the other hand, our U.S. forces also have worldwide potential
theaters of operation which impose quite. different requirements.
Mr. RuMSFELo: True.
Senator CANNON. And may make standardization with NATO undesirable in some cases. Do you have an opinion on that point~
Mr. RuMSFELD. Like anything else that is basically good, you could
drive it to an illogical conclusion. There is no question but that certain
of our weapon systems have applicability in Europe, and when one
talks abo.ut standardization, one must think o'f standardization among
NATO countries in Europe.
On the other hand, we do have interests elsewhere in the world, and
some of those capabilities are not necessarily interchangeable. So, I
do not think one is going to say that we should go for 100 percent
standardization.
And on the other hand, I don't think that we would ever get there
anyway. It is an incredi\)ly difficult thing to achieve.
. Senator CANNON. Have you seen what you consider to be substan~
tlal Progress on the issue of standardization while you were with

of Defense for Program Analysis and Evaluation, which is the old Systems Analysis Office that was established under Secretary MeNamara.
Have you had a chance to study that question and recommend or form
an opinion on it?
Mr. RuMSFELD. I have not.
Senator CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I think we probably will have to
recess for the vote.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes. All right. Let's suspend now.
Senator Culver, if you can come back a few minutes at 2:30, I would
recognize you first under the circumstances.
Senator CULVER. I will not be able to do that, sir. I£ I could just go
vote and come right back for a few minutes here~
The CHAIRMAN. All right. Let's accommodate you, Senator. Could
you wait a few minutes?
Mr. RUMBFELD. Yes, sir. I am at your disposal.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. Frank),y, I may be cut off from coming
back, but you gentlemen can proceed if you want to further for a few
minutes.
All right, we thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. You have had 3
hours on the stand, and I think you have earned a httle rest here. But
if you could just accommodate Senator Culver, and then we will
resume at 2 :30 p.m.
..
.
.
All right, the committee will take a recess until the call of the Chair.
fShort recess.]
Senator CULvER. The hearing will resume.
Mr. Rumsfeld, I would like to follow up on a number of questions
this morning. One with regard to the line of inquiry that Senator
!Aahy and Senator Hart were pursuing on the first-strike, first-use
Issue.
I am just trying to seek a little bit more clarification of your views.
Do you agree with Secretary Schlesinger's comment that in the event
of the consideration of the use of nuclear weapons in Western Europe,
he might prefer to use strategic nuclear weapons, such as one or two
'l'rident missiles instead of tactical nuclear weapons~ Is it important
in your view to maintain a distinction between tactical and strategic
nuclear weapons in the case of first use, as distinguished from first

NATO~

Mr. RuMSFELD. No, sir. I have seen progress, but substantial progress_. n?. I think since the beginning of the alliance, indeed since the
bemnnmg of our Armed Forces, we have lacked standardization and
still lack standardization within our own Armed Forces to the degree
that probably would be desirable. It takes effort, work, and the actual
achievement is not achieved in a gross way. It is achieved with respect
to specific items, and at a given point in time. There is tremendoua
competit~on be~ween services, between nations, and between suppliers1
an,efu'Yb,\fh~~Sl/'tM#e. btl'tAffWl~BP.rm ''·"" ,~;
.
~~aJop · ~liW1<·

.Pn ~~~ri'~~tb~ ·,.rm.J\J;J<ffi-'~ ma.nageme.ui;

concepts, 't e Senate Defense Appropriations Subcommittee for fiscal
year 1976 recommends abolishing the Office of the Assistant SecretarYj

strike~

Mr. RuMSFELD. Well, No. 1, I am not familiar with that aspect of
his views, and I have not seen that particular statement.
Before answering the second part of your question as to the distinction between the two, .I would want to know what his logic was,
and in that I am not familiar with it, and I cannot respond.
I would add this one point. There is a degree of ·utility in some
ambiguity in this area from the standpoint of deterrents.
Senator CULVER. Do you distinguish between the dangers and ambiguity concerning the policy option of using a strategic nuclear
weapon by way of a first--Mr. RUMSFELD. No. My response was in the broad sense, not in the
Specific.
~e11:at01; CuLVER. Then you do feel that it is itnportant to maintain
a distmotwn between tactical first-use and strategic nuclear weapons.?
Mr. Rm.t:sFELo. I would want to know the context that he was talking
about, and I am not familiar with it.
81-669-711-----4
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&nator CuLvER. I respect :vour reservation. in this area, but what
he was talking about was the European scenano that you made reference to earlier in the event of an attack where the vVestern Eur.opean

defenses were and it was felt to be necessary to have the opt~on of
tactical nucl~r first-use available. He did not rule out the opt10n of
re8ponding. by nuclear first use in lobbing a strategic missile. of a
nuclear character off a Polaris submarine as part of that particular
scenario.
.
.
Now, this, very understandably, h!.\S raised some very dist~rbu~g
implications in considering the break that. we attempt_ t? m:tmta~n
between first strike and first use, and the Important distmct10ns m
terms of the destabilizing consequences to the nucl~ar balance and
the nuclear threat.
.
Mr. RuMSFELD. This is something that I would want to consider.
It is not a problem that I have addressed previously.
Senator CULVER. Now, Mr. Rumsfeld, following.up Senator Sc9tt's
line of questions, on March 4, 1974, when you were Ambassador to
NATO, you made the following statement !o th~ House Arm~d Se~v
ices Committee, and· I .<mote: ~'If our goal 1s to Improve relatiOnships
with the Roviet Union by the various negotiations, the only way yqu
can describe what has been going on is by success. One shou.ld say
Hosannn::t., Hosanna. we have wanted peace and we have had 1t, and
we wanted adequate deterrent and we h~ve. had it.."
.
.
Do you still believe our past negotiations With. the S_oviet Umon
must be so highly praised; and second, do you still beheve that we
ha v~ an adequate dP.terrent?
.
Mr. RuMSFELD. I do believe we have an adequate det('.rrent. It IS
clear that we have had relative stabilitv with the Soviet Union. T~at
is to sav, that for one reaRon or another we have not had a m~Jor
confrontation in the sense of an outbreak of war.
Senator, CULVF.R. Would you still be as euph~ric in assessing the
balance sheet of detente as you were on that oceas10n?
.
Mr. RUMSFELD. I think--·
•
·
Senator.CULVER. Would you be that euphoric ~oday mit~ assessment~
Mr. RUMSFELD continuing]. My problem Wlth answerl,Ilg the questons about detente is that they~
.
.
Senator CuLVER. Are you a little bit mo.re reserved about saymg
Hosanna Hosanna, as you did on that occasion ~
Mr. R~MSFLED. I did not use that today.
.
.
Senator CUL~R. No, I noticed that, and that IS what I am trY,mg
to.probe.
·
bo
h
b
Mr..RuMSFELD. Yes. My proble~ is ~hat in thin)nng a. ut t e su ject of detente and our relationship with the Soviet Umon there are
so many factors that go into tho~e relations~ips, not the l~ast of
which is deterents. I do not subscnbe to the v1ew that the1,'8 IS some
sort of situation as the result of past relationships that one could
suggest that, therefore, our defense is less· necessar:v: tod~Y: I .do not
believe that. I believe it is absolutely !,l.ecessary, I believe 1t 1s, ~n fact,
what has created the environment whereby we could talk with the
Soviet Union. One can look and make different value judgm~nts
about different thiilgs that have occur~d. But, .I h~p:pen to beheve
that yes, the ABM treaty is a useful thmg, .I thmk It Is. ~se~ul to be
engaged in mutual and balanced force reduction talks. I thmk It would
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be a fine thing for our country and w·estern Europe if, in fact, WI\
achieve a greater security at a lower level of forces. That would
begood.
.
Now, whether we will have thah I do not know.
.
Senator CULVER. Mr. Rumsfeld, one ·of the problems that this committee has in properly evaluating the level and the character of
defense budgets requests that comes from your Department, or your
hoped Department, is to carefully define and relate ·the roles and
missions of various forces and weapons systems, so that we can see
the relationshiP. clearly b~tween the force structure. being reguested and
the foreign policy comtmtments that they are designed to Implement.
Now I wonder what your views were in terms o.f the degree of
coordi~ation that you are going to seek by bringing together a
(Treater degree of integration on-this subject so we can have a more
~ational debate and more precisely assure ourselves as to the character of our _fprei~ policy, it~ goals, its. objectives, and its relationshiP. 'to the mihtary requests to Implement It. .
.
~r. RUMSF:ELD. Well, after this matter was ra1sed by several members
of the committee, I refreshed myself on th(' proposal to attempt
to achieve a greater harmony between the two, and at least, as a
mechanism for the discussion of the harmony or the lack of harmony
between the two. Certainly I can assure you that I would be willing
to coop~rate with that, It -is a fascinating .subject, it is al?- important
subject, it is incre_dibly a complicated sub~ect, and I question whether
it is going to lend Itself to a formula that will-Senator CuLVER. One of the difficultie&-Mr. RuMSFELD [continuing]. Shape the road ahead. But it is important.
Senator CULVER. In the absence of that kind of communication and
coordination between the two bureaucracies, I' think it clearJy leaves
the befense Department in the difficult position of making requ~ts
based on what they perceive to be our global role as oP-posed tohavmg
the Defense Department budge~ respoJ?-d to a. car:efully · consider~
deterinination of what the precise foreign policy IS that we are, m
fact, a-ttempting to impiement. And the. ambiguity that exists)n that
area, I think, makes it very difficult for you or somebody m your
position to come to a responsible determination of the nature of the
request.
Now, Mr. Rumsfeld, the U.S. foreign military sales have been at
about $10 billion for each of the past 2 years. Other nntions are
getting the latest and the best equipment, sometimes even before our
own troops. I recentJy made a visit to a base facility in this country,
not too long ago, where we were not even training- with certain kinds
of equipment that was being sent to the Middle East.
Now, a recent study for Deputy Secretary of Defense Clements
noted that the Army Department is spending more money, and I
emphasize more money, for the acquisition of weapons for foreign
armies than for the U.S. Army. The same total called overall Secretary of Defense policy and prOcedure guidelines for foreign military
sales as "fragmented and incomplete, _if not inc?nsiste~t."
.
Now, to some extent, our defense mdustry, m my Judgment, 1s
becoming dep_endent on those foreign sales, and our production lines
lnay soon be hostage to them. Will you see to it that there is a clear
00uld
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pqlicy on foreign military sales, that our own forces have first prior~
ity, that we get full reimbursement for weapons we sell, that we avoid
any dangerous transfers of advanced technology, and that we adjust
our own force planning to take account of growing capabilities of
those who buy from us~
Mr. RuMSFELD. That is a very big order, as you, of course, well
know, Senator. I certainly agree that inventory draw-downs should
occur only in unusual situations.
I certainly agree that where appropriate there should be reimbursement. There are, of course, statutes that provide for a range of
arrangements with respect to the transfer of various types of equipment, and certainly the law should be complied with.
The Question of technology transfer is always an important one and
has to be a part of the question. There is no question that as the
capabilities of the armed services of the allies improve that that
should, in fact, contribute to and be an element in force planning for
the United States.
On the first part of your question, however, that is the toughest.
As I recall. it was somethin~ to the effect would I guarantee that we
would develop a national policy. I will be happy to IZ'llarantee that
I am interested in this subject, and that I suspect that there is a good
deal of truth in the import of your Question; that is to say that the
national policy is not well understood nationally and thatr--Senator CULVER. Well, can you give us some assurance that it will
be understood in your own Department~
Mr. RuMSFELD. I will certainly contribute my best effort to see not
only that our Department, but others in Government develop an approac;h to this.
·
Senator CuLVER. Well, there have been, Mr. Rumsfeld. 100 Members
of Congress as recently as the last 10 days who have called upon Secreta.ry of State Kissinger to initiate an international arms control
conference on forei~ military sales to try to ·g et some rational control over this patholo¢cal race to sell more and more arms all over
the world with all of the attendant consequences that are implicit to
it. And I certainly hope. in view of the fact that we supply one-half
of that arms trade now, that we can get something like that underway,
ideally with the Soviet Union, but even in the absence of the Soviet
Union's pa;rticipation, I think it is important to the issue of NATO
and our general alliance.
Now, finally, Mr. Rumsfeld, tollowing up on this issue of standardization, which I think you are aware tha,t Senator Nunn and I, as well
as others who have spoken to the Q~lestion, and Senator Cannon. are
very interested in what is admittedly an enormously complex subject.
But the fact remains that there have been estimates that of the $90
billion that we spend collectively on the NATO defense element, that
an estimated $10 to $11 billion of that is wasted every year
because of a lack of standardization. I think if the American public
were privy to the degree of waste and inefficiency, the military museum
character of our European military situation now, that support for
NATO would fundamentally decline.
Now, as you know, General Goodpasture estimated that NATO
would .be 30 to 40 percent stronger in terms of its combat readiness if
we had greater degrees of standardization. Will you support efforts

toward standardization, including using existing leaal authDl'ity to
waive the Buy American Act~
t"O
Mr. R"£!MBFELD. I have not looked at what the legal provisions are
for a waiver of that statute. I can certainly assure you that it is a
subject that I have spent already a good deal of time on. There is no
question but t~at it merits the attention of a nominee for this post.
I would agam, however-well, I would like to make two comments.
One, I would not agree with your characterization of a museum character of N.t\-TO. I think we have a credible capability collectively
there. That IS not to say that as you suggested it cannot ·he improved
substantially. There is no question but that it can.
Senator CuLVER. Well, you know-Mr. RUMBFELD. But, finally, it is, and I have to underline this an
incredibly difficult problem.
·
'
Senator CuLVER. But, back to the museum character of the NATO
alliance. We have 29 different antitank weapons, 8 different main battle tanks. In recent NATO war games, we lacked even communications, interoperability, even to the point that in recent NATO exercises1 rel?ortedly 50 percent ~f the patrol boat kills were NATO allies,
puttm&Itto other NATO alhes.
Mr. 'RuMSFELD. There are problems, but alsoSenator CuLVER. And it is quite a serious problem. And I think the
ball~on goes up. An~ you talk; ab~ut the nuclear threshold, if your conve~tiOnal deterrent IS ~estroymg Itself at th~t rate, how can you have a
ratwnal deterrent agamst your enemy, and If aircraft cannot land and
refuel, how can anybody say that that is not a problem~
Mr. RuusFELD. It is a ~rious problem, I quite agree.
Senator CuLVER. And It may be a niee command in peacetime, but
you would hope to God that you would not ever get assignment in the
m.ilitary in the time of actual conflict.
N~w, I think !ls a matter o~ fact, we.have not given a serious effort
to t~Is problem m Europe or I!l the Umted St~tes that it justifies, and
I thmk no.w that our conventiOnal deterrent IS so much more impor•
tant, rel~tlve t~ the nuclear balance, ~hat it is absolutely imperative
th~t ~e be creative, that we be aggressive, that we be determined about
tlns, If for no other _reason than we are g?ing to have to sustain public
support for conventiOnal deterrent. And lf you tell the American people. abo~t a.ll of the mon~y that we have spent on this since vVorld War
II m bmldmg a conventiOnal deter~ent, a~c~ then you start giving them
the chapter and verse as ~o how ludiCrous It IS today, then you are going
~1To. a lot more wornes than the reduction of the U.S. forces from
Mr. RuMS~ELD. I h.ave made almost exactly those remarks to the
N ?rth Atlantic Counml on behalf of the United States, and fully agree
with you.
Senator CuLVER. And I think that you-¥r. RuusFELD. That the pressures on budgets throughout the NATO
alhance, as well as just commonsense, says that we have got to find
ways to make greater progress, considerably greater progress.
Senator CULVER. One of these would be to use your courage to use
or wave the Buy America Act that you will have as Secretl:l.ry, and I
h ope that you will pursue that.
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And finally, Mr. Chairman,~ appreciate t~e indul~nce of the Ohair,
I have some additional questions that I w1ll submit for the record
which I would appreciate a written -response to.
But, I do wish to have, on this o<;caswn a pledge from you that you
will make a good faith and determined effort t~ carry ~ut the conference language, and in your appearance before th1s comm~ttee next year
in support of the defense budget .request, t~at the re9mred report on
the relation of force structure to :foreign pohcy that Will be undert!l'k~n
and presented ~nly after the closest consultation and agreement withm
our foreign pohcy bureaucracy.
Mr. RuMSFELD. I certainly will. I think that will be useful for the
committee1 but certainly useful within the Government.
Senator CuLVER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Mr.
Rumsfeld.
RESPONSES BY DoNALD RUMSFELD TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS OF SENATOR
JOHN C. CULVER

Question 1. The Office of Management and Budget has just reported to C~
gress that to maintain current services, the Defense Department budget will
have to jump to $109 billion in fiscal year 1977. Can our economy tolerate such a
jump in military spending? Shouldn't the Pentagon have to share in fiscal
restraint?
Answer. As I stated in response to Senator Thurmond, the Presiden~ feels
the U.S. must limit the growth of Federal spending. He intends to do th1s and
I intend to do my best to help in that vital task. I am not in a position at this
time to state what the right budget for defense should be.
Question z. Do you belie~ that, in circumstances where no nuclear weRp.o ns
have been used, but the United States contemplates tlie first use of such
weapons: the President should consult with designated Members of Congress?
Wouldn't this be an appropriate domestic equivalent of the procedures now
required to lbe followed in NATO regarding use of nuclear weapons?
Answer. In making a decision with such profound possible consequences for
the nation's security and well·being, I think any President would want to consult
key members of Congress. Realistically, any such consultation would depend
on the circumstances of the crisis. The responsibility for the decision would
necessarliy and constitutionally remain with the President.
Question 3. In 1963 you reportedly tried to delete funding for the B-70 manned
bomber. Now the .Air Force wants to build another manned bomber, the B-1.
Will you make careful review of this program and to alternatives to it such
as non-penetrating aircraft with standoff long range missiles?
Answer. Manned bombers are an important element in our overall mix of
strategic forces. I will make a careful review of the B-1 bomber program and
any alternative programs if I am confirmed.
Question 4. Will you help the Congress in evaluating the Defense Department
budget by providing life cycle cost estimates of major systems which have just
entered production or will do so in the next two years?
Answer. It will ble my policy to provide to the Congress all available information that will assist it in meeting its responsibility to evaluate the' Defense Department budget. Some experts doubt, however, that we can provide accurate
total life cycle costs for new weapon systems. They maintain that there is
enough uncertainty in such numbers to make them subject to <'onsiderable misunderstanding. I will study this questlon and judge for myself, to see what can
be done that would be both reasonable, and helpful.
Question 5. Mr. Rumsfeld, you are taking over responsibility for the largest
department of Government at a ,late stage in the life cycle of nn administration.
Apart from your peacetime service as a naval aviator and a year plus of somewhat related experience as US Ambassador to NATO, your experience in Congress and in the Executive Branch has general lain in other areas of policy.
Could you tell the Committee how you feel you can take charge of this vast de-

partment and master rapidly the complex budgetary, strategic, and political
subject matters which confront any occupant of that office?
Answer. Any incoming Secretary of Defense has an enormous task facing him
in coping with the many complex national defense issues. In Congress I served on
the House Committee on Science and Astronautics, and its Subcommittees on
Manned Space Flight and on Science, Research and Development, the Joint Economic Committee, and the Government' Operations Committee and its Su'bcommittees on Military Operations and on Foreign Operations and Government Information. As Ambassador to the North .Atlantic Treaty Organization I was the
United States' Permanent Repre!)entative to the North Atlantic Council, to the
Defense Planning Committee, and to the Nuclear Planning Group. For the past
13 months I have been Assistant to the President of the United States.
No experience can prepare one fully for a position such as Secretary of Defense. But my administrative, legislative, diplomatic, and defense background
prepare me, at least, to begin the task. I will utilize, irt addition, the abundant
expert assistance that is available in the Department, in the Congress, and outside of the Government.

Question 6. If confirmed, you will take over the direction of a Department
which has been shaken by the sudden and peremptory dismissal of Dr. Schlesinger. There are also a number of major vacancies in important policy postsfor example, the Assistant Secretary of International Security Atrairs, Secretary
of Air Force, Director of the Defense Intelligence .Agency, and General Counsel.
Are you confident that you can rapidly recruit highly qualified persons to fill
these gaps? Are you likely to replace other positions?
Answer. One of' the great strengths of the United States is the vast reservoir
of highly qualified and highly motivated people. A number of such people have
already indicated their willingness to serve the President and the Department
of Defense and I am confident that we will be able to fill the vacancies promptly.
I have not, of course, considered the question of replacing people currently in
senior DOD positions and I will not until after confirmation and after familiariz·
ing myself with the capabilities and desires of the senior personnel.
Question 7. After your periods of service in the White House under both President Nixon and President Ford, could you giv.e the Committee your attitude
regarding the institutional role which you feel should be performed by the NSC.
What kind of forum should it be? Should it be used for arguing out and debating
positions or should it be largely a ratifying group?
Answer. I believe the NSC decision-making process must operate in a manner
which is responsive to the needs of the President. Each President brings with
him a s11mewhat differe.nt personal approach to decision-making, and the NSC
mechanism must be fieX'lble enough to respond to changing Presidential requirements. The NSC structure and procedures should provide for representation by
interested government agencies and assure that all the issues surrounding a key
decision are fully brought out and thoroughly examined. It should ensure that
a maximum range of alternatives, with the advantages and disadvantages, are
considered in arriving at a decieion. Finally, on major issues, the process should
permit key figures in the policy and decision-making process to weigh in at
va~ous levels through the NSC committees culminating, on major issues, witb
reV'lew by the NSC itself and Presidential decision.
Question 8. If you found your convictions to be at variance with those of the
Secretary of State to the same degree as Dr. Schlesinger's were, would you expect
to be fired? Would you resign? Would you submerge them? How should major
policy differences be ventilated and resolved?
Answer. As I testified yest~rday, I fully intend to present my views vigorously,
both before the Congress and m the Executive Branch. The Secretary of State and
I will have numerous opportunities to discuss issues personally and in the
National Security Council, and I expect most differences to be resolved.
I know from my association with the President that he is not surprised
or displeased to hear ditrerent points of view. That is normal on important issues.
Policy differences can bP. raised, discussed, and resolved.
In the end, the President resolves remaip.ing differences in accord with his
j udgment of what best serves our national interest.

Question 9. Do you believe that the United States should emphasize improvements in conventional capability rather than nuclear especially in Europe? Will
you give close scrutiny to programs which only add to' our overkill and see if some
can be eliminated?
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Answer. I most certainly will give close scrutiny to both conventional and
nuclear capabilities. With regard to emphasis between improvements in conventional capability rather than nuclear forces, we have to do both. The primary
defense.against conventional attack is the conventional capability of the United
States and our allies. It set>ms clear to me that in the current age of at least rough
strategic parity, we must have and maintain conventional forces that can help
reduce the chances of conflict at all levels. This will not, of course, eliminate the
need to maintain an adequate theater nuclear capability.

Senator CANNON. Thank you, Mr. Rumsfeld. We have another vote
on now, and the committee will stand in recess until2 :30.
Mr. RuMSFELD. Thank you, sir.
[Whereupon, at 12:50 p.m., the hearing recessed to reconvene at
2 :30 p.m. this same day.]
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The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 2:30 p.m. in room 1114
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Ron. John C. Stennis (chairman).
Present : Senators Stennis (presiding) , Symington, Mcintyre,
Byrd of Virgini11; Tower, Goldwater, .and Taft.
Also present: T. Edward Braswell, Jr., chief counsel and staff
direetor; W. Clark McFadden II, counsel; John T. Ticer, chief clerk;
Phyllis .A. Bacon, assistant chief clerk; Charles J. Conneely, Charles
Cromwell, George H. Foster, Jr.~ John A. Goldsmith, Don L. Lynch,
Robert 0. Old, James C. Smith, Larry K. Smith, and Francis J. Sullivan, professional staff members; Robert Ujakovich, research assistant;
Doris E. Connor, Marie Fabrizio Dickinson, clerical assistants; David
A. Raymond, assistant to Senator Symington; Charles Stevenson,
assistant .t o Senator Culver; and Bill Lind, assistant to Senator Taft.
The CHAIRMAN. We had a good hearing this morning. Mr. Secretary,
there will be additional questions from members who have already
asked some of their questidns.
We will stay with it this afternoon the best we can. I understand
we are not likely t6 have as may votes as we have had since 12:30.
The Chair wants to recognize Senator Byrd now. He was here this
morning but we didn't get to him.
First the Secretary wants to be recognized for just a minute. All
rifdlt, Mr. Rumsfeld.
Mr. RUMSFELD. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
T~is morning I was asked a question concerning the Pershing
miss~le. And as I recall, I characterized the President's position as
publicly stated to the effect that he had serious reservations about
that item.
I was asked about that after the hearing, and checked at t he White
~ouse, I received a set of £our or five different responses at various
tuttes that the President has given on that quest ion. In reading them1
I find that the characterizatiOn I gave to 1t is possibly not quite as
accurate as I would like it to be.
(55)
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Specifically, what he said was:
The Pershing missile request we--the United States--{)nly promised to study.
·we made no commitment that we would make that weapon available. And in
the process of study, we will hav!" some time to sel" how the peace efforts, the
Sinai peace agreement proceeds along with potential other agrel"ments In that
nrea. But there is no commitment by us, except to study, for the delivery o'f a
Pershing missile to the Middle East.

After reading it, that strikes me as not bei.ng a "strong reservation."
but simply a statement on his part of its bei.ng part of a shopping list,
and that. he intends to give it thorough consideration.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. Anytime you think the matter should be
taken up in closed se~ion, you only have to indicate su~h, althoug-h
w~ want to have it open as much as we can. If you so indicate, I will
arra.n~e it.
rDiscnssion off the r(l{'ord.]
Th~ CHAnmAN. The Chair recognizes Senator Byrd.
Senator BYRD. Mr. Rumsfeld. Secretarv Schlesinger viewed detente
with Russin and conCP-ssions to Russia with somewhat less enthusiasm
than does Secretary Kissin~r. Now, is your own view more in line
wit.h that of Secretary Schlesinger or Secretarv Kissinger?
Mr. Rmt:SFELD. Senator Byrd, I have talked with Secretarv SchleAing{jr about the subj~ct over· a period of time. I indicated earlie~ that
I know of no nolicy differences that I have with Secretary Schlesmger.
However, it is ve.rv difficult for one individual to characterize t.he
views as fitting more with one perRon's or another. I have talked w.ith
him personally about it. I know what vou are saying. You are tallrmg
in part about the public perception of his views, I think. And th('re
is no question but that in recent d!l-ys and weeks there ~as ~e.en the
appearance of wide divergence of v1ew between those two Ihdividuals.
My preference, rather than trying. to slot myself as between ~he
two of them would be to refer to the remarks I have made earher.
I recognize 'the fundamental differences between <>ur systems and
our beliefs. I therefore naturally feel that caution. a great deal of
cnre, a ~t deal of vigilance must be exercised with respect ·to our
relationship.
Senator BYRD. You a.re speaking about Russia now ?
Mr. RuMSFELD. That is right.
Senator BYRD. I was speaking of the fundamental difference between
Secretary Schlesinger and Secretary Kissinger.
Mr. RUMSFELD. I'm aware of that. And my response would be to tell
You what I think on the subiect, because I think that if you ask the
two of them what the fundamental difference they had was, yc:u.
would find that it is probably different than the public. perceptiO?I•
Senator BYRD. I didn't see the program the other. ev~mg, but did
the President give as a reason or the reason for the dismissal o~ Secre-1
ta.ry Schlesinger the differences that the Secretary had w1th Mr.
.
Kissinger and vice versa~
Mr. RmrsFELD. Absolutely not in the context that you a~e talk~ngj
about. I specifically told the President that I ~ew of no maJor pohcYJ
differences that I had with Secretary Schlesmger-Senator BYRD. I am not speaking of you.
Mr. RuMSFELD. But my point IS he said he knew that, a:n.d under1
stood that. It is my recollection of his. s~atements ~n televis~on-an<l
here ~nstead of expressing my own opm10ns, I am mterpretmg what
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the President and what Secr_etarY. Schl~sin~er and Secretary Kissinger's views on the world m1ght be, .whiCh IS really not my pl~ce
but my ,impression of the press conference was that the President
indicated he did not have p~licy differ~nces wi~h Jim Schlesing~r, a~d.
that basically it was a var1ety of t}u~ whiCh he characterized m
several ways, but. it would not ·be differmg views on detente, insofar
as I understood Ius press conference.
Senator BYRD. Is it your yiew, "the,-t, that Secretary Schlesinger and
Secretary Kissinger are in accord on their views of detente?
Mr. RuMSFELD. I think that they have certainly been in accord on
oceasion. And I think they certrui.nly differed on occasion. With respect
to the substance, certainly no American-no officia~ of G~>Vernment in
this administration is gomg to recommend somethmg with respect to
the various negotiations that are t!\king place that would work adversely to the security interests of the United States of America.
Senator BYRD. Of course that is a question of judgment.
:Mr. RuMSFELD. That is what I am just getting to. There is the
substantive question. Then there are the tactics as to what is the best
way to engage in a negotiatiol_l: An~ then there are the effects O?I the
pholic perceivings of that relationship. I know Secretary Schlesmger
and Secretary Kissinger have differed on the question of the tactics
as to what should be done.
I also know-I shouldn't be speaking for the two Secretaries; I
should he spea,king for myself. For Ip._xself,,the questio!l of the public
per~ption about the state of our r~la~wns. IS one that 1s ~roublesome.
In my judgment far too many people m this country and m other free
countries throughout the world have the iijlJ?res8ion that because we
are able to engage in a multipli~ty of relationship~ with. the Soviet
Union, that therefore t~e world IS at. pea~ and t~mgs Will be good
forever more. And; I thmk, that that Is askmg considerably too much.
The relationship does require vigilance. Our capability does have a
deterrent effect: It is important that we maintain that essential equivalence. And those who suggest that because we are able to trade or able
to engage in SALT negotiations, or in MBFR negotiation with the
Soviet Union, those who conclude that because of that we therefore
should reduce our defense capability, reduce the deterrent, are flatly

WI~~~·fact is that our capabilities have provided the stability in t.he
world, and it is important not only for us, but for the rest ot the world.
Senator Bi'"RD. I think that we can support a strong national defense,
which I do, without necessarily supporting detente, which I don't nec('Ssarily support in all oi its aspects. I support the concept of a dialog
between our country and China and our country and Russia.
Mr. RUMRFELD. Those are my views exactly.
Senator BYRD. And, I thip.k, perhaps I was the first Senator to applaud President Nixon's trip to Peking, because I wanted to see a
rlialog opened with that nation. But when it comes to <'J)ncessions,
ngrt>P.rnents which have been made with Russia, then my view is that
the {Tnited States has come off second best. And my belief is that Secretary Schlesinger took a somewhat less enthusiastic line on making
concessions to the Soviet Union than the Secretary of State has taken.
If that is the case-and I think it is-that presented a balance within
the Cabinet.
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Mr. RuMSFELD. I can assure you that that balance will continue.
There is no question but that it is critically important to this country
that the President have a variety of views, that the views of the DOD
and the defense and security interests of our country be fully heard
and weighed in Presidential decisionmakip.g. That would be my
intention.
Senator BYRD. In your judgment, Mr. Rumsfeld, what has the
United States gained over the last 3 years in regard to detente ~
Mr. RuMSFELD. It is difficult to say, unless one defines terms, as to
what detente is. I don't think of detente as a state or circumstance or
something that one can then enumerate a balance sheet underneath. I
think of it simply as a decision on the part of our country to attempt,
where possible, to avoid confrontation, and where possible, find areas
.
where our interests might converge.
To the extent that they converge, and we can actually achieve something that is in our interest, fine, we do it. To the extent we cannot,
We' o'!ght not to. It oug~t now. to be a o~e-way street. Th~re is ,no
questiOn 1l!bout that. But m lookmg a.t the htstory of our rel.atwnslups,
or the history of the world, I don't thmk a person can say this confr<_mtatioil was avoided because of eight other thin~s that were takmg
place, or that this potential threat was averted because of three or
four others. It is a complex maze of relationships. We have to be
sensitive, that what we are doing substantive1y is in fact in our interest,
and not against the security interests of this country. We have to do
it tactically in a way that is in our best interests. And fin~lly, we .have
to see that while we are doing it, we don't create so euphonc an attitude
on the part of free people that they think that things are so good that
we don't need that military capability. We do.
.
Now, there are those who say th~~;t the ABM J'reaty was useful, and
they would cite that. There are thmgs that m1g~t have been averted
during this period,. There is no way that I can unt~e that knot anq trace
the line from a smgle benefit or cortversely a smgle J?roblem to the
word "detente." But if by detente you mean the av01dan?e of confrontation were possible and ~he sensible, hard-nosed, ~~km~ out of
the areas where our i_nterests might con.yerge, but recogmzmg that they'i:
might not, then I thmk that the American people support that. And
d~
1
Sl:'nator. BYRo. Are there two or three example~ of advantages t 1at
we have obtained from detente that you could enumerate~
Mr. RuMsri:LD. As I indicated, I think that one cannot say what
would have happened in world relations ab~ent an. effort on ~ur part
to have less tense relationships with the Sov~et.Umon a~d Chma. My
sense is that the re.ason we were at the negobatlllg table IS because we
have some chips because there is that military pa,pability and that
deterrant to adv~nturesomeness that might otherwi~e occur.
I think one makes a mistake to try to come up w1th a balance sh~et
of that nature. I think that each relationship ought to stand on .Its
own. We ou~ht not to enga~e in a mutua~ balanced force reduction
agreement that is. not in our inte_rest, that IS to say, one that does not
result in equal or Improved security at lower levels of forces.
We onP"ht not to, in my judament.
~
Now, ]f w.,. were able to do that, would that be an advantage. Clearl:v
in my mind that would he an a:dvantage for the American people, for

Western Eur?PEl, ~~d for the North Atlant~~ Treaty Orga_ni~fl,tio:q, ~f
we could achieve It. The talks have b~n gomg on. Th~re lB a cer~am
seriousness of purpose. And the sense IS that we may m fact achieve
some results there.
The CHAIRMAN. Your time is up. Do you want to ask another
question~
.
.
· Senator BYRD. I will reserve the question.
The CHAIRMAN. I believe that all who are here now have had an
.
.
opportunity to ask some questions.
I will be quite brief now. But I wa.nt to call your sp~c~al attentiOn
to something you already know. You have touched on It m part. But
it is most alarming to me that we have as high a percenta.ge of the
military dollar that we are now spending on personnel or personnelrelated matters, leaving thereby a ~>nialler and smaller pe:rcent!l'ge for
weapo~ry armor, and all the things that are generally classified as
military hardware. N?w, it is a?cording to how you figure it, of course,
but it is somewhen~ m .the J¥l~ghborhood of 28 percen~, o~ 58 cents
out of $1 that is gomg mt o this personnel matter. I thmk If we con tinue to let that climb measurabl.Y more, we will get seriously out of balance there and we will have~ baJ;der and harder time in ge~ing ~he
absolute n~cessities in the way of weapons, ~he cost of which Is,gomg
up, and ~ill continue to go up no doubt as It becomes more and more
involved m the contract.
.
Now for the time bei:ng I am just calling that to your attention. I
imagin'e you have some of the same concern, and you will come in contact with it more now than before.
First, are you concerned about this very question~
Mr. RUMsFELD. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN..And what are you going to try ~o do with it, I mean.
o~lly ~ For mstt;t~ce, you could have specml study groups to
f:.~n it for you.
r. RUMSFELD. There is no questiqn but that the United States is
tnisserved t£ we allow a situation to develop where the pay and benefits
fpf1 inqivjR;lif;~ who serve in the Armed Forces move to a percentage
&Q tha~Jt:lh,e ':c;p results in the dryingup of funds needed for we!lpo~s
~tnd i001i th'} e;{el.r'e capability of this country. My personal view IS
tMt:. n.n iJ1.diviqua~ ":~J.? serves in the U.S. Armed Forces ought not to be
penalized by vi:iirle qf .tbat se:rviee. That is to say, he ought to be able
t? .r~rti;re Jl~I: flt~d.thel?iiflfr>. that are roughly co~~ensurate to the outside. rtlim'k die Xirle~~ople ought to be Wllling to pay that, and
I don't think an indiv!<IuaJ ought to be taxed for his willi1;1gness to
1'\et~~. ~ l;lR:r;\'t,tpfp~~fi fWlJI?·\li~on oug~t to b~ used frivolo~sly. To
t;ij~ fmile¢ p,l( :W( lj!!
rlWq frlgJl,~#,,,use It. B~1t If 'Ye can achieve the
W.e
,
:PIJ9!1?M.J?lfYffl>P.¢1. mcenbves, we should do
that.
,'O f!OIH
. !JH~.t}Je flPtp,gE;r·AA f4ft.t SQ(;i~ty Ip.i.gl\t.~f'~iWi\~11 have it both way~.
We cannot. Either we p:ty,.,t:b.e1 P.ei?P~~ ~M--,t:Y~ll' 'P-rrnworth and in addi~l~v;e~\l'!iflffidfl 118(?~%'? ~ofitJ.h~W#~~n'!J~11:4¥<t~re. a funda-

ffi\ltll~~?."',.et

~~~ rAWJ~

w

.ill1Jii~f,!l\\"i"\t]9nal C!IIJI\~>htN, fl<·},'l' <!liJ!!t.J!'>\,fh""''WJ"O ITee
lii 'JW.llflljl ~{\~rkPilgi'~ JP.~4~ ·tlHJ P..~C®~~'ll !lW r~ll\\l~l\'~ ~fl~e
t ~ .e~~. W,Df1Pve, ~oyv~ri ll!U1ll;i\•lf9lpntf4~;J:fur~ ~ ithe1_<,t~ ~t
Prflfr"i'm ~IJ:~~l:l"~hertrnt.m .~l}fLt.d!ettHwcn ~~qulflth~v~r b~Jlta·~lillilt\\~
ti>.pay. fl.f~'*9lYA<?JP.Petn,nrf.l'l;l.f.ft~~nf:lt ~~ve·~J'i a$t$ dnlrup ~
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funds necessary for the weapons. And I am afraid what happened :was;
people thought they could have it both ways.
. The CHAIRMAN. Well, one thi:Qg comes to my mind-and I have to
defer to others somewhat on this particillar point-but I feel very·
strongly for the more modern weapons. You can't have second-rate
weaponry. But what concerns me is that we don't try hard enough to
get along on fewer numbers of weapons. I think we should have the
hest. but as few as mav be reasonably necessary, you can't tell ex~tly;
for instance, planes. ships of a kind, tanks, and a number of things,
yon need good, hard-headed judgment on how many we need of these
differ~nt item~ We are beginning: to have a great number. it seems to
me. Rut if yon are going to have a great variety, we should be e.ompelled to try getting along on as few as possible. Some say we need
400 naval aircraft of a certa.in kind, others say, why that is ridiculous
we need 800. I don't know where the line is, but you are going to have
to TYHtkP somf' }Hlrd recommendations.
Mr. Rumsfeld. you seem to have a real determination ahout you and
a penetrating mind. I want to get you concerned about these ma.t ters.
I ilon~t know what sneci:tl teams or what is necessary. but J think you
will have to have a lot of responsible·help in making those judgments.
.
I hone you will do that.
We are talking about the Volunteer Armv. I am not harpmg on that,
but we must make it work. I have heard rumors lately about some
sort of effort over there to organize within the service these men and
women, and get them into an organization for the purpose of bargainin~ with you folks. I will tell you ths way I :feel. I think if a man
joins the service, that is. enough organizat~on. for him to b~long to
right there. He has cut himself out a good JOb, and he owes It evGryt hing he has. The serviceman is entitled to this good pay he is getting.
If we are going to get all gummed up now on some kind of a loyalty
to someone else or obligation to someone else or association, rather
than the Army, Navy or whatever service he belongs to, that is where
we can really begin a debacle or downfall for the military services, as I
see it. I know you would be concerned about a matter like that. I call it
to your attention now, and I hope you will look into it with a firm hand.
Mr. RuMSFELD. I appreciate your comments. It is a subiect that I
have not had a chance to look into. And I was not aware of the situation as you described it. I certainly will look ·i nto it.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, thank you for your promise. I didn't ex·
pect you to be ready to answer a question like that.
Senator Goldwater.
Senllltor GoLDWATE:R. By the way, Mr. Chairman, if you want to go
vote, you go ahead. I think we waste a lot of these people's time in
rnnning back and furth, and I would just as soon miss a vote and
stay here to help things along.
The CHAIRMAN. We use a lot of pesticides on our cotton. I will go
vote on that one. May I ask yoq to be in ch·a rge ~
Senato~GoLDWATER [presiding]. Mr. ;Rumsfeld, I want to get.·back
to the p01ilt that Senator Byrd was trymg 'to make and empliasize to
you, that probably the most important concern among the Senator,;
is your position on detente. I don't think there is any question about
y9ur a~ili(y to handle the joq; your background is, I think; sufficient
for you to take over. But unft>rtunat-ely Secretary Kissinger has not
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defined his definition of detente. And I have asked him to do this. I
am goi:rw to se~ him ·a gain within t~e next day or t wo and I am going
to ask him agarn, because the Amerwan people are very worried abo.u t
this. They look on the Secre~ry Qf ~tate's ~ttempts, whether· righ~ly
or ,wrongly, as an e1Fort to ach1eve a mce feelmg between two potential
enemies with us seemin~ly giving all that the Soviets want. Now, I
happen to know your VIews on this. And I would suggest th111t when
you are 'I!Sked that question again, don't quibble about it. You don't
believe in detente, as ~ _understand your background, without some ·
force to back up our pos1t10n on what we want.
. ¥r. _RuMSFELD. A~o~utely, there is ~o question b?~ that t hat capability IS the underpmnmg of the secunty and stability we have seen
in this world, the relllltive stability, since World War II.
Senator G~LDWATER. That is ex~ly what you ought to say, and
don't stretch It out or elaborate on It, because that is what we want
to hear.
Now there may be some Members of the Senate t hat want to hear
it the other way aronnd. I'm talking about the group who will probably
have to confirm you.
It is very important that the President, you, and KissinO'er o-et this
. m
. t h ~ E nghsh
· language,
"' ' ""cleared
wo.rd "d.e'tent e" as we underst and It
up. I th1nk the way the Europeans have distorted the praotice between
themselves--an~ :you ~now full well how that is--is the way that we
should be p:r:actlClng It. If I have something that you wan.t and you
have somethmg I want, we can make ·a deal. But you are not going
to get all of mine, and I am not going to get all of yours.
Mr. Ru:MsFELD. That's for sure.
Senator GoLDwATER. I hope the American people can understand
that.
Do you hav_e any ~eason ~o beli~ve th:tt changing the Secretary of
Defen~ at this parti_c~lar tm~e. Will be mterpreted by the Soviets as
weakenmg our 'barg~mmg poSition at SALT II, thereby causing them
to push for concessiOns n?t heretofore thought attainable~
Mr. ~UMSFE!D· I certaml~ think not. People generally behave on
t~e basis of. thmgs that are Impot-tant, quick impressions or perceptions t~at might ~e current for a J?Oment seem not to worry people who
are serious. It stl"'lkes me ~he Soviets are serious, and it strikes me that
to t~e extent. they are senous and to the extent that others have a serio~s mterest m sensing what 't his administration's and this President's
VIews ~n the worl? are, it is not terribly difficult for them to find it out.
The::e 1s no questwn but what this President has set forth his views.
It will n_ottakelong for people ~o have a sense of my views. I have tried
to ~ntl"'l~ute to that by md1~tmg. not only ~hat I do not know of any
pohc_y differences I have With Jim Schlesmger but that I told the
President that before I agreed to acc.ept this nominat ion.
~nator GowwATER. Did you feel that under you DOD would have
a d11fe~nce of P<>Sirtion with the S~ate Department on what a minimum
a1frtahle SALT II agreement with the United States should be~
r. RuMSFELD. Do I think we could reach an agreement between
Defense and State~
Senator GoLDWATER. No, do you thi_nk there is a minimu~ aceept·
able ~~;greement that you can see now, 1f you have thought abOut this
as a glven force.
·
· '
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l\1r. RuMSFELD. I have thought about it, needless to say. I think
there are so many variables in negotia.tions of this type, and not havi.ng
been involved in negotiations, I would be reludant to try ~o descn~
what it is. But there is no question. but what the bo~om.lme o:r: this
discussion is that that total package has to end up bemg m our mterest. And to the extent that is possible, fine. To the extent it is not
possible, we will keep on trying.
Senator GoLDWATER. But you would insist that any agreement would
not undermine our national security interests?
Mr. RuMSFELD. Absolutely.
·
Senator GowwATER. What's yffilr degree of concern over the fact
thR.t the Soviets h11.ve surpassed the United States in warhead yield

Senator GoLDWATER. I think you are right. But you cannot shoot me
down for trying.
Mr. RUMSFELD. No, sir.
Senator GoLDWATER. One other qu~tion.
I am interested in your concept of how the DefenSe Department
should be managed. U~der Secretary MeNamara, a large staff organization evolved, wh~ch then delved directly into the day-to-day
management of the service programs, and also became the agency that
set individual service budget targets and priorities. Now, as I recall it,
the Laird-Packard e~nce:p~ was to r~t.urn the day-to-day management
function back to the mdividnal seryiCes, but to use the OSD staff for
review of major issues and priorities that the Defense .Secretary had
todecide.
·
.
H~ve you developed any management philosophy for running· the
Defense DepartmenU And 'what role do you foresee for the individual
sQ't\Tice$ ·and ·f.or the OSD .staff~
Mr. RuMSFELD. I certainly have developed what I consider to be a
maiuige~ent p~ilosophy i? ~neral over .the years, having been involved with various orgamzatlons. ~ certalnly would not wan:t to suggest that I have developed a precise management approach for the
Department of Defense.
I intend to immerse myself at the outset in the question of people.
I think it is ex?~~ingly mporta.rit..And second, in the subjec~ Of
areas of responsibility and orgamzatwnal arrangements, I have· not
done that. I have, since the announcement of my nomination, been involved with getting- through the transition out of the job I am in and
in preparing for these hearings. I'm not in a position to announce
any conclusions in that area.
·Senator GoLDWATER. Thank you.
My time is up.
Senator SYMINGTON. Mr. Secretary, you mentioned the B-70. I was
·
a great backer-Mr. RuMSFELD. Excuse me, Senator. Could I interrupt you for 1
second?
·
I have found the paper I was looking for, Senator Goldwater on
the RB-70. My understanding is that-and this was some time ago1 don't have the date that that particular amendment in the House
that I voted against iuvolved a proposal where the administration said
they would not spend the money even if autlwrized by · CongreSs. ·I
~ rbe wrong on ~ha.t;, but nty)fecolleetrioil. is .thttt·th~ admhtis~ration
anno~nce~ th~~:t th~y d~d n~t want those :f.unds, and would not spel).d
them. •My ·reco}lectl~n Is t_hmr as a result of th:at· announcement· that
they would not spend it, it seemed not to make a heck of a lot of sense
to vote for it.
.Sena!A>r Go~DWATER. That is right. I don't think the administration
sa1d this, I thmk Mr. MeNamara said it.
s.enator SYMINGTON. In this connMtion, I used to be for the B.c.7o
untd the Air Force withdrew it and made it the RB-70 so that thev
could ~o out and look around and see what the missiles had done. And
t~e p~tee at th~t .time was nothing- compared to the B-1; but pretty
hiA'h m my opnnon. So I changed my position when it became the
RB-70 as aga.inst the. B-70.

¢&pacity~

Mr. RuMS1':tLn That qnestion is one that is o~ .concern. As I have
indicated earlier in terms of our defense capability, and the overall
deterrent, one ha's to look at many parts on our sid~ and on theirs, and
there is no question but that they are ahead of us m some and we arc
ahead in some. Down the road that is certainly an area that the United
States has to be attentive to.
Senator GoLDWATER. I have some other questions in that field, but
I have only 5 minutes left.
Let me get on to another area.
.
.
.
.
When you were in the House you voted agamst the B-70, I believe.
Mr. RuMBFELD. I believe that is right.
Senator GornwATER. I think the final pl"OOurement-do you support
the requirement for the H:-1 bomber as a :follow-on to the B-5~ f~rce~
Mr. RuMSFELD. I believe that somewhere here I have a note mdicating what my logic was on that. I believe it was in an omnibus bill and
there was an amendment concerning the RB-70. I don't have it right
in front of me. My recollection is that it was. a proced~ral concern
without any bias against the bomber. But there IS no que~t10n but.t~at
manned bombers are an element in the overall strategic capability.
I have not had an opportunity to immerse myself in the subject of
the B-1. I read what the Secretary of Defense put forward to the
committee in his posture statement thi.s year. At. fi!9t glance I ~nd
myself persuaded by his recommenda~1ons.. But 1t IS not somethmg
that I consider myself expert ort at this pomt.
Senator GoLDWATER. But the B-1 production decision is scheduled
in November of 1976. Assuming the aircraft meets. all the required!
technical and performance requirements at that tlme, do you feel
that you could approve the aircraft :for production?
Mr. RuMSFELD. Senator. I would want to talk with the people in th~
·Department of Defense who have been working on thi_s, including th
Joint Chiefs. There is no question but that the B-52 IS elderly. And
as I indicated, I recognize th0 contribution that manned bombers make
in the U.S. defense capability. But there are two or three very, verY'
large issues of that ?ature that will. be comin~ up. ~t would be wrong
:for me, without havmg a? opporturuty to. be bnefed Ih the Depart~ent
of Defense without hav.mg an opportunity to talk to the Chief, with"~
out having' an opportunity to consult with others :who are knowledgeable and interested in this subject, to just sort ~f ~Ilaterally pronounce~
judgment. I would not I't'Bpect myself for ?ouw 1t and I would ques,
tion whether you would reSPect me for domg 1t.
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Bpt. o:o.e more point. r hope you will look at the cost-effective aspect
of this situation. You mentioned the B-52 being elderly. I think what
we are looking for in the missile age is a launching platform for missiles, more than a plane itself which will penetrate to enemy targets.
But that is just my personal opinion.
And I would like to get back to this question of detente. Three of
my ~olleagues have discussed detente. To me detente means an effort
to work out an arrangement that would prevent a nuclear war.
Arid ·ha,vin,g four grandsons who are all at draft age. I don't see anything,. wrong in trying .to work out an arran~ment whereby you don't
get·intQ a nuclear war.
That is one concept of detente. Would you agree that we should
make this effort~
Mr. RuMSFELD. I think that you ·a re getting close to the problem.
The. •Pwhlem is, it means different things to di!fere~t people.. And
therefore it is very difficult to respond to somethmg like that yes or
no. I: ~gre~ with what yo':~ say, I think that t~e word in a ~easonably
H.C'<urate ~ntext means stm.ply .that there will be a lessenmg of the
tensions between the two countries for the purpose of trying to avoid
a cqn~r,«mta.tion, which is anoth.er. way of saying :what you said; and·
to the extent possible, seeing if there are areas where you can improve
your.&tuation through negotia.tions., such as MBFR, which may or may
n~ re&u1t in a conclusion. The.danger is, other people think of detente
as a historical record that they don't like, or they think of it in the context of the effect on people's minds, that lulls them into thinking the
cirQumstances are different than they really are.
Senator SYMINGTON. I agree; And I have the fortune-or misfortune, depending upon how :vou look at it---of being in the last 16 or 17
years the only Member of the Senate who serves on both the Armed
Services and Fo~ign Relations Committees. And may I sav that in
my opinic>n the ·For~ign Relations Committee is about as friendly to
Secretary Kissinger as it is now obvious that the Armed Servwes
Col&lftittee is to Secrefl!Lry Schlesinger. I get mixed up on those "issingers," but I think I got that one straight. But the point I wanted
t@. m&ke is that neither of them 'm ake the decisions in this matter, do
they ·~ The President of the United States is the one who makes the
final ,®<Jis:i~n as to what sh<:>uld or should not be done with respect to
the Soviet Uni~n.
Mr. Ru;MSFELD. Absolutely.
Simator SYMING'i'ON. ·A.nd has he done anything up to this point
that wu think is wrong~
·
Mr. RuMsFELD. In the narrow context that you are talking about---SeMtor SntrNo:roN. I asked the question, and r. will.ask you ~gain~
You say the President of the Untied States decides If there JS any
pessi.ble di~;eussiort ot ditferenee ·of opinion between the Secretarv of
State and Defense, and we have gone into this detente thing, and we
have·kkked it atound a bit, and prooorly so. But the President is the
final: decider. And I asked you, hits he made any decisions up to this
point that you think are wrong~
Mr. Ruxs.FELD. In my opinion the decisions the President has made
in the past hu.ve been good ones. I did not want to answer your qn~
tion yes, because I have views on many matters, and the Presiclen+- and
I don't always agreC\.

Senllotor SYMI.NGTON. I certainly don't want you to agree.
The H iroshima bomb. was 13 kiloto11.s, and according to Fred Ilq.e's
new brochure, the Russians have dropped one of 58 million tons. And
we have dr9pped a good many at over a million tons, and we are ~.Y
to drop a good mal!-y more at over that if we have to. But in this climate
I don't see a~yt~mg ~rong from an idiological standpoint or any
other standpomt m trymg to work out some arrangement whereby: we
don't get into a nuclear war. You would agree with that, wouldn't

yoMu~r. R UMSFELD. I

th'm k.It IS
. a very sensi'ble t h'mg on the part of our
country when we engage in negotiations to try t o avoid destabilization
and to enhance stability.
Senator SYMr~GTON. I am gla.d to hear.you say that, Mr. Secretary.
And I hope that m some way, Without losmg our honor or our dignity,
we don't have to pass on to our children the growing confront ation between the t wo countries, because it means we have made a mess out of
what we are trying to do over here, and no doubt they have, too.
·
A living statesman told me rec~ntly that 9 years ago one of the heads
of the Soviet Union said:
There is nothing you can do to prevent us from dest roying you if we want to
and there is nothing we can do to prevent you from destroying us if you want to:

And based on my experience on the joint committee, I certainly
agree with that. So I hope we can work something out.
At ti~es it seen~s that t:fley are in better shape then we are, from the
standpomt of the1r workmg people, et cetera, and at times it looks as
tho';lgh we ~rein bettt>r shape because ?four agric_ultural potential as
agamst theirs. But I do hope that we still have the Idea that it does not
become a sin or a terr.ible thing ~or the President to try to work out
an agreement today w1th the Soviet, and no doubt tomorrow also with
China, that prevents a nuclear war. And I am confident you agree with
that.
Mr. RuM.SFELD. I do.
I would add there, however, that there is a habit which seems to me
has .grovr:n up in Ol~r country to think of provocation in the context of
b_elhgerency. It strikes me that there are various ways to be provoca~
tive. w~ could be provocative by being belligerent, as indeed you 'are
~ggestmg. we should not be. By the same token, we could be provocative by bemg weak. There is no question but that weakness on our
part would be a provocation, and conceivably could entice others into
adventures tha~ they mi~ht otherwise avoid.
Senator SYMINGTON. What you are talking about is unilat eral disannament.
Mr. RuMSFELD. No, I am talking about miscalculations as to our
capabilities and the deterrent
· Senator S'YMINOTON. Do y~u think that we are miscalcnlati:n&·t
Mr. RUMSFELD. No. As I indicate'd earlier, I think we have a""credible _deterrent . I also indicated earlier that I am concerned about the
trends.
- ··
- ·
· '
Senator ~YMINGTON. What do vou mean by that~
~r. :R.UMSFELD. I mean that ·a long with the comments made by the
chairm~n., ~'?~t to the extent ~mr defense budget goes to pay and benefits ~or Individuals and we faiJ to see th~~:t our technological sup~riority
contmues and that our deterrent remams credible, we are making a

VE}ry seriol).S mi!Jta\{~i·T<:> the ei~'rit t~~~ we misassi<m priorities iri: a
W'ay";~~t does· in' ~.ltt~_scalp?lafe' t~~. 'r~~ittK~e cap~bility, f1S1~t~een
th~ United States and the Sovret •UniOn: ·we ate makmO' a 'Vetx '~rious
m~~ake~ I thin~. one ,who ~d,jl~ll?-~~~ •tp~t ¥li~Y h:ave thar cll:papility btit
wou:1~ never use it, ls' ~ai;mg .a: ca:lculation: tliat I would' not 'want to
r!ta~. c?u~d be ~e~..~'rt~ 1ibe~y is a yery precio~s thing. Freedom
IS ~iff.~ 'pre?IOl;lS .th:t~~~: f\nd th~t. was ~f course very much a part of
what-you sud concermng yon:r grandchildren.
.
§e:ua:~r ~!MINGTON.. Well, I appreciate that. And I would make
one ~ervatwn. ·~ spent a good many ;Years in the Pentagon', and met
a goOd many 1tdniirals and generals. And some o£ them are areat statesmen, and some are walking bombs.
"'
··I hop~·as a Civilian he.a d'that you will give more consid~rati'on to the
stat~~men 'than the fellows who sa:y, I 'h ave been practicin~ this long
e}lougPt, I want to pJay, because I don't think a lot of them that feel
that 'Way teally realize what a full nucleat exchange would amount to
if we ever run into it.
T~ere is one t~in:g th~s ~orning th~t worried me about your supportmg_ the questiOn ?f hmited strategic war. And it wouldn't take me
but a mmute·to explam why.
Wh:en this cai?e out we wr?te the Pentap:on from the Foreign
Relations Committee Subcomm1ttee on Arms Control and asked how
many people would they estimate would be killed if we had a "limited
strategic wa(' _and by attacking their military tar,gets after they attacked our m1htary targets so we would not punish their cities, et
cetera. And the word came back that there would be 800,000 deaths.
And t~at obviously was absurd, based on the studies that we had and
the estimates that we had from experts on the subject. And so we said
"P1e.ase go back and recheck your figures."
'
. _An~ so t~e:y came back_with revis~ fi~ures. Instead of 800,000 fat.all~I~, m a l!m~ted st!'ateg-Ic war. 22 million people would die in such a
hmited w~r, mcludmg 800,000 Canadians. Maybe: they p:ot that later
figu~s miXed up sdmewhere, because it was the same fiQUre as was
originally given for the number of Americans who would die.
~ have a base in _my Rtate, an ICBM base, practically on the outsln:rts of Kansas .C1ty. And a verv small, minute error, the type for
e~ample, that frequt}ntly occurs in efforts to go to the Moon, could
wipe Qut Kansas Citv. Qn any basis, if thev attackPd the ICBM base
in.. my ~tate, the estimate was it would kill about half the people in
Missouri.
So I hope that when we get into this limited strate~c ·war discussion, a_nd knowing of your capacity to analyze these problems, I hope
'Y?U wlll :uea.lly"lpo~ into it, beeftuse I thh~k in the first place, if you
k1ll _about 22 milhon people, you are gomg to have a tough time
findu~ ~hough undertakers t~ ta~e care of thell_l, even though you
haven·t gone after the population m what you might call an all-out
way.
I A.m being sarcastic a bout it because I don't buy it, I never have. Nor
for that ~atter ~ave ~he Soviets. There are no plans that we know
o-f, aQebrdm'! to mtelhgerice, that they have a concept of a limited
nu~l~r war in thP same way wP do.
HavP. v~n made your mind up finaJlv about t.he lldvisabilitv of
sne\'li ·Jn~ntpd :rmcleSll' war conC".ept. or dicl vou tell us that you would
look mto It based on the figures that I have just given you?
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Mr. RuMSFELD. Senator, I was the U.S. Ambassador to NATO at
the time the In~rdepartment~l discussions w.e re taking plaee 6!1. the
subject of r_novmg t?ward th~ nu?lear !'etarg~ting strategy. A:t t~at
time I was mvolved m extensiVe diSCussions with our 14 NATO alhes
on this subject;
Senator SniiNGTON. Excuse me. I am not talking about taeticaJ
nuclear war.
Mr. RuMSFELD. I am talking ~bout the nuc]ear retatge~ing strategy..
Now, I would say once agam roday what I said earlier. I have
not been dealing with these subjects in terms of the public over the
period o~. 3 yea:s. I have some. confusion in _my mind oceasiona:ll.Y as
to what IS classified and what IS not, so I wrll speak carefully, and I
hope precisely, and not terr~bly fully. In. co~sidering_ the changeS th~t
were al:lllounced by the Vmte~ States, ~!1-d .m st~dymg the!p, .a;~d in
d~scussmg them ~:nd thmr log~c and theH· p_roblems, t1dvantage\3 a~d
disadvantages, with our 14 allies over a periOd of some weeks, I did
in fact satisfy inyself. that it was in the U.S. interests to take the steps
with respect to targetmg that were taken. I say that because I am satisfied that it enhances deterrents across the entire. spectrum of 'risks. The
goal is peace. The question is: How does one best maintain it' ~ And
as we were talking earlier, one way to achieve that is to try to calculate
and develop a deterrent capability which has a maximum efl'ective'n~ss.
There is, I think-there had been, I should say, a soft spot in that
deterrent, particularly when one recognizes the situation w-here
Presidents have had very few options between massive destru&ion
and conventional war.
'
It raised the question-that situations coula raise the que6tion in
minds of decision~akers e~SE:wh.ere, as to whether or not .t hey ~ight
be able to engage m an activity m '\Vestern Europe on a conv~nt10nal
ba8is, in that a Pre8ident would thereby be faced "with a decisioil of
having to use strategic nuclear capability to stop it, and the likelihood
that that conventional activity could conceivably escalate into nuclear
conflict..I could see where planners could question that. So the nuclear
retargetmg annou!lcements that were made zt declaratory ·p<Yliey on
~he part of the Umted States, rather than increa8ing the risks o:f ·war,
m fact e~anced the deterrent and therefore improved pr.QSJ)ects for
peace. I tfu.mk that that case can be made.
·
. Senator SYMINGTON. Thank you. That is very interestirla-. My time
lSUp.
·
·
c
TheCHAmMAN. Thank you very much.
Senator Tower.
Senator TowER. I want to commend Mr. Rumsfeld on the statement
he has made about pro~ocation. I think it is an extremely imp~rtant
statement. f\.nd I think It has to be made over and over again.
W~ can mduce the Soviets and their friends into adventurous acts
by VIrtue of. our known. weakness, and this is a very grave risk that
we fl!.n. I thmk the _So~Iet o~jec~ive is, build sufficient military might
that It can accomplish. It~ obJectives throup;h pressure, throu~h 'leverage, through black~!!-Il, If yo~ pleas~~ without ever having to resort
!-<> the '?se of that military force. It is Important that if our det0t'rent
: ~redlble,. that we _demo~rate a willin$l688 to use it if necessary'
hich I thrnk we ~Id durmg the Yom Kippur war when there was
some threat of Soviet movement, we called a worldwide alert which

'
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is precisely the response that we should make. And it served its
purpose.
I remember something- Eric Severeid once said, and I think he is
very wise: "Goodness without power is im:potent, and power itself is
impotent without the willingness to use it If necessary." And I think
that Mr, Rumsfeld has restated that concept in a very eloquent way,
and it demonstrates in my views fitness to be the Secretary of Defense.
And I have no questions.
The C:a:AmMAN. Thank you, Senator.
Senator Mcintyre.
Senator MciNTYRE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
1 want to apologize to the Chairman for not being here this morning.
Unfortunately the Banking Committee required my attention this
morning.
The CHAIRMAN. We missed you. But we are glad that you can be here
this afternoon.
·
Senator MciNTYRE. I have some brief questions to ask.
What lesson, Mr. Rumsfeld, did you learn in your position as Ambassador to NATO that you might recite at this time as an indication
of future relationships with our NATO allies in the field of interoperability, standardization, and cooperative R. & D., cooperative research
and development~ Did you get a chance in that post to work on the
problem of standardization, how can we learn and how can we do
more in this field~
Mr. RUMSFELD." Senator, I have spent a good deal of time on this
subject, and moved in the North Atlantic Council and Defense Planning Committee, and internally in the U.S. Government, where we are
not particularly a model of standardization ourselves, let alone as between the United States and our allies in NATO.
I indicated earlier this morning that I learned a number of things..
But if there is one big lesson. it is that it is very difficult to do. There
are gigantic pressures against it. There is competition between services.and.competition between countries. The fact is that different countries sometimes feel they have various missions, and therefore need
something special that suits their particular situation-which is certainly true in our country, in that all of our capabilities should not be
designed, for example, for Western Europe. There is a great deal of
resistance to it.
On the other hand, it strikes me that we have arrived at a. point
where there is such monumental pressure on the budg-ets of the NATO
allies, including the United States, that we may in fact be at a pomt
where we have a sufficient counterweight available to overcome th~e
pressures against greater standardization from the individual military
services and the individual nations and that greater strides might be
made toward greater standardization and rationalization or .interoperability. There is no question but that the capability of the United
States and our NATO allies could be measurably enhanced and there
could be considerably greater benefit for dollars spent.
The second thing I would say by way of a lesson is this: There a1:e
no homerun balls in standardization. They are all singles. Progress IS
not made in giant steps, it is made in one single item, forcing agreement that we in fact will have either common R. & D. or common pro-
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curement, or whatev~r, so that this patchwork maze of individual ap ·
proaches that :presen~ly exists begins to be reduced.
If someone IS looking for a magic wand to wave over that roblem
p · t'
I have looked, and I don't believe there is one I think
have to tackle it item by item as we 0'0 along. .
w_e are gomg o
Senator MciN
Th t ·
"'
we did make a br:~~h a Is ~ good answer. Yon may be aware that
testing it A d th t rough With the SHORAD and we are currently
good si~ And aa ;epr~nt~, d~ you say, only one item, but it is a
may force ~ur nose ~o ao::r!d;~!e.Icate, the economies of the system
Th~ CHA_IRMAN. Off the record.
(Discusswn off the record.)
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Mcintyre.
Senator MciNTYRE C ·d ·
h
.
the Defense Depart~en~b~d e~~nlhf e maJor cutbac~ to _be imposed· on.
congressional attitude will
year, and the likelihood that the
any thou hts M R
equa y severe next year, do you have
to provid! fo; an ~deq~~~~~e~~~r~:a~e~~~~il~::;s with the need
Mr. RUMSFELD. Senator I hra
1 t f ·d
~
nary. I have not of cou~ beenv: ~ho 0 1 eas. ut they are prelimio~ discus~ions wlth the civilian a~d ~J?t~J> jn~gohl through. a series
mze the size of the problem you have posed ft ~a ers. P there. I recogSenator MciNTYRE. you referred to it . IS a serwus ~me.
when you were answering Senator S . wgtohen you mentwned a trend
. .
ymm n.
MR
r. UMSFELD. That IS right
Senator MciNTYRE. Ma rbe ·
. .
est of time I will probablJ rept~~ fhestwnt~s P:femature. In the ~nterposture hearings.
e ques Ion I 1 get a chance m the
Now, I know that you have ans
d th
·
aroun~ this. But I have just got ~e::k es:hque.whns.. You have ~~en

J

ll

:~~;~~~~~f;hn;i~J0~u~~rl~~~t;e!el:pm~~t of ~eifi~n~~tiioh

in deleting from the 'defense budget f'Pfins jhiCh I was unsuccess1ul
your answer, I thought, when Senato~rS sea: year 1976? I J?.Oticed in
nuclear wars that two thin ca
ymmgton was talkmg about
let anything ~ut in the publi!dom~~ ~~r~u~h: ~~~lou don't want to
you had some misgivings about o r a s ou
e out, and second,
ous ramifications of this counterfo~e ~~~ ~een ~l.O'}fedge of the varig am at ad been part and
parcel of your predecessor's policy
I get the impression that yo
·
ll .
accuracy and the counterforce :ndr~lefie~bf In favor of the higher
1
but that you are reserving a final ). ud e e: . ehres~onse sort of thing,
Mr. RUMSFELD Well N 0 1
gmen , IS t ~t right?
0
or what anyone i kno~ of inie~J: ~~ not ~hscdibe what we are doing
o as . e eve1opment of a cowlterforce strategy just as I would
fi
no~ describe. a_nythmg that is being
done as an effort develo
context of the statements "lh~t ht-st~ke capability. I look at it, in the
tac~ed to it, by Secretar Schlesre een made and t~e rationale att~tion. What it is, it is a! effort ton8:eind 1-~~hers m ~he adminis. op a
wna options for this
country between massive destru t'
a conventional conflict. As I indi~a~d :~ st~a~c ~u?lear war, and
enhance the deterrent. I do not chara""".......: en~t 0thr ymmgton, that does
.
""'nze I
e way you have.
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Senat~r MciNTYRE. rm going to leave the question. But I'm going
to say I hope that you will take a look at the MARK 12-A, and at
what ]: would call the Minuteman IV. And I would hope ~h~t
you would look at the LABRV program, the larg~ advan.ced balhstlc
reentry vehicle which will give .a very much bigger yi~ld. A~d I
hope you would look· at the ultimate weapon, the termmal gu1decl
MARV And I hope that you will look at the accuracy we possess
today ~nd the accuracy we seek to ac~1i~ve with these ne": weapons
that are going to cost· the taxpayers billwns of dollars wlnch means
that defense needs are going to have to give g~ound.
I hope you will go into some of thes~ scenarws.
Mr. RuMSFELD. I assure you that I wilL
Senator MciNTYRE. And then when you come to the post~re hea:ings, I will ask whether you believe in. some of these scenarws? ·I~ IS
such an important area. As you kno,y, It represents a depart~ue fro~n
our defense posture and defense pohcy from the ~arly 1970 s and m
1974 it represented a marked depa:rture. In.1971, If my years are not
wrong, the committee turned ~h~ Idea o£ _higher accurac~ down, a~d
was sustained on the floor. So It IS a very Important q~eshon, and m.e
that I am intensely interested in, and one that I will probably be
objecting to next year.
.
Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator.
.
Before anyone leaves, i want to dictate into the record here what
transpired when we were off the record.
.
.
Senator Leahy has requested that he be perm1tted to submit ques·
tions for the record and that he get those in not later than tomorrow.
The Chair hears do objection, so it will be agreed.
Senator Culver has submitted questions already, as has Senator
Thurmond.*
[Senator Leahy's questions follow:]
QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PATRICK LEAHY TO MR. DONALD RUMSFELD

Question 1. What do you see as U.S. priorities in foreign commitme_nts? Which
would we support with U.S. forces? ·which would we &upport with nuclear
weapons?
·
t f
·
·r
Answer. I presume from your question that you are referrmg . o oreig~ fil:I Itary commitments. There are two primary elements which determme the priOrity.
First the nature and extend of our interests and. second, the nature of the threat.
In E~rope and in South Korea we maintain nuclear ca~a_ble forces t<? deter a1_1d
to respond to aggression. We support our for~ign military. commit.ments. m
other parts of the world in varying ways. primarily through our security assi~t
ance programs, and by maintaining a capability to raJ?idly deploy forces to assxst
friends and allies to resist aggression should. we dec~de to do so. As to ho~ _we
might respond to specific circumstances, deterrence IS served best by retammg
some degree of ambiguity.
Que.9tion ~- Do you see any value in a formal Congressional review of U.S.
commitments? Please explain.
.
.
Answer. I see no reason why the Congress should not review U ..s. commitments
as ·t deems necessary. The Congress does, of course, review co~mitments thr~m~h
tre~ty ratification, appropriations, and policy recommendatiOns .. Con~sswnal
consideration of programs concerning nation..'l to w}lich we have c?mm1tments
constitutes a continuing review process, and provides an expr.esswn of Cop.·
gressional will as to U.S. measures necessary to fulfill the commitments.
Question 3. 'what should be the extent of our commitment to Israel? U.S.
Forces? Nuclear weapons?
.
. .
.
.
Answer. The U.S. Government, under consecutive admimstra~wns from Pr~si
dent Truman to President Ford, has committed itself to the surVIval and secunty

•see Senator Thurmond's questions, p. 14; see also

Senator Culver's questions, p. 52.

ot J~ael, · l:hat •commitment has. beep fulfiJled through ,the. provision, of, )l)Jl,terial
and financial assistance rather than by U.S. militar"Y forces. I woril(l e:J.pect that
pattern to go forward in the future.
·
·
· · '·

Quiistidn 4. What are our vit~ltnterests i:n South Korea'! What would bethe
impact upon th,e U,S. if South Korea"fell?
. ·
.
. . .
An~wer. Tl;le chief interest of the
in,South Korea is related to the preservation •01' .Peace and stabili.tY. o:n the Penin~ula , and in that area o( Al>ia. The
interes~·s 9f.tl1e major powers of N:Jrtheast Asia-the U.S., .Japan, the USSR, and
the PRC-intersect on the Korean peninsula and destabilization of the security
situation there could have grave consequences. An attempt by the North to take
over South Korea; as in 1950, would risk involving the major powers in a confrontation which could lead to expanded conflict.
·If South Korea were abandoned and ultimately fell, the implications for Japan
as well as for Asian .and worldwide balance-c--political, and military-would be
inimicalto U.S. interests.
'Question 5. As our forces are now stationed in South Korea, they would become
involved during the very first stages of any conflict, whether started by North,
South, or accident. It seems to me that such a deployment could involve the
United States in a war without a conscious decision to do so. Could you explain ·:
the logic of that deploymnt?
Answer. I am informed that US forces are deployed in a reserve position
behind the ROK forces, to defend the approaches to Seoul along the traditional ·
invasion route from the North. US forces would not be immediately committed
in a minor contingency situation necessarily. US forces are stationed in Korea
in acem'd with our commitment under the 1954 Mutual Defense' Treaty with
the ROK. They have been Rtationed in Korea since the conclusion of the Armistice
Agreement ending hostilities in 1953.
· Qt(estion 6. What are the basic objectives of US foreign policy? How does our
fle!ense policy relate to those objeetives? How can we justify our support of
authoritarian regimes sueh as SQuth Korea, the Philippines, Spain, Chile, etc.?
Answer. My response to Senator Thurmond's first written question CGvers a
portion of the qilestion. Other aspects of the question are essentially of a foreign
policy nature and would require discussion with the Department of State, particularly in view of the fact that the four nations named each represent somewhat
different security and policy considerations.
Question 7. ·why does the U.S. neefl a manned bomber force?
AnswEr. I support the need for a TRIAD of strategic forces with their mutually .
supporting eapabilities which hedge against unexpected failure or ~neffectiveness
of any one element of the TRIAD. The manned bomber is, of CGurse, an element
in the TRIAD.
Que.stion 8. How do massive arms sales to Persian Gulf countries serve U.S.
interests?
Answer. We have a security assistanee relationship with the Persian Gulf
area that dates to 1943 and 1944 when the first U.S. missions' went to Iran and
Saudi Arabia to begin providing advisory and training assistance. Following
the British withdrawal from the area in 1971, U.S. security poliey has tried to
maintain the ties and good relations we enjoyed with several of these nations
and to encourage the area states, particularly Iran and Saudi Arabia, to take
the lead in assuring the security of the area. I am not at this point in a position
to ·offer any elaboration as to the rationale for roleg, in this particular instance
than has already been put forward by th~ Department.
Question 9. What initiatives can the U.S. take to prevent a naval arms race
in the Indian Ocean?
Answer. This is a subject I would wish to study in the period ahead.
, Question 10: What is the pres€mt status of the M:BFR talks? When do you.
antieipate an agreement will be reached?
·
Answer. Roun4 .VII of the MBFR negotiations is now. in. session in :Vienna.
The parties have been involved. in essentially an exploratory effart-during the·
1973-11)75 period. Both sides have laid out -serious MBFR proposals· and have
engaged in. pJrobing discussions with ·a view .toward gaining substantial underRtanding of each other's postitions. These diseussions have been generally free
of polemics.
.
.
.
.
. As President Ford said at Helsinki, the U.S. and the Allies are considering
new initiatives. However, much will depend on the vosttion taken by the East.
T'he differences are the kind that experienced negotiatOl'S recognize a.S solubie,
if there is a u:'ill to resolve them.
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:However: any attempt to 8Pecify a date for ronclnsion of an equitable agree..
'ment would be speculation.
Question 11. If an agreement cannot be reached in those talks (MBFR), what
changes would you anticipate making in the NATO force structure?
Answer. A.<>.long as there is a chance of success in .the MBFR talks, it would
be unwise, and might even be harmful, to speak of what force changes might
be made should the talks fail. While the talks are going on, Allied nations,
including the United States, are continuing to make those force improvements
that are necessary to maintain a deter:cent to aggression in Europe.
Question.12. Do you feel that we now possess a credible conventional deterrent
to a Warsaw Pact attack in Western Europe?
~o\nswer. Yes, and I think the Warsaw Pact nations think so, too. But, to pre·
serve and enhance the credibility of this deterrent, it will be necessary to take
fnll account of the real improvements in the Pact's conventional capabiliti:es
and to take th.e necessary steps in our .own Defense programs to ensure that an
acceptable balance is maintained.
Quest·ion 13. If the Warsaw Pact were to h'l.itiate an attack on Western
Europe, do you think that they would use nuclear weapons? Please explain.
Are we prepared for a nuclear attack?
Answer. We cannot be certain about the manner in which the Warsaw Pact
might initiate or carry out an attack. Given the current balance of forces between
East and West, military aggreRsion is not felt to be likely. Until recently many
analysts have ronsidered that Soviet doctrine envisaged an early use of nuclear
weapons in a European ronflict on a rather massive scale. On the other hand,
the Soviets might be reluctant to initiate widespread nuclear aggression in
Europe, thereby destroying much of what would presnmably be the object of
such aggression. It is possible. therefore, that war in Europe mie:ht be confined
to the ronventional level. at least for a substantial period. In the uncertainty
of what the Pact nations might or might not do, tWlO questions must he asked:
conRirlering all the- different kinds of weapons they 'have and the ways they might
he usl'd, can we safely conclude that they could not be used against us or our
allies?
Qu,estion 14. In the e-vent of Warsaw Pact aggression in We-stern Europe,
would you recommend the use of strate-cic nuclear wf'anonR if both conventional
fo~s and tactical nuclear weapons faill'd to stop that aggression?
, Answer. I prefer not to speculate about the circumstances in which it might
he necessary to recommend employinl<! strategic nuclear weapons. Our ;o;trategic
nuclear arsenal is one part of the NATO triad of conventional. theater nuclear
and strategic nuclear forces. NATO strate-gv contemnlate!'! taking only t.ho~e ·
f'tl'oo nece!lsary to repel aggression and safeguard the integrity of the North
Atlantic Treaty area.
Q1te8tion 15. Do von f~>el that our NATO allies JH'"' making R fair contribution
to their defense? If U.S. forces were reduced, could our Allies increase their
contribution?
,
Answer. Therf' '" Rhvftys room for imnrovement. howeve-r. our NATO Allles
f:1ce economi~ dlfficultleR. lHI we do. Their level of f'fl'ort, and onr~. must /lTOW
l"trongf'r a!'! the Wfl.rsaw Pact forces grow E>tron~rer. Enrollf' aR n whole hAs been
incr<>al"ing its defen~e ~>xnenditureR in real terms marlrlna lly each :VPar: it m11~t
continue to do so. Moreover. to mnke beth•l" use of available rt>sourcP~. to 11void
WR"tP. we muRt work to standardiz~> NATO wt>,nonR and eonipmt>nt lind to
:r"f'tiflnali.z,. NATO defen~e forl'f'S and ta~ks. If U.fl. frn:-ceR .w~>r~> re-n11<><>d. the
Jl, Jljp~ wo11ld hav<> to Mlf'lnt crisis bun!!f't nrogran>R which would he tllfficnlt for.
them to accomplish under present economic conditions. as it would he for us.
Mo-reover, anv unilateral TT.S. roouctions would raise oue&tions about the continuPd need for strong- defenses. •and ,would likely trl,!n!:er a ;o;eries flf similar
reductions by our Allies, with disastrou~;~ consequences for NATO dPfense.
()1tesUon 16. Which element of our stratl>cic Triad do you feel is the strongest?,
Whll'h element do you feel is thf> weakt>ii!t? Please exnlaln.
Answer. Each element of the Triad has its own narticulnl' strengths. They .con·
f'tH:ute a mutually reinforcing .whole in which each part plays an indisnensable
role.
· Que,stinn J"f, Do you believe in t:t.1e con cent of limih•d nnl"l"''l :r w11.r? Tf v~>R. would
YflU d<>"cri:hp to u!' a possible limited nndt>Rr wn.,.. s~nR.,..io? l'lnw would !'11"11 11 wAt'
end? Wouldn't ending such a war require some degree of rationality on both sides?
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Is such rationality possible while nuclear missiles are being hurled back and
forth?'How many people in the U.S. would be killed in the scenario which 'You
have described'/
·
Answer. I t is essential that the U.S. have the capability to meet an attack at
every level of conflict and that we be able to conduct military operations at the
lowest possible level of violence consistent with achievement of our objectives.
That. is my general concept of our military needs for. deterrence ·and. detente, but
I am not in a position at the moment to set 'forth specific' battlefield scenarios.
Question 18. When will the U.S. have a counterforce capability? How much will
that cost?
Answer. This question is of sufficient complexity that l would prefer to consult
in depth the appropriate DOD officials before attempting to respond in detail.
Question 19. Why do we need a counterforce capabilitv? Why is the "mutual
assured destruction" strategy no longer valid?
•
Answer. On this matter lam in g~neral agreement with the views as set forth
to th~s Commi~tee by Secretary Schlesinger. It is a subject I wish to study further m the perwd ahead and therefore will defer a comprehensive response until
a later date.

Question 20. We now have approximately 7,500 tactical nuclear weapons in
Western Europe. Is it possible that soi:ne of these weapons could be removed? Bow
many, and wl!ichones, do you feel can he withdrawn in the next year? Two years?
Three years?
··
Answer. I understand 'that there is a review of our requirements for tactical
nuclear weapons in Europe cun-ently being conducted. This is a technical and
complex subject and I am reluctant to comment in detail without the benefit of a
thor~mgh analysis both of our stockpiles and our requirements. Any p()ssible modifications which might at some point be called for, should be subject ()f full and
complete consultation with our Allies.
. (Juest~on. 21. ~lr. Rumsfeld in recent weeks there have been many accounts of
Impropnetles on the part of sonie Defense Department officials. T11ese. have concerned specifically the acceptance of gifts, free trips, entertainmf'nt, etc., from
D~f~nse contra~tors. If you are confirmed as Secretary of Defense, woUld you be
w1lhqg to .reqmre all Defense Department officials to publicly report any such
contacts w1th Defense contractors? Could this be done by February 1, 1976? .
;1nswer. DefenSE! pepartment officials should not accept gifts, fl'ee trips, entertamment or gratmtles from rontractors. Relations betwPen Defense Department
officials and Defense contractors ,should be on a business' basis. Defense officials
must not only avoid improprieties such as the acceptanee of gratuities the:v must
avoid actions which would give the appearance of impropriety. This is a inatter
whkh I would look into carefully as Secretary of Defense and take whatever
steps are necessary.
QJtestion 22. Will you rule out running for any elective oftice within the next
twelve- months?
Answer. As I indicated to Senator Jackson in response to his questions, I will
donate my full energy to the Department of Defense, I said, and I repeat it here
I am not running for anything. My intention would be to go to the Department
o~ Defense and to serve as effectively as I know how for as long as the President
·w1shes me to.
.

The CnAm~IAN. Senator Jackson wanted to askfurther questions
and ~nyone else can, of course, who "Yishes to. It was agreed here
the six n:;temhers present that assummg we finish the questions tomorrow, If, we do, that we recommend that the committee 'take a vote
with ;a vi~~.w of reporting this matter to the Senate. That is especially
true m VIew of the fadt that next !Week will •be th~ last· week before
the Thanksgiving recess o:f the Senate. Even thouuh we have a capable
A~ing SooJ?Stary, I think if this gentle~an is going to be confirmed,
which I beheve he w1ll, we should put h1m on the job.
Senator Taft, that brin~ilt to you. · ..
.·
,Senator ':J.'aft,·if you will yieldjust a moment, may I say that the
~hsp~tch w1th which Irecommend.that the qommittee act in no way.
IIDphed that I had any concern about the Actmg Secretary.

by
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Mr. RuMSFELD. Mr. Chairman, during the question that Senator
Culver asked me he made reference to some remarks that I had made.
and it struck me that it might 'he useful to have a fuller text of thwt
'Paragraph he quoted in the record. I would ask your permission to do
that.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. That is Senator Culver's questions this
morning~

Mr. RuMSFELD. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, I'm sure he would have no objection to
that. If anyone does, I !Will hear him on it. But we will admit it to the
record.*
All right, Senator Taft.
Senator TAFT. Mr. Rumsfeld, I came back this afternoon because I
did not get to ask my questions this morning about the entire naval
area, and my concern for our future naval capability. Do you have
any general assessment of the. current United States-Soviet naval
balance~

Mr. RuMSFELD. I have, of course, read a good many articles, the
pasture statement this year on the subject, as well as some statements
that you have made on the Senate floor concerning the subject. The
first thing one would have :to say is that no one can deny the impressive
growth of the Soviet fleet. That is a fact of life.
The second fact I would sta·te is that the U.S. naval capability also
has some very impressive aspects.
Third; I would say that the overall maritime balance in the world
is a fundamental question of importance to our- country and to our
allies.
"\¥e have seen a marked reduction in the total number of U.S. ships.
And we have seen improvement in the quality of individual ships. We
are seeing problems with the cost of strengthening our maritime forces.
There is no question but that one of the. tasks of the next Secretary
of Defense and of this committee is to cotninuously address that question of what the balance is and what the trends are, and ask ourselves
where the funds are to be. :found to see that that bahnee is not upset.
Senator TAFT. In that connection, do you think a major shifting of
resources beween the services may have to be undertaken to meet the
Soviet naval challenge? Since I have come: on tihis eommittee, one ,
of the things. that has. concerned me. most .is· that the Department of
D'e'··.fe.. ns.e' co.. (Jice.·'))'t't.ll.at. ·"\.ve'ad.().. t)·t·e·d'qtt.ite .it'n.um&T·····. Of··,e···a:rs'.ag():ti.q~,. A~J.S '
re~nlted _i:Q k,~pd_ of a;..~t~nd-oJf. ·~et":~~P,)b.~ Hm;e,pran~he~C Etfcl'i,.~t"
t~~~,.g~fs.,'~b,91\t ,~,thvid(<'J.f.~~. b,!14~~ ··~~ ·~ 1~ttre mo~e' ..~~g~~~~~~~ P'f"
what the mllitaty reqm~ments· might actually be. Th1s· gryes m'e ·grefit; ·
concern. .·
. ·....... ' . . .· .
.. .. . . •..
.
'
.
.· . ' :• t
. I am of the. opinion that' we are simply going to have to go to 'fi I
mo1:e capital-intensive type of defense if we indeed are going to have
an: adequate' defense at all within the budgetary limitations m which
wP find oi.1rselves.
.
Mr. RuMSFEU). I cannot answer your question as to how one would
solve the problem at this point. I recognize the nature of the proble1U~ r
I, see what the liiniting factors .are. I think it is something that, fl:S
I say, you and the committee and I and others would have to address
in 'd(weloping priorities 1 budgets and an allocation of resources in the ~
period ah"ad.
·
· · ~·

.

*See Senator Culver's questions, p. 52.

I am not in a position to say that I would take this from that or
move that there. ·
Senator :rAFT. In relation to NATO, particularly, the emergence
'?f the So;ret l!ayal threat seems to be a new element not dealt with
m ~ ATO s ongmal, ?r even in its present, strueture. Do you see a
p~ssrble need for realu~ement of the responsibilities within NATO
wrth the ~uropean~ takmg over more responsibility for providing land
forces while the U n~ted ~tates concentrates on mee;ting the naval threat
to the trans-Atlantrc remforcement capability upon which all NATO
depends?
. Mr. RuMSFEL~. The subject of rationalizing functions within NATO
rs one. that _was mtroduced 2 or 3 years ago. As with standardization
the~e IS resrstance on the part of the individual nations as to limitin~
their .a~med forces to one or two aspects of a traditional defens~
c!lpabihty .. On the other hand, there is some support for rationalizat!on. How It w.ould ev~l~e after a period of consultation with our alhes,. I am n?t m a po.srtwn. to .say at. this point. But certainly it is a
sn~Ject that rs und~! diseusswn m NATO, as it should be.
Senator TAFT. C:nyen th~ geographic differenees between the United
States and_,th~ Soviet Umon, do you see a qualitative differenee between the ~ov~et ehallenge to our land power, where they have always
been superiOr m any case, and their IWW cha1lenO"e to our ability to use
the seas freely~
o
Mr. RuMs~r:n. If one 'Y~lks down the road toward an imbalance in
t~r~ns of mantlme carabrh~ies, there is no question but that the ad'erse effects on the Un~ted States from the standpoint of theuse of the
seas would ?e substan~ral. There would be other effeets that would also
be su~s~antwl. There IS no question but that the development of that
.cap~~Il.Ity on the part of the Sovie~ Union gives them a high degree of
~exibihtJ:, and therefore the potential at least for considerable political
m~uence m the w?rld because o! that capability.
. My sense ~f this, I suppose, Is. no better or worse than others, but it
IS tha;_t ~here IS a danger If the pomt you are making is not addressed by
t~w ~mted States. You could see countries tilting in the wrong direetwn If t~1~y ~e a t~en~ that seems wrong to them continuing very long.
?'he pohtiealimphcatwns are .that the nature of various countries' roles
m the world could begin to adjust. It is something that we ought not
to overlook.
, Senator TAFT. I ce.rtai!lly agree with J;OU. And I wonder if you ean
.s~~ any way that. t~e Soviet naval expan~Ion can be explained in de£en.s~ve ter~s, and If It cannot be so explamed, whether or not it is consrstent w1th the concept of detente?
Mr. RuMSFELD. I suppo~ that .goes baek to the question of how you
·?efine detente. It clearly IS consrstent if you properly define detente
m a fmrdnosed way. They had not ~ecn a maritime nation. They have
h~~n, as you have. suggested a colltlllental nation, Again, it is a capabrhty that the Umted States cannot ignore.
Senator TAFT. Just a final 11rrea, then. I know of course that you have
not been able ~o spend a lot of time fa.IUiliarizing yourself with details
.of th;e respective ,programs of the United States and of Soviet Russia.
But Ill terms of:what y;ou h!lve seen, .do you bel,ieve that our projected
naval program IS adequate m terms of meeting the Soviet naval challenge? And as a part of the same question, I wonder if it is adequate
61-669-75-6
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from not only a quantitative but a qualitative point o£ view,, in rel~tion
for instance, to many o£ our naval concepts and our ships des1gns,
which we seem to be frozen into today?
Can you comment on what you think our current response to the
Soviet Ilaval challenge is?
.
.
· ·
l\h. · RuMSl'ELD. 1 would much prefer to tackle· the. subJect over a
period o£ time and try to offer a more informed answer than I could
now.
Senator TAFT; As I said at the outset, in your current position it
may be stretching it a bit far. to ask :you to. make these judgments at
this time. But these are current questiOns that ought to. be address';\d·
And I would hope that next year when. we ~et to review t~e entlre
defense sittmtion and the manpower s1tuatwn, and especially the
R. & D. situation, that we can get some broader information in this
'vhole area.
Thank you very much:
}\{r. RuMSFELD. Yes, s1r.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator.
Senator Byrd, it is back to you, sir ..
Senator BYRD~ Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
. .
Mr. Rurn!'feld, I think that I u~dersta~d yo1!r pos1t10n on the que.stion o£ missile accuracy. But I w1ll ask 1t agam. As I under~tand 1t,
you do favor researching and development for the purpose o£ ImprovIng the accuracy o£ our missile systems?
.
•
Mr. RuMSFELD. The short answer is yes, I do favor it, as o£ this point,
to the extent I have knowledge. The knowledge I ~ave sug_gests to
me that it is desirable for the United States to contmue to Improve
missile accuracy. The rea.son I say that_is that it strikes me ~hat it does
enhance deterrents and 1t does move mto that area d£ bemg able to
reduce collateral damage.
.
. .
I would close by saying, however, that I recogmze that th1s ·Js a
subject o£ great complexity. The a~nounce~entsth.at have been made
with respect to our overall strategy m targetmg optiOnS are reasonably
recent. I recognize that as SAI~T evolves it conceivably, depending
on how the ai'eas that ultimately are agreed upon are des.igned, it
might leave areas that for one reason w~re not dealt with .jn SA~T,.
that we then mtO'ht to address, and other areas that were dealt w1th
within SALT that we might then wish to address in a different way.
I'm reluctant to sound finally conclusive in some o£ these areas,
Senator.
·.
.
·
Senator BYRD. I can understand that. B11t I thought I understood
vour position better before I asked the question than I did after I
heard the an'swer. · ·
·
·
·
.
.
· Mr. Ru:M:SFEJ,D. The answer is yes, I support the position tak;en by
the Secretary()£ Defense in his Febn1ary 5 propo~al and reco~men?a
tions to the Congress, arid the steps that the Umted States 1s takmg
with resp~ct ~o missile accuracy.
. · · . . .
. . '. · ·
. SeriatorBYRD. It se-ems.to me that If we are gomg to have missllesand·T thi11k 'iri this nilclear asre we have to have them~that :it· is
.cet"tainlv lo~ical that we should have as much technological kn?who~v
as POASible to mak~ those missiles ·accurate: Would JOU concut 111 that
·view?· ·.•
·· ·

. Mr. RuMSFELD. With the same caveat I n1ade before; yes, I do concur
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Senator BYP.D. In your judgment does Russia represent a threat to
world peace?
Mr. RuMs~LD. It stt·ikes me ·that any country that has developed
and that ~ontmues to develop that capability has to be looked at by
other natwns as a ~ountry that conceivably could use that capability.
That would be my first pomt.
·
· ·•
The second point I would make is that one •vho looks at ourcountry and our Constitution. and the things we believe in and hold deal',
and then looks at the behe£s and -convictions o£ the Soviets and their
s:\:'stem and t.heir approach to life, sees that they are fundamentally
different. It 1s not a matter o£ simply slu·twO'iHO'
one~s shoulders and
0
saying that they believe in this and' we beli~ve in that. It is fundamentally different. Those .fundamental differences are somethinO' that
are likel{to re1!1ain. I think that. the American people, who beli~ve in
~nd cherish thmr freedom, must m fact agree, or they would not have
m the past and would not nov~' be willing to support the kind o£ deft~nse and deterrents that I believe are absolutely neces..<;ary in view o£
the nature of the world.
·
It is important that we continue it as v>e have in the ·past.
Senator J"!YRD. Your answer to my question, then, is that yon do
regard.Russ1a as a threat to world peace?
~Ir. ~UMSFELD. There is ~10 q1~estion but that that capability that
cx1sts Is a. threat. 1Ve described 1t as a threat in force pla1ming. The
first ques~10n as to what we need to do, is what is the threat? And the
threat exists. ·
.
SeJ~at.or BYP.D. ~\.nd that ~s why. we arc spending, to use round figures,
$90 b1lhon, that IS the maJor reason thnt we are spending $90 billim1
for defense purposes?
Mr. RuMSFl::JA>. That is corl'ect. And were there not a countei'\Yeio·ht
to that capability there is no quPstion but that oursituatiou woulcl"'be
different. ~y ~he same token, given the capability that exists, I have
trouble behevmg that there are very many people who believe that
absent the counterwei,ght that we provide, the world would be. as
stable as it has been. There is no qnestion but that our conduc.t which
as I ind~cated. a~ the outset~ is. in a very ·fundamental way dete~mined
by. that capab1hty and the· fnends clearly is the stabilizing force in
th1s world. vVe ought to be, very careful about conducting ourselves in
a way that could destabilize the world. ·
Senator BYm). I thank you, 1\fr. Rumsfeld.
·
Ina £ewuays I assume we.wil~ be calling you, :Mr. Secretary. I shall
be glad to support your nommabon.
.
I do 'Yant to sa:y-and I put this n<?t ~s a question but just as an
observatiOn-that 1t seems to. me tha~ It 1s extremely important that
the De£en~ Department ~e kept .entirely ont o£ the political arena.
\Ve are commg mto a·very Important political year. While I don't like
to see good .me~1 disqualified for higher positions-I think we need
more gO()~ime~ mGovcrnment-I would hope that we. don't have more
turn~:Jyerin tJ.ns J?epartment, with someone going in in December and
possibly leavmg m .Tune. I don't believe that is in the countr;v's· best
mterests: But I don't put tbat as a .question; I just state tJuit as an
observatiOn.
. .
.
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Thank you, Mr. Rumsfeld.
Mr. RuMSFELD. Thank you very much.
The CHAiRMAN. Senator Tower, did youhave anything else~ I have
just a few questions here.
·
·
Senator TowER. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Do you want to make any comment~ ·
Senator ToWER. No comment right now. Thank you.
The CHAIR~IAN. All right.
Let me say this, gentlemen. I had a great deal of confidence in Mr.
Schlesinger. It goes without saying that I had nothing to do with the
change; I knew nothing about it. That was outside of my jurisdiction.
I had a great deal of confidence in him. I was impressed withhis·deep,
penetrating ability in what seemed to be a desire to give· everything,
the best he had that was within his line of duty. I had reasori to have
a lot of confidence in him because o:f things that he told me· that he
felt I shouTd·know. I am referring back many months ago. Such experiences give you confidence in a man. I wanted to say that publicly.
I told Secretary Schlesinger I was going to write him a handwritten
note. We are not especially close friends or anything like that, but
I will remember him as one of the outstanding men that I have known
in the Pentagon. I am not making comparisons with you, Mr. Rumsfeld. I think you have a fine capability. It is highly important in such
a responsible and very difficult office for which you have bee1lnomi:nated. I£ you are <;onfirmed, I certa~nly wish you well in it.
·
I want· to · mentwn what you sa1d ·when you were asked about
Russia being a threat to world pe~ce. You gave a very g:ood·answer, I
thought, that anyone that had bmlt up the capability that theyhave,
and we })ave; is subject to being thoitght of as capable of using it and
might use it. The point I want to emphasize is that we have got to
keep trying even harder before the other nations of the world to let
them know that in spite of all this capability and the military
strength that we .are nonaggressors, we don't want anything anyone
else has, and we are not making any plans along that line.· I don't
expe¢t' that to be fully accepted by ·everybody in the world, but it
will be ac~pted by some.
·
·
1Ve must keep .that clear before the people, because we are slibject to
question bn it, based on what we have built up in milita-ry stren~h.
The companion thought there is, thought, that beyond qu,estion the
matter of sufficiency of our miJitary strength must never be doubted,
that it is sufficient to protect ourselves from any enemy or combination
of enemies must not be left in doubt.
· •· · ·
They are companion thoughts. Our people in America think tl,.ing!'l
through a lot, many o:f them do, but they don't always think that one
through, and that isthe reason I am bringing it up now. .
So; ror n:i;(I?art, as a'ci~izen ..and .as a. mel!lber of this c,omt.ni}tee, ~
want yop to hold those thmgs m mmd, not Just our massiVe strength
piled on top of strength just to be ov~rarn:ied, but we ,must never
rnake the.mist!),ke of leaving any doubt about being adeqmitely armed,
.and never let up on the idea of making it clear that we an{ not
ag~s~rs. \Ve a.re not doing this with any design o11anyqrie. or ariy
territory•. ·.
.
.
. .
. . ·
· ··
ls there anythmg further you want to say·?
Mr. RuMSFELD. No, sir, Mr. Chairman.
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Senator HrRD. Mr. Chairman, before you close, I have just one
statement.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes, Senator Byrd.
Senat;or BYRD. I ~ould like to associate myself with the remarks
the chairman made m regard to Secretary Schlesinger. I think he
made an. outst~nding Se~r~tary of Defense. And I regret that he no
longer will be m t?-at posi~I<?n. But in saying that I do not in anyway
downgrade the high quaht1es of the nominee.
. The CnAmMAN. I wasn't comparing Mr. Schlesinger with anyone
mther: I was first attrac~ed to him when he ha!J.dled the budget for the
J\tomic Ene,rzy Committee, and was the malll witness. I next knew
him as the Chwf of the Central Intelligence Agency.
Sena~r BYRD. I:£ the chairman would yield at that point I first
knew ~1~ when I was requested ~o introduce him ~o the Atomic Energy
Commission when he was nommated to be chairman of the Atomic
Energy Co,mmission. And the reason that I got involved in it is that
Mr. Schlesmger was then living in Virginia, and had previously been
for several years at the _lJniversity of Virginia as a professor. And
then I h~d the opportumty to present him to this committee when he
vms nom~nated ~or Direytor of the Central Intelligence Agency, and
t~en agam to this committee when he was nominated for the position
of Secretary of Defense.
I thank the chairman.
The qnAIR~IAN. Thank you.
All right, Mr. Rumsfeld. Do von have anythin()' further to say e
Mr. RuMSFELD. No, sir.
~
e.
•
The CHAIRMAN. 1Ve thank you for your attendance here.
I. don't see any ~e~s~n, gentlemen, why we cannot vote on this nominatiOn tomorrow If 1t 1s agreeable to the membership. 1Ve will plan to
do that unless there is some reason to the contrary. Based on what
~rut? has come out so :far, I don't have any doubt about the vote, that
It Will be favorable to the nominee.
, Senator _BYRD. 1Ve might as well put Mr. Rumsfeld to work and let
lum earn h1s salary.
. The CHAIRMAN. We will recess now until 10 a.m. tomorrow mornmg. Thank you very much.
[Whereupon, at 4 :10 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene at
10 a.m., Thursday, November 13, 1975.]
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SENATE.

CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERv7cEs,

Washington, D.O.
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:10 a.m., in mom 1114
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon.•John C. Stennis (chairman)
presiding.
Present: Senators Stennis, Jackson, Mcintyre, Byrd, of Virginia;
Nunn, Hart of Colorado, Leahv, Thurmond, Tower, Scott, of Vir,
ginia ; Taft, and Bartlett.
• ·
· Also present: T. Edward Braswell, Jr., chief counsel and staff direc·tor; W. Clark McFadden II, counsel; John T. Ticer, chief clerk;
PhyHis A. Bacon, assistant chief clerk; Charles J. Conneely, Charles
Cromwell, George H. Foster, Jr., .John A. Goldsmith, Edward B.
Kenney, Don L. Lynch, Francis J. Sullivan, professional staff members; Roberta Ujakovich, research assistant; DorisE·. Connor, clerical
assistant; and DavidA. Raymond, assistant to Senator Symington.
The CHAmMAN. Our committee will please come to order.
I think, as a compliment to the nominee, that we had a good, solid
1ine of questioning as I have ever heard for a nominee to this important
position. That refleds the interest of the membership ·and the mterest
of the Congress and the people as a whole. We will continue today
until every member of the committee has had a full opportunity to
ask all the questions that they wish.
Those who have asked permission to insert questions in the record
·will be granted that request. But that implies that all insertions will
come in promptly and be answered as soon as possible.
STATEMENT OF DONALD RUMSFELD-Resumed
The CHAIIUIAN. Mr. Rurnsfeld, you said you had an insertion you
wanted to make.
Mr. RuMSFELD. I do. Mr. Chairm.an.
Yesterday during the questioning by Senator Culver. the Senator
made reference to testimony that I had provided to the House Armed
Services Committee. I believe that was in Brussels at NATO Head<nlarters on March 4.1974.
I have subsequently familiarized myself with the statement! made.
In contact with Senator Culver's office he suggested that it would be
from his standpQint perfectly all right if I inserted the statement in
the record.
· ·
c
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I don't recall the specific way that Senator Culver phrased the question. But the general context of his question came during a discussion
of detente. His quote of me seemed to indicate that my statement related
to detente. As I read the record, my response related more to peace.
I would like to read the comment I made during a discussion on troop
levels in Europe. What I said was as follows in part: "In the past the
numbers~'-referring t.o levels of troops in Europe-"have changed
substantially. We are locked in, what we would be locked into is a
desire to maintain a sufficient dete;rrent--that is, to avoid injecting instability into what appears to be, and has been, and what we want
to rontinue to be a stable situation:. vVe want to avoid injecting an
instability into this. One of the ways to inject an instability during
the period of mutual balance :force reduction talks would be to have a
unilateral reduction. Does avoiding that mean we are harming or
hampering U.S. foreign policy~ On the contrary, it means we are
succeeding. If our goal is to Improve .relationships with the Soviet
Union by the various neg~tiations, the.only way you can describe what
has been going on is by success. One should say, hosanna, hosanna, we
have wanted peace, and we have had it. We have wanted an adequate
deterrent and we have had it.
.
"At the same time we have achieved that adequate deterrent, we
wanted to create an atmosphere where we could begin to talk in
MBFR and SALT. We wanted to do this at this point in history so that·
we could act in our interest to begin reductions."
That is the sense of that.
.·
The CHAIRMAN. Thank vou very rriuch for that contribution.
The Chair wants to recognize Senator Jackson, and to commend
him :for his part--and I know it was substantial....,...,in getting down
to an agreement by the conferees in reference to an energy bill that
llook forward t.o getting into and getting on the floor.
I want to mention~ too, that Senator Thurmond was represented
here yestreday with his questions, and he just couldn't be in <attendance as he had to be in South Carolina. However, he is back this
morning. He is very faithful about attending our committee sessions.
Senator Jackson, by prearrangement, we.agreed when you couldn't
come away from that conference yesterday afternoon that you would
be recognized when we convened. And right afterward I will recognize
the Senator from South Carolina, who did not have a .clutnce to be
here yesterday.
Senator Jackson.
Senator .JAcKSON. Mr. Chairman, I will be brief this morning.
I regret that I could not be here all day yesterday and had t.o leave.
vVe were in continuous session until ahnost 9 o'clock last night when
we signed off to a final conference report on energy. This was the
fifth week, and it involved one-fourth of the Senate as conferees,
25 Senat.ors on one side, and 7 on the .House. And they do vote
separately, we do not try to outvote the House. .
Being Chairman on the Senate side, I had t.o stay through all o:f it,
and that is the reason I could not be here yesterdav afternoon.
Mr. Chairman, out. of order I would iike to submit at this time a
committee resolution with reference to the outgoing Secretary of
Defense that reads as :follows, I will ask that it be placed. in the
record and voted uTJon at the appropriate time.
The CHAIRMAN. 'Without objection.

Senator JACKSON [reading]. Resolved: That the Committee on Armed Services
commends Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger for his excellence in office,
his intellectual honesty and personal integrity, and for his courage and independence. The Committee believes that our country and the free world owe a
great debt of gratitude to Secretary Schlesinger for his untiring effort to improve
the efficiency of our 11rmed forces, the cohesiveness of our alliances, the wisdom
of our strategic policies and doctrine, and for his determination to convey to
the American people the truth as he saw it and the sense of the future he so
deeply believed they must understand.
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much. 'We will have it here on the
table for the information of the members here. And a lot of sentiment
yesterday was expressed by the committee members in appreciation
of the services of the former Secretary. But we will come back to that
later. Now we will recognize you for qu<:>stions.
Senator JACKSON. Mr. Rumsfeld, your predecessors. Mr. Laird and
Mr. Schlesinger were not present a£ crucial meetings: including summit meetings, at which decisions and agreements relat'
to SALT
were made. As Secretary of Defense, would you insist on
resent,
along with S«:>~retary Kissinger, at summit and other high level negotiating sessions involving SALT and other matters relevant to the
Department of Defense~·
. Mr.. RuMSFELD. Senator .Jackson, I would l.ike to respond to that
m th1s way. 'When one thmks of those negotiations, I suppose they
('Ould be categorized in three ways: One, the ongoing negotmtions in
Ge;neva, which I understood was part of your question j
Senator JACKSON. That is right.
Mr. RuMSFEW. Each of the elements of Governmentare represented.
A second would be those meetings that would involve the President
ofthelTnited States.
A third category would. be meetings that do not take place in
Geneva. and do not involve the President of the United States. There
have _been so~e meet~ngs, as you know, that fit that eategory.
This questiOn has been raised to me. I have discussed it with the
President in recent days. And he is very much in agreement that it
would be appropriate to have a representative of the Department of
J?efense leaving open the question of the level, depending on the
CI~cumstances, attend the category of meetings that I described in the
th1rd class. It seems to ~e that .at Presidential level meetings, head o:f
government. level meetmgs, tlie heads of government pretty much
determine who is going to be physically there. That is understandable.
My response to you is, I am sensitive to the point you :are raising. I
have discussed it with the President. I think that there proba,bly are
ways to improve the represe.ntation of the Department. of Defense.
f\.nd without .thinkin~ that I could, at thi~ ti~ne, p1:escribe exactly how
It would be m each Instance, I do feel It IS desirable to have such
representation.
Senat.o:r J ACK.SON. You .feel it is desirable~
Mr. Rul\fSFEIJ). Yes, sir.
·
Senator .;JAClt~ON. I am glad to. hear you say it. I am asking this for
what I believe Is the country's mterest to try to elevate the proper
~nd traditi<?na,l role of. th~ Secretary of Defense. I wouldn't suggest
It as an arbitrary matter ]HSt to have precedew;e. But I am basing it
on history. And Grechko .was everywhere in Moscow, at the 1972
C<;mference, at the summit. Mel Laird never left "\Vashington. And
mistakes were made. Subsequently changes were made of great sig-
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nificance. Some of them we didn't find. out until 2 years later, so that
when Mel Laird was up testifying he didn't even know about them.
You know about that. I am talking now about the exchange of letters
between Mr. Kissinger and Mr. Dobrynin with reference to the
G-class submarines, and the exchange of letters between President
Nixon and Mr. Brezhnev in which Mr. Nixon assured :Mr. Brezlme,v
that we would not construct more than 41 submarines, although we
were permitCed, as you recall, under the SALT Interim Agreement,
to do so. Things happen at the summit, no matter what is done in
the earlier negotiating process where representatives of the Department of Defense participate in that process, I feel very strongly that
c.-ertainly vou, along with vour technical advisors-should be present
and available. And that did not happen at Vladivostok, and it did
not happen in Moscow. And I just think that you can help the President .in making sure of his final decisions. There is no substitute for
that.
~Ir. RuM:sFELD. HI could amplify a bit, Senator.
'Without in any way qualifymg what was said earlier, the nature of
life is that things happen over a period of time, in a variety of different ways, sometimes orally, and sometimes in writing, as 'you Sllggested. And I don't know that it is possible, and in my management
experience I would suggest it has not been possible, to design procedural arrangements or formula that guarantee the healthy ·kind
of exchange and the assurance of a balance of viewpoints that really
is the essence of what you are going toward in your question. In
the broader sense, it takes a real desire and sensitivity on the part of
the participants involved to try to achieve that. I would say that in my
discussions with the President, and in my observation of Presidential
decisionmakin~, quite apart from SALT, there is no question but
that this President is interested in having that occur. He has indicated on television his interest in adjusting his organizational arrangements and procedural arrangements in a way so that he feels that that
is occurring. And that has met with approval by all the participants.
So I guess I am really going beyond-I think it takes a. certain mind
set, a frame of mind in approach, as well as certain procedural
arrangements.
Senator ,JACKSON. All of this really gets down to the style of the
President, you can't formalize, that is what you are saying·~
::\fr. RI:MSI<'ELD. Yes sir.
•
.
Senator JACKSON. But the logic is overwhelming, it seems to me,
that when you are at the summit dealing with strategic arms, or
perhaps an aspect of MBFR; you should be present. You have a great
responsibility to carry out, an awesome one. And I think it. would be
tragic if you were not available at crucial meetings and especially summit meetings. You don't have to be into every aspect and detail of the
negotiations and discussions, but you should be present so that when
they •are focusing on last minute changes the President can have you
at his side. The history of the summits is that what happens in the
last 48 hours may fundamentally shape the ag-reement. And I am trving to elevate this Office of Secretary of Defense to its. proper role. ·
And it ought to be at least as significant a role as the Secretary of
State on these matters. Don't you feel that way~
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:l\1r. RcMsFELD. I think I would describe it slightly differently. When
one looks at Presidential decisionmaking in this area, it is quite proper,
as you suggest, that the huck stops with the President. It is his responsibility for those final decisions. How he arranges that process really
is in many respects a personal matter. .I:Ie does need a negotiator, and
there is no question but what the Secre.tary of Defense is not that
individual. I fully agree 'vith you that a President needs to have in a
full and timely way the advice of counsel that would flow from the
Department of Defense on a subject of this kind. And I believe that
the efforts should be to arrange it so that the President is in a position,
when he makes tho8e judgments, to, in fact, have his negotiator or his
persorual representative in the person of the Secretary of State before
him, and, in addition that he has that knowledge, competence, I'epresentation, ·and perspective in vie,vpoint that would come from the
Department of Defense.
Senator JACKSON. At the 1972 snmn1it meeting, Mr. Grechko was
everywhere. And as yon know, he was elevated from his military role
to also Defense Minister. All I am trying to emphasize is that I think
you should be there. And you use al1 of your persuasive influence--the
rumors are that you have considerable 1nfluence with the Presidentto have him understand what your contribution can be and how impor~
tant it is on these last minute decisions~ When they get right down to
it ata summit meeting, things fall all over the lot, and they happen.
And I point out to you at?ain that the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of State, the Chief Negotiator, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, were unaware of agreements that had been made-and entered
into atthat summit meeting.
Senator THURMOND. Senator .Jackson, the .Judiciary Committee
meets at 10:30 on the New York Bankruptcy law. I wonder if you
could give me a half a minute~
Senator JACKsoN. All right, I will defer.
The CHAIRMAN. ·wm the gentleman yield to the gentleman from
South Carolina~
Senator jACKSON. I yield.. ·
Senator TnuR:A-IOND. Thank you, Senator .Johnson.·
Mr. Rumsfeld, I had to be in South Carolina yesterday, and I ]eft
some questions to be asked for the record. And I guess you are doing
that~
·
·
Mr. RuMsFELD. They are being prepared..*
Senator THURl\:l:OND. I just want to say that I \YaS a strong supporter
of Dr. Schlesinger, I thought he was an excellent Secretary of De.J!"'l'Re. and Ihavesaid that publicly, and I have said it tothe President.
But, it was the President's decision and he made that decision, and he
has nominated you; You have a fine reeord in the Congress, as Ambassator to NATO, and other pesitions, and also as Assistant to the Presi"
dent, to ;be more accurate from a practical standpoint. And in view of
your fine record that yon do have serving the public, and in view of
your wide knowledge of defense matters and security questions, it
would be my pleasure to support you. ·.
·
·
· I have thisother meetina, and so I will have to f"O. Thank you.
The CIIAIR~IAN. All right, Senator Thnrmond; Do you ha~e any
extra questions?
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Senator THURMOND. I don't have any additional questions.
The CHAIRMAN. We have your questions in the record from yesterday. We are glad that you could come this morning. And we will be
glad to have you come back when you can.
All right, Senator Jackson. ,
Senator JACKSON. I think Mr. Rumsfeld had something he wanted
to add.
Mr. Rul\t:SFELD. There is one other thought. I am sensitive to the
importance of this. I don't have the detailed knowledge of the negotiating background of previous SALT discussions. But one other comment might be·useful. One of the things the President indicated in a
recent press conference, if I am not mistaken, was that he wanted to
see that there was a continuous interaction between the two Departments and the President. It is my understanding that he does plan to
meet three, four, or five times a week with both or one of those two
Cabinet officers. I mention this because as vou know from conference
committees, Senator Jackson, at the last mfnute things can shift. And
I think-Senator ,JACKSON. People get anxious and thevset themselves a deadline. And that is the one thing we can't have in these critical EastWest negotiations. And I was delighted, and I commend Pn>.sident
Ford, for knocking doWn that nonsense about a deadline, that we
must ?av~ aSALT II. agr~ment by such and such a date. Setting a
deadlme JUSt plays right mto the hands of the adversary. I was
pleased, and I commend the President on this. You telr him that I
saiil so. I warit to see a little bipartisanship here.
:J\~r: ~UMSFELD. One of the bE)St ways to see that there is a mutual
sens~bv1ty ~s to the other :perspectives, views, and approaches· is a
contmuous mtercha~1.1:e. I thmk that will be enhanced by the arrangements that the President has proposed. I am not going to sit here and
suggest that proc~ures .are going; to solve problems. They will not.
But the President IS takmg steps m this area I know Secretary Kissinger agrees, and certainly I agree.
'
Senator ,JACKSON. '\Ve don't have to formalize these thin!ffl. The
~achiuerv is 1:1vailabl~ to the President. And how he uses it i~ up to
h1m. It depends on h1s style. The National Securitv C'JOuncil is not
!lew. It started inGeorge Washington's time, I assume, when he called
m the Secretary o£ Wa.r a:n:d the Secretary of State and said, gentlenwn, :vhat shou!d our pohcy ~~Well. there was your first National
Security C<n~nc1l: pot formalized. I think there is a danger in too
much forma.hzation.
. And th.at 1¢ads me to a question here which you brought me
your comments . that the President would bring you· 'in with the
Secretary of State. An option paper-that is one o£ the new code
'vords. he:rt? f<,>t .the latest bureaucrati~ 'Yindmill-:nay be fine. But
.there. Is av:ast.di.fie.rence between submittmg an optiOn paper and ex·
pressmg convwtmns as the Secretary of Defense. I would w'ant to
see a; paper .:followed up with personal articulation in front of the
P~e?Ide~t .w1~h the Secretary. of State present. I think that is of
cr1twal Importance:. Just sendmg over, you know, papers, papers is
n?t ~ha.t ~'am talkmg about. It is more important-the. President's
t1 me 1s limited-that you as Secretarv of Defense have the opportunity.
especially when the Secretary o£ State is present, to arg-tte and to

articulate the main points--do I make myself clead You know that
in the bureaucratic process there are scads of option papers and briefs,
and so on. But that is not a substitute for your presence as the responsible Secretary of Defense. I think the President has great respect for.
you. It is not that a President should follow one line or the other.
I just believe that in the long run the good ideas win over the bad
ideas .. And I think you ha.ve that ability or I wouldn't be pushing you
on this. Because the ball game can be lost in the paper proce.<>s. It is
your presence that counts-along with the Secretary of .State-not in
all cases-before the President. And you are a key element of the
national security process. The Secretary of State plays an important
role. B,ut when you get into strategic weapons, you should know more
about It, and your people, then does the Secretary of State. The Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense are advisers to the Presid~nt. A~~ what advice he gets is going to determine, I think, whether
wise deciSIOns are made.
Mr~ RuMsFELD. I certainly a;gree that in exceedingly important matters, such as the one you are talking about, it is useful to have both
the written word, so that one can be reasonably sure that a subject has
been rigorou.s~y analyzed, ~mt also the spoken word, to sort through
the complexities of those IsSues. Both complement each other.
Senator JACKSON. And then you can follow up your \liscussion.with
a confirming paper, because we all like to have a piece of paper that
we can mull over. But there is no substitute for ~;tdvocacy in the
~reserrce of the President. ::r'hat was true in George. Wash~ngton's
time and has been the case right down to the present. And this IS the
resp~nsibility. of the Secretary of Defen~e, the Secretary of Stateand m some mstances, of course, dependmg upon what the issue is,
the head of the CIA when there is a specific problem about which he
is knowledgeable.
·
· .. ·
Now, in this same urea, trying to find out what is going on, for
more than 6 months I have been asking Secretary Kissingerto appear ~efure. ~y Arms Control Subcommittee to testify about Soviet
compliance w1th the SALT I agreements. He has refused to testify~
Will you assure the committee. that you will make yourself .available
to testify whenever issues within your ·area of responsibility. arise V
I am sure I know the answer.
Mr. RuMSFELD. Yes. That question was posed to me b~ the chairman yesterday morning, and we discussed that. And· I indicated that
I of course would !be avail-able, and I couldn't envisage situations
whereTwould not be, and I would envisage--.
·
..
Senator J AOKSON. If ~on. were not you would give ~ good reason.
. Mr.. RuMSFELD. That IS right. I would also hope to be able to assist
m semng that the proper Defense Department witnesses.are available
in specific areas.
. . .
Senaf:or. JAcKsoN. Let me just say that the Secr(ltary of Defense
has testified, and the head of the CIA has testified on issues of Soviet
compliance with the SALT 'I agreements. And it does involve some
pretty rough problems for the Secretary of State. But no matter how
rough they are I expect Oabinet officers to be present when requested
by the responsible committees. .
I 'h~t'Yehad my differences with Secretary Kissinger1 but I. respect
the office. And I want of cou.rse to see tha,t the hearing is fair, But
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we have some unresolved issues on SAI,T I. And there are some very
strong differing views between the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense. Some of it has appeared in the press, regarding what
went on in SALT I.
The chickens are coming home to roost. rve been through these
problems bef'Ore. vVe have had a Secretary of State coming up to
testify, and the Secretary of Defense coming up to testify, and the
chief negotiator and the head of the Joint Chiefs of Staff testify,
saying that •all the docnments relevant to SALT I have been presented
to the Congress, ancl you find out later that they did tell the truth,
but they were never told that there were others. You would agree thnt
that is not a full disclosure to the Congress~
· Mr. RullfSFEW. Senator, I like to try to stick to things that I know
I know.
·
·
Senator J ACKsos. 'Vell, will. you ~ook that one up and report ba:ck ~
Mr. RullfSFrrr.o. And I find .m tlus area that there are some thmgs
that I am told and some things I may think I know. But !want you
to ln1ow thrut I h!tve not met with the U.S. representatives on the
standin,g Consultative Committee, and I·have not talked to Alex since
I have been nomina.ted for this job, and I have not had .a chance to
talk to the CIA about alleged violations. This is one of the areas where
I know I don't k11ow, and I want you to know that.
·
Senator ,TACKSON. I arrl just talking about forthrightness and a full
disclosure to the Congress when an agreement comes up which we
have to approve, and we ate assured that these are all the documents,
these are all the 'understandings; you have got to he careful when
asking· Dr. ·Kissinger certain ·questions. If you ask him, ·are there
understandings, he will say that there a reno commitments. And of
courses that is not responsive.
:M:r. RuMSFELD. I see your point.
Senator JACKSOX. I Clon't want to be. unfair to them. The witnesses
!mentioned told tludruth. But they were not given the facts. And
!hese were relevant matters, because it did affect the understandings
m SALT I.
. Now, this secrecy business is an obsession, to the extent that you don't
even iriform your own Cabinet people. What I am telling you is the
tr~lth, bec~use I have the sworn test.imony of Dr. Kissinger. And I
will be g:la,d to let you see the transcript, so that you understand what
happened. And I don't wantto see such a situation repeated. Anq. the
Secretary of Defense, Mel Laird, was just mistreated, I mean the
m~tter ;vas ~vithheld from him. I th~nk it is outrageous. The same
thmg With B1ll Rof{ers andthe other witnesses.
:Mr. RuMsFELD. r~et me put it this way. Without suggesting any
knowledge on my part of the circumstances you are describing~ because
. .
•
.
·
I Jack Iniowledge-Sena.tor .JACKSON., I will aet yon that information and let us have
your coriunents.
·
· ··
·
·
Mr. Rml:RFELn. I will comment on proef\dures right
As far as
H1e future situation. I have everv impression fr·ont the President that
I will be fnlly ii1volved.
·
·
·
·
.
. No. 2, I can as$ure you and this committee that I will he verv
precise in S;aying what! say, and thtit the extent of mv knowledO"e wiil
be known to you, that is to say, I will not-·-·•
.
o

Senat.or JACKSON. I ln1ew the e;Xtent of ~heir knowledge. They gave
everythmg they knew. But material was Withheld. How are you going
to handle that~
l\Ir. RuMSFELD. ':Vell, I have every reason to believe, as I indicated,
that the President will have me fully invoh;ed.
Senator JAcKsox. I want you to know what has happened in the
past. That is important to know, isn't it~
l\fr. Ru:J\ISFEW. I will interest myself in that.
·
Senator .JACKSON. I ;vip make it available, you can read it, and it is
swo1n testimony, and 1t IS there. And I would like to have your com·
ments on it And I would like to have that reported back. Mr. RumsfeW, to the committee.
'
::\Ir. Rul\ISFELD. That \vould take. a considerable amount of time,
I think.
.
Senator .TACKSON. It wouldn't take long. 'Ve will make the transcript
available, and you can read it.
·
Mr. RuMSFELD.. You are not suggesting that I would want to talk
to the individuals involved? ·
Senator' J.-.cKsox. Oh, no, we have got the sworn testimony, it is an
admission; Dr. Kissinger admits that those doeuments were withheld.
If you want to go around you can interview him.
Mr. Rul\ISFELD. I can comment on that right now. To the extent .that
someone indicated there were important matters that they w~ten't
aware of, I can assure you I feel the Secretary of Defense should be
a;ware of such matters.
·
Senator ~JAcKSON. H misled not only the Secretary of Defense but it
misled the Congress of the United States, that is my point here. ·•
. Mr. Rrr~rsFEw. I see your point. In a hypothetical situation to the
extent an individt~al testified before your committee, assuming' he has
knowledge, when m fact he lacks lmowledge, you are quite riO"ht that
leaves the committee with a misimpression.
o '
Sen.ator JACKSON. Well, I think we can sum it all up bysaying that
there IS a lesson to be learned from this, and that is that you will getand I am sure you will-the assurances that whatever is brought up
here,. that this is all that is involved, and there have been no. other
agreements, understandings, or commitments. Because you see, the Assistant to. the President. for NaHonal Security Affacirs is unavailable
to us, we couldn't ask hi~ these questions. And you will do that j
Mr. Ru~tsFEw. Yes, sir.
.Senator J ACKsox. My time is up.
.
·
The CHAIRMAN. Let me see, that the Chair understands what the
si.tuati~n is. Do I unde~stand! gentle!fien, t~1at you have cone~uded y~ur
discussion on that subJect Without mvolvmg any more achon by Mr.
Rums:feld i
·
Senator .JACKSON. This doesn't have to be in connection with the
!lamination. I w:mld just lik~ to have him rea.d the transcript and see
1t, and I would hke to have his commmlts-as he would viewit as Secretarv of Defense.
·
··
. Tl1e Cl:!A~MAN. Dol understand, then, that thisisbeyond.the hear·
mg, that 1t IS not necess~ry to get tlm~ i_nto the hearings~
.. .
Sen~tor J ACKsox .. It .Is not n; co~d1t10n precedent to action by the
comrrnttee. He has mdiCated h!S VIews. But I would like to have his
comments on this. And I think he should know about it.·
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The CHAIRMAN. Very well.
Do you understand, Mr. Rums£eld, that you are to look over this
testimony and indicate back to us such responses as you may have?
Mr. RuMSFELD. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. But we will not have to hold the record open £or it?
Senator JAcKSON. That is right.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, yes, we will proceed now and give the
others a chance to ask questions.
First, Senator Mcintyre was here and wanted to insert questions for
the record from Senator Muskie to be answered.*
We will have to get thequestions, because we apparently are getting
down to the'end of the hearing.
Gentlemen, I believe Senator Bartlett came in next.
Have you had a chance to ask any questions, Senator Bartlett?
Senator BARTLETT. No, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. I think under the circumstances we should give
Senator Bartlett an opportunity, and then Senator Nunn would be
next, followed by Senator Hart. We will hear Senator Bartlett now.
For the time being, let's conform as near as we can to the 10-minute
rule.
Senator BARTLETT. Mr. Rums£eld, Secretary Schlesinger made statements recently in support o£ South Korea. Do you endorse those
statements, and could you elaborate your feelings about.the American
support of South Korea?
Mr. RuMSFELD. In the interest of precision, I am always a little
reluctant to endorse things in the blind. And so let me narrow it a hit.
I have read Secretary Schlesinger's statements, that were in the
February posture statement, concerning South Korea; I am familiar
with them. I do agree with them. What other statements he may have
made could have been anything. I would assume so, but without reading it, I wouldn't want to say.
Senator BARTLETT. Could you give your own appraisal1
Mr. RUMSFELD. I have no disagreement whatsoever with the situation as he stated it in the February 5 posture statement concerning
the circumstances there and concerning the U.S. role there.
. Sena0r B..~..I~TLETT. Mr. Rumsfeld, d~ you favor Japan increasing
Its tactical mihtary forces and strength m order to assume the greater
role-the greater share o£ military balance of power in Southeast
Asia?
·
Mr. RuMSFELD. Senator, I was involved with Japan as one of the
cofounders, in a sense, of the Japanese-American Parliamentary Union
~orne 10 years ago~ I have not in the last 3 years been very deeply
mvolyed with J a;pa;n. The question you ask certainly is an appropria•te
questiOn for a sittmg Secretary of Defense. But 1t also has foreign
policy. implications. I have not familiarized myself with Secretary
Schlesmger's recent discussions with the appropriate Japanese officials.
I don't know the status of those discussions.
I have personal views, but I would be reluctant to put them forth
in this setting, in view o£ ·the foreign policy implications.
Senator BARTLETT. Mr. Rumsfeld, the Senate Appropriations Com~ittee will be bringing up a bill before the Senate, perhaps today, or
m the next day or so, with $90.78 billion in appropriations, including

R. & D. operations and manpower. Do you consider this amount
adequate to meet the defense needs of this Nation?
Mr. RuMSFELD. Senator, yesterday I indicated my views on that
subjoot by saying that I had read and agree with the letter that Secretary Schlesinger sent to Senator McClellan. I don't have that with me,
and I forget the date of it. But you are familiar with the letter, of
course. In view of my involvement in this hearing, I have not been
able to follow in detail the progress of the conference and the work
of the Senate on that bill. And I therefore would like to stick with
what I indicated, that as I recall, it was a $2.55 billion request over
that preliminary action, which Secretary Schlesinger indicated he
:felt was neeessary and desirable. That would be my view.
Senator BARTLETT. Mr. Rumsteld, what is your view on the Ameri~
can presence in the Indian Ocean?.
.
Mr. RtrMSFELD. Senator, that is a part of the world that I have not
been involved with. And I am aware of the debate that has taken
place over at least the last 2 years. I have read the various proposed
responses that have been prepared for me by individuals from various
branches.of Government. Just to be perfectly honest. I am inclined
in this inst!tnce to immerse myself in the subject at some point soon
and make my own judgments, but I have not done so.
Senator BARTLETT. Thank you very much, Mr. Rumsfeld.
And thank you, Mr. Chaitman.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator.
Senator Nunn is next. We are glad you could be here this morning,
Senator.
Senator NuNN. Thank you.
' First, Mr. Rumsfeld, I want to echo what Senator Jackson said.
I have a great deal of concern about the Defense Department not having been kept informed on many crucial negotiations in the last
several yeat'S. I won't repeat what he said, but I did have considerable
discussions with Secretary Kissinger in a closed session about the
recently concluded Middle Eastagreements, and the Defense Department could not even find out what had taken place until he got back
home with the agreement in his pocket. And I think that is a very,
very bad way to conduct foreign policy, because the Defense Depart~ent ~oes have, I. think, a role to play, yart~cularly .when you are
d1~~ussmg weapons systems and a shoppmg hst relatmg to foreign
mil~ta;ry sales. So withou.t aski:r:g you a quest~on, I would just like
to J~Hn Sena~or Jackson m hopmg that you will be very vigorous in
makmg certam that the role of the Defense Department is properly
presented in these kinds of deliberations. Is that your view?
Mr. RuMSFELD. As I indicated to the Senator, it is not only my
view, but as I understand it, it is the President's view, that he would
like a close working relationship between himself and between those
departments so that the various interests and pet'Spectives and viewsand there are inevitably going to be differences-are in fact brought
before him in an orderly and timely manner.
Senator Nu:NN. Pursuing Senator Bartlett's question on South
Korea, in this year's authorization report this committee requested
that the Departmet:t of Defense prepare a study and have it presented to this comm1ttee by December 3, 1975. I assume th~t:·S;ttJ~y,js

* See Senator Musk!e's question, p. 104.
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taking place now. But. in that st_udy .woul~ be an examination ?f our
post-Vietnam posture m the Pacific, mcludn~g Korea, Japan, Tiawan,
the Philippines, Thailand, and other locatwns, an~ alS? mor~ particularly in South Korea. The mandated l.anguage m this part~cula;r
authorization report state:s-and I read this. to you because I thmk It
is something that needs your personal attentiOnTherefore, as part of the overall Pacific basin study the con;J?:littee request~d
the Department of Defense to do an in-depth study of our mihtary P?sture m
Korea and alternatives to the current post:ure. Among .the alternatives that
~houlcl be examined one would be that, (A) Imp~~ves Umt~d States and South
Korean tactical air capabilities, (B) provides military assistance to the South
Korean Armed Forces, mainly ammunition and P.arts, and ( <;) enhanc~~ the
South Korean production base so that it can provide more of I~s own· military
capabilities, and (D) examined various U.S. ground force levels m Korea.

I think our committee took that language very seriously, and I
would hope that you would be able to ~ve this report, whi~h is due
very shortly, your own pel'S~nal attention after you lutve l,>een con.
firmed, which I am sure you will.
Mr. Ru:MsFElLD. I will do so, Senator.
. .
~enator NuNN. One other question-and tlns IS more of a theoretical issue, but I think it has great practical sign~ficance-as. to
whether the role of the Secretary of Defense. vis-a-vis the serviCes
in terms of proo-ram review is one of helping to shape the programs
that come up to"'your level of decisionmaking, or whl?ther y~u are the
final judge of those programs, but you ~~ve no role m sbapnig them.
And by that I mean procurement deCisiOns and all the other ~ery
. important decisions, including the weapons system. Do you consider
vour role as Secretary of Defense to be the final iudge, or do JOl.l
Intend to play an active role as the decisions work their way through
the services~
·
.
Mr. RmrsFELD. That is indeed a philosophical auestion. It stnk~s
me that in practice inlife one who has responsibility for final deCIsions inevitably, if he wishes to have any product at all, becomes
involved along.the way. The alternative would be to sitback in your
chair a.nd wait until things that are unacceptable to you COJ?e forward and reject them and reject them and reject them. It strikes me
that the very concept of the Department of Defense and ci_vilian control, and the final responsibility for making recommendatiOns to the
President, inherently reauires a degr:ee of involvement along the way.
I don't know how it could be otherwise.
·
Senator NuNN. Thank von. Mr. Rumsfeld. I certainly intend to
support yoi1r nomination. But at this point 1 don't have any further
qm'stions.
·
·
Senator ,JACKSON [presiding]. Senator Hart.
s~nator HART. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
. .
Mr. Rumsfeld as I am sure you and all 'the rest of us are aware,
there has been a l'ot of controversy recently about relationships 'between
officials, Civilian and military, in _the Pentagon, as far as eontraci?rs
, .. :~1, +1w f+overnment. I am sure If I would ask the general questwn
of your feeling about ith!s there would he si!l and c~rruption. I,et me
try to be spedfic as possr'ble about your: fee:lmg on 'the matt~r. Wo,ul~
you present as Secretary ?~ Defense to msti~ute ~. thorough mvestiga~
tion, revi.ecw of the gra:tmtles that any officrals 1n.the Pentagon may

have received from the Defense contractors and take appropriate steps
depending on the results of that investigation~
M;r. RuMSFEI;D· Yo~ co.me at that back'_Va:ds.. Obviously at the conclusiOn of any mveshgatlon where there IS md1eation that somethinois awry, I would indeed take appropri!l!te steps. As to whether or not
the situation exists or will exist 'at that point after I am confirmed if
I am, so that such ·an investigation is desirable, that I would hav~to
determine then. I don't know the situation over there. I£ one is needed
obviously I would see that one is begun. My estimate would be that
they are unquestionabl~ doing it now, to the extent that prdblems have
come up. My ·assumptiOn !Would be, I would say, although without
knowledge, that the_Depa:rtment of Defense very likely is looking i"nto
that already. I£ so, It would be a matter of determinino- what it is th3it
they are doing, to what extent there is reason to belie~e something is
wrong. To the ex·tent that I ani not satisfied with that I would chano-e
it. To the extent I am, I would urge it ori and draw conclusions at the
completion of an investigation.
Senator HART. I am sure you have read considerable about the newspaper accounts in this area.
Mr. RuMSFE~D. I find in, managing .something it is very difficult to
try to manage 1t off of what you read m the newspapers.
Senator HART. I understand. But for many of usthat is one of the
best sources of information we have.
·
Mr. Ru:M:sFELD. Sure.
.
·
Senator HART. There are reports from some of these sources that
there are practices .that have been going hack for a number of
years, apparently wit~out a thorough investigation going on in the
Departmen~. I am trymg to get at what your attitude is about what
I would thmk would be too close a re}ationship between officials. in
yo~r future Department and the people they do business with theoretiCally at arm's length. .
·
. Mr: RuMSFELD. ·well, my attitude in a broad sense-and I .guess that
IS ultimately where you woul~ ~a':"e to combat it-is that everywhere
I have ever worked, ~hether It ~s m my personal office 'as a Congressman, the yost of Livmg CounCil, or the White House, I have at the
outset reYiewed the ar:r;angements an~ procedur~ involving possi'ble
wrongdomg or perceptwn of wrongdomg and tned to do two things :
One, to soo t~!lit the procedures and rules and arrangements were rea~on~b.ly sen~Ihle; and, second, try to estab~ish a process whereby the
mdiy1duals mv?lved were perwdwally remmded. When human beings
are mvolved thmgs can go twrong. You can have the best rules in the
world and you can't guarantee that someone won't do somethina tha•t
they ought not to do. So it takes vigilance.
.
o
~ have never made promises of 100 percent achievement on these
thmgs,because.one is always disapp?inted if something does happen.
All ~ can saY. IS that I share your mterest in the area. I think it is
particularly III?-portant for those of us involved in government, at
all levels, and m all three branches of the Government, to recognize
that our success and ~he success of this country depends upon the
confidence of the AmeriCan people. We, as individuals and collectively
have to ~o. our utmost. to see _that we merit that confidence, and that
we sustamit over a penod of tune.
1
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Senator HART. A large part of the ~mer~can people I .represent
think there is much too close a relat1?nsh1p ~tween the Pe~ta
gon and the people they . do business w~t~, partiCula!lY concernmg
the amount of dollars involved, recogmzmg the frailty of huJJ?-an
nature would be prepared to institute certain rules tha~ would reqmre,
let's s~y officials in your Department to report publicly the contact
they ha;e had with lobbyists for Defense contractors.
Mr. RuMsFELD. I would want to study it. I know that there has b~n
experimentation with that approac?- m some .Sta~ gove;nments m
some regulatory agencies. I have d1scussed th1s With var1ous people
£rom the standpoint of various elements of the Federal Government
in rooent months. I can certainly say that to the extent that they .are
not already in being, I would institute what I felt to be appropr1ate
rules.
.
.
Senator HART. That is, appropriate m-Mr. Rmt:sFELD. Beauty is in the ey~ of the beholder. In the last
analysis it comes down to matters ?f JUdgment a~ to whether someone would describe something as strwt or not. I thmk my backgrou_nd
and the record suggests that I am interested in this a:rea and atte~tiVe
to it I would be foolhardy to suggest that I am sufficiently acquamted
with the Department of Defense and the problems that may or may
not exist there so that I could in the blanket statement say I would
. k
.
do this and this. I can't do it.
Senator HART. I am talking about human nature. I thm we 3;re
all sufficiently :familiar with human nature to ~now what stnct
rules are. That is why Jaws are passed, and that IS why we try to
define areas; I think l.t is an ttrea that doesn't need to ~e :fuzzy. or
'udgmental, I think it can be crystal cl~ar, bl.ack and.whlte.. I th1.nk
~t can be this way on the subject. of c?n~hct of m~rest m deahng w~th
Defense contractors. I don't .th~nk 1t 1s !t question of recent stories
in the newspapers. I believe 1t IS a qu~st10n of a pattern of cond:uct
over the years. I think it included leavmg the Department an4 gomg
to work for some of these contracto:rs and some of these busu.1esses.
And I think it is a question of not stnct en :force~ en~ o~ the conflict-ofinterest laws that are in the books. A:r:d I~h~nk 1t IS an .a~a tJ1;at,
frankly, a lot of us in the Congress and m positions of Admm1stratwn
ou~ht to be a little more outraged about and.concerned about and ~y,
this is one of the problems that we are gomg to have to deal With
when we take· over the Departm~nt. ·
Let me ask you a related questiOn.
Mr. RuMsFELD. Senator, I don't want your _la~t comme~t to suggest that l have in any way su.gge~ted that th.Is 1s no~ an 1mpor~a~t
matter. I know it is. I recogmze 1t. I guess If we differ ~n th1s 1t
is in our respective impressiDns as ~o the eas~ o! developmg rules
that solve these problems~ I ha~e tried to ?o. 1t m·the past. I ~nd
that it is difficult, that it is not simple, that 1t 1s ~ot black and wh1te.
'Vere it as simple as some suggest, I would submit that we wo~ld not
be havin!?' these problems today at any level of government, m any
agency. We have them. And we have to 'Yorry about them. ~nd we
have to do thin~ to correct them. And· I mtend to. But I cant spell
it out for you right now.
·
·
. . . ..
. .
. ·
Senator HART. But you would agree that ~he att1tude at the t.op
is that there is going to be arm's length dealmg on matters that m-

volve expenditure of public :funds, that that attitude is going to have
a great deal to do with performance of people below ?
.
1\fr. RuMSFELD. There is no question but that the tone, the set at
the top, and. the vigil~nce that is established ·there does in fact con·
tribute or :fa1l to contribute to what actually occurs.
Senator HART. That is what I am talking about.
I also discovered, after assuming office, that there was a law on
the books that has never been, to my judgment, enforced, that pre·
vents lobbying by people in the administration or the use of public
:funds or persuasion of votes. As :far as I am able to tell, there has
never been a prosecution under tha·t law. As I read the law, it is
fairly strict. It says, you can't use any public money. I .assume that
means your own time, I assume that means your statiOnery, your
telephone, or your car, to influence the way we vote on this. Yet I
know that your predecessor and many o£ his subordinates are on the
phone almost daily with members of this committee and Members
of the Congress urging us to vote one way or another. Now, that
law either means what it says or it should be taken :from the books. It
is that kind of a failure to enforce that I think has caused a great deal
of this kind o£ failure that disturbs the public confidence. What is
your feeling on the issue of actually lobbying the Congress to get
what you want.
1\fr. RuMSFELD. I am :familiar with the law. In the past, there have
been not, to my knowledge, suits filed. There have been statements
by Members of Congress on the floor of the Congress alleging that
the conduct on the part of a certain executive official, in the judgment of that individual, did not conform to that stll!tute. I have
thought about it a good deal over a period of years~ and I quite
agree with you, that laws in general either ought to be enforced or
changed, so thatthey are realistic.
This committee is about to vote on my confirmation at some point.
I am here at the taxpayers' expense-.~
Senator HART. At the request of the committee.
1\fr. Ru:MSFELD. That is right. But needless to say, my effort here is
not to dissuade you from voting for me, but one would hope that it is
to encourage it. That happens with testimony, it happens with phone
calls, it happens with the stationery, it happens in a hundred different
'\tays every day. To try to draw the line between informing, responding-and to use the word that you took, I presume, from the statute,
or some description, lobbying~and saying one is lawful and one is
unlawful, is just an incredible complex problem.
Senator HART~ It is not· when you look at the question from· the
standpoint of who initiated it. If one of the members of this committee calls you up and says, Mr. Secretary, how strongly do you
:feel about passing this appropriation, we feel extremely strongly, we
think the defense o:f the Nation is involved· and we certainly hope you
pass it, I don't think it is lobbying. If you pick up the phone and say,
we have to have this money or the security of the country is going
·
·
down the drain, I think that is lobbying.
Mr. Ru:MSFELD. And your suggestion would be that an official in
~he executive branch, because of this law, who felt deeply that it was
Important to the country that the Congress be made a ware of the
facts surrounding an issue they were about to act on, should not pick
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up the· phone and make an individual O! in~ivid~als aware. of his
sense of these facts. that that would be a v10lat10n of law~ I thmk noL
Senator HART. I think if you haven~t had a chance to present your
vie>vs to the committee or the Congress, yes, I think there is a serious
problem there.
Mr. RuMsFELD. There is a very serious problem.
.
Senator HART. But, in the limited time I have b~en on the H1ll, I
don't think any Secretary of Defense has been de~r1ved of. the opportunity to present his views to the members of tlus committee or the
Congress.
·
J\fr. Ru~ISFELD. It goes to the questic;m. that Senator J ac~s~n a~d. I
were talking about earlier. Frequently 1t 1s a matter of proVIdmg 1t m
a timely way. And of the 535 Members of the Congress who have
to act on each matter involving, for example, the Department of Defense the Department of Justice or whatever, very :few of those Members imve the opportunity to come in and be intimately acquainted
with each aspect to each bill that comes before them.
Senator HART. That is their responsibility.
Mr. RuMSFELD. That is a judgment you ~re .making. I al!l not sure
I agree. I think that it also falls to an offic1alm the executive branch
who lias a degree of responsibilitv to see that Members of th~ Congre:'s
who have a statutory responsi~ility for. acting on t~e~e tlnngs do. m
fact have available to them the mformat10n he feels 1s Important 'vrth
respect to those matters. And that might involve the sending of a letter
saving; here is the situation as I see it-Senator HART. Does it involve picking up th~ rhone when the
hill is on the floor and saying, I want your vote on tlns.. . . · .
Mr. RtJMSFELD. As a former Member of Congress, my 1mpresswn of
that is that the correction may not be so much in the law as it is in a
natural set of correcting mechanisms that exist. If a person do_es that
very often,iil the.wrong way, he will dissuade people !roirf votmg for
views that he feels are sensible, rather than encouragmg 1t. I am not
a lawyer. I am not in a position to say that that _would or WOl~ld .not
violate the law. But I agree wit~ you, that l~w 1s there. and It ~s .a
tremendous problem for people m the executive branch, because 1t 1s
not self-executing or clear. It doesn'~ say you can. do this a:r:d you can~t
do thaL It is blurred, gray, fuzzy, difficult. And m my va~wus capacities in Government, I have on a number of occasions cautwned people
who work for me about it and tried to see that the phraseology in
letters or calls was a certain way. I have seen instances in Government
where people sensitive to that may have recognized that one factor in
it might be who's the initiator, and as such. called a friend in tl_w
CongresS and said, look. ask me to send yon tlus, you ought to know 1t.
Now, that is circumvention.
Sen~ttor HART. It sure is.
:\fr. Ru.:MsFEI..D; I don't know the answer. It, is a problem.
Senator HART. I am over my time. But I just want to say that I ·
think there is elaborate opportunity for the Defense Department or
any other agency of the Government to present its views .and make
the fact a.vailab]e to the :Members of the Congre&"l. I think· every
Member of the Congress is intelligent enough, and if you then don't
understand the facts or want additional information, to contact that
agency and find it out. I deplore any member of any agency calling up
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a Member of the Congress when a bill is on the floor, urging their support for it. I think it is a violation of law.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
:Mr; Rcl\-t:SFEI..D. Mav I ask a question~
The CHArn:~-rAN. Briefly, I hope.
·
Mr. Ru¥SFELD. What would you say to the i~ea o~ a .department
head calling up a Member of Congress and askmg him 1f he would
like to be briefed on something~
Senator HART. I think that is fine.
:Mr. Ru1t:t:S;FELD. I see.
.
The Cn.A.niMAN. Let me comment just a moment on this. My view is
somewhat different from that of the Senator from Colorado. Over the
vears, I think that the Secretary of Defense or someone speaking for
him ought to have the freedom of calling a Senator and telling him
how he feels about a matter. If he feels strong enough to call him, I
think he is within his right and duties to do that. Now, yesterday 'We
were all. complimentary of Mr. Schlesinger. And one of the reasons
I was complimentary of him was, he seemed to be so cireumspect about
what he said to me as chairman of the committee as to whether or not
he ha<l. a hardnose for a eertainitem. 'When he said that, I gave a 1ot
of weigl}t to what he said. It was up to me to judge what he said the
best I could, to go against it or with it. However, I judged him. And I
called him up on some things. They don't call me much, and I don't
ca1l them a lot, but I don't think we shoulU shut them off.
I just feel compelled to say that because that is based on my
experience.
I emphasize thathe wasvery eircumspect, and that was one thing
I appreciated about Mr. Schlesmger. I called him and told him the
thing was down to making a choice between two ships, we will say, one
had to go out of the bill i:f the other one stayed~ Mr. Schlesing-er was
totally blunt with me in what he said. I just happened to recall that~
It came np this year.
·
·
·
The Senator will remember those two ships. 'Ve left one out of the
conference bill, and the Senate turned the other one down, too.
I thank the Senator. But I thought I should say that for the record.
Senator HART. With all due respect, :Mr; Cluiirman, I appreciate
what the Senator has said, but mv view based on my own experience
is that this is just too much lobby.·
·
·
The CHAIRJ\.lAN. I get your point.·
Senator Tower, any questions?
Senator TowER; No questions, Mr. Chairman.
The CHArRMAN. That brings us to Senator Byrd from Virginia.
But !·promised to let the Senator from Washington go on for a few
more questions.
· · ·
Senator JACKSON. I can finish up with two questions.·
May I say on the lobbying i8sue, it was 24 hours a day almost on the
energy bill. I never had so many calls from the Department in all my
life, or their staff. I think the statute ought to be. totally reviewed,
because it is either workable or it isn't. And what is ·lobbying and
what isn't I thirik needs to be defined.
·.
Now, there ate good lobbvists and there are bad lobbyists. I never
worry about lobbyists. If yol1 are not smart enough right here to be
able to tell who is telling the truth or who isn!t, you shouldn't be here.
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That is my own personal view. But I think some of what Senator Hart
is getting at does go over the line, and I treat it accordingly. t think
something needs to be done about it, and I welcome him bringing it
into this discussion. Because it is incredible what is going on up here on
some of the bills we have. They interfere with your work and you can't
get anything done. On the energy bill, for instance-it has ha.ppened
in all administrations, but now we have open conferences. May I just
sav that when one from the Department is setting in on the conference
and calls their downto>vn office and reports what somebody is doing,
you can't get to the next section of the bill before you have got a view
on it. It is a kind of a bureaucratic insecurity, I think, that takes place.
I hawn't hired a psychiatrist to get it diagnosed. I am gettinQ," off my
su~ject. But it does get to the point where it interferes with the legislat1Ve process.
Senator NuNN. There is a lobbving bill pending, there are several
bills pending in, I believe, the Government Operations Committee.
This statute, I think, should be reviewed as part of that overall.
Senator JACKSON. I agree with you and I agree with Senator Gary
Hart. It ought to be enforced or revised, because somebody can just
bring it up on a technicality.
Senator N UNN. If thev enforced it now you might as well put a
chain-link fence around Washington, D.O., and put everybody in iail.
The CHAIRMAN. My remarks related to the men who are holding
responsible positions and have responsibility on these matters like we
do. I wasn't referring to the industrial people and so :forth.
Senator ScOTr. H the chairman will vield, I would just like to
comme?nt on this colloquy that has been going on. Certainlv I think the
answer bv the witness is that a little tact should be utilized in contacting the membel'fl. I would welcome sugp:estions from the Department of Defense, but I recnll one instance where a former Chairman
of the ,Joint Chiefs of Staff, in an attempt to influence my decision,
indicated that I didn't understand the problem because I was ~wing
to 'vote differentlv from the way that he wanted me to vote. I don't
\Yant anv more ca11s like tltat.
The 0HAJl{MAN. All right. Senator Jackson.
Senator JAcKsoN. I have two more questions here that I want to
a.sk.

Mnny of us in Congress believe that we ou~rht to press the Soviets
to reduce strategic :nms on both sines. I havp, made two proposals for
mutual reductions that would lead in this direction. Mv most recent
proposal outlined l::~st April was that both countries should refrain
from modernizing or replacing about a third.o:f their strategic delivery
svstems. These weapons, about 800 0n each side, could then be phased
ont. Secretary Kissinger has consistently opposed such an approach.
l\fy question to you is this. As Secretary of Defense, will you make a
fresh and indep(mdent appraisal of this proposal and report back to
the. Armed Services Committee vonr findings~
·
Mr. RuM!':FELD. I certainly will, Senator .Tackson.
Sen~tor iTACKSON. I appreciate having that judgment. Unless we
move in the direction of mutual reductions of strategic arms we have
p:ot serious problem;:;. And I appreciate your comments.
This next question relatl's to your written answers on SALT, which
I revif'wed. I am of course interested in the. decisionmaking process as

it re!ates. to ~AU.r and oth~r ~elica~e negotiations. So my question to
you IS this. D1d Secretary K1ssmger m any sense clear the answers you
have provided to the committee?
Mr. RUMSFELD. No; he. did. not.
·
·
Senator JACKSON~ He did.:not. Were these answers drafted in the
Department of Defense and then reviewed by the State Department
ortheNSCi
.
Mr. RuMSFELD. Maybe rather than answering a cettain question I
can tell you h?w they were handled,
You supphed. me those questions in vour office. I took them back to
~y .office and. sat down and thought about them and made some pre~
lmnnary ll£>tes as t&the· responses. I asked someone on my staff to contact the appropriate civilian individual in the Department of Defense
t? come over .to my office. He came over to my office. We had a discussiOn on each question. And he then drafted some of his thoughts to
respond to the questions, and left them with me.
·
I then took his suggestions and my own notes and talked to a mili~
tary official from the Depattment of Defense about them. I then had
them revi~wed by an individual who is outside of the Government at
the present time, and received his suggestions.
I then .prepared final dra:f\ts of the responses. I then showed them
to the Nati.onalSecurity Council for their information and gaYe. t.hem
a copy of them.
·
Senator.JACKSON'. They did not revise them~
.
Mr. RuMSFEW. Not to my recollection-n1:aybe a word or two but
I~hl~

·

'

Senator.JACKSON. But no change of substance~
Mr. RUMSFELD. No.
Senatoi' .JACKSON. So it was all done within the Department of
Defense, except as to the outside consultation ? .
Mr~ RD-:MSFEW. No sir, that is not fair to the Department. of De.fense.
To the extent anybody deserves 'any credit or blame it is Rumsfeld.
Senator JACKSON. Well, you are almost there, so-.~
:Mr. Ru:MsFEw: For these answers. The proposed answers from the
DOD that were.m the question and answer blocks are different from
those answe~. I asked ~he Departn;ent for 3;ny thoughts that they
had for ques~10ns that m1ght be quen~ of me m these hearings. They
sent over thmgs, and some related m part. These were. answers I
developed. .
·· .
Senator JAc~so?""· So the substance of it ~s Rumsfeld plus the input
from people w1thm Defense plus the outsider that you referred to·
· is that it, one, two, three?
.'
Mr. RuMSFELD. That is correct.
Senator JAcKSON. And then you did-.. ¥r· Rol\fsn~n. I showe~ it to Brent Scocro:ft, who has the responSihlhty for national security affairs in the 1\'ni:te Honse. If he made
any suggestions, they wer~ minor.
Senator JACKSON. They were minor?
Mr. RtJ':M'sFEt,n, Yes.
Senator JAc:KsoN. That is all! want to know. I just want to be sure
that the Department of Defense was involved in this, and that your
answers were not finally determined by someone outside of the Department.
.

~·
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That is ·all, Mr. Chairman.
·
. .
.·
· t\nd I want to thank Mr. Rumsfeld for his responses. And of course
he. knows. that none of the questions. I ~aye asked are bas~d on a!!Y
personality matter ?r differe~ces .as mdnr1~uals; but ~nly m the me
terest of really trymg to mamtam the. sohd foundatiOns of a true
bipartisan effort on which we as Repubhcans or Democx:ats over _he?-"e
can continue to biuld. It is a process that re11;lly h~d Its genesis I~
Arthur Vandenberg's effort in the postwar pe~10d. Not that. we dont
disagree on matters. vVe cau do that. But we la~d. down certam fundamental rules which I think can endure, and whwh the co~tr.y expects
of us, whether we are Republicans or Democrats. And It ~s out o:f
that philosophy and conviction that I haye asked these quest1o!l~' .aml
will continue to ask them. Because I thmk you a~~ I .as pohtl<?J~ns
will agree that there are times when the best poht1es IS no pohtics.
Mr. Ru:M:sn;Ln. Ya<>, sir.
·
.
The CHAlRl\L\N. Senator Byrd, we about used up most of your time
but if you have anv questions thatneec~ to he asked, ?o ah~~d.
,
Senator BYRD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I don t beheve I ha~ e any
additional questions. . . .
.
_ _ ·. ·
•
In rega.rds to lobbymg a.ctiv1ty,T must say that I never. had any
problem with lobbyists. I think each ~embe~ of Congress can take care
of that himself. I have no difficulty m sa.ymg no. J\nd I have no objretion to anyone calling me and PX:C~nting their vie'Ys.who want to
do so. But I will make my own deciSJOn. What I ~o d1sl~ke ~nd react
against· is. the policy of the Defense Depa.rt;ment m commg m at the
last minute with ·amendments to add add1tional fu~ds to the appronriations bill or the aut.horization bill. And that IS .an ol~ cust~m,
Probably th~ Department of Defense make."..som~ h~adway m gett~ng
additional money that way. Howevert I thmk 1t IS a bad practiCe.
And as a matter of policy, I vote agamst aU such proposals as that.
I think if they are important to the national defense that they can be
presented when the budget is presented, and the!l be presented at a
reasonable time .and not brought in at the Ia;st 1~1mute. I wonlt;l h?pe
that tl).e Defense Department would .re~xamme ItS custom ?f .commg
in at the last minute and trying to shp m a few hundred million dollars here or $50 million there or some such figure.
Thank you, :Mr. Chairman.
.·
The CHAIRMAN. I want to heartily agree with the Senator from
Virginia that.the budget process is som~d, and that is the way to pres~nt
things to the. Cong!'E',ss, I hope you will agree to that~ Th~re ~a~ be
emergencie.<;, but I hope that they are few andfar between With you Just
as a general policy.
Senator Scott.
.·
.
b·
Senator ScoTT. Mr. Chairman. My comments will be very. ,nef.
Mr. Rurh:sfeld, of course I am _incli!led to vote in favor of your confirmation and I believe the committee IS also.
·• .
.
I would hesitate to ask in q~estion form a number of Tmattens that
are in mv mind. But you havu:i.g been Ambassad?r to ~ATO, and 1
have spoken with you and I know your deep feelmgs With regard to
the security ofV\Testern Europe. I would assume that regardless of your
:feeling on NATO and the sec1irity of Western Europe that your ~e
cisions would always be what is best for the U~itetl States ofAn;teriea
regardless of We.<>tern Europe. As I say, I hesitate to put that 1ll the

'form of a question. I believe that wpuld be true. ·would you confirm
that?
·
·· Mr. Ru~rsFELD. ~here is
question but that is correct. Our interests
begin with the Umted St~tes of America.
.
.
. · . Senato! ScoTT. And then spread out from there. And this would also
be true w1th Israel ·or any oth~r nation of the world.
Mr. RU:MSFELD: Tnat IS:correct. And it is also true on the part of any
other nation of the world, that their interest begins with themselves.
Senator S~XYI'T. Ith~nk you, Mr. Rumsfeld.
And that 1s all I have.
The CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much.
Renator ToWJ;R.. I ·have a brief comment, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. And then I am going to recognize Senator
Leahy.·
·
Senator ToWEn.l\lay I say that the paramount reason for the American presence in Westexn Europe is because we perceive it to be in our
national interest to be there, and it is not for any altruistic reason that
we are there or in the Mediterranean or anywhere else, because we
perceive it to be in our own interest.
..
:Mr.· Ru:MsFELD. Absolutely. And the same thing is true of other
allies. That is what makes the alliance strong and healthy. It is in the
interest of all the participants:
Senator ScOTT. If the Senator will yield, might have been a s1ip of
the tongue, butyesterdav !heard the witness say that NATO was fo:c
the protection of Western Europe. It is my understandingthat the
NATO. Treaty relates to North America as well as Western Europe.
And.that ·was not included in the statement that the distinguished
witness made. And I have no doubt as to where his loyalty is.
.Mr. RmrsFEt.n. Surely. ·The NATO Treaty, is important for the
defense of the United States as well as vVestern Europe.
The C:HA1Rl\iAN. Thank yo'u.
Senator Leahy.
·. ·
Senator I..~EAHY. xir. Chairman, on that matter I know I have sent
a npmber of written questions to Mr. Rums:feld, and 1 assume some
other members of the committee have. While I have some feel of what
is going to happen on this particular nomination, I personally would
Jike to se('. the answers to my written questions prior to the time
Mr. Rums!eld is voted on.
,
.
In answer~ those questions, Mr. Rumsfeld, the one that I feel
very concerned-about is the question which I asked to your concept of
a limited nuclear war, something that we discussed yesterday. I get very
concerned when I sc>e coming from the Pentagon or anywhere else the
great scenario of limited nuclear war, especially the NATO P.act
versus the :warsaw Pact. At times there seems to be almost a feelmg
that after '"e have gone through whatever forces we have over there.
that we wm start tossing tactical warheads across the borders, and
somehow t1Hl people will-make the determination thfl,t this is only a
tactical nuclear war and we will keep it limited. But I am not so sure
J10w we si1V1al that intention. or just how we shmal our reaction when
tlwv to'iR bflck on]v a nicl:' limited one on their side, and we toss one, nnd
bflck 11nd forth.' After all, we only wipe ont Czechoslovakia or they
wine out Chicago, so it is a limiteil exercise. I am very conl'erned about
that. I cannot conceive of a situation where we start off using so-called
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tactical nucl~ar weapons without escalating to the strategic nuclear
weapons. There is such mammoth overkill potential between our two
countries that I wonder if our children will exist at the same age as you
and I are now. So I am particularly concerned about those questions.
There is one other question. We talked a.bout the question of lobbying
here· today. Some membe.rs of your staff are aware of the fact that
throughout the summer my office has been working on,the number in
the Defense ])epartment inyolved in .Jobby.ing. The indication is now
that the amount of money b(jmg spent IS farm excess of what the budget
indicates. The problem is the definition of what is, _or. what is not
lobbying. I proposed language in the new appropriations bill yesterday
which would. more clearly define that.
On the other hand, we have heard of improprieties involved in
lobbving for the Defense Department, the goose hlmting in Maryland,
and so forth. Will there be regulations with you as Secretary of Defense
whereby p.enta..gon officials
h. ave tolist gi:fts, contacts, free trips,
and so ·forth, from defense contractors?
.
.
Mr. RuMSFELD. Senator, that question came up earlier with Senator
Hart. And we had a philosophical discussion about it. I indicated to
him that I _would certainly. review what procedures there are, that
I am sensitive to the proposals that you are referring to •. I have
looked at them with respect to where they have been iiistituted elsewhere in F~eral, State, and local government. I don't have any conclusions attnis time, except to say that I am very anxious to see that
that Department, and indeed all of the Government, operate in a way
that meritsft:tid receives the confidenceof the American people.
Senator LEAHY. The thing that bothers me i~ that I thi1ik the American peo~lewould have a lot. more confidence ~n all are~~ of the G~v
ernment If there wa'S· total d1sclosure of lobbymg. activities. I reqmre
everybody"iil tny office to make a record when. a:t;ty lobbyist from any
source approaches us. I think this is good. We should refuse all gifts.
I am not raising the flag for us. I think all people 'in the Government
should do so, But the 1llOSt important thing is to make it public and
let the publiC know exactly what is there.
.
·
If the public thinks it is fine for Defense officials to be spending
millions and millions of dollars of the taxpa ers niortey to go out and
do something with Northr~p, t~at is fine. •
will ~ay ~o.. But they
should knaw exactly what IS gomg on. Or, If they thmk 1t IS fine for
Members of Congress to take junkets on corporate planes or whatever,
or Defense Department officials, fine. But let's make that _plain. And
that covers all branches of Government.
.
Mr.. RuMs:FELD. Over the years 1 as a general rule, I have tended to
feel that we would ~robably have more success b~ trying to corre.ct
problems through disclosure, as you are suggestmg, than . we will
through trying to set specific statutory prohibitions. I find that the
latter tend to lend themselves to circumvention, whereas disclosure
does, in .fact, leave for others the abilitv to make those judgn;1ents.
.
So, as a general principle, that tends to be my view.·.
Senator LEAHY. One last think. I was in Vermont last night, my
home State. I have been somewhat critical of our involvement in the
Indian Ocean, and the enlargement of our presence there. And I had
some 1Vritten · questions about that. But .one thing not~ced wa~ a
story in all our local papers about how "Pentagon officmls'· or "semor

Pentagon offic~als" or ~'urtnamt~d Pentagon officiaLs~' war!llld of the
huge buildup m So~11;ha. and how endangered we are ~ecause of ~he
Congress ~ot recogmztng th~tt~rrible threat f.? our na~romtl sec!lr:ty
in the Indran Ocean and so forth. I had some drfficulty Ill determmmg
just wh~t the threat _is to on~ national security there. But l;>e that as
1t may, rt seems that every tmie the Congress makes a cut m the de;
fense budget, .or every time that we take action counter to.the Pentagon
line,. almost 1mmediately thereafter there are the stor1es t~at. come
out m the _paper <from high unnamed sorces. I have no obJe.ehon tQ
stories commg out but put a name on them, and get away from the
anonymous comment ru1e. I feel that names should be put on sources
of infornlation: as it comes out.
·
l\fr. R~smw. You· are trying to r~ma~m A!fierica. .
.
.
I am bemg facetious. The way of hfe m this town rs for unnamed
sources to give it out, I find. .
.
.
.
Senator LEA:tnc: Of course rt And rt means that they can hrde behind it. One of the problems of our Government is that it is so irresponsible that; you can't point your finger at anybody who has made a
statement. Thatis what irks me.
.
·
Mr. RuMsFELD. It is. It is frustrating to hear incorre.et stories and
not know where they come from nor the individual who started them.
Senator LE.AHY. I agree. When a .story comes out of the Pentagon
~ would be happy to have a na~e o~ it as a source. "\~e may be generat•
mg some of the more substantive Issues that you raised today.
l\fr; RuMSFELD. The problem with what your suggestion is it seems
to me is that tq achieve lv hat yo.u
esting---,jf I am not mistaken,
one former Secretary of Defense t
o achieve it, and it was called
muzzlin · the Pentagon when there was an effort to try to have the
office of he Secretary of Defense manage the relationship so that they
.
. .
would do it ina certain way.
Senator LEAHY. I am saying just the opposite. I am saying that all
these sources encouraged them to come out, even the dissenting views.
Mr. RuMSFIELD. I see; Encourage them to say something irt the press
but ask that their names he included.
·
Senator LEAHY. I. realize that that is not going to work.. I realize
that some of the tips that have com: out have been very g?od for this
country. But·it seems that the,se thmgs always come out JUSt as soon
as we. 1.Ila,ke a yote contrary to the Pent~gon's desire.s. Y,ou c~;tn't tell
people not to do it, of course not. I am not going to mfrmge on anyOOdy's first amendment rights. But let's make it more, open. H the
Pentagon wants to get into that kind of a dialog via the press, let
it he done openly.
.
.
..
·. .
::\fr. RmiSFELo. I see. I would not want to pretend that I know the
solution to tl;.at problem, I know that when I was Director of the
Office o:f Economic Opportunity, every time a budget item would crn:ne
over from the Office of :Management and Budget on a confidential
basis individuals who wanted t() affect a certain program favorably or
adversely would immediately get that out anonymously in the newspapers, so that the propGnents or opponents of that would be activated
to get engaged in the process.
.. ·
·
Senator LEAHY. I don't mean to lahor this, Mr. Cha:irmt~.:n, beeause
that is really a very minor p6int. My real concern is· very much in
hearing ·the responses an the qnestian of nuclear war. And !f realize
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that some of that mav be of a classified nature. But I am far more
concerned about that than who starts the scare stories. Thank vou..
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, .Senator; thank you very much. • .
Senator Taft.
R'enaf~r TAFT. I have no questions.
· .
·
The CHAIRl\BN. Gentlemen. we have first the request from Senrttor
.Mcln~yre of. our committee for Senator :VIuskie to be permitted to
submit questwns to 1\Ir. Rumsfeld for answers for the record .. I juclO'e
there i~ no objection. He did not have them in writing a minute ago a;d
Iheld1tup.
.
·
Is there objection?
The Chair hears no objection. Therefore it will be permitted. And
I call those to your attention, .Mr. Rumsfeld, for an answer real soon.
[Questions referred to follow:]
QUESTION

SuBMITTED

BY

SENATOR MusKIE

Question. During June of this year, I became <>oncerned with reports d€'ve1oping out of Secretary Schlesinger's negotiations with the Belgian defE'nse officials
for Sllle of the F-16 flighter aircraft that a trade-off ha;;; been made under which
the Department of Defense would give favorable consideration to a .Bele:ian
manufactured machine gun for use as the Army's new tank mounted machine
gun.
I was particularly disturbed h!'cause the Maremount Corporation of Saco,
Maine was the leading contender for meeting the Army's needs· in this regard
with their M--OO--E2 machine gun. Award of this contract to Fabrique Nationale
would result in .the termination of the M-OO line at Maremount when the pref'eht
contract expires in July of 1976. This will not only exacerbate unacceptably
high local .and national unemployment levels but also risk 1lependence on a ;,;ole
source foreign supplier for an important weapons system. The adverse economie
consequences would be felt not only in 1\-laine but also in areas sud1 as Netl•
Hampshire and Pennsylvania where important subcontrncting work is·performed.
Maremount Corporation is the sin~?:le largest employer in th.e Saco arE>a and
approximately two-thirds of their 1,200 employees are involved in defense work.
After repeated inquiries from the Maine Congressional delelol'ation; we'rec~>ivPd
assurance from Secretary Schlesinger that no commitment has been made to
purchase the Belgian weapon and that a decision on this contract. would be
made on the basis of the merits of the respective weapons after extensiYe
te$ting.
That testing is now being conducted at Fort Car~<on, Colorado .and AbPrdPf>n
Proving Grounds in Maryland and is being reviewed. by the General Accounting·
Offiee for fairness and accuracy. The tests should be completed within the next
fmv weeks.
I would appreciate your per11onnl assurances as we review your nomination as
Sccretary of DefE>nse that you will givE' no special consideration to the BE>lgian
eompetitor for this contract-Fabrique Nationale, and that the final decision on
this proe,urement will be based on the merits and relative costs of the $)mpE>ting
weaponfl including total life cycle costs, with due consideration to the liJ:tportance
of maintaining a domestic supplier of this weapons system.
·
Answer. !t is and will be the U.S. goal to o!Ytain the best weapon for the
American !ioldier. A <lecision on a contract for the :\I-60 tank machine gun
will be made on the basis of the merits of the respeetiYe wNlpons after exte-nsiye
te~ting, their relative costs. and with a recognition of the broadly supported'
goal of increased standardization with ~ATO.
·
·
· ·

rniscnssion off the record.]
The CHAIRMAN. Gentlemen, are there any other questions no\v for
)f.- T-tnmRfeld ~
'
I have just one or two poirits I want to make.
·
··
.Mr.' R1imsfeld, I ha.vein preparation a letter originally to be direetett
tol\fr; Schlesinger, but it will be directed to you now,' just:a genern,J
overall proposition of whether or not the public funds, appropriated·
funds are being used in connection with paying expenses and entertain-

'llnent for lobbying purpbses, or for whatever purposes in that g~~eral
field. I. was shocked to.ha'Ve "reliable sources out of t~e P~ntagon ·-he
is a bea1'4ed .old man, her brings in a ~od deal .of mischief, but som(times he IS n~ht-~ut &11yway, they sa1d on rel_IabJ:: sources. that ,puu]ic funds, approprmtoo monev. went to pay tlus. Now, the comm1ttee
is all concerned about that. We will get that letter on over there to you.
And it will get therecabout the time you g~t there, maybe. And I hope
you will see that<it is· given proper attentwn.
Mr. RuMSFELD.' I will indeed.
Thereis on,e thing th~t I just n_ote that I failed to d~. Ser:ator .Jac.kson gave me SQ:Jlle questwns m wntmg to res~ond to. 1\ eh::ne been dis.,
c~ssing.t~em in here, but I have never sub1mttecl ~hem for the record,
Ius questions and the answers have not been submitted for the :re~ord.
The.'y hav~ been d..iscuss.ed gene~lly, but they l~ave.not be~nsubm1tted.
The CHAmMAN. Is there obJection to submitted questwns here~
And you say you have some of the answers ready?
Mr. RUMSFELD. 'l'he answers are ready.
.
.
The CHAIRliAN. Without objection they will be admitted to the
record.
(See page 27.)
The CnAIRJ\t:AN. I want to make one more point here.
.
. ,
I have referred to matters given your personal attention. I thmh:
you would like to have sometimes over there, talented men that yon
'can call to· give you special in-depth reports on these matters. I don~t
think you can do ~t all yourself. But more particularlY I Wtl;nted to
direct your attentiOn to the problem of procurement, particularly
those expensive weapons. And I have been harping on this ever since
I have been chairman. It is primarily a speculative function, because
after all the Congress doesn't let the contract. But I think you oup:ht
to put more of your best talent, those in the military uniform, on this
problem of procurement. And I found out that it is not a roati to l~ro
motion-it is not considered a road to promotion at least. And there IS a
disposition for that reason maybe t? sidestep it. But I am back to !hat
old subject of some of our money bemg taken for personnel and so httle
left to weaponry, which is going up
the time, and will co~tinue to
go up, the weapons in that matter of procurement. 4~nd yo~ w1ll ~he~·e
by have a chance to get more for your dollars as an mcreasmg pnonty
and importance. And you have a lot of highly competent men, I b~
lieve, in uniform. And if yon could see fitto try to consider and put m
effect an innovation along that line, I believe it is one of the best
things that you can do. I really don't think that Congress, altlw~1gh
it could do something more than we are doing, perhaps, I don't beheve
that Congress, being a legislative body, can be effective as the Executive in that field of letting contracts.
ould yon respond to that~ Because I think it is a fundamental
problem you have.
.
. . ·
. ..
Mr. RuMSFr::w. I agree fulJy, l'Ir. Chan·rnan, that 1t 1s an exceedmgly
important problem, not only because of the importance ?f those weapon systems, but also, as you suggest, because of the 1mpor~ance of
seeing that the taxpayers' dollars are spent in the most effe~t1v~ way.
I will ascertain what the arrangements are at the present time m the
Department. The point about the possibility of a disincentive for ~~hie
military people to enter the procurement area because ·Of .a possible
lack of promotion opportunity is an important one. If that IS the case,
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that is worth looking into. Certainly the other suggestion about involving good pe{}ple in that process, I certainly would agree with.
The CH~IRMAN. I h<~J_)e you follow up on that.
I asked l\fr. Packard to fet into that phase of it, and he shomed
some interest in it. But, o course, he had so many things, and he
.didn't stay too long.
Do you have anything else now you wish to say~ You haven't been
put on the griddle, but you have had a lot of questions thrown at
you. They have been difficult and in depth. And I thoughtyoucshowed
a fine knowledge of this subject matter. And I will give you 6 months
more, and at the end of 6 months if you are confirmed you will have a
lot of additional knowledge on this subject.
Is there anything you want to say~ I thought a man should be able
to come to hat on his own after such a long examination.
Mr. Ru:MsFEw. Mr. Chairman, I think I will pass. I thank you very
much for your com'tesies. It has been a pleasure to he here.
The CHAIR~IAN. After all, I invited you to say something, but I
think you are rather wise just to let it rest.
("Whereupon, at 12 noon the hearing was concluded.)

LATER COMMITTEE ACTION.
The Armed Services Committee met in open session· at 3 p.m. on
Thursday, November 13, 1975, and voted to favorably report the
nomination of Donald Rumsfeld to be Secretary of Defense. The vote
was 16 in favor, none opposed, with all members being recorded.
()
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

November 5, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR:

JACK MARSH

FROM:

MAX FRIEDERSDORF

SUBJECT:

Senate Nominations

With regard to the recent personnel changes announced by the President
and the resultant need for early confirmation, I offer the following confirmation plan and strategy report.
Rumsfeld -- As you know, of course, Rumsfeld has started his courtesy
calls and has already seen Braswell, Symington, Thurmond and Taft.
He will be seeing eight more Senators today including Jackson, Bob Byrd,
Mansfield, Scott, Cannon and other Republicans on the Armed Services
Committee.
It is my understanding that he has also seen on his own his two Senators
from illinois, Percy and Stevenson.
Stennis will be out of the hospital tomorrow and we are planning to arrange
for a meeting with him as soon as possible.
Bill Kendall will have access to Rumsfeld's time up until 1 P.M. on Thursday
and after that I have instructed Vern Loen to assist in setting up courtesy
calls on House leaders.
Our best estimate at this time for a hearing date on Rumsfeld is Wednesday,
November 12.
Richardson -- Richardson's nomination for Secretary of Commerce has
not been submitted and I understand that final checks and investigations are
still under way.
I have instructed the Senate staff to make immediate contacts with Senators
Magnuson: and Pearson as well as Pertchuk and Pankopf to ascertain how
soon we can get the confirmation hearings under way after the nomination goes up.
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I would suggest that Richardson either phone Magnuson and Pearson as
soon as possible after his nomination goes up either from London or if
he returns here, to make immediate courtesy calls on them and other members
of the Commerce Committee.
George Bush -- The Bush nomination went up yesterday and I have instructed
the Senate staff to proceed with inquiries to Senate Armed Services staff
urging hearings on Bush immediately after Rumsfeld.
I am attaching a suggested cable to George Bush for your signature.
Both the Senate staff and Bob Wolthuis are proceeding with assembling the
past confirmation hearings of Schlesinger, Colby and Morton for use by the
new nominees; we are also assembling a status report on authorization and
appropriation legislation affecting all three of our nominees; we have asked
the Congressional Relations offices of Commerce and CIA to pull together
reports on anticipated trouble spots for the hearings.
Brent Scowcroft --We recommend that Brent start his courtesy calls as
soon as possible and we would recommend he see the following Senators and
Congressmen:
Senate and House Armed Services Committees
Senate
"·--

.~

John C. Stennis, Chairman
Stuart Symington
Henry M. Jackson
Howard W. Cannon
Thomas J. Mcintyre
Harry F. Byrd, Jr.
Sam Nunn
John C. Culver
Gary Hart
Patrick J. Leahy

Strom Thurmond
John G. Tower
Barry Goldwater
William L. Scott
Robert Taft, Jr.
Dewey F. Bartlett
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Melvin Price, Chairman
F. Edward Hebert
Charles E. Bennett
Samuel S. Stratton
Richard H. Ichord
Lucien N. Nedzi
William J. Randall
Charles H. Wilson
Robert L. Leggett
Floyd V. Hicks
Richard C. White
Bill Nichols
Jack Brinkley
Robert H. Mollohan
W. C. Daniel
G. V. Montgomery
Harold Runnels
Les Aspin
Ronald V. Dellums
Mendel J. Davis
Patricia Schroeder
Abraham Kazen, Jr.
Antonio Won Pat
Bob Carr
Jim Lloyd
Larry P. McDonald
Thomas J. Downey

Bob Wilson
William L. Dickinson
G. William Whitehurst
Floyd Spence
David C. Treen
George M. 0 1 Brien
Robin L. Beard
Donald J. Mitchell
Marjorie S. Holt
Robert W. Daniel, Jr.
Elwood Hillis
Andrew J. Hinshaw
RichardT. Schulze

Leadership
Senate

House

Hugh Scott
Robert Griffin
Mike Mansfield
Robert Byrd

John Rhodes
Bob Michel
Carl Albert
John McFall
Thomas P. 0 1 Neill
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Senate and House Foreign Relations Committees
Senate
John Sparkman, Chairman
Mike Mansfield
Frank Church
Stuart Symington
Claiborne Pell
Gale W. McGee
George McGovern
Hubert H. Humphrey
Dick Clark
Joe Biden

Clifford P. Case
Jacob K. Javits
Hugh Scott
James B. Pearson
Charles H. Percy
Robert P. Griffin
Howard H. Baker, Jr.

House International Relations

.'

_;_;··

Thomas E. Morgan, Chairman
Clement J. Zablocki
Wayne L. Hays
L. H. Fountain
Dante B. Fascell
Charles C. Diggs, Jr.
Robert N.C. Nix
Donald M. Fraser
Benjamin S. Rosenthal
Lee H. Hamilton
Lester L. Wolff
Jonathan B. Bingham
Gus Yatron
Roy A. Taylor
Michael Harrington
Leo J. Ryan
Charles Wilson
Donald W. Riegle, Jr.
Cardiss Collins
Stephen J. Solarz
Helen S. Meyner
Don Banker

WilliamS. Broomfield
Edward J. Derwinski
Paul Findley
John Buchanan
J. Herbert Burke
Pierre S. du Pont
Charles W. Whalen, Jr.
Edward G. Biester, Jr.
Larry Winn, Jr.
Benjamin A. Gilman
Tennyson Guyer
Robert J. Lagomarsino

Ed Braswell, Senate Armed Services Committee
Frank Slatinshek, House Armed Services Committee
Marian Czarnecki, House International Relations Committee
Pat Holt, Senate Foreign Relations Committee

.;:··

..
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This 1s a heavy schedule for Brent and we would recommend that he give
first attention, of course, to the Chairmen and ranking and then leadership.

If time does not permit calls on all of these people, I would suggest that
he send them a letter.

Suggested cable to George Bush
.'~.
~
~
Congratulations on your selection by the President as Seeretary of
f._
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We are delighted with this choice and look forward to working

with you closely in your new responsibilities.

I am pleased to offer the

full cooperation of the White House Congressional Relations staff in
assisting you in your confirmation proceedings.
and anxious to be helpful.

Jack Marsh

We are at your disposal

l
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

November 8, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR:

JACK MARSH

THRU:

MAX L. FRIEDERSDORF

FROM:

WILLIAM T.

SUBJECT:

The Nominations of Don Rumsfeld and George
Bush

~,
KENDALL ~

6,

We have discussed Don' s situation and things are still on track on that
score. Don is encountering no "anti" feeling for himself but there is
much "pro Schlesinger" sentiment. We have now seen all committee
members except Senator Jackson. For his views I attach his press
release of November 8th.
What we have been encountering on the Hill is a feeling that George Bush
will have problems. Senator Leahy expressed this view strongly, and
stated flatly that he would not vote for him. Others, including Senator Nunn,
feel that there will be a problem during the hearings. It is my view that
Ambassador Bush should come back as soon as possible. He is a great guy
and a good salesman for himself. We cannot do the job for him!
Jack, the Bush nomination will take a real effort and right now is headed
for rough sledding. Bring George back!

I

T.
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Following is a list of Senators Don Rumsfeld has seen this week:
STENNIS:

A friendly, hour-long visit.
set for next Wednesday.

Says hearing

SYMINGTON:

No friend of Schlesinger's; extremely warm to
Don.

JACKSON:

No visit scheduled yet.
office Monday.

CANNON:

Wished DR well.
O.K.

MciNTYRE:

Short visit because of roll-call.
problems.

BYRD, H.:

A good visit.

NUNN:

Pro-Schlesinger but not anti-Rumsfeld.

CULVER:

Had a good shopping list to talk about. Wants
to keep in contact with Don after confirmation
on a regular basis. Complained about Defense
CR.

HART, G.

Resented past assumption that he was 11 lost 11 on
defense issues; echoed Culver remarks about CR.

LEAHY:

Friendly, but most of the visit was taken up with
discussion of George Bush. He is opposed to him
because of 11 political'' background.

THURMOND:

Met in the presence of most of his senior staff and
discus sed South Carolina 1 s role in the Revolutionary War.

TOWER:

Urged Don to take a strong pro-defense posture to
offset critics.

GOLDWATER:

A good session.
as Tower.

Jack Marsh to call his

Not overly talkative but surely

No apparent

Don hit all the right notes.

He will be helpful.

Is 0. K.

Same advice

SCOTT, W.:

Like some of the others, worried about DR 1 s
ability to stand up to HAK on detente, etc.
Will support DR.

TAFT:

No problems. Worried about some defense
installations in Ohio.

BYRD, R.:

WK was not present. Apparently there was
discussion of some projects unrelated to
DR 1 s new job.

YOUNG:

Friendly.

Those not seen yet include: GRIFFIN, EASTLAND, CURTIS, MOSS, and
McCLELLAN.
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FOR RELEASE SATURDAY AM
NOVEMBER 8, 1975

SPRINGFIELD, MASS. --- Senator Henry M. Jackson said tonight
(Friday) that he has serious reservations about whether he can vote

.

for confirmation of Donald Rumsfeld as Secretary of Defense or George
Bush as Director of the Central Intelligence Agency.
"For the first time," Jackson said, "a President wants us
to have our key national security institutions run by men whose
paramount concerns are their own political futures -- and his.
"By dangling the prospect of the Vice Presidency before both
Mr. Rumsfeld and Mr. Bush, President Ford is trying to insure that
neither one of them will speak his mind .."
Jackson, speaking,to the New England Society of
Editors, declared:

Ne~spaper

"Let us be honest about it. Don Rumsfeld and George Bush
cannot hold a candle to James Schlesinger and Bill Colby in terms
.of judgment, knowledge or .int~llectual abi~~tr!
"On the basis of my present knowledge, I am not at all sure
I can support the confirmation of both, or either."
'

I

I

I
I

Jackson added:
"The events of this past week are the final confirmation that
the Ford Administration cannot provide us 'vith the leadership we must
have in the ~rucial areas of foreign policy.
"1fuile the international position of the United States continues to erode, Mr. Ford's repeated celebrations of the successes
of detente are an attempt to sell a false sense of security.
"He is operating on the premise that Soviet restraint can
he purchased by American wheat, by American neglect of traditional
allies, by American economic largesse and.diplomatic passivity aro11nd
the globe, and by the abandonment of America's traditional humanita- ..
rian and democratic values in issues of foreign policy.

I

"And this week, the long series of concessions to Soviet
sensibilities -- which included the snubbing of Nobel laureat.t;;~
Alexander Solzhenitsyn --was extended.
'· ·

j

l

"The President made an

l·

"He silenced within our 01
the tough questions and who were n
for an answer."
If If If

dented addition.
·e l'nmt.mt off le-i

nl·~

wlto ,.a i •,t·tl

•ltent with shallow rhetoric

Washmgton Post
Sunday, November 9, 1975

Different View on Uefense
near l'uture. Tlw ma111
PIPments of the fiscal 1977
Pf.'ntagun budget to be
prt•sentt•d next year already
have been decided. Contracts
lor the biggest weapons
already have been signed. The
changes in national nuclear
policy made by Schlesinger
we1·e approved by President
Ford and are being put into
t>lfE>ct by the military services.
In that sense. Rumsfeld will
he selling Congress a budget
next vear that he will have
bought but not designed. This
does not mean, however, that
he will not bl:' an effective
advocate. As a former
member of congress from
Illinois. Rumsfeld will be
much more comfortable with
the politicians on Capitol Hill
than was Schlesinger. a
DONALD H. RUI\ISFELD
thoughtful military strategist
•.. proceeds cautiously
who did not suffer fools gladly.
\'ietnam prompted RumBy Geot·ge C. Wilson
sleld in 1965 to ask his fellow
\ 1¥d9-i;flgfoo Post SfaH Wrrtt>r
·HoU!ie inembers to face up to
Donald H. Rumsfeld kmg the questions raised by such
ha!' at·gued that Congre~s
should have more authority undefined wars:
" ... The United States has
0\er the nation's military
polity
-a
philosophy pursued m iii tary actions
strikingly different from that which by ·any definition
constitute warfare. These
of .James R. Schlesinger, the
Sa·retarv of Defense he has actions were at the direction
of the President and without
been named to replace.
any
official declaration of war
Humsfeld. his record inthe Congress
dicates. will be more of a by
polilical negotiator in the Vndoubtedly. the Congress
fashion of Melvin R. Laird as was given the power to
SNTrlarv
of
Defense. declare war for a reason.
"Does the concept of
Rumsfeld is not likely to
follow Schlesinger's lead and declaring of war need upblast Congr·e!is. On Oct. 20, dating?" Rumsfeld asked.
Schlesinger accused the "What is Congress' proper
lh•usl:' Appropriations ro!(' todav in these areas of
Committee
of
making foreign policy and undeclared
"savage .. cuts in the Pentagon war in view of the advent of
budget for "political con- nuclear weaponry and the
modern technology of warfare
siderations."
and the need for centralized
control and ·dccision·making?
Humsfeld's record in the . . . Is Congress effectively
f1eld of national securit v exercising its power of apportrays hit'n as a mar; propriation?
Is
the
'' hu proceeds cautiously congressional check on
and
oft en makes
his executive action in the inpoints by <JSk.ing questions creasingly i1~porlant area of
ralhPr
than
politit'ally intelligence,
counvulnerable flat statements. H<! tPrinsurgcncy and covert
rs l:'xpected to be an im- military
operations
plt>menter of While House adequate~"
polw:-, not an 111110\'ator ol
Tht> congressman from
pollrv as tor11wr see ret aries of
Illinois' J:llh district trod less
defP~'" Schh•s1nger and gmgPrly on that issue in hi~
Hnhert S. :'11<::"-.:amara wen•
!t>stimonv heforc ttw .Joint
EvPn if Humsfeld chos1• to l'ommitt;•e
on
the
bt· an innovator. lw eould not
t )rf!anizatlon nf rhr" ConHrfH.;;..:
m;.Jke mainr ehangp;; in the

He pleaded ;i·th·~OI_l~~ss to ~ measure. It was $497.7 million
''larJ·fy its responstbJhttes for . higherl than the amount
~
President Kennedv had
foreign and military policy·
requested.
•
"Congress," Rumsfeld
warned, "should not continue
On the whole, however,
to run the risk of being held
Rumsfeld went along with
accountable
by
future
most money requests for the
generations as ~t;aring the
Pentagon. The one-time Navy
principal respons:bthty for the pilot did not serve on any of
the military committees in
inevitable alteratiOn or, to be
specific, diminution, of i~s
Congress but on the Joint
role-and thereby the people s
Economic Committee and on
role- 111 world affairs and for
the House space. and Goverthe revision and voilation of ,.·n~ent OperatiOns comour system of c.hecked any mittees.
.
·
In one vote that may gtve
balanced p(Jwer.'' ·
Such stands will mak 1t arms control leaders pa~e,
·
Rwnsfeld opposed the Whiteeasy for members of ~o ress
House position and voted on
to throw. R':'msfeld
ords
Nov. 20, 1963 against
back at htm tf, as .
~of
authorizing $20 million for
Defense, h_e resists lettmg
continuing the work of the
law~kers m on the takeoff of
Arms Control and Disarmilita _prograryts as well as
mament Agency for two more
any Ia dmgs . •l
years.
·
In 'the sr~e context,
His speeches on military
Rumsfeld in/1965 lambasted 1 issued during his years as
the ArmyJdr failing to ~ake/ congressman identify
public the names of officers
Rumsfeld as an early backer
responsible for massive waste
of the volunteer army and a
in buying faulty electronic
staunch advocate of anning
equipment
through
its
Israel.
"It would seem imprUdent
Electronics Command at Fort
Mon~outh, N.J. He called for
for the United states to pursue
full disclosure.
a policy which intentionally ~r
Rumsfeld
served
in ' unintentionally results m
Congress from January, 1963, · pressure on Israel by d~!'ying
until April, 1969 when he
her the needed capab1bty to
started up the executive
deter . ~~rther
A.ra.b
branch ladder by becoming
aggressiOn. Rumsfeld sa1d ~n
director of the Office of
the House on Sept. 21, 1967, m
Economic Opportunity. His
as.s~iling. th? Johnson a~house voting record provides
mmtstratton s delay tn
evidence that he believes
delivering A·4 Skyhawk
spending more on militar'y
fighter -bombers to Israel.
~
"Stabilitv in the Middlf
programs does not necessarily
East will not be achieved if ai>
mean buying more national
imbalance of military powe:
security.
exists," he argued.
For example, in 1963 he
Those remarks, while
tried to delete from a Penrevealing of his philosophical
approach to· arming the
lagon money bill the funds for
Middle East, came. before
two B-70 bombers that
s!Jeh major diplomatic
. Defense
Secretary
changes as the Arab oil emMcNamara did not believe
bargo of 1973 and the
were worth building.
breakthrough in U. S.Failing to eliminate the
Egyptian relations.
bomber money, Rumsfeld
Like Schlesinger, Rwnsfeld
voted on the next roll-call to
has argued strongly for
recommit the whole Pentagon
keeping a high . intelligence
procurement bill so it could be
capability-perhaps good
cut by $636.4 million. That
news for ·the Defense
effort failed as well.
IntelligenceAgency.
Rather than vote for the
Said Rumsfeld on March 9:
whole procurement bill after
'' . . . The world is not a
those attempts to cut it had
perfectly peaceful place; it is
failed, Rumsfeld was one of
important that we be vigilant;
only 33 representatives to vote
that we have an intelligenceagainst the entire $15.8 billion
gathering capability during
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this point in history.''
Washington Post researcher
Sunday Orme assisted in the
preparation of this article.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

i\

WASHINGTON

November 6, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR:

JOHN 0. MARSH

FROM:

WILLIAM J. BAROODY,

SUBJECT:

Constituency Reactions to Administration
Changes

Attached are memos from me,mbers of my staff outlining the reactions
they have received to the recent changes.
The ,memos are tabbed by constituency group:
Tab A

Veterans and Military

Tab B

Conservatives

Tab C

Minorities

Tab D

Women

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTO~~

November 3, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR

DON RU.r:-;fSFELD

THRU

BILL BAROODY,

FROM

TEDMARRSY

J~

In my telephone survey of the veterans' and military oriented organizations

there was a general favorable response except for VFvV 1 s standard negative.
VFW feels this appointment is a concession to softness and detente. They
are contacting other groups to join them in opposing. They have released
a blast which I have not yet seen.
Other reaction pattern:
desire for a meetL.J.g with the new Secretary.
rrmst com.mit himself to strong defense.
Can't have a Navy bias.
has good record.
will support -(i;.be bottgm line) •

.

.

~

Sh-<~ ~:

VFW - going to put out a statement supporting Schlinger (Cooper Holt).
American Legion - we will support the President's choice, if asked hope this is not a signal of lessened nationa:'i security (Bill Hauck).
Reserve Officers Association- emphasizes the need for a strong
Guard and Reserve - hopes the new Secretary will support same.
Will be supportive now. Will not support decreased readiness active or reserve {General J. Milnor Roberts).
Air Force Association- appreciates t-he President's utterances to date
in regard to strong national security and his visit to their meeting.
Will support his selections - knows access will be better than with
Schlesinger (John Gray).

- c. Fleet Reserve Association - glad to get a Naval Reservist on board.
The President has rnade a good selection. Hope
1.vill be more open
(Robert Nolan).
Navy League - glad to see it. Darnned tough job. The new Secretary
can't just go along with Kissinger all the time {Captain Vincent Thomas).
Naval Reserve Association- Good. Thatts fine. Hop<; he doesn 1t
~&. .:~t
"let them reorganize the Department of Defense o 1 .Keserve. 11 He
should put a hold on that action. There will be qu:stions on this at
his hearings (Rear Adm. James Forrest).
NGAUS - nothing but good reports on Rumsfeld. Schlesinger was
weapons system oriented - no people sensitivity. Will help with
acceptance (General Greenlie£).
AUSA - suggest the President hire Scoop instead of Ron if he really
wants to get the word out. Hope for more attention to human interests
{General Conklin).
AMVETS - will support. Hope he will be open with us - maybe a liaison
appointee or an occasional meeting like the President does - like
Roudebush does {Leon Sanchez).
Blinded Veterans Assn. -will support !li£ you say he's OK.

n

{Jim Parker).

Catholic War Veterans -will have no problems with that nomination
(Francis X. McBarron).
Disabled American Veterans - appreciate call and appreciate openness.
Hope some "rubs off in DOD. 11 (Mr. Gearhardt).
Jewish War Veterans -

no objection.

Will support {Irv Zi££).

NCO Association- we will support now- and later too if he will pay
attention to the enlisted. We need a little stroking for our troops
(Mack lvicKinney).
Retired Officers Assn. - can support anybody if we see whether or not
he recognizes the human (Colonel Foster).
Paralyzed Veterans of America - hope he will keep in mind the
possibility of cooperative use of facilities >vith VA {Philip Harper).

- 3 National Assn. of Concerned Veterans - good record- vre 1 ll go along
with him (Charles Garefino}.
Military Order of the Purple Heart - appreciate the call - good can 1 t say Pm sorry {Richard Golick).
Disabled Officers Association - he is a fine young man - we
him all the help we can (Maj. Walter Reilly).
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NoverEber 6, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR:

BILL BAROODY

FROM:

'N A YNE VALIS

SUBJECT:

Reactions to the Recent Changes
in the Administration

Dr. P. Craig Roberts, an Aide to Congressman Jack Kemp, called
and said he was disturbed by the firing of Schlesinger. Did this
signal a softer line on detente and arms negotiation? He was extremely
pleased, though, to learn of the Vice President's decision and said
he thought that would help us on the HilL
An aide to a Senator who works with the Domestic Council called
and expressed appreciation that the Vice President was leaving the
ticket. He was sure that would be very helpful to us next year.
Morton Blackwell, number 2 at the Richard Viguerie Company
(fundraiser for Reagan and Wallace), called and was very happy about
the Rockefeller change but was extremely unhappy about Schlesinger 1 s
departure. He was extremely dubious about Rumsfeld 1 s experience and
capabilities on the Defense subject and didn't think George Bush could
handle the CIA.
An aide to Senator Laxalt called and expressed his appreciation on the
Rockefeller shift but also was dubious about Rumsfeld moving to
Defense.
Alexander Metelkin of the Soviet Embassy called and wanted to know
when I could go to lunch. I told him that I was too busy to see him
for awhile, but I would call him eventually to get together.
A knowrledgeable Washingtonian called and expressed approval of the
shift, saying it gave the President a more decisive image.

'

'•

Bill Baroody
November 6, 1975
page hvo

Alan Ryskind, Capitol Hill Editor for Human Events, called and
was extremely pleased about the Rockefeller situation. He said
that now we would probably be dangling the Vice Presidential
nomination in front of every Republican eye in the House and
Senate to gain support. He was very unhappy over Schlesinger's
departure and said he hoped that Lieutenant Graham would not
resigning or would not be fired from DJA. I am sure that there
will be repercussions, by the way, from the Graham resignation
from the right-wingers on the Hill. Ryskind was the only one who asked
me about the Elliot Richardson move; he asked whether Richardson
would be now campaigning for the VP spot.
I have had many other conversations, both internatly and with other
outsiders and members of the Hill, but I think the above captures
the highlights of all of them.

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHI~G-:-ON

November 6, 1975

t1ENORANDUM FOR:

BILL BJ1.ROODY

FROM:

JOHN

SUBJECT:

Reaction to Top Level Changes
Within the Administration

CALHOUN~·

Reaction within the Black cmmnunity has been generally
less the Rockefeller letter.
·

favorable~

macks view the Vice President's announcement as a move by the
President to move to the far right and abandon liberals to cut
off Reagan's Presidential bid and thus abandon Blacks. Black
media has not accurately reported this move and has launched an
attack on the Administration.
Black community affinity for Secretary Schlesinger was almost
nil, so Don Rumsfeld's nomination is viewed as an improvement
since he is generally viewed as a friend of the poor {OEO),
and nrinorities.
Secretary Kissinger's departure from the NSC is seen as a plus
for the President. This view has been expressed by Black
educators, business executives, and grass roots Blacks
(Republican and Democrats). Secretary Kissinger's lack of
involvement with Africa has created a great deal of mistrust
among Blacks. The Beverly Carter (former Ambassador to Tanzania)
dismissal has worsened his image among Blacks.
Leaks to the press about the changes were damaging. The image
created among those I have talked with (whites and Blacks) is
that the President •s image of being in charge \'las tarnished.

THE WHITE HOUSE
WAS H I t'l G T 0 N

November 6, 1975
!<1EMORANDUM FOR:

BILL BAROODY

FROM:

PAT LINDH

SUBJECT:

Recent Cabinet Changes

(]t-

Surprisingly, I have had no phone calls regaridng the
recent changes.
I have talked to people in Louisiana and they feel that
the President's action did not significantly improve
his position.
Mary Katherine Hiller of the General Federaiton of Women's
Clubs called and I asked her impression. She feels there
is a vacuum of great uncertainty. She feels that the change
at Defense was not positive.
Karen has talked ·to people in Kansas and they felt the
President should choose his o\m poeple. They felt
Kissinger had too much power.
A couple of men·tioned their delight that Richardson is
coming back as he has always been good on the women's
issues.

THE W HITE HOUSE
WA S HIN G T O N

November 13, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR:
FROM:

What's your prognosis in referenc
nomination?

t

Senate action on the Rumsfeld

Where does this stand in the Committee? Have they reported it out?
If so, when is Floor action expected? What sort of opposition, if
any, can we expect? Should we be gearing up some people to speak
on Den's behalf? Who should these spokesmen be? What about
.
Bob Griffin, the Whip for whom Don once worked? Even if it is
not necessary to deliver these remarks on the Floor, would it
not be helpful for them to make some insertions in the Record?
Get some Democrats as well as Republicans, and I think Hugh
Scott should be one of the Republicans.

cc: Max Friedersdorf
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

November 13, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR:

BILL KENDALL

FROM:

What's your prognosis in referenc
nomination?

t

Senate action on the Rumsfeld

Where does this stand in the Committee? Have they reported it out?
If so, when is Floor action expected? What sort of opposition, if
any, can we expect? Should we be gearing up some people to speak
on Don's behalf? Who should these spokesmen be? What about
Bob Griffin, the Whip for whom Don once worked? Even if it is
not necessary to deliver these remarks on the Floor, would it
not be helpful for them to make some insertions in the Record?
Get some Democrats as well as Republicans, and I think Hugh
Scott should be one of the Republicans.

cc: Max Friedersdorf

