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NOMINATION OF DONALD RUMSFELD TO BE
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE ‘

" WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 12, 1975

o U.S. Senare, -
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
' A o . : - Washington, D.C.

The committes met, pursuant to notice, at 9:35 a.m. in room 1114:
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. John C. Stennis (chairman).

Present: Senators Stennis |presiding], Symington, Jackson, Can-
non, Byrd of Virginia, Nunn; Culver, Hart: of Colorado, Leahy,
Tower, Goldwater, Scott of Virginia, Taft, and ‘Bartlett, E

Also present : T. Edward Braswell, Jr., chief.counsel and'staff diree-
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, James C."
Smith, Larry ‘K. Smith, and Francis J. Sullivan, professional staff .
members; Roberta Ujakovich, research assistant; Doris E. Connor,.
Marie Fabrizio- Dickinson, clerical assistants; David .A. Raymond,
assistant to Senator Symington ; 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 Bartlett.

The Cramrmawn. Qur committee will please come to order ladies and
gentlemen. We are glad to have our visitors and I know they are going -
to set a'goodrexample here for our committee. Quite seriously, we are
glad to have all of you here but the price you have to pay is that every- .
one 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 take 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 plans had to be changed re-
garding the bill. T am delighted that we have such attendance. I am
g}lre we will have virtually full attendance of all those who can possi- -

come. ~ -

‘would propose to you seme questions myself as & member of the
committee—but T want to get to the other members as fast as we can. -
Also T 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.

(1)
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We are glad to have the news media here, gentlemen, the photo-
graphers especially. You are one of my great favorites, as you know.
I just never did think that it comported with the serious proceedings
of the Senate to have you gentlemen here. You cannot avoid interrupt-
ing by the nature of your work. But I want to be fair with you. Let us
have 3 minutes now in which to get your extra pictures of Senator
Percy from Illinois, Mr. Rumsfeld, and anyone else that you wish and
then if you would quitely retire. I appreciate your attitude about it.

Our committee will please come to order. This 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 Opportunity,
Counselor to the President, Director of the Cost of Living Council,
and subsequently, as the U.S. Ainbassador to the NATO Organization
where he served until his present appointment in September 1974. The
record should, therefore, reflect that Mr. Rumsfeld has an impressive
record of public service both in the Congress and in these high-level,
executive branch positions, R s

Mr. Rumsfeld has been before our committee before, having been
here in 1967 asa witness, urging consideration of the Volunteer Army:
coneept. Also, I want to remind him that everybody knows that he
comes into this position at a very critical time. Everything is being
recongidered, it seemns, worldwide, and there are erucial problems that
confront-us in our Defense Department which are perhaps about as
many as we have ever had without a war. And these problems have
increased because of inflation, business conditions, prospective shortage
inenergy, and so forth. S G

Without: objection, I will include the rest.of my brief opening re-:
marks in the record. Lo — « T

[ The statement referred to follows:] ~ . ~ .o 0 -

Lastly, thé Chair Wéuld‘emphasize that by law the Sécretary"ot Defense““hgxs
authority, direetion, and control over the Department of Defense.” Your biggest
problem may be to retain and attraet the necessary npumbers of competent people .
who can effectively manage this vast effort which expends well over $80 biilion-,
pef\‘([\;eaéreeretary, we welcome you here, and the committes will be glad to receive

any opening remarks you wish to make before responding to questions by “thie !

commitiee members, -

Percy and Senator Adlai E. Stevenson 11 from-the Staté of Tllinois,
the home State of the nomines. ~ « - 0 o0 T nn

' The Crammax. Gentlemen, we have with' us’ Seriator Charles FL

‘But first T want to-recognize aind say that we aré glud to have with
us Mrs. Rumsfeld and the children, too. T would like td say as the chair-
man of the committee and as a member, T would liketo imeet them later,

and I'm sure other members of the committee would.

Now, I'will go back to the Senators from Tlin LY
glad to have you here, and if you wish to vouch for Mr. Rumsfeld, we

will give you o' thance now. So if you will conie tothemble ‘with, him,

please, Senator Percy, I will call on you fixst. = " »

fivis! Geritlemen, we are

srt

STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES H. PERCY, A US. SENATOR FROM
: THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

Senator Peroy. Senator Stennis, T am very honored indeed to be
here with my distinguished colleague, Adlai Stevenson.

Now, T think it was very symbolic and correct that you would
mention Mrs. Rumsfeld and the children very early before us. Don
Rumsfeld and Mrs. Rumsfeld have been personal friends and we
have seen their children grow up for years. They live 114 blacks from
us in Washington, and in my own village at home. He was my Con-
gressman, and T think that all wives are the unsung heroes of public
officials, and that goes for Senators and Congressmen and members
of the administration. When the car comes in and picks up Mr.
Rumsfeld. when he is working in the White House, at 6 or 6:30
a.m. and brings him home at 10, 10:30, or 11 p.m., the price is
paid by the wife and the children. T wish that the public better under-
stood the price that is paid by the families,

But one thing T can say about Mr. Rumsfeld above all else, he is a
marvelons husband and father; and despite his tremendous load of
responsibilities, somehow he has found a way to stay very, very close
to his family, a tremendous tribute to him.

He is no stranger to the members of this committee and other Mem-
bérs of the Senate and the House. For over a decade he has been a.
well-known Member of Congress and a public official, and we do
welcome him, I know, today as a former colleague and prominent
member of the administration. Don Rumsfeld is one of those rare
public officials who has had extensive experience both as a legislator
and administrator, and certainly in this job above all jobs, the Secre-
tarv of Defense requires tremendous administrative competence and
ability, but also an intimate knowledge of the workings of the Con-
gress and the interrelationship between departments,

Within the last day I have talked with three of the most. prominent
former Secretaries of Defense because of the critical nature of our
times, to get their views, ideas, and expectations in preparing my com-
ments today on the interrelationship between departments and the
knowledge of the White House and the knowledge of the Congress,
and that was the thing that they emphasized to me, that this was
paramount at this particular time in our history. Don Rumsfeld 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 Member of the House, and as a top-level administrator in two
administrations now. A multitude of problems have come across his
desk, and the swift and decisive wav which he has gone about solving
those problems is a matter of record. Now, we can look carefully and
criticize, but I think it will stand up very well indeed.

This job requires a man of emminent energy, and in all my ex-
perience T do not know anyone that has more energy, more drive or
more enthusiasm and tremendous competence coupled with it. He
has displayed remarkable ability in every undertaking that he has

- experienced. His experience and his entire expertise makes him one
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“of the most capable administrators today in the Federal Govern-
ment. I have know him throughout his public career. He is a man
of high intelligence, sound judgment who, in my opinion, will be
a distinguished addition to the cabinet. He was a three-term Con-
:oressman from siburban Chicago, he displayed outstanding leader-
“ship ability in his career, and his constituents are among the leaders

-of industry, banking, finance, law, and professions of that type. And
he has to this day established a standard for representation in the
congressional district of that is the epitome that anyone succeeding
him would long to achieve. During his tenure in the House he gained
the respect and admiration of his colleagues hecause of his firm grasp
_and understanding of public issues, and also his sense of fairness and
his sense of justice. , : . ) :

As Director of the Office of Economic Opportunity, which certainly
was a problem area that could have brought down any man, he carried
out that job with distinction. He was Director of the Cost of Living
Council, placed between the forces, opposing forces of labor, manage-
ment, and the consumer, and he carried that out with great distinction.

And as Counselor to the President he further enhanced his reputa-
tion by showing outstanding administrative ability. He was a strong
spokesman for the administration. in those challenging posts.

Other members who have had and held top posts.in the Defense
Department have pointed out to me that in his job as the U.S, Ambas-
sador to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, the respeet that he
gained among all of our European counterparts over there, the ad-
ministrative ability he showed and the invaluable experience in defense
and security matters he gained again was another major steppingstone
in preparing him for this particular assignment given 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,
and certainly we all know that he has enjoyed an intimate relationship
‘of friendship and of ¢onfidence with the President of the United States.

For 6 years he was my Congressman for the old 13th Congressional
District of Illinois. T have worked closely with him as a member of
the Illinois congressional delegation. He came to the Senate in 1967
and from his various posts, in the executive branch T believe that he
will serve as Secretary of Defense with the same distinction that he
has brought 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 official of extraordinary talent and ability.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Crammaxn. Thank you, Senator, very much.

Senator Stevenson, we are glad to have you here, Senator, you may

roceed. ' .

b The photographers may stay until after Mr. Rumsfeld has started
into his testimony. '

STATEMENT OF HON. ADLAI E. STEVENSON III, A US. SENATOR
.. FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

Senator Stevexson. Mr. Chairman, it is a particular pleazsure for
me to join my colleague, Senator Percy, in introducing our friend and
fellow Illinoisian, Donald Rumsfeld, to this committee,
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This distihg@iéhé@ committee must, of course, judge in the first in-
stance the qualifications of Donald Rumsfeld to be Secretary of De- -

~ fense, and measure those qualifications against the undefined standards

-of that office. o e LT
. Mr. Chairman, I do not know what the test is, but I suspect. that it
has something to do with the vitality, judgment, and all of those skills

~and attributes of character required 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
' former midshipman at Princeton University and an able aviator. But .

thisis a civilian post. It is and must remain such a post. It is a position

"in the President’s Cabinet, and Donald Rumsfeld has proved himself

an extraordinarily capable public servant across an extraordinary
spectrum of public experience in the House of Representatives, at the
Office of Economic Opportunity, 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, Mr. 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 Cramyan. All right, gentlemen. Thank you again very much.
You gentlemen may stay atthe table if you wish.

Mr. Rumsfeld, as T indicated in my opening statement and brief
remarks, we will be glad to have a statement from you now, and then
-you will be subjected to questions.. : S

'iSTATEMENT OF DONALD RUMSFELD TO BE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

Mr. Rumsrerp. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and members
«of the committee. o

‘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, : S :

From my experience and service in the Congress T am eertainly sensi-
tive to the contribution that this committee and its members have made
toour 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 of 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 heen
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 America. And I pledge to devote my
full energy to that task. : .

Certainly service in the post is the only way to become intimately
familiar with the details of the Department. However, my involve-
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- ment in Defense matters as a Member of Congress, as Ambassador to

. NATO, and as Assistant to the President has at least aéqiinted 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 of 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 IT when my father served in the Navy, at which point T
lived in North Carolina, Washington State, Oregon, and California.
Returning to Illinois after the war, T completed my education there
“and attended Princeton on a scholarship—the: last 3 years a naval
ROTC scholarship-—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 Anacostia, NAS Grosse Ile, and NAS Glenview, TiL

After leaving the Navy I served as an assistant to two Congress-
men, was in the investment banking business with A. G. Becker, and
-was elected to the 88th Congressin 1962 and reelected in 1964, 1966, and

1968. In Congress I served on the Joint Economic Committee with
.Senator Symington; on the House Committee on Science and Astro-
‘nautics; the Manned Space Flight Subcommittee and a Subeommittee
‘on Science, Research, and Development ; and on the Government Op-
erations Committee and its Subcommittees on Military Operations and
Foreign Operations and Government Information.
I resigned from Congress in 1969 to go into the executive branch,
‘and as has been indicated, I served as I%irectar of the Office of Eeo-
nomic Opportunity, Director of the Cost of Living Council, and as
‘Ambassador to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, where I was
the United States’ Permanent Representative to the North Atlantic
-Couneil, the Defense Planning Committee, and the Nuelear Planning
Group. For the past 1314 months I have been Assistant to the Presi-
“dent of 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 ¥ intend, if con-
firmed, to do my %est to manage the Department as efficiently as pos-
sible and to recommend to the Congress and to the President as lean
but as combat-ready a force and accompanying budgets as is possible.
However, ¥ must say that the forces and the budgets 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, of 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
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full intention 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 4 collaborative endeavor. The
defense of this country has been and must be a bipartisan and shared
responsibility, and 1 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 CHARMAN. (Gentlemen of 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 already been covered in part.

[The nomination reference and report and biographical sketch of
Donald Rumsfeld follows:]

NoMINATION REFERENCE AND REPORT

I~ EXECUTIVE SESSIGN,
SExare oF THE UNEIED STATES,
. November 4, 19%5.
Ordered, That the following nomination be referred to the Committee on Armed
Services:
Donald Rumsfeld, of Illinois, to be Secretary of Defense, vice James R. Schie-
singer.
NovEMBER 13, 1975.
Reported by Mr. Stennis, with the recommendation that the nomination be
confirmed.
BIOCRAPHICAL INFORMATION ON DoNaLp RUMSFELD

Donald Rumsfeld was appointed Assistant to the President by President Ford
in September, 1974. In this capacity, he serves as a member of the Cabinet,
Director of the White 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 Chieago, Tllinois. He received a B.A.
in Politics from Princeton University in 1954. He served in the U.8, Navy as a
naval aviator from 1954-1957.

Mr. Rumsfeld became active in government in 1958 when he worked as Admin-
istrative Assistant to Congressman Dave Dennison of Ohic. In 1959, he biecame 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. )

Inpf%2, te was elected to the United States House of Representatives from the
Thirteenth District of Illineis to serve in the Bighty-Eighth Congress. He was
re-elected in 1964, 1966, and 1968. In the Congress, he served on the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee; the Committee on Science and Aeronautics, and the Government
Operations Committee, and the Subcommittees on Military and Foreign Opera-
tions. He was also a co-founder of the Japanese-American Inter-Parliamentary
Council.

Tn 1969, he resigned his seat in the Fouse to join the Cabinet as an Assistant
to the President and Director of the Office of Economic Opportunity. In December

_of 1970, he was named Counselor to the President and in October 1971, he was
appointed Director of the Cost of Living Council. ) ) .
Mt Ruinsfeld became United States Ambasador to the North Atlantic Treatfy
Organization in February 1973, He served as the United States’ Permanent Rep-
resentative fo the North Atlantie Counci, the Defense 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 Hlinols ‘Colege, as well ‘as the Opportunities Industrial
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Center’s Executive Government Award and the Distinguished Eagle Scout-Award.
Mr. Rumsfeld was married to the former Joyce Pierson of Wilmette, Tllinois, in
1954. They have two daughters, Valerie (19) and Marcy (15), and a son, Nicholas

(8). . : ' . ' :

- The CaamrmaN. With reference to the so-called conflicts-of-interest
matters that we have before our committee, I 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.
Rumsfeld, and if so, is he satisfied that there is no basis here for any
violation of the committee’s rules, and conflict of interest as we have
tried to determine it ¢ - '

Mr. Braswell, you speak for the record, please. o

Mr. BrasweLL. I have, Mr. Chairman. We have a letter to the com-
mittee from Mr. Rumsfeld indicating he holds no securities in defense
companies doing business with the Department of Defense. His only
holdings are in mutual funds. '

The record 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 holdings, :

The Cramyman, Thisis a family trust, is it not ?

Mr. BrasweLL. Yes; completely so.

The Caamrman. And you have ho control over that now ?

Mr. Rumsrerp. None whatsoever. No, sir. o

The Cramuman. And you do not know the contents now, as I under-
stand it? ‘

Mr. Rumsrrrp. No, sir. :

The Crarman. Now, gentlemen of the committee, we have

Mr. Rumsrerp. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman. If I might interrupt, T
do have a good idea of the contents that were in it at the point where
I was a trustee. My -father passed awav September of last year. T was
a trustee. On arriving at the White House I adjusted that so that T
would not be a trustee and would no longer be aware of the contents.
And my understanding is that—it is not a large trust, and the ma-
jority of the assets in it are in real estate. '

The Crarman. And you have filed in writing here that as long as
you are a Federal officeholder, I believe, that you will not S

Mr. Rumsrerp. That they would not inform nie. ’ :

The CramrMan. Or confer with you about it: is that correct? -

Mr. Rumsrerp. Yes, sir. And in the event T should become a bene-
ficiary in any way then, I, of course, will inform the committee and
arrange it the way my assets are arranged.

The CHARMAN. Gentlemen, based on all of the precedents of this
committee that I know anything about, Mr. Rumsfeld overmeets the re-
quirements of the committee and I see nothing in this at all where there
would be any possible basis of complaint for a conflict of interest. T still
clino to the idea that there are a few thinos that vou have to just put’
out before the public and the whole world. Ordinarilv evervthing is
oven to everv member of the committee or any member of the Con-
gress as far os Tam concerned. But we do have a custom here of keening:
a committee’s semipersonal file on these matters, so that is what the
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Chair would propose to do in this ease, as in all ‘others. Unless there is.
objection thisis the way we will handle it. : ~ -

Now, Mr. Rumsfeld, the Senate Democratic caucus a couple of years
ago passed a resolution that says the caucus has adopted the policy with.
respect to every nomination which requires every nominee be asked :
“Do we have your commitment to respond to requests to appear and
testify before any duly constituted committee of the Senate?” Would
you respond to that request ¢ '

Mr. RuMsreLp. Yes, sir. Certainly, as I indicated in my remarks, my

full intention would be to cooperate fully with the Congress of the

United States, and to appear before committees. And to see, .in addi-
tion, that the appropriate Department witnesses are available 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. :

- The Cramrman. So far as your part is concerned, you would be
willing to respond ? _ '

Mr. Rumsrrrp. Yes, sir.

The Cuairman. Is that correct ?

Mr. RumsrELD. Yes, sir. ) ]

The Cmatrman. All right, gentlemen. 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, but I think we have to keep it before us all of
the time, and that is this question of civilian control on our Govern-
ment, civiian control at the top. And that include.s civilian. cont}rgl
over the military. I have nothing but a satisfied feeling that our mili-
tary Jeadership and all—so far as I know—the leadership fully con-
form to that Constitutional principle. In fact, T think the Chiefs of
Staff of the 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 committee. - . : : - -

But nevertheless, I want to keep before the public the idea of this
supremacy of civilian control over all of the departments of govern-
ment. Do you want to comment on that from your v1ewpomt?'

Mr. Rumsrewp. Yes, sir. Mr. Chairman, T share vour belief in the
constitutional principle of this civilian control, and also share your
high regard for the men and women who serve in the U.S. armed
services and would, in addition to fulfilling my belief in civilian
control. T would want to say that T think it is important that civilian
Jeadership consult fullv and draw from the militarv the valable
competence and experience that they have to contribute to the defense
of our country. » ' :

The Cramrman. All right. Soif vou are confirmed it wonld be vour
purpose then to carrv out fully whatever the burden _mjght be of the
responsibilities of being the overall Secretary of the military services?
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Mr. Rumsrerp. Yes, sir. ) :

The Cgatrman. That means when you come here to give us your
opninion on policies, principles, and facts, that after your own-in-
vestigation, you are going to be giving us conclusions that yon 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 ?

Mr. Rymsrerp. There is no question about that. I will undoubtedly
provide my considered judgments where I have them. And in the
instances 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
others, I might very well do that as well. But I certainly will give you
my jadgmentsas T develop them.

The Caarman. Well, T think that is what we want. I know that is
what T want. T want your hard-boiled, hard-knuckle opinion on these
things, on the important ones after you have had a brush with the
facts yourself, and we can transmit that in a way to others of the
membership of the Senate. The same results apply,. I think, generally
to the House. Tt is a very important matter to me, and T want someone
who T cap believe has given us his hard, factual conclusions, and that
will be your place.

r. Rumsrerp. Yes, sir.
'I}’l}tu; Cuamrman. And at your expense of disagreeing with others,
right?

Mr. Rumsrerp. Absolutely.

The Cyarrman. We may not'do much as a matter of judgment with
Your conclusions, but we want to get your conclusions. That is the
thing that T want to emphasize here now.

You were one of the original sponsors of the volunteer forces con-
cept and T was not. I remember that.

Mr. Ruysrerp. I remember that.

The Cryameman. But I have supported it fully.

Mr. RumsreLp. Yes, sir.

The Cyamman. I am not a skeptic, but I believe we have made
S0me proyress. :

- Now, fwant vou to take a personal responsibility there; You have
worked with this thing, with the help of the Secretary of the Army,
of course, the Chief of Staff and all of the rest of the military and
civilians. ‘T think it is very eritical, and frankly, T think it has not
vet been fully proven, although it has made some headway. Will you
give that your personal attention to some degree and form conclu-
sions aboyt it, and then frankly advise this committee ¢ :

Mr. Rumsrerp. I certainly will, Mr. Chairman. I might say that
my position back in the mid-1960’s was that it was worth a try.

The CryatrmaN. Yes.

Mr. Rumsrewp. And T fully recognize the importance of the United
States having the necessary military manpower. My preference then
was, 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 comnpulsion, 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 Not able to achieve the necessary military manpower for this
country’s peeds, voluntarily, then, of course, as I indicated in my
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testimony before this committee close to 10 years ago, I would certainly
stand ready to see the Selective Service System brought into play.
But I 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 Caamrman. 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 service 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 our men in the military uniform inde-
pendent, and independent as far as possible of other sources of Govern-
ment income. Will 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 1t just has a bad influence with
the Services as a whole, and that'ismy point. -~~~

Do you want to comment on that and specifically will you look
into it? '

Mr. RumsreLp. Well, T certainly will look into it. I must say, in the
event that it is occurring, I was not aware of it.

The CratrmMAN. Yes.

Mr. Rumsrerp. I do not have personal knowledge on it. I would
share your concern about it.

The CaairmaN. Yes.

"Mr. Rumsrerp. And I am not in a position to say whether any of
the various proposals pending in the Congress would alter that in the
event that it is, in fact, occurring. .

The Cramman. All right. Just look into it, that’s my only request.

Now, Gentlemen, I have used up my time. Senator Tower, I will
call on you please, sir. We have adopted in your absence, before you
could get here, the 10-minute rule.

Allright, Senator Tower.

Senator Tower. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I apologize for being
late.

The Crairman. That’s all right.

Senator Tower. We had a confirmation vote in the Banking Com-
mittee of which I am the ranking member. :

The Cuatrman. All right. We are glad to have you.

Senator Tower. Mr. Rumsfeld, a great deal has been said about the
attitudes toward détente. There is, of course, as I am sure you have
detected over the country, some uneasiness with détente, some feeling
that 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 détente. I would
like to know how you view this whole matter of détente, what it is and
what it is not, and what its implications are for the United States in
terms of our maintaining an adequate level of preparedness, maintain-
ing a force level at least comparative to that of the Soviet Union.

Mr. RuMsFeLp. Senator, that, of course, is the subject that conld -
take books to properly comment on. I will be happy to comment on
it briefly.

My sense of it is that the United States believes very deeply in
certain things. We believe in freedom, we believe in an individual’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
havea very, very different view. ' o ‘

The word “détente,” of course, means different things to many
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 détente might break down into three pieces. o

One would be the substance of that relationship in its many facets,
two, the tactics of those relationships as they evollzre, and three, as you
suggested In your question, the perception.

I think with respect to the substance it is useful, given the very fun-
-damental differences between our societies, for our country to attempt -
to see if, for whatever reason, there might be areas where our interests
would converge at a given point in history, and, to the extent that they
-do converge, that is, I think, helpful and good, and lowers the level of
confrontation and the danger in the world.

To the extent that they do not converge, as they have not in instances
in the past, and T am sure will not in instances in the future, I think
that is niot a reason to be dissuaded, but it certainly 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 of the differences
as to tactics, and pace and tempo. They may relate éither to the first
point, involving the substance of those relationships, or they may relate
to the third point, involving perception. But one of the things, and my
final point would be, one of the things that does concern me is the
fact that when you have a relatively prolonged period of relative peace
between the superpowers in this world, and when you engage in a series
of relationships-attempting to see if our interests do converge, there 1s
no question that in our country and in other countries, many people can
misinterpret what, in fact, the circumstances are. That is to say, some
can be lulled into erroneously thinking that the Soviet Union and the
United States are really very different, they are just different systems.
That would be dangerous, because there are fundamental differences.

- Some can also be lulled into the feeling that because we have been
successful in avoiding confrontation it means that vigilance is not
necessary. There can also develop a perception that because the rela-
tionships have been seen as improving in some respects, and there have
been instances where we have 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 of the tasks that free people have, not just in our country but
certainly in Western Europe, is to go through this period, continue to
seek ways to find areas where our interests converge, but recognize that,
in my judgment at least, the reason for what success there has been is
the fact of our capabilities. It is our defense capabilities and the deter-
rent effect of those capabilities that has contributed substantially to
what improvement and relationships we have seen in the past years.

Senator Tower. And in arriving at a strategic arms limitations
agreements, or in the process of trying to arrive at them, the input of
the Secretary of Defense is, of course, enormously important. And your
view, do you believe that we should never accept anv agreement that
might put the United States at a potential military disadvantage jnst
for the sake of maintaining some kind of a climate of détente in which
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we maintain a free flow of communication with the Soviet Union? Do
vou believe that we should not under any circumstances put the United
States in the position that she might be at a potential military disad-
vantage to the Soviet Union? . _ L

Mr. Rumsrep. I certainly do. I think that there is no. question
but that the fundarnental interests of the defense establishment must,
in fact, be the security of the United States. o -

I would add this. It strikes me that if a scientist is seeking a cure for
cancer, and he goes down one road and finds a deadend, 1t does not
mean he is a failure and he should stop. It means that he should very -
likely seek other avenues. And in our relationships, in this instance
with the Soviet Union, certainly we should engage in discussions, cer-
tainly we should vigorously try to find those areas where our interests
might converge. But the fact that they might not should not be some-
thing that should surprise us because, in fact, they might not, with
respect to a given subject at a given time, 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 excessive disappointment. Rather
it should lead us to seek other ways. Again, as you suggest, assuring
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 and historic
goals and objectives of the Soviet Union undergone any significant
change? ‘

Mr. Rumsrerp. 1 do not classify myself as a true expert on the
Soviet Union or the life of that country. My sense is that they have
a system that is fundamentally different from ours. We believe in
certain God-given rights, and I will not repeat what I said earlier.
They have very different views. And my sense of it is that given the
fundamental differences between our systems, and given the military
capability that they have, anyone looking at those capabilities could
not conclude that they could not be used. We must do as we have been
doing during successive administrations and successive Congresses,
and that is to assure that we have the necessary defense and the deter-
rent capabilities. '

-Senator Tower. Mr. Rumsfeld, one concluding question. Do you
believe that the American presence in Western Europe should be
maintained, at least at present levels?

Mr. Rumsrerp. Absolutely. It strikes me that given the negotiations
that are taking place, the mutual balance and force reduction negotia-
tions that are taking place, it would be exceedingly unwise for this
country, or any of our allies, to take unilateral steps to reduce our
capability in Western Europe. The capability is there for a reason.
It is for the defense of Western FEurope and the entire NATO treaty
guideline area. It is there to deter an attack, which it has been success-
ful in doing. We are engaged in discussions fo try to find out whether
it is possible at this point to achieve a stable situation at lower levels of
force. It would be I think a wonderful thing 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 might be
achieved, remains to be seen, and we should not do anything which
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would. undeérmine the seriousness of those discussions which, indeed a
unilateral reduetion would. o
“-Sendtor Tower. Mr. Rumsfeld, I want to commend you on the
splendid job that you did as the Ambassador to NATO, and I think
the-experiencé and the insight which you gained is a strong commenda-
tion for your qualificaitons for this position, along with the other splen-
did qualifications which youn possess, and I shall certainly happily,
and conscientiouslysupport your confirmation. : o
“Mr. Roumsrerp. Thank you very much, Senator.

* The Crafryan: Thank you, Senator. o o

“Iri just a second; Senator Symingtom, T am going to call on you. I
really had about a half a minute left of my time. May I ask a quick
guestion ? B ’ :

* Senator SyMiNeTON. Sure.

 The Cratrmax. I have always in these important nominations asked

~ this question foryears and T want to ask it of you. You see what a big
~intetest there is in-this position, there is a lot-of power in this office

" and a lot of*responsibilities. T judge you are not coming in with any.

expectation of staying just a short time and then moving on ? Frankly,
T have said in the record for many offices that if it is just a venture to
prepare for business, or a political venture or anything else, then it
is the wrong place to step into these important assignments. Do you
agree with that?

Myr. Rumsrerp. T agree completely. I assure yvou that T will serve in
this post at the pleasure of the President, obviously, and devote my
full energy and talents to it.

- The Crammax. Well, you always serve at the pleasure of the Presi-
dent, but you have no other plan or motive in mind, do you ?

Mr. Rumsrerp. Absolutely not,

The Cuamrman. All right. T imagined that that would be your an-
swer. And I think, of course, youare telling the truth. ’

- T would ask for Senator Thurmond, who could not be here this
morning, and he is one of our best attendees. that certain anestions be
put in the record at this point for response by Mr. Rumsfeld.

[The questions with answers follows:]

QUESTIONS BY SENATOR THURMOND FOR SECRETARY DESIGNEE RUMSFELD

Mr. Rumsfeld, T wish to associate myself with the remarks of our distinguished

chairman reference your outstanding record of public service, both inside the.

Congress and within the Executive Department. It would be my view that your
experience as Ambassador to NATO would be most helpful in assuming the
important responsibilities of Secretary of Defense. Certainly T shall make every
effort to cooperate with you and T 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, although I recognize.
it is too early for you to address many of the specific issues which will come

under your jurisdiction.

Question 1. First. I would like to have your views on what you see as this

Nation’s forelgn policy and national security goals.

Answer. The basic U.S. national security objeetive iz to preserve the United

States as a free and healthy nation, U.8, foreign policies derive from and are in
pursuit of that objective. U.8. foreign policy goals are to foster an international
epvironment in which U.S. physteal secnrity will not be jeopardized, and in whieh
our political and spiritual principles can thrive and our economic needs be met.

The freedom and independence of other nations which generally share or aspire.

to our values, and maximura U.S. ability to engage in international trade and

commerce, are important elements of that environment. U.S., foreign policies
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of ‘other governments in ways which Wwill enhance our own welfare and promote
these conditions. o Lo o

“ It is, of course; in eur interest not only to enhance our relationships with
frie_ndly nations but also to reduce the risks of conflict with others, U.S. defense
policy relates to foreign policy objectives directly: It should provide a rational
range of military eapabilities to deter the use, or threat of use, of all kinds of
force against ourselves, our allies, and other nations which would seriously affect
our own welfare; and respond, should deterrence fail, with military foree suffi-
cient to protect our basic interests, . '

I intend to review-these issues in greater detail in the Department’s résporse
to the requirements of the 1975 Defense  Authorization Act for the Secretary of
Defense to furpish Congress an annual report on the relationship between U8,
foreign policy and our military force structure.

- Question 2. -How would you ge about deterimining the military muscle needed
to achiéve these goals? '

- Answer. In addition to setting foreign policy and national security, it is neces-
sary to assess realistically the threat tc the nation from other nations or bloes
of nations. In determining the levels and composition of the capability we need
to achieve our goals and to defend against the threat, I would consult within the
Department of Defense, civilian and military officials, including the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, as well as others, including the Congress, in developing Department
recommendations to the President. Our allies should also be consulted as to our
joint needs. Through such inferchanges of views, I would hope that, as a nation
we would be able to reach sound conclusions on our needs, and, together with
our allies, sustain the bends of collective security. ’

' Finally, as the Department prineipally charged with providing security for
this country, the requirements must reflect a clear awareness of the eapahiqlities
of potential adversaries, and avoeid causing instabilities which could result from
a misreading of intentions. - :

Question 3. Do you plan to take an active role immediately in connection with
the eritical arms control negotiations now underway with the Soviet Union?

Answer. I intend to participate in the process of developing the U.S. positions
on issues in arms control negotiation§, after confirmation.

Question 4. 1n this connection, how would your views differ from those espoused
by Dr. Schlesinger? -

Answer. To the best of my knowledge, Dr. Schlesinger and I agree on the ob-
Jectives of 1U.8. poliey 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.8. cannot expect to achieve a stable military balance at lower levels of arma-
ment if we start from a position of inferiority. )

A sound defense posture is an essential incentive to the Soviet Union in arms
control negotiations.

Question 5. What are your views on the Total Force concept?

Answer. I support the Total Force Policy, which involves actions designed to
strgngthen the capability of reserve forces to augment active forces upon mobili-
zation. I understand that a recently completed study. of the Total Foree resulted
in programs designed to improve readiness and integration of reserve with active
forces. I intend to maintain the momentum in this direction.

Question 6 (first half). What are your views on curr ili )
lonpestion & {1 f ¥y ent military personnel

Answer. The present level of U.8. commitment to the Alliance, along with the
f?rces of our Allies, gives us the basis for maintaining a conventional balance in
qum_pe. However, maintaining the quality of NATO forees, both our and Allied,
Tequires constant effort,

TV_Vutih regard to the possibility of future U.8. troop reductions in Europe, the
United States and our NATO Allies are presently engaged in the discussions and
Mutual and Balanced Foree Reductions. If an acceptable agreement can be
reach?d_, and that is our hope, that would be the appropriate time to adjust NATO
capabilities to Warsaw Pact eapabilities.

Questio*r-z 6 ( second im'lf). Do you feel that the United States needs to enunciate
gll{lgv policy in the Asia-Pacific area, and, if 80, what form should this policy
Answer. A complete answer to this question would require a comprehensive
examination and determination. However, In my view, the United States should
61669752

seek through political, eultaral, and economic discourse to affect the behavior
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continue on the present poliey course-that has been established by the President.
Our actions in Asia are being closely watched by the USSR, the PRC, Japan, 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.: . o :

From a Defense standpoint, Northeast. Asia, and our deployments there:to
assure the security of Japan and Korea, remains central to our Pacific strategy.
Plgewhere in- the region, other bilateral and collective security commitments
remain in foree. A& the evolving equilibrinm is established, we do not foreclose
the possibility of policy innovations as new situations develop. Nonetheless, there
ig a need for continuity—rather than rapid change—in order to pursue a goal of
peace and stability throughout the region. R . : :

- Question 7. 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 the Foreign Military Sales Act,
the Congress recognizes that the United States and other free and independent
countries continue to have valid requirements for effective and mutually bene-
ficial defense relationships to maintain and foster the environment of interna-
tional peace and security. )

This legislation also recognizes that, because of the growing cost and complexity
of 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 production base.

 All sales are carefully reviewed by the Defense Department and State Depart-
‘ment 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 $3 billion in the 1950s to less than $500 million now as improved eco-
nomiec 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. Co

Foreign Military sales are not only the transfer of guns, tanks, aircraft, and
ships of war. About 40/45% of total purchase agreements are for weapons and
ammunition, the remaining 55/609, consisting of such things as support equip-
ment, 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 equip-
‘ment 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 both understand that, with the nuclear
capability we each possess, it is in our respective interests to try to reduce con-
frontation. 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 negotiations in ways which serve and promote our na-
tional security. That is a long, slow, complex process.

It might be useful to.point out that the word detente seems to mean different
things to different people. For 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 characteristies :

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,
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Toward such nations, our approach, that is to say a policy of detente, should
include the following elements: P o

" 1. Enough military strength to deter adventuresomeness or aggression; .

* 2, Enough confiderice in-our own political' and spiritual convictions to let ethers
know that we adhere to the principles of liberty and justice and do net condone
abuses of political and human rights; and: . : [T

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, con-
tribute to a more stable relationship. It goes without saying that in negotiations
with such nations we must be on guard. o : o

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 guarantee.

This is what I mean by the word detente. It is an approach, intended in our
best interests, to dealing with certain nations. If handled badly, it could do us
harm. If handled well, it could serve us well. Therefore, questions such as “is
detente good or bad for us?”’ or ‘“‘do we benefit 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 substitutc for strength and
solidagiilfy, 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 De-
partment 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 seeurity can be assured in the face of such-a large reduction? . . . -

Answer. The President feels that the anticipated growth in federal budget out-
lays should be restrained by $28 billion. I am advised that specific allocation
among individual agencies is being worked on but has not yet been completed.
The President has made it abundantly clear that he stands for a defense posture
“gecond 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 CraRMAN. Sénator Symington. . o ‘

Senator SymingroN. 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 after World 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
of 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 T recently was talking with a member of this
committee who I believe is the fiscal and monetary expert of the Sen-
ate, if you could pick one man, and T told him that I heard that the
retired military pay between now and the year 2000 would add up to
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$300 billion. He said no, that was too high. And I said, I had heatd it

from a pretty good source. So, I then asked the chief of staff of this
committee, Mr. Braswell, to get me up some figures of what the retired
pay would be. And T do not in any way criticize it at this point. I am

just presenting this side to those who think we have to make some

choices, L , o , . . -
. The memorandum from Mr. Braswell shows if you take a 6-percent

annual increase in pay and a 4-percent annual increase in the consumer

rice index, the accumulated retirement pay figure was not $150 bil-
ion, it was not $300 billion, it was $470 billion. ‘

We are now purchasing submarines rapidly approaching $2 billion:

 apiece, -and we are now moving to purchase airplanes rapidly ap-

proaching $100 million apiece.. . A

.~ And my question to you then would be, in your position as civilian
head of the Department of Defense, do you plan to consider a sound
economy and a sound dollar equally important to any weapons sys-
tems, from a standpoint of true national security ? And if you do, will
you give that consideration in your decisions? -

- Mr. RumsreLp. Senator Symington, I am happy to respond to that.

. I think T would have to begin. however, by saying that eertainly
a fundamental service or responsibility of Government 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 te 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.

T 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 & sizable figure.

Senator Symrneron, 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 foree, o

In a biography of De Gaulle by an Australian named Crozier, it
states that President Eisenhower, who was a true military expert, said
to De Gaulle in 1959, “Why do you emphasize the nuclear picture to
the extent that you are doing, when you know you could never equal
the Soviet TTnion #” . ;

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 ask that the memorandum that T got from
Mr. Braswell be inserted at this point in the record, and T would ask
that the quotation from the book in question of this dialog between
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President Bisenhower and President de (aulle be inserted in full in

the record. ) .

“The Cuamman. Yes. All right, Senator. Certainly.
[ The material referred to follows:]

[Part V: The Fifth Republic Chapter 2: The Atlantie Directorate Affair,

p. 538.]
“Why do you doubt that the United States would identify its fate with

Burope’s?’ asked Eisenhower,

And de Gaulle reminded him that during the First World War, American help

«came only after three years of almost mortal trials; and in the second, only

after ¥rance had been crushed. Nor was this at all strange. That was why
France, although faithful to the alliance, was against infegration in NATO. As
for harmonising——*“if one dares to apply this celestial word to that infernal sub-
ject”—the use of Franch and Ameriean bombs, this could be done in thé frame-

‘work of direct cooperation between the three atomic powers which he had pro-

posed.
But surely, the American president objected, given the prohibitive cost of such

armaments, France would not be able, by a long way, to reach the Soviet level?

In reply de Gaulle gave him the doctrine of the French deterrent in its simplest

cand purest form: “You know very well that on the scale of megatons, a few

rounds of bombs would destroy any couniry. For our deterrent to be effective,
all 'we need is enough to kill the enemy once, even if he has the means to kill
us ten times over.” )

[From, DeGaulle, by Brian Crozier]

U.8. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washington, D.C., October 24, 1975,
Re memorandum for Senator Symington C
From: Ed Braswell.

This is a followup to our phone conversation yesterday afternoon concerning
the cost of the military retirement system. The cumulative cost of the military
retirement system from FY 1976 to FY 2000 will be about $470 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 sgystem in
FY 1985 would be $13.9 billion, in FY 1990 $19.7 billion, in FY 1995 $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 cumu-
lative cost of the military retirement system for FY 1976-2000 would be $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 that
this amount would have to be invested at 3.5% interest into the future to cover
‘the current obligations of the system.

Retired pay was less than 19 of the Defense budget outlays in FY 1954,
2.4% in FY 1964 and will be over 7% in FY 1976,

Retired pay hag 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 Symiveron. What worries me is that T cannot see any appro-
priate recognition of the developments of nuclear force in the military.
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 pilot, 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 4145 years of World War TI; then T think we should begin to
recognize the qualitative aspect of what is going on today, as against
maintaining an unnecessarily large conventional posture. Otherwise,
I do not see how the economy of the United States can live. And that
isborne out by the fact, and T am confident, having served with youon
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. , L

A well-known banker in New York said to me recently that if the
truth were known the Federal Government is in far worse financial
condition than the city of New York. The only difference is.that down
here we have the printing presses. o '

I'would appreciate your comments because of my great respect for
your record and your capacity, having served with you before. '

Mr. Rumsrerp. Well, thank you, Senator.

I would look forward to reading the citations that you have inserted
in the record. I agree that in this area it is important to take into
account gualities as well as quantities. _ -

I would add, however, that it is important to take it into account
on both sides, and I obviously 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 there
mav very well be some fundamentals that will not change a great deal.

Second, during this period where there has been an acceleration in
the velocity of events, we have seen a period of relative stability be-
tween the superpowers, and one of the things that-has contributed to
that has been the strategies and the concepts that have underlaid our
approach to defense during this period. Stability is not frivolously
achieved, certainly. There are things that can be done that can upset
that stability, and it may very well be that one of the characteristics
of the problem you are posing is that those strategies and underlying

concepts will evolve slowly rather than ranidly, and it may well be

that is desirable from the standpoint of stability. _
I will look forward to reading those citations. . o
“The Cramman. All right, gentlemen. I thank you very much, and
I am sorrv, but your time is up. : . '

Do you have just one more question ?.

Senator Syminaron. I have no further questions.

The Crarrman. Thank you, Senator.

Senator Goldwater. - : : :

Senator GorpwaTter. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman. I have known Mr.
Rumsfeld for a long time and. in fact, it was my pleasure to have cam-
paigned for him when he first ran for the House. : -

You have served in a number of jobs, and you have done them al
well. But I suggest that this one is going to be the biggest challenge
that you have ever faced, because in my 45 years of experience with
Defense, we never had a better Secretary of Defense than Jim Schles-
inger. So you have a real challenge in front of you.

Let me ask you this question : Last week the Senate Appropriations
Committee approved a budget for fiscal year 1976 of $90.8 billion,
which was about a half a billion higher than the House, but about $7.1
billion less than requested. Secretary Schlesinger had indicated the
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House figure was far too low, and had requested that about $2.6 billion
be restored by the Senate. : . Lo '
However, that did not happen. What are your views on the ade-
quacy of the Department of Defense budget amount, as it is now
shaping up? : ‘ ‘ : g
Mr. RumsreLp. Recognizing that T 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 Schlesingersent to Senator McClellan with specific reference
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 GoLpwaTer. Thank you. In spite of what we hear, we are
spending a smaller percentage of the total budget year after year on

‘defense, and in spite of what we hear we are now spending on defense

the lowest percentage of the gross national product that we have
ever spent. In fact, Washington spent more on his budget than we
are spending today as a percentage of the total gross national product.

With all of 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. RumsreLp.. I am familiar with the statistics that have been put
forward that comment on defense expenditures as a percentage of the
Federal budget, and defense expenditures as a percentage of gross
national product, both in isolation and in relationship to the Soviet
Union’s comparable statistics. : ' L

It seems to me that they are interesting and they are useful in a
discussion of the subject. But the bedrock on which U.S. budgets
should be built has to be our capabilities relative to potentially oppos-
ing capabilities. It is for the latter reason that I would certainly agree
that. given the trends we have seen in terms of the interest on the part
of 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 of the phraseology that I
used, and that you used, it is true not only because, as you point out,
of inflation, but also, as you suggest, the mix of our total defense
budget that now goes toward pay as a result of our attempt to see

that people who are involved in our Armed Forces receive something

more closely approximating a competitive pay level with those who
are not serving in the Armed Forces. - - - ° . =

. Senator GoLopwarkr. In other words, there is not much we can do
in- Congress about the pay portion of the defense budget, which is
a large part of the defense budget, unless we want to start cutting
the pay of thetroops? And that is something that I do not think any
of us want to do. ' . e
. "Now, let us get into détente. Are there dangers to the United States
In pursuing détente with the Soviet Union; and if so, what worries
you the most, and what policies do you propose to avoid these dangers?
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‘dangers., and the world is simply not a perfectly pleasant place.

As I indicated earlier, given those dangers, in some respect because
-of them, and in some respects in spite of them, it is important for the
United States to seek to find ways where, in our interests, and certainly
at no jeopardy toour 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 of 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 could erroneously relax our vigilance.
Détente 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 each other. 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 Goupwarrr. The press has reported that Secretary
Schlesinger’s views of the advantages and disadvantages of détente
to the TTnited States differ from those of Secretary Kissinger. Have
you had personal conversations with either Secretary Kissinger or Sec-
retary Schlesinger on this subject, and if so, what can you report in
that recard ? :

Mr. Rumsrerp. The answer is yes, I have had discussions with both
over a period of years. I think both have commented on that subject.
They certainly are considerably better authorities on it than T 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 differ-
ences of view from time to time. But in a broad way, my sense of those
two individuals’ views is that there are not fundamental differences.

Senator GoLowaTer. Well, to many people, and this is a growing feel-
ing in this country, Secretary Kissinger is, pardon the term, hellbent on
achieving détente with Russia regardless of the fact that our military
is not increasing in power enough to assure that we can maintain the
conditions of détente which he is suggesting. Do vou agree with
Kiasineer’s pogition on détente, that we have to have it?

Mr. Rumsrerp. Well, T do not know that T would want to agree
with the press characterization of his position. It strikes me that
Secretary Kissinger, as Secretary Schlesinger and, indeed, as the
President of the United States. comes to this subject with a back-

ground from the national security side, the two Secretaries from the |

standnoint of their academic pursuits, and the President from a long

experience on the Pefense Appropriations Subcommittee in the |

Honse. That is a healthy way to approach many of these questions.
Tt is a realistic way to approach these questions.
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T do not know that I would agree with the logical extreme of the

‘implication in the characterization of Secretary Kissinger that the

report you cite would suggest, that he is hellbent on agreeing. I'think

it is natural in the give and take within a group of people on a sub-

ject such as this that there will be some differences of view. I think
it is particularly natural that the individual who is charged with the

‘responsibility for negotiating becomes sensitive to the tactics of nego-

tiation, and it is also perfectly proper and understandable that a
Secretary of Defense would have to keep foremost in his mind the
security of the United States and contribute that perspective to any
dialeg for the President to make his final judgments. ]

Senator GorpwaTter. Just one final comment and my 10 minutes
will be up. But T have more. . )

Secretary Schlesinger provided the country with the only authorita-
tive voice that would argue with the Secretary of State’s position on
détente. T would sincerely hope, knowing you as T do, and knowing
you to be very firm in your convictions, and having a suspicion, not
knowing it, that you would support the Schlesinger positions, that
if that is true you will continue to provide a voice in the cabinet so
that the American people can have the benefit of opposing views on
détente. versus a weakened military structure. .

Mr. Rumsrerp. Senator, I can quite agree with you that 1t is criti-
callv important to a President to be absolutely certain that he does,
in fact, have differing views, and that he is aware of the different
perspectives and arguments, and the perceptions as well as any sub-
stantive differences that may exist.

T also, of course, want to assure you that I will do my utmost to see
that they are presented in a thoughtful and sensible way.

Senator GopwaTrr. Mr. Chairman, that is all T 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 been here for the
whole hearing, and some of them have recentlv come in. T think it 1s
a wise idea to reward those early attendees with an earlier effort to
question. _

The CraRMan. All right, Senator. Gentlemen, the Chair has been
put somewhat on the spot to this extent : I have tried to loosely follow
the rules on the 10 minutes, and loosely follow the idea that a man
who comes here and sits out the hearing, when you get to him he is
entitled to be heard. We have two very valuable and esteemed members
of our committee who have just come in. Do you have a special show-
ing 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 involving 25
Senators on our side, and 7 House Members on the House side on
energy, and we came directly from the conference. But it does not
matter.

‘The CraTRMAN. Well, let us give these valuable members 5 minutes
apiece and see what happens. ’

Senator Nux~. 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 Cratrman. 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, , C

Senator Nuxn. Well, I will just ask two questions and we will share
thetime. ' ‘ o , ~
. Mr. Rumsfeld, T also share a very high view of your capabilities,
but I also was a very, very strong supporter of Secretary Schlesinger
in both his abilities and his articulation of the theory behind the de-
fense budget. o o

With that said, I think that a lot of people are concerned about
your views on SALT IT and whether there will be a real expression
of those views. I am also concerned about another grave danger to our
defense budget and our Defense Department, and that is the makeup
of the budget. Senator Goldwater has already talked about the prob-
lem 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
1s manpower, based on the reductions that have taken place.

And when you couple this situation with the fact that the Soviet
Union'is spending 30 cents out of everv defense dollar on manpower,
we are spending 60 cents out of every dollar on manpower, they have
4 million men under arms, we have 2 million men under arms. We see
this trend going on and on, then it leads me to a conclusion that T hate
to come to, but T would like to let vou express vour opinion on this.
Tt looks like to me we have thre or four things that can happen.

First of all, either there has got to be a substantial real increase in
the defense budget. and by real increase T mean above pay and above
’mﬂati.on; Or, there has got to be a dramatic breskthrough in diplomatic
negotiations with the Soviet Union which would cause them to decel-
erate their defense budget. Or, there has got to be a radical change
either in the number of men we have, or in the pav. ' -

Now, if none of those things, or some combination thereof does not
happen. it seems to me that inevitably we face the suhstantial possi-
hility of having a defense posture second to'the Soviet Union. T would
like vonr views on that.

Mr. Rumsrerp. Senator, T share vour concern about the trends that
we have seen, and T agree with your assessment of what the options are.
I think it is nseful, however, to point ont something. and that is that
when the United States of America made the judement that it wanted
to forego compulsion as the method of achieving the necessary military
mannower, what it in effect was saying. among other thines, was that
previouslv we had been taking onlv some and not all. and then in addi-
tion fo taking only some. we had heen payine those individunals sub-
stantially less than what the individuals who were not taken were earn-
me in the civilian manpower market. In effect, they were being taxed
additionallv for their service to the country. :

an of the effects, inevitablv, of ooing to a goal of an all volunteer
force is that the pav must 20 un, bnt it seems to me that that is a proper
thing for our country to do. And in exchange for that we have oained
some things; that is t6 say, we have stopped faxing those individnals
who have served, and we have stopped unnecessarily using compulsion
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ras the method of achieving military manpower when it was not neces-

sary and, therefore, not desirable in a free society. - .

I think that the defense budget.should take that into account, and it

would be exceedingly unfortunate; and certainly dangerous if rather
than doing that we allowed that progression of the percent of the
defense budget for pay to go up to, as you suggest, something in the
neighborhood of 60 percent to continue, because there is no question but
that something else suffers, and that something else is the weapon capa-
bility of our country, and inevitably the deterrent. .
_ Senator Nuwn. It is already happening. It is not like it is going to
happen, it is already happening, and it is a grave danger, as I see it.
And with the fiscal year 1977 announced program of the President to
cut. $28 billion from governmental expenditures, which is a good goal
that I share, my next question is how much of that is going to be out
of the defense budget. I would also ask whether you yourself have been
involved in the negotiations between OMB and the former Secretary of
Defens%, Schlesinger, as to what percent can be taken out of the defense
budget ? : »

Mr. Rumsrerp. The answer is T have not, to this point, and would

not be until the conclusion of the confirmation process. I can.assure

you that I would very definitely be involved in it at that point. Let me
modify one thing you said. The President’s proposal involved not a
$28 billion cut from spending, but what it is is a recommendation on
his part to restrain the anticipated growth in the Federal spending
which is anticipated to be something in the neighborhood of $58 billion
in fiscal year 1977 to a level of $28 billion less than the.$53 billion
growth. So there will still be growth in the Federal budget. It will
not be a $28 billion reduction from congressional actions this year.
_ Senator Nunw. Well, in the final analysis though, what is happening
though is that the growth in the defense budget is inflation, and it is
manpower costs, and if you look at what is happening, R. & D. and
procurements since the Vietnam war 1 1964, and if you take into
account inflation, we are buying an awful lot less in research and devel-
opment and procurement right now than we were before the Vietnam
‘war, and at any time before that, and we are not telling the American
people those facts. - g :

It is not being made known to them. We talk about a voluntary force
in a vacuum as if the only thing is a numbers game. The American
people, when they made the choice, if they did, through Congress to
@0 to a volunteer force, they were not given the other implications of
that choice and they still have not been given the other implications.
And I think that it i$ time that someone in the administration and in
the Congress starts laying out the facts.

Mr. Chairman, T will yield to Senator Jackson. ,

Mr. Rumsrerp. Could I add one comment on that? Your comments
are certainly valid, and this is one particular aspect of the defense
budget that T think, as we move into the period ahead, we have to
take into account. That $360 billion or $370 plus billion 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 “uncon-
trollables,” the latter being expenditures that would require additional
legislative authority to restrain. It seems to me that certainly the Con-
gress and the administration will have to work to see that we shape a
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'.bud‘get that, in fact, fits our national needs, not sithply going along

with -one that is the easiest to shape, because certain things are “con-
trollables” and certain things are supposedly not.

That is not how priorities ought te be established, in my judgment,.
and I certainly concur with your concern about the problem in the

budget generally.
Tﬁe CuairMan. Gentlemen, I am sorry, but your time has run over..
Senator Nunw. I yield, Mr. Chairman. )
The Cuairman. All right, gentlemen. You have used all of the time.

The Chair is inclined to think that we should recognize Senator

Taft who has been here since the committee convened.

Senator Taft? :

Senator Tarr. 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 now; but I hope that you will within a reasonably
short period feel that you can really give the committee the benefit
of your thinking on these.

First of all, 1t 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. Rumsrerp, Senator Jackson was kind enough to pose some
questions to me in writing, one of which related to the subject of
‘Backfire.* I have visited with a number of people since visiting with
Senator Jackson on it, and would be happy 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 to wait until I had an opportunity to consult
internally within the Department of Defense before making con-
clusive judgments.

I am not in a position 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 acreement that the Backfire bomber does have
an intercontinental capability that is of sufficient range to strike the-
United States from Soviet bases.

*See p. 27.
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There are various views with respect to intentions. But I am refer-
ring to the capability. - : R

Senator Tarr. Thank you. ‘
“ 'Mr. Rumsrerp. I would.like to go on just a minute.

Senator Tart. All right. Please. ‘. S

Mr. Rumsrerp. I think that clearly anyone from the standpoint of:

0y

the United States would have a preference 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. to-
gether. At the minimum the Backfire must be dealt with; and its han- -
dling in any total package should, in 1y judgment, be designed’'so as_
not to present an added risk to the security.of the United States.

. Before conelusively. deeiding how: this speeific. issue’ can best be-
handled, I would, however, want to talk to a good:many: people in. the:
Department of Defense. , SR T

- Senator Tarr. How about the Cruise missile? Do you consider-that
it ought to-be included in the SALT talk diseussions? .~

Mr. Rumsrerp. Out of courtesy, I should probably supply Senator
Jackson with the responses that he requested of me, which. I have not .
et done. : : ' Cortmon
o Senator JacksoN. Would the Senater yield right mow.? -+ -
Senator Tarr. Be happy to. ‘ ’ o '

“Senator Jackson. Do you have the written responsesto the interroga-
tories? : o :
Mr. RumsrFeLp. They are coming up rightnow, - ‘ ‘
Senator Jaceson.. All right. I would:like to see’ them. Excuse me; -
[ The material referred to follows ] ' T

RESPONSES BY DONALD RUMSFELD TO- WRITTEN, QUESTIONS: OF SENATOR HENRY
T JACKSON. .+ - o .

Nore—Because SALT'is a subject of enormous, complexity, because.I have
ot been:in-a position to-consult in any depth within, the Department.of, Defense, ..
and because I'have not been' personally involved. in.those ongoing negotiations, .
I must preface my responses to your questions by indicating that I am obviously
not-at this time in a position to express conclusiveé judgments. If confirmed. as
Seeretary-of Defense, and as'I become involved fully-in the issues and the nego-
tiating. background, I will be in a beter position: to -contribute to:the continuing
«development of DOD positions on these matters. - S )

Question 1, “President Ford confirmed on Sunday- what a nuiber-of govern-
ment studies had already established : that the new Seviet. Backfire bomber has
intercontinental capability; Will youw recommend to the President that the Back- .
fire be hiiuizluded:within the'Soviet ceiling of 2400 intercontinental strategic deliv- .
ery vehicles.” ' ‘ o

Answer. My understanding i§ 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 include the Backfire in the 2400 aggregate. ceiling, However, considering possi-
ble Department recommendations to the President. with respect to a total SALT
'pa.cgaga, all of the elements must be assessed in relation to one another. At a
minimunm, the Backfire must be dealt with, and’its handling in-a total package
sho_uld be designed so as not to present an:added risk to the security of the
Unl_t:efd' Sta‘tes. Before conclusively deciding how- this specific issue can best
be handled, I would of course want to consult fully with the Department,

Quéestion 2. “Neither the text of the Vladivostok SALT guidelines nor the record:
of_ negotiations requires that the United States accept limitations.on its eruise
missile deployments. As you know, we presently have cruise missiles under devel-
opment. .D9 you see any reason to. medify: the Vladivostok guidélines ag the
Smets desire so as to limit our right to deploy cruise missiles ?”’ :
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Answer. It is my’ understaniding that the Aide Memoire does not include cruise:

missiles, .gccording to the U.S: understanding Cruise missiles are difficult to
deal with in SALT. They have tactical and. strategic application, as well as-
several methods of delivery (land, air or ses). and the option-of nuelear or con--
ventional warheads. The question of whether it would be in the U.S. interest to.
adjust the'present positioh -on cruise missiles from that set forth in the
Vladivostok Agreement must, as with the Backfire, be considered not only from
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 cdndﬁct;ed.favith 't.he goverximent'have come to the con--.

clusion® that there is no way to verify compliance with a range limitation on
cruise. missiles. This country has always maintained that we will not enter into-
agreements with the Soviets that eannot be verified: In view of our inability to-
verify eruise missile limitations, will you recommend to the President that we not
accede to the Soyiet .demand to modify the . Vladivostok guidelines .on cruise-.
missiles and thereby enter into an inverifiable agreement ?”’ S :
Answer. Verification is one of the most complex and technical aspects of SALT..
It is" my'understa’nd‘ing.that.cruisej missiles are eonsidered to..be exceedingly .

difficult to verify. Therefere; any consideration of cruise missiles from-the stand-- |

point of a DOD position: must, of necessity, fully take into account that problem.
However, cruise missiles are a.factor in.the overall:strategic equation. In view:
of these facts,.I. would want to study, it carefully and.consult fully witkin the-’

DOD on any proposals for r'e‘solut_ion of the cruise missile issue. .., .
Question }. “Whén the Congress approved the SALT T Interim -Agreement it

advised .the President that a SALT II agréement should- ‘not limit. the United .

States. to.levels of intercontinental strategic forees inferior to the levels provided
for the Soviet-Union.’. The history of the“debate in the Senate on that resolution: .
madeit clear that we were’ asking for equality. in numbers of weapons and in:
throw weight. In advising the President, would you take seriously. this Congres-
sional ‘action'; and, specifically, would you press for an agreement that would
reduce the Soviet advantage in throw weight which is. already three times that
of the.United States? . . T Co Ceen Tt o

Answer: Yes.-Iiwould of ¢ourse take seriously any Congressional action, and
in this instance the Vladivostok' Agreementsdid: of ‘eourse proved for numerical
equality. With respect to throw weight, I agree fully that it is an important’
element in the equation, and that the United States should work to reduce the-
Soviet advantage: Thig should 'be dddréssed in each step forward toward a. com--
prehensive agreement with the Soviets if we are to enhance strafegic stability:
between the two sides. In addition;. we: must continue with- tlie necessary uni- '
. Iateral steps

Mr,
this also was a.question that was posed. It is my. understanding that
the aid memoiré. does notinclude: Cruiss’ missiles; according to the:

v

United, States’ understanding. There is general agreemént that Cruise: .

missiles are difficult to deal With in: SALT. iThie'y”éer?tfainil:y"ha‘\r@,__poe;~.

tential for tactical aswellas strategic application.

There are obviously several methods of delivery, bv land, air, and”
sea, and of coursge,;thex:e{»«lsw!the_ pptiomfbp :{‘)oth nuclear arid conven:-’

tional warheads. .

in such negotiations.., . .

Senator Tarr. Mr. Rumsfeld, I have expressed a-strong beliof that
the United States should give active consideration te supplying not

steps-in our defense: programs ‘,l:o,;ma:intm{lghg(halaﬁcef’&quﬁrssecurity:.‘
Roumgrern. With respéct to- the Cruise missiles, Senator Taft,

The question of whether it would be in-the V.8 interest to adjust =
to the.present position: on Cruise missiles from that set forth in the
Vladivostok Agreement must, as is the case with' Backfire, be con-.
sidered. not. only from the standpgint of that particular system, but ..
also in the context of the total package. And only by looking at the =
total package can one hope to avoid any ‘addéd risks to the security
of the United States of America, which obviously has to be the goal” .~
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only diplomatic support but also possible, military support if re-
quested in the form of defensive weapons, and weapons technology,
to the People’s Republic of China to.enable that country to feel more
secure against possible Soviet military adventurism. Do you have any
thoughts on that possibility? Do you not agree that it would be a
major foreigh policy disaster for the United S'tams_. iftChl.n‘aw felt so -
threatened by the-Soviet Union as to make a new alliagnce with Russia
to forestall that threat? - .- ... o e
Mr. Rumsrerp. That is not a subject that I have involved myself
with sufficiently that I could give ‘a ¢comment at this  time, ‘Senstor.
Senator Tart. Could’ you comment on the possible affects on ‘the
balance of power in the Middle East if Israel were to be supplied with
the Pershing missile? . . . . - e
Mr. Rumsrern. Well, a'balance at any time has‘to include many

pieces. However, with respect to the Pershing missile, my understand- -

ing is that the National Security Council and the President are re-
viewing requests that may have come in. And if I am not mistaken,
the President very recently has expressed strong reservations about
the possibility -of the. Pershing: with respect tothem. -~ v
Senator Tarr. There has been some evidence in terms of both state-
ments in the press and rumblings from the Department of Defense
that the Marine Corps role may be changed substantially., This might
be well and good. I have talked to-General Haynes, and-I am: familiar
with the work of his committee. I am convinced, however, that part
of the impetus behind this-could be another of the perennial attempts
by some to absorb the Marine Corps, or at least diminish its size and .
mission, What would be your attitude toward such an attempt?: -
Mr. RuMsrELD. Well,'{' am not familiar with such an-attenipt, and

would certainly want to discuss that with the individuals in the Depart- -

ment of Defense, both on the civilian side arid certainly on'the military
Side. . . ; L s r vy FrReoaiey 02 g IR L

Not being familiar with what proposal you sre suggesting, it would - -

be very difficult to commentonit. = .. . oL st

“Senator Tarr. One of my great.concerns:is ‘our-comiparative' inut-
tention in terms of milita y g '
portant friends in the South Asian area, Pakistan. Pakistafi is finding
Yself in an increasingly difficult situation: as:it is menaced 1ot only

3

aid 'to what'may be ‘one of otir most im-

by India but also by a radical government in Afghanistan ; yet Tnote *

in the security assistance :program. no. kid isplanned: for P
other than a small training sum, under $1 million,:; = - 10" s
Do you have any fesling -about: that- with :regard to ‘the’military
assistance Progrgmv?; D et e demesges e
‘Mr. Rumsrerp. It'is not a subject I have been involved ih;- s
Senator Tarr. Do you expect Mr. William Clements to stay on
the De%u_ty Secretary of Defense? ... = .0+ i n o ‘
Mr. RumsreLp. I would certain: assume so. T have'not addresséd any
personnel questions during thigperieds .~ - s L e

2

Senator Tsrr. Mr. Chairman, I think I have taken my 10 mifiutes”

time.
The
veryrwch. =~ © 0 L S
entlemen, about this afternoon, can you be here this afteitioon?
Mr. Rumsrerp. Yes, sir. P e e o

3

an

48

s

CHatmagan. Yes. Your time is just np: Thank you; Senator,
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The Cmairman. I have a report from the Senate that there is a
matter coming up on amendments and debate this afternoon, and there
is a vete expected at 12 o’clock or near there, too; on the trade bill from
the Finance Committee. Now, I 'would think that there are important
questiions here and we want everybody to have a full chance. 1 think,
if we eome back this afternoon, we would not be. interrupted by se-
many votes. It would suit me all right to come back if we can finish
up here now.

‘Mz RumsFerp. Yes, sir. ;

The Cumammssan. What is the pleasure of the committee? Do you-
have any special suggestions? We can-come back this afternoeon or in
the morning if it interferes with others. You can think it over.

Now, without objection, these two gentlemen hére——ro 5

Segator Jacrson. We defer to the Senator. Senator Culver, go
-ahead.

The Crammax. Do you want to take 5 minutes apiece so that you
can get back to the eonference, or would you rather wait?

Senator JackrsoN. We will wait. :

Senator GoLpwATER. What time do you want to come back this
afternoon? j

The CuasrMAN. 2:30 p.m.
Senator C'urver. I want to observe that it is perfectly appropriate

in view of the conference to let the other Senators go, but I will not
be able, for whatever it is werth, to be here this afternoon:

The Cuamman. Well, if you need to get back to the conference, I

would accept the courtesy. It is all right.

Senator Jackson. We will defer. Go ahead. Just have the two: of
you go ahead. Go ahead, John. :

The Cuarmax. All right.

Senator Curver. There is plenty of time this morhing, Mr. Chair-
man, if they want to go ahead and get back to the conference.

Senator Jacrson. We have a Senate floor vete at 12. Go ahead.

The Cuarrman. They want more then 5 minutes. '

Sertator Seerr. Mr. Chairman; if nobody on that sidé wants the
time—— :

The Cuamman. I knew you would be ready.

Senator Culver, T recognize you for 10 minutes. -

Senator Curver: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Rumsfeld, in your judgment is the United States militarily :

‘strong today ?
Mzr. Rumsreen. There is no question but that we ave.-

Senator Curver. I am sorry, I cannot hear. T
Mr. Rumseeen. There is no quastion but that the United States is

‘militarily strong.

Senator CuLver. Are we strong enough to deter a nuelear attack -

upon us? ,

The Cramrman. Pardon me? Some of you gentlemen will have to

keep the microphene toward the witness. It must be 4 little weak.-
Senator GoLowaTEr. I do not think it is working.
The Cramman. Put anether one over there, if you will.
Mr. Rumsrerp. Is this working now ?
‘Senator GorowaTer. No. It is net working.
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The CuatrMaN. Someone on the staff go a )
them, please, or help him with it. 80 aroel hermnassd afil%t
I{.%Ill rﬁght,pmceedcf o Vogeer ) s daica

r. Rumsrerp. Clearly the United States hags at this poinf:a &1
stantial defense capabili{y and a credible detf;:qp;?i@%h\ 'q‘g,l#‘ ngﬁyﬁ;
me and what concerns others is not that we haye pt, £} tpﬁf' :
an effective deterrent, an adequate deterrent ‘\ijpf;my), é'q}L, ,ﬁm ¥
bué the pro(s_jpects foi' the future. VW dorr D oRenol ’

Senator CuLver. In your judgment, are we strongen in eTica Tili-
tatﬁly o}g{ economicarlll%r today ¢ ‘gme ¢ :;‘é’g%ﬁﬂl @iﬁﬁl ’ ik

r. Rumsrerp. That is a question, of cg raf: Dest. b
angwered b% philosoghers.th : i Fq%#(mﬁlg% 1&% b

Senator CuLver, Oh, I think they go to the: question, DIL0-
priate definition of Wh’a't eonstitutes nationa]{géq‘?fﬁigp,, g{;&ggﬁ& g
Mr. RumsreLp. The important thing fro gw@gag point, of| ?lhﬁ
country 1s that we be strong enough that therg}f)e essential équivalence.
From the standpoint of economic health, a si le humgn, being Wﬁ)
is unemployed is facing a very, very difficult Si'i);?aﬁl o S raa T
Sel}ator Cuonver. T am talking about in a macto r§’g 560 Ehe, § ;‘;gﬂéﬂa
of this society. Do you feel that, relatively spep G, WE AL §£1;ppger
as a Nation militarily or economically in the yorld? ™ " STl
. lt\;%lr. Rumsrerp. I fWE)}’lllld be ha.hppy bokdiscijé’g,‘eg'tﬁgi}- mﬁ[gvjfi' ly. It
1s the comparing of the two that strikes i : )
Or%nges a b% s Fﬁﬁ ?}f :?‘g}ng BPR ]f: )%](?1
enator CuLver. I think one of the difficulties that does ¢onee
many of us is that there has been a fa.ilug?’ggé g;siio;éga(gg?n é:g? rﬁ}
priate definition of national security which,,of course, !,has to ;in(;fp,@e
necessarily the welfare of our people, the strength of ,o,}u".e nomje
system and th(? confidence of our people in(plui'[ Q’(')I;i(ti"af uisft, 1}'&0}]@.
All of those things are as essential in a stro natipna} (é[efensg 'as'.rn']ih-
tary hardware. And if we have distortions inone prea at the S3DENSe
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of the others, then there is a question of % eryin, Tact \Y
balance of credible deterrent in the fulles s & e 'Pﬁv{ﬁ;hﬁh
thilr)lk isa lﬁglitimate concern. N%WFE{?:’W? Wor&t L ?h
Do you believe that America has to be No, 1rin a1 military ¢apabili-
ties, or is it understandable and accept.a'biq, Pl’c';?: Lezga,}xl;fg’ ?; 1§%§%he
I{nlttzd_ Sli):gtels) has fl_x%)eg’}ilorti};ys iSnRaircra;%'carriér'q,{ and Iz)pg;xm}ge
strategic bombers, while the U.S.S.R. may have a largerland army. anc
larger though less advanced missiles? % v ”I‘gel.'J?J}Mi MR A9
Mr. Roumsrerp. I have studied the views fRat y'vér_ga ‘pqt” oLV i‘ldtngo
your committee earlier this year in the Depattment ' of As6's
posture statement, and I find myself in agresment with the Sqnents
set forth there concerning essential equi\iaﬁaﬁbe.( ey b TR
I think that it is not useful to take, in Isolation, a given weapons
system. When one looks at the question of strategic equiiyalence, one
must look at its broad component parts, "tﬁe"‘stra’t‘e ‘cj‘)q,l'anqe? tT)F
maritime balance, and certainly the balance in ?é" n ‘urope, e
Senator CuLver. So in short, you dp not %hird{l?gha"t‘ it 'is é'ssexgt‘ia;l

. .t

7
i

that we be number one in all military capabilities?

Mr. Rumsrerp. Inevitably in that mi'l,(‘t’ i';‘;]fééf"ez, géﬁ%",ll'ﬁg'aféés

at g gn;e:)n Iéloment v{vherc(ai the Unﬁnltgd Sf?tp% nélg,hﬁ 12'?;[&%@@31 é’y‘ %)(é}'iihd.
enator CuLver. You do not thif a threaten ac{Or, i terms

of our overall strategic posture? - f @",‘h ea’cgnxng[ 'ﬁﬁmﬂ]‘l—} R

61-869—75—— 2
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Mr. Rumsrerp. I think the overall question is the one that is fanda-
mental.

Senator CuLver: Do yoﬁ believe in the bargaining chip theory,’thaﬁ |

we build some weapons 1n order to negotiate them away ? Co

Mr. Rumsrerp. That is & 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. Vol
_Senator Curver. 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. Rumsrerp, The way you have phrased it, I would certainly
agree that the answer is yes, that when one is making proposals from

the standpoint 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-
tion between what you call political and military considerations in
the course of negotiations is difficult. o

Senator CuLver. Well, are you pledged to assure

Mr. Rumsrerp. 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 going to recommend and ask the country
to support weapon systems in the defense budget for which in your
judgment there is not a clear military requirement? ‘

Mr. Rumsrerp. 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 in a subsequent negotiation with
somebody one element of that, as a result of the circumstances, might

prove not to have been needed because it would, in fact, be something

that would fit within the parameters of that negotiation.
Senator Curver. And Mr. Rumsfeld
Mr. RumsreLp. So you follow the distinection ?

Senator CuLver. Well, we will let the record show it. o
. Do _you share the view previously expressed by Secretary Laird
-and Secretary Richardson that the United States should not develop
weapons which can be construed as having a first-strike potential,
such as those with increased yield and accuracy to give them a hard-]

target kill capability ¢

Mr. Rumsrerp. I think certainly in a broad sense I would agljeé with

either side, and that is not to say that your capabilities might no
require a weapons system, or a development that might be subject t
some_ambiguity as to purpose. I would question whether Secretars
Laird and Secretary Richardson suggested that they would rule ou
anything where there was an ambiguity. I would 2o back to my
earlier comment that it must be based on sound military justificatio
not something we are really trying to do. '

Senator CULVER. As you know, there has been a great deal bf:&ebafg
concerning our nuclear policy, and whether or not there has, in fact;

been significant departures from your traditional posture ‘in thi
area. Now, the Defense Department recently admitted that its so
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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

800,000. .
3?S‘In view of these facts, does it really make any sense, in your judg-
ment, to develop weapons whose main justification is for use in such
limited wars? ‘ o o

. Mr.. RuMsFELD. When one discusses that, it is useful to go 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. o

The CaHAIRMAN. Gentlemen, I hate to interrupt but your time is up.
You may finish the statement. :

Mr. RumsreLp. 1 personally subscribe to the approach that 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 Secretary Schlesinger’s? ]

Mr. Rumsrerp. 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 op-
tions between massive destruction and very limited conventional con-
flict. And I do subscribe to it. _

The CrairMaN. 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 Harr. Mr. Chairman, I will be more than happy to yield

to Senator Cannon.

Senator Canwvon. No.

Senator Harr. OK. S

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 ¥ think this Government is

going to have to undergo in the next few years? - :

Mr. Rumsrerp. 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
Defense and the defense establishment be operated and conduct its
business in an efficient and economical way. As I indicated earlier, that
in establishing priorities I believe, and 1 think others recognize, one
of the most fundamental things that Government does for its people
is to provide security, that is to say, to assure their freedom.
that,ithere:arei not. many. other things in the Federal: budget that are

bsent
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goingito b weny linportants, Mnéchas todeok-atropposing eapabilities in,
developihg défensé. budgets.Thiszis hobwo smy that the problgm of
mflation s not:ampertdit. ?Aéﬁgnm'd;m@iyaﬂnmmher demands in the
budget are not important. It is to say that the one I am describing
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BenatorHakei Recogilizing therdaet bhatidhesadmpinistration has
requested and the Congress approved expenditures for our defense and
Becurity] which delus iitdsdosibianszib snany fedpectsfor years to
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and deployment and bases around the worland seien:! | (=il v
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over a ‘period of time, found their way to moving in'the co¥reatsdl:
rection, and they have made some strides in recent years. detivond ai
* Senator Hart. What would be your attitude abott curmale IINATO
if Communist influence substantially increased in thd foutherm fidmi)
and in Spain and Portugal ¢ 00 WO

Mr. Rumsrerp. A different way to phrase that questiom!might. (be
what would be the role of any country with respect bor NATLOydx-
periencing a degree of Communist involvement in their kgveérnments,
There is Ho question but that the purpose of NATO is thd defemséof
Western Europe, and the defense of Western Europe is not & deifetise
against itself, but rather a defense from the East. It strikes me that:bhe;
comments that have been made by senior officials of our Govérnmiént
in recent years, as the question you are posing has been raised;: are
statements that I agree with. There is a high degree of incompatibility:
between an involvement in NATO and a government that has a defee
of Communist representation.

Senator Hart. Does that mean we withdraw, or we push them out?

Mr. RumsreLp. It is not useful to talk in terms of unilateral action
when one is thinking of NATO or discussing NATQ. That is a
question where we would contribute our views within NATO, we would
talk to our allies, and consult and attempt to see that that very valuable
alliance continues. Needless to say, it requires our involvement, and I
¢annot conceive of a situation in the period immediately ahead where
the circumstances of the world, or the circumstances of Western Eu-
rope would be such that it would be in our interest or in a majority
of our allies’ interest to modify that alliance. It is a very valuable
institution.

Senator Harr. Another area, Mr. Rumsfeld, if we strongly believe
or perceived that your predecessor had pursued a policy in the De-
fense Department which would leave open an option of first use of
nuclear weapons in a tactical or strategic situation in defending West-
éern Europe, would you favor that policy or a use of it?
~ The CmammAN. Gentleman, excuse me. You have an additional
minute.

Mr. Romsrerp. Should T respond ?

The Crramman. Yes. Go ahead and answer.

Mr. Rumsrerp. It is useful in responding to that question to draw
the distinction which I did earlier between first to strike and first use.
No administration, since the advent of nuclear weapons, no U.S.
administration has ruled out the possible first use of nuclear weapons.
In a sitwation, for example, in a European environment, one can
set forth a circumstance where the conventional capability was in-
sufficient to deter or to defend against a massive assault across the
Warsaw Pact line, and where it might be desirable for the United
States 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 de-
terrent across the spectrum with respect to Western Europe. The
NATO policy is not something I would want to modify in that regard.

Senator Harr. Is my time up, Mr. Chairman ¢

The Caamumax. Do you have one question that is short ?

Senator Hart. Some of us are interested in whether there is a big
power race getting underway in the Indian Ocean. Do you have any
particular feeling about whether we should discuss that issue with the

i
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Soviet Union before we proceed on the assumption that such a race
is inevitable ?

Mr. Rumsrerp. That is not a subject that I have been personally
dealing with. I have followed the debate in the press, and 1 have fol-
lowed the various amendments that have been offered. I do not know |
what the legislative status is. . '

But, beyond being generally familiar with what the situation is, I
do not think I could add anything. ‘

Senator Harr. This would be something you would be willing to
talk to this committee and other Members of the Congress about as
Secretary ¢ ~ )

Mr. Runmsrerp. I certainly would be willing to talk to this commit-
tee akout any of the subjects that fall within the jurisdiction of the
Secretary. ‘ "

The CHARMAN. Speak a little louder, please.

Mr. Rumsrerp. Is 1t falling down again$

The Crakman. Yes. '

Mr. Rumsrerp. Yes, sir. I will speak louder.

The CuamrumaN. All right, gentlemen, I think the time is up and he
has answered your question.

Senator Leahy.

Senator Leauy. As I indicated before, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate
vour 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
Schlesinger was an excellent Secretary of Defense, and it is absolutely.
no reflection on you, Mr. Rumsfeld, but I for one hate to see him go.

1 do also, though, give you high credit for answering with a straight}
face Senator Stennis’ question of whether in advancing to Secretary.
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, and,
the question of first strike and the ability there. I would like to ask
vou about the concept of a limited nuclear war, something that we
have heard a great deal about, especially within the last few months.
Do vou believe in the concept of a limited nuclear war? o

Mr. Rumsrerp. I believe, as I indicated, in the views that have beet
set forth by the U.S. Government in the last year or two, that it i
desirable for a President of the United States to have a range of op4
tions: that is to say, options between no response and a massive destruc
tion. That does enhance the deterrent. That is a sound concept, and iY
has been exceedingly well articulated by Secretarv Schlesinger. -

Senator Leamy. But do vou feel that it is actually possible to have
limited nuclear war? T understand your answer on having the variou
options, and T think that we all understand the option, that we do no
want to have to go, to have to go immediately from a conventional t.
an all-out strategic nuclear war. But do you yourself believe that
limited nuclear war is possible ? ’

Mr. Rumsrerp. In other words, the question is do I think it is withi
the realm of possibility that in the event there were a conflict, and thd
United States wished to avoid the massive destruction option, which i
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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 Leany. Yes.

Mr. Rumsrerp. I think it has to be considered within the realm of
possibility, or one would not adopt the nuclear retargeting strategy
that the U.S. Government has adopted. '

Se@nator Lrany. Do you feel that we could contain.a limited nuclear
war? -

The CrairmaN. Pardon me, could what? ‘

. Senator Leany. 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 strategic nuclear war? :

- Mr. Rumsrerp. I have not had an opportunity to discuss this with
the officials within the Department of Defense during the period since
my nomination.

I would say this. There is no question that one of the goals, regard-
less 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 involved, there is no question but that
one of the elements in any scenario that might be developed, is to at-
tempt to reestablish deterrents. :

- Senator Leany. Well, when you speak of NATO, there have been
many public figures given in the press on the number of nuclear weap-
ons in the NATO countries, and it ranges anywhere up to 7,500, some-
where in there. Is it necessary to keep all of these weapons?

Mr. Rumsrerp. There are a variety of questions that arise with re-

'spect 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 Leany. Perhaps T 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. RumsFerp. I was referring to theater :

Senator Leany. Yes, but well, we do have those weapons. And
Secretary Schlesinger made a comment that in the event of the con-
sideration of the use of nuclear weapons in Western Europe that he
might prefer to use these strategic nuclear weapons, firing say from
a submarine or something like that. The point that I am bringing
up Is, in a limited nuclear war is there anybody on the other side who
18 going to sit there with a little checkboard or whatever and say well,
this is a tactical nuclear weapon and this is a tactical nuclear war and,
therefore, we do not trigger it up into the further strategic nuclear
warfare? °

_Mr., Rumsrerp. T am not in a
sitting on the other side.

Senator Leauy. But we at least consider their reactions, don’t we?
- Mr. RumsreLp. Absolutely. One does in that one of the aspects

would be to see that we attempt to establish deterents at lower levels
of conflict.

In answer to your
I am a little bit at
for the past year,

position to answer as to somebody

previous question, the questions involving, and
a disadvantage here having not dealt with this
I am not quite sure what is classified and what is
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HbtE il T ’r‘?{?{% &at this is an open meeting and therefore, I will be

careful in m f——
Sen[a,t,or Any, Well, assuming——

ﬁ&:ﬁ . "There are issues involving numbers of tactical nu-
clédr WéapohE ¥ THere are issues involving security. There are issues
involving the possible modernization of those weapons. There are is-
SHed MY S1RAE the degree of classification of information about them.
As Ambassador to NATO, I was involved in those questions. I know
Sg&('feta Schlesinger has interested himself personnally in those ques-
thionk) I‘iy W Ehht they are of great interest to our allies in NATO and
tHalf thé' S&iz has, on occasion, discussed various of those prob-
1 W.itlg Ké#, “Certainly, if confirmed I would interest myself in

LR ﬁ‘ohﬁ'“ ually.

’Sé’hg%f"ﬂléﬂ Y. Weyil, I think, Mr. Chairman, T may have to follow
up with same written questions——

AN AN, All right, 'genator.

(e} ﬁfﬂ? L8ARY [contimuing].—To be more specific on this, and then
Whlchn! A&i@d Whether it should or should not be classified. T have a
il Ot ¥BBut the number of nuclear weapons we have there. We
i4%& varytiig ddgrees of security, as you said, and the questions are of
the falli,ng into unfriendly hands, if there was a conventional war,
tﬂ‘iéi';tl‘bﬁl "0f'being overrun, what happeuns if a terrorist group gets
them, ard'sy/fdrth, and I suppose you share the same concerns.

Ofi6 148t-quRbtion. What do you see as a general range of the defense
budgets for*fKe next 5 years? I have heard something about fiscal
year 1980’4y may be up to $150 billion or $148 billion for defense
spendifigh you see it that way?

“M#. RusMsrern. I have reviewed the projections that have been put
forwird! and T am not in a position at this stage to challenge those
pProjections. "There are so many variables, rates of inflation that we
have éxperienced, the question as to the trends vis-a-vis the Soviet
TS, Whit the economy, what technological changes might occur. It
would not be useful for me to second-guess those projections, a prod-

ct of all those people, and having not had an opportunity to visit

ith thetid@Bout this.

'S@n‘@i%bx* PEamy. You will review them, however?

MR oME#ELD. Oh, indeed T will.

i 8ehater Teary. Thank you.

" PR Afrvan. Gentlemen, we certainly thank you.

Serpitor Prany. I will have other questions to submit for the record.*

PHe €rldmman. All right. Without objection, the Senator will be
pbtihitted Wnd in fact invited to submit brief questions. And whether
o 1ot the ‘questions and answers are classified or not will be deter4
mined. And we will dispose of it accordingly.

Ihdes#ding to my recollection, this brings us now to Senator Jackson.

Senator Tower. Mr. Chairman, I think Senator Scott is next.

' SPhé @izamrman. T announced that I would just have to take them as
ey ofime in, and Senator Jackson and Senator Cannon were here
dhiesel of Benator Scott ; is that correct ?

Senator Jackson. I think Senator Scott was here ahead of us.

"Fha @iarrmaxN. Excuse me. Excuse me. Well, that changes the sit-
wation. Tam sorry, Senator Scott. I was told by staff who was keepingd
up with #t that you followed them. Thank you. Glad to recognize yow!

*See questions with answers, p. 70.
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Senator Scorr. 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 grour views and that
of the man that you are being nominated to replace? -

Mr. RumsreLp. 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 Scorr. 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. Rupmsrerp. That is the import of my response.

Senator Scort. Now, what, if any, misuses do you see in the Ameri-
can policy of détente with the Soviet Union ?

Mr. RumsreLp. Would you repeat that question ?

Senator Scorr. What, if any, misuses do you see in the American
policy of détente with the Soviet Union? Do you see any difficulties, is
détente working in the best interest of the U.S. Government? What
changes would you contemplate in this overall policy of détente?

Mr. RumsreLp. I see. I commented at some length on this subject.
I would summarize my response by saying that détente, 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 nof
have a relaxation of tension unless there is tension and indeed there is;

Senator Scorr. I understand that before I did come in that you did
talk at length about that. "

Mr. RumsreLD. Yes, sir. 0y

Senator Scorr. But de you have any, just to narrow it a bit, do yoy
have any concern about the way détente is working? Is it reuflly B
one-way street, or do you consider it in the mutual interest of our
country and Russia ?

Mr. RumsreLp. Well, obviously, certainly a relationship between the
United States and the Soviet Union must not be a one-way street.

Senator Scort. Well, has it been working against the interests of
our own country, in your opinion ¢

Mr. RumsreLp. In my view, it is our interests to vigorously seek {)ﬁt
areas where conceivably the United States and the Soviet Union mig \4
agree. That is to say, our interests might coincide.

Senator Scort. But I am asking your opinion, and you have beexn- at
the White House, and you have been Ambassador to NATO ; in YOuE
opinion, has this been working in the best interests of the U.S. Goy-
ernment? You have been close to this.

Mr. RumsreLp. When one says this, I think——

Senator Scorr. Now, I would say to you that in your answeér, I
have already indicated a friendship toward your nomination, but if
your answer is in any way evasive, I will consider changing my I,i},ind
on voting for your confirmation. So I would like your opinion, .

Has détente, in your opinion, been working in the best interests of
the U.S. Government? If you can answer that directly, I would apr
preciate it. :
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Mr. Rumsrerp. Sure. There is no question but that it has been in our
interests to seek areas where our interests converge. What concerns me
about the period we have gone through is what—and again, maybe the
best 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 avoid some of the
things that we talked about earlier.

The danger I see, and it is a real one, it is twofold. The fact that the
Soviet Union has a system and beliefs that are fundamentally different
from ours.

Senator Scort. Now. Mr. Rumsfeld, I have asked you a very simple
question. In vour opinion, has détente been working in the best inter-
ests of the Government of the United States. Now, I think you can
answer this without all of this beating around the bush.

In your opinion, you could even give me a “Yes” or “No” answer if
you saw fit.

‘Mr. Rumsrerp. Well, T will be happy to answer it, but T would
prefer to answer it this way, and then I will be happy to answer an
additional question.

Rut, the first part. substantatively, yes.

Senator Scort. Thank you.

Mr. RumsrFerp. In terms—— :

The CratrMax. He should be allowed to make an explanation I
think, Senator.

Mr. Rumsrerp. I would like to answer the second part. one cannot
just look at a specific agreement, that is to say, Is the ABM agree-
ment in our interest or not in our interest. One has to look at the
broader concept. The danger I see is that throughout these discussions
and negotiations, given insistence on the part of the United States that
it not be a one-wayv street, the danger is that the American people and
the people in other free countries will assume that there are not funda-
mental differences between our svstems, will assume that, in fact,
because there has been relative stabilitv, there need not be vigilance,
and will assume, therefore, there is not, a need for defense capability.
In fact, the onlv reason that you are able to sit down and have discus-
sions as to whether or not vou can find an area of agreement, for ex-
amnle, with respect to SALT or MBFR, is because of that capability.

Senator Scorr. All right, that’s enough I think. Mr. Chairman.

Can vou be your own man at the Department of Defense regardless
of the Secretary of State ?

Mr. Romsrerp. Absolutely.

Senator Scorr. You can work with him as a coequal ?

Mr. Rumsrerp. There is no question but that the President. in visit-
ing with me about this assignment as recently as yesterday, has indi-
cated that is exactly the situation, that with respect to the matters of
interest to the Deparment of Defense, he will, in fact, expect me to, and
I shall fully represent the Department and my views in the councils
of government.

Senator Scorr. Now, Mr. Rumsfeld. a few minutes aco somebody
brought up the question of noncontrollables. This mav have been in
your own testimonyv. Now, I do not look on that as a fietion, but some-
what of an excuse for not making changes. Are you willing 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
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we could still have the adequate hardware that we need; that we would
have the necessary funds for research and development. Are you will-
in%{bo make a search ?

r. Rumsrerp. Absolutely. The context of the phrase uncontroll-
ables 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 Scorr. As I understand the phrase “noncentrollables,” it
means that without changing the law and yet——

Mr. Rumsrerp. That’s correct.

Senator Scorr. Yet, we in the Congress are constantly confranted
with extending the law, or making 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. Rumsrerp. Absolutely. And I believe that the question as to
whether or not they fit. into the earlier descriptions of controllable or
uncontrollable is irrelevant. One has to come forward with a budget
that makes sense.

Senator Scorr. 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 retire-
ment, 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. RumsreLp. There is a wide variety of views as to what that
mortgage is between now and the end of the century. I quite agree
with you that it is an area that requires the attention of the committee
and certainly my attention. I

S_entor Scorr. Well, T have been told that there are now 1 million
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 concern. 7

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Crarman. Thank you, Senator. Thank you very much.

Gentlemen, according to my recollection now it is Senator Jackson.

Senator Jacksown. 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 CrATRMAN. OK. Proceed.

Senator Jackson. Mr. Rumsfield, I believe the chairman and others
have asked about your commitment to serve, and I want to nail that
down very carefully. Do I understand that you will serve through the
balance of this administration, that you will not quit for another po-
litical position, assuming the President does not take steps to remove
you, of course ?

Mr. Rumsrerp. As I indicated, T recognize the importance of the
leadership within a department of this size, and there is no question
that T would serve at the pleasure of the President.

Senator Jacksox. We understand that. That is not my question.

v
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Mr. Rumsrerp. T have no intention:
Senator Jackson. I said, assuming the President does not remove
you would you stay through this period and turn down another posi-
tion 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.
r. RumsreLp. You know. absent of the President asking me to

}ieave that office and do something else, my full intention would be to

o it.

Senator Jacksown. But, if he——

The CHatrman. Let’s have quiet, please, gentlemen.

Senator Jackson. If the President asked you to take another posi-
ti];)n, what is your plan? This is what the newspaper discussion is all
about.

Mr. Rumsrerp. Let me respond this way, Senator——

Senator Jackson. All right.

Mr. Rumsrerp. I think personally there was an impression possibly
that some people came away with an impression that was uonfortu-
nate 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 ? 4

Mr. Rumsrerp. 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 CuarmMan. Would you yield to the Senator?

Senator Jackson. Not out of my time.

The Crxramrman. On his time.

Senator 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 job, 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 JacksonN. Well, T think a legitimate question is

Senator Tower. What if he asked him to be the Secretary of HUD,
or something like that? :

The Cramrman. All right.

Senator CuLver. You know the answer.

The CuarMAN. Just a minute, please. Just a minute. I thought the
Senator from Texas wanted to ask a question and, of course, the time
belongs to the Senator from Washington. But any member can make
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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 Jaoxsow. I have great respect for Mr. Rumsfeld, and I just
wait to nail this down so that we understand one another here. Mr:
Rumsfeld, the Senate understands that the two nominations came at a
time of great movement within the administration. I think it i$ 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. Democratic Presidents picked Republicans for Secretary of
Defense over a period of time, dating back to Marshall, Lovett, Wilson,
McElroy, Gates, and McNamara. There is a tradition of nonpartisan-
ship in the Defense post here that I am concerned about. I am talk-
ing 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 tradition—

Mr. RumsreLp. Sir ?

Senator JacksoN. I will let you respond. It has been a tradition that
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defénse do not go out on
the stump and make political speeches.

Mr. Romsrerp. Of that you can be certain.

Senator Jacksox. Well, I am glad to hear that.

Mr. Rumsrerp. I would certainly subseribe——

Senator Jacksox. I am very ?gased.

Mr. RumsreLp. Abdolutely, I would certainly subscribe to the tra-
ditional lack of involvement of those two Departments, Defense and
State, in partisan politics: bl

Senator Jackson. We have always, in this committee, gone into the
question of how long the nomines for Secretary of Defense would:
serve, you recall, Mr. Chairman—— b3

The CratrMAN. I asked that question myself.

Senator Jackson. Over and over again, we have asked'the witnesses
that question, because someone who just goes in for a few months in
the Department of Defense, and then is running for a high political
office, will be subject to partisin temptations—-— 1

Mr. Rumsrrrp. Well, let me set that straight. T am not runningrfgo
anything. My intention is to go into that Department and——e 11

lSenator Jacksox. I am also referring to your being draftedifor
ca [ d dedd goit
Mr. Rumsrerp. To serve and to serve as effectively adil kuow howl
for as long as the President wants me to. ‘ [inan
. Senator Jackson. But, you are not rejecting the peddib{kivy vflth
President asks you to be the Vice President, fmbexa?nrfxlé,rﬂhimrywm
would leave for that Office ? Crniznos odd 1oy

Mr. Rumsrerp. Senator, T think that would-beorpalkyl rdsurniptizous
as can be for me to stand up and take mysskflout of eoilsitern fron oy
soniething that I am not in consideratiomn: for: I nern] that' Goabtitud
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Senator Jackson. Finally, let me ask you this: Were you inwvolved
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. RumsreLp. 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
publiely, 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 more, I suggested to him that
I should take myself out of my responsibility as his coordinator in
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 long and the short of it is that I know Jim Schlesinger, I have
admired him, I think he was a good Seeretary of Defense, 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 occurred.

Senator Jackson. When were you first contacted by him?

Mr. RomsreLp. By whom ?

Senator JacksoN, By the President about the possibility of a change
in Defense ?

Mr. Rumsrerp. I believe it was on a Saturday. On Saturday.

Senator Jackson. The day before the dismissal ?

Mr. RumsreLp. No, a week before, I believe. It was at that point
that I tried to extricate myself, it was a Saturday afternoon.

Senator Jacksox. I yield the balance of my time.

The Cuarman. All right, Senator. You have a minute left.

Senator JacksoN. Well, you are entitled to that.

The CaATRMAN. Senator Cannon.

Senator Cax~NoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. '

Senator Goldwater and Senator Nunn both have raised with you
éarlier the balance in spending between the personnel and defense
hardware. The thrust of my question is centered around which of
the two possible 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 potentially
serious erosion in our investment spending for research and devel-
opment for new weapons? How do you feel about that issue, if you
were confronted with that possibility ? i

Mr. RumsreLp. It seems to me that all would agree there is no ques-
tion that but that priorities would have to be established. I beging
however, with a conviction that the different things that one weichg
against others have different weights. It strikes me that the stability]
in the world that is provided by our Defense Establishment is funda«
mental to the freedom of the people on this globe. So I look at the
question of the construction of a defense budget not solely from the
auestion of what percentage of the GNP, or what percentage of
Federal spending, or what relation it has to the domestic¢ spendin,
but I look at it from the standpoint of what are the relative capabiﬂ
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itiesyand are we, in fact, able to achieve and maintain essential equiva-
Jence, because absent that we are asking for serious trouble.

Senator CaANNON. 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. RumMsrFELD. Some do.

Senator CaNNoN. The majority of them.

Mr. RumsreLp. [Witness nodded in the affirmative.]

Senator Cannoxn. Now, what is your 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. RumsreLp. The situation varies from country to country. There
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.

Bat, I personally have been pleased to see some of the NATO coun-
tries actually increasing in real terms their contribution to the defense
of NATO. I recognize that two in the last couple of years have re-
duced their contribution to NATO in real terms. The important thing
is that collectively, we have a credible deterrent, and that internally,
within the 15 countries, we keep working to see that there is reason-
able 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, 1
think that we have been moving toward equity.

If one looks at, for example, the U.S. force levels in Europe, we
see s general downward trend, and now they have leveled, as they
should, during the mutual and balanced 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 CaammaN. Excuse me just one moment, please. ,

Mr. Rumsrerp. That is an important piece of real estate. ‘

The Caamrman. 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 committee,
we will reassemble at 2:30. And among those that have been here
this morning, the Chair would again recognize first Senator Byrd and
we will finish this now, if it is possible, with Senator Cannon,

Senator Can~ox. I can complete my 10 minutes now: ;

’_I‘hle CuamrMaN. All right. Those who wish to leave, please do so
quietly. ,

Senator Curver. Mr. Chairman, is there any possibility that we
could go to 12:30% : '

The CramMaN, Well, we have a vote on.

Senator Curver. Well, if we wanted to vote and come back? Some
of us eannot be here this afternoon, that is the problem. ,

The CrammaN. We will be glad to try to accommodate you, Senator.
All right, let’s proceed.

Senator Cannon., Mr. Rumsfeld, do you have any specific recom-
mendations as to what we might do to get the NATO countries to
carry more of the burden of their own defense?

Mr. Romsrerp. Well, I do, and was involved in some of the efforts,
and know that Secretary Schlesinger has been working very aggres-
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sively, and Ambassador Bruce with our NATO allies in that connec-
tion. 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 standard-
ization, interoperability and commonality among weapons systems.
Another element is to attempt, through rationalization, to achieve
a more sensible allocation of responsiEility 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 question
that in all three countries, during the period of relative stability, our
Eublic as well as the public of Western Europe, make judgments as

etween pri®rities, 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 secu-
rity 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. RumsrFero. True.

Senator CanvoN. And may make standardization with NATO un-
desirable in some cases. Do you have an opinion on that point ?

Mr. RumsreLp. 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 about standardization, one must think of 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 neeessarily interchangeable. So, 1
do not think one is going te 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 incredibly difficult thing to achieve.

_ Senator Canxon. Have you seen what you consider to be substan-
tial progress on the issue of standardization while you were with
NATO!? .

Mr. RumsreLn. No, sir. I have seen progress, but substantial prog-
ress, no. I think since the beginning of the alliance, indeed since the
becinning 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 tremendoug
competition between services, between nations, and between suppliersy
all ofwhichyesigtthe best affontse By

enator CARNaN. On spether s
conéépts, the Senate Defense Appropriations Subcommittee for fiscal
year 1976 recommends abolishing the Office of the Assistant Secretary

prrsnbipedtio#n -aelntiose tor management
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of Defense for Program Analysis and Evaluation, which is the old Sys-
tems Analysis Office that was established under Secretary McNamara.
Have you {ad a chance to study that question and recommend or form
an opinion on it ?

r. Romsrerp. I have not. i

Senator Can~on. Mr. Chairman, I think we probably will have to
recess for the vote.

The Caamman. 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. ; iy

Senator CoLver. I will not be able to do that, sir. If I could just go
vote and come right back for a few minutes here ¢

The CuammaN. All right. Let’s accommodate you, Senator. Could
you wait a few minutes? :

Mr. RoMsreLp. Yes,sir. I am at your disposal. !

The CuarMan. All right. Frankly, I may be cut off from coming
back, but you gentlemen can proceed if you want to further for a few

inutes.
mAll right, we thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. You have had 3
hours on the stand, and I think you have earned a little rest here. But
if you could just accommodate Senator Culver, and then we will
resume at 2:30 p.m. s A >

Al] right, the committee will take a recess until the call of the Chair.

gSho_rt recess. | 3 ;

enator Curver. 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 inguiry that Senator
Leahy 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
Trident 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
strike?

Mr. Rumsrerp. Well, No. 1, T 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 dis-
tinction between the two, I would want to know what his logie 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 am-
biguity concerning the policy option of using a strategic nuclear
weapon by way of a first——

M}'ﬁ Rowmsrerp. No. My response was in the broad sense, not in the
Specific.

Senator CuLver. Then you do feel that it is important to maintain
a distinction between tactical first-use and strategic nuclear weapons?

Mr. Rumsrerp. I would want to know the context that he was talking
about, and I am not familiar with it.

61-860—75— 4
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Senator Curver. I respect vour reservation in this area, but what
he was talking about was the European scenario that you made refer-
ence to earlier in the event of an attack where the Western European
defenses were, and it was felt to be necessary to have the option of
tactical nuclear first-use available. He did not rule out the option of
responding. 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, has raised some very disturbing
implications in considering the break that we attempt to maintain
between first strike and first use, and the important distinctions in
terms of the destabilizing consequences to the nuclear balance and
the nuclear threat.

Mr. Rumsrerp. 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 Scott’s
line of questions, on March 4, 1974, when you were Ambassador to
NATO, you made the following statement to the House Armed Serv-
ices Committee, and I quote: “If our goal is to improve relationships
with the Soviet Union by the various negotiations, the only way you
can describe what has been going on is by success. One should say
Hosannna, Hosanna., we have wanted peace and we have had it, and
we wanted adequate deterrent and we have had it.”

Do you still believe our past negotiations with the Soviet Union
must be so highly praised; and second, do you still believe that we
have an adequate deterrent ?

Mr. Rumsrerp. I do believe we have an adequate deterrent. It is
clear that we have had relative stability with the Soviet Union. That
is to sav, that for one reason or another we have not had a major
confrontation in the sense of an outbreak of war.

Senator, CurLvrr. Would you still be as euphoric in assessing the
balance sheet of détente as you were on that occasion ? A

Mr. Rumsrerp. I think—— _ :

Senator Curver. Would you be that euphoric today in its assessment ¢

Mr. Rumsrerp [continuing]. My problem with answering the ques-
tons about détente is that they——

Senator CuLver. Are you a little bit more reserved about saying
Hosanna, Hosanna, as you did on that occasion?

Mr.. Rumsrrep. I did not use that today.

Senator CuLver. No, I noticed that, and that is what I am trying
to.probe.

Mr..Rumsrerp. Yes. My problem is that in thinking about the sub-
ject of détente and our relationship with the Soviet Union there are
so many factors that go into those relationships, not the least of
which is deterents. I do nat subscribe to the view that there is some
sort of sitnation as the result of past relationships that one could
suggest that, therefore, our defense is less necessary today. I do not
believe that. I believe it is absolutely necessary, I believe it is, in fact,
what has created the environment whereby we could talk with the
Soviet Union. One can look and make different value judgments
about different things that have occurred. But, I happen to believe
that yes, the ABM treaty is a useful thing, I think it is useful to be
engaged in mutual and balanced force reduction talks. I think it would
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be a fine thing for our country and Western Europe if, in fact, we
could Ozchieve a greater security at a lower level of forces. That would
be good.

%ow, whether we will have that, I do not know.

Senator CuLveEr. Mr. Rumsfeld, one of the probléms that this com-
mittee 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 rela,tionshi{) clearly between the force structure being requested and
the foreign policy commitments that they are designed to implement.

Now, I wonder what your views were in terms of the degree of
coordination that you are going to seek by bringing together a
greater degree of integration on-this subject so we can have a more
rational debate and more precisely assure ourselves as to the char-
acter of our foreign policy, its goals, its objectives, and its relation-
ship to the military requests to implement it. : :

r. Rumsrerp. Well, after this matter was raised by several members
of the committee, I refreshed myself on the 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 cooperate with that, It is a fascinating subject, it is an important
subject, it is incredibly a complicated subject, and I question whether
it is going to lend itself to a formula that will :

Senator Curver. One of the difficulties——

Mr. RumsrFeLp [continuing]. Shape the road ahead. But it is impor-
tant.

Senator Curver. In the absence of that kind of eommunication and
coordination between the two bureaucracies, I think it clearly leaves
the Defense Department in the difficult position of making requests
based on what they perceive to be our global role as opposed to having
the Defense Department budget respond to a carefully considered
determination of what the precise foreign policy is that we are, in
fact, attempting to implement. And the ambiguity that exists in that
area, I think, makes it very difficult for you or somebody in your
position to come to a responsible determination of the nature of the
request.

ow, Mr. Rumsfeld, the U.S. foreign military sales have been at
about $10 billion for each of the past 2 years. Other nations are
getting the latest and the best equipment, sometimes even before our
own troops. I recently 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 Secre-
tary of Defense policy and procedure guidelines for foreign military
sales as “fragmented and incomplete, if not inconsistent.”

Now, to some extent, our defense industry, in my judgment, is
becoming dependent on those foreign sales, and our production lines
may soon be hostage te them. Will you see to it that there is a clear
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policy 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. Rumsrerp. 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 reim-
bursement. There are, of course, statutes that provide for a range of
arrangements with respect to the transfer of various types of equip-
ment, 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 T recall, it was something to the effect would I guarantee that we
would develop a national policy. I will be happy to guarantee that
T am interested in this subject, and that I suspect that there is a good
deal of truth in the import of your guestion; that is to say that the
national policy is not well understood nationally and that

Senator CULVER. Well, can you give us some assurance that it will
be understood in your own Department ?

Mr. RumsFerp. I will certainly contribute my best effort to see not
only that our Department, but others in Government develop an ap-
proach. 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 Sec-
retary of State Kissinger to initiate an international arms control
conference on foreign military sales to try to ‘get some rational con-
trol over this pathological race to sell more and more arms all over
the world with all of the attendant consequences that are implicit to
it. And T 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 participation, I think it is important to the issue of NATO
and our general alliance.

Now, finally, Mr. Rumsfeld, following up on this issue of standard-
ization, which I think you are aware that Senator Nunn and I, as well
as others who have spoken to the question, 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
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toward standardization, including using existing legal a i
waive the Buy American Act? 5 Bt AP to

Mr. RumsreLp. 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 that it merits the attention of a nominee for this post.

I would agam, however—well, T would like to make two comments.
One, I would not agree with your characterization of a museum char-
acter of NA_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, RUMSFELD. 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 bat-
tle tanks. In recent NATO war games, we lacked even communica-
tioms, interoperability, even to the point that in recent NATO exer-
cises, reportedly 50 percent of the patrol boat kills were NATO allies,
putting it to other NATO allies.

Mr. Rumsrerp. There are problems, but also——

Senator CuLver. And it is quite a serious problem. And I think the
balloon goes up. And you talk about the nuclear threshold, if your con-
ventional deterrent is destroying itself at that rate, how can you have a
rational deterrent against your enemy, and if airecraft cannot land and
refuel, how can anybody say that that is not a problem ¢

Mr. RumsreLp. It is a serious problem, I quite agree.

Senator CuLver. And it may be a nice command in peacetime, but
you would hope to God that you would not ever get assignment in the
military in the time of actual conflict.

Now, I think as a matter of fact, we have not given a serious effort
to this problem in Europe or in the United States that it justifies, and
I think now that our conventional deterrent is so much more impor-
tant, relative to the nuclear balance, that it is absolutely imperative
that we be creative, that we be aggressive, that we be determined about
this, if for no other reason than we are going to have to sustain public
support for conventional deterrent. And if you tell the American peo-
ple about all of the money that we have spent on this since World War
IT in building a conventional deterrent, and then you start giving them
the chapter and verse as to how ludicrous it is today, then you are going
g);%\(z)e a lot more worries than the reduction of the U.S. forces from

Mr. Rumsrerp. I have made almost exactly those remarks to th
North Atlantic Council on behalf of the UnitedyStates and fully ;)gtre:
with you. g

Senator CuLver. And I think that you—

Mr. Rumsrerp. That the pressures on budgets throughout the NATO
alliance, as well as just commonsense, says that we have got to find
ways to make greater progress, considerably greater progress.
Ors‘sggzog‘hg%flmlz One of thstehv::ould be 1tlohuse your courage to use

y America Act that you wi
hope that you will pursue that. THG AN A Perretatys 9nd |
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And finally, Mr. Chairman, T appreciate the indulgence of the Chair,
I have some additional questions that I will submit for the record
which I would appreciate a written response to.

But, I do wish to have, on this occasion a pledge from you that you
will make a good faith and determined effort to carry out the confer-
ence language, and in your appearance before this committee next year
in support of the defense budget request, that the required report on
the relation of force structure to foreign policy that will be undertaken
and presented only after the closest consultation and agreement within

our foreign policy bureaucracy. 4
Mr. Rumsrerp. I certainly will. I think that will be useful for the

committee, but certainly useful within the Government.
Senator CurLver. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Mr.

Rumsfeld.

RESPONSES BY DoONALD RUMSFELD TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS OF SENATOR
Joun O. CULvVER

Question 1. The Office of Mahagement and Budget has just reported to Con-
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 President feels
the U.S. must limit the growth of Federal spending. He intends to do this 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 2. Do you believe that, in circumstances where no nuclear weapons
have been used, but the United States contemplates the 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 be 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
necessarily 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 be my policy to provide to the Congress all available informa-
tion that will assist it in meeting its responsibility to evaluate the Defense De-
partment 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 considerable mis-
understanding, I will study this question 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 an administration.
Apart from your peacetime service as a naval aviator and a year plus of some-
what related experience as US Ambassador to NATO, your experience in Con-
gress 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-
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partment and master rapidly the complex budgetary, strategic, and pol
subject matters which confront any occupant of that office ? i BN

Answer. 4ny incoming Secretary of Defense has an enormous task facing him
in coping with thq many comx_rlex 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 Eco-
nomic Commitgee, and the Government Operations Committee and its Subeom-
mittees on Military Operations and on Foreign Operations and Government In-
formation. As Ambassador to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization I was the
United States’ Permanent Representative to the North Atlantic Council, to the
Defense Planning Committee, and to the Nuclear Planning Group. For t,he 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 De-
fense. But my administrative, legislative, diplomatie, and defense background
prepare me, at least, to begin the task. I will utilize, in addition, the abundant
expert assistance that is available in the Department, in the Congress, and out-
side of the Government. ¢

Question 6. If confirmed, you will take over the direction of a De artm
which has been shaken by the sudden and peremptory dismissal of Dpr. Sc}ﬁl:
singer. There are also a number of major vacancies in important policy posts—
for example, the Assistant Secretary of International Security Affairs, 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 ?

Argswer. 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
§enior 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 Presi-
dent Nixon and President Ford, could you give the Committee your attitude
regardix_]g 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 o rate in a mann
which is responsive to the needs of the President. Each Prggident br?ngsmv}vr;?;;
him a semewhat different personal approach to decision-making, and the NSC
mechanism must be flexible enough to respond to changing Presidential require-
ments. 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 decision. Finally, on major issues, the process should
permit key figures in the pélicy and decision-making process to weigh in at
var}ous levels through the NSC committees culminating, on major issues, with
review by the NSC itself and Presidential decision. g

Question 8. If you found your convictions to be at variance witil th
those of the
tSoecl:':t;:gd g?f %tat;zdto the same gegree as Dr. Schlesinger’s were, would you expect
ould you resign? Would you submerge them? How sh
policy differences be ventilated and resolved? i Sl ek o

Answer. As I testified yesterday, I full i i

y intend to present my views vigorously
i)othul;efore the Congress and in thé Executive Branch. The Secretary of Sgtate ar;(i
N v:i have numerous 9pportunities to discuss issues personally and in the

t} g!llllcl)lei?(l)rity Council, and I expect most differences to be resolved.
m my a_ssociation with the President that he is not surprised
:r[)’r 1(}isplealsed to hear different points of view. That is normal on importantrigsues.

oI ncs; lgl;ffer;nc&s c:i) D be raised, discussed, and resolved.
end, the President resolves remaining differences in a i

Judgment of what best serves our national interegt. i

Question 9. Do you believe that the Unit i
i ed States should emphasize improve-
ments in conventional capability rather than nuclear, especially in Europe"!] Will

you giv, i i
iy g(ig :1 icé(;zc; ::gl;tmy to programs which only add to our overkill and see if some
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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 conven-
tional 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 seems clear to me that in the current age of at least rough
strategic parity, we must have and maintain eonventional 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 CaxnoN. Thank you, Mr. Rumsfeld. We have another vote
on now, and the committee will stand in recess until 2 :30.

Mr. Rumsrerp. Thank you, sir.

[Whereupon, at 12:50 p.m., the hearing recessed to reconvene at
2:30 p.m. this same day. |

NOMINATION OF DONALD RUMSFELD TO BE
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 12, 1975

U.S. SENATE,
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washington, D.C.,
The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 2:30 p.m. in room 1114
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. John C. Stennis (chairman).

Present: Senators Stennis (presiding), Symington, MecIntyre,
Byrd of Virginia, Tower, Goldwater, and Taft.

Also present: T. Edward Braswell, Jr., chief counsel and staff
director; W. Clark McFadden IT, 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 O. Old, James C. Smith, Larry K. Smith, and Francis J. Sulli-
van, 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 to Senator Culver; and Bill Lind, assistant to Senator Taft.

The CuarmMaN. We had a good hearing this morning. Mr. Secretary,
there will be additional questions from members who have already
asked some of their questions.

We will stay with it this afternoon the best we can. I understand
we are not likely to 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
right, Mr. Rumsfeld.

Mr. Rumsrerp. Yes, Mr, Chairman.

This morning I was asked a question concerning the Pershing
missile. 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 the White
House, I received a set of four or five different responses at various
times that the President has given on that question. In reading them,
I find that the characterization I gave to it 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—only promised to study.
We made no commitment that we would make that weapon available. And in
the process of study, we will have some time to see how the peace efforts, the
Sinai peace agreement proceeds along with potential other agreements in that
area. But there is no commitment by us, except to study, for the delivery of a
Pershing missile to the Middle Bast.

After reading it, that strikes me as not being a “strong reservation.”
but simply a statement on his part of its being part of a shopping list,
and that he intends to give it thorough consideration.

The Cuarman. All right. Anytime you think the matter should be
taken up in closed session, you only have to indicate such, although
we want to have it open as much as we can. If you so indicate, I.will
arrange it.

[Discnssion off the record.]

The CramMAN. The Chair recognizes Senator Byrd.

Senator Byrp. Mr. Rumsfeld. Secretarv Schlesinger viewed détente
with Russia and concessions to Russia with somewhat less enthusiasm
than does Secretary Kissinger. Now, is your own view more in line
with that of Secretary Schlesinger or Secretarv Kissinger ?

Mr. Rumsrerp. Senator Byrd, I have talked with Secretary Schle-
singer about the subject over a period of time. I indicated earlier that
I know of no policy differences that I have with Secretary Schlesinger.
However, it is very difficult for one individual to characterize the
views as fitting more with one person’s or another. I have talked with
him personally about it. I know what you are saying. You are talking
in part about the public perception of his views, I think. And there
is no question but that in recent days and weeks there has been the
appearance of wide divergence of view between those two individuals.

My preference, rather than trying to slot myself as between the
two of them, would be to refer to the remarks I have made earlier.
1 recognize the fundamental différences between our systems and
our beliefs, I therefore naturally feel that caution. a great deal of
care, a great deal of vigilance must be exercised with respect to our
relationship.

Senator Byrp. You are speaking about Russia now?

Mr. Rumsrerp. That is right.

Senator Byrp. I was speaking of the fundamental difference between
Secretary Schlesinger and Secretary Kissinger.

Mr. Rumsrerp. I'm aware of that. And my response would be to tell
vou what I think on the subject, because I think that if you ask the
two of them what the fundamental difference they had was, you,
would find that it is probably different than the public perception.

Senator Byro. I didn’t see the program the other evening, but did
the President give as a reason or the reason for the dismissal of Secre+
tary Schlesinger the differences that the Secretary had with Mr.
Kissinger and vice versa ? i

Mr. Rumsrerp. Absolutely not in the context that you are talking
about. I specifically told the President that I knew of no major policy|
differences that I had with Secretary Schlesinger

Senator Byrp. I am not speaking of you.

Mr. Rumsrerp. But my point 1s he said he knew that, and under4
stood that. It is my recollection of his statements on television—and
here instead of expressing my own opinions, I am interpreting whati
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the President and what Secretary Schlesinger and Secretary Kis-
singer’s views on the world might be, which 1s really not my place—
but my .impression of the press conference was that the President
indicated he did not have policy differences with Jim Schlesinger, and.
that basically it was a variety of thi which he characterized in
several ways, but it would not be differing views on détente, insofar
as I understood his press conference.

Senator Byro. Is it your view, then, that Secretary Schlesinger and
Secretary Kissinger are in accord on their views of détente ?

Mr. Rumsrerp. 1 think that they have certainly been in accord on
occasion. And I think they certainly differed on occasion. With respect
to the substance, certainly no American—no official of Government in
this administration is going to recommend something with respect to
the various negotiations that are taking place that would work ad-
versely to the security interests of the United States of America.

Senator Byrp. Of course that is a question of judgment.

Mr. Rumsrewp. 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 negotiation. And then there are the effects on the
public perceivings of that relationship. I know Secretary Schlesinger
and Secretary Kissinger have differed on the question of the tactics
as to what should be done.

T also know—I shouldn’t be speaking for the two Secretaries; I
should be speaking for myself. For yyself, the question of the public
perception about the state of our I'e\la-tions' is one that is troublesome.
In my judgment far too many people in this country and in other free
countries throughout the world have the impression that because we
are able to engage in a multiplicity of relationships with the Soviet
Union, that therefore the world is at peace and things will be good
forever more. And, I think, that that is asking considerably too much.
The relationship does require vigjlance. Our capability does have a
deterrent effect. It is important that we maintain that essential equiv-
alence. 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
wrong.

The fact is that our capabilities have provided the stability in the
world, and it is important not only for us, but for the rest of the world.

Senator Byrp. I think that we can support a strong national defense,
which T do, without necessarily supporting détente, which I don’t nec-
essarily support in all of its aspects. I support the concept of a dialog
between our country and China and our country and Russia.

Mr. RumsreLp. Those are my views exactly.

Senator Byrp. And, I think, perhaps I was the first Senator to ap-
plaud President Nixon’s trip to Peking, because I wanted to see a
dialog opened with that nation. But when it comes to concessions,
agreements which have been made with Russia, then my view is that
the United States has come off second best. And my belief is that Sec-
retary 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. Romsrerp. I can assure you that that balance will continue.
There is no question but that it 1s critically important to this countr
that the President have a variety of views, that the views of the DO
and the defense and security interests of our country be fully heard
and weighed in Presidential decisionmaking. That would be my
Intention.

Senator Byrp. In your judgment, Mr. Rumsfeld, what has the
United States gained over the last 3 years in regard to détente?

Mr. Romsrerp. It is difficult to say, unless one defines terms, as to
what détente is. I don’t think of détente 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 some-
thing that is in our interest, fine, we do it. To the extent we cannot,
we'ought not to. It ought now to be a one-way street. There is no
question about that. But in looking at the history of our relationships,
or the history of the world, I don’t think a person can say this confron-
tation was avoided because of eight other things that were taking
place, or that this potential tlireat 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 substantively 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 finally, we have
to see that while we are doing it. we don’t create so euphoric 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 that the ABM Treaty was useful, and

they would cite that. There are things that might have been averted
during this period. There is no way that I can untie that knot and trace
the line from a single benefit or conversely a single problem to the
word “détente.” But if by détente you mean the avoidance of con-
frontation were possible and the sensible, hard-nosed, seeking out of
the areas where our interests might converge, but recognizing that they
might not, then I think that the Ameri¢an people support that. And I
do.

Senator. Byrp. Are there two or three examples of advantages that
we have obtained from détente that you could enumerate ?

Mr. Rumsrerp. As I indicated, I think that one cannot say what
would have happened in world relations absent an effort on our part
to have less tense relationships with the Soviet Union and China. My
sense is that the reason we were at the negotiating table is because we
have some chips, because there is that military capability and that
deterrant to adventuresomeness that might otherwise occur.

I think one makes a mistake to try to come up with a balance sheet,
of that nature. I think that each relationship ought to stand on its
own. We ought not to engage in a mutual balanced force reduction
agreement that is not in our interest, that is to say, one that does not
result in equal or improved security at lower lovels of forces.

We ourht not to, in my judgment. -

Now, if we were able to do that, would that be an advantage? Clearly
in my mind that would be an advantage for the American people, for
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Western Europe, and for the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, if
we could achieve it. The talks have been going on. There is a certain
seriousness of purpose. And the sense is that we may in fact achieve
some results there.

The CuaRMAN. Your time is up. Do you want to ask another
question ? ‘ ’

Senator Byrp. I will reserve the question.

The CraammAN. I believe that all who are here now have had an
opportunity to ask some questions, :

1 will be quite brief now. But I want to call your special attention
to something you already know. You have touched on it in part. But
it is most a%arming to me that we have as high a percentage of the
military dollar that we are now spending on personnel or persennel-
related matters, leaving thereby a smaller and smaller percentage for
weaponry, armor, and all the things that are generally classified as
military hardware. Now, it is according to how you figure it, of course,
but it is somewhere in the nﬁighborhood of 28 percent, or 58 cents
out of $1 that is going into this personnel matter. I think if we con-
tinue to let that climb measurably more, we will get seriously out of bal-
ance there, and we will have a harder and har§er time in getting the
absolute necessities in the way of weapons, the cost of which is going
up, and will continue to go up no doubt as it becomes more and more
involved in the contract. :

Now, for the time being I am just calling that to your attention. I
imagine you have some of the same concern, and you will come in con-
tact with it more now than before.

First, are you concerned about this very question ¢

Mr. RomsFeLp. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

The CuairMAN. And what are you (%oing to try to do with it, I mean

sttsonally? For instance, yon could have special study groups to-
{-4n it for you.

'Mr, Bumsrerp. There is no question but that the United States is
misserved If we allow a situation to develop where the pay and benefits
o, i_nQi’v" vals who serve in the Armed Forces move to a percentage
50 that jtan effect results in the drying up of funds needed for weapons
and for the de?eqsq capability of this country. My personal view is
that.an ig%vi‘c}uall who serves in the U.S. Armed Forces ought not to be
penalized by virtue of qégat s}?rvice. That hlls to say, he ought to be able
to iYe pa enefits. that are roughly commensurate to the out-
si&?%ﬁrﬁi{ﬁ“&ﬁzqwgiﬁgople ought to be willing to pay that, and
1 don’& t’;ihin,k an pil;ldiVI ual ought to be taxed for his willingness to
serve. I don’t think that: comypygsion ought to be used frivolously. To
the gxient. it }g(hi ggdﬁ?:}ng?ﬁpg 440, use it. But if we can achieve the
%W:BQWPB we nieed, _r(qugia, PIOREF Pgy[and incentives, we should do

i ool

Bt the ﬁ%‘ﬁﬁl‘-éﬁ $hat soiety might fd1ink,sye oyn have it both ways.
We cannot. Either we pay,the people shat-they pre;worth and in addi-
Yo haye the funds necessary forthe Weapohssysigmsthatare a funda-
iﬂ »tﬂlﬁfﬂ& parpational Qami?lhﬁy, pr- e dontBut;there is no free
SR, W hen Lhe (congress made the decision and thekerptry made
the. -ef}!g“’!%u move toward, an, allyolunteeriforde to,the extent it
&}‘?V?ﬁ, asikifsinherent in that decision. should have:heen a ilkingness
Pay.p réasonably competitive rate axcknpt have pay opts dryiup the
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funds necessary for the weapons. And I am afraid what happened swas,
people thought they could have it both ways.
. The Caamrman. Well, one thing comes to my mind—and I have to

defer to others somewhat on this particular 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
best. but as few as mav be reasonably necessary, you can’t tell exactly ;
for instance, planes. ships of a kind, tanks, and a number of things,
von need good, hard-headed judgment on how many we need of these
different items. We are beginning to have a great number, it seems to
me. But if you are going to have a great variety, we should be com-
pelled to try getting along on as few as possible. Some say we need
400 naval aircraft of a certain 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 make some hard recommendations.

Mr. Rumsfeld, you seem to have a real determination about you and
a penetrating mind. T want to get you concerned about these matters.
I don’t know what special teams or what is necessary, but T 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 Army. T am not harping 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 bargain-
ing with you folks, I will tell you the way I feel. T think if a man
joins the service, that is enough organization for him to belong to
right there. He has cut himself out a good job, and he owes it every-
thing 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 1
see it. I know you would be concerned about a matter like that. T call it
to your attention now, and I hope you will look into it with a firm hand.

Mr. Rumsrerp. I appreciate your comments. It is a subject that 1
have not had a chance to look into. And I was not aware of the situa-
tion as you described it. I certainly will look into it.

The CuamrmAaN. All right, thank you for your promise. I didn’t ex-
pect you to be ready to answer a question like that.

Senator Goldwater.

Senator GorowATEr. 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
running back and forth, and I would just as soon miss a vote and
stay here to help things along.

The CrarMan. We use a lot of pesticides on our cotton. I will go
vote on that one. May I ask you to be in charge ?

Senator GoLpwarer [presiding]. Mr. Rumsfeld, I want to get back
to the point that Senator Byrd was trying to make and emphasize to

you, that probably the most important concern among the Senators -

18 your 'qosi-tion on détente. I don’t think there is any question about
your ability to handle the job; your background is, I think; sufficient
for you to take over. But unfortunately Secnetary Kissinger has not
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defined his deﬁnit}on of.déte_nte. And T have asked him to do this. T
am going to see him again within the next day or two and I am going
to ask him again; because the American people are very worried about.
this. They look on the Secretary of State’s attempts, whether rightly
or wrongly, as an effort to achieve a nice feeling between two potential
enemies with us seemingly giving all that the Soviets want. N ow, 1
happen to know your views on this. And I would suggest that when
you are asked that question again, don’t quibble about it. You don’t
believe in détente, as I understand your background, without some -
force to back up our position on 'what we want.

Mr. Rumsrerp. Absolutely, there is no question but that that capa-
bility is the underpinning of the security and stability we have seen
in this world, the relative stability, since World War II.

Senator Gorpwarer. That is exactly what you ought to say, and
don}’lt stretch it out or elaborate on it, because that is what we want
to hear. :

Now there may be some Members of the Senate that want to hear
it the other way around. I’'m talking about the group who will probably
haire to confirm you.

t is very important that the President, you, and Kissineer., ¢ i
word “détente” as we understand it in t}’xey Exiglish langu;ge’, %(152;1}‘:3
up. I think the way the Europeans have distorted the practice between
themselves—and you know full well how that is—is the way that we
should be practicing it. If T have something that you want and you
have something 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. Rumsrerp. That’s for sure.
thStta.na‘cor GorpwaTer. I heope the American people can understand
8]

Do you have any reason to believe that changing the Secret:
Defense at this particular time will be interprgzedgby thSe Sov?gg; 'gg
weakening our bargaining position at SALT 11, thereby causing them
to push for concessions not heretofore thought attainable?

Mr. Rumsrerp. I certainly think not. People generally behave on
the basis of things that are important, quick impressions or percep-
tions that might be current for a moment seem not to worry people who
are serious. It strikes me the Soviets are serious, and it strikes me that
to the extent they are serious and to the extent that others have a seri-
ous Interest in sensing what this adininistration’s and this President’s
views on the world are, it is not terribly difficult for them to find it out
There is no question but what this President has set forth his views.
It will not take long for people to have a sense of my views. I have tried
to contribute to that by indieating not only that I 'do not know of any
policy differences T have with Jim Schlesinger but that I told the
President that before I agreed to accept this nomination.

Senator Gorowater. Did you feel that under you DOD would have
a dlﬂ"ergnce of position with the State De artment on what a minimum
aooeptaRble SALT 11 agreement with the United States should be ?
Defel;lse aﬁﬁlfisglltﬁé?])o I think we could reach an agreement between

Benator GoLpwaTe. No, do you think there is a minimum aceept-

able agreement that : . Ell
B8 given force, you can see now, if you have thought about this,
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Mr. Rumsrerp. I have thought about it, needless to say. I think
there are so many variables in negotiations of this type, and not having
been involved in megotiations, I would be reluctant to try to describe
what it is. But there is no question but what the bottom line on this
discussion is that that total package has to end up being in our inter-
est. And to the extent that is possible, fine. To the extent it is not
possible, we will keep on trying.

Senator GoLpwaTer. Bt you would insist that any agreement would
not undermine our national security interests?

Mr. Rumsrerp. Absolutely. '

Senator GoLpwaTer. What’s dyour degree of concern over the fact
that the Soviets have surpassed the United States in warhead yield
capacity ¢

Mr. %,UMSTELDL That qtestion is one that is of concern. As I have
indicated earlier, in terms of our defense capability, and the overall
deterrent, one has to look at many parts on our side and on theirs, and
there is no question but that they are ahead of us in some and we are
ahead in some. Down the road that is certainly an area that the United
States has to be attentive to.

Senator Gorowater. 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 against the B-70, I believe.

Mr. Rumsrerp. 1 believe that is right.

Senator Gorpwater. 1 think the final pro¢urement—do you support
the requirement for the B=1 bomber as a follow-on to the B-52 force?

Mr. Rumsren. T believe that somewhere here I have a note indicat-
ing what my logic was on that. I believe it was in an omnibus bill and
there was an amendment coneerning the RB-70. I don’t have it right
in front of me. My recollection is that it was a procedural concern
without any bias against the bomber. But there is no question but that
manned bombers are an element in the overall strategic capability.

T 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 this year. At first glance I find
myself persuaded by his recommendations. But it is not something
that I consider myself expert on at this point.

Senator GoLowaTer. But the B-1 production decision is scheduled
in November of 1976. Assuming the aircraft meets all the required
technical and performance requiréments at that time, do you feel
that you could approve the aircraft for production ?

Mr. Rumsrerp. Senator, I would want to talk with the people in th
Department of Defense who have been working on this, including th
Joint Chiefs. There is no question but that the B-52 is elderly. An;
as I indicated, I recognize the contribution that manned bombers make
in the U.S. defense capability. But there are two or three very, very
large issues of that nature that will be coming up. It would be wrong
for me, without having an opportunity to be briefed in the Department
of Defense, without having an opportunity to talk to the Chief, withs
out having an opportunity to consult with others who are knowledge-
able and interested in this subject, to just sort of unilaterally pronounce
judgment. T would not respect myself for doing it and I would ques,
tion whether you would respect me for doing it.
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Senator GorpwaTer. I think you are right. But you cannot shoot me
down for trying. b

Mr. RumsreLp. No, sir.

Senator GoLowATER. One other question.

I am interested in your concept of how the Defense Department
should be managed. Under Secretary McNamara, a large staff or-
ganization evolved, which 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 concept was to return the day-to-day managemené
function back to the individual services, but to use the OSD staff for
réview of major issues and priorities that the Defense Secretary had
to decide. devisl ‘ o i

Have you developed any management philosophy for running the
Defense egar!:m“ent_? And ‘what role do ygu fores%eyéor the indiv{igdual
services ‘and for the OSD staff?

Mr. RumsFeLp. I certa,iply have developed what I consider to be a
management philosophy in general over the years, having been in-
volved with various organizations. I certainly would not want to sug-
gest 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.
T think it is exceedingly mportant. And second, in the subject of
areas of responsibility and organizational arrangements, I have not
done that. T have, since the announcement of my nomination, been in-
volved 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 GorLpwater. Thank you.

My time is up.

Senator SymiNneToN. Mr. Secretary, you mentioned the B-70. I was
a great backer—— '

Mr. Rumsrerp. Excuse me, Senator. Could I interrupt you for 1
sec01}11d? found th I .

I have found the paper I was looking for, Senator Goldwate
the RB-70. My understanding is that,—ind this was some timztil;;"ogﬂ
I 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 authorized by Congress. I
chrak be wrong on that, but my:tecollectio is that the admiristration
announced that they did not want those funds, and would not spend
:%ﬁylémi}lwmf‘ ;s.gh‘ak as'da result of that announcement. that

- not spend it, it se
S Svote kg pe 4 emed not to make a heck of a lot of sense

Senator GoLpwarer. That is right. T don’t thi dmini

szusc} thlts, Isthink Mr. McNamarg said it. i it o
enator SYMINGTON. In this connection, I used to be for t -

until the Air Force withdrew it and made it the RB-70 gg é}lll:tlzhzg

co‘uld go out and look around and see what the missiles had done. And

ﬂilz'h p!i'rtfemat tha.it'timeswals nﬁ)thing compared to the B-1, but I'yretty

opinion. So iti i '

RE70 o yaga};)inst i B—7% : anged my position when it became the

61-669—75—5
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But one more point. I 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 mis-
siles, 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 détente. Three of
my colleagues have discussed détente. To me détente means an effort
to work out an arrangement that would prevent a nuclear war.
And having four grandsons who are all at draft age. I don’t see any-
thing, wrong in trying to work out an arrangement wheréby you don’t
get 1o a nuelear war.

That is one concept of détente. Would you agree that we should
make this effort ?

Mr, Rumsrerp. I think that you are getting close to the problem.
The' problem is, it means different things to different people. And
therefore it is very difficult to respond to something like that yes or
no. Jragree with what you sa{, I think that the word in a reasonably
aceurate context means simply that there will be a lessening of the
tensions between the two countries for the purpose of trying to avoid
a confrpntation, which is another way of saying what you said, and-
to(ﬁ:le extent possible, seeing if there are areas where you can improve
your sifuation through negotiations, such as MBFR, which may or may
nof; result in a conclusion. The danger is, other people think of détente
as ahistorical record that they don’t like, or they think of it in the con-
text of the effect on people’s minds, that lulls them into thinking the
circumstances are different than they really are.

Senator Symineron. I agree. And I have the fértune—or misfor-
tune, 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 Foreign Relations Committees. And may I sav that in
my opinion the Foreign Relations Commiittes is about as friendly to
Secretary Kissinger as it is now obvious that the Armed Services
Comnittee is to Seeretary Schlesinger. I get mixed up on those “iss-
ingers,” but I think I got that one straight. But the point I wanted
to make is that neither of them make the decisions in this matter, do
they$ The President of the United States is the one who makes the
final decision as to what should or should not be done with respect to
the Soviet Union.

Mr. RumsreLp. Absolutely.

Senator Symineron. And has he done anything up to this point
that you think is wrong? '

Mr. RumsreLD. In the narrow context that you are talking about-—:

Sendtor Syminarox. I asked the question, and T will ask you again.
You say the President of the Untied States decides if there is anv
pessible discussion of difference of opinion between the Secretarv of
State and Defense, and we have gone into this détente thing, and we
have kicked it afound a bit, and properly so. But the President is the
final; decider. And I asked you, has heé made any decisions up to this
point that you think are wrong?

Mr. RuMsreLd. In my opinion the decisions the President has made
in the past have been good ones. I did not want to answer your ques-
tion yes, because I have views on many matters, and the President and
I don’t always agree.
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Senator SyaNeron. I certainly don’t want you to agree.

The Hiroshima bomb was 13 kilotons, and according to Fred Ikle’s
new brochure, the Russians have dropped one of 58 million tons. And
we have dro(}))é)ed a good many at over a million tons, and we are ready
to drop a good many more at over that if we have to, But in this climate
I don’t see anything wrong from an idiological standpoint or any
other standpoint in trying to work out some arrangement whereby we
don’t get into a nuclear war. You would agree with that, wouldn’t

ou?
2 Mr. Rumsrerp. I think it is a very sensible thing on the part of our
country when we engage in negotiations to try to avoid destabilization
and to enhance stability.

Senator SYmixgToN. I am glad to hear you say that, Mr. Secretary.
And I hope that in some way, without losing our honor or our dignity,
we don’t have to pass on to our children the growing confrontation be-
tween the two 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 recently that 9 years ago one of the heads
of the Soviet Union said :

There is nothing you can do to prevent us from destroying 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 times it seems that they are in better shape then we are, from the
standpoint of their working people, et cetera, and at times it looks as
though we are in better shape because of our agricultural potential as
against theirs. But I do hope that we still have the idea that it does not
become a sin or a terrible thing for the President to try to work out
an agreement today with the Soviet, and no doubt tomorrow also with
(;lhlnal, that prevents a nuclear war. And I am confident you agree with
that.

Mr. Rumsrerp. I do.

I would add there, however, that there is a habit which seems to me
has grown up in our country to think of provocation in the context of
belligerency. It strikes me that there are various ways to be provoca-~
tive. We could be provocative by being belligerent, as indeed you are
suggesting we should not be. By the same token, we could be provoca-
tive by being weak. There is no question but that weakness on our
part would be a provocation, and conceivably could entice others into
adventures that they might otherwise avoid.

Senator SymingTon. What you are talking about is unilateral dis-
armament.

Mr. Rumsrerp, No, I am talking about miscalculations as to our
capabilities and the deterrent.

' Senator SymineTon. Do you think that we are miscalculating'?

Mr. Rumsrerp. No. As I 'indicated earlier, T think we have a credi-
:)11‘: _(éeterrent. I also indicated earlier that I am concerned about the

nds. ' Y

Senator Symineron. What do vou mean by that?

Ir. Russrerp. T mean that along with the comments made by the
chalrmg,n_, that to the extent our defense budget goes to pay and bene-
fits for individuals and we fail to see that our technological superiority

continues and that our deterrent remains credible, we are making a
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very serioys fnistake. To the extént that we misassign priorities in'a
way ‘that does’ iﬁ‘é&}?ﬁisﬁdlpﬂlﬁte‘ the relativé capability as between
the Uritted States and the Soviet Tnion, We are making a Very ‘sérious
mistiake! I think one who ¢oncludes that they have that chpability but
wotrld never use it, is making & édlculation that I would not ‘want to
make. Tt could be used. At Tiberty is a very precious thing. Freedom
is %8ry preciqus thing: And that was of course very much a part of
what you said concerniirg your grandchildren. : :

Senator Symineron. Well, I appreciate that. And I would make
oné observation. T spent a good many years in the Pentagon, and met
a goott many admirals and generals. And some of them are great states-
men, and some are walking bombs, ,

- T hopé'as a civilian head that you will give moré consideration to the
statesmen than the fellows who say, I have been practicing this long
enough, T want to play, because I don’t think a lot of them that feel
that way really realize what a full nuclear exchange would amount to
if we ever run into it.

There is one thing this morning that worried me about your sup-
porting the question of limited strategic war. And it wouldn’t take me
buta minute'to explain why.

When this came out we wrote the Pentagon from the Foreign
Relations Committee Subcommittee on Arms Control and asked how
many people would theéy estimate would be killed if we had a “limited
strategic war” and by attacking their military targets after they at-
tacked our military targets so we would not punish their cities, et
cetera. And the word came back that there would be 800,000 deaths.
And that 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,
“Please go back and recheck your figures.”

And so they came back with revised figures. Instead of 800,000 fatal-
ities, in a limited strategic war. 22 million people would die in such a
limited war, including 800,000 Canadians. Mayvbe they got that later
figures mixed up somewheré, because it was the same figure as was
originally given for the number of Americans who would die.

I have a base in my State, an ICBM base, practically on the out-
skirts of Kansas City. And a verv small, minute error, the type for
example, that frequently occurs in efforts to go to the Moon. could
wipe out, Kansas City. On any basis, if thev attacked the ICBM base
in my State, the estimate was it would kill about half the people in
Missouri.

So I hopé that when we get into this limited strategic -war discus-
sion, and knowing of your capacity to analyze these problems, I hope
vou will really look into it, beeause I think in the first place, if you
kill about 22 million people, you are going to have a tough time
findirfg enough undertakers to take care of them, even though you
haven’t gone after the population in what you might call an all-out
way. :

I am being sarcastic about it because I don’t buy it, I never have. Nor
for that matter have the Soviets. There are no plans that we know
of, agebrding to intelligenice, that they have a concept of a limited
nueledr war in the same way we do.

Have von made vour mind up finallv about the advisability of
snch 2 Jimited nnclear war concept. or did vou tell us that you would
look into it based on the figures that I have just given you ?
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Mr. RumsFerp. Senator, I was the U.5. Ambassador to NATO at
the time the Interdepartmental discussions were taking plaée 61 the
subject of moving toward the nuclear retargeting strategy. At that
time I was involved in extensive discussions with our 14 NATO allies

on this subject. ] e
Senator SymiNeroN. Excuse me. I am not talking about taétical

nuclear war. . i .
Mr. RumsreLp. I am talking about the nuclear retargeting strategy.
Now, I would say once again today what I said earlier. I have

not been dealing with these subjects in terms of the public over the

period of 3 years. I have some confusion in ‘my mind occasionally as

to what is classified and what is not, so I will speak carefully, and 1

hope precisely, and not terribly fully. In considering the changes that

were announced by the United States, and in studying them, -and in
discussing them and their logic and their problems, advantages and -

disadvantages, with our 14 allies over a period of some weeks, I did

in fact satisfy myself that it was in the U.S. interests to take the steps

with respect to targeting that were taken. I say that because I am satis-
fied 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 effectiveness.

There is, I think—there had been, I should say, a soft spot in that

deterrent, particularly when one recognizes the s$ituation where

Presidents have had very few options between massive destruétion

and conventional war. ¢ b
It raised the question—that situations could raise the question in

minds of decisionmakers elsewhere, as to whether or not they- might
be able to engage in an activity in Western Eureope on a conventional
basis, in that a President would thereby be faced with a decisioh 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
retargeting announcements that were made a declaratory poliey on
the part of the United States, rather than increasing the risks of ‘war,
in fact enhanced the deterrent and therefore improved prospects for
peace. I think that that case can be made. '

. Senator SymiNgroN. Thank you. That is very interestirig. My time

is up.

Tlixe CHARMAN. Thank you very much.

Senator Tower.

Senator Tower. I want to commend Mr. Rumsfeld on the statement
he has made about provocation. I think it is an extremely important
statement. And I think it has to be made over and over again.

We can induce the Soviets and their friends into adventurous acts
by virtue of our known weakness, and this is a very grave risk that
we run. I think the Soviet objective is, build sufficient military might
that it can accomplish its objectives through pressure, through lever-
age, through blackmail, if you please, without ever having to resort
to the use of that military force. It is important that if our dete¥rent
is t':redlble,.that we demonstrate a willingness to use it if necesshry,
which I think we did during the Yom Kippur war when thers 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
pufposx;'ember something Eric Severeid once said, and I thiq};{s }ig ::
veryr:vise: “Goodness without power is 1.rt1:1pé)tent,ﬂa,ng7 goxlelx‘-i 1I Shink
1 i t the willingness to use it 1 necessary.
::ﬂlag.o ht:frrlt I‘{;gl:f%ld has restated that concept in a very eloqjlfuil)l:f;vnasi ,
and it demonstrates in my views fitness to be the Secretary o
d I'have no questions.
AI'll‘he CHAIRMEN. Thank you, Senator.
Senator McIntyre. )
NrYRE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. ! ;
%mglt‘ol\g){ﬂogée to the Chairman for not being here this ngorptllll%s-
Unfortunately the Banking Committee required my attention
mel‘l-'ﬁinézﬁAmMAN. ‘We missed you. But we are glad that you can be here
this afternoon. & ot 4l
INTYRE. I have some brief questionstoask. .
%ﬁ:ﬁ:g:n Mr. Rumsfeld, did you learn in your pomthndaiial:i?n
bassador to NATO that you might recételsim_t this :}?ng :1?1 aor; ?Iiteroper-
1 i i TO allies in the
of future relationships with our NAT! i tatupar-
ili izati tive R. & D., cooperativ
ability, standardization, and coopera e e reeuoh
' ment ¢ Did you get a chance in that p
;?gb?e(z;d:fp standardization, how can we learn and how can we do
m(;\lé'[e mRt';E;:sﬁmeld?. Senator, T have spent a good deal of tifme ori) lta}xle
s b'&t and moved in the North Atlantic Council and Dehexiewe -
ik Committee, and internally in the U.S. Government, w 1e oo
Iri:)]ilzg articularly’a model of standardization ourselves, let alone
tweel:l the United States and our allies in NATO. it g,
I indicated earlier this morning that I learned a f;im o
But if there is one big lesson, it is that it is very difficu L ol
re gigantic pressures against it. There is comp_etn:lond.f.f v T
?ces gtn% competition between countries. The fact is gifit ; }:er?ali..’ s
ies someti feel they have various missions, a1 >fore A
trﬁetsl‘firget;?:csiafihat sslllits their particular s1tua'tl.o;1—\7;71}(;:;311(1il ;soge};'e
?oinl truge in our country, in that all of our capabilities s e
dtsigzled for example, for Western Europe. There is a g
) & »
res(l)sntaﬁfg 2(1):}11%1' hand, it strikes me that we have arnve(}; tal'lte aﬁ_ E‘):?i‘not
where there is such monumental pressure on the bl_ldgietft ({) owid it
llies, including the United States, that we may in fa o g
5 hles, we have a sufficient counterweight available to.oygrcl ity
Wecsei res against greater standardization from the md1tv1. dug, oy
presgﬂ;s angathe individual nations and that greater stride e in%e oy
ser(vilc toward greater standardization and ratlonal.lgatloré ghé ek
gll':,bielity. There is no question bll(lit tfhat the1 r(;ai)li;b;::}gn% i iy
; d our NATO allies could be meast
%sﬁsb?(lzonsiderably greater benefit for dollars spent. i S
The second thing I would say by W%y of a leseitl)n is Aoy i oA
no homerun balls in standar.dizatéon’. glr(lag' :i;eg ﬁa ig;;g, i e
in giant steps, it is made in :
;?:n?&gi lvlv}eggrflact Wl')xli have either common R. & D. or common pro

ey M.

»—-.-1,“._,-—%:.-;' -SSR
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curement, or whatever, so that this patchwork maze of individual ap-
Proaches that presently exists begins to be reduced.

If someone 1s looking for a magic wand to wave over that problem,
I have looked, and I don’t believe there is one. I think we are going to
have to tackle it item by item as we go along. - »

Senator McINTYRE. That is a good answer. You may be aware that

we did make a breakthrough with the SHORAD and we are currently
testing it. And that represents, as you say, only one item, but it is a
good sign. And as you also indicate, the economies of the system
may force our nose to a grindstone,

The Cuamman. Off the record,

[ Discussion off the record. ]

The CrAIRMAN. Senator Melntyre.,

Senator McINTYRE. Considering the major cutback to be imposed: on:
the Defense Department budget this year, and the likelihood that the
congressional attitude will be equally severe next year, do you have
any thoughts, Mr, Rumsfeld, on how to reconcile this with the need
to provide for an adequate defense program next year?

Mr. Rumsrerp. Senator, I have a lot of ideas. But they are prelimi-
nary. I have not, of course, been to the DOD and gone through a series
of discussions with the civilian and military leadership there, I recog-
nize the size of the problem you have posed. It is a serious one,

Senator McINTYRE. You referred to it when You mentioned a trend
when you were answering Senator Symington.

Mr. RumsFeLp. That is right,

Senator McINTYRE, Maybe the question is Premature. In the inter-
est of time I will probably repeat the question if I get a chance in the
Posture hearings,

Now, I know that you have answered these questions. You have been
around this. But I have just got to ask you this. What is your position
regarding the need for a concurrent development of the family of high
accuracy, high yield, counterforce weapons which I wag unsuccessgzl
in deleting from the defense budget for fiscal year 19762 I noticed in
your answer, I thought, when Senator Symington was talking about

nuclear wars, that two things came through : that ou don’t want to
let anything out in the public domain that siouldn’t e out, and second,
you had some misgivings about, your own keen knowledge of the vari-
ous ramifications of this counterforce program that had D part and
parcel of your predecessor’s policy. _
I get the impression that you are generally in favor of the higher
accuracy and the counterforce and the flexible response sort of thing,

but that you are reservmlg a final judgment, is that right ¢

0.1, T would not describe whaf we are doing
or what anyone I know of intends to do as the development of a coun.
terforce strategy, just as I would not describe anything that is being
done as an effort to develop a first-strike capability. T look at it, in the
context of the statements that have been made and the rationale at-
tached to it, by Secretary Schlesinger and b others in the adminis-
tration. What it is, it is an effort to develop ad’c’litional options for this
country between massive destruction in a strategi
a conventional conflict, As I indicated to Senato egl
enhance the deterrent. I do not characterize it th

¢ nuclear war, and
ymington, that does
€ way you have,
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enator McIntyre. I'm going to leave the question. But T'm going
toSsay, I hope that you Wi%l take a look at the MARK 12-A, apd at
what' I would call the Minuteman IV. And I would hope that
you would look at the LABRYV program, the large advanced bqlhstlc
reentry vehicle which will give a very much bigger yield. And I
hope you would look at the ultimate weapon, the terminal guided
MARYV. And I hope that you will look at the accuracy we possess
today and the accuracy we seek to achieve with these new weapons
that are going to cost the taxpayers billions of dollars which means
that defense needs are going to have to give ground.

1 hope you will go into some of these scenarios.

Mr. Rumsrerp. 1 assure you that I will.

Senator McINTYre. And then when you come to the posture hear-
ings, T will ask whether you believe in some of these scenarios? 1t 1s
such an important area. As you know, it represents a departure from
our defense posture and defense policy from the early 1970’s and in
1974 it represented a marked departure. In 1971, if my years are not
wrong, the committee turned the idea of ‘higher accuracy down, and

" was sustained on the floor. So it is a very important question, and one
that T am intensely interested in, and ome that I will probably be
objecting to next year. )

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

The CaatrmaN. Thank you very much, Senator.

Before anyone leaves, I want to dictate into the record here what ,

transpired when we were off the record. \ ) i
Senator Leahy has requested that he be permitted to submit ques-

tions for the record, and that he get those in not later than tomorrow.
The Chair hears no 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. DOoNALD RUMSFELD

ion 1. What do you see as U.S. priorities in foreign commitmepts? ‘Which
W(g:fgst&(;n support Wit{,l U.S. forees? Which would we support with nuclear
. 9 .
Wiilrl:(s)vrzrsei'. I presume from your question that you are referring jco foreigq m}h-
tary commitments. There are two primary elements which determine the priority.
First, the nature and extend of our interests and. second, the nature of the threat.
In Europe and in South Korea we maintain nucle:ar cap_aple forces to deter ar_ld
to respond to aggression. We support our_ fore_lgn military comm1§ments Jn
other parts of the world in varying ways, pr%marlly tl}rough our security ass1lst£
ance programs, and by maintaining a capability to rapldly deploy forces to assis
friends and allies to resist aggression should we deqde to do so. As to ’hmy we
might respond to specific circumstances, deterrence is served best by retaining

some degree of ambiguity. )
Question 2. Do you see any value in a formal Congressional review of U.S.

commitments? Please explain. . o
Answer. I see no reason why the Congress should not review U.8. commitments

as it deems necessary. The Congress does, of course, review commitments through -

i i iati i dations. Congressional
trehty ratification, appropriations, and pthy recommen > :
consideration of ﬁrograms coneerning nations to w}uch we have cqmmltments
constitutes a continuing review process, and provides an expression 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 administrations from Presi-

dent Truman to President Ford, has committed itself to the survival and security

«See Senator Thurmond’s questions, p. 14 ; see also Senator Culver’s questions, p. 52.

71

of Israel. That commitment has been fulfilled through the provision of material

and financial assistance rather than by U.S. military forces. I would e‘;péqt'that ’

pattern to go forward in the future. ) )
Quéstion j. What are our vital interests in South Kored? What wonld be ‘the
impact upon the U.8. if South Korea fell? o S
Answer. The chief interest of the U.S. in ,South Korea is related to the preserva-
tion of peéace and stability on’the peninsula .and in that area of Asia. The
interests of the major powers of Northeast Asia—the U.8., 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 con-

frontation 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—political, and military—would be
inimical to U.8. interests. . :

‘Question 5. As our forces are now stationed in South Koréa, 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 accord with our commitment under the 1954 Mutual Defense Treaty with
the ROX. They have been stationed in Korea since the conclusion of the Armistice
Agreement ending hostilities in 1953.

Question 6. What are the basic objectives of US foreign policy ? How does our
defense policy relate to those objectives? How can we justify our support of
authoritarian regimes such as South Korea, the Philippines, Spain, Chile, ete.?

Answer. My response to Senator Thurmond’s first written question covers a
portion of the question. Other aspects of the question are essentially of a foreign

policy nature and would require discussion with the Department of State, partic-

ularly in view of the fact that the four nations named each represent somewhat
different security and policy considerations.

Question 7. “’hy does the U.S. need a manned bomber force?

‘Answer. I support the need for a TRIAD of strategic forces with their mutually .

supporting capabilities which hedge against unexpected failure or ineffectiveness
of any one element of the TRIAD. The manned bomber is, of course, an element
in the TRIAD. :

Question 8. How do massive arms sales to Persian Gulf countries serve U.S.
interests? ) . )

Answer. We have ‘a security assistance 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 assigtance. Following
the British withdrawal from the area in 1971, U.S. security policy 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. T am not at this point in a position
to offer any elaboration as to the rationale for sales in this particular instance
than has alreddy been put forward by the 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 presént Status of the: MBFR talks? When do you’

anticipate an agreement will be reached? -
Answer. Round .VII of the- MBFR negotiations is now- in- session.in Vienna.

The parties have been involved in essentially an exploratory effort—during the -

1973-1975 period. Both sides have laid out serious MBFR proposals-and.have

engaged in-probing discussions with-a view toward gaining substantial under- .

standing of each other’s positions. These discussions have been generally free
of polemics. o i

"As President Ford said at Helsinki, the U.S. and the Allies are considering
new initiatives. However, much will depend on the position taken by the East.

The différences are the kind that experienced negotiators recogrize as soluble,

if there is a will to resolve them.

-—
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However, any attempt to specify a date for conclusion of an equitable agree.
‘ment would be speculation.

Question 11, If an sgreement cannot be reached in those talks (MBFR), what
changes would you anticipate making in the NATO force structure? .

Answer. As 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 deterrent 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? _

Answer. Yes, and I think the Warsaw Pact nations think go, too. But, to pre-
serve and enhance the credibility of thig deterrent, it will be necessary to tgke
full account of the real improvements in the Pact’s conventional capabilities
and to take the necessary steps in our own Defense programs to ensure that an
aceeptable balance is maintained.

Question 13. If the Warsaw Pact were to imitiate an attack on Weste}'n
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 forees between
East and West, military aggression is not felt to be likely. Until recently many
analysts have considered that Soviet doctrine envisaged an early use of nuclear
weapmms in a European conflict on a rather massive scale. On the other han_d,
the Sovlets might be reluctant to initiate widespread nuclear aggression in

Europe, thereby destroying much of what would presumably be the object of

such aggression. It is possible, therefore, that war in Europe might be confined
to the conventional level, at least for a substantial period. In the uncertainty
of what the Pact nations might or might not do, two questions must be ask_ed:
considering all the different kinds of weapons they have and the ways they might
be nsed, can we safely conclude that they could not be used against us or our
allies? .

Question 14 In the event of Warsaw Pact aggression in Western Furope,

would you recommend the use of stratezic nuclear weavons if both conventional ;

forees and tactical nuclear weapons failed to stop that aggression?_ . .

. Answer. I prefer not to speculate about the circumstances in which it mxg?}t
he necessary to recommend employing strategic nuclear weapons, Our strategic.
nuclear arsenal is one part of the NATO triad of conventional. theater nuclear

and strategie nuclear forces, NATO strategy contemplates taking only those-

steps necessary to repel aggression and safeguard the integrity of the North
Atlantic Treaty area, i

- Question 15, Do vou feel that our NATO slies are making a fai}' eontribuﬁn_n
to their defense? If U.8. forces were reduced, could our Allies increase their

contribution? J

Answer. There iz always room for imorovement. however. our NATO Allieg
face economis difficulties. as we do. Their Tevel of effort, and ours, must grow
stronger as the Warsaw Pact forceg grow stronger. Envane as a whole has been
inereasing its defense expeénditures in real terms marginally each vear: it must
continue to do s0. Moreover. to make better use of available resources, to svoid
waste, we must work to standardize NATO wesnons and eanipment snd to
retionalize NATO defense foreeg and tasks. If TR, favces were redneed. the

ATes wounld have to adopt erisis budeget programs which would be diffienlt for. .

them to accomplish under present economic conditions, as it would he for us.
Moreover, anv unilateral U.8. reductions would raise auestions about the con-
tinued need for strong defenses, and would likely trigger a series of similar
reductions by our Allies, with disastrous consequences for NATO defense,

Ouestion 16. Which element of our strateeic Triad do you feel is the strongest? .

‘Which element do vou feel ig the weakest? Please exnlain.

Answer. Bach element of the Triad bas ifs own particular strengths, They con-
stttute a mutually reinforeing whole in which each part plays an indispensable

role,

vou deserihe to s a possible limited nnelear vwar scenario? Hew wonld sueh a war

end? Wounldn't ending such a war require some degree of rationality on both sides? ‘

- Question 17 Do you believe in the eoncent of limifed noeloar war? Tf ves, wonld .

, B

Is such rationality possible while nueclear missiles are being hurled back and
forth ?'How many people in the U.8, would be killed in the scenaric which 'you
have described? )

Answer. It 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.8. have a counterforce capability ? How much will
that cost? )

Answer. This question is of sufficient complexity that I would prefer to consult
in depth the appropriate DOD officials before attempting to respond in detail.

Question 19. Why do we need a counterforce capability? Why is the “mutual
assured destruction” strategy no longer valid? . S

Answer. On this matter I am in general agreement with the views as set forth
to this Committee by SBecretary Schlesinger. It is a subject I wish to study fur-
ther in the period ahead and therefore will defer a comprehensive responge until
a later date. Lo . .

Question 26, We now have approximately 7,500 tactical nuclear weapons in
Western Europe. Is it possible that soine of these weapons could be removed? How
wmany, and which ones, da you feel can be withdrawn in the next year? Two years?
Three years? - . : s . :

Answer. I understand that there is a review of our requirements for tactieal
nuclear weapons in Europe currently being conducted. This is a techaical and .
complex subject and I am reluctant to comment in detail without the henefit of &
thorough analysig both of our stockpiles and our requirements. Any possible modi-
fications which might at some point be called for, should be subject of full and -
complete consultation with 6ur Allies. g

Question 21. Mr, Rumsfeld in recent weeks there have been many accounts of
improprieties o1 the part of some Defense Department officials. These have con-
cerned specifically the acceptance of gifts, free trips, entertainment, ete., from .
Defense contractors. If you are confirmed as Secretary of Defense, would you be
willing to require all Defense Department officials to publicly report any such
contacts with Defense contractors? Could this be done by February 1, 19767 -

Answer: Defense Departiment officials should not aceept gifts, free trips, enter-
tainment or gratuities from contractors. Relations between Defense Department
officials and Defense contractors should be on a business basis, Defense officials
must not only avoid improprieties such as the aceeptance of gratuities, they must
avold dactions which would give the appearance of impropriety. This is a matter
which I would look into carefully as Secretary of Defense and take whatever
steps are necessary. Co B

Guestion 22. Will you rule out running for any elective office 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, 1 said, and I repeat it hére,
I am not running for anything. My intentioh would be to g0 to the Department
of Defense and to serve as effectively as I know how for as long as the President
wishes me to. .

The Cramryan. Senator Jackson wanted to ask further questions,
and anyone elsg can, of course, who wishes to. It was agreed here by
the six members present that assuming we finish the questions to-

.

morrow, if: we do, that we recommend that the committee take a vote
with a view of reporting this matter to the Senate. That is especially
true in view of the fact that next week will be the last week before
the Thanksgiving recess of the Senate. Even though we have a capable
Acting Secretary, I think if this gentleman is going to be confirmed,
which T believe he will, we should put him on the job. ‘

Senator Taft, that brings it to you. . o ;

Senator Taft, if you will yield just a moment, may I say that the
dispatch with which I recommend that the committee act in no way .
implied that I had any concern about the Acting Secretary.
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. . . tor

Mr. Romsrerp. Mr. Chairman, during the question that Sena
Cuhfer asked me he made reference to some remarks that I had made.
and it struck me that it might be useful to have a fuller text of that
paragraph he quoted in the record. I would ask your permission to do
tha’i‘t}.le Cuamumax. All right. That is Senator Culver’s questions this
morning ? Y )

{r. RumMsFELD. Yes, SIT. L

}\F}Il‘e CT-I?[I&IRMAN. 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.* . Senator Taft

11 right, Senator Tatt. i

'éen;%%r' Tarr. Mr. Rumsfeld, I came back this afternoon because I
did not get to ask my questions this morning about the entlre_nava,l
area, and my concern for our future naval capability. Do you have
any ’ general assessment of the current United States-Soviet naval
balance? | _
baﬁrrl.oe Ruwmsrerp. 1 have, of course, read a good many articles, the
posture statement this year on the subject, as well as some statements
that vou 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
orowth of the Soviet fleet. That is a fact of life. .
= The second fact I would state is that the U.S. naval capability also
h ery impressive aspects. . ] )
ha'sl‘i(;:a‘i‘i Iv:vyoul(f say that Egg overall maritime balance in the world
is a fundamental question of importance to our-country and to our

allgrsé 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 ques-
tion of what the balance is and what the trends are, and ask ourselves
where the funds are to be found to see that that balance is not upset.
Senator TarT. 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 this  committee, on(; :
of the things that has concerned me most 18 __yt»haytltxhq\pppartrgent of
Deterise condepttliat we addpted quité & numbet of yedrs'ago %Q;W%h ,;1;
resulted in kind of a stand-off between the three, branches. 'cfl(;mc'h”f
them, gefs about a third ¢f fhe bidget or a Tittle more, tegaucie €,
what'the militaty requirémeénts might actudlly be. This gives mé'great,
ern. Lol e . . N : I e van)
Cogcam of the opinion that”we are simply going to have to go }Eo q’
more capital-intensive type of defense 1f we indeed are going to hq.v}ei
an, ‘adé&;ua't’e‘ defense at all within the budgetary limitations in which
-e find ourselves. L v _
A 91\?:161{01?1\1;2(;;11) T cannot answer your question as to how one Woulq )
solve the problem at this point. I recognize the nature of the problem.
I see what the limiting factors are. I think it 1s something thsat, as
T say, you and the committee and I and others yvould have to ad re}?s
in ‘developing priorities, budgets and an allocation of resources in the
period ahead. : -

+See Senator Culver’s questions, p. 52.
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I am not in a position to say that I would take this from that or
move that there.

Senator Tarr. In relation to NATO, particularly, the emergence
of the Soviet naval threat seems to be a new element not dealt with
in NATO’s original, or even in its present, structure. Do you see a
possible need for realinement of the responsibilities within NATO,

with the Europeans taking over more responsibility for providing land
forces whilethe United States concentrates on meeting the naval threat
tlo the trans-Atlantie reinforcement capability upon which all NATO
depends?

Mr. Rumsrerp. The subject of rationalizing functions within NATO
is one that was introduced 2 or 3 years ago. As with standardization,
there is resistance on the part of the individual nations as to limiting
their armed. forces to one or two aspects of a traditional defense
capability. On the other hand, there is some support for rationaliza-
tion. How it would evolve after a period of consultation with our al-
lies, T am not in a position to say at this point. But certainly it is a
subject that is under discussion in NATOQ, as it should be. :

Senator Tarr. Given the geographic differences between the United
States and the Soviet Union, do you see a qualitative difference be-
tween the Soviet challenge to our land power, where they have always
been superior in any case, and their new challenge to our ability to use
the seas freely ? »

Mr. Rumsrerp. If one walks down the road toward an imbalance in
terms of maritime capabilities, there is no question but that the ad-
verse effects on the United States from the standpoint of the use of the
seas would be substantial. There would be other effects that would also
be substantial. There is no question but that the development of that
capability on the part of the Soviet Union gives them a high degree of
flexibility, and therefore the potential at least for considerable political
mnfluence in the world because of that capability.

My sense of this, I suppose, is no better or worse than others, but it
1s that there is a danger if the point you are making is not addressed by
the United States. You could see countries tilting in the wrong direc-
tion if they see a trend that seems wrong to them continuing very long.
The political implieations are that the nature of various countries’ roles
in the world could begin to adjust. It is something that we ought not

to.overlook. : :

Senator Tarr. I eertainly agree with you. And I woender if you can
see any way that the Soviet naval expansion can be explained in defen-
sive terms, and if it cannot be so explained, whether or not it is con-
sistent with the concept of detente ?

Mr. Rumsrerp. I suppose that goes back to the question of how you
define detente. It elearly is eonsistent if you properly define detente
in a hardnosed way. They had not been a maritime nation. They have
been, as you have suggested a continental nation, Again, it is a capa-
bility that the United States cannot ignore. ‘ ‘ :

Senator Tarr. Just a final area, then. I know of course that you have
not been able to spend a lot of time familiarizing yourself with details
of the respective programs of the United States and of Soviet Russia.
But in terms of -what you have seen, do you believe that our projected
naval program is adequate in terms of meeting the Soviet naval chal-
lenge? 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 of view, in relation
for instance, to many of our naval concepts and our shlps designs,
which we seem to be frozen into today % . :

Can you comment on what you think our current response to the
Joviet navalchallenge is? o o C
So’gllft ?{%MSFELD. Igwould much prefer to tackle the. subject over a
period of time and try to offer a more informed answer than I could
now. ' : R

Senator Tarr. 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 addressed.
And I would hope that next year when we get to review the entire
defense situation and the manpower situation, and espgc“;al}y ‘the
R. & D. situation, that we can get some broader information in this
whole area. ‘

Thank you very much.

Mr. RumsreLp. Yes, sir.

The CrarMan. Thank you, Senator.

Senator Byrd, it is back to you, sir.

Senator Byrp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. .

Mr. Rumsfeld, I think that I understand your position on the ques-
tion of missile accuracy. But T will ask it again. As I understand it,
you do favor researching and development for the purpose of improv-
Ing the accuracy of our missile systems ? L

Mr, Rumsrerp. The short answer is yes, I do favor it, as of this point,
to the extent I have knowledge. The knowledge I have suggests to
me that it is desirable for the United States to continue to improve
missile accuracy. The reason I say that is that it strikes me that it does
enhance deterrents and it does move into that area of being able to

»duce collateral damage. . o
I.N%u:z}voulol close by sa’;ring, however, that T recognize that this-is a
subject of great complexity. The announcements that have been made
with respect to our overall strategy in targeting options are reasonably
recent. T recognize that as SALT evolves it conceivably, depending
on how the areas that ultimately are agreed upon are designed, it

might leave areas that for one reason were not dealt with in SALT,

that we then ought to address, and other areas that were dealt with
within SALT that we might then wish to address in a different way.
T'm reluctant to sound finally conclusive in some of these areas,
tor. : RS

Seggnator Byrp. T can understand that. But 1 thought I understood
vour position better before I asked the question than L dld after I
' the answer: ’ BRI .

‘he’i}g RumsreLp. The answer is ves, T support the position taken by
the Secretary of Defense in his February 5 proposal and recommenda-
tions to the Congress; and the steps that-the United States ,1s-tak1pg
with respect to missile accuracy.. N i o
" Seriator Byrp. Tt seems to me that if we are going to have missiles—
and. T think in this nuclear age weé have to have them—that 1t 5

certainly logical that we should have-as muech technological knowhow

as bossible to make those missiles accurate. Would you coneur in‘t/hi"tt
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) l\{_lr. Rumsrerp. With the same caveat I made before, yes, I do concur
m that. | : - ' : -

Senator Byrp. In your judgment does Russia represent a-threat to
world peace? S o

Mr., Rumsrerp. It strikes me that any country that has deéveloped
and that continues to develop that capability has to be looked at by
other nations as a country that conceivably could use that capability.
That would be my first point. C TR

The second point I would make is that one who looks at our coun-
try and our Constitution and the things we believe in and hold dear,
and then looks at the beliefs and convictions of the Soviets and their
system -and their approach to life, sees that they are fundamentally
different. It is not a matter of simply shrugging one’s shoulders and
saying that they believe in this and we believe in that. It is funda-
mentally different. Those fundamental differences are something that
are likely to remain. I think that the American people, who believe in
and cherish their freedom, must in fact agree, or they would not have
in the past and would not now be willing to support the kind of de-
fense and deterrents that I believe are absolutely necessary in view of
the nature of the world. : : ‘ o

It is important that we continue it as we have in the ‘past.

Senator Byrp. Your answer to my question, then, is that you do
regard Russia as a threat to world peace ? '

Mr. Romsrerp. There is no question but that that capability that
exists is a threat. We described it as a threat in force planning. The
first question as to what we need to do, is what is the threat? And the
threat exists. - ,

Senator Byrp. And that is why we are spending, to use round figures,
$90 billion, that is the major reason that we are spending $90 billion
for defense purposes? ;

Mr. Rumsrewp. That is correct. And were there not a counterweight
to that eapability there is no question but that our situation would be
different. By the same token, given the capability that exists, I have
trouble believing that there are very many people who believe that
absent the counterweight that we provide, the world would be as
stable as it has been. There is no question but that our conduet, which
as I indicated at the outset, is in a very fundamental way determined
by that capability and the-friends clearly is the stabilizing force in
this world. We ought to be very careful about conducting ourselves in
a way that could destabilize the world.. :

Senator Byrp. I thank you, Mr. Rumsfeld. - s : ‘

Ina few days I assume we will be calling you, Mr. Secretary. I shall
be glad to support your nomination. : N

I do want to say—and I'put this not as a question but just as an

observation—that it seems to me that it is extremely important that
the Defense Department be kept entirely out of the political arena.
We are coming into a-very important political year. While T don’t like
to see good men disqualified for higher positions—I think we need
more good.men in Government—I would hope that we don’t have more
turnover in this Department, with someone going in in December and
possibly leaving in June. I don’t believe that is in the country’s best
interests. But I don’t put that as a question; I just state that as an
observation. e ‘ :
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Thank you, Mr. Rumsfeld.

Mr. Rumsrerp. Thank you very much. ‘

The Caatrman. Senator Tower, did you have anything else? I have
just a few questions here. e
~ Senator Towzg. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman.

The CramrMaN. Do you want to make any comment? o

Senator Tower. No comment right now. Thank you. -

The Crarrsman. All right. : N

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.
T had a great deal of confidence in him. I was impressed with his 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 reasor to have
a lot of confidence in him because of things that he told me that he
felt T should know. I am referring back many months ago. Such ex-
periences 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 espe{:ia%y 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. Rums-
“feld. I think you have a fine capability. It is highly important in such
a responsible and very difficult office for which you have been nomi-
nated. If you are confirmed, I certainly wish you well init.

I want te mention what you said when you were asked about
Russia being a threat to world peace. You gave a very good answer, I
thought, that anyone that had built up the capability that they have,
and we have; is subject to being thought 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.'T don’t
expect that to be fully accepted by everybody in the world, but it
will be aceepted by some. ' Ve T

We must keep that clear before the people, because we are subject to
question on it, based on what we have built up in military strength.
The companion thought there is, thought, that beyond question the
matter of sufficiency of our military strength must never be doubted,
that it is suflicient to protect ourselves froin any enemy or combination
of enemies must not be left in doubt. ' T

They are companion thoughts. Our people in America think things

through a lot, many of them do, but they don’t always think that one
through, and that is the reason T am bringing it up now. *
So, for my part, as a’citizen and as a member of this committee, I

want. you to hold those things in mind, not just our massive strength

piled on top of strength just to be overarmed, but we must never

make the mistake of leaving any doubt about being adequately armed,

and never let up on the idea of making it clear that we are not

aggressors, We are not doing this with any design on anyone or any

territory. | | L T
Isthere anything further you want to say ? R
Mr. RuMsrerp, No, sir, Mr. Chairman. SRR
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Senator Byrp. Mr. Chairman, before you close, I have just one
statement. ‘

The CratRMAN. Yes, Senator Byrd.

Senator Byro. I would like to associate myself with the remarks
the chairman made in regard to Secretary Schlesinger. I think he
made an outstanding Secretary of Defense. And 1 regret that he no
longer will be in that position. But in saying that I do not in anyway
downgrade the high qualities of the nominee.

_The Cramman. I wasn’t comparing Mr. Schlesinger with anyone
either, I was first attracted to him when he handled the budget for the
Atomic Energy Committee, and was the main witness. I next knew
him as the Chief of the Central Intelligence Agency.

Senator Byrp, If the chairman would yield at that point, I first
knew him when I was requested to introduce him to the Atomic Energy
Commission when he was nominated to be chairman of the Atomie
Energy Commission. And the reason that T got involved in it is that
Mr. Schlesinger was then living in Virginia, and had previously been
for several years at the University of Virginia as a professor. And
then T had the opportunity to present him to this committee when he
was nominated for Director of the Central Intelligence Agency, and
then again to this committee when he was nominated for the position
of Secretary of Defense.

I thank the chairman.

The Crarsan, Thank you.

All right, Mr. Rumsfeld. Do you have anything further to say?

Mr. Rumsrerp. No, sir.

The Crarman. We thank you for your attendance here.

I don't see any reason, gentlemen, why we cannot vote on this nomi-
nation tomorrow if it is agreeable to the membership. We will plan to
do that unless there is some reason to the contrary. Based on what
truth has come out so far, I don’t have any doubt about the vote, that
1t will be favorable to the nominee. ’

_Senator Byro, We might as well put Mr. Rumsfeld to work and let
him earn his salary.
. The Crarman. We will recess now until 10 a.m. tomorrow morn-
ing. Thank you very much.

[Whereupon, at 4:10 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene at

10 a.m., Thursday, November 183, 1975.]
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The Criamyax. Our committee will please come to order.

I think, as a compliment to the nominee, that we had a good, solid
line of questlomng as I have ever heard for a nominee to this important
position. That reflects the interest of the membership and the interest
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 BUMSFELD——Resumed

The Caamyan. Mr. Rumsfeld, you said you had an msertlon you
wanted to make.

Mr. Rumsrerp. I do, Mr. Chairmian. '

Yesterday during the questioning by Senator Culver. the Senator
made reference to te%tlmony that I had provided to the House Armed
Services Committee. T believe that was in Brussels at NATO Head-
auarters on March 4, 1974,

I have subsequently familiarized myself with the statement I made.
In contact with Senator Culver’s office he suggested that it would be
from his standpoint perfectly all right if T inserted the statement in
the record. .
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T don't recall the specific way that Senator Culver phrased the ques-
tion. But the general context of his question came during a discussion
of détente. His quote of me seemed to indicate that my statement related
to détente. As I read the record, my response related more to peace,
1 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 to levels of troops in Euro e—“have 'cha,n_ged
substantially. We are locked in, what we would ocked into is a
desire to maintain a sufficient deterrent—that is, to avoid injecting in-
stability into what appears to be, and has been, and what we want
to continue to be a:stable situation. We 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, 1t means we are
succeeding, If our goal is to Improve relationships with the Soviet
Union by the various negetiations, the.only way you can deseribe 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. T -

“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. : S Co e

The Cmarrmax. Thank you very much for that contribution.
" The Chair wants to recognize Senator Jackson, and to eommend
him for his part—and I know it was substantial—in getting. down
to an agreement by the conferees in reference to an energy hill that
I look forward to getting into and getting on the floor. R

I want to mention, too, that Senator Thurmond was represented
here yestreday with his questions, and he just couldn’t be in attend-
ance 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 chance to be
here yesterday.

Senator Jackson. - T L )

Senator Jacksox. Mr. Chairman, I will be brief this morning.
T regret that I could not be here all day yesterday and had to leave.
We were in continuous session until almost 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,
95 Senators on one side, and 7 on the House. And they do vote
separately, we donot try to outvote the House. .

Being Chairman on the Senate side, I had to stay through all of it,
and that is the reason I could not be here yesterday afternoon.
. Mr. Chairman, out of order I would like 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 upon at the appropriate time.

The Crarman. Without objection.

33

Senator Jacksox [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 inde-
pendence. 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 armed 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.

The Cramaan. 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 questions.
- Senator Jackson. Mr. Rumsfeld, your predecessors, Mr. Laird and
Mr. Schlesinger were not present at crucial meetings, including sum-
mit meetings, at which decisions and agreements relating to SALT
were made. As Secretary of Defense, would you insist on being present,
along with Secretary Kissinger, at summit and other high level nego-
tiating sessions involving SALT and other matters relevant to the
Department of Defense?

Mr. RomMsrern. Senator Jackson, I would like to respond to that
in this way. When one thinks of those negotiations, I suppose they
could be categorized in three ways: One, the ongoing negotiations in
Geneva, which I understood was part of your question?

Senator Jacksox. That is right. ;

Mr. Rumsrerp. Each of the elements of Government are represented.

A second would be those meetings that would involve the President
of the United 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 some meetings, as vou know, that fit that category.

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
Defense leaving open the question of the level, depending on the
circumstances, attend the category of meetings that I described in the
third class. It seems to me that at Presidential level meetings, head of
government level meetings, the 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. T -
have discussed it with the President. I think that there probably are
ways to improve the representation of the Department of Defense.
And without thinking that I could, at this time, prescribe exactly how
it would be In each instance, I do feel it is desirable to have such
representation. : :

Senator Jackson. You feel it is desirable ?

My, RumsreLp. Yes, sir.

Senator Jacksox. I am glad to hear you say it. I am asking this for
what I believe is the country’s interest to try to elevate the proper
and traditional role of the Secretary of Defense. I wouldn’t suggest
it as an arbitrary matter just to have precedence. But I am basing it
on history. And Grechko was everywhere in Moscow, at the 1972
Conference, at the summit. Mel Laird never left Washington. 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 2 years later, so that
when Mel Laird was up testifying he didn’t even know about them.
You know about that. 1 am talking now about. the exchange of letters
between Mr. Kissinger and Mr. Dobrynin with reference to the
(3-class submarines, and the exchange of letters between President
Nixon and Mr. Brezhnev in which Mr. Nixon assured Mr. Brezhnev
that we would not construct more than 41 submarines, although we
were permitted, 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 Ie;yresentatlves of the Depart-
ment of Defense parmm ate in that process, I feel very strongly that
certainly you, along with your technical advisors—should be present
and available. And that did not happen at Viadivostok, and it did
not happen in Moscow, And I just think that you can help the Presi-
{%fnt in making sure of his final demsmns There is no substitute for
that '

My, Rumsrerp. 1f I could amphfy a bit, Senator.

Without in any way qualifying what was said earler, the nature of
life is that things happen over a period of time, in a variety of dif-
ferent ways, sometimes orally, and sometimes in writing, as you sug-
gested. And I don’t know that it is possible, and in my mandgement
experience I would suggest it has not been possible, to design pro-
cedural 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 residential
decisionmaking, quite apart from SALT, there is no question but
that this President is interested in havmg that occur. He has indi-
cated on television his interest in adjusting his organizational arrange-
ments and procedural arrangements in a way so that he feels that that
1s 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?

Mr. Rumsrerp. Yes sir.

Senator Jacgsox. But the logie is overwhelming, it seems to me,
that when you are at the summlt 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 T think it. Would be
tragic if you were not available at crucial meetings and especially sum-
mit 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 hlstorv of the summits is that what happens in the
last 48 hours may fundamentally shape the agreement. And 1 am try-

ing to elevite 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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Mr. Rumsrrrp. 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 buck stops with the President. It is his respon-
sibility for those final decisions. How he arranges that process really
is in many respects a personal matter. He does need a negotiator, and
there is no question but what the Secretary of Defense is not that
individual. I fully agree with 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 those ]udoments, to, in fact, have his negotiator or his
personal representative in the person of the Secretary of State before
him, and, in addition that he has that knowledge, competence, repre-
senmtmn, and perspective in viewpoint that would come from the
Department of Defense. ™ -

Senator Jacrson. At the 1972 sunmit meetmg, M1 Grechko was
everywhere, And as you 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 all of your persuasive influence—the
rumors are that you have considerable influence with the President—
to 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 at a summit meeting, things fall all over the lot, and they happen
And I point out to you again that the Secretary of Defense the Secre-

tary of State, the Chief T\Tegotlafm the Chairman of the J¢ oint 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 Bankruptey law. 1 Wonder if you
could giveme a half a minute?

Senator JacksoN. All right, I will defer.

The Cralrsan. Will the o‘entleman vield to the gentlem‘m from
South Carolina ? : :

Senator Jacksox. I yield.

- Senator TaurMoxnD. Thank you, Sena’tox Johnson .

Mr. Rumsfeld, I had to be in South Carolina yester day, and T left
someg questlons to be asked for the record. And 1 guess you are domg
that? :

Mr. Rumsrerp. They are being prepared *

Senator TaurMoxp. I just want to say that T wasa qtronw supporter
of Dr. Schlesinger, T thought he was an excellent ‘%ecretarv of De-
fanse. and Thave said that publicly, and T 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 record in the Congress, as Ambas-
sator-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
vour fine record that yon do have serving the publie. and in view of
your wide knowledge of defense matters- dnd secur n“y questions, it
wounld’be my pleasure tosupport you. -

T have this other meeting, and so T \Vl]l have to so. Thank Vou

The Caatemax, All mfrht, Senafor Thurmond. Do you have any
extra questlonq ? :

*Bee p. 14.
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Senator Tarrmoxp. I don’t have any additional questions.

The Cramman, We have your questions in the record from yester-
‘day. 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. .,

Se&lgtor Jacrsown. I think Mr. Rumsfeld had something he wanted
to add. «

Mr. RumsreLp. There is one other thought. I am sensitive to the

importance of this. I don’t have the detailed knowledge of the nego-
tiating background of previous SALT discussions. But one other com-
ment 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 Depart-
ments 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 you know from conference
een;milt;tees, Senator Jackson, at the last minute things can shift. And
1 thin :
* Senator Jackson. People get anxious and they set themselves a dead-
line. And that is the one thing we can’t have in these critical East-
West negotiations. And I was delighted, and I commend President
Ford, for knocking down that nonsense about a deadline, that we
must have a SALT II agreement by such and such a date. Setting a
deadline just plays right into the hands of the adversary. 1 was
pleased, and T commend the President on this. You tell him that I
said so. I want to see a little bipartisanship here.

Mr. Roumsrern. One of the best ways to see that there is a mutual
sensitivity as to the other perspectives, views, and approaches is a
continuous interchange. I think that will be enhanced by the arrange-
ments that the President has propoesed. T am not going to sit here and
suggest that procedures are going to solve problems. They will not.
But the President is taking steps in this area, I know Secretary Kis-
singer agrees, and certainly I agree. :

Senator Jackson. We don’t have to formalize these thines. The
machinery is available to the President. And how he uses it is up to
him. It depends on his style. The National Security Council is not
new. It started in George Washington’s time, T assume, when he called
in the Secretary of War and the Secretary of State and said, gentle-
men, what should our policy be? Well. there was your first National
Security Council, not formalized. I think there is a ‘danger in too
much formalization. ‘ ,

.And that léads 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 of the new code
words here for the latest bureaucratic windmill—may be fine. But
there is a vast difference between submitting an option paper and ex-
pressing convictions as the Secretary of Defense. I would want to
see a paper followed up with personal articulation in frent of the
President with the Secretary of State present. I think that is of
critical importarce, Just sending over, you know, paper$, papers is
not what T am talking about. It is more important—the President’s
time is limited—that you as Secretarv of Defense have the opportunity,
especially when the Secretary of State is present, to argue and to
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articulate the main points—do I make myself clear? You know that
in the bureaucratic process there are scads of option papers and briefs,
and soon. But that is not a substitute for your presence as the responsi-
ble Secrétary 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 have that ability or I wouldn’t be pushing vou
on this. Because the ball game can be lost in the paper process. 1t is
your presence that counts—along with the Secretary of State—mnot 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. But when you get into strategic weapons, you should know more
about it, and your people, then does the Secretary of State. The Secre-
tary of State and the Secretary of Defense are advisers to the Presi-
dent. And what advice he gets is going to determine, I think, whether
wise decisions are made. ‘

Mr: Rumsrerp. I certainly agree that in exceedingly important mat-
ters, 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 rigorously amalyzed, but 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 discussion 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 advocacy in the
presenice ‘of the President. That was true in George Washington’s
time and has been the case right down to the present. And this is the
responsibility of the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of State—
and in some instances, of course, depending upon what the issue is,
the head of the CTA when there is a specific problem about which he
is knowledgeable. T

Now, in this same area, trying to find out what is going on, for
more than 6 months I have been asking Secretary Kissinger to ap-
pear before my Arms Control Subcommittee to testify about Soviet
compliance with the SALT T 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?
Tamsurel know the answer., - [ o

Mr. Rumsrerp. Yes. That question was posed to me by the chair-
man yesterday morning, and we discussed that. And I indicated that
I of course would be available, and I couldn’t envisage situations
where I'would not be, and I would envisage——- R

Senator Jackson. If you were not you would givea good reason.

Mr. Rumsrerp. That is right. T would also hope to be able to assist
in seeirig-that the proper Defense Department witnesses are available
in specific areas. D

Senator JacksoN. Let me just say that the Secretary of Defense
has testified, and the head of the CIA has testified on issues of Soviet
compliance with the SALT T agreements. And it does involve some
pretty rough problems for the Secretary of State. But no matter how
rough they are I expect Cabinet officers to be present when requested
by the responsible committees. . A

T have had my differences with Secretary Kissinger, but I respect
the office. And I want of course to see that the hearing is fair. But
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we have some unresolved issues on SALT I. And there are some very
strong differing views between the Secretary of State and the Secre-
tary of Defense. Some of it lras appeared in the press, regardmg what
went on in SALT L.
~ The chickens are coming home to roost. I've been through these
problems before. We have had a Secretary of State coming up to
testify, and the Secretary of Defense coming up to testify, and the
¢hief negotiator and the head of the Joint “Chiefs of Staff testify,
saying that all the docaments relevant to SALT I have been presented
to the Congress, and you find out later that they did tell the truth,
but they were never told that there were others. You would agree that
th‘xt is not a full disclosure to the Congress?

My RUl\ISFFLl} Senaior, 1 hLe to tIV to stick to things that I know
I know.

Senator Jaorsox. Well, will _you look that one up and report back?

Mr. Rumsrrrp. And I find in this area that there are some things
that T am told and some things I may think I know. But I want you
to know that I have not met with the U.S.. representatives on the
standing Consultative Committee, and I have not talked to Alex since
T have been nominated 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’tkirow, and T want, youtoknowthat. :

‘Senator Jacxson. T am just talking about forthmghtness and a full
dlselosure to the Congréss when an agreement comes up whieh we
have to approve, and we are assured that these are all the documents,
these are all the understandings. You have got to be careful when
asking Dr. Kissinger certain queshons If you ask him, are there
understandmas, he will say ‘that fhere are no commitments And of
courses that is not responsive. v :

Mr. Rumsrerp. 1 see your point.

" Senator Jacksox. I don't want to be unfair to them 'I‘he w1tnesses
T mentloned told the truth. But they were not given the facts. And
these were relevant matters, because 1t did affect the understandmcrs
in SALT I

Now, this secrecy business is an obsession, to the extent that you don’t
even inform your own Cabinet people. What T am telling you is the
truth, because I have the sworn testimony' of Dr. Kissinger. And I
will be glad to let you see the transcript, so that _you understand what
happened. And I don’t want to see such a situation repeated. And the
Secretary of Defense, Mel Laird, was just mistreated, I mean the
matter was withheld from him. T think it is ontrageous The same
thmg with Bill Rogers and the other witnesses,

‘Mr. RumsrFeLp, Let me put it this way. Without suagestmg any
knowledge on my part of the circumstances you are descubmg, because
T lack knowledge

Senator JA(‘KSO\’ T will n'et you that mformatmn and let us’ have
your comments.

Mr. RussreLp. T will comment on plOCPduI es right now. As far as
the future situation, T have every anreqsmn from the Presldent t;?xat
T will be:fully involved.

. No. 2, T can asgure _you and fhls committee that I will be very
precise in saying what T say, and that the e\:tent of Ty knO\vIedO'o wﬂ]
be known to you, that is to say, I will not— ;
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Senator Jacksox. I knew the extent of their knowledge. They gave
everything they knew. But ma,termi was withheld. How are you going
to handle that?

Mr, Rumsrerp. Well, I have every reason to believe, as I indicated,
that the President will have me fully involved.

Senator Jacksox. I want you to know ‘what has happened in the
past. That is important to know, isn’t it ?

Mr. Rumsrerp. I will interest myself in that.

Senator Jacxson. I will make it available, you can read it, and it is
sworn testimony, and it is there. And I would like to have your coms-
ments on it, And I would like to have that reported back, Mr. Rums—
feld, to the committee.

M. Ruwmsrerp. That would take a cons1derable amount of time,
I think.

Senator Jacusox. It wouldn’t take long. We will make the transcript
available, and you can read it. .

Mr. RumsreLp. You are not suggesting that I would want to talk
to the individuals involved ?

Senator Jscksox. Oh, no, we have got the sworn teqtlmony it is an

admission ; Dr, Kissinger admits that those doctunents were withheld.
1f you want to go around you can interview him.
* Mr. Rumsrerp, I can comment on that right now. To the extent that
someone indicated there were important matters that they weren't
aware of, I can assure you I feel the Secretary of Defense should be
aware of such matters.

Senator Jackson. It misled not only the Secretary of Defense but it
misled the Congress of the United States, that is my point here.

Mr. Ruasrerp. 1 see your point. In a hypothetical situation, to the
extent an individual testified before your committee, assuming he has
knowledge, when in fact he lacks knowledge, you are quite nuht that
leaves the committee with a misimpression.

Senator Jackson. Well, T think we can sum it all up by saying that
there is a lesson to be learned from this, and that is that you will ¢ get—
and I am sure you will—the assurances that whatever 1s brought up
here, that this is all that is involved, and there have been no other
agreements, understandings, or commitments. Because you see, the As-
sistant to. the President r National Security Affairs is unavailable
to us, we couldn’t ask him these questions. And you WIH do that?

Mr. Rumsrern. Yes, sir. ‘

Senator Jacksox, My time is up. ' ‘

The Crramraax. Let me see, that the Chair un(ierstands what the
sitnation is. Do T understand, gentlemen that you have concluded your
discussion on that subject Wztheut involving any more action by Mr.
Rumsfeld?

Senator Jackson. This doesn’t have to be in connectlon with the
nomination. I would just like to have him read the transcript and see
it, and I would like to have his comments—as he would view it as Sec--
retary of Defense.

The Crammax. Do T understand, then, that this is beyond the hear-
ing, that it is not necessary to get that into the hearings?

Senator Jacksox. It is not a condition precedent to action by the
committee. He has indicated his views. But I would hke to have his
comments on this. And I think he should know about it. '
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The Cramman. Very well. )

Do you understand, Mr. Rumsfeld, that you are to look over this
testimony and indicate back to us such responses as you may have?

Mr. Rumsrerp. Yes.

The CramrMan. But we will not have to hold the record open for it ¢

Senator Jackson. That is right.

The Cuamrman. 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 the questions, 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 CmarrmaN. 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 ecan to the 10-minute
rule.

Senator BartLeErT. Mr. Rumsfeld, Secretary Schlesinger made state-
ments recently in support of South Korea. Do you endorse those
statements, and could you elaborate your feelings about the American
support of South Korea ?

Mr. Rumsrerp. In the interest of precision, I am always a little
reluctant to endorse things in the blind. And so let me narrow it a bit.

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 read-
ing it, I wouldn’t want to say.

Senator BartrLerT. Could you give your own appraisal?

Mr. Romsrerp. I have no disagreement whatsoever with the situa-
tion as he stated it in the February 5 posture statement concerning
the circumstances there and concerning the U.S. role there.

Senator Barrrerr. Mr. Rumsfeld, do you favor Japan increasing
its tactical military forces and strength in order to assume the greater
1;)19—2the greater share of military balance of power in Southeast
Asia®

Mr. RumsreLp. Senator, I was involved with Japan as one of the
cofounders, in a sense, of the Japanese- American Parliamentary Union
some 10 years ago. I have not in the last 3 years been very deeply
involved with Japan. The question you ask certainly is an appropriate
question for a sitting Secretary of Defense. But 1t also has foreign
policy implications. I have not familiarized myself with Secretary
Schlesinger’s recent discussions with the appropriate Japanese officials.
I don’t know the status of those discussions. o

I have personal views, but I would be reluctant to put them forth
in this setting, in view of the foreign policy implications.

Senator BartLETT. Mr. Rumsfeld, the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee will be bringing up a bill before the Senate, perhaps today, or
in the next day or so, with $90.78 billion in appropriations, including

* See Senator Muskie’s question, p. 104.
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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
subject by saying that I had read and agree with the letter that Secre-
tary 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 necessary and desirable. That would be my view.

Senator Barrrerr. Mr. Rumsfeld, what is your view on the Ameri-
can presence in the Indian Ocean ? :

Mr. RomsreLp. 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 instance to immerse myself in the subject at some point soon
and make my own judgments, but I have not done so.

Senator Barrrert. Thank you very much, Mr. Rumsfeld.

And thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Cuaamrman, Thank you very much, Senator.

Senator Nunn is next. We are glad you could be here this morning,
Senator.

Senator Nunxw. Thank you.

¢ First, Mr. Rumsfeld, I want to echo what Senator Jackson said.

" T'have a great deal of concern about the Defense Department not hav-

ing been kept informed on many crucial negotiations in the last
several years. 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 East agreements, and the Defense Depart-
ment 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-
ment does have, I think, a role to play, particularly when you are
discussing weapons systems and a shopping list relating to foreign
military sales. So without asking you a question, I would just like
to join Senator Jackson in hoping that you will be very vigorous in
making certain that the role of the Defense Department is properly
presented in these kinds of deliberations. Is that your view %

Mr. Rumsrerp. 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 perspectives and views—
and there are inevitably going to be differences—are in fact brought
before him in an orderly and timely manner.

Senator Nuxw. Pursuing Senator Bartlett’s question on South
Korea, in this year’s authorization report this committee requested
that the Department of Defense prepare a study and have 1t pre-
sented to this committee by December 8, 1975. I assume that study.is
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taking place now. But in that st.udy.would: be an exaxgnnatmgr io&fw(:;r
post-Vietnam posture 1mn the Pacific, mcludlr}g Korezzl, fitpan, Fiawan >
the Philippines, Thailand, and other locations, an z; ﬁo mortic?ﬂar
ticularly in South Korea. The mandated language l1)11 is I:)[ath'nk \r
authorization report states—and I read this to you because 1
is something that needs your personal attention— . t "
: ‘of the overall Pacific basin study the con}l}lit ee requeste

o ooarant G e 5,00 an et oy of v, mlar e
Korea and alternatives to the curr ure. fhe attern Hves e
should be examined one would be that, (A) improves Umtgd nd South
Korean tactical air capabilities, (B) pl:oyldes military asswtance‘ ‘toht e m(]che
Korean Armed Forces, mainly ammunition and parts, and (C) en ancc.els.t

i so that it can provide more of its own military
cssgggilli{tg;;a;ngr?%u)ctelz(g;n?i?lse?l various U.S. ground force levels %_n Korea.

T think our committee took that language very seriously, gmg I
would hope that you would be able to give this report, Whllgh is due
very shortly, your own personal attention after you have been con-
firmed, which I ani su_liele gou Wlsll. .

/ : grp. I will do so, Senator. L :

]%{e;zﬁgr?{ ;?UNN. One other question—and this is more of a theo-
retical issue, but I think it has great practical significance—as to
whether the role of the Secretary of Defense vis-a-vis the services
in terms of program review 1is one of helping to shape the progratrlris
that come up to your level of decisionmaking, or whether you zu:il e
final judge of those programs, but you have no role in Shaplillg gm;
And by that I mean procurement decisions and - all the other Ygr}
.important decisions, including the weapons system. Do you colnsl er
vour role as Secretary of Defense to be the final judge, or do yon

intend to play an active role as the decisions work their way through

S g s '
th(ll‘\;s.r ‘ﬁ%el\si:%FELD. That is indeed a philosophical auestion. It stmkqs
me that in practice in life one who has responsibility for final deci-
sions inevitably., if he wishes to have any product at all, becomes
involved along the way:. The alternative would be to sit baqk in your
chair and wait until things that are unacceptable to you come for-
ward, and reject them and reject them and reject them. Tt s‘hflkes me
that the very concept of the Department of Defense and civilian con-
trol,.and the final responsibility for making recommendations to the
President, inherently ré?éxiges ahdengee of involvement along the way.
’t know how it could be otherwise. . . i :
! (]S(g;l;tor Non~. Thank vou. Mr. Rumsfeld. T 9erta}nly intend to
support your nomination. But at this point ‘I don’t have-any further
questions. o o
Senator Jacksox [presiding]. Senator Hart.
" Senator Harr. Thank you, Mr. Chalrman. cre
Mr. Rumsfeld, as I am sure you and all the rest of us are aware,
there has been a lot of controversy recently about relationships betyveen
officials, civilian and military, in the Pentagon, as far as contractors
«ith +ha (tovernment. T am sure if T would ask the general question
of your feeling about this there would be sip and cprmp’mon. Tet mg
try to be specific as possible about your feeling on the matter. Woul :
you present as Secretary of Defense to institute & thorough investiga-
tion, review of the gratuities that any officials in the Pentagon may
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have received from the Defense contractors and take appropriate steps
depending on the results of that investigation ?

Mr. RumsreLp. You come at that backwards. Obviously at the con-
clusion of any investigation where there is indication that something
is-awry, I would indeed take appropriate 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 have to
determine then. I don’t know the situation over there. 1f one is needed,
obviously I would see that one is begun. My estimate would be. that
they are unquestionably doing it now, to the extent that problems have
come up. My assumption would be, I would say, although without
knowledge, that the Department of Defense very likely is looking into
that already. If so, it would be a matter of determining what it is that
they are doing, to what extent there is reason to believe something is
wrong. To the extent that I ani not satisfied with that I would change
it. To the extent I am, I would urge it on and draw conclusions at the
completion of an investigation. R v :

Senator Hart. T am sure you have read considerable about the news-
paper accounts in this area. : . .

Mr. Rumsrerp. 1 find in managing something it is very difficult to
try to manage it off of what you read in the newspapers.

" .Senator Harr. I understand. But for many of us that is ore of the
best sources of information we have. ‘

Mr. RoMsrerp. Sure. ' ' . C

Senator Hart. There are reports from some of these sources that
there are practices that have been going back for a number of
years, apparently without a thorough investigation going on in the
Department. T am trying to get at what your attitude is about what
I would think would be too close a relationship between officials in
your future Department and the people they do business with theo-
retically at arm’s length. - : ‘ :

Mr. Romsrerp. Well, my attitude in a broad sense—and I guess that
is ultimately where you would have to combat it—is that everywhere
I have ever worked, whether it is in my personal office as a Congress-

" man, the Cost of Living Council, or the White House, I have at the

outset reviewed the arrangements and procedures involving possible
wrongdoing or perception of wrongdoing and tried to do two things:
One, to see that the procedures and rules and arrangements were rea-
sonably sensible; and, second, try to establish a process whereby the
individuals involved were periodically reminded. When human beings
are involved things-can go wrong. You can have the best rules in the
world and you can’t guarantee that someone won’t do something that
they ought not to do. So it takes vigilance. -

I have never made promises of 100 percent achievement. on these
things, because one is always disappointed if something does happen.
All I can say is that I share your interest in the area. T think 1t is
particularly important for those of us involved in government, at
all levels, and in all three branches of the Government, to.recognize
that our success and the success of this country depends upon.the
confidence of the American people. We, as individuals and collectively,
have to do our utmost to see that we merit that confidence, and that
we sustain it over a period of time. .
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Senator Harr. A large part of the American people I represent
think there is much too close a relationship between the Penta-
gon and the people they do business with, particularly concerning
the amount of dollars involved, recognizing the frailty of human
nature, would be prepared to institute certain rules that would require,
let’s say, officials in your Department to report publicly the contact
they have had with lobbyists for Defense contractors.

Mr. Rumsrerp. I would want to study it. T know that there has been
experimentation with that approach in some State governments in
some regulatory agencies. I have discussed this with various people
from the standpoint of various elements of the Federal Government
in recent months. I can certainly say that to the extent that they are
no% already in being, I would institute what I felt to be appropriate
rules.

Senator Harr. That is, appropriate in

Mr. Rumererp. Beauty is in the eye of the beholder. In the last
analysis it comes down to matters of judgment as to whether some-
one would describe something as striet or not. I think my background
and the record suggests that I am interested in this area and attentive
to it. I would be foolhardy to suggest that I am sufficiently acquainted
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
do this and this. I can’t do it. :

Senator Hagr. I am talking about human nature. I think we are
all sufficiently familiar with human nature to know what strict
rules are. That is why laws are passed, and that is why we try to
define areas. I think it is an area that doesn’t need to be fuzzy or
" judgmental, T think it can be crystal clear, black and white. I think
it can be this way on the subject of conflict of interest in dealing with
Defense contractors. I don’t think it is a question of recent stories
in the newspapers. I believe it is a question of a pattern of conduct
over the years. I think it included leaving the Department and going
to work for some of these contractors and some of these businesses.
And I think it is a question of not strict enforcement of the conflict-of-
interest laws that are in the books. And I think it is an area that,
frankly, a lot of us in the Congress and in positions of Administration
ought to be a little more outraged about and concerned about and say,
this is one of the problems that we are going to have to deal with
when we take over the Department. - :

TLet me ask you a related question. ,

Mr. Romsrrrp. Senator, I don’t ‘want your last comment to sug-
gest that T have in any way suggested that this is not an important
s atter. T know it is. T recognize it. I guess if we differ on this it
is in our respective impressions as to the ease of developing rules
that solve these problems. I have tried to do it in-the past. I find
that it is difficult, that it is not simple, that it is not black and white.
Were it as simple as some suggest, I would submit that we would not
be having these problems today ab any level of government, in any
agency. We have them. And we have to worry about them. And we
have to do things to correct them. And I intend to. But I can’t spell
it out for you right now. e . SR

Senator HART. But you would agree that the attitude at the top
is that there is going to be arm’s length dealing on matters that in-
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volve expenditure of public funds, that that attitude is going to have
a great deal to do with performance of people below ¢

Mr. Rumsrerp. There is no question but that the tone, the set at
the top, and the vigilance that is established there does in fact con-
tribute or fail to contribute to what actually occurs.

Senator Harr. 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 that 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 of 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
;i thlfs kll'nd of ftaﬁlu;'e thatfdisturbs the public confidence. What is

ur feeling on the issue of actual i
e fnt. actually lobbying the Congress to get

Mr. Rumsrerp. T 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 judg-
ment of that individual, did not conform to that statute. I have
;};ggeg};gi&bout n;;ha tngd deal over la period of years, and I quite

fog you, that laws in general el ;
ch%ged, so thatthey are realist%c. ther ought fo bo enforced or
1s committee is about to vote on m i i
I am here at the taxpayers’ expense— y confirmation at some point.

Senator Harr. At the request of the committee. :

Mr. Rumsrerp. 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
ways every day. To try to draw the line between informing, respond-
ing—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
un]SanEI, lsli ust anI incredible complex problem.

enator Harr, It is hot when you look at the questi :
standpoint of -who initiated it. I:éY one of the men?bersst‘ g? tiilrlosmcc:;r}xlf
mittee calls you up and says, Mr. Secretary, how strongly do you
feel about passing this appropriation, we feel extremely strongly, we
think the defense of the Nation is involved and we certainly hgpe ’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 goin ’
dolv\vln t}i{e drain, I think that islobbying. : gome

r. RuMsrELD. And your suggestion would be that ial i
the executive branch, because ofggqis law, who felt de(?pl;’;nthoat,‘éi ?taa;rsl,
important to the country that the Congress be made aware 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 or individuals aware of his
sense of these facts, that that would be a violation of law? I think not.

Sendtor Hagrr. 1 think if you havent had a chance to present your
views to the committee or the Congress, yes, I think there is a serious
problem there. '

Mr. Rumsrerp, There is a very serious problem. - =~ ‘

Senator Hart. But, in the limited time I have been on the Hill, I
don’t think any Secretary of Defense has been deprived of the oppor-
tunity to present his views to the members of this committee or the
Congress. - ‘ ' :

Mr. Rumsrewp. It goes to the question that Senator Jackson and 1

vere talking about earlier. Frequently it is a matter of providing it in
a timely way. And of the 535 Members of the Congress who have
to act on each matter involving, for example, the Department of De-
fense, the Department of Justice or whatever, very few of those Mem-
bers have the opportunity to come in and be intimately acquainted
with each aspect to each bill that comes before them.

- Senator Harr. That is their responsibility.

Mr. Rumsrerp. That is a judgment you are making. 1 am not suve
I agree. I think that it also falls to an’official in the executive branch
who has a degree of responsibility to see that Members of the Congress
who have a statutory responsibility for acting on these things do in
fact have available to them the information he feels is important with
~ respect to those matters. And that might involve the sending of a letter
saying, here isthe situation as I see it : o '

Senator Harr. Doés it involve picking up the (}:shone when the
bill is on the floor and saying, I want your vote on this? .

Mr. Romsrerp. As a former Member of Congress, my impression of
that is that the correction may not be so much in the law as it 1sin a
natural set of correcting mechanisms that exist. If a person does that
very often, in the wrong way, he will dissuade people from voting for
views that he feels are sensible, rather than encouraging it. I am not
a lawyer. I am not in a position to say that that would or would not
violate the law. But I agree with you, that law is there. and it is a
tremendous problem for people in the executive branch, because it is
not self-executing or clear. It doesn’t say you can do this and you ean’t
do that: It is blurred. gray, fuzzy, difficult. And in my various capaci-
ties in Government, I have on a number of occasions cantioned 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 the
Congress and said, look. ask me to send you this, you ought to know it.
Now, that is circumvention, A - 3

Senator Harr. It sure is. : ~

Mr. Rosmsrerd. I don’t know the answer. Tt is a problem.

Senator Harr. 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 available to the Members of the Congress. T 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 sup-
port for it. I think it is a violation of law.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, '

Mr: RomsrerLp. May I ask a question ?

. The Caarmrmax. Briefly, I hope. . '

Mr. RumsreLp. What would you say to the idea of a department
head calling up a Member of Congress and asking him if he would
like to be briefed on something ?

Senator Harr. I think that 1s fine.

Mr. RumsreLp. 1 see. , A ‘

The Cratrman. 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, T
think hé is within his right and duties to do that. Now, vesterday we
were all complimentary of Mr. Schlesinger. And one of the reasons
T was complimentary of him was, he seemed to be so circumspect about
what he said to me as chairman of the committee as to whether or not
he had a hardnose for a certain item. When he said that, I gave a lot
of weight to what he said. Tt 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 T
called him up on some things. They don’t call me much, and I don’t
call them a lot, but T don’t think we should shut them off.

T just feel compelled to say that because that is based on my
experience. ‘

T emphasize that he was very circumspect, and that was one thing
T appreciated about Mr. Schlesinger. 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 if the 6ther one stayed ? Mr. Schlesinger was
totally blunt with me in what he said. T just happened to recall that.
Tt came up this year. ' ' ' I

The Senator will remember those two ships. We left one out of the
conference bill, and the Senate turned the other one down, too.

I thank the Senator. But I thought T should say that for the record.
- Benator Harr. With all due respect, Mr. Chairman, 1 appreciate
what the Senator has said, but my view based on my own experience
is that this is just too much lobby. ' e

- The Craamrmax. I get your point.’
Senator Tower, any questions? '

Senator Tower, No questions, Mr, Chairman, \

The Cuamrman. That brings us to Senator Byrd from Virginia.

But I promised to let the Senator from Washington go on for a few
more questions. o S o

Senator JacksoN, I can finish up with two questions. -

May I say on the lobbying issue, it was 24 hours a day aliost on the
energy bill. T 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 isi’t. And what is lobbying and
what isn’t I think needs to be defined. - ‘ el

Now, there are 'good lobbyists and there are bad lobbyists. I never
worry abeut lobbyists. If you: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, I 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 happened
in all administrations, but now we have open conferences. May I just
say that when one from the Department is setting in on the conference
and calls their downtown office and reports what somebedy 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 haven't hired a psychiatrist to get it diagnosed. T am getting off my
subject. But it does get to the point where it interferes with the legis-
lative process.

Senator Nuxw. There is a lobbving bill pending, there are several
bills pending in, I believe, the Government Operations Committee.
This statute, T think, should be reviewed as part of that overall.

Senator Jacksox. I agree with you and T agree with Senator Gary
Hart. It ought to be enforced or revised, because somebody can just
bring it up on a technieality.

BSenator Nuwxwn. If thev enforced it now you might as well put a
chain-link fence around Washington, D.C., and put everybody in jail.

The Crammman. My remarks related to the men who are holding
responsible positions and have responsibilily on these matters like we
do. T wasn’t referring to the industrial people and so forth. |

Senator Scorr. It the chairman will vield, T would just like to
comment on this colloquy that has been going on. Ceertainlv I think the
answer bv the witness is that a little tact should be utilized in con-
tacting the members. T would welcome suggestions from the Depart-
ment of Defense, but I recall 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 going
to vote differently from the way that he wanted me to vote. I don’t
want anv more calls like that. ' :
~ The Craremax. All vight, Senator Jackson.

Senator Jacksow. I have two more questions here that T want to
ask. : '

Manyv of us in Congress believe that we ought to press the Soviets
to reduce strategic arms on hoth sides. T have made two proposals for
ynutnal reductions that would lead in this direction. My most recent
proposal outhned last April was that both countries should refrain
from modernizing or replacing about a third of their strategic delivery
svstems. These weapons, about 800 on each side, could then be phased
out. Secretary Kissiuger has consistently opbosed such an approach.
My question to you is this. As Secretary of Defense, will you make a
fresh and independent appraisal of this proposal and repoert back te
the Armed Services Committee vour findings? —

Mr. RuMsrerp. I certainly will, Senator Jackson. :

Senator Jacrson. I appreciate having that judgment. Unless we

move in the direction of mutual reductions of strategic arms we have

got serious problems. And T appreciate vour comments.
This next question relates to your written answers on SALT, which
I reviewed. T am of course interested in the decisionmaking process as
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it relates to SALT and other delicate negotiations. So. my question to
you is this. Did Secretary Kissinger in any sense clear the answers you
have provided to the committee ?

- Mr. Rumsrerp. No; hedid not. ' . o

Senator Jacksox. He did not. Were these answers drafted in the
Department of Defense and then reviewed by the State Department
or the NSC#? :

Mr. RuMsreLp. Maybe rather than answering a certain question I
can tell you how they were handled, :
~ You supplied me those questions in your office. I took them back to
my office and sat down and thought about them and made some pre-
liminary netes as to the responses. I asked someone on my staff to con-
tact the appropriate civilian individual in the Department of Defense
to come over to my office. He came over to my office. We had a discus-
sion on each question. And he then drafted some of his thoughts to
respond to the questions, and left them with me. o

I then took his suggestions and my own notes and talked to a mili-
tary official from the Department of Defense about them. I then had
them reviewed by an individual who is outside of the Government at
the present time, and received his suggestions. ;

I then prepared final drafts of the responses. I then showed them
to the National Security Council for their information and gave them
a copy of them. R o R

Senator.Jackson. They did not revise them ? B

Mr. Rumsrerp. Not to my recollection—maybe a word or two, but
I doubt it. , o - o

Senator.Jackson. But no change of substance ? S

Mr. Rumsrerp. No. S

Senator Jacksos. So it was all done within: the Department of
Defense, except as to the outside consultation?

Mr. Rumsrerp. No sir, that is not fair to the Department of Defense.
To the extent anybody deserves any credit or blame it is Rumsfeld.

Senator Jacksox. Well, you are almost there, so—

Mr. RumsreLp, For these answers. The proposed answers from the
DOD that were. in the question and answer blocks are different from
those answers. I asked the Department for any thoughts that they
had for questions that might be queried of me in these hearings. They
sent over things, and some related in part. These were answers I
developed. o ; :

Senator JACKSON. So the substance of it is Rumsfeld plus the input
from people within Defense plus the outsider that you referred to;

" is that it, one, two, three?

Mr. Rumsrerp. That is correct.
Senator Jackson. And then you did—— o
Mr. RumsreLp. I showed it to Brent Scoeroft, who has the respon-
sibility for national security affairs in the White House. If he made
any suggestions, they were minor.

Senator Jacksox. They were minor ?

Mre. Rumsperp. Yes, ; :

Senator Jackson. That is all I want to know. T 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 De-
partment.
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That isall, Mr. Chairman. : o
- And I want to thank Mr. Rumsfeld for his responses. And of course
he knows that none of the questions I have asked are based on any
personality matter or differences as individuals, but only in the in-
terest of really trying to maintain the solid . foundations of a true
bipartisan effort on which we as Republicans or Democrats over here
can continue to biuld. It is a process that really had its genesis in
Arthur Vandenberg’s effort in the postwar period. Not that we don’t
disagree on matters. We can do that. But we laid down certain funda-
mental rules which I think can endure, and which the country expects
of us, whether we are Republicans or Democrats. And it is out of
that philosophy and conviction that I have asked these questions, and
will continue to ask them. Because I think you and I as politicians
will agree that there are times when the best polities is no politics.

Mr, RumsrELp. Yes, sir. . - :

The CuairmaN. Senator Byrd, we about used up most of your time
but if you have anv questions that need to be asked, go ahead.

Senator Byrp. Thank you, Mr. Chdirman. I don’t believe I have any
additional questions. I e '

In regards to lobbying activity, T must say that I never had any
problem with lobbyists. I think each Member of Congress can take care
of that himself. T have no difficulty in saying no. And I have no ob-
jection to anyone calling me and presenting their views who want to
do so. But I will make my own decision. What I do dislike and react
against is the policy of the Defense Department in coming in at the
last minute with amendments to add additional funds to the appro-
priations bill or the authorization bill. And that is an old custom,
Probably the Department of Defense makes some headway in getting
additional money that way. However, I think it is a bad practice.
And as a matter of policy, I vote against all such proposals as that.
T think if they are important to the national defense that they can be
presented when the budget is presented, and then be presented at a
reasonable time and not brought in at the last minute. 1 would hope
that the Defense Department would reexamine its custom of coming
in at the last minute and trying to slip in a few hundred million dol-
Jars here or $50 million there or some such figure. L A

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. o Co :

The Chamrmax. I want to heartily agree with the Senator from
Virginia that the budget process is sound, and that is the way to present
things to the Congress. I hope you will agree to that. There may be
emergencies, but T hope that they are few and far between with you just
as a general policy. \ ’ . S

Senator Scott. , R T

Senator Scorr. Mr. Chairman. My comments will be very brief.

Mr. Rumsfeld, of course T am inclined to vote in favor of your con-
firmation and T believe the committee is also. : o

T would hesitate to ask in question form a number of matters that
are in my mind. But you having been Ambassador to NATO, and 1
have spoken with you and I know your deep feelings with regard to
the security of Western Europe. I would assume that regardless of your
feeling on NATO and the security of Western Europe that your de-
cisions would always be what is best for the United States of America
regardless of

Western Europe. As I say, I hesitate to put that in the
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”fg;x& of a question. I believe that would be true. Would you confirm

“Mr. RumsreLp. There is no questi i . int
begin with the United States gfuzsgg?l f;l,t that is correct. Ou_tt interests

Senator SCOTT. And then spread out from there. And this would also
be true with Israel or any other nation of the world. ‘ ,

Mr. RumsreLD. That 18'correct. And it is also true on the part of any
other nation of the world, that their interest begins with themselves.’

- Senator SpOlT. I'thank you, Mr. Rumsfeld. R
tknd that is all T have. =~ :
- The Cuatryan. Thank you very much. -

Senator Towgr. I have a brief comment, Mr. Chairman. «

Leg,‘llll;’ Crammax. All right. And then I am going to recognize Senator

Senator Tower. May I say that the paramount reason for the Ameri-
car presence in Western 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. Rumsrern. 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. o ' '

Senator Scort. If the Senator will yield, might have been a slip of
the tongue, but yesterday I heard the witness say that NATO was for
t?e protection of Western Europe. It is my understanding that 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. Rumsrerp. Surely. The NATQ Treaty is important for the
defense of the United States as well as Western Europe. ~ =
The Cramyax, Thank you. ' ‘

Senator Leahy. o

Senator Leamy. Mr. Chairman, on that matter I know I have sent
a number of written questions to Mr. Rumsfeld, and I assume some
other members of the committee have. While I have some feel of what
;g} going to }g,ppen on this partienlar nomination, T personally would

ike to see the answers to my written questions prior t he ti
Mr. Rumsfeld is voted on. Y ; , e P vO ,t' e

In answerirg those questions, Mr. Rumsfeld, the one that T feel
very gondgrned about 1s the question which I asked to your concept of .
a limited nuclear war, something that we discussed yesterday. I get very
concerned when I see coming from the Pentagon or anywhere else the
great scenario of limited nuclear war, especially the NATO Pact
versus the Warsaw Pact. At times there seems to be almost a feeling
that after we have gone through whatever forces we have over there,
that we will start tossing tactical warheads across the borders, and
somehow the people will make the determination that this is only a
tactical nuclear war and we will keep it limited. But I am not so sure
how we sional that intention. or just how we sigmal onr reaction when
thev toss back onlv a nice limited one on their side, and we toss one, and
back and forth. After all, we only wipe ont Czechoslovakia or thev
wipe out Chicago, so it is a limited exercise. T am very concerned about
that. T cannot conceive of a situation where we start off using so-called
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tactical nuclear 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 particylarly concerned about those questions.

There is one other question. We talked about the question of lobbying
here today. Some members of your staff are aware of the fact that
throughout the summer my office has been working on the number in
the Defense Department involved in lobbying. The indication is now
that the amount of money being spent is far in 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, e L

On the other hand, we have heard of improprieties involved in
lobbying for the Defense Department, the goose hunting in Maryland,
and so forth, Will there be regulations with you as Secretary of Defense
whereby Pentagon officials will have to list gifts, contacts, free trips,
and so forth, ﬁfom defense contractors? S ;

Mr. RumsreLD. 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 instituted else-
where in Federal, State, and local government. I don’t have any con-
clusions at this 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 merits ‘and receives the confidence of the American people..

‘Senator Leany. The thing that bothers me is that I think the Amer-
ican people would have a lot more confidence in all areas of the Gov-
ernment if there was total disclosure of lobbying activities. I require
everybody in my office to make a record when any 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 most 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 taxpayers money to go out and
do something' with Northrop, that is fine. They will say so. But they
should know exactly what is going on. Or, if they think it 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. ‘ R

Mr. Rumsrewp, Over the years, as a general rule, I have tended to
feel that we would probably have more success by trying to covrect
problems through (%sclosure., as you are suggesting, than we will
through trying to set speeific statutory prohibitions. I find that the
latter tend to lend themselves to circumvention, whereas disclosure
does, in fact, leave for others the ability to make those judgments.
So, as a general principle, that tends to be my view.- o

Senator Leany. 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 written questions about that. But one thing I noticed was a
story in all-our local papers about how “Pentagon officials” or “senior
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Pentagon officials” or “urinared Pentagon officials” warned of the
huge buildup in Somalia ‘and how endangered we are because of the
Congress not recognizing the terrible threat to our national security
in the Indian Ocean and so forth. I had some difficulty in determining
just what the threat is to our national security there. But be that as
1t may, it seems that every timie the Congress makes a cut in the de-
fense budget, or every time that we take action counter to the Pentagon
line, almost immediately thereafter there are the stories that come
out in the paper ‘from high unnamed sorces. I have no objection to
stories coming out but put a name on them, and get away from the
anonymous comment rufe,. T feel that names should be put on sources
of information as it comes out. -

Mr. Rumsrerp. Yow are trying to remake America.

I am being facetious. The way of life in this town is for unnamed
sources to give it out, I find.

Senator Leany. Of course it is. And it means that they can hide be-
hind it. One of the problems of our Government is that it is so irre-
sponsible that you can’t point your finger at anybody who has made a
statement. That.is what irks me. . o . ~

Mr. Rumsrerp. It is. It is frustrating to hear incorrect stories and
not know where they come from nor the individual who started them.

Senator Leany. I agree. When a story comes out of the Pentagon
I would be happy to have a name on it as a source. We may be generat<
ing some of the more substantive issues that you raised today. ‘

Mr. Rumsrerp. The problem with what your suggestion is it seems
to me is that to achieve what you suggesting—if I am not mistaken,
one former Secretary of Defense tried fo achieve it, and-it was called
muzzling in the Pentagon when there was an effort to try to have the
office of the Secretary of Defense manage the relationship so that they
would do it in a certain way. ' S o

Senator Leany. I am saving just the opposite. I am saying that all
these sources encouraged them to come out, even the dissenting views.

Mr. Rumsrierp. T see: Encourage them to say something iri‘the press
but ask that their names be included. ' -

Senator Leamy. T realize that that is not going to work. I realize
that some of the tips that have come out have been very good for this
country, But'it seems that these things always come out just as soon
as we make a vote contrary to the Pentagon’s desires. You can’t tell
gigpk not to do it, of course not. 1 am not going to infringe on any-

1y’s first amendment rights. But let’s make it more open. If the
Pentagon wants to get into that kind of a dialog via the press, let
it be done openly. ‘ s

Mr. Rumsrerp. I see. I would not want to pretend that T know the
solution to that problem. I know that when I was Director of the
Office of Economic Opportunity, every time a budget item would come
over from the Office of Management and Budget on a confidential
basis individuals who wanted to affect & certain program favorably or
adversely would immediately get that out anonymously in the news-
papers, so that the propenents or opponents of that would be activated
to get engaged in the process. e ’

Senator Leamy. I don’t mean te labor this, Mr. Chairman, beeause
that is really a very minor peint. My real concern is very much in
hearing the responses en the question of nuclear war. And I realize
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that some of that may be of a classified nature. But I am far morve
concerned about that than who starts the scare stories. Thank vou. .
‘The Crarmax, Thank you, Senator; thank you very much.
-~ Senator Taft. B '
Senator Tarr. I have no questions.

The Crammax. Gentlemen. we have first the request from Senator

McIntyre of our committee for Senator Muskie to be permitted to
submit questions to Mr. Rumsfeld for answers for the record. I judge
there is no objection. He did not have them in writing a minute ago and
Theld it up. ) : : :
Isthere objection ? »
The Chair hears no objection. Therefore it will be permitted. And
T 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 concerned with reports develop-
ing out of Secretary Schlesinger’s negotiations with the Belgian defense officials
for sale of the I~16 flighter aireraft that a trade-off has been made under which
the Department of Defense would give favorable consideration to:a Belgian
manufactured machine gun for use as the Army’s new tank mounted machine
gun, o

I was particularly disturbed hecause the Maremount Corporation of Sace,
Maine was the leading contender for meeting the Army’s needs in this regard
with their M—60-F2 machine gun. Award of this contract to Fabrigue Nationale
would result in the termination of the M-60 line at Maremount when the present
contract expires in July of 1976. This will not only exacerbate unacceptably
high local and national unemployment levels but also risk dependence on a sole
source foreign supplier for an important weapons system. The adverse econonic
consequences would be felt not only in Maine but also in areas such as Netw
Hampshire and Pennsylvania where important subcontracting work is performed,

‘Maremount Corporation is the single largest employver in the Saco area and
approximately two-thirds of their 1,200 employees are involved in defense work.

After repeated inguiries from the Maine Congressional delegation, we received
assurance from Secretary Schlesinger that no commitment has been made to
purchase the Belgian weapon and that a decision on this contract wonld be
made on the basis of the merits of the respective weapons after extensive
testing. . S

That testing i8 now being conducted at Fort Carson, Colorado and Aberdeen

Proving Grounds in Maryland and is being reviewed by the General Accounting

Office for fairness and accuracy. The tests should be completed within the next
few weeks. .

I would appreciate your personal assurances as we review your nomination as
Secretary of Defense that you will give no special consideration to the Belgian
competitor for this contract—Fabrique Nationale, and that the final deeision on
this procurement will be based on the merits and relative costs of the competing-
weapons including total life cycle costs, with due consideration to the importance

- of maintaining a domestic supplier of this weapons system, T

Answer. It is and will be the U.8. goal to obtain the best weapon for the
American foldier. A decision on a contract for the M-60 tank machine gun
will be made on the basis of the merits of the respective weapons after extensive
testing, their relative costs, and with a recognition of the broadly supported
goal of increased standardization with NATO, S TR

[ Discussion off the record.}

The Cuamrmax. Gentlemen, are there any other questions now for

M- Rumsfeld? o . ‘
T have just one or two points T want tomake, =~ =0
Mr. Rumsfeld, I have in preparation a letter originally tobe direeted
to Mr. Schlesinger, but it will be directed to you now, just'a general
overall proposition of whether or not the public funds, appropriated
funds are being used in connection with paying expenses and entertain--

~ment for lobbying purposes, or for whatever purposes in that general

field. I.was shocked to have “reliable sources out of the Pentagon”—he
is a bearded old man, he'brings in a good deal of mischief, but some-
times he 1s right—but anyway, they said on reliable sources that pub-

_ lic funds, appropriated money, went to pay this. Now, the committee

is all concerned about that, We will get that letter on over there to you.

© And it will get thére-about the time you get there, maybe. And 1 hope

you will see that‘it is’given proper attention.
- Mr. RoMsrrrp, I will indeed. ) .

There.i8 one thing that I just note that T failed to dg. Senator Jack-
son gave me some questions in writing to respond to. We have begn dis-
cussing them in here, but I have never submitted them for the record,
his questions and the answers have not been submitted for the record.
They have been discussed generally, but they have not been subritted.

‘The Cramuax. Is there objection to submitted questions here?
~ And you say you have some of the answers ready ? '

Mr. Romsrerp. The answers are ready. L .

The CratrMAaN. Without objection they will be admitted to the
record. . e

(See page 27.)

The Caamman. I want to make one more point here. ] .

I have referred to matters given your personal attention. I think
you would like to have sometimes over there, talented men that you
can call to: give you special in-depth reports on these matters. I don't
think you can do it all yourself. But more particularly I wanted 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 ought
to put more of your best talent, those in the mil_ita:ry uniform, on this
problem of procurement. And I found out that it is not a road to pro-
motion—it is not considered a road to promotion at least. And there isa
disposition for that reason maybe to sidestep it. But I am back to that
old subject of some of our money being taken for personnel and so little
left to weaponry, which is going up all the time, and will continue to
2o up, the weapons in that matter of procurement. And you will there-
by have a chance to get more for your dollars as an increasing priority
and importance. And you have a lot of highly competent men, I be-
lieve, in uniform. And if you could see fit.to try to consider and put n
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, although
it could do something more than we are doing, perhaps, I don’t believe
that Congress, being a legislative body, can be effective as the Execu-
tive in that field of letting contracts. o
" Would you respond to that? Because 1 think it is a fundamental
problem you have. : ) L o

Mr. Romsrern. I agree fully, Mr. Chairman, that it is an exceedingly
important problem, not only because of the importance of those weap-
on systems, but also, as you suggest, because of the importance of
seeing that the taxpayers’ dollars are spent in the most effective way.
T will ascertain what the arrangements are at the present time in the
Department. The point about the possibility of a disincentive for able
military people to enter the procurement area because of a possible
lack of promotion opportunity is an important one. If thatis the case,
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that is worth locking into. Certainly the other suggestion about in-
volving good people in that process, I certainly wou%d agree with.

The Crarmay. 1 hope you follow up on that.

I asked Mr. Packard to get into that phase of it, and he showed
some interest in it. But, of course, he had so many thmgs, 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 threwn at
you. They have been dificult and in depth. And T thought you showed
& 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 bat on his own after such a long examination.

Mr. Rumsrern. My, Chairman, T think T will pass. I thank you very
much for your courtesies. It has been a pleasure to be hers. -

The Cmatraan. 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 18, 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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WASHINGTON

November 5, 1975 | %

MEMORANDUM FOR: JACK MARSH
FROM: MAX FRIEDERSDORF M é .
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 confir-
madtion 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.



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 Strom Thurmond
Stuart Symington John G. Tower
Henry M. Jackson Barry Goldwater
Howard W. Cannon William L. Scott
Thomas J. Mcintyre Robert Taft, Jr.
Harry F. Byrd, Jr. Dewey F. Bartlett

Sam Nunn

John C. Culver
Gary Hart
Patrick J. Leahy



House

Melvin Price, Chairman
F. Edward Hebert
Charles E. Bennett
Samuel 5. Stratton
Richard H. Ichord
Lucien N. Nedzi
William J. Randall
Charles H. Wilson
Robert I.. 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

Leadershig

Senate

Hugh Scott
Robert Griffin
Mike Mansfield
Robert Byrd

Bob Wilson ,
William L. Dickinson
G. William Whitehurst
Floyd Spence

David C. Treen
George M. O'Brien
Robin L. Beard
Donald J. Mitchell
Marjorie S. Holt
Robert W. Daniel, Jr.
Flwood Hillis

Andrew J. Hinshaw
Richard T. Schulze

House

John Rhodes

Bob Michel

Carl Albert

John McFall
Thomas P. O'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

House International Relations

Thomas E. Morgan, Chairman
Clement J. Zablocki
Wayne L. Hays

I.. H. Fountain

Dante B. Fascell
Charles C. Diggs, Jr.
Robert N.C. Nix
Donald M. Fraser
Benjamin S. Rosenthal
I.ee 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 Bonker

Clifford P. Case
Jacob K. Javits

Hugh Scott

James B. Pearson
Charles H. Percy
Robert P. Griffin
Howard H. Baker, Jr.

William S. Broomfield
Edward J. Derwinski
Paul Findley

John Buchanan

J. Herbert Burke
Pierre S. du Pont
Charles W. Whalen, Jr.
Fdward 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



This is 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

/if T S O T S P

NS

Congratulations on your selection by the President és becretary of
/\Gomx;le:rce V‘V:fke‘ aredehghted jwliltil/jthis 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. We are at your disposal

and anxious to be helpful.

Jack Marsh



November 4, 1978

MEMORANI UM FOR: MAX FRIEDERSDOR

"ROM: JACY. MARSH

Ia reference to the three nominatiomto move to the Hill, please
develop a confirmation plan and strategy.

a, Rumsfeld -~ This will be the first priority and we can
move gulckly because he is here, Kendall has already
atarted to work but please give thought to:

1. -Committee cantacts to iaclude staff.
2., State Congressional representatives, and

3, Finally, bat very importantly, Copgressional
ledders to iaclude the House.

b. Richardson -- Poses special problems because of his
absence and the date of Morton's exit. I suggest the
follewing:

1. 1think the Presideat wants to get confirmation dose
prior to Deceamber 15 and hold for swearing~-in. This
must be aestablished.

2. 1 want to get a cable to Ellict today offering te assist,
and slso your suggestioas on phose calls frem Loadea
which would be helpful, should he retara for a day or
80 to firm up the Committes and leaders.

e, Bush -- Has many of the same problems as Elliot, but it is
even more difficult to commuanicate with him. Set out the
problems with Bush and how to address them. What should

W

am

)
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wa be doing in his absence’ ’loase prepare for my sigaature

a cable to George offering (o nssiut,
In the meantime on all of the above, stari palling together coafirmation
reports preceediag appoiatees «ud the noost current reports on autheriza-

tion and appropriations bills for the sbove nomiaces to study, -

Have your Congressional people lay out major and minor issues that
could come up in confirmation. Pulse the  hite House staff for the
same imput.

Pleass develop a teatative schedule for hearings and confirmation
vetes on sach of the abeve.

d. Breat Scowcroft ~- ‘what courtesy calls should Brent make?
Who should be contacted by others on his behalf on the Hill?

QOn 21l of the above, please do not overioor House leaders and juris-
dictional Committees, neither should stuff be overlooked. Braswell,
Calloway, Benner, Preston, Pertschuk and Slatiashek, to name a
few, are all key gays.

JOM/dl
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November 8, 1975 J,,,w’

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

MEMORANDUM FOR: JACK MARSH

THRU: MAX L. FRIEDERSDORFM.é ]

FROM: WILLIAM T. KENDALL V‘L

SUBJECT: The Nominations of Don Rumsfeld and George
Bush

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!




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

STENNIS:
SYMINGTON:
JACKSON:
CANNON:
McINTYRE:

BYRD, H.:
NUNN:

CULVER:

HART, G.

LEAHY:

THURMOND:

TOWER:

GOLDWATER:

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

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

No visit scheduled yet. Jack Marsh to call his
office Monday.

Wished DR well. Not overly talkative but surely
O.K.

Short visit because of roll-call, No apparent
problems.

A good visit. Don hit all the right notes,
Pro-Schlesinger but not anti-Rumsfeld. Is O.K.

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.

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

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

Met in the presence of most of his senior staff and
discussed South Carolina's role in the Revolu-
tionary War,

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

A good session. He will be helpful. Same advice
as Tower,

R g,



SCOTT, W.: Like some of the others, worried about DR'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's new job,

Y OUNG: Friendly.

Those not seen yet include: GRIFFIN, EASTLAND, CURTIS, MOSS, and
McCLELILAN,
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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 Secrétary 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 Newspaper
Editors, declared:

"Let us be honest about it. Don Rumsfeld and George Bush
cannot hold a candle to James Schlesinger and Bill Colby in terms
.0f judgment, knowledge or intellectual ability.

"On the basis of my present knowledge, I am not at all sure
I can support the confirmation of both, or either."

Jackson added:

"The events of this past week are the final confirmation that
the Ford Administration cannot provide us with the leadership we must
have in the crucial areas of foreign policy. -

"While the international position of the United States con-
tinues 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
be purchased by American wheat, by American neglect of traditional
allies, by American economic largesse and. dlplomatlc passivity around
the globe, and by the abandonment of America's traditional humanita- .
rian and democratic values in issues of foreign policy. :

"And this week, the long series of concessions to Soviet
sensibilities -- which included the snubblng of Nobel 1aureate
Alexander Solzhenitsyn -- was extended. . e

“"The President made an » fdentéd addition.

“"He silenced within our o vornpment officinls who raised
the tough questions and who were 1 ~ntent with shallow rhetoric
for an answer."

it # # N



Washington Post
Sunday, November 9, 1975

e Different View on Defense
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this point in History.”’

Washington Post researcher
Sunday Orme assisted in the
preparation of this article.
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Sunday, Nov. 9, 1978 THEWASHINCTON POST
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Deoa Rumsfeld noted your comments ia reference to reaction of
- veterans and military groups to the reveat changes. His guestion,
a8 well as mine is is there anything that might be done to offset
the VFW matter aad whit would be your recommendations as to
how Cooper Holt should be handled? —What about Roudebush? Can
ke lend a hand on this?

.

cc: Bill Barcody
bce: Max Friedersdorf -~ Do you have any suggestions?

JOM/dl
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November 6, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR: JOHN O, MARSH

FROM: WILLIAM J. BAROODY, JI@

SUBJECT: Constituency Reactions to Administration
Changes

Attached are memos from members 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

i

Tab C = Minorities

Tab D = Women

1



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

November 3, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR DON RUMSFELD

THRU BILL BAROODY, Jz@

FROM TED MARRSJ/JJ

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

there was a general favorable response except for VEW'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 meeting with the new Secretary.
- must commit himself to strong defense.

- Can't have a Navy bias,
- has good record. . , :;
- will support {the bottom line), . Soome %‘"4%‘ IRy,

VFW ~ going to put out a statement supporting Schlinger {Cooper Holt).

American Liegion - we will support the President's choice, if asked -
hope this is not a signal of lessened nationzl 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 the 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).
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Fleet Reserve Association - glad to get a Naval Reservist on board.
The President has made a good selection. Hope it will be more open
{(Robert Nolan).

Navy League - glad to see it. Damned tough job. The new Secretary
can't just go along with Kissinger 211 the time {Captain Vincent Thomas).

Naval Reserve Association - Good. That's fine. Hopsg he doesn't
"let them reorganize the Department of Defense oﬁ‘gégerve. " He
should put a hold on that action. There will be qué\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 Greenlief}.

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 {(L.eon Sanchez).

Blinded Veterans Assn. - will support "if you say he's OK." (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," (Mr. Gearhardt).

-

Jewish War Veterans - no objection. Will support (Irv Ziff).

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 McKinney).

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 with VA (Philip Harper).
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National Assn. of Concerned Veterans - good record - we'll go along
with him {Charles Garefino).

Military Order of the Purple Heart - appreciate the call - good -
can't say I'm sorry {Richard Golick).

Disabled Officers Association - he is a fine young man - we'll give
him all the help we can (Maj. Walter Reilly).

Ny
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THE WIHITTE FLOTSE

WOASHING TN

November 5, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR: BILL BAROODY

FROM: WAYNE 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's
departure. He was extremely dubious about Rumsfeld'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 knowiledgeable Washingtonian called and expressed approval of the
shift, saying it gave the President a more decisive image.
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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

be resigning or would not be fired from DIA. Iam 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 internally and with other
outsiders and members of the Hill, but I think the above captures
the highlights of all of them.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

MNovember 6, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR: BILL BAROODY
FROM: JOHN CALHOUNELQ%E/A B
SUBJECT: Reaction to Top Level Changes

Within the Administration

Reaction within the Black community has been generally favorable,
less the Rockefeller letter.

Blacks 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
nit, so Don Rumsfeld's nomination is viewed as an improvement
since he is generally viewed as a friend of the poor (OEQ),
and minorities.

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 was tarnished.



THE WHITE HOUSKE

WASHIMGTCN

November 6, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR: BILI, BAROODY
FROM: pAT 1INDH FE-
SUBJECT: , Recent Cabinet Changes

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 Miller 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 own poeple. They felt
Kissinger had too much power.

2 couple of mentioned their delight that Richardson is
coming back as he has always been good on the women's
issues.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

November 13, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR: BILL KENDALL

FROM: JACK MA

What's your prognosis in referenc Senate action on the Rumsfeld
nomination?

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? Ewven 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.

(3 " > - » : /é/\:‘lz’?i—-us /’j
cc: Max Friedersdorf % A ¥ é‘“’ %
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MEMORANDUM EOR: BILL KENDALL

FROM: JACK MARSH
What's your progaosis in reference to Senate action on the Rumasield
nomination?

Where does this stand in the Committee? Have they reported it out?
if so, when is Floor action expected? What sort of opposition, il
sny, can we expect? Should we be gearing up some people to speak
oa Don's behalli? Who should these spokesmen be? What about

Bob Griifia, the Whip for whom Doa once worked? Kven if it is

not aecessary to deliver these remarks on the Floor, would it

aot be heipful for them te make some insertions in the Record?

Get some Democrats as well as Republicans, and | think Hugh

Scott should be one of the Republicans.

ce: Max Friedersdor!
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JOM/dl
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November 12, 1975

MEMCORANDUM FOR: DON RUMSFELD

FROM: JACK MARSH

I think it ;night be helpful oence you are coalirmed U you would
make some courtesy calis on the Budget Committee Chairman and
the Renking Minority Member for both Houses. They are playing
an increasingly importaat role and this bas special sigaificance
to the Department of Defense.

JOM/adl




November 11, 1975
MEMORANDUM FOR: MIKE DUVAL
FROM: . JACK MARSH

Would you please pull together a list of possible Q & As for
Don Rumsfeld for his hearings which mu this Wednesday,
ﬂ".ﬂb‘l 13,

In doing this, please give special atteation to NSA, particularly

his views as to the management of NS& and the need for legisla-
tion setting out its .mission.

JOM/dl1
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

November 13, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR: BILL KENDALL

FROM: JACK MA

What's your prognosis in referenc Senate action on the Rumsfeld
nomination?

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 7{( W [""’ %ﬂ:‘/’é{
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