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Secretary of Defense

James R. Schlesinger

before Sperling-Godfrey Group

Tuesday, July 1, 1975 .

Q: The first question that occurs to me is shet—whather-ot-aot what your

reaction is to fmxmexXXXSolzhenitzyn'4 speech last night? -F—gather—you—were—

-

1]

A: It was ;/) Joun ﬁé fa&c.é’:@

One was mpressed by the personality of the man A/s vérzve Awrp /—arZG& The
STRah OF His Comerse '%'/OIJS.
~to-his—eondition.

@c vou Thiw b ) 7L.4/ ;‘);’ G szt 106A 1< He'd

qQr Tﬂgo back to writing now?
A: I think that he demonstrated that he had considerable effectiveness as

a public speaker; perhaps more in the Russian style than in the American style.

Q What did you think of the message?ﬁ:m

A: I think that one must listen carefully to his message in light of his
experiences, which he feels very deeply, quite naturally given those experiences.
On the other hand, one should be aware of the necessity to discriminate -epetsas
amongst different periods of Soviet history that we cannot, I think, treat it
necessarily him as an undifferentiated mass. With regard to the issue of detente,
I think that }'f"s Pl_q,,, 7Rir-Solzhenitzyn, like everybody else, .is in favor of a true
detente. His requirements for true detente are more rigorous than those of others,
but I think that we, ourselves, irrespective of his statepr—‘ requirements for a
true detente have got to discriminate between a detente that does indeed lead to aw
ALLEVIAT 1o

\igaﬁﬁ'%nsn.ons and a hope for a settlement on the one hand and one that

is simply a ( ) on the other.

Q: Getting down to Au.sn.)es: now, following up on John Finney's interesting
piece yesterday, I wonder what changes /aside from style perhaps,that you can see

J

for the Marine Corps during the next four years? What's going to happen to Marine

ArtD
Corps aviation? Can you see restructuring of Marine Corps Roles & apnissions

THE -
and look into,usuar,\cxwﬁt Ball, But Prehaps Tre Coystre GloBég

R i car et ]
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A: T think that it's too early to tell Col Arnold and you say get down
to serious business I know that you can't talk about the large foreign policy
ARmy, WAYY ArO AR Fee s s
issues of the United States or the - Serious business referﬁ

to less than 200,000 men, but they need a few good men.

I think that the nature of the Marine Corps is that it is part of our general
purpose/:?;rces. That under the pressures of the budget of the last seven or eight
years, that it is become increasingly necessary that these forces be capable of
general purpose activities z;s opposed to highly specialized. Now the Marine Corps,
in fact, has always been a géneral purpose force. In the definition 6f its missions
it %&ended to be more specialized, but as we look to the future, I think that
we have to recognize that the maximum demand ;)n our general purpose forces would be
involved in a hypothetical war between the Warsaw Pact and NATO.and that under those
circumstances the Marine Co’rps would have to be available for employment in such a
CATACIYSm
<Sabeoehterimm that would strain the capacity of the United States and its Allies
rather than being off in the western Pacific waiting for something to happen.

I think that the Marines :’é& geaani‘nF:-;at direction, quite obviously the'
role of the United States‘ij:h-e Pacific is undergoing alterationd. In addition,
the Middle East has become more and more of the potential tknderbox of the world
and that as a consequence the Marinc;\will be undergoing those kinds of alteratioms.
With regard to details, within the Corps, I think that General Wilson could think
the matter through and make his' judgments on these issues without ATEMP 7LnJG..
to prejudge them. .

. Q: Mr. Secretary, iwéul'd like to réturn to trivial business, and that is the
question was raised at T;he press conference at the White House the ~other day 2

LT
about nuclear weaponsw%?a;t/ed that it was consistent American policy not to

keep open the option of first usmweu}d—you is that an accurate statement, and if

—

net, what has been consistent? .

Nt



A: I'm glad you raised that question.

Q: Anybody who doesn't want to know the answer can leave the room.

-
; .

Q: A}(e we on the recor@ thiéa morning?
Voice: It's all on record, yes, including the ;ysu(/.s'@

A: The gquestion included a faulty premise ef%?{ we reached a faulty conclusion.
The United States has consistently refrained from dis%wing the first use of
nuclear weapons. It has been under pressure from various quarters basically for
more than twenty-five years to disaﬁow first use. 1 will men;ion a bit of the
history here and I have some quotatiods if any of you are interested, but they
show a consistent pattern of either direct endorsement of first use or a refusal
to rule out first use. The American pol*icy on this has been unchanged for many

s L]
yeax,'\. The changes that we do, in fact, know, have been a gradual evolution towards

increasing stress on the conventional components)jl /!( diminution on-the threat of

‘o

AR AW

A T G 1

immediate recourse i# nuclear weapons.ss this has,I think been an evolution that has

¢
been followed for the past twenty years, but under no circumstances could &s ximal -

15 Avow
¢ Q‘]:w the first use of nuclear weapons. If one goes back to the 1950':—3%

- qu~ Eﬁ v;ﬂv;u.’mm: :i . E e N i
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...one finds in terms of the statement of national strategy that
enshrined in the redefinition of massive retaliatioq)of=graduated

J/ : E &£
response) by Secretary Dul%&? that we WouldAPulcear weapons at
times and in places of our own choosing. At the same time, on

the military side, Secretarxy Wilson as well as President Eisag;hower
indicated that nulcear weapons were being introduced and were becomlngé
s virtually conventloég& weapons in the force structure /fhat the §
distinction between conventional and nulcear weapons should be
abridged. I think from that period of time, there has been a
gradual movement away from the tendency to erode the distinction
between kaxkixakxaadx nuclear and conventional weapogs but we have
alwavys retainted in all of our strategies g the necessity of not
declaring against first use. NATO strategy since the 1950s has
been based either on the so-called trip-wire strategy, which
prevailes into the 19603 and formﬁély«gn prevailed to 1967 when
it was shiftgd to flexible response. The trip~wire straﬁfgy some-
times called the plate pw#®& glass window, was designed to have a
small force sometimes referred to as a corporal's guard up front
so that the nuclear bell could ® rung. The intention was to respond
to conventional a¥t§} with a nuclear respomse. Throughout the
period since the 19p@s we have put eméhasis upon the availability
of tactical nucleér weapons ézz; I think that the eﬁphasis has
gradually shifted towards conventional without, in any way, reducing
PHERpo L

the role that nuclearAflays in deterrence.

Q: Do you want to keep a substantial firebreak between the

/Zhg/nukes and conventional weapons?

A: I think that we should keep in mind the distinction and

that we should be carefull and all aware of the firebreak Th
. e

&l
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purpose of this;ﬁ&ministration's military strgﬁfgy has been to

i ko

increase the nuclear threshholé)to raise the nuclear threshold in the

EY

o

only way that it can be effectively be xax¥ raised, wﬁich ig to have

: 6]
a solid, conventional postur%BUi-hv, Without 'a solid convent%&eal

g

posture = you are driven willy-nilly to the threat of early recourse

to nuclear weapons which this Administration, and the President

A s ekl

specifically has rejected, What we want to do is to raise ®% the

——

nuclear threshhold and you c¢an only do that by improving the
éonventional posture, '

Now let me add just a few more words on this subject. If one
looks back,one sees that in the early 1950s the Soivets pressed us

.

very hard for a declaration against first use, that was in a period

e have, . :
in which they hae)or were percei;é§x533¥%helming conventional strength;
in Europe and they were in a relatively insignificant posture in ‘
terms of nuclear weapons, In that period of time they pressed us
hard. 1In the 1960s their interest in such a declaration waned as
rkayuﬁahag.tﬁeir nuclear posture improved and perhaps as they became
aware of the intractable difficulities associated with with their
gsoutheast frontier. So, that pressure has disappeared. On the

other hand the Chinese now, for obvious reasons, have begun to talk

about no first -=m use. J!!-;!U.%uninilti_éf one accepts the no

first use docf%?ne, cne ig accepting.ﬂ.i‘; self denying ordnance

that weakens deterrence. The underlying purpose and premise of

Y.S. military policy is, to deterﬁattack and part of the deterrent,

a major part of the deterrent, is the existance of our tactical

nuclear @& force. Consistan?ly in Europe we have stated, as we

receﬁtly restated in the min%&sterial guidance, the close relationship ;

between conventional i ] < |
o caPabilitles and tactical nuclear xfpabilities as

e
&
-
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well as strategic capabilities in the NATO triadQ“;nd the mutual

reinfor&:;ment amongst these we felt was jaeawes what deterred any

possibility of Warsaw Pact FUZoénuéda

Q: How is this Chinese /Qf&SSLHQS manifested, is it directed

7~ e
only at us or Dueatn [ L L POWERS S

e

A: It's directed at all superpowers.

b gl e

Q: How is it manifested? Is this an item of continued dialoguez

s

A: I would say it,.is @ reflected in Chinese statements repeatedly;
and has been repeatedly stated ever since the detonation of their
first nuclear divice in 1964,

Q: Mr. Secretary, do you make a distinctinn between first xp

U s A
Kse and first strikez confusion seems to come in &;pamgigv AT n,gtggés&%-—m\?ﬁl

A

about first strike and first use,one being the strategic ResporsE ANOTHE:
OThert Moké tactical. Do you make that distinction)orxi-ﬁ does first |
use in your mind include the possiblity of first strike?

A: TFirst strike in this case is a term that has been applied
in the strategic area. I think that the distinctions between the
stgﬁ%egic and theater are%ihave probably been somewhat overdrawn
but one needs for example a highef degree of invulnerability e
iﬁ the theater nuclear forces just as we need them in the strategic

tz =

& i «
relxvant distinction to the extent that it applies to the strategic
¥

>

forces, But I do draw that distinction, I think that it isZQA‘

forces. Let me say that there is a problem in this area that the
terminology has imsmew bécome somewhat confused and hard target kill
first strike?jdisarming first strike are all used interchangably.

What the United States Government has said of late is that neither

'side can acquire a disarming first strike capability. That the

nuclear forces of ST ’
of both superpowe
rs are s0 ext
: ensive

-
e .
3 . N . - [ S—



11 _4
that irrespective of the deployments of additional forces for %
the forseeable future, neither side could hope to eliminate the

retalitory capability of the other side against its own cities. So

the;e is no possibility,ﬁ?e would see it,.of a disarming first strike.
Now, we also have added that it is desirable that both sides avoid seég
ing a disarming first strike capabilit%pdit I think that this 1is the i
underlying point that the questions are designed to elicit, I'm not %

that the

referring to these questions, g
Udited States does reject the notion that acquia&on of the disarming

first strike capability by either side is desirable. What we have
said 1is =G eu s S e

— . Mone -
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as long as the Soviets continue to press ahead with the acquisition of their new
weaponry, that the United States will not permit itself to be unilaterally hoist
in a secondary position with regard to cognterforce capabilities. But those counter-

force capabilities will not reach the level of a disarming first strike.

The Questiod 15 Really ' AsT <
Q: Mr. Sechwbether we have ruled in 4 & -4
. ‘ we have not ruled it out, let me put it that way@

A B R T TR 4T AT A g s e

ywipipie B g s T o e 1 W

Jwe have not really ruled it out, all we're talking about is that disarm$ Ve

= - coans 13 e aeerd ;
first strike capabilities, &b not desir Aa’é@ 7

A: No, what I said is th'at it is not feasible. We cannot obtain it, the Soviets
cannot obtain it, for the foreseeable future and as long as both sides are intelligent‘
ab::mt their deployment, neither side can obtain a disarming first strike so it's
not feasible and in addition, we have indicated that we do not desire ourselves or

s

the Soviets to achieve a disarming first strike. Now that does not mean that we will

armnmaop

declare against the first use of strategic weapons. We are pledged as we have been

A !
for many years to deterrent ®e defense of western Europe and we are prepared’shouldi .

-

the need arise to use those weapons in that way,
Aeress

Let me remind you that U.S. forces are designed for deterrence egaiast the
entire spectrum of risk and that one should not select out some particular component
of those forces and ask what will happen when they ae used or will they be used,
rather one should look at the total composite and inquire whether this composite
contributes to deterrenc@d gur doctrine and our force sttucmrejve ‘believ% can
make deterrence affective with regard to NATO and the United Stateséu.-

Q: About the Dg:nﬁm:ue first strikes; President Ford at the press conference
said that he was satisfied that the Soviets ewsmmm— have not cheated on SALT I.
. . i
There are reports that you testified very strongly before the Jackson- ARme&D Forees Sugh
Committee of certain evidence of the Soviet violatioms in SALT I. There mme have

AeTreles ¢
been a number of swmewewds; T A0 Shulltz had a very detailed article in the f\/&w’

: had
Republic)Aviation Week hasi\a number of highly technical articles of alleged jamming

o .Y TrIE . e
-nd Americanrhﬁ.metry measurements and other forms of cheating. Afe you satisfied

P
o L . )
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PART III - 2

o

in your own mind, there has been no Soviet cheating % SALT 17 Are you satisfied

I :
Mverification procedures for SALT II will be adequatel

» ‘ FiRme& o ,
A: 1 think what the President indicated was that we have no conw evidence i

OF ProsE « .
Lho-tzuth, that the Soviets have indeed violated the SALT I Agreement@“ when ;

- | S
questions arise they go to the standing Consultative Commission. A number of

Anp
ambiquities have arisenT w have gone to the Commission for review. Some of the

s e e

PR

answers that we have received asa have been satisfagtory up to a point® %ther answers
are yet to be delivered, but, as yet, we have no demonstrated case of viohtion
by the Soviet Union. There have been ambiquities in a number of areas. 1 think that
with regard i:o the second half of your question, one.a. must recognize that verification
in the forthcoming SALT Agreement cannot be absolutely foolproof. What we must have
is a verification &% procedure that gives us v’ery high confidence that any significant%
amount of i:esting of violation overtime would be detected by our intelligence
apparatus el and the;efore by insuring that verification would preclude
significant violation, we diminish substantially the incentive for those very small
violations that might have not/affect on the strategic balance. 3
Q: But what about the replacement of the 35-11 with the 192 The President sa?ld

&Yf}cnhfﬁ

that the Russians have not " the loopholes, you said the 19, in your testimony )

(,-'“Mﬁw_three to four “\ “-iiﬁﬁ-e OFThE wouvls cthtg vl
W‘éwas KW ¥ee times the T, W hied
. OUR

representative A $igmimicauT
increase, RS DEFMED 3y,{1nilatera1 ban on . .

A: It is plain, I think, that the deployment by the Soviets of the $5-19 is
inconsistent with the American unilateral /statemen't, that was mad‘e in Moscow in 1972.
It is wholly inconsistent with that statement. The Soviets did not then accept that
statement, witness the fact; that it was a unilateral statement by the United States.
Consequently, the Soviet\sﬁ s T bouw by their treaty or agreement obligationsj/

to refrain from this deployment of this larger missile which we very much regret.

I think that it does the question as to the inherent worth of unilateral statements.

i
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PART IITI - 3

Q: The President’s cJAhs+/e DEBATE RAIES AnoThse Quesizon)

~tlasmsaw- about the credibility of public gfficialaSFihugaegyou have ore on the Senate
' T ADVANTAGAS

side saying that there have been violations, there have beenew%&gn@aof 100phole%£9
;ﬂn-h-c_zourseVFr and others in the Administration say there is no evidence of
it, who é; we believe? A former Secretary of Defense has joined the debate on the
side of the Senate?

A: I think that Pete you will have to examine your soul and conscience be your
guide in this matter.

Q: My soul and consciené;‘are totally empty on this issue.

A: I'm glad that that emptiness is confined only to this issue.

Q: Mr. Secretary, I'd like to follow up that question on the‘;§¥>§asn't that
anticipated in the vza‘”izfxfgggcords? ‘

A: Antiqipated may be the wrong verb, but . . .

Q: We assumed they were going to do this, didn't we?

A: B&Fthat time, it was evident that they were moving ahead in light of their

Kr D testing of the S$5-19 and the 17, which had a ywemex thro%%eight very substan-—

tially in excesé of the U.S. definition of what constituted a light missile in 1972)
and that they were going ahead with tﬁat.

Q: Wasu't & The Wolvme ThaT was The '7254-?

A: In the Agreement, the volume is the test. I think you may have missed what

I said just a moment ago. The American unilteral statement in 1972 declared that
any missile that was larger than the largest light missile then deployed would be
construed by the United States as a heavy missile. .That was the American unilateral
statement. As you indicate, the/xgreemeﬂt itself referred only to increasing the
silo dimensions.

Q: Does it help in this publig discussion to have a former Secretary of Defense

make flat charges against Russia as he has and then have the President come out

and deny them? How can the public reach any understanding or any conclusion about

R THEA I b PRI ATININ QU BSR40, B4
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" PART IIT - &

the accuracy of this? Who do you agree with, Mr. Laird or ‘the President?

A: Of course, I support the President's position. I think that I statéd that

SESRUWRIgR e PR

position as I understand it a moment ago. I think that what we have repeatedly

Thes ue
said, is that there are ambiquities that must be resolved by referrence the

/M:anding Consultative Commissions and there are ambiquities. Those who are too

AT SO B

TR

impatient to allow the deliberative processes of Lonsultative }(rocesses established

e e

by the Moscow Agreement and Treaty in the form of the standing Consultative Com8-

mission are not patient enough to wait for those processes to work themselves out

‘ R
and therefore they are prepared to lea% the conslusions but #kgg let me reasg%ﬁain

that all of the issues are ambiquous and for that reason they must be discussed
in the negotating framework if we are to make any kind of an /(greement on /rms

_Bbntrol work.

T testexday sayinETrthased clearfd ¢ bil11?

o a

Q: On another area of allegations g violations 7AA7 ¢aAs pé‘r‘ ADLRESS &> {
by the President; there was an allegation made by Mr. Laird that one of the violationsi
of the Soviet ﬁnioﬁ had to do with the deployment of radar systems that could be '
used for a hgavy ABM system whi;h would be , if it was deplqyed for that purpose)
wawibwire 2 violation of SALT I. Apparently, this is based upon some intelligence

in the change in the structure of radar systems, do you have any information on that? -

A: Once again, T think that one must read the American unilateral statemen@-—-

__t_:hé ﬂnilateral statement indicated that ~testing-would-be-acceptable——-
= SAFet , : ‘
range and instrumentation testing would be acceptable indicated in the

. unilateral statement. So there is an inherent ambiquity dweeismsfmms at that poin@
in
also I believe, and Joe will check it out for you, thatdthis particular case we have

had a satisfactory resolution.
IR ThERE WA S

- Stmply N . ;
Q: Well that'biam% means v that a violation, 17" /\A.'; s "ﬁ‘m :

AS ma, LAIRD SAICY as
if weh d jsfactory answergy isn't it apparen&ﬂxat rhat system W
“ ad a satis gc ory 1;\& i )
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PART III _ 5

' ' | et ’
turned on in violation of the ‘7= /MAECREEMEST o4

A: First let me reiterate, there's anAmerican unilteral statement which indicates:
£

. Fer. , AL TS .
that wha range safety and instrumentation , there is a lack of clarity Awhether some

thing or the other is indeed a violation or not. Sécondly, you are, I think,

employing the term violation in a stricter way than probably it is interpreted.
o7

P e

The Treaty establishes a set of procedure®~-» it says 1f a question arises that there

will be a method of adjudication of the differences between the two parties, hopefully =

as-via-
to resolve these question§g>gow what you've said here, what you described as a
: vy

violation, I think others would describe as a question has arisen which in this case,
has been satisfactorily resolved as I recall.
You have Helo o7
Q: Could you resolve some ambiquities about that first use?=ZEfTar w€ woill woT
Thes This DisAvous
first us ivet- apply the first use in a tactical sense could @®» involve a
B y
TRi0ex7” missile from Charleston, S.6AR. on tiﬁ'(;z; hand and on the other hand,
tuer/p .
would you tell us where the target would be, «whexe the Soviet Union itself would be

included or excluded in the target area in tactical use?

&
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Q: Dbes this imply that first xmxe use, in a tactical sense,
\Qgggld involve avI;ident missile from Charleston 5.C. on the one

hané)and on the othe£ hand would you tell us where the target
would be -- would the Soviet Union ditself be excluded or included
as a target area&,&}«ﬁb?:;azi€Q¢7AxaxL?

A: I think that this is fairly clear in terms of XHEXHHEXIHHEEX
our nuclear doctrine in the posture statement and elsewhere. First

use could conceivably, let me underscore conceivably, involve

= what we define as strategic forces and possilE?Q

possibly, underscore possibly, involve selective strikef at the

7/

Soviet Union. We do not necessarily exclude that but it 1is indeed
a very,.very ceEmmtee probablity.

Q: Did you say selective or selected?

A: Selective,.

Q: Could you just tell us how this éinsultaviax Q;mmﬁssion
TSt woudl adjudicate differences on these questions, how it workd?

A: Easgh side raises questions about possible vioclations or

ambiguities as it sees them,that the other side has undertaken. The

7

parties then return to their respective governments and bring back

whatever response or clarification of the practice ,is made availabe

/
by the governments and the other party sees whether this indeed

resolves the issue, removes the ambiguity sufficiently so that the

Rl

commission can be withdrawn.

Q: Who is on the Consultative Commission?

Compmuasecsn @ff""‘» = 7% )/047—
A: The U.5. €hetrman isqk&é?é& I % beleive.i:

| V ps) reben(
“é&m can get back t;:ﬁigyg;th the precise structure of the committee.

Q: Mr. Secretary, in light of the discussion perhaps this

morning it would be helpful if you could one, CharaCterize £
°r us

.t
v"
-

rewrgen



Iv-2
kind of the Soviet attitude and conduct in carrying out the SALT
agreement. Are you pleased with iE)are you .alarmed by iE}are
you xxaxx satisfied with it dissatisfied'With it, in view of these
amb&guities though not violationsﬂ%hd secondizs inx against this
backdro?/could you give us some sense of what d; you think the
immediate outlook is for a new SALT agreement this falia One
gets signs that would seem to indicate that the original timetable
may have to slip very far and there are s&me suggestions that x
in the arms control community that indeed another agreement is very
unlikely.
<& :

A: webl let me state that I think there is a good chance that
we will have.an agreement this fall, I do not think;%t is necessarily
in the workd, on the other hangll think that the negotiations have
not been unpromising. Now I very carefully used a double negative
there. I wouldn't call fhem so promising that whaaxkthk® one can
necessarily say now that there will be an agreement but they have
been making reasonable progress. What was the first question Dick?

6%: I was wondering, sir, if you could charatterize your view

of the spirit in whiéh the Soviets have carried out the present
SALT agreements. We've been focusing on the details here and we
g;t into a debate over violations vs ambiguities,e—éEﬂmzznf;re they
pressing to the very }imits repegteily, are you dissatisfieq in
this sense with their performance under the agreement or how would
you characterize that?

A: I think that the Soviets have beén inclined to probe a little
bit ﬁore into gray areas than we would prefer. But, generally, over-

all

?

.

they have been re
spectful of the br i/
o?d outligfds of the Agreement

ot

3
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3 g AR TR AR

not only in letter but I believe genefally in. spirit. In certain
areas they have not heen overly miXkxizuiux meticul ous and those

are éreas in which ambigmities have arisen which are a disappointment
to usf and we are seeking clarification.

Q: Would you give us a boxsaore on ambiguities ~- so many

/

Q: What are some of the resolved ones?

ambiguities s so many resolved;xm som ma%y unresolved.

ot e

A: No 3zylook upon this more in terms of an maxke earned run
a;verage than;do

Q: I'll take that.

A: I can't discuss that. ' ;

Q: x&nxxkxkxﬁx Mr., Secretary, on that selective strike statement »
you made earlier,

A: You mean earlier to day?

q: ?luae—e—éevnmgiizés~ago-~ that you didn't rule out first
use or selective strikes involving strategic weaponry agianst the
Soviet Union. I can read it back to you but basically yvou said it
low pwobability but you did n't exclude it,

A: There were to low probabilities multiplied together.

Q: What makes you think that a selective strike is a feasible
option as distinguised from your predecessors who rejected the
céncept that you'could keep the firebreak frwwmmm between nuclear
and conventional weapons kﬁ\from_getling out of handf> In other
words)their conclusion was there is no such think as a small nulcear
war; Presidentzézzgtold a couple of reporters yesterday that he{d?

ot
regarded your nuclear strategy as '"'mo serious change'" which indicatef

A

there's been some change and do you intend to push fallout shelters

because if there's a selective strike against the 6nited State a 1lot

s

3



1V-4
people could wekl get killed with the falloutz- ére you going to ‘
push fallout shelters beyond what you've done already?

A: R I xkxmk think I indicated in'my last press conference

that I have always felt that civil defense was a serious matter
and that it is regrettable that since President Kennedy's abortative

.attempt in this area that there has been such a disinclination

[

to move zh#x ahead. But, I would say here that if you look back
dt what has been said ﬁy prior Secretaries of Defense or prior
Presidé%ﬁs, that you find very little evidence, if any, to support
the position which you have outlined as a characteristic position
in the past.é?%?ﬁi ?3% notion that a nuclear firebreak if ever
breachea must inevidabily «% lead to escalation &&x to the top

has been supported xa gz?ither in American military planning nor
doctrine nor EEXEX policy statements. gﬁﬁl ou can check back
through the g$ears and you will find that that the various Secretaries
of Defense might have been more or less optimistic with regard to
interferring with the process of escalation but none of them thought
that the probability was so small that it was not desirable to

take advantage of it.éﬁﬁow, the notion that if one ®m uses nuclear
weapons that inevadi bly it must go all the way is one that I under-
stand psychologica;ly but I do not understand the underlying logic

or presumed logic of that statement., Presumably escalation is

g comnsciencous chéice} there will be very powerful incentives

as have been pointed out by Secretayy McNamara; Secretagy Clifford;
.Secretary Ljfbﬁ very powerful 1ncentives.?§£2§er such circumstances

to avoid further escalation for the parties to compose their difference.

A\

without further damage. I would point out that in the case of

Vietnam, that even though nuclear weapons were not involved ang
were

3
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never, so far as I know, seriously considered, that there was ve?ﬁ?b//

e

great restraint om the pmax pace of escalation outside of the nuclear
; . that
sphere. But I think that it demonstrates kk® conscious policy choice ¢

P

indeed”, on occasion hee-controled escalatiifj perhaps wisely, perhaps

A

unwisely, but it has controled that escalation and it certainly

indicates that it can do so in the future, the possibility cannot i
be dismissed.

Q: Since your reading the recomd back, just one last point.
Sgcretéry Larid has said, even in recent weeks, that he very
definitely tried to avoid the appearance of preparing for a first
strike)uLJ;e did not want to let the Russians read our preparations
into thé&,&n&/&re you saying there's nof change in you policy because
¥aux you're changing tﬁe targeting of you missiles to, .. ,??

A: You've got two things here, a moment ago you were taking .

e

about nuclear threshhold
qujt
Q: I'm talking.about first strike appearances?

A: I think that if you read the letters to Senator Brooke
that the underlying thrust of those letters was that the Unied
States would not seek a disarming first strike. As I've indicateéj
we would prefer that neither side move in the direction of major
counterforce capabilitie§ or disarmké%?x'first strike xx if that
were atainablijbut'that the Untied States is not prepared to see
Ehe Soviet Union unilaterally attain that option and that capability
and that we will not be'second in this regard. To that~extent
if you define the letters to Senator Brooke as excludingiwe American

response to a major Soviet movement towards counterforce capabilitiei}

then the policy has changed. But as you phrase the policy --

Secretary Larid indicated that he would perfer not to move in this

3 i
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direction in order to avoid giving this appearance to the Soivet
UnioE; /?;esumably so that they would not feel obliged to respond to

an American initiative. In this case, as the questions earlier{

indicated, the questions about the increase the throw-weight

/

of theASS—lQ or SS8~17 by a factor of three or fourgt&n the questions !
8 4™ A«-’:"".: .

6?%} {? in¥ violation of the SALT agreement, the Soviets are %
-plowing ahead toward the acquisition of major counterforce capabilitie{
and 1if you study Sovieg doctirne there is no inhibition whatsoever |
on going after U.S. strategic #& capability. That inhibition is
something that one sees in U.S. arms controllers;xxhakxanm® but in
Soviet military doctrine they indicate that they are going first
and immediately after U.S. strategic forces silos and tﬁe rest.

ézzkfre is no question about that; their military doctrine states
that they are going after our strategic forces; they are reaching
for more powerful counterforce capabilities, I den't think that
Secretary Laird's desire to avoid tempting the Soviets in this
direction would preclude American R&D reaction when the Soviets
are beginning to deployré systems that have very major counterforce
capabilities inherent in them.

Q: What is the U.S. reactioi)what is thedi¢”éw& that you're
talking about?

-

A: We have developed a number of R&D optionsixnﬁks you knoE)
there are accuracy improvements yhigh we are developing. There is
some small increase in the possible ylelds of U.S. weapons, I say
kxm small increase because thé yiélds of U.8. weapons are a small

fraction, a very small fraction, of the yields of Soviet weapons,

*&nd;

of coursigwé are building in thehedge of larger throw-wieght
Bisgiles 3 | é::' )
’ xhkxgx both land based version»xxd or in the case of the

o]

5
%
-
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Trident submarine, because of the very large tube in that boat,

-5 ‘
the possibility of a larger missile)the Erident II\Bﬁﬁ/;;ssile¢ ? ? ?

é?l should reiterate that last year when the issue came up, we offered

a kind of a swap with the Sovieta. We offered in the posture

e PO e A SN S 15

statement and outside of it)to restrain the growth of our own

strategic forces if they would exhibit some restrain5f~ Restraint

within the guidelines permitted by~ehg=trmaty-cma.within the

B R R

égreement; As has beep indiécated they have stated that they are
going to go ahead with anything that is not precluded by the Agreement%
or Treaty and in the case of throw~weights they have increased their
throw~wieghts by three or four fold in conflict at léas; with the
American unilateral statement dn that at Moscow.

Q: Mr. Secretary, do you have any differences, fundamental

or otherwiSé)with Kissinger on these questions
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@\ Do_yov Hav Anry Dmpgew o on
fundamentally or otherwise) Lord Kissewged s -EK:' these questions, particularlykthe

question about the Ve, <.catoon) =B OF ThE mmwzg&
A: I think that its probably better not to.discuss anything with regard to

verification of details that have to be negotiatéd for a future agreement.

@

In general, I think that with regard to the importance of the military balance,

on the evolution of the military balance, the importance of continuing American

defense effort that Scong '/Aﬁ}/ Kisseweep ANOD L fdoree ewrrire (X.X)

SEEmED fu rmply
Q: You n your reply to Charley Corddry A7#Bo.7” S the possibility
= A <

FiasT
of thie?se of nuclear tactical weapons which would include&?trategic deviﬂg

S

[~
under Bsome: circumstances, & would include a targeﬁ'in the Soviet Union,

" . H , a blurring of the line between tactical and strategic

weapons that I haven't heard before, could you expand on that a bit?

}ownug MEvs ERovrn 40
Q: Are you that statement, Mr. Secretary?
7 y

A Plow wév? Srovmp
A: No, I'm not planniﬁéag on that. Your fellows are always charging
Néw CRounl To b PloweD ©

BEmg Plowed® I'm
ettt ol o gatyernboing—ilogged %Es%xfgg;éting what has been

stated before.

Let me reiterate that any use of nuclear weapons s> would be a most agonizing

" AMD
decision for any political leader. That the purpose"{ thrust of U.S. military

. A
strategy in recent years has been to raise the nuclear threshold so that we have

"~ serious conventional options that will not drive us to early recourse to nuclear
weapons. That is the main thrust. We cannot exclude the possibility but our thrust

Rehiarce
has been towards rde-diaas upon conventional capabllitl‘.{f to the extent that we can.

A )
wﬁtness of our conventional

capabilities, early recourse of nuclear weapons-—-either strategic or tactical.
L .
We however, willmake'use of nuclear weapons should we be faced with serious aggressin

Therefore, I would not expect, given any reasonable stal

likely to . result in defeat in an area of very great importance to the United States

in terms of foreign policy. This has clearly been te case in Western Europe for man7;

years and has been stated again and again by all Secretaries and all Presidents goin
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going back to the 1950s with regard to NATO.

' itididiiiatmmporraimmuizphe. , 1 don't know whether this L/w(s,

the distinction between tactical and strategic nuclear forces, but a‘§;u know
oV S R X
certain ofﬂPoseidon force ha,\ been assigned to SACEUR for his general strike plan,

S BT NOT The Momglano &
or for selective use if that should be necessar the target in Eastern Europz-X

Al vire Ve h -
e poin at I was making is that one cannot sharply distinguish between

ESSEMT AL
CTheATER weapons and weapons in what have been described as dafansiua strategic
.,capabilities of the United States in terms of *mployments as opposed to terms of
: on
deployment. Now with regard to the selective strikes 7{ the Soviet Union, I
attempted to indicate first that that was a very low;glow probability event@
,gecondli that we desire to raise the nuclear threshold to have a stalfgart conven-
- 3
tional capability that would permit us to have optionkother than recourse to nuclear
weapons and, of course, the possibility you mentioned would be ¥ the most serious
possible use of nuclear weapons.

Q:If the policy hasn't changed, then apparnetly our appreciation of Soviet efforts
and capabilities}\ /\ecretary Laird Féaa&n exciting the Russians to,\research and
development efforts in his letters to Senator Brock, we seemed to have come around

e . ' .
a full circule now for you}\ casting the United States' role as one responding to Th&
Sovieta a could you chart that 180 degree turn from Laird's concern about

—

exciting the Soviet Union to our current posture now of what following their
o RESPLOPILE 2 3

initiative ? When did that appreciation start to change’
) . RocRAM
A: I would say that our perception of the Soviet began to emerge

after the SALT Agreements. in May 1972. There was an explosion) -t-;n explosion of
R&D activity at that timejin the strategic area. Whether it was | planned that way or
not, it haypenenbﬁtAi:onsiderable expansion JJ% dramatic expansion of R&D activity
took place after May of 1972.

Q: By the Soviet Union?

A: By the Soviet Union, and you have indications of i the seriousness of
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their efforts with regards to the FovR new ICBMs, the SSN8, the Delta Class,
Stretch Delta Class, The Soviet Union is purusing a very substantial effort in thé

strategic area which has been so characterized over the last several years.

. NP+ DESCAIALD .
I t_hink that /’f,%ns A!frv' taken "OW In various publi(_:ations in those terms.

major misgivings

Laird certainly expressed * with regard to the intent and the capabilities
That LAYy ,
behind the SS9 program in the 1969-1970 timeframe. -
what the President did not say mx~2 /

Q: Can you amplify the ~Uiomvet-eay wnat you have said about the
nuclear situation with regard to Korea which is very much in the minds of people
at that laymen
wismwessise Presidential news conference of last week? We /\ assume we're talking

about tactical weapons when we talk about Korea obviously, maybe we're not but

Clarn K h 11}
can you . that at all}-=—wedadilERENM
e /

+

A: Yes, I though I might reiterate what I did say at that press conference,
@ 1 indicated that the ground forces balance in the Korean penisula was
not unsasisfactory. I reiteriated the significant fact that since 1945 no
nulcear weapons had heen fired in anger; I stated then, as I have stated today
that the purpose and thrusé¢ of our military policy has to been to.raise the
nuclear threbhold and I also indicated that we cannot forclose the nuclear
option, #8# I think that what one is saying here is that that the Presidnet of
the United States should not disclose what he iqtends to to and he should ﬁot
disclose his g plans - he will refrain from doing. It is, I beleive}hnOWQAf
that we have deployed nuclear weapons in Europe and Korea along with our forces
and that those nuclear weapons are available as options to the President but
I reiterate thaé the main kxkusk thrust of U.S. policy has been to raise the
nuclear threshhold. We will not foreclose the use of nuclear weapons.

Q: May I shift ground for a moment,six,lﬁhat’is your view on é?% T&x Murphy

' ' (Z

Commission's report v to recommend that a non-agency (1"' for the CIA?

A: I think I'11 refrain from commenting on that.
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Q: 2t Q?QLM aspect of that Mr. Secreta}y, disregarding personalities
whether the same man should occupy the jeob of Secretary of State and

, ~ 7

National Security Council.£rlrtars ',

A: T thinkk I'1l go back to David's question. Let me be serious about that.
I think that we must recognize that every President has a right to organizaze
his/@dministtatimn as fits his convenience and that he will proceed one way
or another to do so either through double=hatting of various individuals or
cglling on individualg for édvice in a number of areas, am I think that
these issues with regard to the structuring of the staff arrangement should be

resolved by the President of the United States.é]ithink that 2 +

A both he Presidnet and Dr. Kissinger have indicated that the dual-hat arrangement
is something that should not be permanent. I think that it has structural
weakaesses but I reiterate that these are arrangements that must be deeided best
to serve the needs of the incumbent in the Presidential Office.
Q: Let me go further away from the nuclear (:°ﬂﬂdu~*(A?1<f ;
éao you see any possibility or are you interested in a Navy'égb”A%J:;hfigured modé%y
of the F-15 as a possible alternate to the F-lgland perhaps more meeting Congress'
desirel%g\gommonality in airplanes?
A: That's a relatively easy questiogjﬁﬁlﬂl it's difficult for me to answer

/L4>cause I just haveto draw on my memory but my recollection is that we took a good

hard Jlook at the carrier version of the ¥-15 énd found that it was unsuitable and

I that that £mmx conclusion M m '
£

A

Q: Mr. Secretary, to what extent have NATO leaders been consulted and
 acquiested in the‘first use doctirne that you've just outlined this morning?

A: As I've indicated, first use has been NATO strategy £mx back to the 1950s.
:{? the;e were any hint from the United States Government that we were to accept

the blandishments of a few people in the arms control community or a few people

on the Hill that we would refrain from first use, that would have a devistating

/ .

Kl
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effett on NATO because NATO depends, in large degree, psychologically as well
as in terms of gzyce structufs)on nuclear reinformement of conventional capabilitieé
should that be necessary. It is agreed NATO stratégy,jik was reiterated in the
Ministerial guidance that reflects the shift to flexible respons in 1967ﬁ4ith
regard to the strategic aspect of things, the change in doctrine announced a year
and a half ago xw towards greater selectivity and flexibility has been universally
welcsmed in Europe for obvious reasens and it serves to recouple to the extent
that }@ had been decoupled our strategic and tactical nulcear forces.

Q: Very briefiy, what seems to be the timetable on the Soviet installation
at Berﬁera and does this mean the Soviets are moving into position to at some

v
point 1nterdict our western oil agEiem® (i ﬁi%“‘ﬁm«

i
A: Well, the timetable may or may not be undergoing some readjustment at
. /‘ i -
the present time,'fou have an embarrassment of bsieeles in this area.gﬁE‘Zf
you follow radio Moscow the Soviets are indulging in no construction activity
in Somalia ,Ehe MOD Ministry of Defense newspaper states that they are building
wharfes, meat packing plants, hydotechnical facilities and the like. There has

been all sorts of discussion, I think, in the area of what the Soviets have been

doing in Berbera. The point is that

the bait how is getting down
to the semantics as to whether a Soviet facility with é Somalia base commandegﬂt’
if there is indeed one, is a Soviet facility or whether it's a Somalian facxllty.
We have,n&o been g so precise in 56“*“~$ﬁist1nctlons with regard to facxlltﬂﬂ*‘
Americans use overseas which are not extxa~t;rritoriallégfﬂfhink that the missile

aﬁLﬂmw-m-rework facxlity is about 95% complet}6r was about 95% complete; that they

e

are moving into a p031t10n which they can do work in the area. What the Soviet

A

intentions are is difficult to surmise the main point that has been made is that

the Soviet logistical capabilities for the support of operatioé;in the Inidan

Ocaman & has been improved significantly by the development at Berbeta.

E

1 . o B o 5 0
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I guess that
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one has got to recognize that there has been some disappointment. The or@gingaf,
arguments in the United States were that the Soviets recognized that tH#¥®8 Indian

ol vt
Ocean's 2u§upeace and that there couldn't be a facility there and then the next

view was that there wazx might be a little facility there but it wouldn:t'

¢ involve missiles or missile handling equipment; and now I think the argument

xxx has been reduced to it's a facility kkax but only a little one. I think .
it's significant that this is the first of such facility on the Indian Ocean,{ﬁwn»ﬂéé%
ddweoe]l and there are few zones of peace that have been makred at so early a ’
stége of life with the monument represented by a missile handling féé&lity of this
type.

Q: Could the cruise missile make the SALT agreement unverifiable? Whatxs the
advaniage to us of deployment (inaudible), «.- |

A: Very briefl@kthe cruise missiles are not inherentaly easy to verify, they are not.:
The advantage in deployment, from the standpoint of the U.S., is that it kenchances
the penetrability and the utility of ;he bomber force which faces defenses unlike

our missile forces or mmx their missile forces. It complicatg%22§amatically

their airdefense problems that is the mxff signifance of the cruise in a strategic

/
role. In the future, a cruise missile could have signififance in a tactical role.
Q: One question about the Middle ZEast before we depart. Given what you said about

—f St potieye lack of foreign policy, and first use of nulcear weapons, é;n one

a security ’
assume that if we gi;g\hhe guarantee to Israel that it would be a nuclear unbrella
such as we assure th@ﬁapanese?

A: If you could back and read what Presidenﬁ Johnson said at the time of rhe signing
of non-proliferation treaty, that was at least the hint of amxuxxax nuclear umbrella
provided by the U.S. for any non-nuclear weapon state that was prepared to sign that
treaty and was subject to attaek{f{ﬁreat from a nuclear weapons state. So there was
a move in that direction under President Johnson and incidentially for good reason.

”

#
el

. ’ desire
One of the major constaaints on the spread of nuclear weapons and t ﬁ‘

'(:?
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for acquisition of nulcear weapons has been the pt@dominate role of the US/ and the

e A

Soviet Union. To the extent that those rol{es‘ shrink in terms of ncuclear protection,
the size of nuclear capability', the incentive to acquire nuclear weapidns increases. é
So that President Johnson';s observations match directgly the responsibility of the
willingness

nuclear weapon% states to the wikdings of the non-nuclear states to forego the attempted
acquisition. We have such a tentative commitment. I think that it would be inappropiraté
at this time to go much beyond that with regard to Israel %to say that the U.S. would;‘»
view greatly the use of nulcear 'weapons by any state and that reiterating what I said
earliel) sinée 1945 no E;?;clear weapons have been used in anger. That is a most
desirable historical development)' surptising, I think, it would be surprising to many
in the 1950s that this nonf~nuclear use has continuedfso long ,MM would give
view with grav.e concerpf anybody breaking that historical...
Q: Do you consider Israel a non—culeat state?
a»z Q: They would have to sign# the treaty before anything that you said would apply,
wouldn't they?
A: Yes sir.
Q: ZThexx Do you consider that they have ncuclear weapons?
At I'm not in position to say that.
Q: Lmxx Before we break up, I'd like to mention that if any of you wish to Call Mr,
Laitin's office, he has prepared a compilation of w official statements on nuclear

SR A ST Arn B ot

REENEX .pohcy.ﬁaﬂ- ecrétaries of State, Secretaries of Defense and others. Its availabl?

I would like to thank you Mr. Secretary for being with us today.

END
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Secretary of DefenéEiJames R. Schlesinger
Yrterviewed on ABC-TV '"Issues and Answers"
By Robert Clark, ABC Necws Correspondent,
and Frank Tomlinson, ABC Pentagon News Correspondent,
Sunday, July 6, 1975

Voice: Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger, here are the issues:
Is the danger of nuclear war increasing despite efforts to slov the nuclear
arms race? Could the U.S5. make first use of nuclear weapons without risking
full scale nuclear war? Can South Korea hold the line against new Comoumist
aggression from the North without American nuclear weapouns? -

Mr. Clark: My guest is Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger; with me
is ABC's news Pentagon correspondent Frank Tomlinson. We're not sure, Mr.
Schlesinger, whether it's possible to talk rationally and responsibly about
the emotional and politically explosive issue of using nuclear weapons, but
we're going to try. Our first question is one that's bothering scwe pecople
this Fourth ¢f July weekend and that is, is the danger of nuclear war increasing
despite the efforts to slow down the nuclear arms race? '

Secretary Schlesinger: Let me start by picking up vour reference to
the Fourth of July, because I think it is worth while for us to reflect about’
the changes in this 200 years since the Battles of Lexington and Concord.
From a small collection of 13 colonies the United States has now becoma
one of the two superpowers.  In terms of maintaining worldwide military
balance for the protection of freedom, the United States teday is the only
naticn that can serve as the appropriate counter weight to Soviet powver znd
that is a considerable role in the questions that we are about to discuss.
Why don't you take off from that point?

Mr. Clark: All right, I'1l just ask that other question agzin. Is there
an increasing danger of nuclear war in the world despite all the efforts nade
by the Soviets and the United States to slow down the nuclear arms racc?

A: I believe the answer to that is that for major nuclear conflict the
angver is unequivocsbly no. By z2nd large the agreements that have been
reached with the Soviet Union, including the Nizon-Brezhnev Agreement at
San Clemente, on the prevention of nuclear war, helped to diminish vhat wvas
already a very low probability of major nuclear conflict occurring.

Mr. Clark: You have been accused, Mr. Secretary, of making alarming
and irresponsible statements, accused by Democratic Presidential candidates
of making alarming and irresponsible statements, when you said that ve might
possibly make the first use of nuclear weapons against targets in the Soviet
Union. Would you begin by explaining precisely what you meant when you caid that
A: UWell, I think that there has been no fundamental change in Amzrican
strategy in that regard save that we have over the past fifteen years steadily
attenpted to diminish the emphasis on the nuclear threat and on the first use
of nuclear weapons. We all recall, I think, the policy of massive retaliation
which Secretary Dulles described as striking at times and in places of our
own choosing. Since the early 1960's we have attempted to reduce the reliance

. , S MORE
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on those nuclear weapons by improving our conventional forces and keeping

the nuclear threshold high. Therc is the residual possibtility that in the
event of major agpression against the United States and its allies, that the
United States may have to employ nuclear weapons, but the thrust of our
policy has been in the other direction to attempt to raise the nuclear -
threshold rather than to lower it.

Mr. Tomlinson: I think a lot of people will get excited about that
statement that's attributed to you, and several newspapers and programs that
you would not exclude the possible first use, but we run into semantics
here, I think. What's the difference between first use, first strike and
what we call a disarming first strike?

A: Vell, let me start with the first usec question. Tor mzny years the
United States has relied for deterrence purposes on the possibility of
employing nuclear weapons. As I indicated, ve've tried to reduce the
likelihood of that to raise the nuclear threchold but first use has been
U.S. policy and we have been under pressure in the past from other countries
to disavow the first use of nuclezr weapons because it would undermine
deterrence. No Adwministration has ever done that. No nénlnletzatlon has
seriously contemplated moving them in that direction.

In the case of Furope, the strategy in the 1950s and up until 1967
was largely in tcrms of a thin conventional force and if that force was
penetrated that nuclear weapons would be inmediately employed. So the U.S.
has consistently had a policy of refraining from disavowing first use and
I think that the question that was addressed to the President may have led
to some misconception in that area. An erroneous conclusion was drawn
from an erronecus premise. Ve have had a policy of avoiding the development
of what-is called a disarming first strike that could remove from the
Soviet Union or if the Soviets move in that direction, hypotheticzlly remove
from the U.S. the ability to retalizte. Development of major counter force
capabilities on both sides which threaten a disarming first strile wouléd be
disadvantageous to both sides and we've discouraged that developmeont but
I do not think, given the technological possibilities that there is any

real threat of that. We still lean against that.

Mr. Tomlinson: You were talking —- I believe the words were "an all-out
nuclear war." What's the possibility and many people say there is no
possibility of limited nuclear response by either side?

At I think that there are very powerful incentives if, and this is a very
low probability event, nuclear weapons were actually employed, there would
be very powerful incentives to suppress the conflict before it becane destructivn
I think as one looks at the Vietnam experience, even without any suggestion of
the use of nuclear weapons, there were powerful forces that prcventcd major
escalation.

Mr. Clark: You said a moment ago in the event of major aggression by
another power the U.S. might possibly make first use of nuclear weapons. 1
think that's an area of misunderstanding in your meeting with reporters this
past weck. Some of them reported it as if there could be first usc nuclcar

weapons by the U.S. even though we were not involved in a war alrcady with

MORE
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the other couatry., Did you mean that 1t could coie only after there had beem
wmajor conventional aggresslon by another power?
: A: Absolutely. That's clearly a misunderstanding. 1 think most of the
newstien who were there understood that entirely. The United States, of
gourse, has been a member of the NATO Alldance. We have indicated for many
years that the strategic forces of the United States are availoble for the
protectlon of the United States and its allies. NATO is a defonslve gllfance.
Only in the case of major sggression in which there was the threat or tha realicy of
the overwhnelming of conventlonal forces would nuclear weapons have to ba
eaployed. - ' ~

Mr. Clarkt If this condition occurred, would the response, even then, Le
limited to wilitary targets whether it was a missile leunching site or other
spacific military targets as opposed to cities or industrial targets?

A: I think you are refarring there to strategic forces.

Mr, Clark: As you did in your session with reporters, g*vtug it a
very linmited concept. |

A: Right, but the prlmary emphasis was on tactical nuclear weapous at,
that time which are essentially deslgved to go after military targets. What
we do 18 to retain the optilons for a President at such an occasion 1f
avgreasioﬂ were to occur to determine what response would be appropriate,

L cunoonn oxgiuia, Of. C»“wow, bo‘ng afver otliex LhREn Dilitary oY &condTic
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to start with such other classes of targets.

Mr. Tomlinson: 7You seem to be talking almost like John Foster Dulles did
enty or twenty-five years a2go, slmost (alking ebout geoing to the brink.
Is this a warning to other nations that we have this equipaent and we will vsce
it need bel .
. A pk:n'hﬂ-c)'iv nod T thinl thot what we eve ceving hore 1o £8 roizgrate
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wnat is establiﬁheu Averican military ?ol cy. Ag I've indicated, in the
1950's, nuclear weapons were regarded as the equivalent of conventional
waapons. It was said et that time by the Presideat that nuclear weapons

had becona conventional. Ve want to dvaw a very sharp distinctlion between
coaventional and nuclear weapons and retain that distinction. Ioreover,
vhat we have attempted to do 1g to increase the nuclesr threshold te provides
us with alternatives other than early reccurse to nuclear weapons.

It would be desirahle if this were more widely undexrstood becausa there
have been people who have argued that we should remove our forces from Europe -——
cur convéntional forces ~- and that would drive us in the direcction of greater

reliance on nuclear weapons and, of course, implicitly coning closer to
first use. That 1s undesirnbie.

Yir. Tomlinson: In other words, then as long as we keep up that force
in Europe, in NATO, there’s a lot less chance of a nuclear confrontatlon coming
about? ‘ : : ’
A: That is precisely right and that 1is the heart of the ministerial guldsoce -
on NATO strategy. Ve must retein a major stalwart conventional capability and
the United States pleys ite role in that.

MORE
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Mr. Tomlinson: Have you been able to sell this to the pedple on Capitol
Hill who were calling for a pullback in Furope?
A: I think that there is a far better atmosphere on Capitol Hill this

year than there was, say two years ago, with regard to that issue. And that

generally speaking as Vietnam has faded as a consideration, more and nore
people on the Hill recognize the importance of NATO to the survival of the
United States as a free nation,

Mr. Clark: Mr. Secretary, the mere mention of nuclear weapons still
brings a loud alarm bell here in the Capital. As you reczll I'm sure, dn
the 1964 Presidential campaign, Lyndon Johnson very successfully used the public
concern that Barry Goldwater would somehow be the first to order the use of
nuclear weapons, the first since World War II, and he used to wave his
finger at political crowds and say, "Whose finger do you want on that nuclear
trigger?” Are you and President Ford in even daring to dlSCUSo use of nuclear
weapons risking the serious political peril? ‘

A: 1 think that there are two aspects to that. First, that nuclear
weapons have arrived. They have not been employed since 1945; they have
not been employed in anger or otherwise and we intend to keep it that wvay.
through effective deterrents. That is a continuation of the policies of
prior Administrations. Now in the particular issue that was raised by
President Johnson with regard to Senator Goldwater, what President Johnson
was insisting was that the Americen President retein control over the
authorization of the use of nuclear weapons. That iesue was resolved then.
I think that it has been effectively resolved and of course in this regard
President Ford agrees entirely with the wosition that President Johuson took
then.-

Mr. Clark: We want to talk more about nuclear problems and nuclear perils;
we'll be back in just a moment with more issues and answers. You said this
week, Mr, Secretary, and I'd like to quote your precise werds on this, vyou
said we'd use nuclear weapons if we were faced with serious aggression
"likely to result in defeat in any area of very great importance to the United
States." Does that specifically include Korea?

A: We cannot exclude Korea, but of course the main emphasis of American
poliey with regard to nuclear strategy has been our common involvement with
the nations of Western Europe in NATO.

Our pledges, of course,; deal there with vhat has been perceived to be
major, and some would say overwheln1ng, Soviet and VWarsaw Pact conventional
forces. In the Korean Peninsula, as I've indicated, conventional balance is
not unsatisfactory. While we cannot dismiss the possibility I think that
that is a very unlikely event.

Mr. Tomlinson: What about Korea? How serious is the situation there?
They clzim that the North Koreans are moving towards the border with airfields
and tanks; they're digging tunnels, and we have approximately 40,000 men there.

How serious is that situation? Do we face the possible war situation there?

T . MORE
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A: T would say that whatever possibilities there were, which were
basically low, have receded in recent weeks. I think that the fall of
Vietnam, which caused the reverberations all around the world, led to some
view that the United States might be collapsing in Asia and that this might
be an opportunity for North Korea to complete what it ctarted in 1950.
I think that they have recognized that the United States forces and
commitinent to Korea remains strong -and I would belicve that they will
continue to be deterred from any outright aggression.

Mr. Tomlinson: What's going to happen if the U.N. accepts that proposal
to end the U.N. Command in Korea? Is that just sort of prior planning’
there because it looks like the U.N. ic going to vote it out anyway and
just make it an American Command) what it recally is?

A: 1 think that this, assuming that it develops, is just an adjustment
from the formal structures of twenty yecars ago and would not have a
significant impact on our deterrent posture. Let me say that the purpose once
again of America's military deployments are to detcr war across an entire
spectrum of risk and we have been successful in that in the past, in Korea,
and in Europe and in Europe and I would expect that would continue to be
the case.

Mr. Clark: You have emphasized, Mr. Secretary, that we are trying to raise
nuclear threshold, meening that we arve trying to maintain such strong convention
forces that we reduce the risk of nuclear war. Doesn't Korea present a cpecial
problem in that regard, in that we have a swmall. cerventional force of 35,000
American troops reduced to that level because hardly anybody belicves the Americ
people would support a commitment of a.large American force to another Asian
ground war? Doesn't that nake it more difficult to rely om conventionzl (inaudi

A: To the extent that conventional capabilities are inadequate, of course,
that would be the case. But as I indicated, the conventional balance is not
unsatisfactory. On the ground, the South Koreans maintain major forces. The
bigpest problem with regard to Korea is that Seoul lies so close to the
demarcztion line and as a consequence a rapid thrust towards Scoul mipht
take it and that might be tempting, but overzll the conventional balance is
reasonably satisfactory.

Mr. Clark: Would we permit the fall of Seoul without resorting to ut least
tactical nuclear weapons?

A: T could not prejudge that question. T would have to say that the
President of the United States must examine the situation at the time that
it develops. As I have indicated many times, the decision to use nuclear
weapons would be an agonizirng decision for any political leader.

Mr. Clark: Frank mentiored those tunnels that the North Koreans have
been building. Some of those are between Seoul and the 38th Parallel where the
Comnunists have had ever 'since the Korea Wzr a very extensive network of tunnels
I was rather fascinated in rereading former President Lisenhower's memoirs the
other night that he had been warned by Ceneral MacArthur 2t the time that he
was trying to get us out of the Korean War, warned about those tunnels and
said the tunnels would make.it difficult to employ tactical nuclear wcapons

-
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and for that rcason we would probably have to go to the use of limited .
strategic weapons attacking staging areas in North Korea and even in China,
Now that's a long question but that essentially is the plan that President
Eisenhower bought. He sent that warning to the Chinese and to the North
Koreans that we would have to go to nuclear weapons. Couldn't that be a
scenario for what would happen agzin if we saw new Communist aggression

from the North? ) , , :

A: I could not prejudge once z2gain what the President would determine to
do under the hypothetical circumstances that you've outlined. I think that
all Presidents have been exceedingly careful about the application of American
power and particularly concerned about the application of nuclear power.” Huclea
weapons would be employed only under cases of outright aggression and where
circumstances were indeed so desperate that there seecmed to Le no other
alternative.

s

Mr. Tomlinson: I'd like to follow up again, to go back to that lou
probability of the use of such weapons against the Scviet Union. You were,
were you not, speaking strictly of a waer situatien, not a first strike where
the United States would attack anyone?

A: Of course. The United States, once again, has always been in a
defensive posture. The commitments to NATO are commitments to a defensive
alliance. I think that it should be restated unsguivocably that vhat .
are talking about is a respomse to an aggression and that the purpose ¢. a
projected response is to deter. Detervence is intended to make & recouvse
to force by somebody hostile to use anunattractive alternative.

Mr. Tomlinson: I belicve you mentioned that we do have tactical nuclear
weapons in Korea and also didn‘p you mention in 2 news conference recently
that nev -orders or new envelopes had been given to some crews of the
Strategic Air Command? Arc we changing our defense posture any?

A: No, I think I have not mentioned any such thing. About cightcen
months ago we did discuss the change in U.S. strategic doctrine with ar
emphasis on flexibility and selectivity as opposed to the prior emphasis on
Jarge~scale, massive, strikes which struck us as too destructive and ]
consequently the spectrum of options open to the President should be brecdened,
There has been some trzining, some discussion of thesé things but there hes
not been new instruction envelopes issued to crews. e

Mr. Clark: Ve wanted to talk to you also, Mr. Secretary, about the
special problem of proliferation of nuclear weapons to other countries, some
of which might be very irresponsible in their use. The predictions are now
that anyvwhere from five to ten more countries, I think there are six in the
nuclear club nowr who have nuclear weapons, anywhere betuecen five and ten nore
will soon have the technicual knowledge and capacity to build them. Do yovu
stay awake at night worrying about that?

A: I've worried about nuclear proliferation for many years and for the
past ten to fifteen years a number of countries have had the technical tuse
to build nuclear weapons. They have not had the incentive in the past and
one of the reasons they have lacked that incentive is that they have felt ﬁhat1

MORE
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nuclear umbrella provided by the U.S. is satisfactory. That's one of the
reasons that we must approach the problem of clarity of thought. Merely
ignoring the existence of nuclear weapons in the U.S. might be an inducecment
to others to go in the direction of acquiring nuclear capability.

Mr. Clark: Should we use the promise of our nuclear uwbrella, the
protection of our nuclear umbrella to pressure countries that have not
signed the nuclear proliferation treaty into sigping it?

A: I think that some thought could be given to that. But generally
speaking, the attitude of the American government has been clear; that we would
urge other countries to sign the nonproliferation treaty; that nuclear
proliferation will be a menace all over the world.

Mr. Clark: I'm thinking about Israecl which has never signed the non-
proliferation treaty and presumed to be onc of those countries that has
nuclear capacity, if indeed, it has not already built a nuclear device. Would
that be a quid pro quo that would help settle Middle East crises if we would
assure them the protection of our nuclear umbrella, the protection against
annihilation so that they would not use nuclear weapons themselves?

A: I think that in part that has been done. You will recall President
Johnson's words at the time of the signing of the non~proliferation treaty
in which he indicated that the U.S. would be prepared to take zction in
support of non-nuclear powers that were undex threat of attack.

Mr. Clark: Let me be clear about this. Do you think our nuclear uzbrellia
now covers Israel? ° .

A: I stick to the words that President Johnson employed at that tine.
I think that the U.S. has felt an obligetion to non-nuclear weapons Statce that
were under threat of nuclear attack. That is different from cuvr unequivocal
pledges to use the nuclear forces of the U.S. to protect the U.S. and its
allies in the case, for example, of RATO. , '

Mr. Clark: This has been a fascinating discussion. Thank you for ‘being
with us on "Issues and Answers."

Secretary Schlesingexr: A pleasure to be here.

END
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MR MONROE: Our gu=st today on MEET THE PRESS is forme:
Secretary of Defense, Jamres 2. Schilesinger. Three weeks ago
President FPord dismissed Mr. Schlesinager as Defense Secretary,
a post he had held for more than two years. Before that he had

served during the Nixon Administration as Director of the CIn

and as hecad of the Atomic fnergy Commission.

We will have the firct guestions now from John Cochran
of NBC News

MR, COCHRAN: Mr. Schliesinger, as I believe you know, the

|| House Intelligence Committec has voted to cite Secretary

of State Kissinger for contempt, partly on the grounds that he

refused to turn over a letiter that vou allegediy wrote about

' a year ago to the National Security Council, asking for top-

. level discussion of Soviet violations of the SaAli 1 agreement.

1
il

There seems to be some doubht whether you ever wrote such a
letter. Did you?

MR. SCHLESINGER: [ do not recall any such letter. I

- have asked my staff to cneck, and they report that there is no

' such letter. I have not had access to my files

MR. COCHRAN: Well, now I know that you perhaps are not
personally close any rore to Secretary Kissinger,
but the fact is, do you think he is taking a bum rap on this
contempt citation?

MR. SCHLESINGER: Weil, I am not familiar with the details.

I think, with regard to the letter, clearly that is uct

{
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an accurate charge.
MR. COCHRAN: Now that committee is concerned about
'the fact that the Ford Administration may be conceiling doc;~
mentation of Soviet violations of the SALT I accord. You re~
portedly have compla: necd in private, whether you wrote this
letter or not, about such violations, and you said the other
' day you ielt the Soviets have not. lived up to the spirit of
| the SALT I agreement. Can you be more precise?
MR. SCHLESINGER: Wel!l, I don't want to gc into details with
respect to that, but I think that one must anticipate that the

soviets will test the dimensions of any agreement that they

sian. In a number of respects, if they have not violated

the letter of the agreement. they have clearly vioclated

what we said would be a violation of the agreement in our

‘unilateral statements, so tney have failed to meet our expecta-

i ! tions. |But there are sufficient ambiguities in the agreement
t

that opne cannot demonstrate conclusively that any particular

. action on their part is a violation 4_’__’#___,_,——”’/
1y e

MR. COCHRAN: Do you think the United States and Presiden®

20 | Ford in particular have heen touéh enough in dealing with the
E'Russzans on these violations, whether they are violations or

o ambiguities or whatever?

28 || MR. SCHLESiNGER: 1 would have preferred to see a represen-

< tation to the Soviets through the SCC moré rapidly in some

g

| cases than actually occurred.
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MR. FINNEY: Mr. Schlesinger, I would like to turn to the

N
T

problem of the budget, which I suspect was one of the underly-~
ing causes for your dismissal.

You recall that after you said that the House of Represanta-
tives made savage cuts in the Defense budget, George Mahon,
the Chairman of the Iouse Appropriations Committee, responded,
"1 believe that most Americans would agree that S30.7 b il
for the Defense Department i8, if managed and spent wisely,
adeguate at a time when no United States military forces are
engaged in combat and the nation is faced with a huge deficit
and an incresae in the national debt of $80 billion this vear.”

Now, how would ycu respond to Mr. Mahon's comment?

MR. SCHLESINGER: I think that the underlyina point is

hat 1f we want to stay at peace and we want to maintain a
stable world order; that we must maintain an adequate miiitary
balance. The trends are starkly adverse over the last seven
or eight years with respect to U.S. and Soviet military
capability.

The first claim on our resources, it seems to me, should
be to keep the form of society that the United States has
secure, and consequently ¥ would think that we are preparcd to
make adeguate defenze expenditures.

The other aspect that you mention is this 1llusion

that has transfixed us back for 25 years, that somehow thare

are some techniques of management that will transform the
el T
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Department of Defense. It is an illusion that came over us
after World War II, when Secretary Johnscen talked about cutting
the fat and not muscle, just before the Xorean War.

Ve are not going to he in a position dramatically to cut

¥
)

manpower, procurement, year after year, and hope that throuah

| some miraculous rise in productivity we can maintain a Defensa

i

establishment eguivalent to that of the Soviet Union.

! that the Pentagon is wise

MR. FINNEY: Let's aet to the question of management then,
sir. 'hy should the American people have any confidence

v spending their monev when tha

Yo

| Defense Department spends, invests $7.5 billion develcpino

an AfM system and then when the one stalion goes into opora-

tion, vcu decide to close 1t down?

MR. SCHLESINGER: I think the answer to that is very clear.

The developrnent of the ADM system, and only the advanced

U.8. technology in that area permitted the United States to

arrive at an ABIf treaty with the Soviet Union that has precludod

this type of weapons development. If we had not gone infto

- the development of an ADM system, there wculd be no ALM treat

today. 2nd consequently the opportunity to criticize the

' manacement of the Department of Defense would be absont.

Mik. LEVINE: Mr. Schlesinqer, President Ford, your succes-
sor at the Pentagon, Donald Rumsfeld, insists that the 7.S. is
and must remain second to none militarily. My question 1s,
are we No. 1, today?

MR. SCHLESINGER: In a number of aspects we are



e still have an edge in strategic nuclear power, though that
will diminlish as the “ovicts deploy their new generation of
weapons. We probably have a qualitativa edge in tactical air.

In terms of naval forces, we have equivalent naval force: to the

~

| Soviet Union, but the demands upon us are much stronger.

| are the very powerful  rcund and attack forces and growinva

| ning the Fiscal 77 Defense budget were indicating that some

| adeqguate military forces Lf that $19 billion comes out of the

' in real terxms than a year ago. And the outlay reductions

The oreat problem of the United States and its allies

mobility forzes of the Soviet Union that can be used around the

periphery.

S —

Ther~ 1s some cvestion whether the forces of the United
States and her allies are egual to a military challenge.
MR, LEVIND: Mr. Schlesinger, you have also said that

President Ford and the Office of Management and Budget in plan-

$10 billion should be cut from that budget, from the original

projections made a year sgo. Can the United States maintair

U ——

budget in Fiscal 772
MR, SCHLESINGER: UVell, T trust that the Administration
will not make such a decision ultimately, but the effect of

that would be to submit & budget that is 5 or 6 percent lower

associated with that wou.!d force us tc remove 200,000 men or

R sl VA St ST LY B S b it % 3

more from our military establishment, and we would have to start

removing them about February 1lst in order to get "h~ "'l year
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savings next year.
Yiow, a shrinkage of the force structure of that sort is not

consistent with maintainino a military balance in a periocd of

| time in which the Soviets have expanded in every conceivable

area

MR. LEVINE: Given your very substantive policy difference

i with the President over this issue of budget for the Defense

Department, can yvou as & Republican, as a former member of
the Ford Cabinet, support the President in the upcoming 1976
election?

MR. SCHLESINGER: 7ell, I have always been inclined to
support the Republican candidate. There are, as you point out,
some very important issues, central issues to the security of
the United States. But we would have to see how those issues
shaped up in the election.

I do not recall at the last election that the Pemocrztic
Party offered a candidate more dedicated to national security
problems than the Republican candidate.

MR, TREWUITT: Mr, Schlesinger, from what vou know cof
the military and political positions of both the United States
and the Soviet Union, do you think a new Strategic "rms
Limitation Agreement is possible before 19777

I would point out tc vou that, officially for the
recoxrd, the possibility is =1ill open. But does it seen

%0 '?2}\

realistic to you? far o\
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MR. SCHLESINGER: 1 am always hopeful th2re may be such

. an agrecement. but becsuse of the charcging attitudes

in the Sovie® Union and perhaps the hegianing of a start of

| a succession crisis in the Soviet Union, I think that the

e o e e et ms & it S @Ans sira e

likelihocd of such an aorcement has diminished.

IR, TREWHITT: 1ould vou care to put a scale of value on
that? TIs it likely? s it unlikely?

MfR. SCHLESINGER: it is less lilkely. and I would
think that it is probably less than 50/50, now.

MR. TREWHITT: The President has newver really said why he

let you go, Mr Schlesinger e said mercly that he was uncom-

fortable with the sort of argument he perceived between you and

the Secretarv of State.

Do you.-get the sense that the "resident is depriving him-
self of a sort of cross-fertilization of views which are
essential in the decislon-makina process?

MR. SCHLESINGER: i think it would be irappropriate for me
to comment on that. 7T think that the President must seek the
kind of counsel that he finds valuable to him.

The guestion of significance that I do know was the '77
budget and I am not really in a position to speculate on all
the currents or cross-currents that may have occurred in the
Vhite louse.

MR. MONROE: Was the '77 Defense budget the chief reason

why the President dismissed you, Mr Schlesinger?
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MR. SCHLESTNGER: I cannot speculate on just what the total
pattern of motivation was I think it was the chief substan-
tive issue that I discerned as we marchaed alona through these
last months

MR. ["ONROB: Did differences between you and Sacretary
Yisslnoexr over concessions toward detentc enter into the
picture?

MR. SCHLESINGHR: 1 think you would have to address that
question to somebody e .se So far as I can see, there is vaiue
to President - as Mr, Trewhitt indicates -- to have differina
points of view with reqgard to the issues that he st ulti-

mately decide

S ——

MR. MONROE: Do you find it inappropriate for the President |

to appo.nt politically active men to head up the Defense Depart
ment and the CIA?

MR, SCHLESINGEER: I think I would prefer to refrain from
commerit with reqard to the CIA. The President should have
these pesitions men in whom he has personal confidence, and
that is the purpose of appointing Mr. Rumsfeld, I believe.
had I tlink that Mr Rumsfeld, with his backing, can do a very
capable job at the Pentagon

MR. COCHRA:l: Mr Schlesinger, the other day when your
successor, Donald Rumsfeld was being sworn in on the Pentagon
arounds as Secretary of Defense, President Ford spoke and

he said "You al! know where I stand on defense."”

|
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Now, some people in this town aren't so sure they doc under-

! etand where he stands on defense, especially with an election

, would regard as unwise, given the trends that I have referred

year cominag up. Do you know where the President stands on de-
fense?

MR. SCHLESINGER: Well, I think the President has the best
of will tcoward the military establishment. He has a severe
budget problem that he is facing, and consequently there may

Y

be reductions in the Department of Defense requests which I

f

So there could be differences of views with regard tc that,

MR, COCHRAMN: I know you have said you don't want to discase
perscnalities when it comes to President Ford, you want to dis-
cuss issues, only. However, there are reports that Mr. Ford
found you intellectually arrocant and he was uncomfortable to
have you around. I won‘t ask you to comment on that, but dc
you feel President Ford has the capacity to deal! with complex
issues of national security? Are you confident in his ability?
You have dealt very closely with him, and in private.

"MR. SCHLESINGER: I think that the President has the capa-
city to build on a prior base of knowiedae and to reach cood
judgments with regard to national policy issues

MR. FINNEY: I would like to come back to a point vou
made earlier, lir. Schlesinger. Are you saying that the
Defcnse budget for next year as you saw it shapina up before

your depariure would require a 200,000 man cut in our active

N\
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of outlavs that was o:

that would have required

| personnel, both

are facing inevaitablv, un

present plan,

MR FINNEY: What

N

of budaelt fer next vers

1

MR. SCHLESINGER: I

a pay cap, and given an

the order of $115 billion in program, $1l4 billion in

and $102 billion or 5101

MR. FINNEY
$10 billion increase
MR. SCHLESIMNGER: I

- increase in outlays,

SCHLESINGER: TE

civilian and military,

a sion:ficant

nex

ves

we had gone dowrn to the $97 H:llion

»f the mark= that was beino examined.

a2 substantial cut in Departmental

Ard T think that we

lesg thezn is an alterztion in the

cut at least in manpower.

would von consider an adeqguate level

that, given the possibhiliiv of
=llev.ation of inflation, something on

program,

billion in outlays would be sufficient.

In other words, you are advocating about a

¢ year in outlays, aren't you?

think that it is about a $9 billion

But that, of course, is a consequence of our cuthack in

this year of outlays rel

ative to program. If we ask for new

 wearons systems, then the outlayv effects are going to come
' in subsequent fiscali years

MR. FINNEY: Would you be willing from a budget standpoint
to cut back on military aid in order to have more budgetary
latitude for our own forces?

MR. SCHLESIMNMGER: Wel!l, I can't generalize on that.
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think that the program as between militaryv assistance and
| our own program must be balanced, and I would not be inclined
' to make that kind of tradeoff
| I think we rust face up to the fact that we face serious
i foreign policy problems, that the world is becomino 1ncrea¢znql;;
| precaricus. If you look down the Mediterranean you discover
state after state becoming less stable and less friendly toward
the United States. That is the heart of the American interest
ocvaerseas.

In the Middle Fast, the peace remains precarious. .The
possibility of war continues in the Middle Fast, 1t continuecg
| to be a tinderbox And these are not circumstances in which

the United States should be self-abhsorbed, or follow the

£,

inclination to do less simply because the threat is perceived
tc be less as a result of detente.

MR. LEVINE: Mr, Schlesinger, vou seem to be implying that
even the budget levels that you were suggesting a moment aco
of $115 billion or $114 billion for next year miaght be inade-
quate in your own personal view, if there were no political
! considerations. Given these very substantial threats that vouo
i see to our conventional posture in Europe, what would be an
adequate force for the United States? Should we have insteod

ifof the present 2.1 million men in uniform, 2% million, or

3 million?

MR. SCHLESINGER: Well, I think that depends upon tne -

SO P U—
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growth of the Soviet forces, the deployment of Soviet forces
in Fastern Europe in the months and years ahead

What one does with a budget is gradually to make adjust-
ments, recognizing that one's own force structure can increase
oniy slowly as new procurement occurs and new manpower is
trained So I don't think that we can say rore than we have
declined to the minimal point, as compared to the pre-Korean
period. YWe have a smaller percentage of men under arms, cf
cur populaticn under arms than we have had since before Pear’
larbor, and we ought not to reduce further.

It is important, it seems to me, that we not substitute
rhetoric for reality with reagard to cur force structure and the
maintenance of a militarv bhalance.

MR. LEVINE: Let ne a2k vou now about the strategic side
of that military balance if, as you say, the chances for a

SALT II agreement seem less than 50/50 al this point, and let's

- assume now we do not get a successful conclusion to those nego-

tiations, what should nappen to the U S strategic budget, in

your view? What weapons should we develop more rapidly than

ve are now, or start depliloving?

)

MR. SCHLESIMNGER: Well, I think there has been less of a

slow-downr in the deployment of Soviet weapons systems. That

'we have since 1972 -- we have built in appropriate hedges,

and we can make the adjustments I don't think the immediate

~impact on our strategic budgets would be significant.

And one rust remember until 1%77 both sides are bound, for
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what it is worth, by the interim agreements with reacard to
offensive forces, so I don't think the immediate impact need
to be very substantial.

MR. TREWHITT: Mr. Schlesinger, this question really flows
out of your answer to Mr. Finnev's question, and I suppose
it is essentially philosophical. Puttinag military-
political factors together, including domestic political will,
do you regard the United States as now being second-place in
stature in the world with the Soviet Union?

MR. SCHLESINGER: If one includes the question cof political
will -- and this is reflected in sensitive varometers zuch
as the attitude of the nations represented in the United
Nations -~ there is a grave gquestion abcut the stability of

the United States,the effectiveness with which it can reach

decisions, political will, the cchesiens. I hope these qu95tin§s

do pass. But for the moment, the Soviet Union is in a position
in which it has the initiative.
MR. TREWEITT: Do you think it is exercising that fﬁitiative
with the actions we see now in Europe and in Africa, for exzample
MR. SCHLESINGER: I think if you look at the situation
in Portugal, if you look at the attitude towards the Communit
parties in France and Italy, if you look at the pressures tnat
are being applied to lorway, if you look at what has been
happeninag in Berlin, in which the Soviets clearlv are

whittling away the obligations into which they enterec in the
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| Four Power Lgreement, that in Burope. yon have sevrinus c ses

for concern.

<
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And one might add to that, that over the

it}

the Soviets have dramatically improved their conventional
! posture in DNastern Eurcpe, adding 140,000 wmen roughly t«
their deployments in Furcope

In the Middle Hast they have been snnonsorina the refe

ist front in the attempt to upset the Sinai Acrz2ement. ALl

. of these I think are indications of a nation that is not as

| yet willinag to live and let live.

MR. HONROE: e have about two minutes, certlemen.

2

Shouldn‘t the American people do what they often

count to some extent what is said about arms bhv a Secreta

Defense, in the sense tl.al Secretariec of Defonse core in

T
=

immediately bheain arguing for larger arms budoeis?
have critics sayiang that we zlready have overlill, we con
stroy Russia many times over, that additional weapons don'i

make any serse?

(V]
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of question. 80 let me state first that nv expres

|| concern antedated .y two jobs, the one ithat 1T recanilv
| wvacated. These are matters of fact. If vou lonk at tho

| trends there is nn question about it. We =25 & nation ar =

| indulging in an ostrich syndrome. in burying our heads in

sand and not observing what is going on

MR. SCHLESINGER: Bill, that is almost a traditional kind

L



5]

P

&

10

e

e = —

e e e t——

The Soviets have increased their military establishment to
over 4 million men. Today they have twice as manv men
under arms as we have. They have, in recent years, produced
four times as many subs and surface ccmbatants as we have.
They are producing 70 percent more tactical aircraft In
ground forces equipment, it is seven and eight to cne produc-
tion ratio.

As a share of their national effort they are at about 15
percent compared to about 5 percent for the United States.
If you convert that into dollar terms, they are outspending us,
leaving pensions aside, by some 45 percent, and the trernd is
worsening.

Vhat we have is a desire for a fliocht from reality, and
I regard that as most unfortunate for the United States.

The guestion about the Department's wviews con these matters
is ritualistic. I have said these things in the past, but
the press picks up these questions 2t the time of hudget
issues and says we are waving the flac of alarm.

MR, MONROE: I am sorry to interrupt, but cur time 1s up.
Thank you, Mr GSchlesinger, for being with us today on MDET

THE PRESS.

NEAT WEEK: Congressman Morris Udall of Arizona,
Candidate for the Democratic Presidential
Momination.
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