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This Copy For --------
B A C K G R 0 U N D BRIEFING 

AT THE WHITE HOUSE 

WITH U.S. OFFICIALS 

AT 3:10 P.M. EDT 

JULY 23, 1975 

MR. NESSEN: The briefing is for use on a back
ground basis. You should refer to these gentlemen in 
your copies as U.S. officials. 

QUESTION: Is there going to be a transcript? 

MR. NESSEN: I am not sure. 

THERE SHOULD BE NO DIRECT QUOTATION, but only 
paraphrase what the gentlemen say. After the briefing, 
if there is some particular quote you would like to use, 
you can check with them or with Bob Funseth at the State 
Department. 

There is no embargo on this. You can use tape 
recorders, but only for the purposes of your own notes 
and not for broadcast. 

The thought was that this would be limited to 
the CSCE. You can see how this goes, and if at the end 
perhaps there are other questions, there might be time 
for that. 
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I think I have covered it all about the ground 
rules. With· that I will turn you over to t!le u.s. 
officials. 

QUESTION: Can I ask a question about the ground 
rules? On the ticker we have, we have in our office, 
this morning the names of these gentlemen appeared on the 
UPI ticker, and it is not going to be any great mystery 
to anybody who is conducting this briefing. 

MR. NESSEN: That was a notice to correspondents. 
I am talking about the use of attribution to U.S. officials 
in your written stories. Hopefully, this briefing will 
be more for your own background and understanding of the 
trip than for printing stories, but if you do write stories, 
you should attribute it to U.S. officials. 

One other item. We gave out this morning a 
briefing paper on the CSCE. We are getting additional 
printed material on this trip. I would hope that by the 
end of the day tomorrow we would have the actual document 
to be signed. 

Don't hold me to that. It may be early Friday 
morning as opposed to late tomorrow afternoon, and we 
will be having other printed materials so you can brief 
yourselves up on the trip. 

u.s. OFFICIAL: I would like to keep this as b~ief as 
possible because I know you have questions, and we would 
like to give you as much opportunity as possible to raise 
those. 

I will make some general introductory comments, 
and my colleague. will revie':<l the contents of the 
document that is to be sip-ned in Helsinki. 

I am sorry you don't have the full text yet, 
the final, corrected version with commas in place is 
just coming on an airplane from Geneva today, I think, 
we will get it to you as quickly as possible. 
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You do have a fact sheet, I believe. 

As many of you know, the idea of a European 
conference, European Security Conference, an all-European 
security system, whatever it was called, goes back to 
the period 1953 to 1954 when the Soviet Union advanced 
proposals on the general subject in the context of the 
entry into NATO of the German Federal Republic. 

At that time, the stated Soviet purpose was 
to prevent that entry of the Federal Republic into NATO, 
and indeed todissolve NATO and substitute in its place 
a so-called all-European security system or security 
pact. 

It got nowhere at the time, obviously. It was 
one-sided and of no interest to any Western country. 

That general proposal for all--European 
security arrangements continued to be reiterated from 
time to time over the next several years, with no 
particular echo in the Western countries. 

At that time, there also was no particular 
place in the proposal for neutrals or nonaligned countries 
in Europe. There was a revival of it in a somewhat 
different form in the mid-sixties, and at that time, the 
chief objective seemed to be,on the part of the Soviets 
and some of the other East Europeans, to find a 
substitute for the peace treaty ending World War II. 

That approach also had no appeal in the West, 
although in some West European countries there began to 
develop a bit more interest in having some sort of an 
all-European meeting. Nevertheless, nothing came of those 
proposals. 

Then later still, in 1969, the proposals were 
revived by the Eastern side and were considered by NATO, 
which at that time -- I am talking about 1969-1970 
concluded that there were many concrete issues in Europe 
between East and West, which would be much better dealt 
with in normal bilateral negotiations and that any conference 
that might be called between East and West, as well as for 
Europe generally, should be very carefully prepared with 
the issues carefully delineated and moved on to as concrete 
a plan as possible. 

MORE 
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The Soviets, and the Eastern countries, in 
making their proposals, at that time seemed to be 
principally interested still in such matters as recog
nition of frontiers and issues that would have normally 
been associated with a peace treaty. As you know, r>~hat 
happened after that t~as that the negotiations on Berlin 
went forward and eventually were completed in 1971. 

The Federal Republic of Germany proceeded to 
negotiations with the Soviet Union and Poland in that 
period, also -- and later on with the German Democratic 
Republic -- and settled various outstanding issues 
between itself and those countries. It was only after 
those matters had been resolved that the ltlestern countries 
agreed to proceed to an exploration of what a Security 
Conference might do. 

It was always clear on the Western side that 
there would be no interest in merely having certain 
declarations concerning borders and things of that kind, 
but that any conference dealing with the improvement of 
East-West relations in Europe, with a stabilization of 
East-West relations in Europe, had to take into account 
the human aspects of the problem, the division of Europe, 
and all sorts of more specific potential areas of 
cooperation. 

It was a Western view from the beginning, 
shared widely also among neutrals in Europe, as well as 
among some of the smaller countries in Eastern Europe, 
that there was no purpose in having a conference at all 
if it was simply to produce some general principles 
duplicating what was already essentially embodied in 
the UN charter or in bilateral agreements that had been 
previously reached between various West European countries 
and East European countries. 

Also, as this process of preparations got 
underway, the Western countries stipulated that it had 
to be brought into some kind of parallelism with ne~o
tiations on forced reductions in central Europe. As you 
may recall, the actual agreement on the date in 1973 
to proceed with the first stage of the European Security 
Conference, was tied to an agreement to begin the talks 
on troop productions in Europe -- the so-called MBFR 
negotiations. 

MORE 
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So, the original concepts or purposes that 
seemed to underlie the Soviet proposals for this con
ference were substantially modified as a result of 
events, as well as as a result of Western insistence. 

I may say here, from our standpoint, one of 
the gratifying aspects of this whole operation from 
1969, when we discussed it in detail here at a NATO 
meeting, you may recall, in April of 1969, through the 
present, has been the very substantial measure of agree
ment that has existed between the NATO allies in how to 
handle this conference. 

This is of some importance because various 
allies did not necessarily approach this project from 
the same standpoint and with the same interests. For 
us, this particular venture in multilateral diplomacy 
has never had the significance that it has had for 
some of our allies, particularly the smaller countries, 
or for that matter for some of the countries in Eastern 
Europe. 

We have had our own contacts with the Soviets 
and with some of the other East Europeans. We have had 
major negotiations that we have had over the years on 
arms control and other issues. So this has never been, 
for us, as crucial a vehicle for doing business with the 
East as it has for some of the other countries that don't 
have the channels or the issues to talk about that 
the United States has. 

Nevertheless, despite these somewhat different 
vantage points, it has proved possible for the NATO members 
to stay very close to each other on all the issues and 
on tactics, as well as on strategy, in dealing with 
this conference. The mechanism that we devised 
for carrying on this coordination both in Brussels and 
in Geneva, and before that in Helsinki, at the site of 
the Conference, in some respects are pioneering in 
their efforts to harmonize Western positions in this 
rather unique exercise in multilateral diplomacy. 

I think that is something that ought not to 
be overlooked, particularly when questions are raised 
about this or that unilateral American action with . 
respect to this conference. Everything that we have done\< 

' . 

' in this conference and about this conference has been ·- ., .. ____ .,.,.,.,....-
in consultation and in harmony with our allies and the 
President is going to Helsinki as a result of consultation 
and very close coordination with every one of our allies. 
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This is really quite an important achievement. 

Just a couple of words and then we 
will go on with some more details. The results of 
this conference are embodied in a document that you will 
be getting, called the final .act. It is very long. It 
is a negotiated document. When you get 35 countries 
as varied in size and history and with as divergent 
or at least different interests as these, it is obviously 
going to be negotiated and there are going to be compro
mises and there are going to be formulations that are 
not ideal from this or that country's standpoint. That 
is the nature of a diplomatic effort. 

So that is one thing to bear in mind in 
looking at this and in finding this or that imperfection 
that you may find as you look at the text. 

Secondly, it was always understood that this 
was not going to be a treaty or a jurisdictional instrument 
but rather an outcome essentially of political significance. 
That is to say an effort to set certain political guide
lines for East-West relations in the period ahead, to set 
certain political standards for this period against 
which conduct can be measure.d; to provide political 
incentives for restrained, and wherever possible coopera
tive conduct in the further evolution of East-West relations. 

Since this is essentially a document of political 
significance, it cannot -- and as explicitly stated does not 

affect anyone's lee;al position or legal vie\>TS of 
the situation with respect to Europe. As you know, there 
are different views concerning certain aspects, legal 
aspects of frontiers and so on in Europe, but none of 
these things are affected or changed by this document; nor, 
equally important,are, for example, such things as our 
Western rights \oli th respect to Berlin, with respect to 
Germany as a whole, affected by this particular document 
and by the outcome of this conference. 

The proof of the pudding in this is going to 
be in the eating, if I can coin a phrase. (Laughter) 
In other words, in some sense this is a pioneering 
effort of setting forth a comprehensive set of political 
objectives, political standards, political rules of the 
road among these 35 participants and they are going to have 
to be implemented in practice and at least, however, there 
will be some standards against which to measure that 
implementation. 

MORE 
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I think that will be of some importance in 
judging people's performance over the future. It also 
imposes certain obligations on this. It is not as 
though all the obligations in Basket 3 -- the ones that 
deal with human contacts and freedom of information, and 
so on -- as if all of those are going to have to be 
implemented by one side. 

Those aspects of this document that can be 
readily translated into concrete action -- which is 
mostly the material in Basket 2 and Basket 3 will 
have to be implemented over a period of time by all the 
participants. 

In many instances, countries 'to~ill find it highly 
desirable to follow these general guidelines with specific 
negotiated agreements that will, in fact, carry legal 
commitments. This one does not but you can take this 
as a basis and begin to negotiate additional bilateral 
agreements in which you translate the political terms 
of this document into more binding reciprocal terms 
and arrangements in this or that field, and that applies 
very largely to the economic and technological and so on 
provisions in Basket 2, and these other ones on movement 
of people and freedom of information and human rights 
in Basket 3. 

So it would be, I think, inaccurate to see 
this document as drawing a line under a period, as 
terminating a period, but it should be seen rather as 
a takeoff point in which behavior can be more explicitly 
measured, performance can be more explicitly measured 
against the understandings reached here. 

So if you can think about this operation in 
those terms, I think perhaps you might avoid some of the 
pitfalls of interpretation that I have encountered in 
my reading in recent to~eeks on this, and to assist you 
fu~ther in that direction I will turn this over nrn~ to 
another U.S. official to go through the Baskets. 

HORE 
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U.S. OFFICIAL: I will do this very briefly because 
I think it is easier to ansHer your questions and see 
rvhere the difficulties lie on the basis of specifics. 

You have a fact sheet ~~1hich describes the four 
parts of the document. The first part is the ~tatement 
of principles and it is really that statement of principles 
that is the part that has been of greatest interest to 
the East, to the Soviet Union, in the early consideration 
of this kind of conference. 

Hotrever, vihat has happened in the statement of 
principles is that rather than focusinp on the kind of 
principles that could be directly related to somethinq 
approaching a peace treaty v1hich ~.vould fix borders and 
fix political status for all time, in achievinp balance 
and in achieving what the West t~anted to put into this 
document, the Soviets accepted other principles 'Hhich 
give some balance to the document. 

For example, there has been much talk about 
the principle on the inviolability of frontiers and that 
one, I may say, is one of the examples of less fortunate 
language. It comes out in En?lish that people are going 
to refrain from assaulting frontiers or borders. But 
against the inviolability of frontiers you have principles 
that deal "Hith sovereign equality and in the principle 
on soverei~n equality there is a provision for peaceful 
change of frontiers. 

You have a principle on self-determination which 
again relates to the question of frontiers indirectly, and 
aspects of these principles that might relate to a peace 
treaty. 

I can list through the principles -- sovereipn 
equality, nonuse of force, inviolability of frontiers, 
territorial integrity, peaceful settlement of disputes. 
This is something that is of interest to some of the 
smaller states. 

MORE 
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The Swiss, for example, have come.up with a 
charter which would provide for the special handling 
of disputes. Some of the Eastern European countries, 
for example, have been very interested in the nonuse 
of force. The Romanians have pushed the nonuse of force 
opinion very strongly. 

In addition to the principles in the first 
part of this agreement, of this text, are certain modest 
confidence-building measures in the security field. 
Any serious measures in this area would probably come 
in the MBFR talks, but it was clear the neutrals in some 
of the smaller countries, particularly, were anxious 
to have something in these texts that would give some 
step toward dealing with the security problem that they 
would participate in. 

Well, the modest step was a notification on 
a voluntary basis of maneuvers. Now the maneuvers are 
set ~.vi th rather large numbers -- 25,000 men, 250 kilometers. 
Actually, what that means is it covers all of Europe 
and it is 250 kilometers into the Soviet Union, and 
21 days notification period. 

Now it is also provided that smaller maneuvers 
can be notified. The fact it is voluntary does not have 
that much significance. All of these things have really 
kind of moral obligation and it even looks to us as 
though the Soviets are getting ahead of this because 
abput the time we were agreeing on this particular 
provision they announced for the first time a major 
maneuver in Western Russia. 

There is also a provision for reciprocal exchange 
of observers on maneuvers and a spoken desire that other 
measures should be considered in the future, but I 
think mainly this is a symbolic thing that they want 
to try, and the smaller countries are very anxious to 
have on the record. 
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The second major area is the one that relates 
to economic relationships, science and technology and 
environment. These statements are essentially statements 
of desire to increase relations on the economic and 
commercial side. Provisions are made for taking steps 
to prevent exchanges from becoming a burden on relations; 
that is, for cheap goods to be going too much into one 
area. The safeguards concept, in other words, was 
mentioned in there. 

The fact that there are different trading 
systems and that different ways of trading have to be 
formulated is alluded to, and ways of studying the problem 
to see how, for example, equality in trade can be worked 
out between state trading systems and free market 
economies. 

There is also a provision for arbitration of 
disputes, facilitating business contacts, and so forth~ 
·~ience and technology, again, mainly increased cooperation. 
Certain fields are identified where they would like 
to see further work and progress. 

There is a natural body for some of this •,Tork 
to be done in the UN Commission, the ECE in Geneva, where 
all the parties are members and much of this work can 
proceed in that body. 

There is then, not within any particular part 
of this text but put in because it did not really fit 
in any other place, a special reference to the 
Mediterranean area. This was pressed by some of the 
Mediterranean littoral states t-lho wanted to have an acknow
ledgement by the other states in Europe of the close 
security and economic relationships of those states 
to the mainland of Europe, and favoring greater economic 
ties. This was pushed by the Maltese Prime Minister 
and some of the others -- the Italians -- and it refers 
also to the desirability of limiting arms in that area. 

MORE 
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The third large area is the humanitarian 
category, and there it is divided mainly into the 
human contacts and exchanges and information. And 
on the human contacts the effort here is to try and 
get standards that are more concrete so that when we 
go in or other Governments go in and say, "We have this list 
of people who in our country are anxious to have family 
reunification, are anxious to have relatives immigrate," 
that you can point to something which says that these 
applications are to be looked at by the Governments. 
They are to be in principle favorably received. 

There are to be no measures put in the way 
of this kind of family reunification or immigraation. 
The standards are not specific down to what you can 
take with you or how long you have to sell your property, 
but it refers to these matters and it certainly makes it 
possible for countries to then go on and have more 
detailed bilateral agreements on these matters, and 
this just sets out the overall standard. Also for increasing 
travel and contact and tourism, and that kind of thing. 
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On the information side, again, tlortatory 
language, but with specifics in· terms of the desirability 
of increasing the flow of publications, newspapers, 
periodicals, of cooperation in these exchanges: with 
specific respect to journalists, we hope you are all 
duly appreciative that there is something in there about 
multiple entry visas that we used to have a lot of 
complaints about that people could not be sure they could 
get back in; eased travel conditions within the country 
where the correspondent is accredited and a statement 
about the no explusions for legit~ate activities. 

These are statements of policy, 
and there is no court you are going to be able to take 
anybody into to get these statements of policy enforced, 
but they do give us this standard and they will enable 
us, when occurrences happen -- and occurrences will be 
inevitable -- to come in and say to the Government, "Now, 
look, you signed on to this document, you accepted these 
obligations. Now, wny aren't you living up to them? 11 

The cultural exchanges are again specifically 
referring to artists, musicians, works of art. The 
French were very anxious to get some reference to their 
language, desirability of studying languages, and spreading 
national cultures, educational exchanges and so on. 

The last area is the follow-up, and here the 
only agreement reached -- because there were differing 
views -- was that there would be a meeting in 1977 
to examine the implementation of these policy statements 
and to see whether further meetings should be held. 

Originally, the Eastern countries wanted some 
kind of institutionalized process, and the Western 
countries, by and large, did not want to see that. They 
wanted to see whether in practice these declarations were 
going to lead to progress. 

So, the compromise was that there would be this 
meeting that would examine the situation without establishing 
an institution that would specifically follow the imple
mentation of the agreement. 

MORE 
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I think we will take questions. 

QUESTION: Can you te·ll us if this 
changes the American position that they do not formally 
recognize Soviet occupation of the Baltic? 

ANSWER: No, it does not change the American 
position. There is nothing in this text -- first, the 
text is not a legal text. Secondly, there is nothing in 
the text that deals with recognition of borders or 
States. The inviolability principle talks about respect 
for frontiers, but it is also coupled with the idea of 
peaceful change and it is directed at the use of force 
to upset frontiers. 

The American position on the nonrecognition of 
the incorporation of the Baltic States has not been 
changed by this document. 

QUESTION: Is there anything in this 
agreement that you believe or that the Administration 
believes would actually restrain the use of the-present 
doctrine in Eastern Europe? 

ANSWER: Let me try and answer that. There is 
nothing in there that in any sense, even in a political 
sense, endorses it. Secondly, there are many formulations, 
principles and statements in this document which, if 
objectively read and interpreted, are contrary to anything 
that has been in the past associated with the Brezhnev 
doctrine. 

Thirdly, the issue of the Brezhnev doctrine itself 
was one -- as some of you may know who were in Geneva -
that was not far beneath the surface in the deliberations 
of the conference. 

t~ile it obviously is not mentioned explicitly, 
it is quite clear from the legislative history of the 
outcome that, not only was there no thought of endorsing 
it, but the whole thrust of what was being done was to 
deny the validity of any such thing as has been called the 
Brezhnev doctrine. 
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Whether it restrains the behavior of States 
when they perceive interests to be at stake, I can't 
tell you that for certain. But certainly the political 
thrust, the moral thrust, the psychological thrust of every
thing associated with this runs counter to the kinds of 
behavior associated with what has been called the 
Brezhnev doctrine. 

up, the 
affairs, 
doctrine 

QUESTION: Specifically~ if I could follow 
principle on nonintervention in internal 

do you regard that as counter to the Brezhnev 
specifically? 

ANSWER: Yes, the principle of nonintervention 
in internal affairs of States. It goes even beyond that 
because it has a formula that says you can't use any 
present text to intervene. I think Bob Froelich 
isn't that right -- there is a phrase like that. 

So. I think the language is pretty clear. 
Plus, I am reminded,ofcourse, there is strong affirmation 
of the principle of self-determination. 

QUESTION: The last part.of these nego
tiations reminded some of us of the last days and the last 
hours of the Illinois State Legislature. Could you 
explain the unseemly haste? 

ANSWER: If you had been in Geneva, I don't 
think you would have had the sense of unseemly haste. I 
think you would have thought you were on a slow boat to 
China. 

QUESTION: I am talking about the last days of 
it, not the 22 months. 

ANSWER: I think the last days of it had to do 
with a very technical matter. The document was virtually 
agreed. The problem was whether the last two phrases, 
none of which were of major significance to the West or 
the East, could be settled in time so that people could go 
on vacation in August. 
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In other words, the choice was between 
getting a conference in at the end of July or waiting 
until some time in October. But the issues involved 
were not issues of any consequence to us or,for that 
matter,to the Soviets. 

It had to do with a phrase the Maltese wanted 
to put into the text, and three or four other things of 
that kind. That was what t;:~·" imp2.tience was about, not 
that there was unseemly hast~ in dealing with tho gut 
issues of this negotiation. 

Wouldn't you say that? 

ANStvER: Yes. 

ANSiiER: And we got propelled into that when 
the Secretary was in Geneva. So, I don't think that is 
a fair description as far as the major thrust of this whole 
operation is concerned. 

QUESTION: Have you very much lost sight of 
the MBFR in connection with this? 

ANS\VER: Have we lost sight of this? In what 
way? 

QUESTION: The parallelism. When you first 
began talking about it, there was a definite link, and 
now that has been lost. 

ANSWER: No, the parallelism was always between 
the openingofthese meetings. It was always known that the 
MBFR issues were going to be extremely complicated and 
technical, in some respects more so than in the case of 
SALT, and that there was going to be a very difficult 
negotiation, so the matter of having the outcomes in 
terms of time simultaneously, I don't think that was ever 
contemplated. 
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The MBFR negotiations are going forward. 
They just recessed now for a few weeks, as they 
periodically do. There is an active consultation going 
on in NATO on them, so I don't think that the organic 
link between political negotiations about the state of 
relations in Europe and negotiations on the military 
aspect -- tha+. organic link h::ts be~m maintained and 
ex5.sts even though this part1.~ula:r· exeJ.>·~ise is nm-1 
go~ng to come to j_ cs corr.pleUJ)n. 

But I certainly would not say that the MBFR 
negotiatons have been lost sight of. 

QUESTION: To follow that up, if I may, how 
then would you assess the future of MBFR now that we have 
finished this? 

ANSWER: It is speculative. Some people feel 
it will move faster. But there are complex technical 
issues and we will continue to make a very intense effort 
to get those talks moving constructively,and we will have 
to see. But certainly it is not going to be dropped, 
and it won't be dropped by the allies. 

QUESTION: According to you, do you gentlemen 
feel that this will really hasten the progress on MBFR, 
reaching this agreement? 

ANSWER: I can't predict it, but if you look at 
the amount of attention that has been given to CSCE by 
foreign offices and Governments over the last several 
months, the last year or two, for that matter, and NATO, 
and every other place, that particular preoccupation will 
be set aside and this will be the single major multi
lateral negotiation about the center of Europe that is 
going to be on the agenda right now, and I think that fact 
alone may speed up that process, but I don't want to 
underestimate the complexity of the problem. 

QUESTION: Why do you think the Soviet Union 
attaches so much importance to this document and the 
signing of it? 
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ANSWER: Joe, I think it is speculative, 
obviously, and I think their own view of-that 
the exercise has changed over the ye~rs, as I was 
trying to say in my introductory comments. I think 
they have attached most recently a certain symbolic 
significance to it. 

I think it also figures in the gen~ral time
table of events and activiti~s that the Soviets would 
like to see accomplished befol'e the next party Congress, 
which is the 25th, and that has some special significance 
for them. 

I think that the Soviets, as has bee~ pointed 
out, have always been more interested in the kinds of 
things that were in Basket 1 than in the others. In fact, 
one might even say their interests with respect to the 
others has not been overwhelming. 

So, I think that they have been interested in 
the symbolic and the political significance of it. 
But, obviously, everybody is going to have an interest 
of some kind and the fact that one side has an interest 
does not vitiate the fact that others might also have 
an interest. 

That is how you get a balance of interests and 
ultimately an outcome. 
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QUESTION: I think you were being a little 
defensive before about the Western concessions. You said 
it is not a legal document and therefore it did not 
accomplish everything. Both of you were, actually, 
but you used the phrase "takeoff point". 

Is there any real prospect for bilateral 
negotiations with the Communists on these supposed 
concessions they made that you know and we all know 
are not binding? 

ANSWER: In some respects, we are ahead of 
other countries because we have a number of bilateral 
agreements, not so much dealing with Basket 3 issues 
but with Basket 2, although with some Basket 3 issues 
as well. I think you are going to have to see what 
happens. 

The Canadians, I think -- I don't want to 
speak for them -- but the Canadians have a great interest 
in family unification because of the large Ukranian 
population in Canada. I think they regard this -
insofar as anything in writing can be -- as a helpful 
step forward that will make it possible for them to 
deal with an issue that is of considerable human 
emotional and political significance in Canada. 

So I think that it varies, really, from country 
to country, how and in what form these things may be 
translated into further actions and further agreements. 
But I think a presumption has been created, and I don't 
think any country is going to feel itself free of some 
of the pressures generated and presumptions generated 
by this to push ahead into performance. 

QUESTION: Is the Soviet involvement 
Portugal now consistent with letter and spirit of this 
final act? 

QUESTION: What was the question? 
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ANSWER: vlhether Soviet involvement in Portugal 
is consistent with the letter and spirit of this document. 

Let me say first, I think the press and some 
others have been somewhat more certain and specific in 
their knowledge of what the Soviets are doing in Portugal 
than we have been able to be, which is not to deny that 
there is some Soviet involvement. I think that non
intervention is clear, and we would certainly deplore 
Soviet intervention in the internal affairs of Portu~al. 

I think that in the end every government is 
going to have to search its own conscience and practices 
insofar as its fidelity to these principles is concerned. 
We will all have to observe behavior and we will all have 
to adjust behavior to conform ourselves to the political 
principles and precepts set forth here. But there is 
no question that we would deplore andobject to Soviet 
intervention and interference in the internal evolution 
in Portugal. 

QUESTION: I don't read anything in there as 
answering the question. Respectfully, does their inter
vention in Portugal, to whatever extent it exists, violate 
the letter and spirit of this agreement? 

N~SWER: I just said that I have a little of 
a problem \-7i th the question because you would have to 
define "intervention," but I am perfectly plain, I hope, 
in saying that if there is Soviet intervention and inter
ference in the domestic processes of Portugal, then this 
would have to be regarded as not compatible with the 
principles contained in this document. 

QUESTION: How much intervention is there noH? 

ANSWER: I don't want to discuss now the precise 
forms of Soviet involvement or intervention -- because 
I don't want to start splitting hairs -- we may regret 
a yravda article about Portugal and think it is unhelpful, 
or unwise. I think there will be some question Nhether 
that can be legitimately defined as intervention. 
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There are other forms of intervention which 
have been referred to by Senators and in the press, and 
on that question, if it turns out that that is in fact 
correct I would say that that would not be compatible 
with the principle of non-intervention. 

QUESTION: Are there several million dollars 
going into --

ANS~vER: I can't answer that question because 
I personally cannot be that precise. I just can't. 

QUESTION: I have a follow-up 
on that. I just came from a luncheon addressed ny r1r. 
Vernon Walters, the Deputy Director of the CIA. He 
confirms Senator Bentsen'scharges sayinF, that the 
figure of $10 million being pumped into Portugal by the 
Soviets is probably in the ballpark, that it is hard 
to count because it is in cash. So the Soviet involvement 
in Portugal is certainly beY,ond one Pravda article. 

My question is: Have we raised this with 
the Soviets, and if we have not raised it with them, 
how can this be a document being solemnly signed having 
considerable moral and political force? 

NJSWER: It has not been signed yet, first of 
all. The question of what we raise and what we don't 
raise with the Soviets gets into the question of diplomatic 
exphanges that I am not prepared to discuss today. 

QUESTION: Can I ask, one the other side of 
this, if the tvest Germans and the Swedes through their 
social democratic party funnel money to the socialists 
in Portugal, is that intervention? 

ANS\vER: I am not going to parse this, Bob. 
First, we are not going to be the ones that sit in 
judgment and make unilateral judgments, necessarily, on 
this. 
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I think countries are going to have to, as I 
said before, search and examine their own practices and 
consciences, if necessary, and we will be consulting 
with our allies as this unfolds, and as we look at the 
implementation and as we look at how people conduct 
themselves on8e this thing has become part of the body 
of internatic11al political standards -- and we will have 
to address those problems as they arise. 

The problem of non-intervention, definition 
of aggressicn, have been problems that have been labored 
over in the League of Nations in the United Nations 
for years, for generations, with problems that many 
of us are familial"' with. 

And so I am not going to stand up here this 
afternoon and give you a simple, flat answer on that kind 
of a contingency or any other, for that matter. I think 
that the principle of one government -- and, under 
whatever guise -- attempting to influence political 
evolution in another country, to determine the outcome 
of political struggles and conflict in another country, 
to establish paramount interest of its own or whatever you 
may want to say, I think could not be construed as 
compatible l-Ii th the kinds of principles enunciated here. 
There are many gray areas and I just cannot go into that 
in detail. 

QUESTION: Did the United. 
States acquiesce or agree or go along with what is being 
done or will be done in Helsinki in order to further 
along aspects of its detente with the Soviet Union,. in 
regards to, for instance, SALT? In other words, what 
part did the detente, the U.S. bilateral relations with 
the Soviet Union play in the u.s. agreement to go alonp; 
with this in Helsinki? 

MJSWER: First, the agreement should not be 
construed as one as between us and the Russians to go 
to Helsinki. The agreement was a collective one that 
we shared with our allies. 
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QUESTION: But why a unilateral decision? 

ANSWER: I think the whole CSCE exercise, and 
now its consummation, is part of the process commonly 
known as detente. That has many facets to it -- some 
of bilateral negotiations, some of maintaining your own 
defense strength. That is all part of the detente 
process so this is one facet of it. And we would hope 
it gives additional impetus to the more constructive 
elements in East-West relations that have appeared. 

Now whether it helps SALT or hinders SALT or 
has no particular impact on SALT, it is very difficult 
to say. SALT has many of its own complexities. On the 
whole, I think if we take this Helsinki step now "t-Ti th 
maturity and sobriety, and approach the future -- as 
regards the implementation of this -- with no illusion 
but with some reasonable hope, then I think it ought 
to help the other hopeful aspects of the detente process. 

QUESTION: Can you give us any 
guidance on President Ford's pace or the schedule when 
he is in Helsinki? Do you anticipate he will have a 
number of bilateral meetings or are they reserving 
great chunks of time for meetings with Brezhnev? 

MlSWER: Most of the time will be spent in the 
conference session by the President, because I assume 
all the leaders will want to show each other the courtesy 
of listening to their remarks. There will be some 
additional bilaterals, and I assume the White House 
will be announcing those. 

QUESTION: Will all 35 heads of state or 
governments speak? 

ANSWER: Yes. 

QUESTION: Does the u.s. Administration feel 
that this agreement is . ready to make any noticeable 
change, not in the principles but in the practice now 
being applied in the Soviet Union and other East European 
countries regarding exchange of ideas, freedom of movement, 
entry of newspapers and so on? I am speaking now of 
practice and not of principle. 
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ANSWER: I think we have measured hopes it will 
contribute to that, but we will have to see in practice. 

QUESTION: There was some criticism, particularly 
recently, that the United States yielded on the voluntary 
part of the advance notification on troop maneuvers, 
that we did it because we were in a hurry to get the 
conference over with. 

Was there at any time the thought here that 
that could have· been strengthened so there would have 
been some requirement on the other side to give notification 
of troop maneuvers? · 

ANSWER: I can answer that. As far as l-Ye 
were concerned from the beginning -- because this is a 
non-binding document, because this is not in any way 
a treaty or agreement -- we had never thought that these 
provisions with respect to the security and confidence
building measures would be other than voluntary. 

There may have been some states at the conference 
who thought it should be more binding, particularly 
some of the neutrals. But we have been proceedin~ on 
the basis of agreed positions among the NATO countries, 
and it was an agreed position that we all took with 
renpect to the voluntary nature of these notifications. 

QUESTION: To avoid the pitfalls of what you 
call interpretation, what do you say to the criticism 
that the language of these documents is so ambiguous, 
fuzzy, elastic, that any signatories can read into them 
whatever it so chooses? 

ANSHER: I think that is an excessively harsh 
description of the language of these materials, these 
documents. I think some of it is compromise and may 
come close to meeting that -description. Some of it, I 
think when you read it, is surprisingly crisp and straight
forward and not just the parts that you might think are 
the ones desired by the other side. 
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So I think that is not a fair description 
of this in its totality. Now, of course, you do run 
into the problem of interpretations. But I think if we 
handle this thing well, then it ought to be possible 
to avoid the most excessive interpretations of some of· 
the more ambiguous formulations that inevitably come 
into a compromise document. 

That is to say it ought to be possible to 
marshal the force of opinion for a rational and reasonable 
interpretation. I don't think we should take a defeatist 
attitude about that. 

QUESTION: Do you think this will help deter 
the Soviet Union from another adventure such as the 
Czechoslovakian engagement, and do you think this 
document will also help liberalize Soviet Union immigration 
policies? 

ANSWER: I think,on the first question, it may 
contribute to the general political climate in which 
such events will not recur. I would hesitate to say 
what nations will do when they see their interests 
ultimately engaged, but I think that if it is implemented, 
if it is followed by further actions in the bilateral 
realm and in other areas, it should contribute, as I 
say, to a general political climate in which that regret
table and unfortunate and tragic kind of action will 
not occur. 

On the second question, I would hope that 
in somP. of the areas specified in the documents, some of which 

have been mentioned: family unification, others 
like that -- I would hope that it will make a contribution 
in that area. 

THE PRESS: Thank you. 

MR. HUSHEN: Gentlemen, for those who came in 
late, let me s+~te a counlP. of things. 

Secretary·Kissinger's briefing at 11:00 on Friday 
is available for .,live coverage, and Ron Nessen's 
briefing will be delayed until after Secretary Kissinger 1 s 
briefing is over with. 

END (AT '+:05 P.M. EDT) 



THE WHITE HOUSE 11=29=75 
WASHINGTON 

Connie: 

Is there any reason to save the attached 
mat erial? It is a transcript of a backgrounder 
that Henry Kissinger gave on April 10, 1975, just 
prior to the surrender of South Vietnam. The 
transcript should a not have had HAK's name on 
it, and we ~ corrected a copy (also attached) to 
reflect that the briefer was a "White House official. " 

As far as I know, the;Se are the only two copies 
in our office of this material. 

~ 
Jack Hushen 

''-~: 

--



B A C K G R 0 U N D 

This Copy Fo~--------------

B R I E F I N G 

AT THE WHITE HOUSE 

WITH HENRY A. KISSINGER 
SECRETARY OF STATE 

7:15 P.M. EDT 

APRIL 10, 1975 

THURSDAY 

SECRETARY KISSINGER: I thought that the most 
useful thing that I could do is to explain what those 
who were discussing the speech, and above all the 
President, had in mind, what problems they were consider
ing and what they were trying to achieve with this speech. 
Then we can answer specific questions on the meaning of 
the speech. 

There obviously are two parts to the speech. 
There is the tragic problem of Vietnam, and there is the 
conduct of foreign policy in the face of the difficulti~s 
and, indeed, the disasters that have been encountered\iri 
Vietnam. 

Those of us who are concerned with the conduct 
of foreign policy and the President feel that we have 
two problems: One is to r~nage the existing situation 
in Vietnam, but secondly, to keep in mind that the purposes 
of the Nation go forward, that the long-term interests 
of the country have to be preserved, and that our 
foreign policy has to be carried out with design and 
with conviction and with purpose and, therefore, we are 
trying to say that whatever happens in Vietnam, there 
is a design in our foreign policy that will become more 
difficult as a result of what has happened in Vietnam, 
but that as a united people, we can carry forward 
and whose essential objectives can be realized, and we 
will do our utmost to realize. This is the basic thing. 

Now, let me turn to Vietnam. You have to 
remember that in talking about Vietnam at this moment we 
face many audience's, and what we say can produce its own 
consequences. We have a domestic audience, we have a 
Vietnamese audience, and we have an international 
audience, and each of them have their own requirements and 
their own consequences. 
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It is quite possible -- in fact, it is very 
likely -- that what we say charts not only a policy but 
produces immediate consequences. We know, for example, 
we are aware of the public opinion polls with respect 
to military assistance to Vietnam, but there is also 
the fact that if the President tonight announces certain 
conclusions that reflect these convictions of that major:t-r~:, 
that this would produce i1nm~diate consequenc'Cs in South 
Vietna:n that in turn would lead to results that I would 
ser·iously question that majority could live with because 
we are dealing in Vietnam at this very moment also with 
the lives of 6000 Americans. 

Also, there is the problem of the internation.al 
perception of the United States, how it comports itself 
in the face of an undoubted disaster. 

I am not asking you to ap;ree with our conclusion.":. 
I am telling you that these were complex considerations 
that were as prayerfully considered as any Presidential 
speech that I have seen in the six years that I have b~e:1 
associated with this level of the government. 

Let us take the situet.tion in Vietnam. If t-:n-= 
Uni tad States were to announce w~1at many Congressmen haw~ 
T·ecorr.mended, that we would stop all military assistance, 
the~e are foreigners .here who will be ablP. to judge on 
their· own what the foreign perception of this problem 
would be, but there is no question what the result in 
VietnC~.m would be. 

It would lead to an immediate collapse of the 
situation under the most chaotic conditions imaginable. 

What the President is attempting to say in 
'this speech is not rested on legal obligations by thf:<u
selves; even less does it rest on alleged secret corr~it
ments that nobody ever claimed, nobody ever tried to 
implement as a commitment. 

The attempt is raised on the basis that 
when the United States has been engaged for over a 
decade with a people, whatever the judgment may be ~f t~e 
•.)rigii"~.~l decision, there are literally tens of thousanG.s 
of these people now whose physical existence, as well as 
th&.t ':If their families, is tied up with us and, therefore: 
a.~ we c,.,.amined our choices, it became clear that whateveL' 
we did, whatever conviction one has about the ultimate 
outcome of the struggle in Vietnam, unless we were going 
to do nothing, the conclusions that we could reach were 
not really all as varied as might appear. 
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vfuatever our convictions may be about the 
American obligation towards the Americans in the 
country and towards the Vietnamese who have been 
associated with us or towards the possibilities 
of a political solution, a degree of stabilization of the 
military situation is an essential prerequisite. 

The Administration is as capable of counting 
up the number of North Vietnamese divisions against a 
ma,ximum number of South Vietnamese divisions as anybody 
el.se:. and it is highly probable that the South Vietnamese 
will also do this counting, but for the immediate problem 
thatwe face,a degree of stabilization of the military 
situation seemed to us an objective that we had no right 
to reject. 
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Now, then, a one-step basic decision had been 
made. Once it had been decided that we would not do 
anything, we were in the position That there was no 
sensible figure short of the fi~ure that had been given 
to us by the mission sent by General Weyand. 

Any one of you or any one of us could invent 
any other fiRure and it would have the st~tus of a 
guess. It was the President's conviction· that if he 
put forward any figure, it would be a figure on behalf 
of which he could testify before the Congress or 
his senior advisers could testify before the Congress. 

vfuether there is enough time to implement this 
entire prop;ram; Nhether this figure '-Till in fact 
be enour,h, can be shown only by events, but if he is to 
level with the American people, then he had to give the 
figure for which there was some objective basis. 

It is a figure, moreover, which I \muld like to 
stress that is important, regardless of what your estimate 
is of the probable outcome of military operations because 
it permits a discussion with the government of South Vietnam 
with respect to some of the contingencies that could arise 
since no outcome of any battle is ever for a day. 

And this was the basis at trhich the particular 
' figure was achieved. 

Let me make two other points. The first is, 
it seemed imperative to the President, and to all of 
us, that this debate not be infinitely protracted -
one, because the situation in Vietnam does not permit 
it; and secondly, because the requirements of American 
national security do not permit it, either. 

We believed that it was extremely important 
that we state our case, that we put it before the Congress 
and that we then get a clear decision as to the Con
gressional and public will. So, that we can then turn 
one way or the other to the essential agenda which, in 
any case, remains and which, in any case, must be carried 
out and which, in any event, will be carried out. 

I want to say on behalf of the President that 
it is not the intention of the Administration to look 
for scapegoats, that once the decision is made, it will 
not be used to start a national debate on who lost or 
who was responsible, but precisely because we do not 
~.-1ish to do this and precisely because we oNe it to the 
rest of the world to continue our international responsi
bilities as a united people. 
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Precisely for this reason, must we now be 
honest and state what we think is needed to have a 
chance to stabilize the situation, to save the lives 
that can be saved, to permit an orderly negotiation and 
to conduct ourselves in this tragic moment with dignity 
and purpose. 

Now, this is what we atteirpted to do in this spee~h 
and I would point out again that we have no intention, what
ever happens, of letting Vietnam paralyze the basic obliga
tion of the United States which in the entire postwar 
period, has preserved the global peace and has attempted 
to lead other countries towards common objectives. 

This, we will continue, but how we conduct our
selves in this tragedy will play an important role in it·. 
This is the purpose of the speech. This is what was 
upper~ost on our mind. 

There were many possibilities. I can give you, 
for example, one possibility that was very seriously 
considered. The figure of $300 million that was put 
fort.:ard as necessary under conditions in January would 
have been an absurdity to put forward under current 
conditions and Nould have had almost the same effect 
in Saigon as to put forward nothing at all. But we 
did consider the proposition of putting forward the figure 
of ~300 million and warning the Congress that if that hel~8d 
we would come in with another figure in a few weeks. 

The President's judgment was that the country 
should not have an endless debate every four weeks on the 
same basic set of facts and on the same fundamental 
issues and he, therefore, decided to take the route of 
asking for the amount which he considered the minimum 
amount that could achieve the objective that he had 
described, but we are prepared to discuss with the Congress 
other methods and we are not approaching the Congress 
with an attitude of finding scapegoats. We are approach
ing the Congress with an attitude that we absolutely must 
find national unitv now in the face of the other problems 
that are ahead of us. 

Now, this is l.:hat was the thinking behind the 
speech. I will he ~lad now to answer questions. 

Q Mr. Secretary, when you speak of negotiation~ 
to South Vietnam, you are in fact talkinR about surrender, 
aren't you? 

SECRETARY KISSINGER: I am not talking about 
surrender. I am talking about what the negotiations will 
produce depends very importantly on the military situa
tion that exists and the terms that can be achieved in 
negotiations will depend importantly on our own actions. 
But obviously, the terms are not brilliant. 
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Q Mr. Secretary, when you come to the Congress 
with a $722 million aid request ·,yhen they, in turn, had 
rejected, in effect, the $300 million, aren't you actually 
putting the monkey on the Congress' back despite all 
of your disclaimers about not looking for scapegoats or 
not engaging in the recriminations? 

SECRETARY KISSINGER: Peter, whether they 
reject $300 million or $722 million does not change that 
basic principle. \~ether we are going to put the money 
on anybody's back depends on what we wil do after the 
decision has been taken. We strongly urge this as 
being in the national interest under the current conditions 
that we face. 

I believe that when the Congress addressed the 
question of the $300 million, it faced totally different 
circumstances, it did not have to confront the question 
of the possible evacuation of maybe tens of thousands 
of people, and it was then dealing with what seemed 
like a totally different set of facts. 

Q How do vou want the law revised to take care 
of those Vietnamese that have become associated with us 
and are endangered if worst comes to worst? 

SECRETARY KISSINGER: There are two legal issues. 
, One has to do td th the extraction of Americans and the 

other has to do with the extraction of Vietnamese. 

Under a literal rea. ding of that Indochina 
amendment, some latvyers argue that we do not have the 
ri~ht to use American military forces in any hostile 
action for any purposes in Indochina or in any situation 
where hostile action may result. 

Other lawyers hold the point of view that the 
President has the residual constitutional right to pro
tect Am&rican lives and that overrides a literal reading 
of existing legislation. 

We would like the Congress to clarify this 
constitutional point, and frankly, we have no question 
that the Congress will support the constitutional 
?Oint that the President does have the residual powers 
to use American forces to evacuate Americans. t-Ie 
consider this a relatively simple point. 

The second question is that under the Indochina 
resolution, there is no doubt that \-le do not have the 
right to use American military forces under conditions 
in which they could become involved in hostilities 
for purposes of evacuating South Vietnamese or third 
country nationals which could also arise. 
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In this case, if the Congress went along with 
us, we would have to be given explicit authority for 
perhaps a limited period of time, and clearly defined 
purposes to do this. 

So, we need two kinds of Congressional action. 
The first one we can probably do without, but given the 
situation and the sensitivities, we would prefer to 
happen. The second one is, if there is to be an 
evacuation, we must get --

Q Mr. Secretary, you referred several times 
to negotiations. 

SECRETARY KISSINGER: Yes. 

Q As far as we know, there are no negotia-
tions going on. 

SECRETARY KISSINGER: No. 

Q The PRG says they will not negotiate as 
long as Thieu is in power. Do you expect him to remain 
in power? 

SECRETARY KISSINGER: I don't think it is for 
' me to speculate what the political evolution in South 

Vietnam may be. I believe that under the conditions that 
now obtain, some sort of negotiation is probable and 
that the terms of this negotiation can be importantly 
affected by the military situation. 

Q What sort of negotiations? 

SECRETARY KISSINGER: I would rather not go 
into that at this point. 

Q Mr. Secretary, are you conditioning that 
on getting the $722 million when you say some sort of 
negotiation is probable? 

SECRETARY KISSINGER: We have seen in Cambodia 
what happens when one side achieves total predominance 
and the other side is deprived of the most elementary 
physical means, and it appeared, of course, in Cambodia 
that even the departure of Lon Nol did not produce a 
negotiation. 

Based on my own experience with the North 
Vietnamese, any negotiation with them will reflect the 
existing balance of forces to a considerable extent and, 
therefore, it is difficult to predict what the negotiation 
will be in the abstract. 
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Q Mr. Secretary, if I understand you 
correctly, and I realize there are some problems of 
subtlety, and perhaps deliberate ambiguity here. If 
I understand it correctly, you are not really saying give 
us the $722 million and we are promising it will save 
South Vietnam. 

What you are saying is it will give us 
stability and a chance to get out in a somewhat orderly 
fashion. Is that a correct understanding? 

SECRETARY KISSINGER: I am saying the judgment 
of General Weyand seems to be that the $722 million could 
stabilize the situation perhaps on a permanent basis. I 
am saying that even if this is not correct -- and, after 
all, not every military judgment in the Vietnam war 
has invariably been exactly on the mark, but not every 
diplomatic judgment, either, not every journalistic 
judgment (Laughter) -- but even if this is not achievable, 
I would say the other purposes that America has would 
still be best served by the granting of this sum, and in 
that sense you have correctly summarized my views. 

Q Mr. Secretary, the last sentence on page 2 
of the President's speech deals, I believe, with a very 
basic premise. What evidence is there to support the 
statement that there ~vas universal con:sensus in 
the United States in 1973 that the United States would 
continue to provide adequate materials to support South 
Vietnam,-- an impliedly open-ended basis. 

Q I can add to that the Democratic platform 
in 1972 specifically called for the end to all military 
aid,and that certainly is a part of the national debate. 

SECRETARY KISSINGER: Yes, it is also true that 
they only got 38 percent of the votes. 

I think this is subject to research. The 
general impression that many of the critics of the war 
in Vietnam left was that their major objection was to the 
endless involvement of American combat forces in the 
region which sooner or later would have to stand on its 
own feet, and the impression that was widespread was that 
if the United States could withdraw from the war and 
reclaim its prisoners, that it would be prepared to 
assume the same responsibilities or at least with 
respect to material help toward Indochina that it did 
toward South Korea, for example, in similar circumstances. 

We have never claimed a legal obligation. tve 
have always stated that we thought it was a moral obliga
tion. I have stated at press conferences, and I repeat 
it now, that we told the South Vietnamese that we believed 
that the Congress and the American people, in gratitude 
for being relieved of the nightmare of the prisoners and 
the loss of life, would be generous in its assistance. 
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We do not claim this is a legal obligation, and 
we do not claim there were secret commitments, nor have 
we ever claimed it, nor have we ever invoked it to 
oppose any particular legislation. 

Q Mr. Secretary, do you suppose 6000 Americans 
are in danger of losing their lives in Vietnam? Could 
they not get out on Pan American in nine days by the 
time ~his bill is considered? 

SECRETARY KISSINGER: We are going to make an 
effort to reduce the number of Americans in Vietnam. We 
have to consider that if the United States precipitously 
pulls out of Saigon, it will also produce the very conse
quences,with respect to all its other concerns, that it 
is attempting to avoid. But, we are reducing the numbers 
of Americahs to the minimum that is considered necessary 
to perform the functions that remain. 

says? 
Q Are they in grave peril, as the President 

SECRETARY KISSINGER: ~~ether they are in grave 
peril or not depends on possible evolutions that 
can be foreseen. If there is a collapse produced by despair 

'and a sense of abandonment, you have one situation. 

If you have a relatively,even temporarily, 
stabilized military situation and a government that 
appreciates that fact, you have another situation. If 
you have a negotiation, you have yet another situation. 
So, the exact status of both the Americans and the 
endangered Vietnamese cannot be stated in the abstract, 
it depends on a whole set of circumstances. 

Q Mr. Secretary, you have said several times 
tonight that what is important now is that we make this 
decision on the $722 million, and then what is important 
is what we do after that decision is made. 

SECRETARY KISSINGER: That is correct. 

Q From all indications, Congress has shown 
no inclination to pass $300 million, and you perhaps agree 
that it is not reasonable to expect them to pass the 
$722 million either, so my question is twofold. Number 
one, do you agree with that assessment; and number two, 
what will we do if they reject this additional aid 
request? 
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Q Question? 

SECRETARY KISSINGER: The question is, that 
since Congres~ in effect, rejected $300 million, it is 
almost certain to reject the larger figure. Do I agree 
with this assessment and what shall we do if this assess
ment turns out to be correct? Is that a fair statement 
of your question? 

The $300 million were put forward as a supple
mental appropriation under conditions that were totally 
different from the circumstances that we face today, both 
within Vietnam and in terms of our international 
consequences. 

We did not ask the Congressional leadership yes
terday about any particular figures because we did not 
think it l~as fair to them nor did the President think it 
was fair to him to get into a debate about ~ figure in 
which he felt he had to make the preliminary decision 
of l~hat was necessary. 

I had the impression, however, from the leader
ship that they were approaching this issue in a prayerful 
and serious manner and not in a contentious manner. And 
if the Congress looks at this not in terms of an old 

·debate, but in terms of something of a transition to 
a new period of cooperation, then I would not make a pre
judgment of what they will vote and I believe that 
something can be worked out with them. 

Now, if it turns out that they will not vote it, 
I have stated that the Administration will do its absolute 
utmost to prevent an orgy of recrimination and will attempt 
to focus the American people on the duties and obliga
tions we now have which have not ended. 

We have been the central power in preserving 
the peace and many of the initiatives of the postwar 
period have been due to our leadership. That is what we 
must maintain under now more difficult circumstances, 
but we can attempt to do it with a united people. 

Q Mr. Secretary, is the President planning 
a conference in the Pacific with the leaders of our --

SECRETARY KISSINGER: No, all of these leaders 
that I mentioned will be coming to Washington. 

Q The NATO? 

SECRETARY KISSINGER: No, we are now talking 
about the Asian leaders. All of those have been scheduled 
to come to Washington. 

MORE 
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Q In the near future? 

SECRETARY KISSINGER: Over the next three 
months, beginning in the near future. 

On the NATO meeting, no precise date has been 
set and the surest way to keep a precise date from being 
set would be for me to try to try to interfere with the 
prerogatives of the permanent representatives of the NATO 
Council, but I think it is a reasonable assumption that 
it will take place -- if you speculate on that on your 
own -- sometime between the end of May and the end of 
June, and more in the earlier part than in the later 
part of the period. But it really has not been set. 

Q The President refers to $722 million as being 
for very specific purposes. Can you tell us what those 
specific purposes are? 

Secondly, can you tell us how many Vietnamese 
are contemplated in the description of those whose lives 
may be dependent upon us? 

SECRETARY KISSINGER: On the first question, 
there is a very precise list which we looked over in 

.san Clemente -- in Palm Springs, and which will have 
to be -- (Laughter) 

Q Will you stand on that statement, please? 

SECRETARY KISSINGER: Will you put that on the 
record, Murray? 

-- which we looked over in Palm Springs and 
which I do not have with me, but I am sure the Defense 
Department witnesses before various committees can testify 
to that. 

With respect to the second question, we have 
tried to make as careful an analysis as we could. If 
you make a list of all of those whose lives could be 
endangered, you come up with horrendous figures because 
in Vietnam, the whole family is involved, it is never 
a question of just saving an individual. There is 
always the question of his entire family. 

The figure of those that are endangered that 
we could put together amounts to something like 
1.5 million. The figure of those that are endangered, 
we have some obligation to, but this is beyond our capa
bilities. The figure that we think we have a special 
obligation to is between 150,000 and 200,000, but that 
is a massive logistic effort whose feasibility depends 
entirely on the conditions in which it will have to be 
executed and therefore, an important concern of ours 
is to provide conditions in which we can at least think 
about it. 

MORE 
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Q Hot-~ many Amer:"~ca' > might be required to 
evacuate 150,000 to 200,000 South Vietnamese? 

SECRETARY KISSINGER: You will have to get this 
from the Defense Department, but it is not an insignificant 
figure. 

On the other hand, it is not a very extended 
operation, either. 

Q When you get these Vietnamese out, don't 
you have to negotiate either with the South Vietnamese regime 
or the Communists? 

SECRETARY KISSINGER: Or both. 

Q ~Vhat circumstances do you envisage? The 
South Vietnamese, so far, have indicated they would not 
allow this to happen. 

SECRETARY KISSINGER: t-Ie are not talking 
under conditions now. We are not saying this will happen. 
We are saying we have an obligation to consider the 
worst contingency and we are trying to create circumstances 
where we can talk t'li th a South Vietnamese government about 
the worst contingencies. 

Barry? 

Q Excuse me. Just a technical point, ~~7be. 
It is not clear to me. 

Is there a rema1n~ng aid request for Cambodia? 
What is it or are you just abandoning any hope now? 

SECRETARY KISSINGER: It is very probable, as 
the President has indicated, that the fate of Cambodia 
will be decided in the next fel¥ days and that therefore 
w& are not, tonight, in a position to make a plausible 

. request to the Congress. 

But if that should turn out to be wrong, we will 
then do it but we do not want in Vietnam a similar 
situation to arise in which there is an endless debate 
while there is a constant deterioration of a situation over 
which we lose progressively any capacity to exert influence. 

Q Dr. Kissinger, is the use of American air 
power considered in any ~rilay in your proposals? 

SECRETARY KISSINGER: The President has pointed 
out that this contingency, that the introduction of 
American combat forces was a theoretical possibility which 
is,one,proscribed by law, and secondly, will not be 
requested by the President except for the limited 
purpose of refugee evacuation. 

MORE 
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ground? 
Q Mr. Secretary, what about troops on the 

SECRETARY KISSINGER: It depends, really, 
entirely on the situation under which this takes place 
and the degree of cooperation and indeed, whether it is 
feasible at all. 

Q Did you get a range of figures? 

SECRETARY KISSINGER: We had a very rough 
guess, but we have not made a detailed study of this. 

MORE 
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Q Mr. Secretary, to take that point a little 
further, do you contemplate ·the need to put in enough 
American troops to draw a protective ring around Saigon 
if that becomes necessary to evacuate? 

SECRETARY KISSINGER: Right. I hope you ladies 
and gentlemen realize we are now talking about the · 
absolutely worst contingency which has, if you analyze 
it, many nightmarish aspects to it and, therefore, depends 
to a very important degree on the degree of cooperation 
that is achieved by the South Vietnamese government, the 
kind of negotiation that might be going on at this 
moment, the kind of cooperation that could be achieved 
from the North Vietnamese. 

Therefore, it is very difficult -- and also 
the degree to which it is possible -- to assemble ahead 
of time those whose lives might be most endangered. All 
of these are factors on which I think it would be 
dangerous to speculate, but they are being considered. 

Yes, sir. 

Q Mr. Secretary, some of us were told today 
that the tone of the President's speech this evening would 
be optimistic, yet you presented anything but that. Can 
you cite something optimistic in the outlook for U.S. 
foreign policy? 

In the President's speech we were also toldthat 
the President was sounding a conciliatory note in this 
Carl Albert, Speaker of the House. I was wondering if you 
would cite what is conciliatory in the President's 
speech'? 

SECRETARY KISSINGER: I think the President 
considered it his duty to present the situation as he 
saw it, and I do not think the President should be asked 
to be optimistic or pessimistic. 

The President should be asked to explain the 
situation as he sees it to the best of his ability. 

Secondly, what is conciliatory in the 
speech is his repeated expression that this is not an 
attempt to begin a period of recrimination, that at his 
repeated insistence that the duties before America 
remain constant, whatever setbacks we may suffer in 
Vietnam, and that he will work· with the Congress and 
with the public to try to achieve a united approach to 
this. 

This is his attitude. He did point out those 
things that have to be remedied in order to get the 
forward momentum, but the spirit of this speech and the 
spirit of the man is conciliatory, it is not vindictive. 
It is not bitter, and it is not accusatory. 

MORE 
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It is also serious because it is a serious 
situation which we cannot escape by pretending that 
it is not serious or by pretending that it does not 
affect international affairs. We can master them, but 
we cannot explain them away. 

Mr. Osborne? 

Q Mr. Secretary, two clarifying questions. 
Would it be intended to bring the endangered Vietnamese 
to the United States, number one. Number two, there is 
a reference on page 3 to diplomatic notes being sent to 
members of the Paris Conference. That is a reference to 
the January notes? 

SECRETARY KISSINGER: No. We have sent a new 
set of notes tonight. The destination of these 
individuals has not yet been decided, but we will be 
approaching other countries and we, without any question~ 
will have to take a substantial number of them. 

Q Sir, as I understand the reading of +his, 
you will not only have to get the money, but you will 
have to get -- isn't it two laws on the books now that you 
will have to have taken off the books? You will have to 
go back and say we want to nullify these two laws in 
case the Church-Case law and continuing resolutions --

SECRETARY KISSINGER: No. We are asking for 
the money, and we are asking with respect to the law, for 
a clarification of one point, which I believe will present 
no difficulty whatsoever; namely, the President's legal 
authority to use American forces to extract American 
citizens. 

He could probably do that on a unilateral 
interpretation. We simply would like to get this clarified. 
I am confident from consultations that this is no problem. 

The second is not to take the Church-Case off 
the books, but rather to get an exception for a limited 
period of time for a specific purpose for a one-time 
operation. 

THE PRESS: Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

END (AT 8:00 P.M. EDT) 
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Q We are just so pleased that you could.give us 
the ti~e. We know you are very busy. 

MR. HART}~NN: I thought we had all the tapes removed 
fr-om the Hhite House. 

Q We thought you might need them aga1n so we 
thought we would bring them along. 

We will go right to questions. Who wants to have the 
first question? 

Q I would like to have the first question. I am 
go1ng to ask you what I think is going to be the really gut 
issue this year and that is jobs. How do you plan to handle 
that? 

HR • .HARTf·iANN: \·Jell, first of all, contrary to your 
answer, I agree with your premise that,at least at this poin~, 
it looks like one of the major issues, if not the major issue, 
and it is going to be the issue of jobs and the econor:w, 
which is kind of interlocked. 

I think that the question lS not limited just to 
jobs but to hm·l one r;oes about trying to make more jobs. 
At least, judging by the President's State of the Union and 
related Messages and Senator Muskic's reply, it would seem that 
they have drawn the issue line rather clearly as to whether 
the best way to get more jobs and get them quicker is ~hrough 
direct Government action or through using the Government's 
powers to stimulate action in the private sector. 
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I think that the debate will certainly go on for some 
time on that point and may even ~e the major issue of the 
campai3n, althou3h I hate to pick the major issue right now 
any more than I hate to pick the .Democratic candidate. 
I will be glad to spe6ulate about:who the Republican candidate 
will be. 

Q vlho do you think the De.mocratic candidate 
will be? 

HR. HARTl-tt.JHJ: Hell, I have been saving just in order 
to have an answer when this question is asked me, add at the 
moment I ~·JOuld have to say Senator Humphrey~ but I say that ,_...,i_ th
out a whole lot of conviction because people who pick candidates 
six months befoi'e 'the convention are very frequently urong. 

Q Some months ago you were quite sure it was going 
to be Senator Kennedy. I gather you have changed your mind 
about that? 

MR. HARTlffiNN: I switched some months ago when I 
began to feel that Senator Kennedy's protestations were 
genuine, and I would not want to be in the position of not 
taking the gentleman at his word. 

Q lvhat made you switch? 

. MR. HARTMANN: I just became convinced that when 
Senator Kennedy said he was not a candidate and didn't want 
to be that he would not. 

Q Do you think that Governor Wallace has a chance 
to be on the ticket with Senator Humphrey? 

HR. HART}1ANN: I am not a great expert at Democratic 
conventions. My last experience 1n that resnect was in 1960 
when I covered the convention at -- was it Chicago? No, it 
was Los Angeles, and so it has been a long time. I did pick 
the winner there, but I was wrong on the Vice President. 
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Q Bob, have diff~rences between the President and 
Governor Reagan disap;eared pretty much? That is how I see it. 

HR. Ht.RT11i\NN: Hell, I vJould not say the differences 
have disappeared. r.don't think 'that they have been as 
profound as the differences between either of them and anybody 
who is likely to be the Democratic nominee, but ther·e 2-re 
differences as to the degree in which we want the Federal 
Government to go out of business and the speed with which 
you want this to be accomplished and the ways in which you 
want to have it done and those differences being fa~rly clearly 
delineated by what Governor Reagan is saying and what the 
President is saying. 

Q Who do you think is going to win the New Hampshire 
Republican primary, and also Florida, between Reagan and Ford? 

HR. HARTMANN: hlould you say that again? 

Q Who is going to win, Ford or Reagan, 1n 
New Hampshire and 1n Florida? 

~m .• HARTHAHN: Hell, I think. it is bad for m-2 to 
guess about those things. The easy out \vould be that the 
President is going to w1n in them all, but I mean that is 

Q What do you really think? You surely have said 
this 1s the primary issue now, isn't it? 

MR. HARTMANN: Well, I don't have any better crystal 
ball than anybody else does. Hany of you have actually been 
there and I haven't. The President's campa1gn people are putting 
on a good battle and actually he hopes to win, but as to 
my guess as to vlho \vill or by Hhat proportions I don't think 
that is very profitable because I don't really know. 

Q Didn't you get any readings? I mean truly you 
are engaged in terms of what is happening in New Hampshire EJld 

vcter psychology and so forth. Do you have any indications to 
think that Ford is not going to Hin in New Hampshire? Is that 
valid? 
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t1R. HAH.TVIANN: 'dell, I think he is goJ.ng to '~nn ·them 
all and that· is my state of r.:ind. Hy factual·. knm:ledge is 
not very good. I will say for the record that,naturally, 
I hope and expect hir.: to ~in, but if he does not win, he is 
going to go on to the.next one. 

Q Hhat 1s the main reason why you think he .1s going 
to w1n ther~ all? . 

MR. HARTJ·1ANN : \·lell ;. that lS just my general optimistic 
attitude. 

.. 
L 

Q Hhat about incu:r:1.bcncy? To what degree do you 
that that lS iDportan·t? 

.NR. HART!-1Alm: · \-Jell, I think there are certain 
advantages to an incumbent President and there ore certa.in 
disad\·antage:::;. In many \<:ays 1'-:r. Re-:tg<m is ~~ell-kr.ovm to the 
ceneral public through his previous career and through his 
Governorship of California and he is better known as a 
public figure than most people would be who are running for 
President for the first time, so that that,to some extent, 
makes up for some of the advantages. 

Q Do you think the advantages outweigh the 
disadvantages so far as the incumbency are concerned? 

think 

MR. HARTl-IANN: I vJOuld have to say that the President 
enJoys an edge in any contest. 
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Q Bob, I believ~ you referenced in the differences 
between Ford and Reagan that 11 Federal Covernmrint to go out of 
business 11 

-- I think v1as your term 

MR. HARTMA~N: Well, that 1s a little extreme. 

Q Isn't'that wh~t you said? 

Q Yes, that is what you ·did say. 

MR. HARTMANN: The degree in which you want to get 
L 

to increase the role of the Federal Government, would be more 
precise. 

Q What I wondered, in connection with that statement --

MR. HARTPJ"\NN: Get out of cei'tain businesses. 

Q Sure. Then there is Mr. Callaway's statement 
about throwing people out in the snow and so forth and so on. 
C6nsidering the fact --

MR. HARTMANN: I didn't know about that one. 

Q Yes. 

Considering the fact that the Ford campa1gn has said 
l:hat the common cause standards' tvillingness to appear on the 
same platform, amon8 other things, Hith other candidates, and 
considering the President's own sta~ement in the press conference 
\·7hen they asked about debating Reagan he said, 11 I am not afraid 
of anybody, 11 Hhy is it that as one of his principal political 
advisers you have not advised him to take on Reagan? He certainly 
could hold his own on the $90 billion issue, couldn't he? 

MR. HARTHANN: \-Jell, first of all, you are stating 
an assumption as to what I may or may not have advised him. 

Q No, no, I didn't assume anything. I said, why 
don't you 1n the future? 

MR. HARTMANN: Hell, I might do that but, you knmv, I 
don't feel that what I advise him is something that I ought to 
go out and tell the world or what I intend to do in the future 
or whether even he ever asks me. 
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All I can tell you is ·~hat in the paGt the President 

has in his election campaigns always debated l1is opponent up 
in the Fifth District of Michigan· in spite of the Council of 
the [lders saying that he should not give the exposure to an 
unknown candidate. So on the record, that is what he has done. 

I Hon' ·o -into the future because I think that is 
a question you ought to ask h1m. : 

Q I will try. I have tried. I have asked Mr. Nessen, 
I think seven times, on this . .- 1·1r. Nessen kept saying, 11 Hell, 
is Reagan a candidate? 11 

Q Mr. Nessen is not holding this briefing. Mr. 
Hartmann is. 

l1R. HARTHAtJN: The next time the President has a 
prE:ss conference, V7hich I assume won't be too long from now, 
that is a question to ask him. I can't answer it for him. 

Q You say he might do that. Does that mean that this 
is in the consideration? 

HR. HARTI1ANN: ·No; the question Has, v10uld I advise 
him to do that, and I said I might. 

Q Because to win you have to have a background 
organization, the bell ringers who go out and get the people to 
get the votes because without the votes you are not going to win. 
How strong is ·your organization in the 50 States as far as really 
going out to compete with Mr. Reagan? 

My second question, to follow up, is, the issues that 
Mr. Reagan has used to attract this large segment of the 
population, millions of people have studied those issues to 
see why those people gravitate to him and not to the President? 

HR. HARTHANN: \>Jell, let 1 s start on the first question. 

Q The organization, yes. 

MR. HARTMANN: I am not trying to duck the question 
but I have not been around the 50 States and I really can't 
answer it because I don't know. That is a question we ought to 
ask Stu Spencer or somebody in the Campaign Committee. 

The second q~estion -- have we studied the issues 
and have we studied the way Governor Reagan stands on the 
issues --
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Q Why does he attract those people? 

MR. HARTMANN: I don't know. Until we get a vote 
somewhere I don't really know how-.many he does attract vis-a-vis 
the President. Of course, I hav~.studied the issues. I have 
not studied the issu~s specifically vis-a-vis Governor Reagan 
because I have been too busy with the issues on the rr.el-."its. 
Again, the campair;n cornmi t:tee people· ar·e, I am s ur·e, co'tiparing 
the Governor's positions \·Ji th the President 1 s but I per·sonalJ.y 
have not gone into it in great detail. 

Q Bob, did you advise the President on the firing 
of Schlesinger? 

MR. HARTl~~N: I don't think it is right for me to 
say what I advised him on and not advised him on. 

Q Can you say if you had any advance notice or · 
if you had any contribution to that or anything? 

HR. HARTFJANN: I didn't receive any contributions for 
a long time. 

Q I mean have you had any contribution to the 
thinking around the President that contributed to this? 

MR. HART11A1'JN: ivell, if I say, Sarah, that I have 
no contribution to the President's thinking, that will be a 
bad thing -- there would be no reason for me to be here. 
If I said I did, I just don't think I ought to talk about 
that. 

Q Can you explain this matter? It 1s sort of a 
very important thing. 

MR. HARTNANN: I can't explain it any more than the 
President has explained it for himself. He has explained it 
as fully as I know anything. 
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Q Bob) what vJeapons \vill the President use in 
his battle for lied Hampshire? :·Jill Susan go up and campaign 
for him or ski in New Hampshire? . · 

HR. HAR'n1i\i'!N: You know, you are asking questions that 
you ought to be asking Callaway or Stu Spencer or Jim C~eveland. 

Q We think you are important in politics, Bob, 
that lS why we ask you. 

Q If. you would explain to us, please, ho.,.w you 
function. 

HR. HARTHANN: I have been preoccupied ~·lith the State 
of the Union and these other messages and things, and \-Jhile 
I am, I find politics very fascinating. I really have not 
been dealing with these matters in tenns of a campaign 
confrontation. 

Q Bob, has your function changed in the last year 
and a half or so since the Ford Administration has been in? 
for exan~le, I recall at the beginning, I believe, that you 
were supposed to be the political adviser; now: of course, 
we have Rog Morton. Then there were to be speeches and we have 
Bob Morgan under your direction. Has your function changed 
any or could you explain ~o us what you did do and what you 
are do,ing now? 

MR. HARTMANN: I don't think it has changed very much. 
It never was very well-defined. People used to ask me what 
do I do and I say I do what the President wants me to and 
I guess that is still as good a definition as any. 

Q Bob, who was the chief author of the State of 
the Union speech? 

MR. HARTHANN: The President. 
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Q And who next? 

Q Hho vJas his chief assist<:mt? 

Q Mr. Hartmann --

MR. HART1·1Ai·IN: Let m8 finish. 

Q It was different from the others, that 1s the 
reason I am asking. 

~ 

l'1R. EARTl·!AlHJ: Generally, the President directed me 
to handle the mechanical process of putting the elements of 
the speech to[ether and pulling it all together and coming 
up vJi th something on paper on vJhich he could start to Hork, 
but in the end, and after the long process, the speech was 
the President's own and very much more of the President's 
own than the one a year ago. 

Not only more of it was in his own words, in his 
own language, but he was a part of the process of making 
the budgetary and programatic decisions over the whole year's 
period than he was the previous time. This time he didn't 
have to turn to an exp3rt and take his word for it as to 
whether this sentence accurately represented what he wanted 
to say, he kneH what it accurately represented or not 
b~cause he had been part of the process of developing 
programs and priorities right from the beginning. 

So it was very much more his speech and his program 
than it was a year ago. I am not just being modest, for 
\·Jhich I am not noted, but I am being honest in saying 
he really was the author of the speech. 

Q Bob, how did that State Department decision 
come about? 
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briefing on the budget? 

HR. HARTl·L<\l'JN : He knev7 wore about the budget 
else did so he decided t:o do it himself. 

Q Has that· his de9ision? 

HR. I-it.,RTHANN: I guess so. 

Q Now Elaine has a question. 

than 
~ 

Q Yes. I took this 70 issues in the budget 
document with me to the HEW press briefing and the Office 
of Education official told me not to use the education part 
because it was full of inaccuracies, but it is still being 
distributed. I wonder what is safe to use and whether 
you are going to get out a revised edition? 

MR. HARTHAHN: Hell, that is, I think, a question 
you ought to ask Hr. Lynn or· the Secre.tary of HEH. You knovJ, 
I have not gotten down to the nitty-gritty of the details 
like that. 

Q Bob, I think we need to know here just what you 
do so why don't you tell us in your own words what you do 
so we won't be floundering around asking you things you don't 
kno';;. 

l1R. HARTI-!ANN: Well, Number one, I do Hhatever the 
President assigns me to do and this varies from day to day. 

Q Like what? 

MR. HART.t"iANN: \:Jell, it could be that he wants me to 
work on a certain speech or a certain statement or it might be 
that he wants me to handle a certain pr6blem of an individual 
who he has not got time to spend all the time with getting the 
details, but he does want to keep personal 
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Q You have some of the contacts with the people 
out over the country who ·are poli{ically important or 
important as citizens~ do you not~ 

HR. HARTl·ii\JHl: Hell, yes. You :<noH 5 there is .a lot 
of old personal friends that I know and he has k~own over 
the years and maybe they want to talk to the President and 
maybe they do, but he does n6t have time to call them back 
six or seven times about little details so he tells me to 
look into this and come back with the answer. It i; 
impossible to describe these things in de-rail because they 
are never the sarne,and in that sense I suppose I do abo~~ 
the same thing I ~sed to do up on the Hill. 

Q Do you make policy? 

}1R. HART11ANN: No, I don't make policy. The President 
makes policy. 

Q Do you often discuss policy? 

MR. JIART.l'·tANN: \·Jell, I sit in on the Cabinet meetings 
and various other meetings at which the President discusses 
and asks others to give their Vlews and I give mine. 

Q Do you think the President has an imagine problem, 
and,also, what is being done to correct it because it seems 
to be a general feeling that he is coming off as bumbling 
because that is the ~ay some of the news magazines have 
described it. Do you think this will hurt him? 

MR. HARTMANN: I don't think that is true and I don't 
think it will last long if it is the current thing. It does 
not con2ern ne. I think th~t the perception of ~ie President 
over the long haul will be fairly close to an accurate 
perception and I don't believe that he is bumbling or clumsy. 

Q Bob, what is the President's position on 
abortion? 
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l·1R. HARTH/'.J-JN: H.sll, that is one that I can't exactly 
ansv1er. 

Q Has he· ever, to your knm1ledge, taken a s.tand 
on it as Mrs. Ford has taken? 

HR. HARTHANN: Back in the Cong1-oess he, I think, \vas 
a co-sponsor or the author of· some legislation to leave it 
to the States, but I can't remember all the dctails•of thaT. 
Abortion has never been much of a problem. 

Q 
amendment. 
s·tudied it? 

Well, Reagan has just endorsed a constitutional 
I am 0ondering if, on that basis, you might have 

MR. HARTHA!HJ: The constitutional amendment Hhich leaves 
it to the States? 

Q Reverses the Supreme Court. 

MR. HARTMANN: Reverses the Supreme Court decision. 

I have not been involved in that problem and I can't 
speak with any authority. 

. Q Is it possible to get one? We asked the other 
day when there were 60,000 demonstrators, but Ron--

Q I thought Ford had twice stated in his early days 
in the White House something on abortio~. 

HR. HARTHANN: All I recall is Hhat lS in his Cong:!:"essio;E~l 

record and that is a matter of record. I don't remember the 
dates of it with any great precision, but I have no recollection 
of his having stated the position since he became President. 
Maybe he has, but I don't remember. You should remember that 
better than I can. It is not a subject that I have been 
involved in. 



- 13 -

I• 

I • 

Q Do you think this 
. -
lS go1ng to be one of the 

big issues ln the campaizn? 

t1R. III~RTl'·1ANH: _ I don 1 t knoH. I mean I am at a time 
in life when it is a matter of no personal concern. 

Q Bob, to get back to your duties, when you came 
over here everyone had the impression that you were the chief 
adviser to the President and riow there has been some 
indication that some of your power) if you could describe it 
as that, has been cut dovm a little bit, the one bei'ng the 
speec1nvri ting functions -- one of the speechvriters \vas 
fired -- and the other being your political advice on and 
your liaison with the c'ornmi ttee has been, or v.1i 11 be, 
removed. I wonder if you have any feelings of hurt or 
resentment or if you would like to address yourself to that? 

MR. HARTMN1N: Well, I find the comments in some 
colum11S and so forth entertaining. It is ridiculous, all of 
you people that I have known over the years and know very 
well, that no President ever relies on a single adviser 
for political advice or anything else. 

It is impossible for the President. to get along 
with a single adviser. It is impossible for the President 
to have a single adviser. All Presidents have numerous 
advisers. If the President is running things the way most 
Presidents do, nobody ever knows exactly who is on first, 
and if they think so, they don't stay there very long. 
So I am flattered by having been referr•ed to in the early days 
in that respect -- that it really has not been so. 

Arn I hurt? The ansHer is no. I continue to do what 
I have always done and the best I can and I don't really feel 
that very much has changed. 
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Q The PI'esident rea1ly trusts you? You have kno1-m 
him longer than anyone. 

HR. HARTHAHH: That lS a veT'Y good question to asl~ the 
President. I suppose he does or l would not be here. If he 
doesn't trust me, he cert~inly ou~ht to get rid of me. 

Q What I am saying is, would you be categorized 
like Harry Hopkins, for instance? Would you be that cl6sc? 

MR. HARTt1ANN: I hope not. I mean, that close. I have 
not moved into the second floor of the White House as Secretary 

' Hopkins did. L 

Q He was close. You can talk to him with your 
shoes off and that sort of thing. 

MR. HARTHANN: The President has lots of people he can 
talk with. I have not noticed him removing his shoes but 

Q You know what I mean. Not actually taking them 
off but comfortably talking without being 

MR. HART!1.L\NN:- :This President ·has dozens of.·people _ 
that he.is.comfortable with and.I hope I am one of them. 

Q How much campaigning do you think he will do? 

MR. HARTHANN: He is much less of a remote person 
than most Presidents that I have observed, and he is comfortable 
with a lot of people, both within his official family and outside 
of it. Yes, I hope that he is comfortable in my presence. I 
certainly am 'comfortable in his presence but I don't think 
that is a particul~rly unique position. 

Q Are you going to be sending any of your staff out 
to make speeches and contacts during the campaign? 

HR. HARTMANN: Hell, we all keep pretty busy. This is 
the first the thought ha~ occurred to me. 

Q The first time you thought of it? 

Q Four speechwriters have left the White House. Did 
they do it on their own? Did they have help to find jobs? 
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1m. Ili\ETI-!AW!: 1.-)e 11, t'he sr;eccln·n"i tcPs have bec:n t t7x·ning 
over ever since the star·t -- hc:.ve aJ \·lays been cominr:; or going. 
As yoll knoH, this place bul'ns people out and they ,·,.;ork very 
hard. The last hunch of stories--actually we didn't have four 
speechwriters leave. We had one rBsign and we had on~ go back 
to the detail from which he had b~en dropped for trial purposes 
and we had one transfe~rcd over to the First Lady's staff--
she had been doing that kind of work anyway for a whilc.and so 
we just got her off of my numbe~s an~ onto somebody els~'s. 

Q How could you let Paul Theis go Hhen he knovJs 
so much about politics and the Republican Party and all that? 

L 
L 

HR. HARTHANN: You knovJ, I \·JOndered vJhcn I read Nessen's 
transcript v~o asked that question and now I know. 

Q I don't know whether I did or not, but it has 
been bugging me for some time. 

MR. HARTMANN: Paul had a very good job offered to 
him and·we are happy that he was able to get it. 

him to go. 
to go. 

Q He could not have gotten it unless you all wanted 
He would not have left if you had not wanted him 

HR. HARTMANN: He had been Harking very hard and 

Q Is there a difference here of philosophy or 
something abou~ speechwriting or new Republicanism that you 
are trying to try out that is different? 

MR. HARTMANN: No. There was not any philosophical 
difference; just some changes made in the organization in which 
we thought we would work more efficiently and --

Q Bob, the presentation of the medal to Mr. Colby 
yesterday, could that be interpreted as the President admitting 
he made a mistake in firing him? 

MR. HARTHANN: Now you are in an area that is completely 
outside of my purview and I really don't know anything about it 
and I can't answer it. 

Q Is it true you don't get along with Mrs. Ford? 
(Laughter) And what does that date back to? 

MR. HARTMANN: As far as I know, I have alHays gotten 
along \•li th Mrs. Ford, Hhom I greatly admire and I hope she 
admires me. ' 
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Q Well, did you endorse the Equal"Rights hmendment, 

HR. HARTHANN: Hy Hife has had more than equal rights 

Q We are not talking about your wife. We are 
talking about all the other women. Tell us, Bob, are you for 
it or against it? 

HR. HARTHANN: Sure·, I am for it. Hhat the heck. 
(Laughter) 

l 

Q I just wondered how important you think humor 
is to the success of a speech? 

MR. HARTHANN: Hell, I think thatthe President has 
always had a good natural sense of humor and extemporaneous 
conversation that comes out very well. His formal speeches 
sometimes may be deficient in that respect and this goes back 
to when he first became conscious of this, I guess, and was 
called upon to be the Republican spokesman at the grid iron 
opposite Vice President Humphrey in 1968, I think it was --
1967-68. 

At that time I was working on a speech and I missed 
a lot of help from all the fine people I knew -- Buchwald and 
Ken Abel and George l'lurphy, Hho Has then in the Senate vlho had 
a pretty good sense of humor. George said, 11 Hey, I t-Jill put 
you in touch ·Hi th a very funny man I know out in HollyHood, 11 

and so he put me in touch with Bob Orben and that was the 
beginning of our association and his association with the 
President. 

We worked on that grid iron speech together and I 
don't know if he hardly ever met the then Minority Leader because 
it was mostly done by telephone and by mail. I guess he did 
come back at one point and meet the boss but that was the 
beginning of that association. 

Then when he became Vice President he had another 
occasion ~o make a grid iron speech and this time he called Bob 
Orb~n and Guy down here and really worked it over. 

When Ford became President ~e put him on the staff 
and he has contributed. 
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He is a very able and .thoufthtful guy and nuch mors 
than just a joke Hriter. He is· an excellent ~:tudent of '1-JOr'd 

of mouth communica:tion of all kinds and he :has done some vcr:{ 
fine serious things as well as fu~ny things, but he has help~d 
bring out the President's o~n sen~e of humor and has given 
him the self-confidence he needed, like when he fell down ths 
last two stairs in Austria he got:up, brushed himself off and 
said, "vJell, I am SOl"ry I -tumbled in" -- pure ad lib. 

Q Do you think the Pr·cs:i.,dent has changed in the 
\Vhite House.? 

L 

MR. HART11ANN: Has \:Jhat? 

Q Changed. You have knm·m him a long time. 

MR. HAR'H'lANN: I have no benchmark to compare with 
because I have not seen this process in any other person. 

Q Well, you have, too. You have seen everything 
' this man has done. 

MR. HARTHANN: No, no. I mean, I have not Jmot.vn any 
other Presidents well before and after. 

Q We are only talking about one President here now; 
we are talking about Ford. 

MR. HARTMANN: All right. Let me answer. Yes, 
Presidents always change, I assume, but as far as the human 
being is concerned, as far as his personal relations with other 
people and his subordinates and so forth, I would say he has 
basically changed very little. If anything, he is a little 
more conscious of time and has to cut off the conversational 
talk a little quicker than he used to, but otherwise, at the 
same time, he maybe is a little more conscious of the way people 
knock themselves out in his behalf and never fails to thank 
people for just doing what they are paid to do. Maybe up on 
the Hill he was less conscious of the need to say thank you 
to the secretaries but as President he is unfailingly considerate 
not only of your time ·but of your effort. 

Q Bob, why doesn't he get along with Congress? 
Doesn't he like Congress any more? 

MR. HARTHANN: Sure. They get along 
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Q \>Jhy is he al\-.>ays picking . a fight and say:Lng 
something nasty about them? 

MR. HARTMA~N: I think that is the nature of the system 
set up by the Founding Fathers; that they have to fight each 
other a little in order t~ keep y~u free. 

Q Bob, did he make a statement about the override 
of his veto on the laboP Health, Education and \·lelfare \.1hich 
was about one-third of his, no doutt about it? 

HR. HARTHAHN: 'i·lhat vJaS the first part of your question? 
L 

L 

Q Well, has he made a statement about the override 
of his veto of the labor HEW appropriation bill? 

NR. HARTHANN: I am not aware. Is this something 
that happened today? 

Q Yes. The House overrode. 

MR. HARTHANN: I have not been in touch v1i th \vhat has 
happened since then. I didn't know they overrode it, but I 
thought they probably would. 

Q Do you think that Reagan is acceptable as a number 
two spot or would it be too much of a one-sided ticket? 

MR. HART.t-LANN: \'Jould he be acceptable as a running mate? 

Q Yes, or would it be too conservative? 

MR. BARTHANN: That is another question you Hill have 
to ask the Preside~t. I don't think that is my prerogative. 

Q After the State of the Union there was a story 
describing how long has been the process, nine months or so, and 
how far ahead it had been gotten ready and that sort of thing. 
One of the network reporters came on that evening and said there 
was utter chaos in the White House, the speech had just been 
finished on Friday and there were still last minute changes being 
made, yet they came an hour and a half early to the Hill which 
is the first time anybody can remember that. 

What was the real story on the conflict of the 
State of the Union or non-conflict? 
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NR. H/1R'.t'l·1UJN: Hell, the Sthte: of the Union lS scmc:tLinr, 
like the. budget dolle in HoPds instco.d of numbers and th·::: process 
of r~conciling everybody's special interests in the final 
docu;·cnt is some\-lhat the same. :Cve1:·ybody raakc0 appeals and 
last !:linute efforts to run a1•ound tl~c end and all that to get 
their little thing in the message~ The procc:ss, I am sure, is 
always the same although I have orily been through it twice. To 
anybody peeking through a window it looks like chaos but I 
don 1 t kn0\>7 any other Hay to do it. 

Q Hm·.: did it compare \.Ji th other years? 

MR. HARTMANN: It was in my orderly proceds this year 
that the President was more completely in co~nand o~ it because 
he too had been through it once before. 

Q Bob, do you give any advice to Ron !Jessen about 
how he arranges press conferences or any of the format? Do 
you give any advice to Ron on how he conducts his office? 

HR. HARTJ1ANN: When he asks me and sometimes when he 
does not. / 

Q That is what I --

HR. HARTHANN: Hell, we all meet vlith the President 
almost every day, if not every day, and discuss a range of 
problems including whether we are going to have a press 
conference or .not and Hher'e. Yes, I suppose I get my tvJO bits 1 

worth in there. 
' 

Q Does the President like the press? 

MR. HARTMANN: You know that as well as I do. 

Q I mean --

HR. HART.NANN: Generally speaking, I would say yes, 
he likes the press. 

Q Bob, could I follow that up by asking this: You 
have mentioned that you read the transcript or at least you read 
one -- do you read them regularly and how often does the 
President read them? 

HR. HART1·1ANN: I think the President reads them rather 
faithfully. 
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Q \-Jhat is that . / ' 
tvace a Heck, tl:'rr.ee ti1:1cs, once 

a Hee.k'? 

HR. HP.RTt·'LANN: I think he reads them every day. 

Q Ever•y day? 

MR. HARTI'iANN: Hell, I would not say never misse~::;. 

Q Then I would like to ask this question: One of 
the nicest people in the press corps, as far as I am concerned, 
is Dick Lerner of UPI. Twice in one day he asked Ron to recognize 
him fer a question and Ron looked right through him ~nd looked 
at somebody else. Now that, to me, is discourtesy and I asked 
the question the second time he did it: "Can you imagine the 
Pr,esident of the United States tre<J.ting a reporter like this?" 
And he said no. 

Now I just wondered, why is this done? 

MR. HARTMANN: The transcript would not show that? 

Q That is right. It does not. 

HR. HAinHAN!J: It just says: Q. Not having this to 
second guess Nessen, I don't Hant to answer that question. 

Q Hovl did Elliott Richardson get that favorite 
seat next to Hrs. Ford up in the Gallery? Did they have to 
draw lots or fight for it? 

MR. HARTHANN: I can't answer that question either. 
The First Lady's Gallery 

Q Was that arranged by the President? 

MR. HARTMANN: I don 1 t kn0\·1. 

Q Well, it certainly did him a lot of good. I have 
heard a lot of comments on it. 

Q If the President does not do well in the 
primary-- in other words, if he docs not make a good showing 
in a series -- can you conceive of any circumstances under which 
he would withdraw? 

MR. HARTMANN:. I not only can conceive but have been 
told in no uncertain terms that if anybody thinks that I am 
going to get out of this race until the votes are counted, 

they are out of their minds. 
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Q Hoi·! mucl1 of a ~~ctback /G1o ·you believe it ,.1ould be 
if the President lost either- lJcH Harnps:td.Pe Ol" Florida? 

NR. 11/~RTI·lAHN: Hell, hot·l much of a setback is a har·d 
question to answer. Of course, any ti~e you lose is a setback. 
The bigeer you lose, the fuore tlte.setback. I think the President's 
attitude in r;enePal is . very much t·hat of the old fooi:ba.ll playc~r 
that some plays you lose ground and others you try to make it 
back and at the end you get your net yards gained from tushing. 

Q Do you think he would have to go out and campalgn 
harder in the Midwest, then? 

back and 
is going 
setbacks. 

l'lR. HARTHA1m: vlhether his exact tactic vJO'U.ld be to come 
work harder on it, I don't know, but I don't think he 
to pull out as a result of one or two or three early 

Votes are counted on the Floor at the convention. 

Q What is going to pay in the campaign? I mean, 
is it wise to continue the negotiations into the campaign? Can' 
you win votes with a more cozy relationship with the Soviets? 

MR. HARTMANN: Well, now we are getting into Henry's 
territory and that ~s a dangerous place to tread. 

Q No, that is not Henry's territory. We are asking 
a political aspect. 

MR. HARTMANN: I would say the President's conduct of 
foreign relations, including those, or national. defense questions 
which that embraces is done Hithout regard fer the campaign 
insofar as it is humanly possible for a person to comport 
themselves, that the personal political considerations would 
be the last thing he is considering and those are very important 
matters. 

I think that I would have to say that anybody who 
holds the office of President would probably have to say that 
they are not worthy of the office. 

Q Bob, you have not answered very many of our 
questions directly and I am wondering \-lhether 

MR. HARTMANN: I am used to framing questions. 

Q -- there are any areas you think perhaps we should 
be interrogating you in or lS there anything perhaps that you 
would like to get across? 
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No. I have answered them as directly 
as I can. I r·cally Has not told that there was any specific 
area here and I was --

Q There isn't· 

MR. HARTH/'.!JN : 
put her off this long. 
through with the State 
her off any longer. 

I was siciply scolded by Sarah for having 
I managed to put her off until ! Has 

of the Union speech and I could rtot put 

Q Bob, is Mr. Ford a hard man to work for? Does he 
put a lot of limitations on Hhat you can say and do?,~ 

MR. HARTMANN: He doesn't even know I am saying anything. 

Q I knmv, but has he told you in the past lvhat 
you can say or do? 

MR. HARTHANN: No. 

Q Anybody around here that is quoted in the paper, 
do they get clobbered here the next day? 

MR. HART11ANN: Hell, he ha.s been knovm to say that "You 
Hould have been smarter if you had not said it. 11 

Q Well, does he put any limitations on people, say, 
on their bad drinking? Does he say how many martinis they can 
have for lunch or how many cocktails? 

MR. HARTMANN: No. 

Q Does he do much drinking himself? 

MR. HARTMANN: You have observed his conduct in public 
which is about the same as in private. 

Q I have not seen him drinking that way but some 
of my colleagues apparently said they did. I had a query on 
it and I told him that I had not seen anything like that. 

MR. HARTM.A.NN: I think he gets his \·JOrk done and a good 
deal more than most people his age do so I don't think that is 
any kind of a problem. 
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Well, to answer the first part of your question, 1s 

he a Lard m.:m to \vOl'~k for, I ·think VJa.s th;~ quef:.;ticn -- h8 is 
a man that makes you work hard but he is an easy mm1 to work fer. 

Q Does he ever lose his temper? There was a report 
he did during the State of the Union message. 

HR. HARTHAlrN: He has been knovm to have a Ji ttle flash . 
of temper but it never lasts very long and it is more f~r 
effect than it is real. 

Q What do you think his main problem is with Reagan? 
Between Reagan and Ford, what is going to be the det~rrnining 
factor really among the EepubJ.ican voters? Rea.gan does have 
more charisma according to Jnost people and he is a better speaker 
and so forth. Will these things weigh against Ford? 

l1R. HARTVJ.ANN: Hell, if I could ansVIeP that,- I could 
make a lot more money than I am making now. That is one of 
the great mysteries of our political process -- why do people 
pick one guy over another. They set them up against their 
image of \·1hat the President ought to be and I suppose that :ir~;age 
varies quite a lot among individuals) and how do you know what 
their image is? Each one has his favorite idea of a good or 
perfect President and they compare the~e people who want to 
be elected or 

Q We are trying to find out how the President is 
going to knock off Reagan. I mean, it is as simple as that. 
Is there any strategy? 

.HR. HART11P"NN: Step-by-step. (Laughter) 

Q You write the speeches and you must have something 
to guide you as you write those speeches. 

MR. HARTH/\NN: I will answer that. 

Q Where he is vulnerable? 

MR. HARTHANN: He is going to,· if he does --and I think 
he will -- by being himself, by trying to get across to people 
what kind of a man he really is, what he really believes and 
what he really hopes for the future of this country; and if that 
perception is in accord with what the. people want, he will be 
elected both over Reagan and over whoever else he may run 
against. I don't know ~ow to define it any better than that. 
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Q Aren't you seeking to persuade people to come 
to your way of thinking when you write these speeches? .What 
is guiding you? 

MR. HARTMANN: What is guiding me is that _the message 
be as nearly what he means:to say and wants to say and it will 
be understood accurately as a way of his communicating directly 
with people who are listening. 

Q Have you analyzed why he went ahead of Reagan 
in the NBC polls today-on several points? 

MR. HARTMANN: I didn't know he did. 

Q Yes. 

Q 50 to 30. 

MR. HARTMANN: The polls at this point seem to be 
flipping back and forth and they seem to reflect the last 
action of one or the other. The linkers in the person's mind 
that is being called and I just -- they are very volatile and 
he may gain because Reagan made somebody mad or he may lose 
because Reagan made somebody glad or vice versa. 

Q Something can be said about the President not 
being out meeting people and staying back here until the rolls 
look better. 

MR. HARTHANN: I don't know that we can make that 
correlation. The circumstances have dictated his being here 
and l-Jorking hard. Hhether you can make that correlation 
I think it is a little soon to say. 

Q Does anybody talk around the White House about 
the fact that New Hampshire and Florida may not be considered 
typical of the United States? 

MR. HARTMANN: Does anybody around here talk abvut tha:t? 

Q Yes, does anybody talk about that? 

MR. HARTMANN: Well, the electoral process in this 
country is done by giving due respect to every State. 

Q I know. I am not saying they don't, but I am 
saying they do and --
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MR. ffARTMANN:. Hell, what State is typical? No State 
is typical. 

Q Florida, because these States are becoming so 
critically important, especiplly since New Hampshire is such 
a small State. 

MR. HARTMANN: No State is typical. 
a State that is typical? 

. 
How do you find 

Q Well, I would think one out in the Midwest would 
be more average. 

MR. HARTMANN: It does not matter because you don't 
run on a national referendum. You run one State-by-State and so 
they are not supposed to be typical and you have to consider 
each one as it is. 

Q You mentioned that you tried to put in words what 
the President meant, and it seems to us who are not down here 
all that much that it is difficult to find out what he does 
mean. First, he runs all around the country and then he stays 
in Washington. First, he says he is going to sign the situs 
picketing bill and then he does not. It seems that there is 
not any real firm foundation on which he is grounded. Would 
you like to comment on that? 

MR. HARTMANN: No. (Laughter) 

Q Bob, y~u are something. You are something. 

MR. HARTK~NN: All I am saying is that in terms of 
the President's speeches and cormnunicating that Hay our 
standard is to as clearly as we can convey what he really 
wants to say and \vhat he really believes and let people be 
the judge of that. 

Q You know, if you are a newspaper man -- and you 
have always been a very good newspaper man as I have seen -- but 
you have written a very good story here today --

MR. HARTMANN: Well, I manage to appear before the 
National Press Club without anybody being able to find a lead 
in it. (Laughter) 
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Q Bob, the Pr~sident in his ·last press conference 
on the 31st stated that among his New:Year's resolutions he 
wanted to raise the spiritual level and so forth, and they 
asked him how and he said, "I want to participate with spiritual 
leaders." 

Now right down here there was a three-day conference 
of the spiritual leaders -- a cross-section of Pr~testant, 
Catholic, Jewish and so forth -- where seven candidates showed 
up and they answered questions. The scheduling office said that 
the President was too busy and he ended up going out to a ·· · · :.;; 
Presbyterian Church much further away where nobody could ask 
him questions. 

Now, how does he intend to participate and why did he 
not go there but go out there where they could not ask him 
questions? 

MR. HARTMANN: I cannot answer the first part but I 
think I can answer the second part. 

Dr. Elson has been running that thing on the opening 
day of Congress ever since I can remember and the boss has been 
going to it ever since I can remember, and he did again this 
time. The other part I cannot answer. 

Q It is too bad Mr. Nessen didn't answer that 
question like that when he got it. 

Q I would like to get back to the jobs question 
that I asked original~y. 

MR. HARTMANN: This is the last question. 

Q Do you folks have any thinking going on or any 
plans whereby you might be able to get people into jobs quicker
than through the mechanism that appeared to he presented in 
the budget and the State of the Union message where it appears 
as a sort of trickle down kind of thing where, first of all, 
business has to have its incentives before it can take people 
on-board? Do you have anything on-stream whereby you might 
be able to pick up people faster in the private sector and 
provide more jobs in the private sector? 
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MR. HARTMANN: I don't know of anything except what 
you have seen, but let me point out this plan for quick 
depreciation of investments in areas where unemployment exceeds 
7 percent, advantage has to be taken of that tax break within 
12 months so that means that.you are saying to the businessman, 
"If you want to get this break you have got to start your 
project right now. 11 It is not going to take long to get 
carpenters and cement mixers and all that to work.• 

This is not a cha~ge in the tax liabilities forever; 
they have to do that plant expansion, they have to buy the new 
lathes and all that within 12 months after the ~aw is enacted 
so it would not be as slow as you might think. If they want 
to get that break, they have got to start the project right 
away. 

Q Bob, thank you very much for taking time out of 
your busy work. Thanks a lot. 

MR. HARTMANN: Thank you, Sarah~ 

THE PRESS: Thank you very much. 

END (AT 4:09 P.M. EST) 




