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In ierview with General Brent Scowcroft, Dec.1.1977. 

Scowcroft, Director of the National Security Council under President 

said that he thought there had been a continuity in foreign policy from Nixon to 

Ford. He said there was~ an underlying philosophy and strategy to the Ford 

administration's foreign and defense policies which he would summarize as being 

as being one of contraction of~ American power Jut it did N involve a more 
\ 

realistic appraisal of what the United States ll'lWd could doby itself. The point 

of the Nixon doctnine, Scowcroft said, was Lrl not to ull back from involvement 

~Lorld affairs~but to take a role only where the loc would support and 7" wa in whic 
favor such a role)tl,_~frls was the onlY, the United States participation could 

have a good effect. ~1his was the only way in which our efforts could pay 

off~~ was a realization that we couldn~ burden of world management. 

Scowcroft says he thinks it is true that in the 1960s we had overestimated our . h.,.,:2 VCi' Wi1 

I ability to manage world affairfhrough oun own efforts alone. The b~that 
' l a suitable infusion of American money and American effort would change the I 

\ complexion of almost any situation in a way that was desired. In tho~ay1:,;it 

r was thought that the United States through its leadership could bring the relative\j 

/ helpless countries :t of the 1hird W'rld to maturity in a way that would be 

supportive of American interests. This change in American strategy~ on a 

recognition of changes of the objective situation in the world. Western Europe, 

for instance, has been declining incapability ever since the end of the second 

world war. Japan, on the other u hand, has been growing C._~~lity)but its 

willingness to take on responsibilities has not kept pace :fiij/µts growth in 

capability except economically. Scowcroft said that it was controversial within 

the Ford administration aQ~wuether Japan should be encouraged to play a regional 

defense role. It was felt that Japan should play a role in its own defense, but 
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there was~ not unanimity in the administration whether Japan should be 

encouraged to play a specific leadership role. There was, Scowcroft says, in the 
e early 

late 60s an 70s, deterioration in the relationship between the United States and 

Jl:H-rop~ ind Ja~!m our allies. This was to a great extent because of Vietnam~@..ur -
allies did not i understand what we were trying~ to do in Vietnam or if they 

did understand it they~,fot sympathetic with it .. They felt we were ~omstr 

concentrating on the rmn wrong area;,hich was leading to erosion of our 

1/!s. \ '(\(.__' strength throughout the world. Scowcroft _ feels that this deterioration in 

relation with the allies has been largely repaired by the time Ford left office. 

In fact, entirely repaired~ "{iie closeness of relations between the United States 

and its allies at the end of the Ford /llJll administration has never been matched. 

This was both official and personal relations. Scowcroft ~gthat the 

deterioration in the relations were also to z some extent due to the way in which 

negotiations were carried out by Nixon and Kissinger mt with China and Russia. 

He would not speak for Nixon and Kissinger Jmt he thinks that they would say 
hese 

that it was necessary to carry out tMs egotiations in secret because it would-

be too risky to take the allies into our confidence during the negotiations with 

Russia and China, because of the danger of premature leaks. This is particularly 

true of g Japan¥-t'he nature, of their system, their political culture)is such that r for th 
it is~ m very difficult to 

Scowcroft says that another one of the sources of our problems with the allies 

was the attitude of the Frenc~-tmrt1he French were seeking to unite Europe around 

a standard of anti-Americanism. They were trying to pull Europe together as an 

antagonist toward the United State~ {his also)aiE: naturally, created tension with 

the United States. This strategy of the French was largely given up after Guiscard 

became President after the death of President Pompidou. The tensions between the 

United States and France in the Pompidou period were further complicated by a 

clash of personalities between Kisinger and the French Foreign 1,Ainister Joubel"t. 
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The problems were very largely solved in the meeting between President Ford and 

Guiscard at Martinique. _Martinique was the turning pain~ 'fie two Presidents hit 

it off very well and much more was achieved at Martinique than anyone had dared to 
\_>~ 

hope for. President Ford, Scowcrof11{ had a great ability to develop close personal 

ties with world leaders ~ 1 developed close ties not only with Guiscard)but also 

with the leaders of Britain and the .leaders of Germany...)which substantially impvoved 

our relations with these countries. However, it is true, Scowcroft said, that 

relations were already improving under President Nixon. The worst year was 197~ 

and after that things began to get better. 

~~the NATO summit in 74_)the relations 

In 1974~Ni~on had made good headwayx 
allii!I ftG~ 

within the had taken a substantial 

turn for the better. Nevertheless, it is true that Ford's personality had a real 

effect of the further improvement of relations within the allies. As far as relations 

with the Soviet Union went, the change there was to a great extent Watergate related. 

The Soviets held on to Nixonfs long as the they could¥fney felt comfortable rix 

dealing with Nixon)and they were not R anxious for change in the slightest. However, 

they finally realized that Nixon was goingfnd began to accommodate to the transition. 

They ig: recognized that they would. be able to do another kind of busines~·th,•Ford 
'-'"' 

and were finally somewhat relieved that they could carry on business with tall.Amx± 

American President without the impediment of Watergate. lf'.Mi61,e uoas tin a a~h ~s 
VI -a~ ,'Vo!>(<;-"(, 

recognition "Mm't. led to the agreement which was reached at .~ 

It is true~ the end of the Ford administration-. det,Cnte with the 

Soviets began to deteniorater Scowcroft says. He thinks that this i:.s was largely a 

reflection of American domestic politics~~fa some extent Senator Jackson's anti-

Soviet activities;but even more so the effect of Ronald E Reag~fandicacy. The 

1976 campaign, Scowcroft said, drove Ford further and further to the right1~ife 
began making more and more cracks about the Soviet Union and the Soviets 

were disturbed by these remarks by the President. Scowcroft said that he and 
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Kissinger had done their best the President from departures of this kind) 
\ '1t t ) 'N f. ~:r: I'\ 

~vipg a harmful effect on American foreign policyy cowcroft's own vieV:_) 
iHJ -..,,e 'f-f_J 

it Co/armful politically in the dmmx domestic situation as well. But Scowcroft 

acknowledges that he is not an expert on that subject. • 
said that he felt) ~'t; '("() 1 

Scowcroft leillt that k _Ford could .not u=-i-,A more conservative than Reag~n, to 

appeal to the conservatives t more than Reagen did,and that his best chance was to rally 
\ 

the moderates in both parties behind his leadership. The moderate Republicans,in the 

first instance, to assure the nomination,.£.t this was not the course that tk President 

Ford took. Scowcroft feels that Ford was going against his own natural instincts and 

inclinations in the J'l!!~i•ieal course that he followed in 19~6. He said that if Ford 
(!1~ 

had followed his own inclinations>~he feels sure that he coulct,xachieved a SALT 

agreement in 1976. But his political advisers were pushing him stroni'the other way. 

)h Don Rumsfel<;.>in particul~ was pushing the President to the right. The substantive 

position that Rumsfeld was taking on SALT had the effect of undermining negotiations with 

the Soviet Union. Rumsfeld's briefings to Congress pictured the Soviets as a dark 
on relations 

menace and this inevitably had a . harmful • th the Soviet Union, Scowcroft feels. 

:e:a::r:::s::b~ans~:::
0

::e:o::::t::n:::r:
8

w:~::~c:::;~::e:::::t::::ss 
toward detente, Scowcroft says, but really not very much. In~ some ways)the campaign 

was still directed against Ronald Reag~ after the convention. Scowcroft says that the 
I 

::::::::n::
0

::~::r::~m:::i::r:r::p::s~p:~t::::y:r::: ::r~~:~r::tfearful \ft J Jili.'%1e r aar1 ,. 

that if~nted to his foreign policy accomplishments)~ he would antagonize the 

conservative Reag~ support~ on whom he felt his election depended. The reaction to 

the RacgJm Reag~ threat began really quite early, Scowcroft says.,tµbegan early in the 

fall of 197Swhen the first signs began to appear that Re~would be a candidate . 
..---

Scow~oft points out that Rea~ himself did not get into foreign policy criticism until 

pretty far into the primary season, and it was almost by accident t M mentioned the 
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Panama Canal in a speecy Scowcroft said that he thought trur:t Rea~n 

of the Panama Canal before~t it got him a good response from his supporters , and then 

he continued to bear in on that issue. And the President was convinced that he was 

making headway on itJ-nd Ford accommodated to meet this threat. 

On the President's remark about Eastern Europe about not b~i under t.u Soviet 
0,v 

domination, Scowcroft said there is no question that MP4what meant to say was 
\ ~'Mf\it71bk ... J 7 that the htdc:ni~spiri t of the Polish people would never be subjVga ted by the 

j;:.-') f Soviet Union), ij, said tJiat Cd was primed to deal with - ~'"%;:'estion on Eastern 
1;;:vv $ot'l ~I'\ r.,.q J. K~qUE 

Europe, ~ y_uestion on the ~clnAi,-0-octrinJ-..+:;, J1= just could not bring himself to believe 

that he had not said what he had meant to say~~1"t was for this reason that it was 

very hard to.~ersuade him to issue a retraction.Rscowcroft says he thinks it is true - JV~ role 
J:;> there has been a declining support in the United States for a r,osit_ive f

1
or~the 

l ' l-'~h's. '-/ 
:: "O r, United States in foreign policy. He says there has been a waning of the A spirit 

that was expressed in President _ Kennedy's inaugral speech. He thinks that this ix 

was to a large extent induced by frustration and reaction to Vietnam, ~but that t 1 ~ -, v, r~c. 
it goes beyond that~friere is a feeling that the United States should no/ longer be 

ca11tcJ to carry the burdens of world leadership. 

Scowcroft does not think that Nixon and Ford would have 1£UEd 

basically different foreign ~®xie«i~x policies if they had felt that the support had 

existed for a more aggressive foreign policy in the United States. N Scowcroft points 
and -u~o§ 

out that Ford did pursue det&nte aggressively up until 1976v~$11976/everything 

was put w~ back burner~ 1ere was a feeling tha~cno ; further achievements 

could be made until after the election. Scowcroft does not think that either Presidentf 

felt much impeded by a lack of support in public opinion for their foreign policy. 

" 7 V-$, ~ ngress, 

¥"duct of 

of course, rwo u eke( ? ) gr cai; piF.iliJ..emo, .i tr had a x restraining effect on the 

foeign policy. This was true in Vietnam, in~us problem, in Angola, and 

even in the Middle East. There was a lack of understanding in Congress, Scowcroft says, 

I 
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for the efforts M the United States was making to establish better relations 
·tV\""~v I'\_ ( 

these b(tter relations (a' exert a restraining influence onthe Arabs_;,to encourage 
/<'"''\ . 

the Arabs to become independent of the Soviet Union. This grow.!lng feeling of resis~nce 

S'p?eaa Fesisbence in Congress sprang from Vietnam and Watergate, Scowcroft feels. 

ffscowcroft recognizes that the Ford administration as well as the Nixon administration /fl ,.,,('/· Cv i f ' c, t .L.- J, 
" were • • for a lack of attention to moral concerns in foreign policY')I ffe said that 

C.. t1,{,<11, 

Jt depends on what you want to achiev~ in foreign policyt how you evaluate these ~~---------- --
concerned with results,V'concerned with domestic propaganda 

(~ 
or raising some rallying cry. It's true that neither administration put much public 

emphasis on huma~ight) but they did make~ substantial progressvJhrough Nixon's --~-·~ 
- \ ~· FO,i> 

efforts~ Jewish immigration from the Soviet Union was increased from 409 in 68 t b< 
) 

0:: 
35,000 in 1972. Now because of the effects of actions like the Jackson-Vannick 

amendmen'..)it ~ced back to about 2,000. Scowcroft said that it is sometimes 

forgotten that the Soviet dissident that Carter mat with would not have been in the 

United States in the first place if Ford had not got him out of the Soviet Union. 

President Ford made succe~sfuli though quie\ dip.lomatic .~ ., ,..)~ 
rights in South Kore;:;~e Soviet Union)\in Syria. 

efforts to improve human 

He was not flamboyan)but he 

achieved good results. 

Scowcroft agrees, however, that it is necessary to infuse foreign policy with 

a sense of moral purpose.,~)t{e thinks that President Carter ux is much more effective 

at doing this than~ or Nixon weref/ri; thinks that Carter's emphasis on human 

rights removed /;ome of the jaded sense that~was a hangover from Vietnam. The 

Carter human rights policy is being very well received inEurope, Scowcroft says, not 

Perhaps Ford should 
.:5 vf r (I~<:,, --

by the government)but by the public in the European countries. 

have done m°/:._1J this direction, Scowcroft says, but this was what Helsinki w~s o 

be all abou~ expression of the United States concern for human rights~u~ 

not played up enough. From the beginning)the political people around Ford tried to 

sabotage Helsinki because they were concerned about the President losing the support 

of ethnic groups in the United States. It was only by the most extreme efforts that 

I 
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Ford was prevented from making departure remarks on 

would have completly undercut the human rights side of Helsinki. Bob Hartman,ux 

Scrowcroft said, was particularly outspoken in his opposition to the President's 

participation in Helsinki, and was respo sible for the departure re rks undercutting~ 
If.. ~-( 1/,,.~c.-t~ tk~ 

Helsinki that almost got delivered~ ould have ruine e entire mission. The 

attitude was that Helsinki was something we had to xx swallow and there was no effort 

:bi made to turn it to the political advantage of the administration~which Scowcroft 

thinks was most /misguide~\.. not cJ ea ) e= 

Scowcroft said that he had made only minor changes in the structure of the 

National Security Council when he took over from Henry Kissinger..Jtle ft@!ld' reduced the 

size to the staff somewha-s,and m~de ~ome minor changes in operatio~ut nothing of 

a:ny significance. Scrowcrof~e would gather memoranda from the members of the 

National Security Council on a given issue and would then send these memoranda in 

to the President~~ Kill would put on top a memorandum from himself which would 

in part summarize the technical aspects of the issue involved and describe the views 

of the~ members of the National Security Council and often would give his own 

recommendation. He said that the participants in the National Security Council would 

not see his own me~ndum that went i / ~ the President. Normally, Dick Cheney would 
fl +ar, ·j' 

see it but on occasion he would rlk ( ? )( ? ) that was ~omething highly sensitive 
SCc.WC.v&:l( 

ould communicate ,ill to the President orally. Scowcroft said that he would make 

an effort to point out the issues involved from the perspective of the Presiden"t-( t1a 

>(e would try to take a national view without the necessarily special perspectives of 

the State Department and the ~Rm[ Defense Department and he would also point out the 

implications of an issue from the political perspectives of the President as he would 

sense them. He would sometimes ·also attach a decision-memorandum to the material 

that went into the President, which would contain his own recommendation of what~ 

decison the President might want to make. This decision-memorandum and Scowcroft's 

own memorandum wo.uld not be seen by the other ~ad: players in the NSC. If there were 
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to be a meeting of the NS~he would usually not attach a decision-memorandum..)but 

he would wait until the meeting had been hel~fr :tke[~ision were made)he would --set forth this decision in a decision-memorandum that he would k then send into the 

President. He did not show this decision-memorandum to the participants in the 

NS~~ felt that this was a presidential paper and it should not be necessary to 

clear a paper that was the President's own work with other peopleyo/e said there 

was no 0ff0Etzt0 thought really of keeping these things a secret or keeping them from 

other members of the NS':,but it was &i 1¾r a presidential pape)and it would not be 

appropriate to show it to the members of the NSC. 


