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November 3, 1975 

.MEMORA? OUM 'JO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: irhe President's Statement on the Relation 
of the States and the Federal Governmant. 

In bi• -4dr••• to the ... ational Pr••• Club on oatober 29, the 
Pr••idont digreaaed bri•fly and aade an unfortunate, in my 
opinion, and unn•oeasary oonatitutional cO!\'IJDGnta 

•.. under our Con.stitutional ayatem, both the cities 
and the Federal Government war• the creature• of tha 
Sta~••· '£be State• delegated certain of their sovereign 
powera--the power to tu, police. powers and the like--
to local unit.a of ••lf-goverument., and tbey can take th••• power& back· if they ue abused. 

The Stat•• alao relinquished certain soverei9n powers 
to the Federal Government••aozne altogether and some to 
be auared. In retw:n, the Federal Governnaent has 
certain oligations to tne States. 

Thia statement confuses several Points., In a State where 
th• cities are the creature• of the State, it is by virtue 
of tho State constitutuion, no the Constitution of the 
United Statu, vbicb ia silent on the subject. There is 
1othing in the Constitution of the United States or its 
history to suggest t.bat the government of the United States 
ia the creature of the States. •l'.'he States cannot, for 
example, take away from the Federal Government, aa t..1ley can 
from citiea, the power to tax. And the Federal Government's 
obligations to the Stat•• (e.g., the guarantee of a republican 
fo,:m of government, etc., Article IV) are nowhere said to be 
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a com.penaation to the States for their h•ving relinquiehed 
p0wr to the Pecle:ral Government .. 
~be Federal Government ia the creature of the people, i1ot of 
the Stataa. It. ha.a ita powers from the people through t.ha 
Constitution. ltwe the People,• not the states, did !iordain 
an4 eatabliab• th• Con•titution .. I!ven the 10th Amendment, 
frequently cited by states-right.era, does not. support the 
view that~ powi-s of the national government are delegated 
by the Sta~••• The 10th Amendment. says: "The powers not 
delegated to the united States the Coniit!,tution, nor 
prohibited by it (i.e., the Conat!tutionJ t.o the Statea, are 
reserve t.o the States reapectively,. <?r:.to the, 2892~~ 
(Qnphuia added.) 

The view that the St.ates made the Onion was the pro-civil 
War Constit.ut.ional theory that j\latified secession (on the 
ground that if they made the Union they oould unmake it}. 
Th• a.publican party wae born in oppoaition to this theory, 
which va• brilliantly refuted by Lincoln and decisively 
r•pudiated by the O\ltcome of the Civil War. Lincoln expressed 
the ltepublican view that the Union ia prior to tha State•, 
that they cannot undo the Union, that 1.t ia perpetual, that 
the Pederol Government 1• "a government proper,- and not a 
temporary *association. of States in the nature of contract• 
that one might breAk or withdraw from. For the above reasons, 
I recomDlend that the President correct this position at his 
tir•t opportunity, as follows; 

Q. Mr. President, would you pl•aae explain vbat yo\t meant 
in your apeech when you aaid that the Federal Governunt 
is the creature of the States? 

A. I bave to admit to you frankly that when I said that I 
waa in error. 1 waa focusing with maximum attention on 
Hew York City and its relation to l{ew 'fork State and to 
the Federal Government, and I did not pay sufficient 
attention to this mistaken statement regarding the 
relation of the Stat•• to the Federal Government. 
Zhe Constitution clearly at.ates that the people •ordain 
and eetabliah• the Cona~itution, and the Constitution 
delegates powers to the Federal Government. The Federal 



Government ia the creature of the American people as a 
wbOl• not of the States. 

If you agree, I recommend that this Q, A be added to 
the President•• briefing book. 

cc: Mr. Paul Thaia 
Mr. John Marsh 
Mr. Philip lSuc:hen 
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L:\l)()l:l3TEDLY YrtiE~;diA presidential - . tha·t New· York alnio~t -c~rtainly cannot avoid defaulting 
speec!!es more outrc!geous. than .£be.011e.PresidentFor.cL off its debts witfiin a few weeks unless itg_ets help from ' 
c.eliver,edon :--ew .York Cit)'!s ·financial probfems~-Butit · -somewhere. · , 1 _ - • 

i s hard to r emember ones ·:rv~-:t Ford used all' the Item: Mr. F,orci.says. that most other. big cities.have 
demag~ue's tricks: misstating the problem, distorting faced the same problems as New York's and havestayed 
the facts , running down the cribcs,_resorting to pious _ financially healthy: The reality -is that-r,New York's .~ 
pla titudes and appealing to prejudice. In the end, he problems are unique if only because of.thejr size and that • 
.comradicte<l himself by recommending that the federal some other big~ities are in serious financial difficul.ty~ . 
government. in the person of afed'eral judge, supervise tern: Mr. Ford says that tha "cities and the federal • 
~ ew York's future financ~ after.fl~ had explain~<;l why_ ~g_oy_~rnment were the creatures of the States." We.had 
s~pervis-ion by - the,;federal .gojer~ment would be thought tha_t· Jo. h_-... n lV~ars·h_. ~ll an. ~ <¥ Civir.W~r had put this , 
dJ.SaSU:OUS- O~e way or an~ther,;t~at:on ~nd New York old stat~. ngb~~h1bl:n f-l h t?·~t more _u,a.n a cen~-
City. will surnve the-agomes ~t.are now mev1table for ago_ -<',.·~·"•_"!.·'" v f -·«;. J,_;. -. • ·- ...... . _ • 
that city but they will do -so i_ll.spite:~f the Presidents;,·. There ~are m~re examples .. But these should be suf- " • 
leadership. not because of it. - -· , ,1, •' ••• .,._ ·' • :::·-- • ficient' to 'demonstra.'te . the general character. of the . 

Item: :.\Ir. For·d' _says that New°' ~rk.'s leaders.. are,~ President's· ~peech•· Two additional aspects . of the 
asking for a " blank check" which'would require other · President's approach deserv~ mention. It is ironic that a _,_ 
Americans to support advantages for New Yorkers that .• President-whose firs,budget recommended the largest • 
they cannot afford·for: themselves . . The reali ty is that ,governmental deficit since the pharaohs built the I 
l\ew _York's . leaders. ar.e not asking the federal goever- pyramids should choose tcr attack so viciously the of-

- nment for an open-ended supply of federal cash; they are ficials of..New York· City for r.u11ning a deficit less than' -
asking that it arrange for the city to borrow money, half as large in relation to total _spending as that of the 
which it would have-. to repay, on terms that would • federal government: And it is ironic that a President who 
require it to submit_toconsiderable financial discipline. has been a-vigorous critic-of the federal courts wlien they 
. Item: :.\Ir. Ford says that New York's political leaders have taken·partialcontrol of a local school system should--' 
hav~ .. abandoned' .. the city 's financial problems on the r.ecommend thattfiose same:courts ta1rn _total control of·_: 
·rederal doorstep like some foundling. The reality is that . _the nation's largest city. :- _ ' 
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';\"e-.v-York State has. not only taken-financial control of . - As Jo1he substance of.Mr. Ford's program, it is clear. -
the. citv and has cQmmitted millions of dollars to its .aid • ·that _Congress should pass-quickly the changes in the 
butnas'forced a wage-f'reeie, job cutbacks;·a-ciirtaiTmeot : . ba.rikruptcy act he supports. , Indeed, it ought to. have -
of .c~ction and.J he,renegotiation of a- major Iab~n; '. passen these some time ago~, Similar proposals were-· 
f tili):i;jla --<~-s,;.,.:..::-,; •.. ·-~.-<\:'::---::;':'t • :.. • ' :_ urged upon iflast spring by the Advfsory ,Commission on -
: f.repf°,~Ir. Ford claims all of the ~ity'sfinancfahvoes- - Intergovernmental ·Relations. ::-And; . ~espite the - , 
ant cfue' to bad management. The-reality is that,some o&-. Pre5ident:s.oppesition, Congress-does need ·to,continue -· ; _ 
L~··s problemSc.have. been,forc~ upon.it _by events .· _work . on ·a program to provide an emergency federal \ 
beyo_nd-its control ~ the price-New York.City has paid over_~_ , guarantee for municipal bonds: It is-faintly possible, . 
fue:'}e£ades as the-receiver. of immigran~-:fjrsf fro~;~ a}th?ugh f!Ol_l~el1-;i that somew~er~per.haP£: in,-the • , 
abroad, and !a ter from the South and Puerto -Rico-hasi .. treasuries· of the-labor unions-N~w.York City will 'find· : <J 
tieen enormous. - . ., -~"'1."' • 1. '.,-- ;. --.. ~-:;,.-.,-_:,., the money to avoid'formal bankruptcy, But if itdo~ not; • i:_ 

• Hem-:: :\ lr . Ford says that the only losers. if-New York its bankruptcy . ~could, create chaotic conditions in ' the ·\ c-,. 

Ci:y-goes bankrupt will be the "'large investors and big ,,...municipal bond · market which would make a federal \ 
canks .. " The reality is tha t thousands of little investors , safety net of some kt nd essential. • ' 
i:1 _ ·ew- York City and elsewhere, stand to lose directly . It is conceivable that by turning this icy shoulder to 
ar;d many ;nore will be placed in indirect peril if the New .York City , President Ford will force its leaders to /I 

stock waws of such a bankruptcy spread. take painful steps they would not otherwise have taken 
I:em : :.\Ir. Ford says tha t --a few desperate·New York and to find solutions to their own problems that are not 

ci'.:: c-:a l- a:.d bankers" haYe been trying to stampede now visible. If so, his judgment on what the role of the 
C.:mgr~s ir.to action. The reality is that deep concern - federal government should ha ve been will be vindicated. • ,1 

a::,JUt :r.e of a :\ew York default on the nation's But that will still not excuse the rhetoric of a speech / 
e:: '.:.re ecor.omy exis ts among mayors, bankers and which delibera tely conceals from the American people 
fr:acc:al experts all across the country-including, the potential seriousness of a problem for which there is 
2:::011 g other ranking officials of :.\Ir. Ford's own ad- no assured solution. To build political capital on the 
rr.inistra tior., his Vice P resident. latent an tagonism that exists toward New York City, and 

Iterr~: :.\lr. F ordsays tha t there-are choices available to a ll itstands for, is no way'for a national leader to pre~re; 
~ ~'.1;:_~:0rk leaders other tha n_default or bankruptcy or public opinion to deal with a crisis which may-well turn :· 
ferle~1-a1d if only they would seize them. The reality is out to have profound consequences nationwide. • / . ; 
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FOR IMMEDIATE :..~ELEASE NOVEMBER 3, 1975 

Office of the White House Press Secretary 

------------------------------------------------------------------
THE WHITE HOUSE 

BIOG RA PHI CAL IN FOR MA TlON ON 
DONALD RUMSFELD 

Donald Rumsfeld was appointed Assistant to the President by President Ford 
in Septer:-- bzr 197.4 . . Iri .thfs capacity, h A s erves as rrerrber of the 
Cabinet, Director of the White House Office of Operations, and Coordinator 
of the White House Staff. Previously, he headed President Ford's transition 
team. in August of 1974. 

Mr. Rumsfeld was born on July 9, 1932 in Chicago, Illinois. He received 
a B. A. in Politics from Princeton University in 1954. He served in the 
U.S. Navy as a naval aviator from 19S4-1957. 

Mr. Rumsfeld became active in government in 19S8 when he worked as 
Administrative Assistant to Congressman Dave Dennison of Ohio. In 1959, 
he became a Staff Assistant to then Congressman Robert Griffin of Michigan. 
From 1960 to 1962, he was with the Chicago investment banking fi rrn of 
A. G. Becker and Company. 

In 1962, he was elected to the United States House of Representatives froxn 
the Thirteenth District of Illinois to serve in the Eighty-Eighth Congress. 
He was re~elected -in 1964, 1966, a11d -1968. In the· 
Congress, he served on the Joint Economic Committee, the Committee on 
Science and Aeronautics, and the Government Operations Committee, and 
the Subcommittees on Military and Foreign Operations. He was also a 
co-founder of the Japanese-American Inter-Parliamentary Council. 

In 1969, he resigned his seat in the House to join the Cabinet as an Assistant 
to the President and Director of the Office of Economic Opportunity. In 
December of 1970, he was named Counsellor to the President and in 
October 1971, he was appointed Director of the Cost of Living Council. 

Mr. Rumsfeld was named United States Ambassador to the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization in February 1973. He served as the United States• 
Permanent Representative to the North Atlantic Council, . the Defense 
Planning Committee, and the Nuclear Planning Group. In this responsibility, 
he represented the United States on a wide range of military and diplomatic 
matters. 

Mr. Rumsfeld has received honorary degrees in law from Park College (Mo.); 
Lake Forest College (Ill. ), and Illinois College (Ill. ). Additional awards 
include the Cpport unities Industrial Center's Executive Government .Award 
and the Distinguished Eagle Scout Award. 

Mr. Rurnsfeld was married to the former Joyce Pierson of Wilmette, 
Illinois in 1954. They have two daughters., Valerie (19) and Marcy (15), 
and a son, Nicholas (8 ). 

# # # 
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:t\,IE:t\10RAND L" M 

9/22/75 

MEMORANDUM TO: 

FROM: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WA SHINGTO:'\ 

DON RUMSFELD 
JIM LYNN 
BOB HARTMANN 
DICK CHENEY 
DAVE LISSY ' h 
BOB GOLDWIN fl,d.; tf 

I thought you might be entertained by the writing of this 
California judge who certainly knows how to say what he thinks. 

Attachment 



4 - Vol. XXIV, No. 36 

Two Professors Lose 
Court Cases Involving 
Issues of Free Speech 

In separate decisions published recently two courts ruled this summer 
against professors who were seeking reinstatement on grounds that their 
rights of free speech were violated. In one case, an associate professor 
sued Indiana University in Pennsylvania when it did not renew her teach-

ing contract. In the other case, an assistant pfofessor at the University of California at Berkeley sued when 
his name was removed from the tenure list. 

In the Pennsylvania case, the Federal appeals court in Philadelphia upheld a Federal District Court 
decision that the associate professor's right to freedom of speech does not encompass essentially private 
expressions that have a potentially disruptive impact on the functioning of her department. 

During the course of a faculty meeting, the teacher made personal attacks on the integrity of the de-
partment chairman. There also was evidence that her work performance was inadequate and that she 
fa iled to get along amicably v,1th her colleagues. When the university failed to renew her contract she filed 
suit contending that her First and Fourteenth Amendment rights were violated. In ruling in favor of the 
university the appellate court distinguished the case from those in which the U.S. Supreme Court found 
a First Amendment violation. In the other cases, the court said, teachers were punished for making public 
statements or other public communications on issues of public interest. In the current case, the court said, 
the teacher's statements did not come within the_ protection of the First Amendment. 

In the California case, a superior-court judge ruled against an assistant professor of criminology whose 
I name was removed from the tenure list after he was arrested twice· on the same day during a confrontation 
\at Berkeley's People's Park. Judge Robert J. Kroninger held that the assistant professor had failed to prove 

l
'tha t he was denied tenure for exercising his rights to free speech. Judge Kroninger commented further: 

• "No freedom is absolute and even that which is 'free' has its price. We are free to criticize a friend's 
, social manners, but we cannot be guaranteed continued friendship. A worker is free to tell his employer 
j what he thinks of his business judgments but he should not count on a Christmas bonus. 

] "So also a nontenured contract professor in the University of California's Department of Criminology 

I is free to demonstrate, express ·pol~tical beliefs and involve himself in controversial proposals for the re-
structuring of the local police department; but he should not be surprised if such matters are weighed in 

\ considering him for ti::hure. • • 
' 

"One has the almost absolute right to say what he pleases; but he does not have the right to require 
; that everyone be pleased with what he says. . . . • 

"A contract teacher of astronomy is free to argue that the moon is pistachio ice cream, but if he is not 
offered tenure, is it because he exercised free speech or because his utterances raise doubts about his 
qualifications? 

I . -
"The Constitutional right to talk nonsense does not include protection against being thought a fool. ... " 

---~--------~--------~- --· -- .~~.-
• u ,~ 

<'..-
t"' 

' \ ; 
J 

1 
i 
I 
I 

rmcnitt
Text Box



I 
I 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 11, 1975 

MEMORANDUM TO: DON RUMSFELD 

FROM: 

DICK CHENEY . _// ,dOA 

BOB GOLDWIN I t/Uef 
SUBJECT: School Desegregation 

In his August 30, 1975, interview with WJAR-TV in Newport, R.I., 
the President stated that forced busing is not a way to achieve 
quality education for all students, including minority students. 
He called attention to the superior alternatives to busing 
established by Congress in the Education A,~endments of 1974. 
The Education Amendments was the first major Bill signed by 
President Ford (PL 92-380, August 21, 1974). At its signing he 
said that Title II contained an "ordered and reasoned approach" 
to school desegregation . (A copy of Title II and a brief analysis 
are attached .) 

Briefly, this Act requires that courts seek specific remedies 
for school discrimination less drastic than busing, wherever 
possible, and sets definite limits to busing. 

Title II seems to be a significant instrument for improving the 
effectiveness of efforts to end discrimination in our schools, 
but for some reason most courts that have issued busing orders 
in the last year did so as if this law did not exist. (This is 
true, for instance, of the latest desegr e~a tion order for Omaha, 
which does not mention PL 92-380.) Perh, - ; there is some legal 
basis, unknown to me, that allows the courts to make this law 
inoperative, but if not, the courts are contravening the law and 
the express will of the Congress. 
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I suggest that: 

1) The President request the Office of the Counsel to the 
President and the Justice Department to give him an analysis 
of the applicability of Title II to current, court-ordered 
desegregation ; 

2) dep ending on the result of this analysis, the President 
again call the attention of the public, th~ press, the 
Congress, and especially the courts to the provisions of 
Title II. 

Attachments 



b) Assigning students to the closest school taking into 
account only school capacities. 

c) Permitting students to transfer from a scho0l in which 
a majority of the students are of their race to one in which a 
minority are of their race. 

d) Creating or revising attendance zones or grade structures 
without requiring transportation. 

e) Construction of new schools or closing of inferior schools. 

f) Establishment of magnet schools. 

3. Section 215 (a) - Limits on Busing 

This section rules out busing past the next nearest school as a remedy 
to correct violations: 

No court, department of agency of the United States 
shall ... order the implementation of a plan that would 

• require the transportation of any student to a school 
other than the school closest 0r next closest to 
his place of residence which provides the appropriate 
grade level and type of education for such student. 

4. Section 203 - Authority of the Courts 

The prior provisions have been largely ignored by the courts. Section 
203 (b) contains the only significant qualification of the otherwise 
unambiguous language of Title II: 

• 

... It is necessary and proper that the Congress ... 
specify appropriate remedies for the elimination 
of the vestiges of dual school systems, except that 
the provisions of this title are not intended to modify 
or diminish the authority of the courts of the United 
States to enforce fully the fifth and fourteenth amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United States . 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 8, 1975 

MEMORANDUM TO: ROBERT GOLDWIN 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

KIRK EMMERT ~ -t. 
Education Amendments (1974) 

On August 12, 1975 President Ford signed the Education Amendments of 
1974 (PL 92-380). In his accompanying statement the President said that 
this Bill contained 

an ordered and reasoned approach to dealing with 
the remaining ~roblems of segregation in our 
schools, but I regret that it lacks an effective 
provision for automatically re-evaluating existing 
court orders. 

In Title II of the Education Amendments (1974) Congress dealt with the 
question of appropriate remedies for correcting unconstitutional discrimination 
in public education. Title II contains several provisions which are 
designed to redirect the course of school desegregation. 

1. Section 213 - Specific Remedies 

In formulating remedies, courts and government agencies shall impose 
only such remedies as "are essential to correct particular denials" of 
rights. (This section is meant to counter the tendency of the courts to 
order the racial balancing of a whole school district as a remedy to 
correct specific violations.) 

2. Section 214 - Priority of Remedies 

This section establishes a hierarchy or priority of remedies. The 
courts and other government agencies shall require the first of the 
following remedies, or the first combination of remedies, which would 
correct a denial of rights: 

a) Assigning ~tudents to schools closest to their homes, 
taking into account both school capacities and natural physical 
barriers. 
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OT'EX :-l !:,-:n xc:-: (l l·· EflL"('.\ 'i'lOX.-\1. .\G!:xc1r-:s 

Sec. 110. Titl e VIll o~ th e- El, rn•;•lt;i ry ;ind Secon d:1ry Ec!uc;ition 
Act of J JG5 ~,; is amc-ndc d by :tddi1,1: al (he end thcn:of the follu\\·ing 
n ew section: 

"OPJ-:X :-! 1-;1-:TI :-;GS t·1,-' LI >LT,\TlO :\' .\ L .-\C: !-::--:Cl CS 

"Sec . 812. ?\o :q,plic-r,tion fc,r :1s::;ista11ce under thi s Act may be 
con s id ered unle;;s U:e loca l educational agcr,cy rn;1king s:.:rb nppli-
cation ce rti fies to the Com mis;; io:,c r tliaL members oi the pubiic 
h ?.Y() b c,·11 afford<·d the op:1 1,i-ct:nit~· ur,cn r eaccc,1,:1hle not icE' to t c,tify 
or otlwn\·is'-' cc;,!:r;·,r:n, rc;arciin ;: the subject J'.1t:ttcr of the a;,pl:ca-
tion. Th e Commi.~si,rncr is r,ufrori1.cd :rncl directed to cst.::blish 
such r cgubtio1:;; as 11Pces.s:1r.\· to irn pkrn,2111. t h i-; section.'' 

r;·i'HXIC HEP.!T.\GE :-:TC])fE.3 CL:":7El!S , 

Sec. 111. ( :i )( J ; Sc>ct ior! 907 of th e Element :1 ry :rn d s~conda ry 
Educa ti on _-\ct of 1:I G.5 ,; is a:,~rncl0c! b:: striking- .O'Jt "the fi.,: ca l 
year ending .J une :~O . 19·,:r' :ind in,·,·rting in li e,1 ther,,of "cr:ch of t:ie 
fi sud yc:i r s endin g ;·;ri:,r to Jui:: J. J9,S''. 

(2) The nrr.cnri:--1cnh rnaclc 6:, thi.~ subi'.ec ti on sh;,]] be effecti,·e on 
and after Jul:,- 1, 1~:T3. 

(b) Scct io;1 80:3 :-.,f such :\ct.,, i :'. a!ncndecl by--
(1 ) stri);i,; g out "c !crr,vnL,ry a!~d seconc!ar)· sc hools and in-

stituti0n;; 0f hifher c-ciuc-2.tio;:" ir: clal'~C (1) of such sec'..ion, 
and i11 :.;rrt!nµ i11 lieu :h cr co!· " t: 1crnr: ntary or ~f:eond.'.""d'Y schools 
or in :;iitution:-:: o~ }-ii.-~:ier t~C1t;c-z:.t io~1''; 

( 2) str!~jn;r Gt:t ··c!cr:-:e:!~:~~~·:/ :-·.n;1 :::cc·o:1ci~1ry schools and i!1-
stituti ons of hi,;l:e: r cclur·;,:ion·• i!, c:l:w~c (2; of .such sc-ctic,:, 
ancl i1 1:=:i::rlinr, in :icn lr:(JCof " clr•r1:en 1ar)' or Sl'COudary sci1o•)!s 
or i nstit u t io~1:=: of h i~hc'r t:d ~tl·[: tion" ; 

(3) i n,crting the \nnd "or" after clause (l) of such sec-
t ion; and 

(4) inserting tLe \\'O rel "or" at th e end of cl ause (2) of such 
section. 

TITL}~ Jl ---::.:QL'_\L EDT.'CYnc->: >. L OPPO~;"iT:-;rrms A:.'\l) 
'r1 11:: 'I' it.,.\ ~~;pc,;~ pf _\ -r·-1 fJ ~; o;.: :~L' r_:TJJ·~\"f s 

Sl!OJ:T T!TJ.!·: 
.~ ' l 1· ,1: '• ... : inc, - ti r, 1 1._; I f '. (! 1 It·~ I lfl/!;.1 I 

[Jl-:CL..\!: .. \T[OX OF p,:1uc,-

Sec. ?.02. (a l The . Con,'.crc.,s !ic'clart!s i t h• he the r,olicy of the 
Unit0cl States th a t--

45. 2i1 P.~;.C . .-\ . ~?l e t se:q. 
47. 2tJ F.S.C'. ,\. , 91Jia-~. 

577 
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(1) all children enrolled in public schools arc entitled to 
equal edr1cationa l opportunity \\·ithotit r egard to race, color, sex, 
or nationa l o;·igin; and 

(2) the nei;shborhoocl is the appropriate basis for deter-
mining ·i1ublic school ass ignments. 

(b) In o:-rler to c;nry out thi:: policy, it is the purpO>'C of this 
part to specify ::qi;m;priate rem cd ;c<: for the orderly rcmo\'al of the 
YCsti gcs of th e duril school system . 

Sec. 203. (a)_ The Congrc:-:- finds that-
(1) the niaintcnance of dual school systems in which stu-

dents arc assig-ncri to schools sole]\· on the basis of race, color, 
sex, or national orip-in denies to ti10se students the equal pro-
tection of the. laws guarantceJ b:, ti.~ fourteenth amendment; 

(2) for the purpose of abo!i;;hing dua l schoo l systems and 
eliminatin g the n:stigc--.; th'crenf. man:: local educati 1rna l agen-
cies ha\·c bcei1 requi:·ed to reor~anizc their school systems , to 
reassign studr·nts, anJ to engage in the extensive transporta-
tion of students; 

(3) the implementation of dcsc:grevation plans that require 
exten si\·e student tran s ;io ri:tticn has, in many cases, rf'!quired 
local eclurational ag-r.nci cs t0 ,•xpend lar;:e amount of funds , 
th ereby depl eting their iin:rncial r0sourccs aYailaLlc for the 
maintcn:1nce or imr,rn,·e:rnc'nl of the qu:ility of educational fa-
ciliti es and in st nJcl;0n pro,:iclcd; 

(-1) transportation uf cluc]<::nls which rrcatcs serious risks 
to their healU1 and s:ii'et.,·, disrupt.:; the educational process 
carried out with re:<pect to s:.ich ~tuclents, and impin ges sig-
nificantly on Lr.cir ccit:c:1tiona l opportunity, is cxcc~si\'c; 

(5) the ri sh and harms rrcat•:d by 0xccss i\·e transportation 
are particularly g reat for children enro ll ed in the first six 
grades; and 

(G) th e g-uidclincs provid ed by the co:ir ls for fa~hionin~ reme-
dies lo di ,-,m;,nt1~ dual scl!ot.J ~y.,t cms lwn~ been, as the Supreme 
Court of i!1e United States h:;s S:'aid . "incomplete and imper-
fect,'' Hl!d ~r:\·c r. r.; t c:-;tr:Lli:-~h:.:d . ~:. t:1 t:(~ l', l' (!1 ion a 1, nnd uniforrn 
standard for dcterminin .'..; the extent to v:hich a local educa-
tional agenc~· is rcqu irf'r! to r eass ign ~rncl trans1,ort ils stu-
dent s in ord er to elimin:ttc the H':<ligP,- of a dual school sys-
tem. 

(b) For the foregoing re asons , it is nece" sary and Jlropcr that 
thc _Congress, pursuant to the po'.\·crs granted to it by the Constitu-
tion of the United St:1tes, specify nppropriate remedies for the elimi-
nation of the \·esti frl's of dual ;;c hool syslcin;;, except that the pro-
visions of thi s lit! .:: are 11ot inll'!,ded to rnociiiy or diminish the au-
thority of the court:; of the United States to enforce fully the fifth 
and fourteenth nmcntiments to the Constitution of the United States. 
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Subpart 2-Unlawful .Practices 
DE:SI.-\L OF EQl_" . .1.L 1:rn.:C.\.T!O'-;AL OPPORTC:S:l'J'Y PROHIBITED 

Sec. 20-1. Xo State sha ll deny equa l educationa l opportunity to an 
• indi\·idual on ac:.:.nrnt oi his or her ra ce, color, sex, or nat ional origin, 
by-

(a) the dcliherate segreg:ition by an educational agency of 
student s on the b['_sis of ra ce, color, or n:itional origin among 
or within schools; 

(b) the failure of an ed ucationa l age ncy which has formerly 
practi ce-cl such deliberate scr-rcg-ation to take affirmative steps, 
consistent with st;b;,:1 rt 4 of this title, to r emove the yestiges of 
a dual school sy~tcm ; 

(c) the assjgnm-:·nt by an educational agency of a student to : 
a school, other tr.an the one clo.,est to his or her place of rcs i- : 
dence within the school district in which he 01· she resides, if _ 
the assignment re.,ults in a rre!lter degree cf segregation of 
students on the basio: of race. color, sex, or national origin among 
the sdools of such ,,gency than v.-ouid r esu lt if such student 
were assi gned _to ti~e school ' clo c-es t tc, his or her place of res i-
dence \0;ithin th e school distri c t of such agency proYidi:1g the 
appropri ate grade lcHl and ty pe of education for such stud en t; 

(cl) c:i_c;c-rirnination by an educational agency on the L::i s is of 
race, color, or n ,,tion:-i. l oriiTin in the emplo;-·ment, employment 
condit ions . or as_c;i,.:rn1ent t o schools of its faculty or staff, ex-
cept to fu lfill th r: ;H,rposcs of subsection (f) below; 

(e) the tran ;;fer by an edu cat i(>n~d ng-cncy, \\·hether Yolunt ary 
or oth cn•.- i~c. of a studen t from one school to another if the 
purpo;;c and effect of such transier is io increase segregation 
of stuuen ts on the k,sis of ra ce, color, or national origin amo ng 
the schools of such a ge ncy; or 

(f) the failure by an cducc1tional agency to take appro11riate 
action to o\·ercome lanp-uage barri er :; that impede equal partici-
pation by it s students in it,; i1 ,structiona l programs. 

l_;_-\.L.,\:\'CE ;\OT J~L (~t_·u: r: u 

See. 205. The failure oi an cdueation.'l l agency to ;:ttain a bn l-
nncc, on ti-. .:- 1J:1Sis of race, color, sex, or n r1 tion:il origin, of students 

or11l*) 1 orl11n"'1 ,n~,.,.... I 
• . -__ -·- - - -- - - -- - ---- -

.ASStG:--;:,:r::--.-T OF '-;I-:iGl·lC1) f:l-iC•CiD f1. \ Si,-.; :\"OT .\ lJE:'\L\L Ol•' 
EQL-.\L Ll.JCC' .-\.Tl(J~,.-\L C,i )l '(,HTL-~iTY 

Sec. 20G. Subject io the oth er proYisions of this part, the assign-
ment by an cducationa! a :;ellcy , ;f :1 s ~ud ent to t11e schc•ol nearest 
his place of re s id ence \,·hich pro\·icles the appropriate grade leYel 
and type of education for such student is not a denial of c-qual edu-
cational 01 ,;1ortunity or of equal protection of the laws unless such 
assignment i,; for the ;,urpo:=:c of se;ffe:g;,tii:g studc-1its 011 the basis 

' of race, col or, sex, or national origin, or the school to which suc:h 
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student is assigned was located on its site for the purpose of segre-
gating students on suc h b:isis. 

Subpart 3--Enforccment 
Cl\'II, ,~CTro::-;s 

Sec. 207. An indi\'iclual denied an equal educational opportunity, 
as def ined by this part m:i.y institute a ci\·il action in an appropriate 
di st rict court of the United Sl:ttcs against such parties, and for such 
relief, as mar he appropri<1le. The At1.ornc:- General of the United 
States (herein:11.'tcr in U1i;; litic referred to c1s the "Attorney Gen-
erai: : J~ ior or 1n tht~ nan10 or· 1h0 i +nitPrl !'!~?.~1 ... 

such a ci\·il action on behalf of such an indi\-idual. 
;-nc-f.lh,tn .. ......... ..................... 

EFFECT OF CJ-;RTAI:-." POPl_;L_.\TTO:-." CJL\::-;GES OX CETIT:\IX ACTIOXS 

Sec. 208. \\'h en a court of competent jurisdiction determin es 
that a schoo l system is l!c:,cgregatccl , or th:,t it meets the constitu-
tional rcqtrircments, or that it is a unitary system, or that it has no 
vestige;:; of a dual system. aml fr.ereafter re;:;id er~t i,d shifts in popu-
lation occur which rcsull in ;cchool population changes in any school 
within such a clesegrcg:1,ed sc:h oo l system, such sc hool popubtion 
changes so occurrin g shdl not, pe r se, constitute a cause for ci\·il 
action for a new plan of desegregation or for modification of the 
court approved plan. 

JCHI SDICTIO'.\" O? D!STI~ICT COl,'R'.J'S 

Sec. 209. The appropri::tc district court of the lJnitc' cl States shall 
ha Ye and exercise jurisdiction of proceedings instituted· under sec-
tion 207. 

IXTER\T:XTIOX BY ATTOl:'.\"F:Y GE:-."ERAL 

Sec. 210. Whenever a ci\·il action is instituted under section 207 
by an indi•:ic!u a l, the :\tlorn cy General may inten·ene in such action 
upon timely application. 

Sl."ITS BY TH!c .-\TTOF::-."EY GJ-::-(ElL\L 

Sec. 211. The Attorney Cer.c::,-;tl .:,hall r.e;~ institute a civil action 
under section ?.07 before hc--

(<l) bi-,-2,; t0 ii10 c1. 1,1•t'Vl;l'ir~ft.: L·du,·~~li:)n:d ;i~P r1e·.y nntic~ of the 
condition or conditions \':hich, in his judgment, constitute a 
viol ation of St!bp~rt 2 o f th i~= p:1rt; anrl 

(b)- certifies to fre a,.1 1,,·o:,riale district cou rt of the United 
States that he is sati;died that such erluc:-,tional agency has not, 
within a reasonable time after such notice, nndertaken appro-
priate remedial action. 

Suhpart 4- -Remeclics 
FOIC\IUL !,Tl ::s;G HC:\11::0 IES : APPLICABILITY 

Sec. 213. In formulatin g a remedy for a denial of equal educa-
t ional opporltinity or a de11ial'-of the equal protection of the laws, 
a court, department, or _i:t.'.:_~l:_Y __ <::t -~!:.~-~J~1!_l: ~-~i __ ~t-~tes_ sha!l .. ~~½_-~_r 
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impo~e __ 9nly such remedi es as ,ne esslintial to correct particu lar de-
11ials of eq~1al eJucational opportunity or equal protection of the 
laws. 

l'T:IOl!ITY OF J!J.:'.\ lI::DIES 

Sec. 214. Jn formulatin~ a remedy for a denial of equal educa-
tional 01,portunity or a du1ial of th e equal protection of the laws, 
which may i1n·ch·e directly or indirect!~- the transportation of stu-
dents, a court, <lcpartment, or agency of the United States shall con-
sider and mah sptcific findin ,;s 011 the efficacy in correcting suc h 
denial of the follo\';ing ren,cciies and shall require implementat ion 
of th e fir st of t'he H'mc:dics set out bclo\\", or of the first combina.:-1 
1.io1; thereof ,,·hich \\"Ould rc:nedy such denial: 

(a) assir,-ning srndcnts lo the ~chool:: closest'to their places of 
resid ence \\'hich pro,·idc the appropride grade lewl and type of 
educati on for such sturll'nt;:, taking into acco_µnt school capaci-
ties and natural phy,;ic,,l baniers; 

(b) as.~ig11ing student.~ to the schoo ls closest to their places of 
resid ence \\'hich pro,·ide the ;q,propriate grade le,·el and type of 
education for such ~;_ 11de;itS. takine inlo accoun t only school 
capacities ; 

(c:) pcri,1itting ,;tu(lL:1i;; to tran,.:fer from a school in \\'hich a 
majorit.v of the student,.: <i!"L' 01 li:cir race, color, er national ori-
gin to a schoo l in \\·hich a minority of the students are of their 
race, color, or national o:·i;::i:1; 

(d) the cre,1t ion or re,·i;:in'l 0f allcnrl:ince zones or gr:.:cle 
structure;; \\'itho:.1t r equiring tran;:portation beyond th:,t de-
scribed in ::ection 215; 

(e) th e ton struction of Ile\\" schools or the closing of inferior 
schools; 

(f) the construction or e;;taiJlishmcnt of magnet schools; er 
(g) the deHl01,ment a;,d implementation of any other plar. 

which is educational!:: sound and administrati,·ely fea sible, sub-
ject to the pro,·is ions of ,.:cctions 215 nnd 2J G of this pari. _ 

TP.A:--;:-;1 •(1!:T .\Tl <J :-,; OF ::'Tl."JJE:--;'i'S 

Sec. 215. (a) ~o court, dcpart:m·nt. or r,g-"ncy of the United · 
States shall, pur:::uant lo ,,C'dic:n 21-l, urdcr tl:e implemeinatiC'n c,f a ., 

- . - . . . - - - . 
r\t?ll fn'4l ll"fllllfl 1''1 r ~ll11'CI Ind 11•-;11r.:r\11l'l'.J1il,t\ £'\l •)n~• :.:r •1nnnt: rr, C'(•llf\()I 

othc~i~ th :-t1 1 th~ ~t1,u,,I (·lo:-:(·-'"'~ ,:,i· LC:::t clc,.-... ..... :,t 1.0 Li.--. 111:d::c of r~~~idc~1cc 
which prn•.-ide:s the appropriai.e gracit, lt!Yel a11d type of education 
for suc:h stuccnt. 

(bJ assi1,ninF stud1.:nts to thr: scho0ls clos c,-t io their places of 
require direct ly or indirect ly the tran~port:-ition of any student if 
suc:h transportation poses a ri sk to the health of such student or 
constitu te::; a significant impiniie:ment c,p th e educational process 
with re spec t to such student. 

(c) Whrr. a court of comrctcnt juri;;dictinn determines that a 
school system is cle:segre['ated, or that ii mcds the constitutional 
requirements, or that it is a ll!Jitary system, or that it has 110 \"estiges 
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of a dual system, and thcrc~.ftcr residential shifts in popul:ltion oc~ 
cur which resu lt in :-:chool population ch:ui~e:s in any schoo l within 
such a de:oegregatcr. school s:-·.,tem, no ecluc;ilional agency because 
of such shifts sh,, 11 be rcciuir,:rl by any courL, department, or agency 
of the United Sb!tvs to forrnc;lat,~, c,: imr,lcmcn t any new desegrega-
tion plan, or modify or irnp1rn1ent any modification of the court 
approved d,:_,,:cgrc;;:o.lion pi:,n. which would r equire transportation 
of students lo comµensatc v.-hc,)ly or in part for such shifts in school 
population so occurricg. 

Sec. 216. In the {ormulation of rcrn ecl ie:, under section 2i3 or 214 
of this part the lin es drawn b_\· a State, subcii\·icling its territory into 
separate scl:ool di stricts , shall 1:ot be ivnore cl or altered 1:>xcept where 
it is establi shed th at the !ices w;:1·e 'dra wn fo!· the purpose, and h ad 
the effect, of scg re :;;, ting childr2n nr:rnng puLlic schools on the basis 
of race, color, sex, or national origin. 

\'OLl"XT . .\l\Y ADOPTIOX OF HE'.IIEDIES 

Sec. 217. Nolhing in thi s p,u·t p;-ohibits an educa tional agency; 
from proposing, adopting. rcquir in .\!, or irnr1lementi11g any plan of ; 
desegregation, orhcrn ise lav:fu! , that is at varian ce with the stancl - 1

_ 

arcls set out in this r,an nor ~hall :iny cou1't. dep:1rlmc:1t, or agency · / 
of the l"nit ed States be: pi"o:,ii1itcd from appro\·irg imp.!crnc ntation 
of a plan which g-oc·s beyond "·h;d can be r equi red under this part, 
if such plan is voluntarily proposed by the :1;)propriatc educational 
agency. 

REOPf-:XIXG PHOC ~:EDIXGS 

Sec. 218. A parent or g-uardian of a child, or parents or guard-
i:rn s of children si:--;:ilarly situ:itc-d, trar; sportcd to a public schoo l 
in accordance \\·ith a court ord er , or an educational as.:enc .v subject 
to a court order or a c:e'.-e;.::::·e:_,;,,io,1 plan un c:cr title YI of the Civil 
Ri gh ts Act of 1%..J in c:ffcct on tr. e date of the: enactment of this part 
and intcnri cd to u ;d .~c~·re;,:1tior, o f ,:udents on t he b:-tsis of r;:cc, 
color, or national ori:;;in, m:a_\· seE:h: to reopen or intcn·rne in the fur-
ther implcrncnt atio·1 of such court order, currently in cffoct, if the 
time or distance o;- :ra·,L:l is so g;-c,,t. a.-; to ri sk the he,dth of the 
student or :-;ignificantly impinge on his or her euucational process. 

I 
LL\l lT.-\.'fIOX OX Ol~DEHS 

Sec. 219. Any court ordrr requiring, directly or indirectly, the l 
transpodation of stt:dents for the purpose of r emedying :1 denial of i 
the equal protection of the laws ma:-·, to lhc extent of such trans11or-
tation, be t erminated if the court find s i.he dcfcnc: ;rnt educational 
agency has satisfied the requirements of the fifth or fourteenth 
amendments to lhe Constitution, whicheYer is applicable, and will 
continue to be in com;)lir,ncc with the requirements thereof. The 
court of ini tial jurisdi ction shall state in its order the basis for any 

-decision to terminate an order JJUrsuant to this section, and the ter-
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mination of any order pL:rsuant to this section shall be: stayed pend-
ing a final appeal or, in the event no appea l is taken, until the time 
for any such appeal has expired. ~o ~,dclitional order re ,1uiring such 

1
. 

educational ar'.enc_\' to tra11st_)Ort students for such !lllt"'_,,ose shall be \ • entered unles;; such ~,gen cy is found not to ha\·e satisfir:d the r e-
quire ments of the fifth or fourteenth amendments tn the Constitt,-
tion, whiche·.-er :s applicable. 

Subpart 5--Definitions 

Sec. 221. For the purposes of this part-
(a) The term "education?.! a1ency" means a local educational 

agency or a "State ·cducational agency" as defir.cd by sec tion 80l(k) 
of the Ekr:1enta;-y and Secondary Education .Act of 1965.49 

(L) The te,·m ''local educational agency'' means a local educa-
tional agency as defined by section SOl(f) of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act oi 19G5Y 

(c) The term "segregation" rnc.rns the operation of a school sys-
·1' tern in which ;;tud cnts arc wholly or substantially separated among 

/ th e schools of an educational agency on th e basis of race, color, 
sex, or national origir1 or wiihin a school on the basis of race, 

I color , or natio:1al oririn. 
(d) The term "desegregation" means dcsep:regation as defined 

by section 4111(b) of the Ci\'il Ri ghts Act of J9G-1. 51 

(e) An educational agency shall be deemed tn transport a. slu-
dt·nt if any part of th,:; cost of .:,uc:r. sl,idcnt's tran sl-Jo dation is paid 
by such agency. 

Subpai-t G-)ri scellaneous Provisions 

Sec. 222. Section 709(a) (3) of the Emergency School Aid Act 5 ~ 

is hereby repe1:! lcd. 

SE:PAR..\IHLJTY (W PEO\"ISIO:\S 

Sec. 223. If any prn\·ision of th;_, pnt er of any c!menclrncnt made 
by this part, or the ::p;dication oi any such pro':ision to any pcrsc,n 
or circum;c(:-,nce, i:: held i,1\'alid. t 11e ren,:1i!:c1ct of the provisi ons 
0f t!:.~~ !-<~.::-~ :-i.::d 0;· ~\,. :~!'!~~!1d'.·:1r• 1~t.:: ~•:·ui,) h~: rh!:-- 11:! !'t anct t!1c an-
plic::ition of such p:-o·:isi;:,n to oti·,er persons or circumstances sh:111 
not be affected th ;:::,rc ty. 

49. 20 ( '. .S.C.A. / 5'.lik). 
50. 20 U.S.C .. -L § SSl(fJ. 

:Ji. 42 U.S.C.A. § 2nu:)c{b). 
52. 20 U.S.C.A. l 1GOS (a)(3). 
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PART B- OTHEP. PR0\·1sroxs R~:'.L.-\ TI:\'G TO TJfF, ASSIG~-
l\lE:--;-T :\~D TR.\>:::PO1tT.\TIO:-,' Of STCDE~ T S 

T'l\Ollll~IT!il:s; .-\r.,\ !:--.-:-T .\S:-'ff;:s;\!1 ::--.-T •.l !: Tl:.\:--.-:-'1'<1!{T.\Tl 1>:--.- OF 
:-TL " ur-::--.-·1·:- ·t·u u\· i :i:\'U.\: 1-; l(.\ Cl.\L (.'.( L.:.-\1 . .-\ :'\Cl; 

Sec. 251. :--;-o prn\·i:;icn of thi.; :\ct shall he con,-trued to r equi re 
the assignment or tr :1 11:-r,ortation of stuc!ents or teachers in order 
to oYCrcome racial irnbalance. 

PH(Jl!llTrJOX .\r_;_\J:--.-:-T t·:-:1: OF Af'l'l :OPl: l.\'l'I-:D FL"Xl>;'; FUH BUSJXG 

Sec. 252. Part B ol t he Gc%.'i';d Educ::t ion PrO\·isions Act, as 

thereof th e following hew secti on : 

"l'l{Oll!BITIOX .-\.G .-\IX:ST l"SE OF .-\ PPJ:nl'J:!.\TF:U Fl"XDS FC)l{ I::l"SIXC 

"Sec . 420. :--;- o funds appro;:,riat cd io:- the pc1 r pose of carry-
in g out ~ny applic:d:o 1c pro;:,-r;!m 1'~:: y bv used ior the tran spo rta-
tion of s tu dents or tc:i.c:hc r s ( or for the purch:i se of equipm ent 
for surh t ranfp1wt:,t.i r, n) in order to o\·t•1-co;1:c r.Ji:J irnbabnce in 
any schoo l or :-cl:co l ,; :,-:;l,•m . or for ti1r. tran :-po n n t:0:1 oi students 
or teachers (or ior t:1c purch:i.sc oi equipr.:,~n t for suc !1 transi,orta-
ti o11) in ord e r to c::rr:; ou t a pb,n of rac:i:ll c!c~q,regation of :rny 
sch ool or ;:rhool s::;:tc·m. exccr1t 1·0r f :::1ds ~,; ;'rc ;, ri:1tcd pursuant 
to title I of tht: An of September ;:;r,. 195iJ (P.L. S7~. Slst Congress), 
but not incl ,1din_.: a:1:,- p1J!·ti,rn of .-uch rune:- as nr .__ :,ttributable to 
chil dren coun:r:ci >.::ll:cr ,;ub;1ara,.;r~1J>h (C) oi section 3(d) (2) or 
section -103(1) (C) oi that Act." 

rgo\·l"lOX Jtl:L.-\Tlx r; TO cou:T .-\l'Pl:..\L:~ 

Sec. 2i'i:3. :-,'oc-.,·iti1ctai,,:ing any ~•lher law or proYision of Ja w, 
in th e ca se of any orck r on th e p,,rt of ;:iny Cni tr.d States distr ict 
court which r equ ird the tran src r or transpor~r.tion of any student 
or cludr: nb fr07~ a:iy .<chool :,ttl'ndancc :,rc:i p:·cscrib::d by com-
·petcnt Sl:tte or loca l :>:1tl:ority for tl:e purpo:-:e., nf Hhic\·ing a bal-
an ce ~!'~r1u 1~g ~~ 1 :clt.::1~:=:. \ '. ·i~ h r c·~pL\.·l to rt~l·(•. ~e:-., r~li g ion, or socio-
econ o111 i:: statu,;, the cf:·cctiven(•.-:;; of ~uch or,l-~r sh,1 11 be poc:t-
pon cti until :d i a;,;h•,tl;; i:1 con11 c'Cti0 11 ,,,.·it h Si1c-h order ha\·e t ee n 
exhau sted or, in the cn'nt no nppcal.~ ar (' t:,kcn, unti l the ti r-1e 
for such ;;pp(:a!:-; has expired. This ~-Pct i0n ~h,111 0xr• irc ~-t midnir.:-ht 
on J u:!t: 30, 1973. 

PI:O\"! SI OX r: r.QL·rn1xG Tll.\T l~L·1.1:" OF E \"l [>E:--.-CE Br-; CXIFOR:'.11 

Sec. 254. Th e rules of C\·idence r equ ired to pro\·e that State 
. or local auth0r itie;: arc prac:ticinv r:1 cia l cli scr i::1i11ati on in assign-

ing s t udents to public schoo ls shall he uniform throughout the 
Uniled States. 

53. 20 U. S.C .. -\. J 222 ~t se<J. . 
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Aug. 21 

APPLJC.-\T!O'.\ ()!,' l'J'.1)\"l:--'O ,w :--:r:crrn:-- s•)ii:i) OF Tln: CI\"IJ. 
lt!GHT ::: ..\CT OF l~•~ I TO THI: !·:.'\Tll:f; 1·:--:1·,•1:1i ST.·\'['J•;:'i 

Sec. 255. Th(a proviso of seclion ,!07(a) of the Civil Rights Act 
of HlG-1 5{ pro, i,.linf, in sul.J:otance that no court or official of the 
United States skill be ernpov:l'rcd to issue any order seekin,: to 
achic-H' a r,,cial !nbnce in :111y school by r equiring the tran sporta-
tion of pupib or :"tudents from one school t o another or one school 
district to another in order to achic1·e suc h raci:-il balance, or other-
wi se cnl:l.rge n e exi;::ting p0\1·er of the court to in sure compliance 
with cons1.itution:1' stan(::nc!, sl:~1I! 11pply to all public school purils 
and to every pubiic school systPri.. public school and public school 
board, as defined by title I\", unclc>r all circumst:rnces and condi-
tion s and at a11 ··times in e1·ery State, district, territory, Common-
wealth, or po:;ses:<ion of tr,c United State~. rrgudle;;;s of \\·hether 
the residerice of such public school pupils or the principal offices 
of such public school sy,;tcm . public school or public school board 
i s sitnated in the northern, eastern , western, or ,southern part of 
the united States. 

ADDITIO'.\.\L PRlO!{lTY OF l{E)IEDJES 

Sec. 25G. ;\Otv:ithst,:.nding- nn~· provision of la'.\·, after Jun e 
30, 197-1 110 court of the l·nitcd St:,,cs shall order the impl cincnta-
tion of any plan to rt:-medy a finclin~: of cle jurc ~cgregation which 
inYol H·s t!1c tr:rn:c:r,ort;1tio11 of stud•:!!ts. unle;;,; the court first finds _,,,. 

\/ 
that all alternati1·e rernedic:, nre in:u:,:qu:-ite . 

HJ-:::,.n:urr:;; ,1·1 TH 1:F.-'!·r:('T T(• "CJIOOL D!STJ:IC'J' Ll'.\'ES 

Sec. 257. In the formul;:tion of remeclie:-; u1,der thi s title the 
lin es dr:w:n by a State :-:ubcl:·,idin;: it;; tc-rritor:,· into ;;cparate school 
distri cts, shnll not be i\.'.nordl or altcred except v:here it is estab-
lish ed t!1«t the line-; v:ere dr::v:n , or mair:t«inc-d or c:.i..:os_s_l·d_Jo_r_ti.e 
purpo~ e, and had the effect _9f ,:;_enegating children ;imong puhl!c 
scJ1ools- 011-tlie--b:,:,(~ o(r,."c·e. co!cr. :'CX, or national origin . or w11C•t'(' 

it is C:"tabli:-:hc:c! t!:r,t, a,: :1 resdt of di;;crirnir:~,to:-y action.3 \Yithin 
the school district;::, the line;; h::'.·e had the dfcc·t oi scgreg;.tir:g 
children «:11011g 1iub!ic ,:c-hool.~ on the bnsis of r:-,cc, color, sc~: . or 
national origin . 

Sec. 258. (a) The Con;:ress find5 that-
(]) 1.he forceti trcrn:c:p0ri:t1.ion oi elemcntarv and secondarv • 

school student., i;1 im!'l;.:me:1ta,ion of the con:-:tituiional requir:- ' / 
1n c~Ht for th~ L1::::t·~1t~j.,.'.ati".·1 cd~ :--dc-h :-,c-11(:0l.'.".1 i::; ((1LLl'uYersi,d and 
difficult u1H.lcr tlic best pl:rnnin,::- and administration: and 

(2) the forced transr,ort;tt.ion of clcnwntary and seconda.r.v 
school stucknts after the cornr.wncement of an a.cnden1ic school 
year is cducati0nally un,;ound a11d aclrninistrati1·ely inefficient. 

!>4. 42 1.:.S.C. A. 200<Jc-Gla). 
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(b) N0t,,·ilhslancling any othl'1· pro,·isions of law, no order of a 
court, dcp:,rlmcnt, or :t/-'(;ncy of the 'Cnited Stdes, rcr1uiring the 
tran sport:1tion of any studcllt incid ,~nt to the tr:1:1sfcr of that stu -
dent from orir clenicnt::u-y or sccond;;r_\. :::cho(jl to another s•.1cl1 schoo l 
in n loc:il cduc;,tiorwl a;.:c11c:; ;H1:-,;u:1;1t to a plan requiring such 
tr:rn sportation for the :-acial dc:c:c•~'t-c-~ation of n1Iy c;i:hool in that 
agency, sh:tll be dfecti\'c until tht:· bc:gi;-;ning uf an academic school 
year. 

(c) For the purpose of (his section , the term " academic school 
year" n::c,rns, pu r::u ant to r,:i;t!la, ions p:-om :il;.:a ted by the Commis-
f;ion cr, u~e cuslu1nnry l?e .·finni:ig of cLi.:=.:~t:s for the ~chool y ear at an 
"lr>1111•nt,,1·y 01· -::r-r-n1Hi,,!:_... ;;,·i1n,,J of ;1 Joe,,! Pri,1cational a;,ency for 

month period. ' 
(cl) The pro\·isions of this section ~ip;ily to any order which was 

not. impl cmentcJ at th e Lc•ginni11g- o;' the 197-1-19,5 aca-<:lemic year. 

RE.\.SOX,\l;LE TL\!!: FC>l~ J •f:\TU>,'l:s; G YUJ.L":s;T.\HY l'L.-\.:\' 
FOi-: Dl·>l-:(;1-:;:,_;_.\'L'J.'(G ::-'CHOULS 

Sec. 23£!. 2\otwithst:1<1fling any othr:'r !av.- or JHo,·i"ion of law, 
no court or officer of the U!.~,cd State:; sh:di enter, H.s a remedy 
for a denial of equal (•ducati0n;,\ 0;11 ,,:,;·tunity ur a denial of cqc:al 
protection of the l:l\\"S, ;:1:y ordc;- for eni'orccmcnt 0f a plan of cle-
scgreg:,tion or modific;,tion of a court-:q1pro,·ul phn, until such 
tirY!0 as thl° loe;d ccluca1 i,)nal <, :,:u1 . .-;-· t,) lw ali'ccicd by such order 
ha !S b •:l'!l 1•1·y:idcd notice of frL· 1_: ,c:;1ib of t;1c ,·iohtic,n and gi\·cn 
a re;'.S011,1hlc opportunity· tu de·:elo;, J. Yolunt;-,ry rcme:di:-il plan. 
Such tin:c ~hall ;,~•JTi,iL the i,, L:'1 e,L:cational a ge ncy ,::uff icicnt 
opportunity for community particir,ition in t he de·.-clopn::ent of a 
rcrned i:i I p Ian. 

TITLE III-FEDE!UL I:IP.\CT .-\ID PIWGR.-\:,IS 

DL'l:ATIO.,. ( " -· P.\ ·,-_\[!:: .---:·;·_.: r_-~;; ·,;-::: r•t·!:LJC L .-\ \\' SI~. 
1-:tGiL fY-~•·j::~T l..',::,:\ r. _;!!L.: .<~~ 

Sec. 301. (a) (J) 'l'h 1.: first :-: c n,,~r1c c of ~L•c1 ion 3 cf the Act of 
Sc;)tenibcr '.2'.:\ 1950 ( P~,1Jlic L ::-.-_,.- '.,J,,. Ei'.:hty-firct Con _i[ re:<~) ,.; is 
amended b:: striking out "June '.30. Ei73" and inst•rting in li eu 
th er0of "JL~I12 :~o, 1978". 

(2) Section 15(15 ) of ,rnch _-\ct"'; is amend0d by striking out 
"lfJG8-19L)f,!' and inserting in Jif-11 th ,: r(•of ulf,73-lri7,t" . 

(b) Section lG(a) of :mch .\ct 0~ is amended in clause (1) (A) 
thereof, by striking out. "July J., HJ73'' and inserting in lieu there-
of "July 1, 1978". • 

(c) Th e arnendments made by this sect ion shall be effective on 
and aftel· July 1, 1973 . 

55. 20 u.s.c .. -,. § c33_ 
- 56, 20 U.S.C.,\. s G45(15). 

57. 20 U.S.C.A. § C4G(a)(l){A). 
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MEl\lORANDU:tvI 

MEMORANDUM TO: 

FROM: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WA S HINGTO N 

DON~ 
DICK CHENEY 
ALAN GREENSPAN 
BILL SIMON 
BILL SEIDMAN 
JIM CANNON 
JIM LYNN 
PAUL O'NEILL 
JERRY JONES 11 . A .t),J 
BOB GOLDWIN I ll{)J [/ 

I share with you this communication from Professor Hilton 
Friedman ("the real Milton Friedman"). 

Attachment 

9 I 25 /7 s 
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THE UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO 
DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMICS 

Mr. Robert A. Goldwin 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Bob: 

1126 EAST 59TH STREET 
CHICAGO• ILLINOIS 60637 

September 22, 1975 

I enclose herewith a brief guest opinion that I gave on the CBS Morning ~ews 
recently. I use it as an occasion to express my dismay that the Administration 
has not seized on inflation-proofing the tax system as a major element of its 
economic policy. 

Inflation-proofing the tax system is one of those rare proposals tha t is 
desirable and politically popular. 

It is desirable: 

(1) on grounds of equity . Under present arrangements, inflation automatically 
alters the tax structure in ways that nobody intended and few favor. I 
do not believe that any Congress would at any time have explicitly enacted 
as heavy an income tax on low and middle incomes as we now in fact have. 

(2) on grounds of fiscal responsibility. Inflation enab les Congress to have 
- the appearance of lowering taxes while in fact the real tax burden ris es. 

Inflation now automatically provides additional revenue to finance con-
gressional extravagance. No single measure could do so much so readi ly to 
slow down future government spending as inflation-proofing the tax sys te::-,. 
The bureaucrats at the Treasury (though not the Secretary) will object to 
the future loss of revenue . But that is shortsighted on two grounds : 
first, the revenue will be more than eaten up by additional spending; 
second, as inflation proceeds, it ultimately has a perverse effect on 
reveriue adjusted for inflation, as is happening now in Britain. 

(3) on grounds of promoting capital formation . Business has a valid complaint 
that present methods of taxation in effect tax capital by making insuffi-
cient allowance for depreciation during times of inflation. The best \,:ay 
to remedy this defect is not by measures directed specifically at "aiding " 
business but by a general reform of the tax system that eliminates thi s 
effect of inflation for everyone: individual taxpayers, small business, 
large business. 

Inflation-proofing the tax system would, I believe, be highly popular politi~ally: 
.n \ 

l ' 



Mr. Robert A. Goldwin 
Page 2 

(1) on grounds of equity. The ordinary man is confused and resentful 
about inflation. He knows that he has to run faster and faster to 
stay in the same place. But he does not fully understand why. He 
would welcome being protected against inflation at least with respect 
to taxes. 

(2) as a means of checking the growth of government. There is, I believe, 
an enormous undercurrent of popular sentiment against further expansion 
in the size of government. Yet it is difficult to exploit this senti-
ment by proposals with ·respect to individual spending measures. It is 
much more effective to do so by proposals that attack the aggregate 
sum· which the government has available to spend. • 

(3) as a sound money measure. Note that Senator Buckley and Representative 
Crane have led groups in the Senate and the House that have introduced 
bills to inflation-proof the tax system. 

(4) as an anti-inflationary measu.I'e. Inflation-proofing the tax system 
would reduce the advantage to the government .from inflation and hence 
could be expected to strengthen the will of the government to end it . 

i From the special vantage point of the Executive, the proposal to inflation-proof 
the tax system has some particular political advantages: 

(1) It would be an act of the Executive to require Congress to be fiscally 
responsible, to vote higher taxes explicitly rather than permitting or 
promoting inflation as a way of paying for extra expenditures. 

(2) If started for the base year 1976 it would involve no current loss of 
revenue, but yet would be viewed by the public as a measure reducing 

_ taxes. 

(3) It is not a novel J untried., or irresponsible measure. It has been adopted 
by Canada, a number of European countries, and several in South America. 
It is favored by th:e economists on the ri ght and by~ economists on the 
left. 

(4) It would appeal to both business and the working man. 

Best personal wishes and regards. 

Cordially yours, 

Milton Friedman 

En'" }Sure 



Congress ional Salaries and Taxes 

CBS COMMENTARY FOR SEPTEMBER 
(Broadcast on ·september 10, 1975) 

Mil ton Friedman 
September 6, 1975 

BEFORE LEAVING FOR THEIR AUGUST RECESS, THE MEMBERS OF CONGRESS FOUND TIME TO . 

GIVE THEMSELVES, AS WELL AS OTHER HIGH GOVERNMENTAL OFFICIALS, A NICE SALARY 

INCREASE. IN ADDITION, TO MAKE .. SURE THAT THEY AT LEAST WOULD NOT SUFFER FROM 

THE INFLATION THAT THEY PRODUCE, THEY PROVIDED FOR AUTOMATIC FUTURE INCREASES 

IN SALARY TO KEEP UP WITH THE COST OF LIVING. 

NOW THAT CONGRESS HAS TAKEN CARE OF ITSELF, IT WOULD BE NICE IF IT COU LD SPARE 

A LITTLE TIME TO CONSIDER THE TAXPAYER. HE TOO NEEDS A COST-OF-LIVING ESCALATOR 

CLAUSE. AS MATTERS NOW STAND, INFLATION AUTOMATICALLY RAISES TAXES DISPROPOR-

TIONATELY. IF PRICES GO UP BY 10 PER CENT, AND YOUR DOLLAR INCOME GOES UP BY 

10 PER CENT, YOU MIGHT SUPPOSE THAT THAT WOULD BE A STAND OFF. BUT IT WILL NOT 

BE. THANKS TO TAX Lt\WS WRITTEN FOR A WORLD OF STABLE PRICES, YOUR TAXES WILL, 

ON T~E AVERAGE, GO UP BY ABOUT 15 PER CENT. YOU HAVE TO RUN FASTER AND FASTER 

JUST TO _STAY IN THE SAME PLACE. 

THERE IS NO TECHNICAL PROBLEM IN INFLATION-PROOFING THE TAX SYSTEM. MANY 

EXPERTS HAVE SHOWN PRECISELY HOW TO DO IT. 

-- Fu ,. ·I. 

BUT THERE IS A POLITICAL PROBLEM. NOW THAT THEIR SALARIES ARE PROTECTED AGAINST 

INFLATION, WHY SHOULD CONGRESSMEN WORRY ABOUT THE TAXPAYER? QUITE THE OPPOSITE. 

INFLATION INCREASES TAXES TO FINANCE HIGHER CONGRESSIONAL SALARIES--WITHOUT Ai\/Y 

CONGRESSMAN HAVING TO VOTE FOR HIGHER TAXES! INDEED, HE CAN EVEN VOTE TO CUT 

TAXES--MULE AT THE SAME TIME PERMITTING INFLATION TO RAISE THEM! CAN YOU REALLY 

EXPECT CONGRESSMEN TO KILL THE GOOSE TH,'\T IS LAYING THOSE PAPER EGGS? NOT UNLES S 

YOU MAKE THEIR JOBS DEPEND ON THEIR DOING SO. 



MEtvJORANDL'M 

MEMORANDUM TO 

FROM: 

TH.E \\' HITE HO USE 

DON RUMSFELD 
MIKE DUVAL 
DICK CHENEY 
DAVE LISSY 

WASHINGTON 

JIM CAVANAUGH 
PAUL O'NEILL A~ 
BOB GOLDWIN fo'il/ ()' 

This article from The Public Interest is of unusual interest, especially 
the factual analysis contained on page 4. 

9/25/75 
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Sep~ 11, 1975 

to: DOI IUMSnu> 
BOB GOLDWII ftOlf: 

SUI.JICTt '?rut and Mistrust 

A.e t u.c....t to '°'" 41NU••t.oa wit.ta DtcJc. S.ffw' oa tta. 
0p-. MW. 1 ._. clae t11oupc that twaty mat• oa Che nbject 
of trut. 1a DOt pod kJaeee. ld.arqr .... ta you aa coo wh 
of • tlo-aoc,der, _. PK• you ta tba aforc.uu~ poaltioa of 
....,1q a l>ic like a prucbar. 

Tbe .... argu1N11t vould be inutone4 if cellbiaed vltll a 
aar11111Dt. oa the role of aiatruc 1a the Aautcaa ey•eea. tba 
t.11NMl1d be tllie quouttou fro.• letcc-,, 'Dloaaa J.tfcaoa: 

,.Soae peop1- •r w _., t11111t. official.a of ~t. 
l .. , tbaC va ... c IIOt ttQllt ttaaa. lntt 1,W tlMa c1ova 
Id.Cb tiMa ooru of tH C...1wtiOD," 

"• Wa caa• clieca•• CbU vlallll ft we, at U •·•• ca ~d.4.q, Saptea1>e1: 
U, if .,_ U. iatuNtu. 

'! ,,. al\' ,; ;;, ;; .. " ,&. 11 I' , .. ~.,,. !"' ""'- ... # - ,.,..,. ---- - ---- - - -- - - - -



"Some people say we must trust officials of government. I 
say that we must not trust them, but bind them down with the 
cords of the Constitution." 

---Jefferson 



~~-----,----~--. -...------:.n-.....,...,, 

M&MOB.ABOUM TO: 

..- . 

Occo'ber 2, 1975 

OONALD IlUMSF!Ll) 
tICUAU C81111f 

i.OJ&I.T GOLDVII 

'tbil l•t.t•r ••• cleared tllroacb Cb• Do•••t1c Council 
aa4 waa •••tout 1••t•r4ay fro• Jia Coaaor'• office. 

1• ••Y ••• of it eo:nt.eaplate4t Will ic be ••4• palJltct 
Skou14 it•• u••• to let tk• Office of ldeoacioa. 
••tto&al la•ttt••• of 14ueacioa, Ja1ttc• Depart•••t aa4 
o&hera kaov vkat th• Prealdeat'• poeitioa 1• oath••• 
i•••••f Thi• letter break• aev around aad th•y ••Y 
aot tao• •-•r• ,he Prea14eot ataada ual••• they are 
iafor•••• 



~TO: 

TUIOUGB: 

ftOM: 

October 15, 1973 

D05ALD 11,'HSRlJ.) 

JtIQWW CHDIY 

IOIUT OOIJ>WDI 

If J011 think l cau be ot ue co ti.. Pruidet on h1a fortheoalq 
foMigu crli,., I would be aore tbeu ple .. ed to go-'tJut no 
otbend.M. 



MltllL\NOOM to: 

l'UOOOli; 

October 17. 197S 

OONAU> IWHSFW> 

IUQU.lU) ClreftY 

1081.t GOLl)VlN 

I rec•l•• a letter lroa • profuaor frielld 1n ._ York tN&&Mtl.ra& 
vbat ldp~ b• dona to change IIOt lfbac tu Pruid•C •1• h the 
,-pi. of iw York. City hut bow he wUl uy tc. 

a. -,. tbe followilag ugaeata a4 aMrt1ou: 

--Many :,•er• t>•for• tile McOovera c,aapatp. l.S.Qduy had polar:ued t"-
PHPl• of hv York City .. 

-LiDd.sayvaa l'a-•1-cted 11' 19691>1 -,Uttlll& tu oppoeitioll; 60% of 
cu wt.a• __.. for ht. oppoa•t•• 

--'fb.lak.a to LJ.o.cl.Ny, r•ioforc-4 by McGoftn, moat Nw torken, al'• 
ld.dclle ._rleau of ~ -GMra• MMAy Y&TUt,. 

--Tbia .... that th4dr •t•• u• thfftl of the lfellf 'foxk l'tae• 
-4 t1M, Wub:llla!OD Poet • 

.... -faUui-• to ralic• tht.• fac.t eau-4 haidaot llisoa to.,_ .upriHd 
at. tM •pootaneo"9 loyalt.y par.ct. •taa-' by tu har4:-bau tu op,oat.1:ion 
to tti. Vt.tum dnoutratiou. 

My profeuor friea4 rec.:0111-.d• itaat -.-. cto a hi-t•f ad accur•t• 
nport. 011 twa politiul complexiou of Nev York Ciq, today, u coa-
ts-.. t.ed the politic&l atd.tuclM of Che ijn toi-k pn••• Ia particular. 
the r•port ebould 4escrib• the la.at uyoralty campa1ga, the pr1Mr1e.a 
that pr.cN84 it, whoa the Jlev York U.. RPl'Orte.d -4 wat th• 
W>tffe actually cli4. 

Tha ol>JeotS.• would " co s•t auUace oa cb.e kat ay co adclttN taa _ 
peopl• ·•t M• York Ci'Y altout tulr t>'l'Ob1--= tMlr m.atioul&tp 
to the l'eoral IO'ftffillllllC. Ia thU .,,..,,1ag that l'oscer Cbln1ck 
coulcl k uu4 to dot 



j 

Dear Bob: 

The following makes a suggestion that something be done which might 
influence not what the President will say to New York City but how 
he will say it. 

People who have not been close to events in New York City in recent 
years often have an inaccurate notion of the present political complexion 
of its inhabitants. It is not widely known that, many years before 
McGovern, Lindsay had polarized the people of New York in the way 
McGovern was later to do, and that the majority of New Yorkers were 
opposed to Lindsay's "limousine liberalism." Lindsay was re-elected 
despite the opposition of almost 60% of the voters in 1969 because he 
split the opposition. In 1973 New Yorkers were finally able to get 
rid of him. Thanks to Lindsay, most New Yorkers are middle Americans 
of the George Meany variety, i.e., their views are not those of the 
New York Times and the Washington Post. Failure to appreciate this 
fact led Nixon to be surprised at the spontaneous loyalty parade staged 
by the hard-hats at the height of the Vietnam demonstrations. 

Someone on the President's staff should do a brief and accurate report 
on the political complexion of New York City today. (In particular, 
he should describe the last mayoralty campaign, the primaries that 
preceded it, whom thep_per supported, and what the voters did.) 

N-f-~~ 
Cordially yours, 

s/ Hilail 

.... __ ..,.,, 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

DONALD RUHSFELD 
RICHARD CHENEY 

ROBERT GOLDWIN 

WASHINGTON 

Mb 
In case you missed it. 

Attachment _ "6,-J •J J},,,_J ,, 
10/,<-/,,'.)-

10/21/75 



tvlEl\10 RA7' D Cl\1 

MEMORANDUM TO: 

FROM: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WAS!IINGTO:\ 

DONALD RUMSFELD 
RICHARD CHENEY 
JERRY JONES 
JAMES CONNOR 
WILLIAM SIMON 
JAMES LYNN 
PAUL O'NEILL 
ALAN GREENSPAN 
JAMES CAVANAUGH ,A I!,, 
ROBERT GOLDWIN d 

This amusing account of attitudes of some young people toward 
transfer programs cannot be relied on fully for factual 
precision. But it is instructive. 

Attachment -

10/21/75 
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MIHOUllOUM TOI 

"tlDOUGllt 

notl: 

DOlW,t) atnesnt.l) 

IICIWU) CBJ!XIY 

IOJD.T COLDVDI 

Pat Mo,atua. ullw to t.U • Uiat. Jobo lrad .... b•• ubd hia 
co w,.ctl:, Mfor• Iii.a hlN:oaittae on ~t :edueatioa OI.\ tbe 
quud.GQ of ata41ag the 11f• of t:u tlatioa.&l Iutimt• of 
ldwaa~lon. You probuly a:• wu• that Mo,atua ta tM 0 fath•r'r 
ot NU. a. wute to bow' whet._ tbe White Hou• hU ay o'bj•ctf.on 
to hie tutifytag. Mo:,atba. htaNlf bu ao ol>Jutiou. 
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HEHORANDUH TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

October 28, 1975 

DON 
DICK 

BOB GOLDWIN 

Busing letter 

We put a lot of effort into the letter on busing sent to Dr. Lonnie 
Johnson, I am told that he and his colleagues of the African Hethodj_st 
Episcopalian Church were pleased with its responsiveness and that it was 
circulated to the Bishops of the AH.E Church. But to the best of my 
knowledge, it has not r eached the ear of the public. 

I recommend that we consider releasing the relevant portions of that 
letter to the media. 

To the best of my knowledge, no one in the government outside of the 
White House has seen the letter or knows its contents. 

-



THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 

October 28, 1975 

MEMORANDUM TO: DON nrnG 

DICK~ 
JERRY JONES 

FROM: 

JIM CONNOR 
JIM CAVANAUGH 
JAMES LYNN 
ALAN GREENSPAN 

BOB GOLDWIN /UI} 
In case you missed this Newsweek article. 
Polsby is one rif the best political scientists. 
This page is brief but instructive. 

Attachment 
"" 
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Nelson W. Po Isby 

What Do The Voters Really Vant? 

About a dozen people in the last couple 
of weeks have come up to me and 

said, "You're a political scientist. Who's 
going to be the Democratic nominee for 
1976?" My last interrogator was a former 
high official of the Democratic Party, 
somebody better plugged in than 1 ever 
hope to be to the latest word from 
Washington. Getting the standard ques-
tion from him really puzzled me. Do 
meteorologists visit gypsy tearooms? 

I suppose the quickest way to dispel 
the notion that, as a political scientist, I 
have some hot line lo the future of 
American politics would be to gi\·e a 
quick and authoritative answer \\·hen the 
question is posed. Like: "I don't know." 

There would be a grain of truth in that 
response; things are moving around in a 
pretty confusing way these days, what 
with the new laws restricting campaign 
expenditures, providing a Federal subsi-
dy for primary campaigns of candidates 
who qualify ahead of time, dividing state 
convention delegates propo1tionally or 
by districts, and so on. One of the 
Democratic hopefuls (i\Iorris Udall, the 
tall one) complained: "How can I tell 
you my game plan when they're still 
mimeographing the rules?" 

INTELLIGENT HANDICAPPING 
Until things shake down a little more, 

a political scientist can't do very intelli-
gent handicapping; neither can anybody 
else, of course, and that, I suppose, is 
what provokes the questions. But while 
we can't say who is going to win, there 
are some things a political scientist can 
say about what, in general, is happening 
to the political system that ought to 
interest political leaders and activists as 
they get ready to get ready for the 
Presidential sweepstakes of 1976. And 
for that we can turn to the public-opinion 
surveys that have been churning out 
with some regularity since the 1940s. 

Recent summaries of some of these 
surveys, by able scholars like Jack Den-
nis of the University of Wisconsin and 
Norman Nie of the University of Chica-
go, have turned up some fascinating 
findings about public support for Ameri-
can political parties. 
111 The number of people who can distin-

October 20, 1975 

guish between the parties on ideological 
grounds, who say that which pmty gets 
elected makes a difference, is up. 
e But the number of people is also 11/J 

who don't mind seeing divided govern-
ment, with Congress and the Presidency 
controlled by different pa1ties. 
11 The number of people who say that the 
parties don't care what they think and 
don't respond to popular control is UJJ. 
11 But the number of political activists, 
people who volunteer time or give mon-
ey to the party of their choice, is also !1/J. 
11 The number of people who pay atten-
tion to political issues has gone up, 
roughly during the same period that 
dissatisfaction with political parties has 
increased. 

OFF THE SCENT 
I think it is this last finding that has 

thrown everybody off the scent and 
caused a lot of bad mistakes in the 
calculations of political leaders. If dissat-
isfaction with parties increases as people 
become more and more attentive to 
issues, it's because the parties aren't 
issue-oriented enough, right? 'Nell, may-
be not. I don't know of any cleanly 
definitive test of the proposition, but 
what the findings above seem to me lo 
add up to is just the opposite conclu-
sion-that a..~ 12arties_ become more ideo-
logical and issue-orientecf, tney become 
more attractive to a certam 
Q._ activists, n 1ey turn off rnost 
peo,11le. Many voters correctly perceive 
that when parties become more issue-
oriented, which pa1ty wins makes more 
of a difference. Under these circum-
stances, they trust the parties less anc;l. 
welcome divided government, where 
there is a chance tor modcrabon, It nQ.t · 
stalemate. 

If moderation is what the voters are 
after, why dQ..n't the parties try to give it to 
.!,_hem~ The answer seems to be that activ-
ists who actually run the parties are far 
less moderate about politics than orcli-
nary people. For each ma_ior party, the 
results are a little different. The Republi-
cans are more and more the minority party 
in this country, claiming the loyaltyofless 
than one voter in five. Thev do have an as-
set in an incumbent President who could 

s~Jc his image in I!.. 
r- l 1 • • moc crate c I rect1on, 

irhe cared to. Yet fie 
is under the severest 
sort of pressure from 
within the pa1ty to 
clump his micldlc-of-
the-road Vice Presi-
dent and substitute a right-wing militant 
as his running mate for 1976. 

The Democrats, meanwhile , have co11-
cocted an obstacle course for their pru-
spective nominees that would try the 
stamina of an ox. The combination of 
Federal subsidies for primary campaigns 
and an enormous number of be-kind-to-
losers primaries, where nearly every-
body stands to gain some delegates, 
means that party activists will have a 
picnic next year, administering ideologi-
cal loyalty oaths in state after state and 
sending hordes of candidate- and issue-
but not party-oriented delegates to lhe 
national convention. The paradoxical re-
snit of "opening up., thP Pre sidential 
nomination process in the Democratic 
Partv has been to make tlw party more 
res 011sive 1siasts for )artic11lar 
canr idatcs hut far less responsiH· to 
~ople who care about winning e1c>c-
tions. Democrats, bemg the p,uty of 
choice for about40 percent of Americans. 
have to swallow far more poison tha11 
Republicans in order to commit suicide. 
But who can look at the record of 1968 and 
1972 and doubt that in a pinch they can 
bring it off? 

SOUR ON POLITICS 
As party activists unlimber their battle 

cries-recollections of "A choice, not a11 
echo" and "In your heart you know he's 
right"-the rest of us go a little sour on 
politics. This, at any rate, is what the 
public-opinion surveys appear to be tell-
ing us. And it is affecting popular atti-
tudes not only toward each of the major 
political parties and their candidates, but 
also toward the pa1ty system. 

Nelson W. l'ulsby is professor of politi-
cal science at the Universii!/ of Califor-
nia, Rerkeleu, and author of "Po litical 
Promises'' a11d, with Aamn \\lildai;sku. 
"I'rdidential Elections." 
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M!MOUNDUM. to: 

fllOM; 

JUU JOOS 
JL"i COltlOll 
JDl c.lVABAUGli. 
.JAMES Ll'lOil 
ALAii Gl<UNSPA.N 

BOa cotJ)WII 

Ia CAN yw aieaeii tbia .....,._ article. 
Polab-y ta oae of the bNt. political eciatie&a. 
Thi• page 1a eri&f but inetructtve. 

Attad:PNnt 
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'llfBOUGU: 

Octokr 28, 197.5 

OO~t JWMSFELD 

DICK cnlh1tt 

BOB OOS.Dtffif 

1 racomend that tbc «9-Chool opeaing" •pMCh (copy at.t~). 
vrittm •1th tll• mt•tton of b-elog giftft late ill Augut,, \>a 
look,ed at agd.n for poN:lblM d•Uvery now, or vary 800n. 

OhaA&•• voul4 have ~o be aade ta the 0$tU.1.tag paragraph•• wt 
ta gr.au.st put of the 4raft, vbtch the Prutdent liked 
wry mch, ..... u appropriate now aa iu .&»gut. In a COl:l-
wraatin the otbc&r day, lol>ert Bork ••14 he tht.nk.a th• tilling 
would ba becter uow thu 1n Auguat.. 

Couicl•r•tloca ehot.l.ld b• p.va to -4ding to th• apuch a pro'PC)Nl 
of aoae aign1fiean.t ution. Poialhiliti• could iuclude a 
Pr .. identtal Comata1toa to atud:, altena.ati"•• or ••king the 
S..:reu:ry of iilV to have the Office of Eclucatioa and the 
YaU.onal Iutitut• of Uucatioa look. iato the quation• 
rau..t la Aa'ba•ddor Moynibu•• w to the Pruid.eat nd 
tlla Attomey Geaual to auggeet legal alt•mativea .. 

:lbe thruet of the arau-t would IJ• aa follow: Th• St.tp-r-.. 
Court baa Nl-1 that •-.naat-4 pul,11c acboola are ,mconad.tutioual. 
and ev~y-iacluclicg tlMt Pruidnt-u pl.edg-4 to that. pd.nciple. 
th• cou.rta have aver since aougbt 1N&8 to bring about the goal of 
deaecreg_aticm. and buiog vu iuteaded to 1:>e one of tboa• •••• 
But COU1:'t-or4ued u workillg badly. (See att.cbed nftlJ 
_cl.ippjag•.) Xoc~.e•t.nsly. tt ia ebowiag itaelf to be CO\lllt•r-
producttv• au dianpt.ive it u not giving ua d.ue1n1ad.on end 

.... r J ·, 

,:t: 
.:,. 

'" _,.,, 
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Mtter •choola, but nthu' 1• 1ncr ... 1ug t:be Np&r•tion of. 
d.ticeu and. atudent• on tu kaie of nee, and. 1a diarupUng 
tile edocaticmal procu•u ill •Jor ett:1 ... If ti. c:ou.rta 
called« halt to orcierio.g bwd.ag, that in itself would be 
a benef!(;ial atep. B1,1t tha the o.uc o.~sauy st•p would 
'b&ft to 't>e to aeek mor• affective ad lu• dienaptive Mthoda 
of duegr.gating ad, eill\Q.ltawtol.laly, iaproviu3 the schools .. 
Study la aetMUld. AOV, to abaorb the beet reaearch of ru•t 
1ur•, -4 that 1• what tu Prutdent u c:alllig for,. 

1 recoauiencl that the draft of the .k1119t •puch 1>e 11..._ to 
lob ilartmaoa, that tba Praideut diacU8a it with b1a to 
ilM:licat• law he vanta it to b• reviNd ad also to get ta 
.,_.,it of Bob'. YiilVS OIL wut Ult aad ahow.d be GOU with 
it. asul that. t!Mln tbe writiag tuk co fonard uo.der hi• 
eupel'V18too, u iG the a.n of aay other •Jor pr•t4.M.tia1 
apMch. 

' f 
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October 28, 1975 

OOli' aw~rm.n 
nta Citlftt 

IOJ 

lien t. • con of ay ~t• - ...... 
by Dick. tanou. augeettag a 11Utln3 oa 
dMa HbJect of Hhoo1 aA4 d&segragau.on. 
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FOR: 

FROM: 

THE \\'III TE HO USE 

W AS III NG T ON 

October 31, 1975 

ROBERT GOLDWIN 

LEE GOODELL 

Mr. Rumsfeld has acknowledged the attached letter and it 
has been referred in the normal procedure to the Scheduling 
Office. 

However, Mr. Rumsfeld would like your views on the merit 
of the suggestions and/ or your suggestions. 

. 
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ACCORDING TO the postal news-
letter Post Age, Donald Rumsfeld, 
who is President Ford's top assist-
ant, made a poor impression when he 
addresssd the J\lagazine Publishers 
Association in Williamsburg . 

Not only was Rumsfeld's speech 
dull, but he was unprepared in the 
question-and-answer period to an-

- swer queries about postal problems. 
As a result, many of the publishers 

..._ were reported affronted and unhap-
py. 

J In fact. when Russell Baker, the 
g New York Times humor columnist, 

appeared at the same podium, he 
opened his remarks by referring to I 

v,1 the "Donald Rumsfe!d Memoria l 
Podium." The quip was greeted with • 
cheers and laughter. 

?I 

, . 
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE NOVEMBER 3, 1975 

Office of the White House Press Secretary 

------------------------------------------------------------·-----
THE WHITE HOUSE 

N 

Donald Rumsfeld was appointed Assistant to the President by President Ford 
in Septer; bzr 197.4 •. Iri .thi"s capacity~ he serves as 0 merr:ber of the 
Cabinet, Director of the White House Office of Operations, and Coordinator 
of the White House Staff. Previously, he headed President Ford's transition 
team in August of 1974. 

Mr. Rumsfeld was born on July 9; 1932 in Chicago, Illinois. He received 
a B. A. in Politics from Princeton University in 1954. He served in the 
U.S. Navy as a naval aviator from 1951-1957. 

Mr. Rumsfeld becarn.e active in government in 1958 when he worked as 
Adrr.iinistrative Assistant to Congressman Dave Dennison of Ohio. In 1959, 
he became a Staff Assistant to then Congressman Robert Griffin of Michigan. 
From 1960 to 1962, he was with the Chicago investment banking fi:r:m of 
A. G. Becker and Company. 

In 1962, he was elected to the United States House of Representatives from 
the Thirteenth District of Illinois to serve in the Eighty-Eighth Congress. 
He was :re-elect~d -in 1964.-, 1966, at1d -l968. In the· 
Congress, he served on the Joint Economic Committee, the Committee on 
Science and Aeronautics, and the Government Operations Committee, and 
the Subcommittees on Military and Foreign Operations. He was also a 
co-founder of the Japanese-American Inter-Parliamentary Council. 

In 1969, he resigned his seat in the House to join the Cabinet as an Assistant 
to the President and Director of the Office of Econorr...ic Opportunity. In 
December of 1970, he was named Counsellor to the President and in 
October 1971, he was appointed Director of the Cost of Living Council. 

Mr. Rumsfeld was named United States Ambassador to the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization in February 1973. He served as the United States' 
Permanent Representative to the North Atlantic Council, . the Defense 
Planning Committee, and the Nuclear Planning Group. In this responsibility, 
he represented the United States on a wide range of military and diplomatic 
matters. 

Mr. Rumsfeld has received honorary degrees in law from Park College (Mo.); 
Lake Forest College (Ill. ), and Illinois College (Ill. ). Additional awards 
include the Opportunities Industrial Center's Executive Government Award 
and the Distinguished Eagle Scout Award. 

Mr. Rurnsfeld was married to the former Joyce Pierson of Wilmette, 
Illinois in 1954. They have two daughters, Valerie (19) and Marcy (15 ), 
and a son, Nicholas (8 ). 

# # # 



UOOORABLE· DONALD lWMSFE:t.D 
S CIUtTAaY o.r DEFBNSE 

Bere ia th• ·••t of materi•l• I prepar.a. tor yolU' confirmation 
b4lar1nga and which are still uaabl• because you \laed them 
very little or not at ell in the beuinga. 

~- d1fferant part• are nu:mbored and ther• is• table of 
contents in front. 
I leave for Arisoaa 'l'bw::--4ay morning, hut 'Af1 office will 
know how to tind ae if you need to reach me .. 

t.t.acbwmt 

aooert A. Goldwin 
Special cona\lltant to 
the President 



I 

I 
near .i)Oni 

In case you haven't •••nit, tha lat.at Stace I>epartmnt 
promotion 11•~ conta.lna the narae• of Gerald a. Helllan 
4lld Stephen J. Ledogu t.o PS0-2, and Ralph R. Moore to 
VS0-3. Mark Liaefeldt (etill 1a Luna• office) i• a.lta0 on 
th• liat to PSO-l. 

You may recall the eonvet.tonal view that OSMATO had a 
poor record u aervice leading t.o pro.ct.ion. lf I a 
not Jaiatuen, just about 41Ve%Yone wbo a-et:Yed un4•r you 
va• promot-1 laat year or thia year. If the •j1nx• ever 
ulated, it baa been broken. 
I thOUght you would be pleased to knOw. 

Sincerely, 

Robert. A. Gold.win 
Special Consultant to 
the President 

The Honorable DouUd RWB$feld 
Seer•~ ot oefenae 
Washington, D.C. 



THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON . D . C. 20301 

January 29, 1976 

Dr. Robert A. Goldwin 
Room 170 
Old Executive Office Building 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Bob: 

Thank you for calling my attention to the State Department 
promotion list this year. It is a good record and they 
were all well deserved. 

L
~.fC~t 

( -. . 
-, 

\-



RG: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 

2/6 

You are invite 
with Secretar 

on Monaay 
a a SYG Luns. 

Scheaule: 11:45 - Honors Ceremony, 
River Entrance 

12:00 - Lunch, Secretary's 
Dining Room 

1:30 - W.H. Car at River 
Entrance 

Attenaees: Sec I y Rumsfeld J Jiol'lalo( 
SYG Luns 1 .Joseph 

and, 

Paul Van Campen 
Ms. Borgman-Brower 
Mr. Clements 1 l,U, //, ',f'tn P 
Mr. Ellsworth J l<ohu t-
Gen. Brown J G-e.or::1~ 5'. 

~mi.t~I Cong. Stratton (D, NY) 
Bob Cong. Wilson (R,Cal.) 
fa;.A/ Cong. Findley (R,Ill.) 

J)e.iberT Cong. Latta (R, Ohio) 
possibly, two or three others. 

Jo -e.. Jo,-o(,,,.,1. _,, / 514 
l<ADMvltok 4 Mb (DR'c; fr),'/. /),;5,f) 

Sf ~,5er JK rq,ia.ces Ge,,,. W,~t,.,. 



MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

RG: 

SYG Luns' Washington Schedule 

Sunday, Feb. 8 

Lunch hosted by Amb. Bruce at his home 

2/4/76 

P.M. - appointments with the Ambassadors of Iran and Great Brita:im 

Monday, Feb. 9 

1000 - Interview Air A Force Ass't Sec'y Leberge for position 
of ASG for Defense Support 

1100 - Fred Ikle, ACDA 

1200 - DOD lunch hosted by Sec'y Rumsfeld 

1330 - Joe Jordan, DOD/ISA 

1400 - Gen. Brown, JCS 

1500 - Sonnenfeldt 

Tuesday, Feb. 10 

1030 - Sisco 

1145 - Arthur Hartman _,.. 

1230 - Kissinger 

1300 - Lunch hosted by Kissinger 

1500 - President Fora 

1700 - Leave for Brussels 



THE WH !TE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 
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2/11/7 6 

Among the many gifts of greatness of Abraham Lincoln, foremost 

was his ability to find deep meaning in events of the 

mo men l ~~i--~,cl~~<l-mem-0~hlr--

\·men a crowd of well-wishers gathered to congratulate him 

for his election victory in 1864, he responded by congratulating 

all of the people for daring to hold an election in the midst of 

the Ci vi 1 1·J a r. 

" It has long been a grave question," Lincoln said on that 

occasion, "whether any government not too strong for 

the libert ies of its people , can be strong enough to maintain 

'1 
< 
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its own existence." 

President Lincoln thought that the actions of the people had 

answered the question: political freedom and the national 

will to survive had been proven to be compatible. 

But the old question remains for us today, in both aspects: 

In a strong nation, can the people be free? In a free 

nation, can sufficient strength be maintained for survival 

and independence? 

This nation has always lived in a world hostile to liberty. 
,,,.,.. 

~rdr~E".l?'S-, _t v er s inc e . our founding , th e enemies 

of freedom, hating us for what we stand for , have been 

expecting us to sink into weakness . 

··• 1.o.O 
For/\hundred~~ years we have proved them wrong , but they 

a re persistent. It is not easy for us to understand , but 

the enemies of freedom , the advocates of tyranny , hate 

" liberty for all " a:3 ~~uph a~ we love 
~,!j{;,;? ~-,. (4,;f (.' I <-' to destroy human ~ceon~~~ 
f~,. 

uphold and enhance 

A,e~~ 
it . They 

as we to 
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The United States is powerful, and our adversaries would do 

well always to bear that fact in mind. But we are not 

power-minded. If we build our force, it is because we seek 

to be a force for good in the world. 

Let me add that in a hostile world, to be strong for what is 

right, we must be strong. 

~f!._e~ . 
We have never wanted to conquer fflC --w~-&F =O't!r a.1'tmeb~-.e11- rs'.!'C' 

fre edom over tyranny, of plenty over hunger, of health over 

dise ase , of prosperity over poverty, and of human decency 

over cruelty, for ourselves and all humanity. 

To live up to the true meaning of the memory of Abraham 

Lincoln, we must remain strong--strong economically , so long 

as there are people needing our help, here and elsewhere in 

the world; strong militarily, so long as there are armed 

enemies of freedom in the world ; and strong in our devotion 

to the principles of the Declaration of Independence, to 



which he devoted the whole of his life. 

By striving to be the strong and free nation he envisioned, 

we honor well the memory of Abraham Lincoln. 

. ro, c 



THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. 0 . C . 20301 

Dr . . Robert A. Gold win 
Special Consultant to the President 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Bob: 

Enclosed for your review is a copy of the Annual Defense Department 
Report which will provide you timely and comprehensive information 
about the proposed Defense Budget for Fiscal Year 1977. 

I am confident that given the facts you will share our concern about 
the need to check the adverse trends of the past decade. 

Sincerely,r_ 

2n;;f(,_ Rumsfel __ ..,i"-"'r-~ 
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l HOW; U~S!.SIZES: UP:RUSSII NOW 

"DEAD WRONG T~RUST RUSSIA" 
Interview With Donald H. 

111 l 1!1Ul1L a •• 
. . 
' . 

From another decision maker comes a pic-
ture of Russia as a country that preaches 
detente-yet arms on a massive scale. Mr. 
Rumsfeld visited the magazine's editors to 
explain the hazards of a controversial policy. 

Q Mr. Secretary, we are constantly being warned by the 
Pentagon that Russia in the next few years may outstrip the 
United States as the world's leading military power. Does 
that mean that even a defense budget of 112.7 billion 
dollars-such as the one now proposed-isn't adequate? 

A The first point that has to be made is that the United 
States does have today what can be described as "sufficien-
cy" or " rough equivalence.·· That is my judgment and the 
conclusion of those who assess the balance-the naval bal-
ance, the strategic balance, the balance in Central Europe. 
By "rough equivalence," I do not mean to imply equality in 
each respect. I mean, in a broad sense, considering all of the 
elements of military capability, that we have today the 
strength necessary to balance the Soviet Union. 

However, if the trends of the past 5 or 10 or 15 years-of 
Soviet military expansion and U.S. contraction-are permit-
ted to continue, we would clearly arrive, at some point. 
where we could not say that we had sufficiency or rough 
equivalence. The long and the short of it is that, unless we 
act now to arrest those trends, the United States would 
move into a position of inferiority to the Soviet military 
capabilities. 

Q Even with the kind of money the Pentagon is now 
asking? 

A That brings me to a second point. So far as spending 
for military capability is concerned, we have observed a 
steady increase, in real terms, on the part of the Soviet 
Union over the past 10 to 15 years. During the same period. 
U.S. defense spending-again. in terms of real purchasing 
power-has decreased steadily. 

This has resulted in a greatly expanded research-and-
levelopment base and production rates in the Soviet Union 
\at, in most instances, exceed ours. 

ecretary of Defense 

!I-fr Rumsfeld in the magazine's conference room. 

Soviet military-manpower levels have increased also, from 
3.--1 million to something in the neighborhood of 4.4 mil-
lion-excluding some 400,000 border guards and security 
forces. The U.S. has 2.1 million Americans in uniform. 

While the Soviet Union has been increasing its defense 
spending by an average of 3 per cent a year since 1965 in 
real terms, our baseline defense budget has been declining 
in real dollar terms. 

The U.S. intelligence community, of course, refines the 
estimates of the Soviet defense effort. In the past, it was 
estimated that the Soviet Union was devoting 6 to 8 per 
cent of its gross national product to military capability. Now 
it appears that those figures may well be somewhere be-
tween 10 and 15 per cent. 

By way of contrast, the U.S. is devoting a little more than 
.5 per cent of our GNP to defense. This provides some idea 
of the relative burden the two countries are willing to 
accept for national security. A Soviet level of effort of 10 
per cent of their GNP to defense would be equivalent to a 
200-billion-dollar defense budget in this country, instead of 
the 100 billion dollars the President is proposing. 

The result has been a major shift in the balance of power. 
The United States has moved from a position of clear 
superiority to one of rough equivalence with the Soviet 
Union. If we wish to maintain rough equivalence, we cannot 
continue to take billions of dollars out of the defense budget 
\·ear after year to fund other programs that some desire in 
the nondefense portion of the federal budget. 

Q Will this year's defense budget reverse those trends? 
A It will not reverse the trends, but it will arrest them. 

The budget is designed to permit us to continue our policy 
of maintaining rough equivalence with the Soviet Union. 

Q What hopes do you have of Congress approving that 
budget in view of the big cuts made in Pentagon requests in 
recent years? 

A My guess is that the Congress will come to the conclu-
sion that it would be totally unacceptable to the American 
people to allow these adverse trends to continue. I see 
evidence that this could well be the year when the Con-
gress will recognize the now-clear fact that the rime is past 
when we can take billions of dollars out of the defense 
budget and put it elsewhere in the federal budget without 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON 

March 5, 1976 

Dear Bob: 

Thanks so much for sending along the suggestions 
to the Reuters speech. I appreciate it. 

_,A .. - Regards, 

Honorable Robert Goldwin 
Room 172 
Executive Office Building 
Washington 20006 

Donald Rumsfeld 



23 March 1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY 

FROM -Robert A. Goldwin /Z J./1:J--

Here is an 1:palogy that should serve for many questions about 
changes in policy . The particular example I use i s a question 
you were actuall~ asked last week at Whiteman AFB . 

Q. Does the fact that bases are being closeµ or realigned 
mean that mistakes were made in setting them up i n the first 
place five or ten years ago? 

A. The changes now being proposed or made mean that 
circumstances have changed , not that mistakes were made . 

I bad eyeglasses made three years ago and then had to have new 
ones made ~ecently . The first ones were right for my eyes 
when they were made , but my eyes changed in three years and 
now I need a different prescrption . 

The big mistake would be to continue with an old prescription 
when it is outdated . 

Base closings and realignments are responses to changed circum-
stances and changed defense needs . What we do now we do because 
we think it makes sense now, for greater efficiency and better 
defense . There is no basis for judgment about the quality of 
decisions made five or ten or fifteen years ago . 

-
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY 

FROM Robert A. Goldwin /Zd/1:J-.-

Here is an analogy that should serve for many questions about 
changes in policy. The particular example I use is a question 
you were actuall~ asked last week at Whiteman AFB. 

Q. Does the fact that bases are being closed or realigned 
mean that mistakes were made in setting them up in the first 
place five or ten years ago? 

A. The changes now being proposed or made mean that 
circumstances have changed, not that mistakes were made. 

I had eyeglasses made three years ago and then had to have new 
ones made ~ecently. The first ones were right for my eyes 
when they were made, but my eyes changed in three years and 
now I need a different prescrption. 

The big mistake would be to continue with an old prescription 
when it is outdated. 

Base closings and realignments are responses to changed circum-
stances and changed defense needs. What we do now we do because 
we think it makes sense now, for greater efficiency and better 
defense. There is no basis for judgment about the quality of 
decisions made five or ten or fifteen years ago. 
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Q. Retired Vice Admiral Gerald E. Miller, who 

was the deputy director of the Joint Strategic Target Planning 

Staff, has testified that the Department of Defense is consider-

ing revoking the authority of the North American Air Defense 

commander to use nuclear weapons in certain circumstances 

without the specific approval of the President. 

Does the Norad commander have this authority? And is the 

matter now under review? 

A. There is general agreement among the 

American people, I think, that there are some subjects that 

should not be discussed in details publicly. One of these is 

the subject of the security of the President and the measures 

that are taken to protect him. Another is specific arrangements 

for the use of nuclear weapons. 

What we all want to know, and what I can tell you with 

emphatic certainty, is that the decision for the use of nuclear 

weapons is 
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April 30, 1976 

MEMORMDUM TO tt'Hn SBCU'l'ARY 01' D~PENSB 

ROimltt GOwwnt 
ADVISOR TO THE SECRETARY 

You asked ae to prepare a aaaple O, A on the national 
defenaa iaaue vbioh would allow the President to reepond to 
charges in the President•• own teme rather than in Reagan'• 
terms. 

Pleaae find that Q & A attached. 

Kirk Baae~t, my aaeiatant, baa also prepared one indepe11dently. 
It ia also attached. 

Attacblllents 



,.(Goldwin) April 30, 1976 

Q. (Any question based on the Reagan charges that we have 
become a second-rate military power, we are not "number 
one.") 

A. You aren't asking the right question, but I'll answer it 
anyhow. And then I ' .11 explain why I think it isn't the 
right question. 

The fact is that right now, in 1976, the military power of 
the United States is unsurpassed. 

We are capable of deterring aggression by any adversary, or 
any imaginable combination of adversaries. 

Our military power is awesome. Our military forces are 
capable of doing everything we might ask of them. 

That is a full, honest, and accurate answer to your question. 

But the real question, the question you and all of us should 
be asking, is whether the President of the United States in 
1996 will be able to say what I have just said. 

Those who understand national defense know how critical the 
time factor is. The defenses we have now, in 1976, are 
almost entirely none of this Administration's doing. 
per cent of all of .our planes, and tanks, and missiles, and 
ships, and rifles, and anti-tank weapons are the result of 
decisions made five, ten, fifteen, even twenty-five years 
ago. 

There is no magic wand that can be waved, in the real world, 
to produce a defense system in one year or two years, no 
matter what anyone promises you. It has taken ~--,---~years 
just to design and test the B-1 bomber, and if the test 
results continue to be favorable and the Congress approves 
the decision, we will start production .this year. But even 
if we act without delay, production of the fleet of B-1 
bombers will not be completed until 

For the defense forces we have today, we must thank the 
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foresight and the decisions of Presidents and Congressmen 
and military leaders and the voters of ten and twenty years 
ago. 

Will the Americans of 1996 thank us for the defense forces 
we provide them by our decisions in 1976? Or will they 
curse us for not caring enough about them and their liberty? 
That is the real question we all ought to be asking ourselves. 

Unless we act decisively this year to stop the adverse 
trends of the past ten or fifteen years, cutting our defense 
budgets while the Soviets increase theirs, our children and 
their children will not thank us. They will curse us for 
not having had the foresight and the will to provide them 
with the means to defend themselves, and our allies, and the 
cause of freedom in the world. 



MEMORANDUM TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

April 29, 1976 

ROBERT GOLDWIN 

KIRK EMMERT h-(., 
Reply to Reagan's Critique of our 

Defense Posture 

I. Reagan's Critique 

1. We are becoming a second-rate military power, 
number 2 in the world. The momentum has shifted to the 
USSR, and after 1977 the Soviet's military advantage will 
increase. 

2. Mr. Ford's refusal to invite Solzhenitsyn to the 
White House and his signature of the Helsinki Pact are 
evidence we are number 2. Further evidence is the numerical 
inferiority of our military forces. The Soviets have more 
tanks, ships, artillery, missiles, reserves, and regular 
troops than the U.S. They spend twice as much on weapons as 
we do. 

3. It is dangerous, if not fatal, to be second best. 
Peace through strength is an admirable goal provided that 
military strength is understood to mean superiority. 
Equivalence is not enough. In order for the Administration's 
deeds to match its wordsJand its own goal of peace)it must 
restore our military superiority. 

4. Congress has been remiss in not voting more for 
defense, but that does not excuse the Ford Administration 
from responsiblity for our present situation. Rather than 
trying to deal with his old friends on Capitol Hill, the 
President should take the case for a stronger defense .to the 
American people. 
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II. The President's Reply 

The real issue in the present debate over our military 
strength is two opposing approaches to the conduct of defense 
policy. Let me describe my approach and let me start with 
some facts: 

1. The military strength of nations is not compared by 
simply counting the numbers of different kinds of weapons 
possessed by each. The type and quality of weapons must be 
considered when comparing, for example, aircraft, ships or 
missiles. 

2. When this kind of complex comparison is made, the 
conclusion is that our military forces are second to none. 

3. Present forces are adequate, but in recent years 
our defense effort has not kept pace with that of the Soviet 
Union. From a position of inferiority they are pulling up 
even with us. • 

4. My 1977 defense budget is designed to reverse this 
trend. It is based on the view that we can no longer 
afford to finance our domestic programs by cutting the 
defense budget, such as Congress has done in recent years. 

Defense policy is too complex and important to be dealt with 
by means of strident rhetoric, elementary counting, or 
mistaken and dangerous assertion about our inferiority to 
the Soviet Union. Simplistic assertions of who is number 1 
are appropriate to sports fans during the heat of competition 
but not to serious, responsible, informed candidates for the 
Presidency. 

Our goal should not be numerical superiority in all areas 
but sufficient strength to assure our security and that of 
our allies. To attain this mistaken goal of superiority in 
each area we would have to reinstitute the draft and produce 
many more weapons than we need. In my view wasteful spending 
is just as wrong when it is done in the .name of defense as 
of any other program. Our force levels should be determined 
by our needs not by trying to match our adversary weapon for 
weapon. 
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My approach to defense policy is to begin with a sober, 
informed assessment of our present situation and of where we 
want to be in future years, given the effort and nature of 
our adversary. Having done this, my Administration is now 
seeking to convince the Congress and the American people to 
support the military budget required to keep the nation 
secure, now and in the future. We have done our homework and 
we have been effective advocates. As a result, this year,for 
the first time in many years, it appears that Congress will 
not cut the defense budget. 



{Goldwin) April 30, 1976 

Q. {Any question based on the Reagan charges that we have 
become a second-rate military power, we are not "number 
one.") 

A. You aren't asking the right question, but I'll answer it 
anyhow. And then I'.11 explain why I think it isn't the 
right question. 

The fact is that right now, in 1976, the military power of 
the United States is unsurpassed. 

We are capable of deterring aggression by any adversary, or 
any imaginable combination of adversaries. 

Our military power is awesome. Our military forces are 
capable of doing everything we might ask of them. 

That is a full, honest, and accurate answer to your question. 

But the real question, the question you and all of us should 
be asking, is whether the President of the United States in 
1996 will be able to say what I have just said. 

Those who understand national defense know how critical the 
time factor is. The defenses we have now, in 1976, are 
almost entirely none of this Administration's doing. 
per cent of all of our planes, and tanks, and missiles, and 
ships, and rifles, and anti-tank weapons are the result of 
decisions made five, ten, fifteen, even twenty-five years 
ago. 

There is no magic wand that can be waved, in the real world, 
to produce a defense system in one year or two years, no 
matter what anyone promises you. It has taken ~----~years 
just to design and test the B-1 bomber, and if the test 
results continue to be favorable and the Congress approves 
the decision, we will start production this year. But even 
if we act without delay, production of the fleet of B-1 
bombers will not be completed until 

For the defense forces we have today, we must thank the 
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foresight and the decisions of Presidents and Congressmen 
and military leaders and the voters of ten and twenty years 
ago. 

Will the Americans of 1996 thank us for the defense forces 
we provide them by our decisions in 1976? Or will they 
curse us for not caring enough about them and their liberty? 
That is the real question we all ought to be asking ourselves. 

Unless we act decisively this year to stop the adverse 
trends of the past ten or fifteen years, cutting our defense 
budgets while the Soviets increase theirs, our children and 
their children will not thank us. They will curse us for 
not having had the foresight and the will to provide them 
with the means to defend themselves, and our allies, and the 
cause of freedom in the world. 
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II. The President's Reply 

The real issue in the present debate over our military 
strength is two opposing approaches to the conduct of defense 
policy. Let me describe my approach and let me start with 
some facts: 

1. The military strength of nations is not compared by 
simply counting the numbers of different kinds of weapons 
possessed by each. The type and quality of weapons must be 
considered when comparing, for example, aircraft, ships or 
missiles. 

2. When this kind of complex comparison is made, the 
conclusion is that our military forces are second to none. 

3. Present forces are adequate, but in recent years 
our defense effort has not kept pace with that of the Soviet 
Union. From a position of inferiority they are pulling up 
even with us. 

4. My 1977 defense budget is designed to reverse this 
trend. It is based on the view that we can no longer 
afford to finance our domestic programs by cutting the 
defense budget, such as Congress has done in recent years. 

Defense policy is too complex and important to be dealt with 
by means of strident rhetoric, elementary counting, or 
mistaken and dangerous assertion about our inferiority to 
the Soviet Union. Simplistic assertions of who is number 1 
are appropriate to sports fans during the heat of competition 
but not to serious, fesponsible, informed candidates for the 
Presidency. 

Our goal should not be numerical superiority in all areas 
but sufficient strength to assure our security and that of 
our allies. To attain this mistaken goal of superiority in 
each area we would have to reinstitute the draft and produce 
many more weapons than we need. In my view wasteful spending 
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of any other program. Our force levels should be determined 
by our needs not by trying to match our adversary weapon for 
weapon. 
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My approach to defense policy is to begin with a sober, 
informed assessment of our present situation and of where we 
want to be in future years, given the effort and nature of 
our adversary. Having done this, my Administration is now 
seeking to convince the Congress and the American people to 
support the military budget required to keep the nation 
secure, now and in the future. We have done our homework and 
we have been effective advocates. As a result, this year,for 
the first time in many years, it appears that Congress will 
not cut the defense budget. 
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MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

4/29/76 WASHINGTON 

TO: Robert Goldwin 

FROM: Kirk Emmert 

SUBJECT: Reply to Reagan ' s Views on Defense 

1. Reagan's critique 

1. Russia has more of most military resources and weapons than the 

u·.s. They have more tanks, artillery, missi l es, ships, and men under 

a~ms. They have a much better civil defense effort. They spend about 
j 

twice as much of their GNP (15%) for ~efense than we do. 

2.We are becoming a second-rate military power. The momentum has 

shifted to the USSR. After 1977 the Soviet adva ntage mounts. 

3. Equivalence will not bring peace through strength, to say nothing 
EXXEBX11~X#2:¥ 
of being #2. 

4. Words of the Administration are not matched by its deeds. 

5. Congress has not done its part, but the Administration should take 

its case for a stronger defense to the American people, rather than 

having the President trying to make a deal with his old friends on 

capitol hill. 

II. The President's Reply 

1. We must begin with the facts of our present military situation 

vis a vis the USSR. The fact is our forces are second to none ~ 

lll!IZ!\iifh;aa llerl'k in over all capability to the Soviet forces. 

Military forces x ce1m1ot. l3e eeffl~e:rea1iH¥7 l3y a oim!3liotie coantir,g of 



MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

2 

Military forces canoot be compared by MBkia~xsimioxis:ki« simply counting 

the number of weapons on each side. The type and quality of the weapons 

must also be considered:~ one of our missles is worth more than one of 

theirs and one of our large ships may be worth many of theirs. The xi 

different geographic situations of the two countries must also be 

compllred. 

2. Presetn forces are adequate but present trends in effort are not. 

We must make more of an effort to match the increased effort made by 

the Russians. We must stop trying to finance domestic programs by 

cutting the defense ~HE budget. The AdminLct.ration's budget is designed 

to increase our effort, to match the increaed Russian effort, and to 

reverse our tendency, which would become dangerous if it continued, 

cf cutting defease speading. There will be danger in the future only if 

the Administration's proposals are rejected. 
XEEX 

accnflefeoaenpo~mcFcmenmEXHccbmp~mcbcedbcbobbecBebebeBcmo 

3. Defense policy is too complicated and too important to dealt with 

by strident rhetoric, simplistic counting, or a dangerous exaggerationxs 

EXXXEHX about our inferiority to Soviet power. We need to make a sober 
o..~cl 

assessment of lwhere we are~ where we want to go given the effort and 
""'- h\ll.1,--- u 

nature of our adversary, :=:I ""£hen tsk the American people and the 

Congress to do what is necessary to get us to where we mr.:knwant to go. 

This is the approach of this Administration as shown by our budget 

requests to the Congress and our success to date in getting those 
- f' C\)~•s -f-.s • f t t-o\l-.J. 
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Q. National defense, Number 2, etc. 

?a-~ f-G £.u_fO--r·~ 
a_~~,._,,., . 

A. I have tried several times to defense 

situation in response to let our defenses 

becomes a second-rate 

military power, ~ don't seem to have gotten through to 

at least one,~ idate--so I will try a different way to 

reassur and others who may be influenced by his argu-

building 
The first thing that one must understand about/NR:i'JfEXR 

national defense isAhow Yong it ;~es to produce weapons and, 

therefore, how far ahead one must think to make sure that our 

safety and the safety an of our allies and others around the 

world is assured. 

The weapons and defense systems we have now are the 
~ .'- fi.._J 

result of ~esea!!!'eh ane a.ivill9fHROR;i; e.na le~iel:et-is0tt-- and pi ee-tH"e-

ma~ bhat wEIE t:'l.Eclaed upon a:na astect uptm-five, ten, and 

) ?'" fifteen years ago. For example, our O b B-52 bombe e b <' 
,, 

--- years old and the decisions to~ them were made . -
19 

years ago. 
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The decision that I am urging on the Congress now, to 
p--r~t,.,t._ 

45e aeead with the B-1 bomb~rl a backgrounf of---- years 

now .q{until 
4 we~ ,., f-o d;,,r,~t.e.-h ........ t..r/C ~r/ 

an~will si!art giving us planes __ years from 

1990, our bomber fleet will be a combination of B-52s and 

B-ls, if C,;m~I @82'1 ag± EEES to go aheaet Wibls we fl 1 pi eg: art, 

not because we do not want the most modern 

planes at once, but because it takes a long time to build them. 
w-ifQ 

In the meantime, we moderniz~ the B-52s so that 

they will serve~for 10 or 15 years more, until they can all be 

replaced by B-ls. . 
J2£c.<~•"-'d~lu 1 ~Y /~.1<£.c, f 

I g_IVc ;-pr tby Jar~ exem~i½• 80 Umt yoa, ana eoe±:,~me, 
~::, krt...- ce 
-e.in 1,1,ad0nit,sad U1at tbe d.Q;t;..Qfl-6~ d:ecls1ons I make, any President-

-

"lllhen there iG-ng actuaJ figflt:mg going un, --
.makes.,/can be s::ee, n@l judged~;> wbjJe 1',;e is P1eside11L, bat; 

0.,/(,( ,('. ;r-
only many years later, -eften after be bas left office. / I\ -,:,. (' 

• --The forces we have at our dispos~ the planes, the 
size ~ the , 

tanks, the ships, the missiles, tbe/a'imed forces--all of these 

are the result of decisions made by Aamiai~tration~ and Congress~ ?.,__ 
~·.c.r R~.:J.,f I~ e,c.~ .1 :1- r c-.re 
4!J.,, e a{:ld mo1 e yioa¥B ag~ • - - ' • "' .,,,.. '-

one Na 

is no ma /i-c-·•rand t , t,, can 

t alon~et, I 

produc. at )a wa; J even 

yeaV 

I am frank to say that the defense l'f-:i~uµzm::a;t=;e ~ e.iiL . . \, 
1-1:nre-- posture of the United States requires ia:rri prompt 

action. I have told the Congress that I think we must appro-

priate$ billion, and the prospects are good--but not certain--

that this year, for the first time in 

will not cut the total proposed to them. 

years, the Congress 
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But what every American ought to understand is that the danger 
w..- t'f 1 b rqgt; rr-ti-o ~"' / '2,---0-1,fl 

I • I foresee is not now, not i,,ft•~1~·~-:yoee,-~r.-, but years ahea<k-$. we 

fail to act now. What we decide this year wil~ _determi~e how t;J1; ;_j.~ e. J .t~~ I I ~p' 
safe we and :tEJDC our allies and the thin&S we sei k to pro -Gt-

will be five or ten years from now. If we cut L 
"tNe defense 

budget again this year, as we have for the last years, 

those of us still alive fifteen years from 
A,~ /...r4Ud,1.., lcr 

will curse us for leaving them; defense£r1 U. 

now, and I/our children, 
ju__, I-le µ..,,.JC/ -w,f{ .f....<1 
/I That 's what the t..&~/ {,,, 

danger 
,/ .e:~. ~e-,<.C - -

is, not that we have inadequate /defenses this year. t,-v.;rff..!.e 
t..rr..J/ 

f.o 
,vvt.,U. c I...._ 

Right now it is accurate to say that the United States a_{,'b-t-<.-f ;,:/- . 

is second to none in military power. 

Right now it is accurate to say that our nuclear 
our forces on the ground and 

strength, our naval strength, 

in the air, are capable of every demand that might be ma 

them. Our military forces taken all together are unsur 

in all the world. 

The most important task of our military might is 

attack on this country and on any of ourallies, Some in this 
' £. ' • ~~---I t-V'-1;'. 

country may have an~ in raising doubts about the 

deterrent power of the United States. But I can tell you who 

has absolutely no doubt about the awesome strategic force of 

i~ " 

c:,c---v<-.o>•r"''.) the United States--the leaders of every adversary or potential 
D _ 

adversary of the United States, that I s who. 

~.uf fr,'-..1 The question is not whether we have enough power today 
J., J wv--~ ;. 

that were the real quest.ion, we could all relax. The 
'f: ,,u...i r~ ,-«.; 0-~,.,..,_,_, - - -0-=,4' -H4 . "-" '"" ~cJ...€,. 1 aiho J rJ;:~ ~I a,,,. ~d ~ .4% tvz.J_ -'...!/-
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The only real question is how our power will stand 

the test of our national defense and our global responsibilities 

ten or fifteen years from now. That is where the danger lies. 

If anyone who knows what he is talking about RXkx is asked, 

is the United States unsur assed in military power today, the 

answer is undoubtedly yes. 

If anyone who is knowledgeable is asked, does the United 

States have the strategic power to deter aggreesion and especi-

ally nuclear attack on this country or any of our allies, the 

answer is undoubtedly and unqualifiedly, yes. 

/I 
If the question is asked, and will that be the case 

in 1985 or 199of 1' 1 • ' " ±~xfiEmxxmq: the answer must be, that depends 

on whether we have the foresight to make the right decisions 

in 1976. 

I call on you and on all Americans to support me in 

this vital effort to get the defense budget I have proposed 

through the Congress this year. Let your Congressman 
Q:' t 

that you understand the question he is voting on is not the : 
'i>~ 

safety of the United States this year, but the strength an __;1/ 

l{f/ safety of freedom in the world against its adversaries in 

1985, 1990, the year 2000--and beyond. 

By the way, I hope I have put in perspective for you 
-tt..t. ~~,,,,.A;._ 

all this silly talk about who's number one. can save tna.'.f f -~.,.., 

~frP ~~owl or the Super Bowl ~year. _:/1~-.~ A~ 1.-:...~f~fr; ~tA-h_ ~--,--,~;-c 't:'-4 ~-·~:/·~. , r 



Q. Mr. President, can you clear up the confusion? Is the 
United States Number One militarily, or is the Soviet Union? 
Sometimes you say we are Number One, sometimes you say we are 
"second to none," sometimes you say we are "unsurpassed." But 
Governor Reagan always says we have slipped to second place and 
that it is your fault. What is the right answer? 



CONCLUSION OF ARTICLE ON THE NEW YORK TIMES - CBS NEWS 
NATIONAL POLL, NEW YORK TIMES, FRIDAY, APRIL 23, 1976. 

Foreign Policy Issues 

Why has Mr. Reagan been able to make so little of the foreign 
policy issues? The polls suggested that Americans have very 
little concern for them this year, at least compared with 
other issues. A heavy majority, even of Republicans, said 
that they considered such domestic issues as crime, energy 
and jobs as more important than the detente matter. 

I 



Defense: Comment 

C-17 

Reagan U.S., Ford U.S. the Facts 
(By Roscoe Drummond, excerpted, C.S. Monitor) 

President Ford and Ronald Reagan are doing their level worst 
to confuse the American people on the state of the nation's military 
strength. Mr. Reagan says that the U.S. has allowed itself to drop 
dangerously behind the Soviets in the balance of military power. 
Mr. Ford says that the U.S. is on top, is comfortably in the lead. 
Mr. Reagan's statements, on the basis of the most knowledgeable 
sources, are inaccurate. Mr. Ford's statements are misleading and 
irrelevant as an answer because they skirt a far more crucial 
truth -- that the U.S. is falling so steadily behind year after 
year that a seriQUS imbalance is in the making. • -

This creates serious confusion and it deepens distrust of 
leadership. It tends to misguide our allies and could tempt our 
adversaries -- and in today's world that's dangerous. 

Ford and Reagan are not military experts. The most objective 
and reliable source on the comparative military strength of the 
U.S. and the Soviet Union is former Defense Secretary James 
Schlesinger. 

His testimony is that at the present time the balance of 
military power is not on the Soviet side. • 

It is hard to understand why the President deems it wise to 
say only that the U.S. is still No. 1 militarily when this statement 
buries a more important fact. By repeating this limited reply he 
builds an opinion in the country and in Congress that if the U.S. 
just keeps going along as at present, we will remain No. 1. We won't. 
The fact is that the U.S. has been falling behind steadily for eight 
years and is continuing to fall behind. 

A presidential campaign ought to be an instrument of public 
education. On defense it has thus far been an instrument of 
miseducation. -- (4/21/76) 

tc 
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April 27, 1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR: BOB GOLDWIN 

I agree completely with your memo and I have talked to Dick and 
the President about it. Why don't you now prepare an attached 
sample of how you would handle the national defense issue. The 
sooner you can do it the better. 



-~ 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM 

April 24, 197 6 

DICK CHENEY /J J 

BOB GOLDWIN / l,1./ 

1. We should not let Reagan set the agenda of campaign issues. 

2. 
are 
such 

of 
as 

The NY Times-CBS poll indicates that foreign policy issues 
less concern to the voters this year than domestic issues 

jobs, pr i ces, energy, and crime. 

3. Reagan was not doing well on his foreign policy and 
military policy themes until the President began responding in 
detail and forcefully, thus drawing attention to them more 
effectively than Reagan had been able to do, and in Reagan's 
terms, not ours. 

4. There is no way now, I think, to avoid answering questions 
about our military preparedness and the Panama negotiations, and 
the questions will continue to be asked. What we should aim for, 
therefore, is to change the terms of the discussion. 

5. Reagan is accusing the President of lacking forcefulness 
in foreign and military matters, of shying away from being strong. 
The President should not allow himself to be put on the defensive, 
to be in the posture of denying charges . 

. 6. The President should, instead, set forth his own posit"~ Fo~ 
in his own terms, and in a way that makes Reagan look ignoran ; 1 

impetuous, imprudent, and in other ways unqualified to be Presf ent 
and Commander in Chief. 1--• ,___ 

7. The attached sample of a Panama answer is desi.gned to state 
the President's approach to foreign policy, in broad terms, as based 
on facts and objectives. By contrast, Reagan's will seem to be based 
on misinformation and bluster. The President will look "presidential" 
and Reagan will be on the defensive. 



Q. The Panama Canal 

A.· · The real issue in the present debate about the Panama Canal 

is two opposing approaches to the conduct of foreign policy. Let 

me describe my approach, and let me start with some facts: 

1. The fact is that negotiations with Panama to alter thi 

Treaty did not just start but have been going on, intermittently, 

for 10 or 12 years . Every Latin American country agrees that the 

Treaty fs outdated and ought to be revised. 

2. The facx is that except for disagreements over the status 

of the Canal, ~ur relations with Panama are fine and could be out-

standing. Panama and the United States should be friends, not 

enemies. 

3. The fact is that the Panama Canal Zone is not part of 

the United States; it is part of Panama. We did not buy it and make 

it US territory; we paid the Panamanians for certain rights on their 

territory. That is why we pay a kind of annual rent to them--

because we do not own it. 

4. The final fact is that the Canal was not built to be 

defended at:;ainst modern weapons. It is vulnerable. h11Elece=rt,,o+J3'!!«11= 

Rockets fired from outside the Canal Zone, for example, could 

disable the equipment and put the Canal out of operation immediately 

and for years. 
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My approach to foreign policy is to start with the facts 

and to keep our national objectives in mind. The people of Panama 

want to be friendly and they wan t the Canal to continue to operate 

and to be secure. They have a big stake in ~he Canal, and I think 
...v.i 

it makes good sense to find ways for them to help defend it and 
" 

share in its operation. When two nations have the same interests, 

it is not hard to settle differences by negotiation. 

My approach is not to look for trouble and enemies where 

they do not exist . There are enough of both in the world without 

making more unnecessarily . 

We have no need to impress small nations that we are big 

and powerful. The greatest powers in the world know that well 

enough. About the only ones who seem to doubt it are a few in this 

country who want to ma ke us believe that we are inferior to others 

in military strength. 

Our true objective in Panama is to protect the Canal and 

keep it operating. In my judgment that can best be done by 

arranging with the people and Government of Panama for them to 

help.~ thet -~ The result will be greater security 

for the Canal, better relations with Panama, better relations with 

the rest of.Latin Amei;ica, and a hetter stance for our important 

relations with the rest of the world. 



A. Let me explain briefly what we are seeking to do in the 

Panama negotiations, which have been going on, intermittently, 

for 10 or 12 years. 

Panama..-ra1maililillhi1i:lthaa i] in all respects 

but one1 ~ favorably disposed towards the United States, and wants 
, 

to maintain~ relations with us. The one difficulty is the 

status of the Panama Canal and the Canal Zone. ....... 
~01,re] op i L cmg fFiemH·y relations with Our interesJ -M to 

w-J..-1-o 
Panama, keep the Panama Canal open, working, available for our use 

at all times, and secure from danger. 
-ff..e IJ.S.~ 

The approac~ij,@ Roar.a been taking is to seek arrangements 

with Panama that will give them a stake in helping to defend and 

operate 

want to 

to me. 

the Canal. They don't want it closed or 
4 ,#,~~41~ 

helpAuo es.operat~it and defen~t, and 

threatened. They 

that makes sense 

The people of Panama are nolfdifferent from us. They resen~ ......... 
\1/3 M d,,X:.:!!;:: :::::ue~t out of of their own 

tbtory}I\ Contrary to the ignorant assertions of some, the Panama 

C 1 • ~U .otd'fUS •--~-.. • • f W ana Zone 1.s not n1.te tatesJ• .... __.~,..~ 1.t 1.s part o Panama. e 
~~~~,J.t. 

did n_;!! buy~...._ territory: we ~EM~NXxEexxaiH paid for certain rights 

on Panamanian territory• ~tis why we pay rent every year--because 
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4. The fact is that the Panama Canal is highly vulnerable 

to local attack. RockX~~!m outside the Canal Zone, for example, 

could disable key equipment needed to operate the Canal and put it 

out of operation immediately and for years. No amount of swagger 

and tough talk can change this fact. 

My approach is to consider that the people of Panama are 

A&.u~ .. -tL.. 
disposed to be friendly and want the Canal to continue to be~ 

and to operate. They have a stake in its continuing operation, and 

~~gool 4t1 ·•42 
I think to find ways for them to 

;;J-
help ~ef@A08 and 

share in its operation. We are two nations with the same interests, 
4-()w,.e~ 

and/\I e"1iHh ,ve ought e,,,. resolve~ differences by negotiation. 

My approach is not to look for trouble and enemies where 

they don't exist. There are enough potential enemies in this world 

without making more unnecessarily. . ;i J.. 
~,4-w,.d q_/ 

The main objective is not to .aff'O'Y how big and strong we are. 
A. 

The~world know#that well enough, even if there are some in this 

-# country who aren't fully aware of just how P°;\erful we are. The 

objective in Panama is to keep the Canal operating and secure, 

and if the people and Government of Panama can help make that 

more certain, I u hP getting them to help. 



The most important issue in the present debate about the 

Panama Canal is two opposing approaches to the conduct of foreign 

policy. 

Let 

tiations to 

inter en 

could 

Let me describe mine, and let me start with some facts: 
-Jl-t.W-,~.,;,rLJ-

1. A£xcept for disagreements over the status of the Canal, 

our relations with the people of Panama are fine and -- could be 

outstanding. They should be our friends, not our enemies. 
t..JI,'~ 

2.~~otiat~ns to alter the Treaty with Panama have been 
A Every 

going on, intermittently, for 10 or 12 years. AiixEfxxke Latin 
is out a 

American countt+.!agref;S' that the Treaty7ought to be revised . .. -,i.d 
3.~ Pan:C:a Canal Zone is not Y8xxexxixEX¥ part of the A'fh -

United States; it is part of Panama. We did ~t buy it and 

US territory; we paid the Panamanians for certain rights on 

territory. That is why we pay a kind of rent to them every 

because we do not own it. ti.i-118~•--•••..,.~ 
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~a. . , / 
• ~~~~~a...J. • I • • • 

we do no own 1. 'I\ ~.p:,~~ the Canal is not situated well for defending it against 

local attack. Rockets from outside the Zone could destroy key 

machinery and put the Canal out of operation for years. 

It does no good to swagger and boast and ~a~, 

;::re s~r,;;w doing--big word~c~ ::,~ ~14, 
~The best ~ay to :;:~~:"';::i1 ana keep it operating is ti . 

to ~ikRRili~ negotiate B.N arraugewohl! for the people of 

Panama tojoin with us in defending and operating it. 

We know ourselves that if we have a stake in something, and t.c,-e. 

stand to benefit from its success, we have a re~on for taking good 
+1.-,J~~ It t. -bl- •. 

care of .ehing:s a than~ to o~J@st:Fo:,. The 

w~ ~~A,~~~'-•<~ 
people of Panama are no different, :tFOIR us i u tb is £'illilfHl61ii, at1e : 

~f.c>~-~ 
. .tuu. D ·-It-is~rongheaded and irresponsible to ~?Glii a'!I fierce 

enemies toward people who are naturally inclined to be our friends. 

My confident prediction is that when we work out the right arrange-

f •• ./1..A_ • f h P C 1 h u· d ment or cont1.nu1.ng illliilill1"'0perat1.on o t e anama ana , t e n1.te 

States and Panama will be strong friends. I deplore the actions 

of those who are trying to make them our enemies for no good reason. 



-£1:0m the Scene 

CANAL ZONE: POLITICAL ISSUE 
IN U.S., TIME BOMB IN PANAMA 

Feelings are running high in 
both the U.S. and Panama 
over the future of a key water-
way. A cabled dispatch by 
Carl J. Migdail of the maga-
zine's International Staff sizes 
up an explosive dispute. 

PANAMA CITY 
As a campaign issue in the U.S. , future 

control of the Panama Canal is only now 
starting to strike sparks. 

Here at the scene the question of who 
is to own, run and defend the canal has 
gone far beyond political oratory. It is a 
time bomb relentlessly ticking away. 

The situation, in simplest terms: The 
Republic of Panama wants the U.S. to 
give it control of the waterway within a 
set time span. The Ford Administration 
is trying to negotiate a compromise. But 
many Americans consider that foolhar-
dy, if not worse. • 

Republican contende r Ronald Reagan, 
demanding an end to the talks that have 
been under way since 197 4, says: "The 
Canal Zone is not a colonial possession. 
It is. not a long-term lease. It is sovereign 
u.s.'' territory, every bit the same as 
:\laska and all the States that were 
carved from the Louisiana Purchase." 

At the opposite pole is Panama·s ruler, 
Gen. Omar Torrijos Herrera. 

His warning: "Patience has limits . We 
are now following the peaceful route of 
Gandhi. We are also prepared to follow 
the Ho Chi Minh route if necessary. 
That means terrorism, guerrilla oper-
ations and sabotage in a national-liber-
ation war to regain our territory.·· 

Adding fuel to the controversy are the 
Americans employed in the Canal Zone 
who vigorously oppose any revision of 
the area's status. They are backed by a 
powerful lobby in Congress and by 
many American military men. 

Measure of anxiety. The depth of 
their concern is described in the box on 
page 26. The power they pack was 
shown in mid-March when a wildcat 
strike by the American "Zonians·· closed 
the waterway for several days. 

Caught in the middle are U.S. officials 
,,·ho believe that the treaty must be 
drastically revised. As one State Depart-
ment official puts it: "'All hell will break 
loose if the negotiations fail and violence 
breaks out. " 

24 

The Administration 's position: The 
U.S. neither owns nor has sovereignty 
over the Canal Zone. As Ambassador 
Ellsworth Bunker, chief U.S. negotiator, 
points out: "Contrary to the belief of 

\ 

many Americans, the United States did/ 
not purchase the Canal Zone in 1903. 
Rather, the money we gave Panama 
then was in return tor tfie nghts which 
Panama granted us by the treaty . • 

Congress-a barrier? Mr. Bunker, a 
former Ambassador to South Vietnam, 
has so far been unable to convince many 
Congressmen of the need for a new 
accord with Panama to terminate per-
petual U.S. control over the Canal Zone. 
His opponents claim they have the votes 
to block a new agreement. Their argu-
ments against treaty revisions are large-
ly based on U.S. national-security and 
commercial needs. 

All this has renewed fears of open 
conflict breaking out, perhaps as soon as 
next year, if what Panamanians consider 
a blight on their honor and their nation ·s 
independence is not removed. 

American officials understand the 
Panamanian grievances. They say the 
treaty is out of date and 
has become a source of 
te nsion throughout Latin 
:\merica. 

Generations of Panama-
nians have been brought 
up to believe that the Ca-
nal Zone is a symbol of 
U.S. imperialism. And in 

dor Bunker warns: "Unless we succeed, I 
believe that Panama's consent to our 
presence will continue to decline, and at 
an even more rapid rate. 

"Some form of conflict in Panama 
would seem virtually certain-and it 
would be the kind of conflict which 
would be costly for all concerned. " 

There is wide agreement among both I 
U.S. and Panamanian officials that the 
canal is hi hly vulnerable to att 
Sma groups o errons s could easily 
destroy the fresh-water dams, knocking 
out canal operations for as long as two 
years. Rockets fired from the Panamani-
an side could severely damage the locks 
or sink ships in transit, thus halting al 
traffic. 

American officials here are now virtu-
ally unanimous in saying that the canal's 
basic security rests almost entirely on 
giving Panama a stake in keeping it 
open. And that will require changes in . 
the administration and operations of the 
canal and a switch of attitudes in the 
Zone and outside. 

In the Canal Zone itself, the U.S. has a 
full-fledged government with its own 

BEHIND FEUD 
OVER THE CANAL-

both the United Nations 
and the Organization of 
American States, the U.S. 
has been urged to be re-
sponsive to the Panamani-
an aspirations. If this is 
not done, you are told 
here, there will again be 
violence, such as erupted 
in 1964, which led to the 
deaths of four Americans 
and 20 Panamanians. 

Atlantic Ocean 

General Torrijos knows 
there is little hope of get-
ting a new agreement 
during the 1976 U.S. e lec-
tion year. He has virtually 
guaranteed to kee p his 
1.7 million people calm 
until 1977. But that is his 
deadline for a new treaty. 

American officials say 
General Torrijos is not 
overstating the threat of 
conflict. In fact, Ambassa-

Scale of miles ., 

0 5 Pacific Ocean 

U.S. NEWS & WORLD REPORT, April 26, 1976 
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MEMORANDUM TO: 

FROM: 

THE \\IITT E I!Ol:S E 

\\"A SIIIN l ;T O:-S 

SECRETARY DONALD 
RICHARD CHENEY 
JAMES CONNOR 
JERRY JONES 

RUMSFELD 

DAVID GERGEN 

ROBERT GOLDWIN /?Ith-
This new article on the unreliability of polling is important 
reading. The evidence ls chat pre-primary polling is especially 
unreliable, that even people with opinions don't report them 
accurately, and that there is no public opinion on most 
is sues. See the marked passages on pages 72-73, 87, and 89. 

Attachment 

5/7/76 



·dzu4~-~1 
THURSDAY, MAY 6, 1976 

<: Who's No. 1 ?· Do 
\ ·1 

- By KSNNl:TB H. BACON 
VASHINGTON - Donald Rumafeld 
'IS how to walk through a political 
1derstorm without getting wet ·enough 
umple his crisp confidence Gt' dull ·hl• 
ht smile. ' ' 
n the early days of the Nixon admlnla-
ion he left a safe congressional 11eat to 
the Office of Economic Opportunity 

n . the antipoverty program wu under 
cit ,from the right and the left-and 
rged ',Vlth hla reputation unacathed. 
n, as · director of the Cost of Uvlng 
ncll, he supervl&ed a complex system 
rage and price •.controls while working 
mvlnce buslnel!lllmen that the Nixon ad-
istratlon relllly did believe In free mar-
. He continued to serve the Nixon re-
e during the Watergate scandals but 
1aged to watch safely fro!J) Europe, 
re he ":as Ambassador to NATO. 
low Mr.\ Rumsfeld, aa Secretary of De-
e, finds himself In the middle of a de-
• about America's military strength. 
1ld-be President Ronald Reagan 
·ges that the U.S. lags dangerously be-
I the Soviet Union In armed might; po-
'.\I analysts agree that charge helped 
to a smashing victory In the Texas prl-

·y last Saturday and to his -upset win 
1e Indiana primary on Tuesday. Pre11l-
t Ford sharply denies what he calls Mr. 
gan's "distorted allegations" and 
·rts that " the United States today Is 
single most powerful nation on earth , 
·ed In all history, and we're going to 
:l It that way." • 

Reply . , 
Jut as the question of Soviet rnllltary 
1lnance has become the most emotional 
e In the Republican presidential prl• 
·les and 'has helped rejuvenate Mr. 
gan's campaign, Secretary Rums-
avoids complete 8Upporl of his boSB In 
White House. He hu criticized Mr. 
gan for "simplistic formulations" 
ut defen1e but, wt\en asked directly If 
U.S. Is second to tl\e Soviet Union, Mr. 
nsfeld typically gives an answer that 
~rs considerably from Mr. Ford's re-
1se to the same question. 

tty In this election year. But there'a a 
deeper explanation: President Ford and 
Secretary Rumafeld are courtlnt different 
audlencea. While )Ir, Ford Is trying to win 
aupport from the moderate and right wlnga 
of the Republican Party, Mr. Rumsfeld la 
working to persuade a Democratic Oon-
gresa to pass a aharply Increased defenae 
budget In the fiscal year starting Oct. 1 

_ while laying the ground work for a series 
of additional lncreaaea during the next five 
y-.ars. • ·, • • 

The Ford a'cimlnlab'atlon haa uked Con• 
gress to approve military ouUa}'I ol $100.1 
billion In fiscal year tm, up aboUt $8.9 bil-

When asked if the U.S. is 1 

second tQ the Sovi~t Union 
militarily, Mr. kumsfeld 
typically ·gives an answer 
that ditters considerably 
fr·om Mr. li'ord's. 

lion from the current year. In terms of to-
tal obligational authorlty-amounta to be 
approved or already approved by Oongreu 
for spending both In fiscal 1m and later 

• years-the administration ,proJ1911es ~112.7 
, I billion, up · SlU billion from thlll year. 

Within five years, the admlnl11tratlon • sees 
the annual outlay rising to $141.3 billion 
and the obligational authority to $149,7 bll• 
lion. Most of the lncre81Ml., would go for new 
weapons,. such u the · Bl long-range 
bomber. 1 

To set) thl• Increase In defense spendln, 
In a year when the admlnlstraUon ls pro-
posing restraint In a number of popular so-
cial programs, Mr. Rumsfeld has empha-
sized that during the last decade the Soviet 
Union has been gaining on the U.S. In mill• 
tary strength. Starting from a position of 
clear Inferiority, the Soviet Union has 
reached parity and, unleM Congrf!ss 
agrees to· significant boollts In defense 
funds, could surpass the U.S .. he says. 

'There's no way to take a complicated -
feet that Involves a whole h011t of me'-" 
•ments and categorize It with a phrase 

To back up his contention, Mr. Rums-
feld has given Congress a sobering array 
of data. Between 1985 and 1975 the "estab-
lished real resources allocated to Soviet 
national defense· grew from at>Qut $107 bll· 
lion to about $144 billion In constant fiscal· 
year ,.1977 dollars, an annual average 
change of about 3%" based on Central In• 
telllgence Agency estimates. the Secretary 
says. In the same 1977 dollars, U.S. de-
fense spending has gone from about $110 
bllllon In 1965 to slightly less than $101 bll· 
lion In 1975. "Stnce about 19'10, the Soviet 
program has exceeded that of the U.S. In 
every year; In um It did 10 by ,approxi-
mately 42%," according to Mr.- Rumafeld. 
'·'This pattern of Soviet effort outstripping 
that of the U.S. Is reflected In practically 
every major component of the mJlltary 
programs.'' 

, word," Mr. Rumsfeld says. :'The spe-
: words· I've used In testimony before 
Congrees are that:we have what I de• 
be as 'rough equivalence.' This Is a net 
•ssm'!nt phrase. It's a BUggestlon that 
·e are certainly areas where the Sovleta 
ahead; there are certainly areas where 
U.S. 111 ahead; there are certain areu 
re we ·1iave • approximate parity. But 
important point Is todBy we do have the 
es capable of doing the job." 
"o Mr. Rumsfeld's credit, his assess-
it Is based on the rational, unemotional 
lysls that should characterize the De-
,e Depnrtment's presentation of the 
tary picture to the O>ngress and to the 
lie . J3ut Its very bala_nce makes the 
nsfeld reil\'°nse sound rather tepid next 
\Ir; ror,d'e, ringing l\88ertlon that the 
. "le unaurpassed militarily." The dis• 
ity between the statements by the Pres-
it and fill Secretary of Defense seems 
1er puazllng as Mr. Ford's Republican 
, l conllnue11 t6 exploit the military 
, kne11at l:harge. Why the difference? 
>ne "reason might be simply that the 
ense chief has sworn off political actlv-.. ' 

While Democratic Rep., Les Aspln or 
Wisconsin and other liberals have noted 
that differences between the American and 
Russian economies and budgeting pro-
cesses make It difficult to compare mill• 
tary 11pendlng figures, there Is widespread 
agreement ln Congre88 that the Soviet 
Union 'has made strong gains In several 
areas, particularly ln,lntercontlnental bal• 
ll1ttlc mlSBlles and In naval strength. So far 
Congre!IS appears willing to give the ad-
m lnlstratlon the defense budget It wanta. 
Both the House and the Senate Budget 
Committees have set defense _spending tar-

gets close to what the admlnlstrntlon 
seeks, and the Hou11e has pasaed a defense 
procurement and research biil that's more 
genero_us than Mr. Ford requested.' , 

"We ·have made defense take ·the cuts In 
the !~st few years to find money .for social 
program/I, but no ' longer,", aays Demo-
cratic Sen. Lawton Chiles of norlda; now 
defense appears more urgent. "There's no 
great desire to take money from defense 
funds," reporta Rep. Aspln, a frequent 
Pentagon critic; whereas military 11pend· 
Ing used to be assailed . as too lavlah 
','what's happened now t• that domestl~ 
programs are under attack" as too c011tly 
and Ineffective. "l!lterybody Is walking on 
eggs when you talk about cutting defense 
spending" this year, adds Rep.-.';l'homas 
Downey, a liberal Democrat from ..New 
York. 

·The basic reasons for the shift In con• 
gresslonal leanings are the concern over 
lhcreased Soviet mllltary strength, a rising 
public skepticism of the benefits of arms 
control and other agTeP.ments with the So-
viet Union, and Mr. Reagan's ability to win 
political support by charging U.S. Inferior• 
lty. 
A Voter Switch 

Many politicians are learning that their 
constituents ai:e abandoning their post• 
Vietnam disenchantment with military 
spending and beginning to favor bigger de• 
fense budgets. A recent survey by Sen. 
Chiles found that 25% of those sampled fa• 
vor an lncrelµle In defense spending and 
33% think theldefen.'le outlays shouldn't be 
cut, while -12% favor cutting spending. A 
survey two years ago showed voters favor-
Ing cuts 'by a three-to-one margin, he says. 
A Gallup Poll released last month showed 
that "'public support for defense spending 
has Increased to the highest point" In 
seven years. 

Members of ' Congress have been 
swayed, too, by Bectetary Rumsfeld's 11klll-
ful use of the "adverae trends" argument. 
But his steadfast ' adherence to . this unfa-
vorable comparison for the U.S. make11 It 
hard for him to turn around arid support 
the President's theme of unquestioned 
American superiority. Mr. Rumsfeld would 
risk losing the credibility he has carefully 
nurtured during his five months as Defense 
Secretary. 

Clearly Mr. Rumsfeld Is caught between 
the po11ltlon of his chief and that of tlJe Re-
publican challenger. While the figures the 
Secretar>' presents to Con,:-ress add up to 
clear superiority on Mr. Ford's calculator 
and to "rough equivalence" on Mr. Rums-
feld's, Mr. Reagan concludes thatthe U.S. 

• is a second>rate power: And he blames Mr. 
Ford, although the Prt!sldent has been In 
office less than two years and ha.<1 had a 
11trong defense record both In Congress and 
In the White House. 

Mr. Reagan's loudly trumpeted charge 
contributed to the President's defeats In 
Texas and Indiana. and It's sure to remain 
a strong talking point for his Republican 
challenger. But the allegation that the U.S. 
Is no longer No. 1 Is helping the Ford ad-
mlnlttratlon win a big boost In defense 
spending from Congress. nie question Is : 
How long can Mr. Rumsfeld remain the 
man In the middle? 

ltlr. Bacm,. a mmnher r1f the J01cn1ol '11 
Washl11gton b,cre1111! covers the Defe11sr 
Department. I 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON . D . C . 20301 

Dr. Robert A. Goldwin 
Special Consultant to the President 
The White House Office 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Bob: 

Since President Truman's 1951 Proclamation establishing the 
third Saturday of May as Armed Forces Day, each succeeding 
President has reaffirmed this observance. 

This year, in recognition of the Nation's Bicentennial, the 
Department of Defense has expanded the traditional observance 
into an Armed Forces Week. 

The Military Services in the National Capital Area will conduct 
a week-long joint observance of Armed Forces Week at the Washington 
Monument starting Saturday, May 8. This will consist of displays 
and exhibits from all the uniformed services and a daily schedule 
of appearances by military and ceremonial units. I plan to open the 
area officially at 9:30 a.m., Saturday, May 8. 

You are invited to attend a special ceremony for the President's 
visit scheduled for Monday, May 10, at 11:00 a.m. 

I will appreciate it if you can let my office 
know by May 7 whether you will be able to attend. 

Sincerely, 

(OXford 5-4965) 

\J\\2~- AJ-
-J 



THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON 

June 21, 1976 

Dear Bob: 

Sorry to hear about the eye. I hope that, as 

you anticipated, you are back in good health 

by the time this note reaches you. 

See you soon. 

Honorable Rober A. Goldwin 
Adviser to the Secretary of 

Defense 
Room 3E941 
The Pentagon 
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BIG THEME Q AND A's 

Q: Mr. President, a_frequent criticism heard against you is 
that you express no long-range view of America, that you 
have no grand vision of the future of America, that you have 
no blueprint, no sense of direction for the long-haul, that 
your view is limited by the day-to-day business of the White 
House. Can you tell us what your long-range hopes are for 
America? 

A-: . It isn't easy to answer . such a question in a few sentences, 
but I will try. 

No matter how many detailed matters 
before me every day for decision, I 
most i,mportant thinsr_about America. -

are always being brought 
try to keep in mind the 

We are a democratic republic. We stand for liberty, equality, 
ancl ':'..justice for all. Those are our principles. We fall 

·short in practice, but those are our standards. That is 
what is special about this nation, and that is what must be 
protected, encouraged, and spread. 

Representative democracy is endangered almost everywhere in 
the world today, and there is a real threat that political 
liberty, our basic principle, our national lifeblood, the 
best hope of the world, may disappear. That would be a 
calamity for all mankind. 

Through all ·of the domestic problems we face--economic, 
social, political--I try to keep foremost in my mind that 
what we are really struggling to do is preserve poiitical 
liberty. 

In all of our international dealings--with allies, with 
potential adversaries, with the uncomi.-.iitted nations, in 
bilateral relations, in international organizations, everywhere 
and in every way--I try always to remember that political 
liberty is our cause, that is what we are strugg"Ting ror;-
th.at--rs what we stand for. 

Now, it isn't easy when you have a tricky technical problem 
of arms control or export policy or monetary policy to know 
which decision helps or hurts the cause of political liberty, 
and some times we make mistakes. 

c;, 
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But my point is that we do not advance our military policy 
or our economic policy because we want to dominate the world and 
tell eveyone else whcit to do--I would be asha~ed of such an 
America. Our political and economic and military policies 
exist for the sake of our principles: liberty, equa1Ity~nd 
justice, for ourselves and for the world. 



(Gold win) vrz 

General speech: ''What's Important?" 

First Draft 
7 /7 /76 

It is often said of some high offices that they are "unmanageable" 

That they are more than any one person can bring under control 

Some say it of the presidency, for example 

Often it is said of positions like Secretary of HEW or Defense 

In a sense, perhaps, it is true 

For example, consider some of the things that SecDef is 
responsible for: 

--Budget over $100 billion 
--civilian personnel of ------armed force of ---(laundry list) 

And the argument goes that by the time one learns enough about 
these matters to get control of them, his time is up and someone 
e1.se moves in to start all over again 

I, obviously, don't think there is merit in this assertion 

Compare it to the demands on a thoughtful and attentive citizen 

What does he have to think about and consider concerning military 
policy? 

who the Commander in Chief ought to be 
size of defense budget 
volunteer armed forces or draft 
military aid and sales to foreign powers 
transfer of technology 

(laundry list) 

Compare the responsibilities of the SecDef and a citizen: 

SecDef has more direct personal and official responsibility 
SecDef has more expert assistance at his disposal 
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But the citizen has an ultimate responsibility, and plenty of 
expert information, analysis, and advice from newspapers, magazines, 
TV, and books. 

In fact, both the SecDef and the citizen suffer from the same 
difficulty: more information, analysis, and advice than can be 
easily assimilated. But I think both jobs are manageable 

The big problem, the reason that it is said that the jobs of 
SecDef and citizen are thought to be more than one person can 
manage, is that there is too much to absorb, too much to keep 
in mind, too much to relate to the other relevant factors. 

What can be done? The answer is simple to give, hard to follow. 
But there is an answer and it is the reason that I think the 
jobs of SecDef and citizen are manageable, can be done well, and 
should be acknowledged as manageable. 

The essential first step is simply to ask, What is most important? 
What comes first? 

What comes first, what is most important is this: The United 
States stands for political freedom, at home and throughout 
the world. 

Our objective is to preserve freedom, enhance freedom, and 
spread freedom--for ourselves, for our friends and allies, 
and ultimately, for all mankind. 

The central tenet of US foreign and military policy is that we are 
freedom's great champion. Without us, the cause of freedom would 
be doomed in the world. With us, as the world stands now, we 
decidedly have a fighting chance. 

Let me show you how a firm grasp of this principle helps to give 
shape to thinking, and deciding, and acting on defense questions--
for a SecDef or for a thoughtful citizen: 

detente 
Western Europe 
China 
Middle East 
Greece-Turkey-Cyprus 
Franco Spain, Salazar Portugal, Greek Colonels 
Chile 

,) 

J 
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The refusal of Rep. Sam Stratton of .. ted to maximum joint development of~ 
New York, a Democratic power on mili• .' NATO arms by the U.S. and its Euro-
tary affairs, to breakfast priv , pean allles. It was that commitment, 
Secretary of Defense Don Rumsfel certainly no desire within the army, 
last Monday sounded an M&RR-ff't!m that compelled army Secretary ,Martin 
here to Bonn signalling a dangerous Im· R. Hoffman to announce a minimum 
passe on production of a new battle four-month . delay In awarding final 
tank for the U.S. and NATO. production contract for the new tank. · 

"R1:1mmy wanted to romance Sam," a Hoffman's explanation: the two com-
Stratton intimate told us, "and Sapt petltors for the U.S. contract, Chrysler 
isn't In the mood." and General Motors, would have ' to 

Stratton's grim •mood assures bitter . come up with new "additional, alterna-
polltical warfare-with legal and inter-. tiv{! proposals" for assuring maximum 
national overtone&-<>ver the long new lnterchangeabilty with the German 
delay ordered by Rumsfeld in produc- Leopard, after which the army will de-
tion of the army's XM-1 battle tarik. clde whether to choose Chrysler's XM-

Rumsfeld's delay publicly and an- 1, GM's XM-1, the German Leopard nor 
grily resisted by Stratton and other mil- a hybrid of all three as its new tank. 
ltary experts on the House Armed Serv-
ices Committee (and privately by many The polltlcal problem with this stun-

nin•gty unexpected decision Is that 
officials in the army itself), reopens House Democratic leaders view it as di- ' 
specifications for the new tank In an ef-
fort to assure standardization or inter- rectly violating the w,ill • of Congress, 
changeability of key parts-tracks, reached last fall after major disagree-

ment between the House and the Sen-
fuel, night vision technology, telescop,e ate Armed Services committees. The 
and main gun-with a new West G~r-
rnan tank called the Leopard II. House . position won, directing the ad-

Thus, It once again puts off the long• ministration to choose either GM or 
delayed decision on a new battle tank Chrysler by July 1976 and to go ahead 
to replace the aging M-60, America's full speed on final engineering work 
main battle tank first produced 16 and assembly line production. 
years ago. That delay, imposed on . the All that went down the drain with 
army by Rumsfeld, raises new ques- the Rumsfeld-lmposed decision to seek 
tions ':about the capabilities of Arneri- major changes in XM-1 specifications 
can arms versus Soviet arms. Moving from the two U.S. bidders-and from 
dangerously ahead of the U.S. in both the German Leopard II, which is be-
surface and sub-surface naval vessels, hind the XM-1 in development-to 
the Soviets also have an immense supe• achieve maximum standardization. 
riority over the U.S. in battle tanks (es- What is so deeply troubling about 
tlmated by the Library of Congress ai Rumsfeld's decision ("Rummy's gam• 
30,000 Warsaw Pact tanks to a mere 9,- hie," according to critics) is this: while a· 
000 NATO tanks in the Central Euro- "standardized" tank is obviously a wor-
pean sec.tor alone). thy goal, recent history shows ,it to be 

Rumsfeld, a former American ambas- beyond reach with so complex a 
sador to the North Atlantic Treaty Or• weapon as a battle tank. 
ganizatlon, is understandably commit- That raises the real danger that in-

· ",~ B Seib ' . 
• 

·t·. • '1' 

stead of a fotii;.,month delay, (the shor- · 
test conceivable), tb~ actual delay in 
starting full-ecale ., pr.oductlon of the 

• new tank will be closer to .a year-11r 
even more. l 

That is Stratton's nightmare and lt 
mirrors the private view of army tank 
experts, . 10me of whom have threat-
ened to quit In anger. Al Rep. Mel Price 
of Illinois, chairman of the ·House 
Armed Services Committee, told us: · • 
"We've been fighting a long time for a 
modern tank and this means one more 
delay of unpredictable duration. It 
could be critical." 

Yet, Rumsfeld never checked with 
House leaders before his decicion to-
tally committed . to standardization 
from his . NATO days, Rumsfeld was 
dealing quietly with German defense 
minister Geor,g Leber In June as the 
July deadline . for awarding the con-
tract to GM or Chrysler approached. 
Then he ordered Undersecretary of the 
Army Norman Augustine to Bonn late 
last month to sign the memorandum of 
understanding with Leber committing 
the two countries to the radically dif• 
ferent approach. 

In the background are dismal fan-· 
ures to develop a common U.S.-German , 
tank. More pressing Is the Immediate 
future. The House may deny Rumsfeld 
the several hundred milllon dollars 
needed for the n'ew standardization;_ 
interchangeability studies. . . 

Such political warfare is precisely 
what may now be expected in the wake 
of Rumsfeld's decision. Accordlhgly, no 
matter how worthy his motive, .Rums-
feld may rue his failure to consult with 
the House before making his decision, a 
decision that embroils the new u:s. bat-
tle tank In political warfare at home 
and an uncertain future abroad. 

e 197ft, Field Ent.erprlses, Inc. 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON . D . C. 20301 

Dr. Robert Goldwin 
Special Consultant 
Room 170 
Executive Office Building 
The White House 
Washington, D. C. 20500 

Dear Bob: 

1 S SF.P 1976 

In conjunction with the visit to Washington of Secretary General 
Luns and the Permanent Representatives to the North Atlantic 
Council of the fifteen member countries, the Department of 
Defense will dedicate a Pentagon corridor in honor of the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization. We plan to officially dedicate this 
NATO Corridor, which is located on the 2nd floor, A Ring, 
between Corridors 1 and 10, on Wednesday, September 15, 1976, 
at 4:45 p. m. 

You are cordially invited to attend this ceremony and the reception 
following. 

Parking will be arranged for you at the River Entrance. 

y__:; 
Donald H. Rums 



THE SECRETA~Y OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON . 0. C . 20301 

Dr. Robert Goldwin 
Special Consultant 
Room 170 
Executive Office Building 
The White House 
Washington, D. C. 20500 

Dear Bob: 

1 3 SEP 1976 

In conjunction with the visit to Washington of Secretary General 
Luns and the Permanent Representatives to the North Atlantic 
Council of the fifteen member countries, the Department of 
Defense will dedicate a Pentagon corridor in honor of the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization. We plan to officially· dedicate this 
NA TO Corridor, which is located on the 2nd floor, A Ring, 
between Corridors 1 and 10, on Wednesday, September 15, 1976, 
at 4:45 p.m. 

You are cordially invited to attend this ceremony and the reception 
following. 

Parking will be arranged for you at the River Entrance. 

?-=; 
Donald H. 
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