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Hovember 3, 1875

MEMORANDUM TO: DOBALD @
FROM: ROBERT

SUBJECT: The President's Statement on the Relation
of the States and the Pederal Government

In his address to the National Press Club on October 2%, the
President digressed briefly and made an unfortunate, in my
opinion, and unnecessary constitutional comment:

«++ under our Constitutional system, both the cities
and the Federal Government were the creatures of the
States. %he States delegated certain of their sovereign
powers~~the power to tax, police powers and the like-~
to local units of self-government, and they can take
these powers back if they are abused.

The States also relinquished certain sovereign powers
to the Federal Government--some altogether and some to
be shared. In vreturn, the Federal Government has
certain oligations to the States.

This statement confuses several points. In a State where
the cities are the creatures of the State, it is by virtue
of the State constitutuion, not the Constitution of the
United States, which is silent on the subject. There is
nothing in the Constitution of the United States or its
history to suggest that the goverament of the United States
is the creature of the States. The States cannot, for
example, take away from the Federal Government, as they can
from cities, the power to tax. And the Federal Government's
obligations to the States (e.g., the guarantee of a republican
form of government, etc., Article IV) are nowhere said to be
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a compensation to the States for their having relinguished
power to the Federal Government.

The Federal Government is the creature of the people, not of
the States. It has its powers from the people through the
Constitution. "We the People,”™ not the States, did "erdain
and establish® the Constitution. Even the 10th Amendment,
frequently cited by states-righters, does not support the
view that the powars of the national government are delegated
by the States. The l0th Amendment says: "The powers not
delegated to the United States the Constitution, nor
prohibited by it [i.e., the COnsgItnEIon] to the States, are
reserved to the States respectively, or to the people.”
(Emphasis added.)

The view that the States made the Union was the pre~Civil

War Constitutional theory that justified secession (on the
ground that if they made the Union they could unmake it).

The Republican party was born in opposition to this theory,
which was brilliantly refuted by Lincoln and decisively
repudiated by the outcome of the Civil War. Lincoln expressed
the Republican view that the Union is zttor to the States,
that they cannot undo the Union, that it is perpetual, that
the Federal Government is “"a government proper,” and not a
temporary "assocliation of States in the nature of contract®
that one might break or withdraw from. For the above reasons,
I recommend that the President correct this position at his
first opportunity, as follows:

Q. MNr, President, would you please explain what you meant
in your speech when you said that the Federal Government
is the creature of the States?

A. I have to admit to you frankly that when I said that I
was in error. I was focusing with maximum attention on
Hew York City and its relation to New York State and to
the Federal Goveranment, and I did not pay sufficient
attention to this mistaken statement regarding the
relation of the States to the Federal Government.

The Constitution clearly states that the people "ordain

and establish" the Constitution, and the Constitution
delegates powers to the Federal Government. The Federal
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Government is the creature of the American people as a
whole not of the States.

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

cg: Mr. Paul Theis
#Mr., John Marsh
Mr. Philip Buchen
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T.'\'DOUBTEDLY'THERE‘HAVE been presxdentlal
speeches more outrageous-than: th&one President Ford.
celivered on New York City’s financial problems:-But it
is hard to remember one: Me: Ford used all the
demagogue’s tricks: misstating the problem, distorting
the facts, running down the cntxcs, _resorting to- pious .
psantudes and appealing to prejudice. In the end, he
‘contradicted himself by recommending that the federal
‘government, in the person of a federal judge, supervise
New York’s future finances after he had explained why_
supervision by the-federal. goyernment would be
disastrous. One way or another; thenatxon and New York
City will survive the agonies that dre now inevitable for

that city but they will do-so m.spxtemf tbe Pres:dean
'leadersnm not becauseofit. =~ & @ 0

Ttem: Mr. Ford: says that New York’s leaders are
asking for a “‘blank check” which would require other

Americans to support advantages for New Yorkers that. "

they: cannot afford-for themselves. The reality is that.
New York's. leaders. are not asking the federal goever-

. nment for an open-ended supply of federal cash; they are

asking that it arrange for the city to borrow money,
which it would have:to repay, on terms that would
reguire it to submit to considerable financial discipline.

- Item: Mr. Ford says that New York’s political leaders™
have:~abandoned™ the city’s financial problems on the

‘federal doorstep like some foundling. The reality is that
“New York State has not only taken financial control of .

the gity and has committed millions of dollars to its aid -

buﬁ!asforced a wagefreeze, job cutbacks; a curtailment ~

of .consiruction andthe renegonauon of a rnaJor Iabor
;;&

Ifém. Mr. Ford-claims ail of the cxty’
are due to bad management. The reality is-that-some of- -
the.gity’s problems.have been-forced upon it. by events ..
beyongits control: the price New York City has paid over..

the-decades as the receiver of ummgrants—ﬁrst from .. although-not. likely; ithat somewhere—perhaps in-the:; -4

abroad-and later from the South and Puerto R,lco-—has~
beenenormous. - TS
" Itemsz Mr. Ford says that the onlv losers if"New York
City-goes bankrupt will be the “large investors and big’
‘canks.:" The reality is that thousands of little-investors,-
in New York Citv and elsewhere, stand to lose directly
and many more will be placed in indirect peril if the
shock waves of such a bankruptcy spread.
Item: Mr. Ford says that “'a few desperate'New York
icials and bankers” have been trving to stampede
Congress into action. The reality is that deep concern
about the impact of a New York default on the nation’s
entire economyv exists among mayors, bankers and
financial experts all across the country—including,
emong other ranking officials of Mr. Ford's own ad-
ministration, his Vice President.

item: Mr. Fordsays that there-are choices available to
\ow Xork eaders other than default or bankruptcy or

ﬂex;n—a‘d if only they would seize them. The reality is

that ‘Iew York almost certamly cannot avond defaultmg

\{4

orrits debts within-a: few weeks unless 1t gets help from
-somewhere, -~

Item: Mr. Eord. says that most other b1g cities have
faced the same problems as New York’s and havestayed

financially healthy. The-reality-is thatiNew York’s

problems are unique if only because of-thejr size and that
some.other big-cities are in serious financial difficulty. -
tem: Mr. Ford says that the ‘“‘cities and the federal
_government were the creatures of the States.”” We had
thought that John Marshall and a: Civil War had put this
old states rlghts: Shlbb gL th torest more- u.an a century.
ago. - : -

o

it ~,."a vl

“ficient' to ‘demonstrate the general character of the-

- President’s' speech:/Two-additional aspects. of the -
President’s approach deserve mention. It is ironic that a

President. whose firs§ budget recommended the largest -

-.governmental deficit since’ the pharaohs built the

pyramids should choose to attack so viciously the of-
ficials of: New York: City for running a deficit less than -
half as large in relation to.total spendmg -as that of the -
‘federal government And itisironic that a President who
has been a-vigorous critic of the federal courts when they
have taken'partialcontrol of a local school system should

recommend that those same courts take total control of £

-k

“ the nation’s largest city. ¥oc  ¥i8 . wi

- As to-the substance of. Mr Ford’s program itis clear
that Congress should pass-quickly the changes in the -
~_bankruptey act he supportsi Indeed, it ought to. have
passed these some time ago.: Similar proposals were:

; * .. urged upon it last sprmg by the Advisory Commissionon -
sfmancraiwoes* -Intergovernmental ‘Relations. “And," despite the-

Presidentis-oppesition;- Congress- does need -to-continue -
work on a program to provide an emergency federal
- guarantee for municipal bonds. 1t is-faintly possible,

treasuries of the-labor unions—New:-York City will find:

{3 S ~S~;:-», the money to aveid formal bankruptcy But if 1tdoe§ not,
- its bankruptey . ‘could: create: chaotic conditions. in then
»municipal bond:market which  would make a federal

safety net of some kind essential.

It is conceivable that by turning this xcy shoulder to -

New York City, President Ford will force its leaders to
take painful steps they would not otherwise have taken
and to find solutions to their own problems that are not
now visibie. If so, his judgment on what the role of the

- federal government should have been will be vindicated. -

But that will still not excuse the rhetoric of a speech
which deliberately conceals from the American people
the potential seriousness of a problem for which there is
no assured soiution. To build political capital on the
latent antagonism that exists toward New York City, and
all it stands for, is no way for a national leader to prepare;

public opinion to deal with a crisis which may-well turn «

out to have profound consequences natxonwxde
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE NCVEMBER 3, 1975

Office of the White House Press Secretary

THE WHITE HOUSE

BICGRAPHICAL INFCRMATICON ON
DCNALD RUMSFELD

Donald Rumsfeld was appointed Assistant to the President by President Ford
in Septerr bar 1974, . In this capacity, he serves as 2 member of the

Cabinet, Director of the White House Office of Operations, and Coordinator
of the White House Staff, Previously, he headed President Ford's transition
team in August of 1974,

Mr. Rumsfeld was born on July 9, 1932 in 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 1954-1957.

Mr. Rumsfeld became active in government in 1958 when he worked as
Administrative Assistant to Congressman Dave Dennison of Chio. 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 firm 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.
e was re-elected iin 1964, 1966, and 1968. In the

Congress, he served on the Joint Economic Committee, the Commititee 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 Cffice 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 Cpportunities Industrial Center's Executive Government Award
and the Distinguished Eagle Scout Award.

Mr. Rumsfeld 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).



MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

- WASHINGTON

9/22/75
MEMORANDUM TO: DON RUMSFELD
JIM LYNN .
BOB HARTMANN
DICK CHENEY
DAVE LISSY
FROM: BOB GOLDWIN

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

Attachment
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Two Professors Lose In separate decisions published recently two courts ruled this summer
Court Cases Involving against professors who were seeking reinstatement on grounds that their
Issues of ¥ree Speech 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 professor 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
failed to get along amicably with 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 {rom 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
name was removed from the tenure list after he was arrested twice on the same day during a confrontation
l;at Berkeley’s People’s Park. Judge Robert J. Kroninger held that the assistant professor had failed to prove
ithat he was denied tenure for exercising his rights to free speech. Judge Kroninger commented further:

i

!, “No freedom is absolute and even that which is ‘free’ has its price. We are free to criticize a friend’s
socxal manners, but we cannot be guaranteed continued friendship. A worker is free to tell his employer
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
1s free to demonstrate, express political 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 ium for tenure.

“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?

-

§ “The Constitutional right to talk nonsense does not include protection against being thought a fool. . . .”
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

September 11, 1975

MEMORANDUM TO: DON RUMSFELD p
DICK CHENEY

FROM: BOB GOLDWIN (

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 Amendments 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 desegregation 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) depending on the result of this analysis, the President
again call the attention of the publie, the 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 school 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 zoenes 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 or 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.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

September 8, 1975

MEMORANDUM TO: ROBERT GOLDWIN o
FROM: KIRK EMMERT Y. Z
SUBJECT: 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 problems 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 students to schools closest to their homes,
taking into account both school capacities and natural physical
barriers.
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Aug. 21 EDUCATION AMUNDMENTS OF 1974 P.L. 93-550

OTEN MIETINGS OF EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES
~See. 110. Title VIII of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1265 % is amended by adding at lhe end thercof the following
new section: p

“OPEN MEETINGS OF EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES

“Sec. 812. No application for assistance under this Act may be
considercd unless the local educational agency muking such appli-
cation certifies to the Commissiener that members of the pubilic
have been afforded the opportunity unon reasonable notice to testify
or otherwise comment regarding the subject matter of the applica-
tion. The Commissioner is .:'m-.oz:zcd and dircected te establish
such regulations as necessary to implement this section.”

. ETHNIC HERITAGE STUDIES CENTERS L7

Sec. 111. (a)(1) Section 907 of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1‘135‘7 is amended by striking out “the fisecal
vear ending June 20, 1973” and inscrting in lieu thereof “each of the
fiscal years ending prior to July 1, 1978".

(2) The amendments made by this subsection shal! be effective on
and after July 1, 1973.

(b) Section ““., of sauech Act > iz amended by—

(1) stiriking out “elementary u.r.(? seeondary schools and in-
stitutions of higher educatioen™ in clause (1) of such section,
and inserting in lieu thereo! “clementary or secondary schools
or institufions of ki vt

(2) striking out “elemeoniary and secondary schools and in-
stitutions of higher educaiion” in clause (2) of such section
and inscrting in lien thereof “elementary or secondary schools
or institutions of m:_rnor education”;

(3) inserting the word *“‘or” after clause (1) of such sce-
{ion; and

(4) inserting the word “or” at the end of clause (2) of such
section.

TITLYE JI-EQUAL ERUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES AND
THE TRANSPORTATION OF STUDENTS
SHORT TiTLE
Thie TItin matr aa sitoel e ino "‘-n-r!n-.:.I e siiana

1]
Oprortunities Act of 16747,

PART A—EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OYPORTUNITIES
Subpart 1—Policy and Purpose
DECLARATION OF POLICY

Sec. 202. (a) Tho‘Congress declares it o be the policy of the
United States that— 2

46, 29 11.S.C.A. § 8°1 et seq. 48. 20 U.S.C.A. § 999a-1,
47. = § Yia-3,
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(1) all children enrolled in public schools are entitled to
equal educational opportunity without regard to race, color, sex,
or national origin; and

(2) the neizhborhood is the appropriatc basis for deter-
mining.{)-u't‘)lic school assignments.

(b) In order to carry out this policy, it is the purpose of this
part to specify appropriate remedies for the orderly removal of the
vestiges of the dual school system.

ORI IANE )
Sec. 203. (a) The Congress finds that— ’

(1) the maintenance of dual school systems in which stu-
dents arc assigned to schools solely on the basis of race, color,
sex, or national origin denies to those students the equal pro-
tection of the.laws guaranteed by the fourteenth amendment;

(2) for the purpose of abolishing dual school systems and
eliminating the vestiges thereof, many local educational agen-
cies have been required to reorganize their school systems, to
reassign students, and to engage in the extensive transporta-
tion of students;

(3) the implementation of descgregation plans that require
extensive student transporiaticn has, in many cases, required
local educational agencies to expend large amount of funds,
thereby depleting their financial resources available for the
maintenance or improvement of the guality of educational fa-
cilities and instruction provided;

(4) transportation of students which creates serious risks
to their health and sarety, disrupts the cducational process
carried out with respect to such students, and impinges sig-
nificantly on their educational opportunity, is excessive;

(5) the risks and harms ereated by excessive transportation
are particularly great for children enrolled in the first six
grades; and

(6) the guidelines provided by the couris for fashioninz reme-
dies to dismantle dual school systems have been, as the Supreme
Court of the United States has said, “incomplete and imper-
feet,” and have not established. a4 clear, rational, and uniform
standard for determinineg the extent to which a local cduca-
tional ageney is required to reassign and transport its stu-
dents in order to eliminate the vestiges of a dual school sys-
tem.

(b) For the foregoing reasons, it is necessary and proper that
the Congress, pursuant to the powers granted to it by the Constitu-

tion of the United States, specify appropriate remedies for the elimi-

_nalion of the vestiges of dual school systems, except that the pro-

visions of this title arc not intended to modify or diminish the au-
thority of the courts of the United States to enforce fully the fifth
and fourteenth amendments to the Constitution of the United States.

578
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Aug. 21 EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1974 P.L. 53-380
{ LY Subpart 2—Unlawful Practices

DENIAL OF EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY PROHIBITED

Sec. 204. No State shall deny equal educational opportunity to an
“individual on account of his or her race, color, sex, or national origin,
by—

(a) the deliberate segregation by an educational agency of
students on the basis of race, color, or national origin among
or within schools;

(b) the failure of an educational agency which has formerly
practiced such deliberate segregation to take affirmative steps,
consistent with subpart 4 of this title, to remove the vestiges of
a dual school system;

a school, other than the one closest to his or her place of resi-|
dence within the school district in which he oy she resides, if
the assignment rezults in a greater degree eof segregation of
students on the basis of race, color, sex, or national origin among
the schools of such agency than would result if such student
were assigned to the school closest to his or her place of resi-
dence within the school district of such agency providing the
appropriate grade Ievel and type of education for such student;

(d) discrimination by an educational agency on the basis of
race, color, or national origin in the emplovment, employment
conditions. or assignment to schools of its faculty or staff, ex-
cept to fulfill the purposes of subsection (f) below;

(e) the transfer by an educational agency, whether voluntary
or otherwise, of a student from one school to another if the
2, purpose and effect of such transier is to incrcase segregation
of students on the basis of race, ceolor, or national origin among
the schools of such ageney; or

B L R e Y

A

(f) the failure by an educational agency to take appropriate
action to overcome language barriers that impede equal partici-
pation by its students in its iustructional programs.

EALAXCE NOT RLEQUIRED
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Opporiunity, or equai h-uuulun of ihe iaws,

AS.K:\ F T Ot NEIGHBORHCGOD BASIS \f)l .\ _DEXNIAL OF
QUAL LuL(A PIONAL OPPORTEN

Sec. 206. Subject to the other provisions of t)ns part, the assign-
ment by an cducationa! ageney »f a student to the scheol nearest
his place of residence which provides the appropriate grade level
and type of education for such student is not a denial of equal edu-
cational opportunity or of equal protection of the laws unless such
assignment is for the purpose of segregating students on the basis
_ T of race, color, sex, or national origin, or the school to which such

579
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Sece. 205. The failure of an educational ageney to attain a bal-;
ance, on the basis of L.cc color, sex, or national origin, of students |
ol

(¢) the assignment by an educational agency of a student to-
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P.L. 93-380 LAWS OF 93rd CONG.—2nd SLSS. Aug. 21

student is assigned was located on its site for the purpose of segre-
gating students on such basis.
Subpart 3—Enforcement
CIVIL ACTIONS

See. 207. An individual denied an cqual educational opportunity,
as defined by this part may institute a civil action in an appropriate
district court of the United States against such parties, and for such
relicf, as may be appropriate. The Attorney General of the United
States (hercinafter in this title referred to as the “Attorney Gen-
erai’j. ior or 1n the name of the i'nited Statee !!12_‘,’,‘.".!5’.‘ inctitnta
such a civil action on behalf of such an individual.

EFFECT OF CERTAIN POPULATION CHANGES OGN CERTAIN ACTIONS

Sec. 208. When a court of competent jurisdiction determines
that a school system is desegregated, or that it meets the constitu-
tional requirements, or that it is & unitary system, or that it has no
vestiges of a dual system, and thereatter residential shifts in popu-
lation occur which result in school population changes in any school
within such a desegregated school system, such school population
changes so occurring shall not, per se, constitute a cause for civil
action for a new plan of descgregation or for modification of the
court approved plan.

JURISDICTION OF DISTRICT COURTS
Sec. 209. The appropriate district court of the United States shall
have and exercise jurisdiction of procecdings instituted under sece-
tion 207.

INTERVENTION BY ATTORNEY GENERAL

Sec. 210. Whenever a civil action is instituted under section 207
by an individual, the Attorney General may intervene in such action
upon timely application.

SUITS BY THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
Sec. 211. The Atrorney General shall not institute a civil action
under section 207 before he——

(a) gives to the approvriate educational agency notice of the
condition or conditions which, in his judgment, constitute a
violation of subpart 2 of thiz part; and

(b): certifies to the appropriate district court of the United
States that he is satisfied that such educational ageney has not,
within a reasonable time after such notice, undertaken appro-
priate remedial action.

Subpart 4—Remedics
FORMULATING REMEDIES; APPLICABILITY
Sec. 213. In formulating a remedy for a denial of equal educa-

tional opportunity or a denial of the equal protection of the laws,

- a court, department, or agency of the United States shall seck or
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imposc only such remedies as are essential to correct particular de-
nials of equal educational opportunity or equal protection of the
laws.

PRIORITY OF REMEDIES
See. 214. In formulating a remedy for a denial of equal educa-
tional opportunity or a denial of the equal protection of the laws,
which may invelve directly ov indirectly the transportation of stu-
dents, a court, department, or agency of the United States shall con-
sider and make specific findings on the efficacy in correcting such
denial of the following remedies and shall require implementation
of the first of {he remedies set out below, or of the first combina-}|
tion thereof which would remedy such denial:

(a) assigning students to the schools closest’to their places of
residence which provide the appropriate grade level and type of
education for such students, taking into account school capaci-
ties and natural physical barriers;

(b) assigning students to the schools closest to their places of
residence which provide the appropriate grade level and type of
education for such sindents, taking into account only school
capacities;

(¢) permitting students to transfer from a school in which a
majority of the studenis are of their race, color, or national ori-
gin to a school in which a minority of the students are of their
race, color, or national origin; ;

(d) the creation or revision of allendance zones or grade
structures without requiring transportation beyond that de-
scribed in section 215;

(e) the construction of new schools or the closing of inferior
schools;

(f) the construction or establishment of magnet schools; or

(g) the development and implementation of any other plan
which is educationally sound and administratively feasible, sub-
ject to the provisions of sections 215 and 216 of this part.

TRANSPORTATION OF STUDENTS
Sec. 215. (a) No court, department, or agency of the United '
States shall, pursuant to secticn 214, order the implementation of a
NIAN TN WA POAITIES Tho 1ESHSnariaiinn al any Sinannt 1a a ecnant
other than the school closest or next closest o Lis place of residence
which provides the appropriate grade level and type of education:
for such student.

(b) assigning students to the schonls ciosest to their places of
require directly or indirectly the transportation of any student if
such transportation poses a risk to the health of such student or
constitutes a significant impingement on the educational process
with respect to such student. :

(¢) When a court of competent jurisdiction determines that a
school system is desegregated, or that it meets the constitutional
requirements, or that it is a unitary system, or that it has no vestiges
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of a dual system, and thereafter residential shifts in population oc-
cur which result in school population changes in any school within
such a desegregated school system, no educational ageney because
of such shifts shall be required by any court, department, or agency
of the United States to formulate, of implement any new desegrega-
tion plan, or modify or implement any modification of the court
approved desegregation plan, which would require transportation
of students to compensate wholly or in part for such shifts in school
population so occurring.

AZNSD A ANENL L RULANTLD ’

See. 216. In the formulation of remedies under section 2'13 or 214
of this part the lines drawn by a State, subdividing its territory into
separate school districts, shall not be ignored or altered ¢xcept where
it is established that the lines were drawn for the purpose, and had
the effect, of segregating children among public schools on the basis
of race, color, sex, or national origin.

VOLUNTARY ADOPTION OF REMEDIES
Sec. 217. Nothing in this part prohibits an cducational agency,
from proposing, adopting. requiring, or implementing any plan of,
desegregation, otherwise lawful, that is at variance with the stand-!

ards set out in this part nor shall any court, department, or ageney ' 7

of the United States be proiibited from approving implementation
of a plan which goes beyond what can be required under this part,
if such plan is voluntarily proposed by the appropriate educational
agency. ;

REOPENING PROCEEDINGS
Sec. 218. A parent or guardian of a child, or parents or guard-
ians of children similarly situated, transported to a public school
in accordance with a court order, or an cducational agency subject

to a court order or a dezegrezation plan under title VI of the Civil .

Rights Act of 1964 in effect on the date of the enactment of this part
and intended to end segregation of siudenis on the basis of race,
color, or national origin, may seek to reopen or intervene in the fur-
ther implementation of such court order, currently in effect, if the
time or distance c¢f iravel is so great as to risk the heaith of the
student or significantly impinge on his or her educational process.

LIMITATION ON ORDERS
See. 219. Any court order reguiring, directly or indirectly, the]

“ transportation of students for the purposce of remedying a denial of |

the equal protection of the laws may, to the extent of such transpor-
tation, be terminated if the court finds the defencant educational

agency has satisfied the requirements of the fifth or fourteenth
_amendments to the Constitution, whichever is applicable, and will “
“continue to be in compliance with the requirements thercof. The
_court of initial jurisdiction shall state in its order the basis for any
‘decision to terminate an order pursuant to this section, and the ter-
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mination of any order pursuant to this section shall be stayed pend-
ing a final appeal or, in the event no appeal is taken, until the time
for any such appeal has expired. No additional order requiring such
educational agency to transport students for such purpose shall be
entered unless such agency is found not to have satisfied the re-
quirements of the fifth or fourteenth amendments te the Consiitu-
tion, whichever is applicable.

Subpart 5—Definitions

Sec. 221. For the purposes of this part—

(a) The term ‘“educational a'fenc-v” means a local educational
agency or a “State~educational ageney” as defirned by section 801(k)
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.49

(b) The term “local educational agency” means a local educa-
tional agency as defined by section 801(f) of the hlementm) and
Sccondary Educatien Act of 1965.5° ’

(c¢) The term “segregation” means the operation of a school sys-
tem in which students are wholly or substantially separated among
the schools of an educational agency on the basis of race, color,
sex, or national origin or within a school on the basis of race,
color, or national origin.

(d) The term “desegregation” means desegregation as defined
by section 401(b) of the Civil Richts Act of 1964.51

(e) An educational agency shail be .deemed tn transport a stu-
dent if any part of the cost of such student’s transportation is paid
by such agency.

\Iiscellaneous Provisions

Subpar
REPEALER
Sec. 222. Section 709(a)(3) of the Emergency School Aid Act 52
is hereby repealed.

SEPARABILITY OF PROVISIONS

Sec. 223. If any provision of this part or of any amendment made

by this part, or the application of any such prevision to any person

or circumstance, iz held invalid, the remainder of the provisions

of thie yart and of tha smendmants made by this part and the ap-

phcatlon of such provision fo cther persons or circumstances shall
not be affected thereby.

49. 20 lY.S.C.A. § BS1(k). 51. 42 U.S.C.A. § 2000c(b).
50. 20 U.S.C.A. § 881(f). 52. 20 L'.S.C.,{. § 1638(a)(3).

(4]
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PART B—OTHER PROVISIONS RELATING TO THE ASSIGN-
MENT AND TRANSPORTATION OF STUDENTS

PROHIBITION AGMAINST ARSIGNMENT OR TRANSPORTATION OF
STUDENTS T OVERCOME RACIAL IMBALANCE

Sec. 251. No provisien of this Act shall be construed to require
the assignment or transportation of students or teachers in order
to overcome racial imhalance.

PROUIBITION AGAINST USE OF APPROPRIATED FUNDS FOR BUSING
See. 252. Pa:‘L B o‘f t'ne Gencm] luuC“tlun Provisions Act, as

Nz

bie n jeaemvae B e el e o g
UL L8I0 58T A6 KARTHAlhG By aduailix e tac enda

thereof the following hew section: ’

SUIRITLUTE &

“PROHIBITION AGAINST USE OF APPROPRIATED FUNDS FQR BUSING
“Sec. 420. No funds appropriated for the purpose of carry-
ing out any applicable program may be used for the transporta-
tion of students or teachers (or for the purchase of equipment
for such transportation) in order to overcome racizl imbalance in
any school or >c!:ool system, or for the transportation of students
or teachers (or for the purchase of eguipment for such transporta-
tion) in order to carry out a plan of racial desegregation of any
school or school system, except for funds apprepriated pursuant
to title I of the Act of September 30, 1950 (P.L. 874, &1st Congress),
bui not including any portion of such funds as are attributable to
children counted under subparagraph (C) of section 3(d)(2) or
section 403(1)(C) of that Act.”

PROVISION RELATING TO COURT APPEALS

Sec. 253. Notwithstanding any other law or provision of law,
in the case of any order on the part of any United States distriet
court which requires the transfer or transportation of any student
or students from any school attendance area preseribed by com-
‘petent State or local anthority for the purposes of achieving a bal-
ance among students with respect to race, sex, religion, or socio-
economic status, the effectiveness of such order shall be post-
poned until all appeals in connection with such order have been
exhausted or, in the event no appeals are taken, until the time
for such appeals has expired. This seetion shall expire at midnight

=
ea 1
R
Q; A
(5.

on June 30, 18

PROVISION REQUIRING THAT RULES OF EVIDENCE BE UNIFORM
Scc. 254. The rules of evidence required to prove that State

.or local authorities are practicing racial diserimination in assign-

ing students to public schools shall be uniform throughout the
United States.

53. 20U9(‘A § 1222 ot seq.
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APPLICATION OF PROVISO OF SECTION 407¢a) OF THE CIVIL
RIGHTS ACT OF 1951 TO THE ENTIRE UNITED STATES

Sec. 255. The proviso of section 407(a) of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964 3¢ providing in substance that no court or official of the
United States shall be empowered to issue any order seeking to
achiceve a racial balunce in any school by requiring the transporta-
tion of pupils or students from one school to another or one school
district to another in order to achieve such racial balance, or other-
wise enlarge the existing power of the court to insure compliance
with constitutional standards shall apply to all public schocl pupils
and to every public school system, publie school and public school
board, as defined by title IV, under all circumstances and condi-
tions and at all ‘times in every State, district, territory, Common-
wealth, or possession of the United States, regardless of whether
the residence of such public schocl pupils or the principal offices
of such public school system, public school or public school board
is situated in the northern, eastern, western, or southern part of
the United States.

ADDITIONAL PRIORITY OF REMEDIES

Sec. 256. Notwithstanding any provision of law, after June |

30, 1974 no court of the United States shall order the implementa-

tion of any plan to remedy a finding of de jure segregation which !
involves the transportation of students, unless the court first finds

that all alternative remedies are inadequate.

REMEDIES WITH RESPECY TO SCHOOL DISTRICT LINES

See. 257. In the formulation of remedies under this title the
lines drawn by a State subdividing its territory intc separate school
districts, shall not be ignored or altered except where it is estab-
lished that the lines were drawn, or maintained or crossed for the
purpose, and }_:ad the g-fr'_e_ct of segregating children among public
schools on the busis of race. coler, sex, or national origin, or where
it is established that, as a result of diseriminatory actions within
the school distriets, the lines have had the effect of segregating
children among public schools on the basis of race, color, sex, or
national origin.

PROMIBITION OF FORCED BUSINCG DURING SCHOOL YEAR

Sec. 258. (a) The Congress finds that—

(1) the forced transportation of elementary and secondary
school students in implementation of the constitutional require-

- o | —r R N . " 18 L e d e L .
ment for the desegrevation of such scheols is controversial and

difficult under the best planning and administration; and:

(2) the forced transportation of elementary and secondary
school students after the commencement of an acadernic school
year is educationally unsound and administratively inefficient.

54. 42 U.S.C.A. § 200vc-6(a).

(3]
(o)
(43
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(b) Notwithstanding any other provisions of law, no order of a
court, department, or ageney of the United States, requiring the
transportation of any student incident to the transfer of that stu-
dent from one elementary or secondary school to another such school
in a local cducational agency pursuant to a plan reguiring such
transportation for the racial desegreration of any school in that
agency, shall be effective until the beginning of an academic school
year.

(e) For thc purpose of this secction, the term “academic school
year” means, pursuant to regulations promulgated by the Commis-
sioner, the cusiomary hezinning of clusses for the school year at an
elomentary: ar cecondary sehooi of a local educational agency for

" ’ S : N \
@ SCHUUL year UIGIL ULLUES UL twie vilen tnan idé in any twalve-
month period. p: 4

(d) The provisions of this section apply to any order which was
not implemented at the beginning ol the 1974-1975 academie year.

REASONABLE TIME

LOPING VOLUNTARY PLAN
FOR DES

IHZATING SCHOOLS

See. 259. Notwithstanding any other luw or provision of law,
no court or officer of the Urited States shall enter, &5 a remedy
for a denial of equal educational opportunity or a denial of eqgual
protection of the laws, any order for enforcement of a plan of de-
segregation or medification of a court-approved plan, until such
time as the local educational acency to be affected by such order
has been provided notice of the details of the vielation and given
a reasonable nx»;'»or'tt;lxit,\"lc_) (’.L".‘(.‘u);v a voluntary remedial plan.

Such time shall permit the local eduecational agency suificient |

opportunity for community participation in the development of a
remedial plan.

TITLE INI—FEDERAL IMPACT AID PROGRANS

DURATION C% PAY MENTS
& IC. HLY-2

. 801. (a)(1) The first sentence of section 3 of the Aect of

Qe )tcmnm 28, 1950 (Publie Law £15. Eizhty-first Congress) 5% i3
amended by striking out “June 30, 1973" and inserting in lieu
thercofl “June 50, 1973".

(2) Section 15(15) of such Act?® is amcnded b\' striking out
“1968-1969" and inserting in lieu theveof “1973-19

(b) Section -16(a) of such Act®™ is amended in clause (1)(A)
thereof, by striking out “July 1, 1973” and inserting in lieu there-
of “July 1, 1978".

(¢) The amendments made by this section ﬂm]l be effective on
and aftev July 1, 1973.

P gg 20 U.8.C.A. 5033 57. 2) U.S.C.A. § 646(a)(1)(A).

20 U.S.C.A. § 645(15).
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MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

 MEMORANDUM TO: DON

DICK CHENEY
ALAN GREENSPAN
BILL SIMON
BILL SEIDMAN
JIM CANNON
JIM LYNN

PAUL O'NEILL
JERRY JONES

FROM: BOB GOLDWIN

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

Attachment

9/25/75



THE UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMICS

1126 BAST 59TH STREET
CHICAGO +« ILLINOIS 60637

September 22, 1975

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

Dear Bob:

I enclose herewith a brief guest opinion that I gave on the CBS Morning News
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 that 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 enables Congress to have
- the appearance of lowering taxes while in fact the real tax burden rises.

Inflation now automatically provides additional revenue to finance con-
gressional extravagance. No single measure could do so much so readily to
slow down future government spending as inflation-proofing the tax system.
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
revenue 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 way
to remedy this defect is not by measures directed specifically at "aiding"
business but by a general reform of the tax system that eliminates this
effect of inflation for everyone: individual taxpayers, small business,
large business.

Inflation—prbofing the tax system would, I believe, be highly popular politiéally:



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 goverwmment. 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 measure. 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.

* 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,untried or irresponsible measure. It has been adopted
by Canada, a number of European countries, and several in South America.
It is favored by the economists on the right and by tke economists on the

left.

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

Best personal wishes and regards.

MF: oy

Enciosure

Cordially yours,

. EOpD
P (}\
N /I N \
f o~ R

Milton Friedman \ ﬁ



Milton Friedman
September 6, 1975

Congressional Salaries and Taxes
CBS COMMENTARY FOR SEPTEMBER
(Broadcast on September 10, 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. 1IN 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 COULD 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 LAWS WRITTEN FOR A WORLD OF STABLE PRICES, YOUR TAXES WILL,
ON THE 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.

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 ANY
CONGRESSMAN HAVING TO VOTE FOR HIGHER TAXES! INDEED, HE CAN EVEN VOTE TO CUT
TAXES--WHILE AT THE SAME TIME PERMITTING INFLATION TO RAISE THEM! CAN YOU REALLY
EXPECT CONGRESSMEN TO KILL THE GOOSE THAT IS LAYING THOSE PAPER EGGS? NOT UNLESS

YOU MAKE THEIR JOBS DEPEND ON THEIR DOING SO.



MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

MEMORANDUM TO DON RUMSFELD
MIKE DUVAL
DICK CHENEY
DAVE LISSY
JIM CAVANAUGH
PAUL O'NEILL

FROM: BOB GOLDWIN

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

9/25/75




September 11, 1973

Trust and Mistrust

MEMORANDUM TO:
SUBJECT:

from a letter by Thomas Jeffersonm:

would be transformed if coumbined with an

gument on the role of mistrust ia the American system. The

«

argumen

same
would be this

4%

them, but biad them dowm

t trust officials of goveranment.
tution

this when we meet at 1l a.m. on Friday, September

L
3
24

o 0 . o st 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
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October 2, 1975

MEMORANDUM TO: DONALD RUMSFELD
RICHARD CHENEY

FROM: ROBERT GOLDWIN

This letter was cleared through the Domestiec Counecil
and was sent out yesterday from Jim Connor's office.

Is any use of it contemplated? Will it be made publie?
Should it be used to let the 0ffice of Education,
Kational Institute of Education, Justice Department aand
others kanow what the President's position is os these
issues? This letter breaks new ground and they may

not know where the President stands unless they are
informed.

$t8ithnene




October 15, 1973

MEHORANDUM TO:

TEROUGH : RICHARD CHEXEY

FROM:




October 17, 1975

MEMORANDUM TO: DONALD RUMSFELD
THROUGH : RICHARD CHENEY
PROM: ROBERT GOLDWIN

I recaived a letter from a professor friend in Hew York suggesting
what might be done to change nmot what the President says to the
people of New York City but how he will say it.

He made the following arguments and assertions:

--Many years before the McCovern campaign, Liandsay bad polarized the
poeple of New York City.

~-Lindsay was re-elected in 1969 by splitting the opposition: 60I of
the votes were for his oppoments.

-~Thagks to Lindsay, reiaforced by McGovern, most New Yorkers are
middle Americans of the George Meany variety.

--This means that their views are not those of the New York
and the Washiungton Post.

--Failure to realize this fact caused President Nixon to be surprised

at the spontancous loyalty parade staged by the hard-hats in opposition
to the Vietnam demonstrations.

My professor friend recommends that someone do a brief and accurate
report on the political complexion of New York City today, as con~
trasted to the political attitudes of the New York press. In particular,
the report should describe the last mayoralty campaign, the primaries
that preceded it, whom the New York Times supported and what the

voters actually did.

The objective would be to get

people of Hew York City about their problems and their relatiomship
to the Federal government. Is this something that Foster Chenick
could be asked to do?

|
%
%




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 607 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 the per supported, and what the voters did.)
NY lewts
- Cordially yours,

s/ Hilail
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MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

DONALD RUMSFELD
RICHARD CHENEY

ROBERT GOLDWIN

In case you missed it.

e
Attachment _ NCQ%J CZ{QJDLia\\fé¥4°LlhA] i at

10/21/75

/0/10/') 3/



MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

MEMORANDUM TO: DONALD RUMSFELD
‘ RICHARD CHENEY

JERRY JONES
JAMES CONNOR
WILLIAM STMON
JAMES LYNN
PAUL O'NEILL
ALAN GREENSPAN
JAMES CAVANAUGH

FROM: ROBERT GOLDWIN M@

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

2
e
Attachment *"“’““‘“’"‘@‘J
10/21/75 \6 PR -~ | J



October 22, 1975

T0:

has asked him
Institute of

tell me that Joha
1life of the Nal ,
are aware that Moynihan is the "father”

subcomuittee on select education on the

Yoynihan himself has no objection.

Ly

s

S333ys

called to
before his
ou

of

He wants to know whether the White House has any objection

testifying.

Ny,

S AFERBNWABE ST S A2 D A A
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MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT :

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

October 28, 1975

DON 1@@
DICK CHENEY

: BOB GOLDWIN /&‘(/@

Busing letter

We put a let of effort into the letter on busing sent to Dr. Lonnie
Johnson. I am told that he and his colleagues of the African Methodist
Episcopalian Church were pleased with its responsiveness and that it was
circulated to the Bishops of the AME Church. But to the best of my
knowledge, it has not reached 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 cne 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 RQ&%%;;E
DICK CHENEY

JERRY JONES
JIM CONNOR
JIM CAVANAUGH
JAMES LYNN
ALAN GREENSPAN

)
FROM: BOB GOLDWIN /VZzﬂzji;y

In case you missed this Newsweek article.
Polsby is one of the best political scientists.
This page is brief but instructive.

Attachment



What Do The Voters Really Want? [\ -

bout 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
19767 My last interrogator was a former
high official of the Democratic Party,
somebody better plugged in than I 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 to the future of
American politics would be to give a
quick and authoritative answer when 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 proportionally or
by districts, and so on. One of the
Democratic hopefuls (Morris 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.
& The number of people who can distin-

Nelson W. Polsby " e,

guish between the parties on ideological
grounds, who say that which party gets
elected makes a difference, is up.

g But the number of people is also up
who don’t mind seeing divided govern-
ment, with Congress and the Presidency
controlled by different parties.

s The number of people who say that the
parties don’t care what they think and
don’t respond to popular control is up.

e But the number of political activists,
people who volunteer time or give mon-
ey to the party of their choice, is alsoup.

® 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? Well, may-
be not. I don’t know of any cleanly
definitive test of the proposition, but
what the findings above seem to me to
add up to is just the opposite conclu-
sion—that as parties become more ideo-_
logical and issue-oriented, they become
more attractive to a certain__stratum
of activists, but_they turn_off most
people. Many voters correctly perceive
that when parties become more issue-
oriented, which party wins makes more
of a difference. Under these circum-
stances, they trust the parties less and
welcome _divided government, where
there is a chance for moderation, if not
stalemate.

If moderation_is what the voters are

after, why don’t the parties try to give it to

- them? The answer seems to be thatactiv-

ists who actually run the parties are far
less moderate about politics than ordi-
nary people. For each major party, the
results are a little different. The Republi-
cans are more and more the minority party
inthis country, claimingthe loyalty ofless
than one voterin five. They do have an as-
setinan incumbent President who could

shape his image in ;
moderate direction,
if he cared to. Yet hie
is under the severest
sort of pressure from
within the party to
dump his middle-of-
the-road Vice Presi-
dent and substitute a right-wing militant
as his running mate for 1976.

The Democrats, meanwhile, have con-
cocted an obstacle course for their pro-
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 the
national convention. The paradoxical re-
sult_of “opening up__the Presidential

A Bl 5 o

nomination process_in the Demogratic
Party_has been to make the party more
responsive_to_enthusiasts for particular
candidates, but far less responsive to

people who care about winning elcc-
tions. Democrats, being the party of
choice forabout 40 percent of Americans,
have to swallow far more poison than
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 an
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 party system.

Nelson W. Polsby is professor of politi-
cal science at the University of Califor-
nia, Berkeley, and author of “Political
Promises” and, with Aaron Wildavsky,
“Presidential Elections.”

Ociober 20, 1975
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October 23, 1973

MEMORANDUM FOR: DOH RUMSFELD

THROUGH : DICK CHENEY

I recommend that the “school opeaning” speech (copy attached),
written with the inteation of being given late im August, be
looked at again for possible delivery now, or very soomn.

Changes would have to be made in the opening paragraphs, but
the greatest part of the draft, which the President liked
very much, seems as appropriate now as in August. In a con-
versgtion the other day, Robert Bork said he thinks the timing
would be better now than in August.

Consideration should be given to adding to the speech a proposal
of some significant action. Potsibilities could include a
Presidential Commission to study alternatives, or asking the
Secretary of HEW to bave the Office of Education and the
Hational Institute of Education look into the questions

raised in Ambassador Moyuihan's memo to the President and

the Attorney General to suggest legal alternatives.

The thrust of the argument would be as follows: The Supreme

Court has ruled that segregatad public schools are unconstitutional,
and everybody--including the President--is pledged to that principle.
The courts have ever since sought means to bring about the goal of
desegregation, and busing was iantended to be one of those means.
But court-ordered busing is working badly. (See attached news
clippiags.) Increasingly, it is showing itself to be counter-
productive and disruptivey it is not giving us desegregation and




2

better schools, but rather is increasing the separation of
citizens and students on the basis of race, and is disrupting
the educational processes in major cities. If the courts
called a halt to ordering busing, that in itself would be

& beneficial step. But then the next necessary step would
have to be to seek more eoffective and less disruptive methods
of desegregating and, simultaneously, improving the schools.
Study is needed, now, to absord the best research of recent
years, and that is what the President is calling for.

I recommend that the draft of the August speech be given to
Bob Hartmann, that the President discuss it with him teo
indicate how he wants it to be revised and also to get the
benefit of Bob's views on what can and should be done with
it, and that then the writing task go forward under his
supervision, as in the case of any other major presidential
speech.

Attachments
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/ MIEMORANDUM

B THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

October 31, 1975

FOR: ! ROBERT GOLDWIN

FROM: - 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 Magazine 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.

S

As a result, many of the publishers
were reported affronted and unhap-

y.
In fact, when Russell Baker, the

. New York Times humor columnist,

“t=
\ 7

appeared at the same podium, he
opened his remarks by referring to
the “Donald "Rumsfeld Memorial
Podium.” The quip was greeted with
cheers and laughter. :

® WAk

~r
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE NCVEMBER 3, 1975

Office of the White House Press Secretary

Donald Rumsfeld was appointed Assistant to the President by President Ford
in Septerr ber 1974, | In this capacity, he serves as a member of the

Cabinet, Director of the White House Office of Operations, and Coordinat?r
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 1954-1957,

Mr. Rumsfeld became active in government in 1958 when he worked as
Administrative Assistant to Congressman Dave Dennison of Chio. 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 firm 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.
e was re-elected 'in 1964, 1966, and 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 Cffice 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 (I11.), and Illinois College (I1l1. ). Additional awards
include the Cpportunities Industrial Center's Executive Government Award
and the Distinguished Eagle Scout Award.

Mr. Rumsfeld 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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Decenber 2, 1975

MENMORANDUM T0: HONORABLE DOHALD RUMSFELD
SECRETARY OF DEVFENSE

Here is the set of materials I prepared for your confirmation
hearings and which are still usable because you used them
very little or not at all in the hearings.

The different parts are numbered and there is a table of
contents in front.

I leave for Arizona Thursday morning, but my office will
know how to find me if you need to reach me.

Robert A. Goldwin
Special Consultant to
the President

Attachaent
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Januvary 26, 1976

Dear Don:

In case you haven't seen it, the latest State Department

list contains the names of Gerald B. Helman
and Stephen J. Ledogar to F80-2, and Ralph R, Moore to
F80-3. #Mark Lissfeldt (still in Luns' office) is also on
the list to FSO-3,

You may recall the conventional view that USHATO had a
poor record as service leading to promotion. If I am
not mistaken, just about everyone who served under you
was promoted last year or this yvear. If the "jinx" ever
existed, it has been broken.

I thought you would be pleased to know.
Sincerely,

Robert A. Goldwin
Special Consultant to
the President

The Honorable Donald Rumsfeld

Secretary of Defense
Washington, D.C.




THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON. D. C. 20301

January 29, 1976

Dr. Robert A. Goldwin

Room 170

0ld 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.




THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

RG:

Schedule: 11:45 - Honors Ceremony,
River Entrance

12:00 - Lunch, Secretary's
Dining Room

1:30 — W.H, Car at River
Entrance

Attendees: Sec'y Rumsfeld, Bonaldl
SYG Luns, Joseph
Paul Van Campen
Ms. Borgman-Brower
Mr. Clements, W, /liam P
Mr. Ellsworth) Roher t
Gen. Brown, (-eorje S.
Simuel Cong. Stratton (D, NY)
Bob cong. Wilson (R,Cal.)
faul cong. Findley (R,Ill.)
Delbest cong. Latta (R, Ohio)
and, possibly, two or three others.
Joe dordan | [SA
RADMVHolw:b (bR's M.l /)s;'/)

Staser JK replaces éw_w’.%m



MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON
2/4/76

RG:

SYG Luns' Washington Schedule

Sunday, Feb. 8

Lunch hosted by Amb. Bruce at his home

P.M. - appointments with the Ambassadors of Iran and Great Britaim

Monday, Feb. 9

1000

Interview Air R 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
1338 - 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 Ford

1700 - Leave for Brussels




THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

TO;: ,gw W
FROM: Robert A, Goldwinﬁﬁ»e_

COMMENTS:

%APWM&
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GERA ['2.4_7
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“(Goldwin) 2/11/76

W

Among the many gifts of greatness of Abraham Lincoln, foremost
was his ability to find deep meaning in events of the

moment , ed=iEhen el RLosswib—eteariy—and—nenoralyl s

When 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 Civil War.

"It has long been a grave question," Lincoln said on that
occasion, "whether any government not too strong for

the liberties of its people, can be strong enough to maintain



its own exis tence.

-.President Lincoln thought that the actions of the people had
answered the guestion: 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? 1In a free
nation, can sufficient strength be maintained for survival

and independence?

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

Egver since . our founding, the enemies

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

expecting us to sink into weakness.

209
Foaﬂpundredaupﬁ years we have proved them wrong, but they

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

the enemies of freedom, the advocates of tyranny, hate

e
*liberty for all® as h as we, love it. They esewpledgoed®
n-t.gka‘i

e a.e./e.,

to destroy human éCCEﬂET-ﬁSeﬂﬁfeﬁﬁéﬂ as we a&e—aaeeeee-to

.

uphold and enhance <stw



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.

We have never wanted to conquer slre~wer-dgr——0ur—embrtior=tTs=
B 'ghwmw - %mxe‘aw' e ~
—ordds—to=-eonguer+ The triumphs we seek are those of

freedom over tyranny, of plenty over hunger, of health over

disease, 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

7 1
W=
TS

o

g



i

il

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.



THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON. D. C. 20301

Dr. Robert A. Goldwin

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,

Donald H. Rumsfel

Enclosure
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HOW: U:S:SIZES UPRUSSIA:NOW

“DEAD WRONG TO TRUST RUSSIA”

Interview With Donald H. Rumsfeld,

BNt

: ‘
i
*

From another decision maker comes a pic-
ture of Russia as a country that preaches
détente—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

Mr. Rumsfeld in the magazine’s conference room.

Soviet military-manpower levels have increased also, from
3.4 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
vear 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 time is past
when we can take billions of dollars out of the defense
budget and put it elsewhere in the federal budget without

Copyright © 1976, U.S. News & Worid Report, Inc. 29
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INTERVIEW WITH MR. RUMSFELD

[continued from preceding page]

having it do serious damage to the national securi-
ty. That is my sense of the situation. I hope and
trust I am correct. It would be foolhardy to risk
waiting another year.

I think there’s an appreciation of the fact that we
would be living in an extremely different world if
we were to send a signal that we were willing to
accept those trends in the years ahead, and aban-
don our policy of maintaining rough equivalence. A
United States that was seen as an inferior power, or
moving toward an inferior position, would inject a
dangerous instability in the world.

Q How do you reconcile that view with the
attitude of Congress toward the Angola civil war—
the vote to cut off any American support for the
pro-Western forces there?

A I look at Angola, and the congressional re-
sponse, as a somewhat isolated incident.

The national debate on Angola was imperfect
and imprecise. It was confused in that some argued
against “another Vietnam.” We heard during the
debate: “No more Vietnams. We don’t want to get
involved.”

This, of course, was a terrible misrepresentation
in that no one was advocating another Vietnam. {
However misleading, that argument had appeal in i
mobilizing people to the cause of opposing finan-
cial assistance to certain factions in Angola, as was
proposed. H

KEY POINTS MADE BY
DEFENSE SECRETARY

Angola: Soviet intervention is a forerun-
ner of similar moves into other areas.

Détente: It's “dead wrong” to assume that détente means
that “the Russians are our friends and we can trust them . . .
that they will not continue to support ‘just wars of national
liberation.” That is not what Soviet policy is all about.”

Soviet defense outlays: Possibly as much as 15 per cent of
Russia’s gross national product is devoted to the military. By
way of contrast, the United States devotes a little more than 5
per cent of its GNP to defense.

U.S.-Soviet balance: America today has “‘rough equivalence”
with Russia in military strength, but “unless we act now to
arrest [adverse] trends, the U.S. would move into a position of
inferiority” to the Soviet Union.

Congress: “Congress will come to the conclusion that it
would be totally unacceptable to the American people” to
allow the drift toward military inferiority to continue.

SALT: Arms agreements with Russia will not “enable us to
safely reduce spending” but could “enable us to restrain
spending” on strategic weapons.

Volunteer Army: “We can afford a volunteer force. . . .
Indeed, the volunteer force is working well.”
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My view is that the American people are pretty i
wise. On an important issue, the American people
will find their way to the right judgment, over a
period of time. That’s what our system of government is
about. And it works. It has worked for 200 years, and there's
no doubt in my mind but that it will work in the future.

Q Is your budget, then, based on the premise that the
U.S. will continue to play a role of world policeman?

A No. We determine the necessary forces with a view to
three principal balances:

One is the strategic balance, where we wish to maintain
not precisely the same forces the Soviet Union has, but what
can be described as equivalent forces.

Second is the naval balance, where we have a consider-
ably different problem than the Soviets have. They are
basically a continental power, while the United States, with
allies and interests overseas—in Europe and Northeast
Asia—requires a greater naval capability.

Finally, there is the balance in Central Europe, which is
weighed not simply by looking at the considerably larger
Soviet ground force, but by considering the relative
strength of the Warsaw Pact and the NATO alliances.

An additional factor that influences the sizing of our
forces is the number of and degree of conflicts we wish to
be prepared for. In the 1960s, we maintained forces that
were supposed to be capable of fighting 2', wars. That was
adjusted in the early 1970s. What has been proposed in
recent budgets is that we have the capabilities for a 1-plus
war crisis—that is, a major conflict plus some other problem
in the world, but not 2'; as in the past. There are under-
standably a number of distinctions between the pre-Viet-
nam War force structure and what we envisage in the
President’s budget now before the Congress.

Q What does the large-scale Soviet intervention in Angola
tell you about their policy and intentions? Was that just an
isolated incident?

A Obviously not. Between 1971 and 1975, the Soviet
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Union and Cuba together provided military and economic
assistance in the neighborhood of 3 billion dollars to the
countries of Africa. This reflects a considerable interest on
the part of the Soviet Union—and the Cubans working with
them—to increase the number of airfields and port facilities
available to them, and to increase the number of govern-
ments that are friendly and responsive to them. And it
reflects their willingness to pay to achieve this influence

and these military capabilities.

Q Are the Russians likely to have any more success in
taking over and running a place like Angola than they’ve

had in other African and Mideast countries?

A Just as other powers that have attempted to control or
influence countries far from their shores, the Soviets have
had an uneven history. They've had some successes and
they've had some failures. The fact remains that the conti-
nent-bound—clearly second-class power—post-World War II
Soviet Union is gone. Today, you see a first-rate military
power from a strategic standpoint, with vast increases in its
naval capabilities and its ability to project power throughout

the world, and with sizable land forces.

With that growing power, the Soviets are interesting
themselves to a considerable degree in nations throughout
the world. The facts are that ports and airfields around

Africa have considerable military value to the Soviet Union.

Q Do you see Soviet military intervention in Angola as a

precursor of similar moves in other areas?

A 1 do. If one reads Soviet writings and their own de-
scriptions of their opportunities in world affairs, it’s clear
that they consider such interventions to be fully consistent

with their policy.

Q How does that jibe with the policy of détente that

Russia is supposed to be pursuing with the U.S.?
A It fits their view of détente. The Soviets believe th:
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what they are doing in terms of their involvement in
various countries around the globe and in terms of the
development of their military capabilities is consistent with
détente. I would anticipate that anyone who thinks that this
is going to change in the period ahead is going to be found
to be wrong.

Q Many people in this country assumed that détente was
supposed to prevent crises of this sort—

A If one thinks that détente means that the Russians are
our friends—that we can trust them, and that they will
conduct themselves the way we do in our country, that they
believe in freedom and individual, God-given rights of man,
that they will not continue to support “just wars of national
liberation,” or that they will not continue to develop sub-
stantial military strength to serve their interests—anyone
who thinks that is dead wrong. That is not what Soviet
policy or behavior is all about.

Détente, most precisely, from our standpoint, is an ap-
proach that the United States is using with the Soviet Union
to determine if it’s possible to relax tensions.

Is it sensible to try to lower the level of potential confron-
tation with the Soviet Union, if it can be done in a way that
benefits our national interests and does not adversely affect
our security? I believe the answer is “Yes.”

Does that mean that such a policy will solve all the
problems of the world? No, it does
not.

Does it mean that it’s going to
. transform the Soviet Union into a
system that is compatible with the
beliefs of the United States? No, it
does not.

Q If we are trying to lower the
level of confrontation, why increase
our spending on defense?

A Your question touches on what
is probably the most difficult prob-
lem that we,m
to face. .

That is the seeming contradiction
between having a relationship with
the Soviet Union that is not fully
hostile and belligerent, and yet rec-
ognizing the fundamental need for
the U.S. to maintain a strong defense.

We must understand that it is be-
cause of our strength that we can
pursue such a policy. Free people, in
our country and other free countries
in the world, have to be careful to
avoid a sense of euphoria that can
accompany a marginally improved
relationship between our countries.

We have to avoid being lulled into
thinking that, because our strength has given us relative
peace and stability, we therefore no longer need to be
vigilant. That is just plain wrong. We do need to be vigilant.
And we must be wise enough to realize that the reason we
are at the negotiating table with the Soviet Union is because
we are militarily strong.

Q Would a second Strategic Arms Limitation Agreement
with the Soviets enable us to reduce defense spending?

A 1It’s clear that no SALT agreement or negotiation of
this type can do everything. No one agreement is going to
dramatically reduce spending. We've seen Soviet spending
continue to go up since SALT I in 1972 and, indeed, since
the provisional agreement negotiated at Vladivostok in No-
vember, 1974. It is clear that the agreements have not led
the Soviets to reduce their spending.
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So-1 wouldn’t look for any agreements to enable us to
safely reduce spending as such. The hope is that we can
reach some caps which limit some of the major systems and
restrain the growth that has taken place in strategic sys-
tems. This could, in some manner, enable us to restrain the
growth in spending on those systems that would otherwise
be necessary.

Q Does your defense budget assume that there will be a
SALT II agreement?

A The budget that we’ve presented is based on the need,
with or without SALT, to see that our strategic forces are
maintained in a fully ready posture to provide the necessary
deterrence to avert a nuclear conflict.

Even with a SALT II agreement, presumably setting a
ceiling of 2,400 on the number of strategic vehicles, and
1,320 on the number that can be MIRVed [multiple, inde-
pendently targeted re-entry vehicle], we will have to re-
place our aging bomber force at some point. As the Soviet
Union improves the accuracies of their missiles in the late
"70s and early '80s, we will have to have dealt with the
problem of the survivability of our Minuteman force. That is
why we are seeking funding for research and development
for MX—a more survivable replacement for existing
ICBM'’s.

Also, given the possibilities of improvements in antisub-
marine warfare, it’s important to
produce the Trident—a better, qui-
eter boat which will provide a more
secure base for some of our subma-
rine-launched ballistic missiles.

So it would be misleading to sug-
gest that a SALT agreement is going
to reduce defense spending in the
near term. A good agreement could
restrain the growth that will be
needed.

However, it is not reasonable to
say that, because a SALT agreement
doesn’t do everything, it doesn’t do
anything.

Q You believe then that the U.S.
must maintain the “triad” of strategic
forces indefinitely—that is, bombers,
land-based missiles and submarine-
launched missiles—

A There is no question in my
mind but that we must.

Q There’s considerable controver-
sy over the B-1 as a replacement for
the B-52. Is it still necessary to build
such a costly and sophisticated air-
craft, now that you also are develop-
ing a long-range cruise missile that
can penetrate Russian air defenses?

A I've noticed that some people talk about these two as
though they were duplications. They are not. The cruise
missile will have a quite different use than a B-1. It is based
on a new technology—essentially that of pilotless, subsonic
aircraft—for which tactical doctrine has not been fully de-
veloped. We seem to have a considerable lead over the
Soviet Union in this field.

Cruise missiles potentially are very accurate, but slow.
They can be launched from aircraft, from land, from surface
ships or from submarines. They could well have a variety of
potential uses, both strategic and tactical. In our budget we
are funding the air-launched cruise missile with the thought
that it would be a valuable weapon to be carried by a B-52
for a variety of purposes.

But when you look at the range of the targets our various
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Soviet troops on maneuvers. Russia has
increased its forces to about 4.4 million.



INTERVIEW WITH MR. RUMSFELD

[continued from preceding page]

strategic forces might be required to attack—and, for deter-
rence, must be able to attack—there’s no doubt in my mind
but that it will be necessary to have a suitable follow-on as
the B-52s age. That’s what the B-1 is all about.

Q Some critics say it’s a luxury that we can’t afford
now—

A The funds that are provided in the budget are pot

designed for an ideal world. What they reflect is an aware-
ness Tesident Ford that the strategic balance is exceed:
ingly critical, that we must have deterrent forces that are
sufficient 1o dissuad viet Union in the

fro ieving that they could launc i ing firs
gtr.‘Lik_i—or accomplish the same thing by threatening to use
their strategic forces.

Can we afford the B-1? It’s clear to people who reflect on
it that we cannot afford not to have a capable bomber force.

I recall an incident just before the Korean War in 1950
when a senior general told the House Appropriations Com-
mittee that the country simply couldn’t afford a 16-billion-
dollar budget. Six months later, the United States had a 48-
billion-dollar budget and found, indeed, that we could af-
ford it. A year later, we had a 60-billion-dollar budget, and
found we could afford that. We can, we have found, afford
to assure our freedom and security.

It strikes me that most Americans are convinced that the
United States must have a strategic capability that is capable
of dissuading the Soviets from believing that they could gain
an advantage in using, or threatening to use, their strategic
forces.

Q Mr. Secretary, in comparing the Soviet and American
defense efforts, how much allowance do you make for the
fact that the Russians feel they have to build up against
China as well as the U.S.?

A There’s no question but that the Soviets have im-
proved their capabilities on the Chinese border, in man-
power and in weapons. But it is also true that they have
simultaneously improved their capabilities in Europe on the
Warsaw Pact border. They have increased their troops
facing the [NATO] Alliance in Western Europe by roughly
140,000. They also have improved the sophistication of their
tactical air force, weapons and air defenses.

It is not factually correct to suggest that Soviet military
advances can be attributed exclusively to a reaction to their
relationship with the People’s Republic of China. There has
been far too great an expansion of the Soviet military
capabilities to dismiss it on that basis.

Secondly, we already have taken fully into account any
adjustment in our own military position warranted by the
altered relationship between the Soviet Union and the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China.

Thirdly, it would be exceedingly unwise for us to assume
that leadership changes could not alter the present relation-
ship between those two countries very rapidly. As is said,
intent can change overnight; capabilities sel-for—tire—closest
attention. Ca—nwaol - - +aie

Q Is the high cost of intaining "a volunteer force
squeezing the defense budget in a way that you have to cut
back on essential modernization of the services?

A There are few notions which anger me, but the idea
that the United States has to use compulsion because we are
unwilling to pay the U.S. armed forces at a level roughly
competitive with the private sector is one of them.

I have no problem with using conscription to the extent
we need it. But I am bothered by the idea that we have to
use compulsion—in effect, taking 1 out of every 3 or 4
young men, imposing a tax on them by drafting them into
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“We must have forces that are sufficient to dissuade the Soviét
Union from believing they could launch a disarming first strike.”

nonvolunteer service, and then, in addition, in effect paying
them 50 to 60 per cent of what they would be earning in
the civilian-manpower market.

Such proposals are made on the grounds that this country
can’t afford to pay people in the armed services a decent
wage. That is simply not true. We can afford a volunteer
force. And given normal circumstances, we should, in my
judgment, be able to get the numbers and kinds of people
we need by competing in the civilian-manpower market.
Indeed, the volunteer force is working well.

Q What about the feeling you find among a lot of people
that the volunteer Army has done away with the concept of
national service and created a kind of mercenary service?

A Not a lot of people—a few people say that. In my view,
they’re wrong.

Q Have you given any thought to the idea of setting up a
special budget for military-retirement pay that accounts for
about 8% per cent of the defense budget?

A Yes, I've given some thought to it. I have never been
one for shell games, but it does strike me that it might be
useful to do this. Retirement pay is not reflected in the
budgets of other departments and agencies. We have a
study in progress—looking at the specifics of the retirement
program, because it is taking a substantial sum of money
every year. I have examined the idea, simply because retire-
ment pay shouldn’t be considered in the balance with
expenditures for current military capability.

Q Mr. Secretary, a number of studies have appeared
recently suggesting that we could buy a better defense
establishment with the same money by making fundamental
changes—for example, by giving up big, expensive nuclear
carriers, or making do with a less-sophisticated bomber than
the B-1. Why isn'’t this being done?

A 1 would guess that there is not another department of
our Government that gets looked at and analyzed as care-
fully as does the Department of Defense. We're not at a loss
for suggestions of what ought to be done. However, any
suggestion that there’s a free lunch in life is wrong. There
isn’t a free lunch.

Rovess 9 2l ehere is no magic. There is no place where someone

suddenly is going to find a great bundle of billions of dollars
through so-called efficiencies.

We continue to seek further efficiencies and economies,
as do others. But it is past time to stop eroding U.S. military
strength on the basis that we can find vast savings without
compromising our national security.

Q One final personal question: What do you think of the
view of some of your friends in Congress that President
Ford will pick you as his running mate if he wins the
nomination?

.A Let’s get back to the defense budget.
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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.

“Regards, )

.

'/’/—,ﬂ
Donald Rumsfeld

Honorable Robert Goldwin
Room 172

Executive Office Building
Washington 20006



23 March 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY

d
FROM ~ Robert A. Goldwin/é?zl/t;)'

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

B s

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 recently. 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 Jjudgment about the quality of
decisions made five or ten or fifteen years ago.
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Q. Retired yice 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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MEMORANDUM TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FROM: ROBERT GOLDWIR
ADVISOR TO THE SECRETARY

You asked me to prepare a sample Q & A on the national
defense issue which would allow the President to respond to
charges in the President's own terms rather than in Reagan's
terms.

Please find that Q & A attached.

Kirk Emmert, my assistant, has also prepared one independently.
It is also attached,
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(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'll 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



e P

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 19762 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.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

April 29, 1976

MEMORANDUM TO: ROBERT GOLDWIN
FROM: KIRK EMMERT Ki
SUBJECT: 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 words,and 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.



D

IT. 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.
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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.



o

- -

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

I. Reagan's critique
1. Russia has more of most military resources and weapons than the
U.S. They have more tanks, artillery, missiles, ships, and men under
arms. They have a much better civil defense effort. They spend about
twice as much of their GNP (15%) for #flefense than we do.
2.We are becoming a second-rate military power. The momentum has
shifted to the USSR. After 1977 the Soviet advantage mounts.
3. Equivalence will not bring peace through strength, to say nothing
BEXREXREXH#IX
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,

ITI. The President's Reply
l. 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 &&=
aislenste@irivatent in over all capability to the Soviet forces.
1t . ; e 3 T R — £



MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

2
Military forces cannot be compared by makxrgxxxmpXxgkxx 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 Xx
different geographic situations of the two countries must also be
comp&red.
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 pxk budget. The Adminitration'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,
d cutting defemse speading. There will be danger in the future only if
the Administration's proposals are rejected.

RRRX

dncnbaefenaenpndnc pchnenrrxaccbmbdbchtbdbcbobbbcBebabebichn
3. Defense policy is too complicated and too important to dealt with
by strident rhetoric, simplistic counting, or & dangerous exaggerationxs

REXxxRRX about our inferiority to Soviet power. We need to make a sober

awd
assessment of lwhere we areA'where we want to go given the effort and
we MmusT o TORDN
nature of our adversary, == Then Aask the American people and the

Congress to do what is necessary to get us to where we waknwant 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

re%u‘:{'” Ap fﬂ“t&.
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Q. National defense, Number 2, etc.
é:! E[ r«uﬁm Froed o 7o ch_;aﬁ\,
Accitasatrons .

5 oot Lor Fo
uae- | B ey

I have tried several times to exp

the defense
situation in response to charges I have let our defenses
slip and that the United es has becomes a second-rate
military power, bu don't seem to have gotten through to
at least one ndidate--so I will try a different way to

him, and others who may be influenced by his argu-

building
The first thing that one must understand about/defemze
Ho tome Fov ——

national defense is,how long it takes to produce weapons and,

A
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

i

result of

nent—that-—were—det ided—upomrand asteduponr five, ten, and

fifteen years ago. For example, our £3Be%=e¥ B-52 bombe

--- years old and the decisions to hewve them were made

years ago.



The decision that I am urging on the Congress now, to

I —go—akead with the B-1 bomberg Eas a backgrounf of ---- years
44; uﬂi;:,»»*o 3444¢ftvh, /o
w

cce de
an

, 2,
ill start giving us planes /years from now.qIUntil
1990, our bomber fleet will be a combination of B-52s and

B-1s, 4

XRKXRERAKREX not because we do not want the most modern

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

In the meantime, we are moderniz% the B-52s so that
they will serveAfor 10 or 15 years more, until they can all be

replaced by B-1ls.

/ﬂ/r(’-l—ﬁ(.t,t 74
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wmakes,/can be seen—smd-judged W
ALl 4([ .

only many years later, ef%zﬁkaftéi/he has left office.

e (W L ep,, Ase o !
The forces we have at our disggggl/ﬁ6§: the planes, the éuf”LL
sizeof the o o
tanks, the ships, the missiles, the/armed‘forces--all of these
Posado i
are the result of decisions made by -Administratiens—and Congressemii..

M«LL& Hao Laal /€ <esp 5. af mie .
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wand that- can)produce at)a wavgséﬁém
/ }
t a;::lf>£1€;;, T es yearss kv/»

I am frank to say that the defense

Fop

O

_xbifié— ' posture of the United States requires immed:~ pf§bpt

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

N

priate § billion , and the prospects are good--but not certain--
that this year, for the first time in years, the Congress

will not cut the total proposed to them.



But what every American ought to understand is that the danger =
w (176, in [98E v the yees 0T
I foresee is not now, not bdhis—yeer; but years ahead—-’f we

fail to act now. What we decide thls year w1ll det?rmlne how
f‘, (..(Jv— ¥

safe we and xkex our allies and
will be five or ten years from now. If we cut gye defense
budget again this year, as we have for the last years,

those of us still alive fifteen years from now, and4rour children,

m&}laadlf _Ale Larvees undl be
will curse us for leaving them defenJ;&dﬂl That s what the elosy To
oL, 14 (WL ~ -
danger is, not that we have inadequate ﬂdefenses this year. ﬁw/¢£¢4
k—nxf4ir
Lh t
Ao mouc/
Right now it is accurate to say that the United States alpot £

is second to none in military power.

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

e
them, Our military forces taken all together are unsur i
¥
in all the world. g
N
The most important task of our military might is to i

attack on this country and on any of ourallies. Some in this
M,M
country may have an fnterest 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
124 ¢ c4\~ou~kJ the United States--the leaders of every adversary or potential
JLVALJF [\ adversary of the United States, that's who.

ccov—ail & [ st The question is not whether we have enough power today
2 i

) i W
6;::}$J0£f*“j If that were the real question, we could all relax. The

i ou- od Lo — = oxcefd fAat ¥ ﬁm/&¢u /¥
M“}D‘{ a,@yoz’“’cw S %yw, metcd. s MMA/%U id’
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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 askx 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.

in 1985 or 1990% '

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

/o R FQ,
through the Congress this year. Let your Congressman kngy® ﬂo'

« -

o -
that you understand the question he is voting on is not \the =

safety of the United States this year, but the strength ahﬂshfui*
4’ 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

me_ng
all this silly talk about who's number one., We——cam s&a¥v a

$er the Rose Bowl or the Super Bowl year.,
oo é;,hg, ,“2' f?i”é iMﬁW%W%

s <f aone of .



Q. Mr. President, can you clear up the confusion? 1Is 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.



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 to is comfortably in the lead.
Mr. Reagan's stateménts, 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 serious imbalance is in the making. e

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)



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.

S —

s GER



April 24, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR DICK CHENEY

FROM BOB GOLDWIN
il We should not let Reagan set the agenda of campaign issues.
2. The NY Times-CBS poll indicates that foreign policy issues

are of less concern to the voters this year than domestic issues
such as jobs, prices, energy, and crime.

% 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.

/N

6. The President should, instead, set forth his own positidn,
in his own terms, and in a way that makes Reagan look ignorant}

impetuous, imprudent, and in other ways unqualified to be Presf@ent
and Commander in Chief. N

/Qféffc:z\

s The attached sample of a Panama answer is designed 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

7 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 the
Treaty did not just start but have been going on, intermittently,
for 10 or 12 years. Every lLatin American country agrees that the
Treaty i's outdated and ought to be revised.

2, The fact is that except for disagreements over the status
of the Canal, -our 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 against modern weapons. It is vulnerable, smslenadutbsarmisre
Rockets fired from outside the C;nal Zone, for example, could
disable the equipment and put the Canal out of opeiation immediately

and for years. S Fo



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 want the Canal to continue to operate

.~

and to be secure. They have a big stake in the Canal, and I think
. s :

it makes good sense to find ways for them to helgﬁdefend 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 Qf béth in the world without
making more unnecessarily.

We have no need to impreés smali 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 make us believé»that we are inferior to others
in military strength.

Qur true objective in Panama is to protect the Canal and
keep it operating. In my judgment tha£ can best be done by
arranging with the people and Government of Panama for them to
help, weltetbadempiecenndadns The result willnbe greater security
for the Canal, better relations with Panama, better relations with

the rest of latin America, and a better stance for our important

relations with the rest of the world.
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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.

HERARRAWSTRERENWTER Pd 1414  XIXRB REXSRBRRSE is) in all respects
but one,mgs favorably disposed towards the United States, and wants
to maintain e4kcehlent relations with us. The one difficulty is the

status of the Panama Canal and the Canal Zone.
montrll
Our interesg ";:‘t.o dwalop—men&ty relations with
Panama;r{:ﬁ;*?he Panama Canal open, working, available for our use
at all times, and secure from danger.

He V.5, bes

The approacﬁhae-haue been taking is to seek arrangements

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

operate the Canal. They don't want it closed or threatened. They
MW#@W a eh e
want to helemua-ee-operatqbit and defendi;t, and that makes sense

to me.

The people of Panama are noff different from us. They resent,g

A=l
being kept out of wseméwed of their own
oo ; ureweld .
t rritor%”\ Contrary to the ignorant assertions of some, the Panama
p}ugm
Canal Zone 1is not United States! yfumaauys it is part of Panama. We
Fora None Avs. !

did not buxaihs territorys we hrughkxrerxkaxim paid for certain rights

on Panamanian territorye Ehat is why we pay rent every year--because



4, The fact is that the Panama Canal is highly vulnerable

to local attack. Rockeiﬁkfrom 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
disposed to be friendly and want the Canal to continue to bew

and to operate. They have a stake in its continuing operation, and
A akes dewee J461-J-41L

I think to find ways for them to help ém<its-defonse and

share in its operation. We are two nations with the same interests,
40 ure C st
andA{-ehéak-WEHuught-eo resolve:;;z 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. .
The main objective is not tqdehow how big and strong we are.

7@24?§:¢J"b’*0‘f5/d;.fi;l

eAworld knowgy that well enough, even if there are some in this
country who aren't fully aware of just how pégkful 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, Imgetting them to help.
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The most important issue in the present debate about the
Panama Canal is two opposing approaches to the conduct of foreign

policy.

intermiptently

Let me describe mine, and let me start with some facts:
- £
1.Alm ept for disagreements over the status of the Canal,

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

outstanding. They should be our friends, not our enemies.

J“!..d-yp)
Z.A)ﬁeotiations to alter the Treaty with Panama have been

Every
going on, intermittently, for 10 or 12 years. Axixpixghe Latin

is out
American countzmagreg that the Treaty/ought to be revised.

A7
3. A?L Panama Canal Zone is not HSxkrxxigmxy part of the

United States; it is part of Panama. We did not buy it and make %t '

w
-~

2P

US territory; we paid the Panamanians for certain rights on EEEEE lgj
territory. That is why we pay a kind of rent to them every yeaéi;v _fi/
because we do not own it. (‘ der Bhe Consgitution, a

chi “b' n of foreigM parents in theNJdited States/and subject/to its

jur iQn, is/8 naturai-born cjifizen of™thesUnited Stat .-ig;Q,L
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we do not own it'A
MM

Afhe 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 andmrm-,

as some speakers are now doing--big words don't change facts. ALfvvvﬁfrﬂntﬂvs

thJ? 4%Hhﬁ4;€,ﬂh&/‘lonntcetadqugz fL%hLJS 74ku*lﬁ7dwﬂ4¢u-i$1¢P{ fi%;,
?tkhe best Way to defend the Carfal and keep it operating is
anofl el

Ryl

to IrrRpERRGEITTRREIY EpUt+e &H d L be the People of
Panama tojoin with us in defending and operating it.

We know ourselves that if we have a stake in something, and w-e

stand to benefit from its success, we have a rébon for taking good

M M # P . ~ h
e TTe Qe e © b SRE o _deat The
We Aot Aave fottt JMF g
people of Panama are no different, i i :
foiet < 4 Cove whae pesple weant Fo co- ofprmfe Al
.‘-‘ . . ! 'i
Z It is’%rongheaded and irresponsible to m fierce

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

care of

My confident prediction is that when we work out the right arrange-
ment for continuing e operation of the Panama Canal, the United
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.



Frem 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 contender Ronald Reagan,
demanding an end to the talks that have
been under way since 1974, says: “The
Canal Zone is not a colonial possession.
It is not a long-term lease. It is sovereign
us’ territory, every bit the same as
Alaska 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
who 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_ret the rights 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

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
U.S. and Panamanian officials that the

canal is highly vulnerable to attack,
Small groups ol terrorists 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 alL‘
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

has become a source of
tension throughout Latin
America.

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

General Torrijos knows
there is little hope of get-
ting a new agreement
during the 1976 U.S. elec-
tion year. He has virtually
guaranteed to keep 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- \_
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WIDE WORLD

Panama’s strong man, General Torrijos.

courts, police force and laws that are
enforced against Panamanians as well as
Americans.

It is the American flag that the Zon-
ians raise over their homes each morn-
ing and salute as they leave for work.
And even though wage rates are sup-
posed to be the same, an American earns
$7.74 an hour on average and Panamani-
an employes in the Zone only $3.23 an

Panamanians say U.S. has choice between peaceful handover of canal or guerrilla war.
Waterway’'s dams, locks and ships in transit would be vulnerable to rocket attacks.

hour. The minimum wage scale in the
Republic itself ranges from 50 to 80
cents an hour.

Street slogans. In Panama City, the
Zone side of the main street is President
John F. Kennedy Avenue. The Panama-
nian side is the Avenue of the Martyrs,
for the 20 Panamanians killed there in
1964. On Panama’s side you read such
slogans as “Kissinger remember Viet-
nam,” “Yankees out,” and “Oligarchy
and imperialism are the same.”

Says General Torrijos: “We experi-
ence colonialism daily. I have great ad-
miration for the American people, but
they should feel ashamed to permit the
continued existence of a colonial enclave
in another country, especially during
their own Bicentennial freedom
celebration.”

Although Panama has been relatively
stable in the seven years since General
Torrijos seized power in a military coup,
there are strong undercurrents of vio-
lence everywhere in Panama. The most
dangerous are found among the hot-
headed high-school students.

General Torrijos says the students are
calling for immediate action and adds: “I
am afraid of students. I don’t want to be
forced to kill them.”

There is no organized opposition that
General Torrijos must deal with as he
waits for the U.S. to reach critical deci-
sions on the canal. Political parties are

T THE HEART of the increasingly bit-
ter feuding between the U.S. and
Panama is a stretch of land and water 10
miles wide and 51 miles long, including
a canal that links the Atlantic and Pacific
Oceans.

The U.S. acquired the land and full
extraterritorial rights “in perpetuity”
through a treaty signed with Panama in
1903. The U.S. paid 10 million dollars to
the infant Republic, which had just de-
clared its independence from Colombia.

additjopal i of

anal itself, started in
1879 by a French consortium, was com-
pleted by the U.S. in 1914. Total cost:
387 million dollars. The first major reyi-
sion of the treaty, ihm-\%tal:
some Panamanian grievances on pay-
ments and land expropriations for de-
fense purposes. Eliminated entirely was
a clause empowering the U.S. to inter-
vene in case of civil strife in Panama.
Further treaty revisions in 1955 raised
the U.S. payment to $1,930,000. Proper-
ty valued at 24 million dollars was re-
turned to the Panamanian Government.
Pay and status of U.S. and Panamanian

citizens employed in the Canal Zone
were to be equalized.
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Tensions continued to build up, and in
January, 1964, the two countries broke
diplomatic relations. They were restored
later in the year when the U.S. agreed to
negotiate revisions of the treaty.

Three draft agreements were drawn
up in 1967, but by 1970 the U.S. had
taken no action whatever and all three
agreements had been rejected by the
Panamanian Government.

Talks were resumed in 1971. and in
February, 1974, agreement was reached
on a set of principles: Under a new
treaty, Panama would be given jurisdic-
tion over the Canal Zone, a share of the

canal’s income and a_role in operating

and defending the waterway.
ml return, would retain
rights, facilities and land needed to oper-
ate the canal, and would have the option
to enlarge the waterway or build a new
one at sea level.

The most important part of the pro-
posed treaty: It would have a fixed ter-
mination date, thereby eliminating the
concept of “perpetuity’” which angers
the Panamanians.

Issues still to be settled:

Duration. U.S. wants a treaty giving it
control over the Zone until the end of
this century and a defense role there-

after. Panama wants all U.S. responsibil-
ity to end before the year 2000.

Area. There is no agreement on how
many land and water-storage areas are
needed to operate and defend the canal.

Construction. The U.S. wants a long-
term option on enlarging the canal or
building a new one. Panama wants the
U.S. to make its commitment within 10
vears and complete work within 20
years.

Compensation. U.S. proposes replac-
ing the current annual payment with a
royalty on tonnage that could give Pana-
ma 30 million to 40 million dollars a
vear. Panama has its sights set on even
higher guaranteed incomes not based on
royalties.

Defense. The Panamanians want U.S.
to reduce military installations from the
present 14 to three.

Panama also contends that the inter-
American training schools run by the
U.S. in the Zone violate the treaty and
the canal’s neutrality. The schools offer
more than 40 courses, ranging from
command-and-staff training to Air Force
operations and maintenance.

The U.S. has not yet been officially
asked to close the schools and hopes to
retain some of their capabilities.
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TIME BOMB IN PANAMA

[continued from preceding page]

banned, and the General consults only
with a rubber-stamp assembly of com-
munity representatives. There are a
President and Vice President but they
have no power.

Even Panamanians who accuse Gen-
eral Torrijos of being a dictator admit
the country is making progress. Per cap-
ita income has risen to $939, one of the
highest in Latin America.

The canal plays an important role in
the country’s economy. Salaries and oth-
er benefits generate 237 million dollars a
year for the Republic, a substantial part
of its gross national product.

Castro’s path? Opponents of the re-
gime charge that the Government has
Communists in it and that the General is
leading Panama down the path set by
Castro in Cuba. Panamanian Commu-
nists accompanied General Torrijos on
his visit to Havana last January, and the
Cuban Embassy, established here in
1974, has a staff of 60, far too large for
this tiny country.

The General himself is said to be dis-
turbed by Cuban attempts to meddle in

|
|
3

student politics and to make contacts in 1
the National Guard. He denies that he is :

a Marxist and adds: “Everybody seems
to be trying to push me into a marriage
with Castro, but I don’t want to be in
that church.”

Panamanian officials encourage the
impression that they would prefer to
keep and strengthen their economic ties
to the U.S. rather than move closer to
Cuba. U.S. aid runs between 15 and 20
millions a year, almost all in loans. Offi-
cials also insist that private foreign in-
vestment is needed and welcome.

Panama is in a slump, partly because
of the world recession but also because
of lack of business confidence in General
Torrijos. As a result, the Government
must borrow abroad. Unemployment is
around 9 per cent.

Allies’ price. Settlement of the dis-
pute with the U.S. over the canal would
free Torrijos to deal with domestic prob-
lems. Says an aide: “A new treaty would
remove the only major problem be-
tween the U.S. and Panama. We would

become the most loyal allies anywhere

for the Americans.”

i

Many Americans feel that a new pact *

would enable General Torrijos to pro-
claim the achievement of his most im-
portant objective and then he could
start restoring civilian rule.

On the other hand, it is generally held
here that endless stalemate in the nego-
tiations would most likely force Torrijos
to the far left, and that eventually he
would seek outside assistance in the
struggle to take over the Canal Zone.
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Wives of Americans employed in Canal Zone demonstrate against cutbacks in
services and job benefits. Wildcat strikes temporarily closed vital waterway.

WHY “ZONIANS” FEEL
THEY'RE BEING SOLD OUT

BALBOA, Canal Zone

Talk with the *Zonians”—the
Americans employed by the Pana-
ma Canal Company and the Canal
Zone Government—and you find
two strongly held convictions:

1. They believe they are being
victimized by what is called a secret
plan to eliminate them as a potent
obstacle to a new treaty.

2. They believe the U.S. Govern-
ment is “selling out” to a man they
call an “anti-American, pro-Com-
munist dictator”—Panama’s Gen.
Omar Torrijos Herrera.

Many of these Americans—ship
pilots, teachers, engineers, shop-
keepers, firemen, policemen and
their families—have spent most of
their lives here. Some are second
and third-generation canal workers.

The handwriting they see on the
wall is an end to their well-ordered
and long-cherished way of life when
a new treaty, now being negotiated,
eventually closes out U.S. hegemony
over the Zone.

The Zonians have lived in uncer-
tainty since 1964 when the U.S. con-
ceded the need for a new treaty.
Recent actions by the Canal Zone
administration—cutbacks in ser-
vices and job benefits and attempts
to integrate the Panamanian and
American schools in the Zone—
have deepened fears that Zonians
are being pressured to pull out.

However, Maj. Gen. Harold R.
Parfitt, Governor of the Zone, insists
the cutbacks were to save money.
The canal administration is in the
red because of reduced ship transits
and higher operating costs.

Another point that worries
American residents of the Zone:
They have little faith in assurances
by U.S. and Panamanian officials

LARRY BIGGS

that jobs and careers won’t be af-
fected when present treaty arrange-
ments are changed.

There also are complaints that
Zonians are “being kept in the
dark” about the negotiations. Says
one resident: “Even if it is bad news
we should be told the truth so we
can plan for the future.”

In mid-March, a wildcat strike by
the Zonians shut down the canal for
several days. U.S. officials say the
strike, ostensibly in protest against
the new pay scales, actually had its
origins in the worry of employes
about their future. The Zonians, it is
claimed, were trying to attract at-
tention in the US. and build up
popular support against any basic
change in the status of the Zone.

Rising tensions. The atmo-
sphere inside the Zone is highly
charged. Zonians say that morale
and efficiency are fast declining.
Tensions trigger family quarrels; the
need for pyschiatric counseling is
increasing.

Of the 38,000 Americans in the
Zone, only 10,000 are known as
Zonians. The others are military
personnel and their dependents.
The civilians say they are now
ashamed to be called Zonians be-
cause that identifies them as “luxury
workers in a colonial enclave,”
which is something they deny.

Average wages are $7.74 an hour
and life for many, though comfort-
able, is hardly luxurious. Many
houses are small and substandard.

Some residents express fears
about the safety of their families as
more Panamanians move into secu-
rity jobs. A worried father asks:

“What happens if fighting breaks
out? Would Panamanian guards pro-
tect Americans?P”
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MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

MEMORANDUM TO: SECRETARY DONALD RUMSFELD
RICHARD CHENEY
JAMES CONNOR
JERRY JONES
DAVID GERGEN

FROM: ROBERT GOLDWIN

This new article on the unreliability of polling is important
reading. The evidence is that 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

issues. See the marked passages on pages 72-73, 87, and 89.

Attachment
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* By KENNETH H. BACON
VASHINGTON — Donald Rumsfeld
¥8 how to walk through a political
derstorm without getting wet ‘enough
umple his crisp c¢onfidence or dull his
ht smile. '

n the early days bf the Nixon adminis-
ion he left a safe congressional seat to
the Office of Economic Opportunity
n the antipoverty program was under
ck from the right and the left—and
rged with his reputation unscathed.
n, as director of the Cost of Living .
ncil, he supervised a complex system
rage and price .controls while working

el
“Who's No.

1? Don't As

ity in this election year. But there's a
deeper explanation: President Ford and
8ecretary Rumsfeld are courting different
audiences. While Mr. Ford is trying to win
support from the moderate and right wings
of the Republican Party, Mr. Rumsfeld is
working to persuade a Democratic Con-
gress to pass a sharply increased defense
budget in the fiscal year starting Oct. 1

_while laying the ground work for a series

of additional increases during the next tive
years. ‘

The Ford administration has asked Con-
gress to approve military outlays of $100.1
billion in fiscal year 1977, up about $8.9 bil-

mvince businessmen that the Nixon ad-
istration really did believe in free mar-
. He continued to serve the Nixon re-
e during the Watergate scandals but
aged to watch safely from Europe,
re he was Ambassador to NATO.
low Mr. ARumsfeld, as Secretary of De-
e, finds himself in the middle of a de-
about America’'s military strength.

When asked if the U.S. is'
second to the Soviet Unian
militarily, Mr. Rumsfeld
typically gives an answer

that differs considerably
from Mr. Ford’s.

ild-be  President Ronald Reagan
‘ges that the U.S. lags dangerously be-
| the Soviet Union in armed might; po-
al analysts agree that charge helped
to a smashing victory in the Texas pri-
'y last Saturday and to his .upset win
1e Indiana primary on Tuesday. Presi- |
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

3 it that way.’

Rumsfeld’s Reply
3ut as the question of Soviet mmtary
\inance has become the most emotional

e in the Republican presidential pri-
jes and “has helped rejuvenate Mr.
gan's campaign, Secretary Rums-
avoids complete support of his boss in
White House. He has criticized Mr.
gan for ‘simplistic formulations'
ut defense but, when asked directly if
U.8. is second to the Soviet Union, Mr.
nsfeld typically gives an answer that
ars considerably from Mr. Ford's re-
1se to the same question.

‘There's no way to take a complicated
ject that involves a whole host of mea-
:ments and categorize it with a phrase
. word,” Mr. Rumsfeld says. !‘The spe-
: words I've used in testimony before
Congress are that,we have what I de-
be as ‘rough equlvalenee This is a net
'ssment phrase. It's a suggestion that
‘e are certainly areas where the Soviets
ahead; there are certainly areas where
U.8. is ahead; there are certain areas
re we ‘have approximate parity. But
important point is today we do have the
es capable of doing the job."

"o Mr. Rumsfeld's credit, his assess-
it is based on the rational, unemotional
lysis that should ¢haracterize the De-
ie Department's presentation of the
tary picture to the Congress and to the
lic. But its very balance makes the
nsteld response sound rather tepid next
Mr, F‘or'ds ringing assertion that the
$ "la unsurpassed militarily.”” The dis-
ity between the statements by the Pres-
it and his Secretary of Defense seems
er puzzling as Mr. Ford's Republican
1 continues to exploit the miilitary
kneua charge. Why the difference?

)ne  reason might be simply that the
ense chle( has sworn off political activ-

lion from the current year. In terms of to-
tal obligational authority —amounts to be
approved or already approved by Congress
for spending both in fiscal 1977 and later

" years—the administration proposes $112.7

billion, up $14.4 billion from this year.
Within five years, the administration sees
the annual outlay rising to $141.3 billion
and the obligational authority to $149.7 bil-
lion. Most of the increase would go for new
weapons, such as the B1 long-range
bomber. ¥

To sell this increase in defense spending
in a year when the administration is 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.8. in mili-
tary strength. Starting from a position of
clear inferiority, the Soviet Union has
reached parity and, unless Congress
agrees to significant boosts in defense
funds, could surpass the U.S,, he says.

To back up his contention, Mr. Rums-
feld has given Congress a sobering array
of data. Between 1965 and 1975 the ‘‘estab-
lished real resources allocated to Soviet
national defense grew from about $107 bil-
lion to about $144 billion in constant tiscal-
year :1977 ' dollars, an annual average
change of about 3%'" based on Central In-
telligence Agency estimates, the Secretary
says. In the same 1977 dollars, U.S. de-
fense spending has gone from about $110
billion in 1965 to slightly less than $101 bil-
lion in 1975. ‘‘Since about 1970, the Soviet
program has exceeded that of the U.8. in
every year; in 1975 it did so by approxi-
mately 42%,"” according to Mr. Rumsfeld.
“This pattern of Soviet effort outstripping
that of the U.S. is reflected in practically
every major component of the miflitary
programs.”’ :

While Democratic Rep. Les Aspin of
Wisconsin and other liberals have noted
that differences between the American and
Russian economies and budgeting pro-
cesses make it difficult to compare mili-
tary spending figures, there is widespread
agreement in Congress that the Soviet
Union ‘has made strong gains in several

_ areas, particularly in.intercontinental bal-

listic missiles and in naval strength. So far
Congress appears willing to give the ad-
ministration the defense budget it wants.
Both the House and the Senate Budget

umsfgd/ ‘

gets close to what the administration
seeks, and the House has passed a defense
procurement and research bill that's more
generous than Mr. Ford requested.’ :
‘‘We have made defense take the cuts in
the last few years to find money for social
programs, but no-longer,” says Demo-
cratic 8en. Lawton Chiles of Florida; now
defense appears more urgent. ‘“There’s no
great desire to take money from defense
funds,”’ reports Rep. Aspin, a frequent
Pentagon critic; whereas. military spend-
ing used to be assailed, as too lavish,
“what's happened now is that domestic

+ programs aré under attack’ as too costly

and ineffective. ‘‘Everybody is walking on
eggs when you talk about cutting defense
spending’’ this year, adds Rep..Thomas
Downey, a llberal Democrat from New
York.

-The basic reasons for the shift in con-
gressional leanings are the concern over
increased Soviet military strength, a rising
public skepticism of the benefits of arms
control and other agreements with the So-
viet Union, and Mr. Reagan's ability to win
rtolmcal support by charging U.8. inferior-

y.
A Voter Switch .

Many politicians are learning that their
constituents are 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 increase in defense spending and
33% think the!defense outlays shouldn’t be
cut, while 42% 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 polnt" in
seven years.

Members of ' Congress have been
swayed, too, by Secretary Rumsfeld's skill-
ful use of the ‘‘adverse trends’ argument.
But his steadfast adherence to this unfa-
vorable comparison for the U.S. makes it
hard for him to turn around and 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 position of his chief and that of the Re-
publican challenger. While the figures the
Secretary presents to Congress add up to
clear superiority on Mr. Ford's calculator
and to ‘‘rough eéquivalence” on Mr. Rums-
feld's, Mr. Reagan concludes that the U.S.

" is a'second:rate power: And he blames Mr.

Ford, although the President has been in
office less than two years and has had a
strong defense record both in Congress and
in the White House. A

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-
ministration win a big boost in defense
spending from Congress. The question is:
How long can Mr. Rumsfeld remain the
man in the middle?

Mr. Bacon, a member of the Journal's
Washington bureau, covers the Defense
Department. |
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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 (OXford 5-4965)
know by May 7 whether you will be able to attend.

Sincerely, A ﬂlf o f/

7_.4@//



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.

€

nald Rumsfeld

Honorable Robert A. Goldwin

Adviser to the Secretary of
Defense

Room 3E941

The Pentagon
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BIG THEME Q AND A's

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?

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

No matter how many detailed matters are always being brought
before me every day for decision, I try to keep 1n mind the
most important thing about America. it

We are a democratic republic. We stand for liberty, equality,
and -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
libexrty, 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 political
liberty.

In all of our international dealings--with allies, with
potential adversaries, with the uncommitted nations, in
bilateral relations, in international organizations, everywhere
and in every way——1 try always to remember that political
llberty is our cause, that is what we are struggling ror,

that i1s 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.



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 what to do--I would be ashamed of such an
America. Our political and economic and military policies

exist for the sake of our principles: liberty, equality and
justice, for ourselves and for the world.
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General speech: "What's Important?"

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
else moves in to start 2ll 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

e (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



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
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Tank Trouble

The refusal of Rep. Sam Stratton of

New York, a Democratic power on mili- '

tary affairs, to breakfast privg
Secretary of Defense Donafd
last Monday sounded an 2larm

here to Bonn signalling a dangerous im-
passe on production of a new battle
tank for the U.S. and NATO.

“Rummy wanted to romance Sam,” a
Stratton intimate told us, “and Sam
isn't in the mood.”

Stratton’s grim mood assures bitter
political warfare—with legal and inter-
national overtones—over the long new
delay ordered by Rumsfeld in produc-
tion of the army’s XM-1 battle tank.

Rumsfeld's delay publicly and an-
grily resisted by Stratton and other mil-
itary experts on the House Armed Serv-
ices Committee (and privately by many
officials in the army itself), reopens
specifications for the new tank in an ef-
fort to assure standardization or inter-
changeability of key parts—tracks,
fuel, night vision technology, telescope
and main gun—with a new West Ger-
man tank called the Leopard II.

Thus, it once again puts off the long-
delayed decision on a new battle tank
to replace the aging M-80, America’s
main battle tank first produced 16
years ago. That delay, imposed on.the
army by Rumsfeld, raises new ques-
tions :about the capabilities of Ameri-
can arms versus Soviet arms. Moving
dangerously ahead of the U.S. in both
surface and sub-surface naval vessels,
the Soviets also have an immense supe-
riority over the U.S. in battle tanks (es-
timated by the Library of Congress at
30,000 Warsaw Pact tanks to a mere 9,-
000 NATO tanks in the Central Euro-
pean sector alone).

Rumsfeld, a former American ambas-
sador to the North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization, is understandably commit-

"q B. Seib

o

s 2_,;6‘

. -ted to maximum joint developnient of :

NATO arms by the U.S: and its Euro-
pean allies. It was that commitment,
certainly no desire within the army,
that compelled army Secretary Martin
R. Hoffman to announce a minimum
four-month delay in awarding final
production contract for the new tank.

Hoffman's explanation: the two com-
petitors for the U.S. contract, Chrysler
and General Motors, would have'to
come up with new “additional, alterna-
tive proposals” for assuring maximum
interchangeabilty with the German
Leopard, after which the army will de-
cide whether to choose Chrysler's XM-
1, GM’s XM-1, the German Leopard II or
a hybrid of all three as its new tank.

The political problem with this stun-
ningly unexpected decision is that

House Democratic leaders view it as di- '

rectly violating the will of Congress,
redched last fall after major disagree-
ment between the House and the Sen-
ate Armed Services committees. The
House position won, directing the ad-
ministration to choose e€ither GM or
Chrysler by July 1976 and to go ahead
full speed on final engineering work
and assembly line production.

All that went down the drain with
the Rumsfeld-imposed decision to seek
major changes in XM-1 specifications
from the two U.S. bidders—and from
the German Leopard II, which is be-
hind the XM-1' in development—to
achieve maximum standardization.

What is so deeply troubling about
Rumsfeld's decision (“Rummy’s gam-
ble,” according to critics) is this: while a
“standardized” tank is obviously a wor-
thy goal, recent history shows it to be
beyond reach with so complex a
weapon as a battle tank.

That raises the real danger that in-

stead of a foumnonth delay. (the shor-
test conceivable), the actual delay in
starting fullscale 'production of the

‘new tank will be closer to a year—or

even more. ‘

That is Stratton’s nightmare and it
mirrors the private view of army tank
experts, some of whom have threat-
ened to quit in anger. As 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 Georg 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 faﬂ-

ures to develop a common U.S.-German

tank. More pressing is the immediate
future. The House may deny Rumsfeld
the several hundred million dollars
needed for the new standardization—
interchangeability studies. -

Such political warfare is precisely
what may now be expected in the wake
of Rumsfeld’s decision. Accordihgly, 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.

©1976, Fleld Enterprises, Inc.
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301

13 SEP 1976

Dr. Robert Goldwin
Special Consultant

Room 170

Executive Office Building
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Bob:

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.

sncerely,
Donald H. Rumsfe?
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