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NOMINATION OF DONALD RUMSFELD TO BE
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

.

WbNE8DAY, NOVEMBER 12, 1975

U.S. SENATE,.'. COMM1LT.E ON ARMED SERVICES,
, Wa8MI?gton, D.C.

The committee niet, pursuant to notice, at 9:85 a.m. In room 1114
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hön. John C. Stennis (chairman).

. Present : SenatoÑ Stennis [presiding) , Symingtoz Ja'*sòn, Can-
non, Byrd of Virginia, Nunn, Culver, iart o Co1ödò, Leahy,
Tower, Goldwater, Scott of Virginia, Taft, and Bartlett.

Also present : T. Edward Braswell, Jr., chief coimsel án staff direc
tor ; W. Clark McFadden II, counsel ; John T. Ticer, chief clerk;
Phyllis A. Bacon, assistant chief clerk; Charles J. Cnneely, Charles
H. Cromwell, Hyman Fine, George H. Foster, Jr. John A. Gold-
smith, Edward B. Kenney, Don L. Lynch, Robert Okl,James C.
Smith, Larry K. Smith, and Francis J. Suffivaii, profeiona1 staff
members ; Roberta Ujakovich, research assistant ; Doris E. Connor,
Marie Fabrizio Dickinson, clerical assistants ; David A. 'Raymond,
assistant to Senator Symington ; Charles Stevenson, assistant to Sena-
tor Culver; Edward Miller, assistant to Senator Hart; Doug Racine
tssistant to Senator Leahy ; Bill Lind, assistant to Senator Taft, ami
Fred Ruth, assistant to Senator Bartlett.

The CHAIRMAN. Our committee will please come to order ladies and
gentlemen. We are glad to have our VISItOrS and I know thèy are going
to set a good example here for out cìrnittee. Quite'seriòi11y, weaÑ
glad to have all of you here but the price you have to pay is that every-
one will have to be quiet so that everyone can hear and know what 18
going on.

Members of the committee, I called these hearings this morning. at
9 :30 because the best information I could get was that we were going
to take up the Department of Defense Appropriation bill òn the floor
of the Senate today. I thought we would meet early and take advan-
tage of a little extra time. However the plans had to be changed re-
garding the bilL I am delighted that we have such attendance. I am
sure we will have virtually full attendance of all those who can possi-
blycome .

I would propose to you some questions myself as a member of the
comthjttcc- but I want to gt to the other members as fast as we can.
AlSo I havé a verisr brief opening statement, wherel cell on the nom-'
mee, Mr. RwnfeId, to make any statement he wishes and then answer
questions of the membership for the record.
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. WJliJ1rE8DAY, !TOVIDDIBB 12, 1975

, U.S~ SBNATE,
" ' . COKHI'l-:L'U ON Aurm S.VICFA,

, :' , Waahitrgtcm., D.O.
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:36 LID. in: room 1114

Dirksen Senate O~ce Bui1~ing,H~n:'JohnC. ~tenni8' (~.4"man). '
Present: Senators. S.tennls [presldmg], SymmartoIh J~n, Can

non, Byrd of Virguua, Nunn, Culver, Bart olColorado, Leahy,
Tower, Goldwater, Scott of Virginia, Taft, and Bartlett.'

Also present : T. Edward Braswell, J r., chief counsel and 'staft direc":
tor; W. Clark MeFa?den 11,. counsel3 John T. Tieer, chief ~lerk;
Phylhs A. Bacon, asslsta~t chIef clerk; Cliarles J., CQnneely, Charles
H. Cromwell, Hyman FIne, George H. Foster, Jr.John A.Gold":
smi~h, Edward B. K~nney, Don L. ~ynch, R?bert Q. Ot~.,.' James C.
Sffilth, Larry K. SmIth, and FranClS J. Sullivan, professIonal staft"
me~bers; ~o~rta. Ujakovich, ~rch. assistant;"J?oris E.'Connor;
Mane Fabnzlo DIckmson, clencal 8SS1stants; DaVld A.' 'RaYDlond,
assistant to Senator Symington; Charles Stevenson, assistantto 8&na
to~.Culver; Edward Miller, a~sist8:nt to~nator Hart; l?oug,RacineJassistant to Senator Leahy; DIll LInd, asslStant to Senato~Taft, an<l
Fred Ruth, assistant to Senator Dartlett. ' , ,

The ClIAmHAN. Our committee will please come to order' ladies a.n.d
gentleIIlen. We are glad 10 have ou~ visito~ and 1 ~()W ~he~ al'e going
10 set a good example here for our comnuttee. QUlte'senotiSly, wellre
glad 10 ha.ve a11 of you here but the price you have 10 pay i8 t1lat every
one will have to be quiet so that everyone canhear and lmow what is.
~ingon. ,. ,.',

Members of the committee, I ca.lled these hea.rings thi8 moming at
9 :30 beca.use the best information I could get was thät we were g()ing
to~e up the Department of Defense Appropriation bill on the floor
of the senate today. 1 thoug!lt we would 'meet early and take advan
t~ of a ,little ~xtra time. However the' ~lans bad to be changed re
garoing ~e bilL I !l1I). delighted that we ,have such attendance. I &!ß.
sure \Ve will have Vlrtually fu1l attendanoo of a.ll thoee who can posSl-'

bl)::id'pro~ to YOl1 some questions m~lf as & member 01 the:
CODUJiittee-but I want 10 get 10 the other membe1'8 as fast as :we can.
Alio I hana vers briefo~ statement. where 'I call on the nom-'
inee, Mr. Rumsfeld, to malte anfstatement he wishes and then anRwer
questioDB of the membership for the reoord.
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We are g1ad to have the news media here, gentlemen, the photo-
graphers especially. You are one of my great favorites, as you know.
i just itever did think that it comported with the serious proceedings
.f the Senate to have you gentlemen here. You cannot avoid interrupt-
ing by tili? itature of your work. But I want to be fair with you. Let us
have g minutes ucw in which to get your extra pio1ures of Senator
Percy from Illinois, Mr. Ruinsfeld, and anyone eJ that you wish and
then if you would quitely retire I appreciate yaur attitude about it.

Our committee will please come to order. This morning we welcome
Mr. Donald Rnmsfeld ho has been nominated to be Soeretary of
Defense and the nomination referred to this couuuittee.

Briefly, Mr. Rumsfeld is now Assistant to the President and has
been in public service since 1962, serving as a Member of the House
of i resentives from that date until 1969. Since that time he has
serv s ]fl positions as Director of the Office of Economic Opportunity,
Counselor to the President Director of the Cost of Living 1Jouncil,
and subsequently, s the üA Ambassador to the NATO Organization
where he served until his present appointment in September 19U. The
record hould, therefore, reflect that Mr Rumsfeld has an impressive
record of public ssrvice both in the Congress and in these hih-1evel,
executive branch positions.

Mr. Rumsfeld' has been before our committee before, having been
bere in 1967 as a witness, urging consideration of the Volunteer Army
concept. Also, I want to remind him that everybody knows that he
comes into thie position at a very critical times Everything is being
reconsidered iseems, worldwide, and there are crucial problems that
confront us m our Defense Department wúch are perhaps about as
many as we bave ever had without a war. And these problems have
increased because of inflation, business conditions, prospective shortage
in energy, and so forth.

Without objection, I will include the rest of my brief opening re-
rnarksintherecord.

[The tatement referred tofollows :3

Lastly, the Chair would empbee that by Law the Secretary cì Defense "has
authority, direction, and contrel over the Department o Defene" Your biggest
problem nkay be to retain and attract the necessary nflmbers of coznpett ¡ìeopie
who can effectively manage tbls vast effort whIch expenas wen over $80 blillon
per7ear. . .

Mr. Secretary, we welcome you here, and the committee will be glad to receive
any. opening remarks you wish to make before responding to questions ty the
committee members. -

The CTAmVAN. Gentlemen, we have with us Sensto Jharles H.
Percy axì4 Senator Adiai E. Stevenson II fromthe Stat. of Illinois,
the home State of the nominee.

Butirati wanttorecognizeandsaythatwe areg.Atohavewith
us Mrs. RumÑfeld and the children, too. I would like to say u:the chair-
thì' of the commìttee and as a member, I woüld like to meet them later,
and I'm sure oth&memberaof the committee would.

Now, I will go back to the Senators from Illmoi& Genthmn. we are
gla4to have yci boa, smi if you wish to vouch for Mr. 1'ui*afeld, we
willgi've you adìthcenow. So if you will come to thetablewith him,
please, Senator Percy, I will eaU on you first. r
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We Are glad. to have the news media here, gentlemen, the photo
graphers especially. You are one of my grea.t favorites, as you know.
1 just llever did think that it compol'ted with the seriousproceedings
of the Senate to have you gentlenlen here. YOll ca.nnot avoid interrupt
ing by tIm nature of your work. ßut I want to be fair with you. Let us
have 3 nUnutes now in which 10 get JOur extra pictures Of Senator
Percy from Illinois, Mr. Rumsfeld, a.nd anyone eIse that you wish and
then if you l!0uld q,uitely retire. I appreciate_y~ a.tti~ude a.oout it.

Our commlttee will please oome to order. Thismo~we weloome
Mr. Donald Rumsfeld w'ho has been nominated to be Seeretary of
Defense and the nomina.tion referred 10 tbis committee.

Brlelly, Mr. Rumsfeld is now Assistant 10 the President a.n.d has
been in publie service since 1962, se~ as a. Memher 01 the House
of Re1:>resent&tives from that date until 1969. 8ince tha.t time he bas
served in positions u Director 01 the Office of Economic Opportuni~,
Counselor to the President Director of the Cost of Liv!ng Couneil,
and su~uent1y,pa the U.S. Ambaesa.dor to the NATO Organimtion
where he served until bis present appointment in September 1974. The
reoord sbould. therefore, refloot that Mr~ Rumsfeld has an impressive
reeord of public service both in the Congress and in theee hign-Ievel,
exeeutive bran.ch positions.

Mr. Rumsfeld'has been before our committee before,.having been
here in 1967 aB. witness, urging consideration of the Volunteer Army
ooncept. Also, I want to remind him that everybody knows that he
comes into this position at a very critical time. EvervthinJl is be~
reconside~ it seems, worldwide, a.nd there !l're crucial pro@ems that
confl'Ont U8 m our Defense Depattment which are perhaps about 8S
many as we have ever bad without .. war. And the8e problems have
increased because of inflation, business conditions, prospective shortage
in energy, and so foIth.

Witliout objection, I will include the 1$ of my brief opening re
marks in the reoord.

[The Statement referred to,follows:]
LutlJ, the Ohm would empha81se tbat by JAw ae 'Seeretar;y ot Deteuse '1la8

autborltJ', cltrectiOD., ud control over tbe Department ot. Defeue." Your~t
problem m.aJ' be to retain and attraet the nece88ary nambera of eoD1petentpeople
who can eftectlvely manaae th18 vaat ellort whleh exvenGa wen OYer _ bUtton
peryear. . ,

Kr. 8ecretary, we welcome yon bere, and the committee win beglad t& rece1ve
any openinc remarks YOD wisb to make betore ~ndi:oc to qne&tiona bl the
commtttee mem.bers.

The CHADXAN. Gentlemen, we have with U8 Senator Charles H.
Perey and Senator Adlai.E. St0vßIl8On II from'~ State of lllinois,
the home Stateof tbenommee. - . . . 1 . ' ..

But first, I want. to recogniZ& and say ~t we &1'6 glad to h&ve with
us·llrs. Rumsfe1d and the ehildren, too. I would like to ..y a:the chair
man of the oommittee and as a member, I wo1.ild IHre to meet them later,
and I'msureother.mem.bers,of the committee·woo.ld. . ..

Now, I will go back to the Senators from,Illinois,. GentJemen. we are
glad~b&Y6~he~.and if y~uwish ~ vouch fO! ·llr~ ~UJIl8~'.we
Will gtve yon a chanceM\!. SO If you will cometo the·table~thhim,
please, Senator Percy, I WIll can on you first~,· '.
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STATEMENT OP RON. CEARLES K. PERCY, A U.S. SENATOR PROM
TEE STATE OP TLtTWOIS

Senator PERCY. Senator Stennis, I am very honored indeed to be
here with my distinguished co11eague Adiai Stevenson.

Now, I think it was very symbolic and correct that you would
mention Mrs. Rumsfeld and the children very early before us. Don
Rumsfeld and Mrs. Rumsfeld have been personal friends and we
have seen their children grow up for yeai. They live 11, blocks from
us in Washington, and in my own village at home. He was my Con-
gressman, and I think that all wives are the unsung heroes of públlc
officials, and that goes for Senators and Congressmen and members
of th administration. Wlwn the car comes in and picks up Mr.
Rumsfeld, when he is working in the White louse, at 6 or 6 :SO
a.m. and brings him home at 10, 10 :30, or il p.m., the pricp is
paid by tiu wife ami th children. I wish that the public better utuler-
stood the price that. is paid by the families.

But one thing I can say about Mr. Rumsfeld above all else he is a
marvelous husband aiid father ; and despite his tremendous load of
rponsibilities, someiiow he has found a way to stay very, very close
to his family, a tremendous tribute to him.

He is no stranger to the members of this committee and other Mem-
bers of the Senate and the House. For over a decade he has been a
well-known Member of Congress and a public 'official, and we do
welcome him I know, today as a fornier colleague and prominent
member of the administration. Don Rurnsfeld is one of those rare
public officials who has had extensive experience both as a legislator
ad administrator, and certainly in this job above all jobs, the Secre-
tarir of Defense requires tremendous administrative competence and!.
ability, but also an intimate knowledge of the workings of the Con-
gress and the interrelationship between depazlrnentà.

Within the last; day I have talked with three of the most prominent.
former Secretaries. öf Thfense beause of the critical nature of our
times, to get their views, ideas, and expectations in prepariig my corn-
monts thday on the interrelationship between departments and the
knowledge of the White House and the knowledge of the Congress,
and that was the thing that they emphasized to me, that this was
paramount at this particular time in our history. Don Rumsfeld has
a history as a problem solver, and we are in a sense problem solvers.
But we can go back to the Congress and find two separate perspectives,
as a Member of the House, and as a top-level administrator in two
administrations now. A multitude of problems have come across his
desk, and the swift and decisive way which he has gone about solving
those problems is a matter of record. Now, we can look carefully and
criticize, but I think it will stand up very well indeed.

This job iequires a man of emminent energy, and in all my ex-
perience I do not know anyone that has more energy, more drive or
more enthusiasm and tremendous competence coupled with it. He
has displayed remarkable ability in every undertaking that he has
experienced His experience and his entire expertise makes him one
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STATDlEirr OF BOR. cBAB.LES B. PERCY, A U.S. SEBATO:a BO.
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Senator PERCT. Senator Stennis, I am very honored indeed to be
herc with my distinguished collf'ague, Adlai Stevenson.

Now, I think itwas very symbolic and correct that you would
mention Mrs. Rumsfeld and t.he children very early before uso Don
Rumsfeld and Mrs. Rumsfeld have been personal friends and we
have seen their children grow up for years. They live 1% blocks from
us in W ashin~n, and in my own village at horne. He was my Con
~rossman, aud I think that a11 wives ar(l. the unsung heroes 01 pttblie
oflicials, and that l!oeB for Senators and Congreesmen and members
of thc administration. W}l(~n the car comes in and picks llP M'l".
Rllmsfeld, when he is working in the White House, at 6 01' 6 :30
a.m. and brin~ h im horne at: 10, 10:30, or 11 p.rn., the price is
paid by t.llfl wife nnn th~ ~hildren. I wish that the public bett,(l.r lludcr
stood t.hC' prjee UUtt. is pflid by t,he families.

Hut one thin~ I cansny abont. Mr. Rumsfeld above 0,11 e.lse~ bc 18 R.
marvelol1s husband and fatlwr; and despite his tre.mNldous load of
responsibilities, somehow he has found a way to stay vel'y, very close
to his family, a tremendous tribute to hirn.

He is no stranger to the mf'mbers of this oommittee and other Mem
bers of the Senate and the House. For over a d~e he has been a
well-known Member of Congrf'BS and a publicoftieial, and we do
weloome him~ I know, today as a fomier colleague and prominent
member 0-1 the administration. Don Rumsfeld is one of thoee rare
publie ofticials who has had extensive experience both asa legislat.or
Bild adtninistntor, and certainly in this job aoove a11 jobs, the Soore
taN 01: Defenee requires tremf'ndous administrative eompetence and'
ability, hut al80 an intimate knowledge of the workings of the Con
~ and the interrelationship between depattments.

Within the last day I have talked with three of the Most prominent.
former Secretaries. 01 Defense booa,use 01 the critical nature of our'
times, to ~t their views, ideas, and expectDtions in preparingmy oom
ments today on th~ interrelationship between depart,mente and the
knowled~ 01 the White House and the lmowledge of the Congress,
and that was the thing that they emphasized to roe, that this was
paramount at this partiCldar time in our history. Don Rumsfeld .has
a history as a problem solver, and we are in a sense problem 8Ohrers.
But we can go back to the ConI!Tf'SS and find two separate perspectives,
as a Member of the House, snd as a top-level administrator in two
administrations now. A multitude of problems have come across his
desk, and the swift and decisive wa:v which he has ~ne about 80lving
th0ge problems ;8 a matter of reoord. Now, we can look carefully and
critieize, hut I think it will stand up very weil indeed. .

This lob requires 8 man of emminent energy, &nd in aJl my ex'"
perience I do not know anyone that has more energy, more drive or
more enthusiasm and tremendous competence coupled with it. He
has displaved remarkableability in every undertaking that he has
experien~His gperience and bis entire expertise ma.kes him one
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oj! the most capable administrators today in the Federal Govern-
. ment. I have know him throughout his public career. Ho is a man
of high intelligence, sound judgment who, in my opinion, will be
a distinguished iddition to the cabinet. He was a three-term Con-
.grcssman from suburban Chieao, he displayed outstanding leader-
:sh ip ability in his career, and his constitueiits are among the leaders
of industry, banking, finance, law, and professions of that type. And
lie. hua to this day established a standard for representation in the
congressional district of that is the epitome that anyone succeeding
him would long to achieve. During his tenure in the House he gained
the respect and admiration of his colleagues because of his firm grasp
and understanding of public issues, and also his sense of fairness. and
hissenseofjustice.

As Director of the Office of Economic Opportunity,, which certainly
was a problem area that could have brought down any man, he carried
out that job with distinction. He was Director of the Cost of Living
Council, placed between th forces, opposing forces of labor, manage-
ment, and the consumer, and he carried that out with great distinction.
. And as COUnSElOr to the President he further enhanced his reputa-

tien by showing outstanding administrative ability. He was a atrong
spokesman for the administration in those challenging posts.

Other members who have had and held top posts in the Defense
Department. havepointed out to mc thatin his job as the U.S. Ambás-
sador to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, the respect that he
gained among all of our European counterparts over there, the ad-
ministrative ability he showed and the invaluable experience in defense
and security matters he aìned again was another major stepp : s

in. prCparing him for this particular assignment given to him i the
President. He served for the past year as sta1 coordinator in the ' ' te
House. He has been one of PresidentEord's most intin*t advisers in
the administration on complex issues of domestic and fore&gn policy,
azid certainly we all know that he lias e4oyed an intimate zeiationslnp
«t frieidship and of confidence with the President oftlie united SttCS

For 6 years he was my Congressman fQr th cicl 13th Congresjona1
District of Illinois. I have worked closely with him as a member of
the Illinois congressional delegation. He carne to the Senate in 1967
and from his various posts, in the executive branch I believe that he
will serve as Secretary of Defense with the same distinction that he
has brought to other public poitions. I believe both our allies and our
adversaries will realize that the Defense Department is under the
direction of a public official of extraordinary talent and ability.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator, very much.

: Senator Stevenson, we are glad to have you here, Senator, you may.
¡roeeed.

The photographers may stay until after Mr. Rumsfeld has started
into his testîmony.

STATEMENT OP HON ADIA! F STEVENSON III, A U.S. SENATO!
PROM TitE STATE OP IttTWOIS .

Senator Si'viwsoN. Mr. Chairman, it is a particular pleasure for
me to join my colleague, Senator Perey, in introducing our friend and
fellow flhinoisian, Donald Rumsfeld, to this committee.
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lof the most capable adlninistrators today in the Federal Govern
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<of Industry, banking, finance, law, and professions of that t~ And
he. has to this day established a standard for representation in the
con~onal district of that is the epitome that anyone succeedin2
himwould 101lg to achieve. During his tenure in the House 'he gainea
the respect and admiration of his colleagues hecause of his firm grasp
ud understanding of public issues, and also his sense of fairness. ~d
his St'D8e of iustice. ..

As Director of the Oftice of Economic Opportunity'i which certainly
was a problem area that could have broul!ht down any man, he carried
out that job with distinetion. He was Direetor of the Cost of Living
Council, placed between the forces, opposing forces of labor) manage
ment, and the consumer, and he earried that out with great distinction•
. And as Counselor to the President he further enhanced bis reputa~

tion by showing outstandingadministrative ability. He was a· atrong
spokesman for the administration in those challenging ~.

Other members who. have had and held top posts. in the Defense
Department. have pointed ?ut to roe thatin.bis .job &S.1theU.S. Ambas
sador to the North AtlantIc Treaty Orgamzation, the. respect that he
gained among 0.11 of our Europ~,an counte~artsover there, the ad-.
ministrative ability he sbowed and the invalu~bleexperience in defense
~d secu~ty m~ttershe~ed ,!-gain was.another.~jor.Erm~·ne
In preparlug him for tliis partIcular a.881.pJnent yen to . the .
President. fle served for the past yeaz as st8.fE coorfinator in the . .te
House. He has been one of PresidentFord's most int~te.advisere in
the 8..dministration on complex issueS of domestie and foMign policy,
.&nd certa.iu1y we all know that he bas enioy~an ~tim~.relationsmp
01 friel\dship alld of co!1fidence with the President ofthe tTnited Statie$,

For6 years he was my Congressmnn fot the old 13th Congressional
Distriet of Illinois. I have worked closely with him asa member of
t~e Illinois congressional· delegation. He ~came to the 'Senate in 1967
and from bis various pos!'.s, in the executive branch I believe that·he
will serve as 8ecretary of· Defense with the same distinction that he
has broullht to other public: positions. I believe both our allies and our
a~versaries will realize that the Defense Department is under the
direction of a public ofticial of extraordinary talent and ability.
. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
~ The CHAIRMAN. Thank yon, Senator, very much. .
.: Senator Stevenson, we are glad to have you here, Senator, you may .

~r~hotographers may stay until after Kr. Rumsfeld h~sstarted
into his testimony. . .
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me to join my colleague" Senator pprey, in i!1trOduci!lg our friend and
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This distinguished committee must, of course, judoe in the first in-
:.stance the qualifications of Donald Rumsfeld to be secretary of De-
' fense, and measure those qualifications against the undefined standards
of that office.

Mr. Chairman, I dO flot know what the test is, but I suspect that it
1ias something to do with the vitality judgment, and all of those skills
and attributes of character requireì an(dcmonstrated in the course
of human experiences. Mr. Rumsfeld's military experience mightnot
qualify him to be Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. He was a
former midshipman at Princeton University and an able aviator. But
;hi.s is a civilian yost. It is and must remain such a post. It is a position
in the President s Cabinet, and Donald Rumsfeld has proved iimself
'an extraordmarily capable public servant across an extraordinary
spectrum of public experience in the House of Representatives, at the
Office ofEconomic Opportunity, at the Cost of Living Council, and in
the White House, and at NATO where t;he intricacies of defense

. policy were his daily fare.
And that experience he brings, in my judgment, Mr. Chairman,

qualities of character and skills which fit him for high civilian office
in the Government of the United States. This nomination deserves,
and I am confident will receive, your most respectful consideration.

The CHAIRMAN. All right, gentlemen. Thank you again very much.
. You gentlemen may stay at the table if you wish.

Mr. Rumsfeld, as I indicated in my opening statement and brief
remarks, we will be glad to have a statement from you now, and then
you will be subjected to questions.

STAThMENT OP DONALD RUMSPELD TO BE SECRETARY OP DEFENSE

jr. RimrsLD. Thank you very much, Mr. Cha.irman, and members
of the committee.

I am very pleased to appear before this committee today, and also
would want to express my thanks to the two Senators from Illinois,
Senator Percy and Senator Stevenson, for their presence and their
very generous comments.

From my experience and service in the Congress I am certainly sensi-
tive to the contribution that this committee and its members have made
-to our national defense.
. I well understand that the position of the Secretary of Defense is a
very vital one, and I want to assure the members of this committee
that, if confirmed, I will approach those responsibilities with a full

wareness of the weight that I would be undertaking.
I am equally aware and respectful of the leadership that has been

demonstrated by those who have served in this office, from Secretary
.Forrestal through Secretary Laird to the fine service of Jim
Schlesinger. I assure you, Mr. Chairman, your committee and, indeed,
the Congress, that as those who before me have been nominated as
Secretary òf Defense, I am totally dedicated to a strong defense
posture for the United States of America. And I pledge to devote my
Ail! energy to that task.

Certainly service in the post is the only way to become intimately
familiar with the details of the Department. However, my involve-

? '  
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. ìent . in Defense matters as a Member of Congress, as Ambassador to
NATO, and as Assistant to the President has at least acquainted mc
with some of the national security issues for which I would share
responsibility as Secretary of Defense, and I believe, and trust that
it reflects the record of commitment to the security of this country.

Mr. Chairman, I have supplied a biographical sketch but by
way of summary I might just mako a few remarks. I was born in
Chicago w 1932, attended public schools in illinois except during
World War II when my father served in the Navy, tt which point I
lived ii North Carolina, Washington State, Oregon, and California.
Returning to Jilmois after the war, J complete(l my education there
and attended Princeton on a scholarshipthe last 3 years a naval
BOit scholurshapgraduatcd with AB Degreein 19í4 and went iiito
theservice of the United States Navy, stationed in New Jersey, Texas,
Virginia, Florida as a pilot and then a flight instructor, and ultimately
an instructor of flight instructors. I continued in the Reserves and
served at NAS Anacostia, NAS Grosse fle, and NAS Glenview, Ill.

After leaving the Navy I served . an assiant to two Congress-
men, was in the investment banking business with A. G. Becker, and
was elected to the 88th Congress in 1962 and reelected in 1964, 1966, and
1968. In Congress i served on the Joint Economie Committee with
Senator Symington ; on the House Committee on Science and Astro-
nautics; the Mánned Space Flight Subcommittee and a Suboonmiittee
on Science, Research, and Development ; atd on the Government Op-
erations Jmmittee and its Subcommittees on Military Operations and
Foreign Operations and Government Information.

I resigned from Congress in 1969 to go into the executive branch,
sud as h as been indicated, I servi,. as Director of tb Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity, Director of the Cost of Living Council, and as
Mnbaasador to tue North Atlantic Treaty Organization, where I was
the United States' Permanent Representative to the North Atlantic
Council, the Defense Planning COmittOe,. and the Nucletu Planning
Group. For the past 13½ nioths I ¿iavebeen Assistant to the Presi-
dent of the United StajT.es.

As a long4ime reservist., Mr. Chairman, I know we cannot afford
,to rely on Active Duty Forces. And certainly the National Guard and
Reserve units are an increasingly indispensable ingredient in ou
total force posture. I would intend to work with the military depart-
n.ents to increase the readiness of the Guard and the Reserve units.

Further, I recognize that defense is expensive and I rntcnd, if con-
flrtned, to ¿o my best to manage the Department as efficiently as pos-
sible and to recommend to the Congress and to the President as lean
but 'as combat-ready a force and accmnpanying budgets as is possible.
However, I must say that the forces and the budgets must meet the
national defense needs, and while defense is costly, an inadequate
defense posture would in the long run be far more costly indeed.

Finally, Mr. Ohairman, the President, of xrnrse, is deeply corn mtked
to a strong defeise posture. He has assured me that I will have from
him a full and fair hearing on defense and national security issues. I
want you aaid the members of the committee to know that it is my
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.,Ulent·in Defense matters.&8 &.Member of Congress, as Ambassador to
NATO, and as Assistant to the President has at least acquainted me
with some of the national security issues for which I would share
responsibility as Secretary of Defense, and I believe, and trust that
it reflects the record of commitment to the security of this oountry.

Kr. Chairman, 1 have supplieda biograplncal sketch, but by
wa.., of summary 1 might just make a fewremarks. I was born in
ChICago in 1932, attended public schools in Illinoisexcept during
World War 11 when my father served in the Navv, at which point I
lived in North Carolina, Washington State, Oregon, and Califor'nia.
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full intention to be opeii and ; with the Cong in discussing
issues and defense iieeds,and I is O * frönt my own sérrice in Congress
how indispensable it is that t e be a còllaboiitive endeavor. The
defense of this country lias been aid must be a bipartisan an4 shared
responsibility, and I assure yóu thät I wifi do my utmost tô keòp it
that way.

Mr. Chairman, I have submitted my financial information to the
cominittee arid I will be happy tó have it entered hito the recórd. I
leave that entire1y to your discretìòn.

Thaflk yo1 very müch.
The CHAIRMAN. Gentlemen of the committee, just a few preThnrtary

matters here First, I will put in the record the noErnnótaon of r.
1uthSfe1d and th iögraphical kth as sent ovér br the ' . t
Hoüse. It hü a1rear been covered hi árt.

[The nomiirntion réeence and rapo i't and biographical skétch of
Donald Rurnsfcld follow8 :J

M!*AthÓN 1%Ek!1C Â*i Rar
, tr;

. NI.:
Ordered, That the following nomination be referred to the OÓthitèeê

Services : . ,, . ,. . . :

Donald Rumsfeld, of flllnols, to be Secretary of Defenae vice James E. êliie-iinr...----- 1 5.
Reported by Mr. Stennis, with tie deoiiùnendath tiiàt tii zzomiiiatjón be

BzoopRzcz. INro&TxoN ou DONALD Ruusmn
Donald Rumsfeld was appointed 4sIstant to the PeSìdent by eIdeu Ì'ordIn Septemb, 1974. Th this pac1t*, ñe t á Ì1m6r óf th. .O s et,

Director of the White Eólise Office of OPerktiQ gd Otdrd1ntM öf the 'r Staff. Previously, be headed Ptesident Ford'8 tÑDMUÒIÌ feam In August ôf

Mr Rumefeld was born on Jtily 9, 192, In Chiçago, Illinois e jeçeive,t B A.
In Poiltics om tineeton University in 1954. fle seèd ñ thè ti.S. ÑY as a
naval aviator from 1954-1957. .

Mr. Rumafeld became active In government in 1958 when he w«rked asMinlui.
Istrative Assi8tant to Congressman Dave Dennison of Qhio. In 1.959, he eçame a
staff AsSIstant to then Congressman Robert r1ffin of Michigan. 'rn oeo to
1962, be wa8 With the ChicAgo investhieñt banklhg flim of L ö. geckér and
Company.

In 1962, he was elected to the United States House of EèpreeetaUve froiù the
Thirteenth D1tx'iet of Illiuiois to serve in the Etgh1y-Eghtb Çongreit. e *a
re-elected In t964, 196O and L968 In the ongress, he seved o he otzt co-
nonñe CoTnIÇfttéë, the Committee on Sdence and AeMianIês, bud th Oôvernnt
Operationø COUnftte, Rnd the Subcommittees on MlUthry tnd FÖe1n OTh.
tions. He was aiim a co-founder of . the Japanese-American Inter-?aifameutary
CouncIl. . . ..

In 1969, he reslned his seat in the House to join the Cab1nt ân 4IstauttothèsdtandThcto*oftbeOeeoonom1c i InDeembeiJ
of 1970, he waW nEmed Counselor to the I%sident and iz s 1gI, he wae
appointed Director of the Cost of Living Çonci.

Mr. Rnifeld becain.,., e United States Mnbadoi,.to. the North &t1antii Tra1
Organization In February 1973 He served as the U4tM Stat& Permaneit Rep.

sEtMIvé té thé NoÍth Atlantic Counëil, the teense' PIanidng tOmrn1tteé, aM
the Nuclear P1vinng Group In this tapaelt, h repeaedted thê Ulited States
on g wide raflge of military and di»lolnatie m*ttea .

Mr. Rumsfeld baa received h9norary degres In ljw freni .Ia* college, Lake
Poràt College, and Illinois COUege as well aS the OPpOrtIUIItIeÍ diZtr1

.:7 a 
with &e C?csng&~ in diacnssing 

nim ,own wk+i*in Co- 
a Co d borative  endeavor. The 

d must be a biprtisan and shared 
&t I will do my utmodst to keep it 

my bancia2 bfo*ation to :the 
committee aad I will be happy to have it entered into the S r d ,  I 
‘leave that entidy to your &sor&ion. 

Thank yai  veq  much. 
The CHAIRXAW. Gentlemen of the  committee, O u s t  a few pmlmyary 

kuasfeld and t b i b r c p  ical bretch & dnt over .‘by the a& 
House. It haS a) covered in part. 

[ f i e  nomihation r$#eixmco and rdport and biogmphicai sketch of 

a matters here. First, ,I will ilk in the r;ecoi.d e n o e ’ h i o n  o R d 

0 Donald Runlsfeld follows :] 

•

•

full intention: to,be o~ and,lt· with the Con~ in~
iSstt~an~ d~fensen:~,an~t'.6iV, 'from ~yOlm ~mce in Congress
how md18p8D.S&blf!i 1t 18 that be a collaboratlve endea.vor. The
defense.o~ ~his oountry has been ~d must be a bipa,rtisap anti sh8;red
responslbI1ity, and Iassure YOll ~t I will do my utmost tO keep it
that way. , "

:Mr. Chairm~, I, have subriiitted my fulanciaI information 10 :the
committee and I Will be happyto have it entered into the reoord, I
leave that entire1y 10 your discretion.

Thailk yoü very much. , "

ma~rsC=Fi~l~iiie~ldft:~h~n::dt1':~:J~:Jt:liT:Mi
Ru~sfeld and tIß' ö~ö~phical kke~h,.~ sent over .'oy the lVhite
House. It haB aireelly beeIl oovered m part. . . > • .'

[...rhe nomination referencc and repoit and biogra.phical sketch of
Donald Runlsfeld folIows:] ,

lfbMrltA-tION 1tErtJiU'dM i~~

"'12" UTI' , ., sw:lt .~HIi YJH~~~~', N&f#' ~.
OrtJered, That the lollowing oom1nation be reterred to theOö~ ,~

~rvices: ... ,.
Donald Rumsfeld, 01 OOnois, to be 8eeretary 01 DeteD8e; vlee J'aJDeII a MI.
alnger..U,", ' .. .I.:JuNOVD_ J.O, ;unG.

Reported by Mr. Stennis, wltfl tile ~rbmencia.itoö tIlät tiie nomiiiat1olt be
tOA/If'HWid.

BIOGBAPHIOAL INJ'OBKATION ON DoN.ALD RUIISJ'I:LD

Donald Rumsteld was appointed~t to tbe Pteslde~t lJi. ~aeDt,i'ord
tn. September, 191~. In thls ~pitc.tt,Ju~ te~ Ü a ~fp.&!r. citdltt,c~btpet,
Director ot the Wbite HoUse Ofllce 01 ÖperJttt~ 10M CtitIrd.ln'äfif:M tIle ~te
Bouse 'Sta1f. Prevlousl1, he headed Ptesident Forel's trbsttloo feam 1a Äucust Gi

:Ji~1lrt=r:: =t:ll~:~~':i6~ ~~~t:ftfGrWV: ~~
naval amOOr from 19t)4;..1951. '

Mr. Rumsfeld became active in government in 1958 when ~ w9i'ked uAc'Jmln.
istratlve Asslstant to CongresAman Dave Dennlson of Qhl0,IJll~.,he;~e a
Stafr Ä88lstant to then ~ngressman lWbert qrtJftn. qt ,.lch1~n. .hQiQ. 1960 to
1962, lJe was 'Wlth the OJilcago invesbnent banldtlt firm 01 J;.. G. Becker and
Company. ' '. "

In 1962, he was elected to tbe United StateaBo~ Of IWIlreee;ntattves froiD the
Thirteent;h ~lct ot IlUp,Oi8. to serve in the ElI,btl-lDJaht1l,'~DpeIItL,",lJe:Was
re-elected. in 1984, 1966,and 1968. In the Congre88, he ~ed 0Jl the. ,.t$1Jlt .:t!Jeo
Jiome ComD\tttee, tbe oom~i~on SCience and Aeronau~.lJJ,,&lid tlie'Qd"~nt
OperationS COJDJDittee, An4 t1le Subcommlttees on Mtlttärt "Cl PbhfMn, otMtä·
tiODB. Be was also a co-tounder ot, the J'apanese-Ameriean Inter-hi'itameu:ta17
Councll.,· " ,',

In 1969, lle .~ed, his .~eat in th.e....!!~u8e. -l:!> ,Joln~'.~~t
to tbe P~deDtanct DitectDr 01 tl,le Omce 0'1 ~nomlc • In Del'ember'
Gt 191'0, he waS' lUtmed eouimelor to tbe Pr8tdent ud In . " ',' '19'11, Il~ waa
appointed Directot ot tfle Cost of Uvin« 00\UlCQ.· " " , '

"Mr. R~eld~e Unlted StateB ~~dof.tot1leNortb"tJalJt1c~t7
Organisation in,' J'ebr1U!.1"Y 1$}13. Be serv.ed ~ ~Ef!ted,~~test P~,.~~~ Be~
1'Meiltatlve tri t!le' Körth AtlliDtic Coun.Cll, the .LA':}-~ PI8.JiD1ng<Jom1nittee, and
tbe Nuclear,PJamdul Group. In th18 eapaetf:1, he~ted th6 IDilte4 8&.'
on • 'Wlde ranp ot mlUtal7 ud diPlomatie JD4tters. " " '

Ur. Rumsteld has recf)1ved h~Dora17 d~ in Jaw ~.~t CpU.,~
ForMt eollep, and mtnoll eollep, lt8 weU as the opportUnlt1s ItldUtrW

8
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Center's Executive Government Award and the Diatlugulshed ag1e Scout Award.
Mr. Rumsfeld was married to the former Jóyce Pierson of Wilmette, 'Illinois, la1 They have two daughters, Valerle (19) and Mrcy (15), and a son, Nicholas

The CIIAiIMA*. With reference tó the so-àálled conflicts-of-interest
matters that we have before our committee, I will ask Mr. Braswell,
our chief counsel and staff director, who always goes through these
matters personally for us, if he has gone Över ail of this with Mr.
]ìuinsfeld, and if so, is he satisfied that there is nobasis here for any
violation of the committee's rules, and conflict of interest as we have
tried to determine it ?

Mr. Braswell, you speak for the record, please.
: Mr. Bn&swit. i have, Mr. Chairman. We have a letter to the corn-
mittee from Mr. Rumsfeld indicating he holds no securities in defense
companies doing business with the Department of Defense. His only
holdings are in mutual funds.

The record should also reflect that he is a contingent beneficiary of a
trust. This creates no problems since he is not a trustee and he has no
current interest in the matter.

The recOrd should also reflect that should he become the principal
beneficiary, the same results will apply as currently applies to the

.nòrmal holdings. : .

The CHAIRMAN. This is a family trust, is it not ?
. Mr. Bswsu. Yes ; completely so.
The CHAIRMAN. And you have no control over that now!
Mr. None whatsoever. No. sir...
The CITATRMAN. And you do not know thé contents now, as I wider-

sthnd it? .

.
Mr. imisitr.n. No, sir. . .

The CEAIIMAN. Now, gentlemen. of the comntee we have
Mr. .RtTMSFEW. EXCUSe me, Mr. Chairman. if I might interrupt, I

do have a good idea of thé contentsthat were in it at th pòint where
I was a trustee. My father passed away September of last year. I was
a trustee On arriving at the White House I adjusted that so that I
would not be a trustee and would no longer be aware of the contents.
And my understanding is thatit is not a large trust, and the ma-
jority of the assets in it are in rea.i estate.

The CHAIRMAN. And you have filed in writing here that as long as
you are a Federal officeholder. I believe, that you will not
. Mr. RUMSFELL). That they would not inform me.
. The. CHAIRMAN. Or confer with you about it ¡ is that correct?

_Mt misrru. Yes, sir. And in th& event I should beeome a bene-
uiciary in any way then, L of course, will inform the . committee and'
arrange it the way my assets are arranged.

The CHALTRMAN., Gentlemen, based on all . of the precedents of this
committee that I know anything about, Mr. Rumsfeld overmeets.the re-
quirements òf the committee and I see nothing in this at 'all where ther
would be any possible basis of complaint for a conflict of interest. I still
cling t theidea that there are a few thins that. von have to iust put
ut before the public and the whole world. Ordinarily everythin is:

open to every member of the committee or any member of the. Con-
gress as far s I am concerned. But we do have a custhm here of keening-
a committee's semipersonal file on these matters, so that is what the

. 
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enter's lIiXecUtive Government Award and the Distinguished Eagle Smut Awara. 

Mr. Rumsfeld was married to  the former Joyce ' P i e m  of Wilmette, Illlinoia, im 'W54. They  have two daughtem, Valerie (19) and Ma*y (Xi), and a  on, Nicholas. 
(8 ) .  

The CHAIRMAN. With reference w the  so-blled conflicts-of-intemt 
matters,  that we have before our committee, I will' 'ask Mr. Braswell, 
our chief counsel and staff director, who always oes through these. 
matters emnally for us, if he has gone over. a1 of this, with Mr. 
Rumsfel , arid if SO, is he  satisfied that there is no, basis here for any- 
violation of the committee's rules, and conflict of interest as we have- 
tried to determine it ? 
' Mr. Braswell, you speak for the record,  please. 
* Mr. BUSWELL. 1. have, Mr. Chairman, We have a letter to the com- b 

' mittee from Mr. Rumsfeld indicating he holds no securities in defense 
companies doing business with the Department of Defense. His only 
holdings are in mutual funds. < 

The record should also reflect, that he is a contingent beneficiary of 8 
tI318t. This creates .BO problems since he is not a trustee and he has no 
current intereat in the matter. 

The record should also reflect that should he become the principal 
the '-me results will apply as currently  applies to 'the 

The CHAIRMAN. This is a family trust, is i t p o t ?  
' Mr. 'BRABWELL. Yes ; completely so. + -  

The C H ~ A N .  And you have no control over that now ? 
Mr. . None  whatsoever. No, sir. 

?be:=. And you do not know the contents now, as I under.-- 

Mr. . No, sir. " . .  .. 

m e  8zE. Nov, gentlemen of the commit$&,  we hav+ 

: f; 

baneficia;rg .normal ho din@. , ' 4 '  

. .  
- .  . .  I 

stand it? . 

, Mr, R u x s m .  Excm me, Mr. Chairman. E f '  1; might i.ritarrupt;.I. 
do have a good idea of the contents't'hat were in .it at the pint where- 
I was a trustee. My father passed awav September of h t  year. I was 
a trustee. On arsivirig at the White House I adjusted that so that 1- 
would not be a trusiee and wonld no longer be aware of the contents.. 
And mv understanding is that-it 5s not a large trust, 'and the ma- 
jority of the asset,s in it are in r e d  estate. 

The CHAIRMAN. ,4nd yo11 have filed in writing here that as long a s .  

you are a  Federal officeholder, I believe, that you will not- 
MT. RUMSFELD. That trhey wonld not inform me. 

Mr; EWSFEI~). Yes, sir. And in t.he'event I shonld bec,oma a bene- 
ficiary  in any way then, I, of course, will inform the. committee and' 
arrange, it the way my assets are licrranpd. , '  

The C H A ~ X A N .  Gentlemen, bawd on d l .  of the drecedents of this. 
commit- that 1 know anything about, Mr. Rumsfeld overmeets the re- 
quirQ,ments of the committee ,and I see not,hing in t.his at 8.11 where  t;herP' 
wollld  be any pmsible basis of comdaintl  for aconflict of interest. I still' 
&np t,o the'i&a that there are, a few thin= that, vou have to illst put 
out bfobe the p11bli.c and the whole  world. Ordinarilv  evwvthinq is: 
ODen to everv member of t,he committee or rtny rnemhr of the. Con-. 

8s far & I am concerned. Rut, we, do have tt castom hem, of keepinr 
committee's semipersonal file on t,hese matters, SO that is what the 

T h e ,  CHA~MAN.  Or confw with you about it : is that:  correct? 

- 

'.
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Center's Executlve Govemment Award ud the Distlngulshed lOalfle Scout Awarll.
. Kr. Rumsfeld was marrled to the former Joyce 'Plenon ot WUmette, iJUlnofs, 1m
19M. Tbey bav-e two daughters, Valerle (19) and Marey (15), and a Bon, NIcbolas·(8). . , , , '

The CHAmMAN. With reference t<> the so-called conflicts-of-interest
mattersthat we ha~e before our committee,T will'ask Mr. Braswell,
our chief counsel and staff director, who always goes through these'
matters personally for us, if he has gone over' an of this. with Mr.
Rumsfeld, arid if so, is he satisfied that there is no basis here for any'
violation of the committee's rules, and conflict of interest as we have·
tried to determine it ~

, Mr. Braswell, yon speak for the record, please.
, Mr. BRASWELt.. 1 have, Mr. Chairman. We have a letter to the com- ..
'mittee from Mr. Rumsfeld indicating he holds no seCllrities in defense
companies doing business with the Department of Defense. His only
holdings are in mutual funds. I •

The record should also reflect that he is a contingent heneficiary of a
trust. This creates ·no problems sinoo he is not a trust.ee and he has no,
current interest in the matter.

The record should also reflect that should he become the principal
~efieiary,.the .same results will apply as currently appliesto' the
.normal holdmgs. .',' . . . ' ...

The CHAIRMAN. This ie a family trust, is it not' ., :
. Mr. ·BRASWELL. Yes; completely so. . ,.' , -. . .
'fhe CHAIRMA.N. And you hava no control over that now ~

Mr. ~UK8ÖLD. None whatsoever. No~ sir... .
-'TlieHAJRMAN. And you do not know the contents now, as I under~

stand it9
Mr. ~PMSFELD'No, sir. '. ',' . "."

"'The~HAIR:M:AN. NOW, g~ntlemenof. the commIt"tOOi; we have ,
Mro'BuMsFELD. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman. If Imight interrupt, r
~dea of the contents'that were in it at the pöint where·
I wasa ~I'llstee. My f~ther passed awav Se.ptember of last year. I was
a trustee. On arrivipg at the vVhite House ladjusted that so that 1
would not be a trustee and wonld no longerbe aware of the contents.
And mv understanding is that-it 'is not a large trust, :and the ma-
jority of the assets in it are in real estate. . .

The CHAIRMAN. A.nd YOll have filed in wrJtin~ here thatas long as'
you are a Federal officeholder. I belieye. that you will not- .

MT. RU:MSFEI~D.That thev wonld not inform me. ' ,
. -nie CHAmMAN. Or con·fe.r with Vou about it: is that correet' '

Mr~ ·~'uMSFELD. Yes, sir. An~ in the' event I shonld beeome a bene-·
ficiary In any way then, I. of course, will inform the.committee and'
arra.nge it the way my assets are RITanged. '' " ..

The CHAmMAN. Gentlemen, based on n.11 of the rirecedents of thlS
committee thatI know anything about, Mr. Rumsfeld overmeetsthe re
quir(lments of the committeeRnd I Ree not.hin~ in t.his at ll11where therp,
would be any possible basis of comolaint for a'conflict of interest. I still'
cHnl!' to the·idea that there are. a frw thinqsthat vou have to im~t 'Put
out be/are the public and the whol~ world. Ordinarilv evervthin~ is:
open to Plverv member of the ('ommlttee or any memoor of the' Con-,
wess as fJtr fl'S I am concerned. Rut. wP. do havp a custom l)p~ of keepin~
~ comm~ttee's semipersonal file on these mat~rs, so that 1S what the-
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Chair would propose to do in this case, as inliothers. JxÌ1ess there is
obiection this is thewayr wewill handle it.

Ño-, Mr. Rnmsfeld, the Senate Democratic caucus a couple of years
ago passed a resolution that says the caucus has adopted the policy with
respect to every notnination which requires every nominee be asked:
"Do we have your commitment to respond to requests to appear and
testify before any duly constituted comithttee of the Senate ? " Would
you respondtothatrequési?

Mr. :R-LJM5FELD. Yes, sir. Certainly, as I indicated in my remarks, my
full intention would be to cooperate fully with the Congress of the
United States, and to appear before committees. And to see, in addi-tion, that the appropriate Department witnesses are available to
appear. I cannot at the moment conceive of a situation where I would
not be able to appear, but I think, with that general statement, I. have
been responsive to your auestion.

'rho ( 1IAIRMAN. So far as your part is concerned, you would be
willing to reepond?

Mr. RtIMi'ETJD. Yes, sir.
Tue CHAIRMAN. Is that correct ?
Mr. RM'iw.Yes, sir.
The C1IAIIuIAN. All right, gentlemen. Evßn though it cuts into a

member some, I think the 10-minute rule or something very close to the
:i O-minute rule works out better and is fair, so the Chair will follow
that rule.

. Mr. Rumsfeld, I 'have not had a chance to knV you very well. We
just havenot bbri thrown together very much and our affairs have not
crossed too mucl»T had an hour and a half thik withyon in the office
the other day and I was very iiCIÌ impressed with your intelligence,
- the thrust òf your miri'd, and the way you went into a problem. I want
to bring up on the very threshold of this hearin something that I am
not worried about now, but I think we 'have to keep it beforeus all of
the time., and that is this question of civilian control of our Govern-
ment, civilian control at the top. And that includes civilian control

'

over the military. I have nothing but a satisfied feeling that our mili-
tary leadership and . allso far as T knowthe leadership fully con-
form to that Constjtutional principle. In facts I think' the Chiefs of
Staff of the four ser'ices and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
represent. to my mind the strongest group that, we have had Mnce I
have lwen on the coinmitte*. .

But nevertheless., I wnnt to keep before the public tbe idea. of this
suprenutcy of civilian cOntrol over all of the departmeñts of govern-
ment. Do you. wantto. comment on that from your viewpoint?

Mr. RyMSF.ELD. Yes, sir. Mr. Chairman, I share your belief in the
constitutional principle of this civilian controL and also share your
high regard for the men and women who serve in tu .TT.S. armed
services . and would, in addition to fulfilling my belief in civilian
contro]. I would want to say that I think it is important that civilian
leadership consult fully .

and draw from the militaiy. the valiable
competence and experience that they have to contribute to the defense
of our country.

. The CHAIRMAN. All right. So if you are confirmed it would be vur
' purpose then to carry out fully whathver the burden might be of the
responsibilities of being the overall Secretary of the military services'?

of oir  country. 
.The CHAXRXAN. All right,. s o  if you are canfirmed it wonld be vQur 

purpose then to carw out  fully whatever the burden might be of the 
responsibilities of being the overall  kSecretary  of the  military services? 

•

•

A

........

C~air.wouI41!~ to do m,' this case, asinl"Uothers. uwess the.re 18,ObkOOtion this 18 the"way we will handle it. "
ow, Mr. Rwnsf~d,the Senate Demooratic caucus a couple of years

ago passed a resolutio~ th!l't says ~he cauc~shas adopted the policy with
respect 10 every nOmInatIon which requlres every nominee be asked:
"D~ we have your commitment to respond to requests to apooar and
testlfy before any duly constituted committee of the Senate ~;, Would
you respond to that~uest~ . ' .. .

M~. RIDf8FELD. Yes, sir. Certa~ly, as I indicated in my remarks, my
ful~ ~tentIon would be to cooperate fully with the Congress of the
t!"nlted States, and to appear before committees. And to see in addi
tIon, that the appropriate Department witnessee are av~ilable to
a'ppear. I cannot at the moment conceive of a situation where I would
not be ahle t? appear, but I think, with that general statement, 1. have
been responSlve to your question. .
.'r~e (;IIAIRMAN. SO far as your part is concemed,yon would be

W1111ng to ~pond y
Mr. RUMAPEJJ>. Yes, sir.

rrhe CHAIRMAN. 18 thnt correct ~
, Mr. RU:HSFELD.Yes, sir.' '
T'he CUAIIOIAN. All light, ~entlemen. Even though it cuts intoa

m(\mber some, I think tht~ lO-ßlll1ute rule 01' somethin~very close to the
lO-minnte rule works out bettel' and is fair, so the Cha;ir will follow
timt rulp. ," .

"Mr. Rumsfeld, I ,pave not had a chance to know youvery well. ,We
just have'not been thrown together very mnch and our aftairs have not
crossed too much',1'I had an hour and a half talk withyou in the office
the other day and I wasvery much impressed with your intelligence,

·the thrust of your mhiä, and the way you went into a problem. I want
to bring up on the very threshold of this hearing something tpat I am
not worried about now, but I thi~k we have to keep it before us a11 of
the time, and that is this Question of chrilian control oi: our Govern
ment, civilian controJ at the top. And that i,ncludes civilian control

·over the military. I have nothing but a satisfied feeling that our mili
tary lead~rship'and,all-so ~ar as I. know-,the leaders1?Jp fully con~

, form tn that ConstituUonaJ principle. In fact. I think' die Chiefs of
Staff of the four services arid the ChairrnEJ-n of the ,T~int Chi~fsof Staff
represpnt, to my mind. ,the strongest grollp that we have ,had since I
have hppn on t.he committef'f. , ','

nut ncvertheless. I wont to keep before t.hc public .tP~ idea,of this
snpremncy of civilian control over an of the departments of ~oyprn
Inpnt. Do you, want,to comment on that from your viewpoint ~

Mr.. RyMBFELD. Yes, sir. }Ir. Chairman, I share your ~1ief in the
('onstituhonal principle of this civilian contr01, anda~~ share your
hiO'h reO'ard for the men andwomen who serve in thßtT.S. armed
se;vices"'and would, in addition to fulfilling my belief., in civilian
control. I would want to say that I think it is importaIit that civilian

.lf'adership con!=mlt fully. ano oraw Trom the mi~ibtry, the' va]nable
cOlnpetence ano experience that they have to contrlbute to the defense
of our country. . .

'The CHAnmAN. All ri~ht. So if :von are (',onfirmed it wOll1d be YQur
·purpoS8 then to carry out fully w'hatever the burden ~i~ht be o~ the
responsibilities of being the overall Secretary of the mIlItary servIces!
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Mx. RUMSPELD. Yes, sir.
.

ThiCHAIRMAN. That means when you come her to give us your
opfllnlon on policies, prmciples, and facta, that after your own in-
vestigation, you are going to be gwing us conclusions that you have
formed yourself. I mean, Donald RuxnsfId has formed rather than
what some military official or other official has pushed you to do or
say. What about that?

Mr. RUMSFELD. There is no question about that. I will undoubtedly
provide my considered judgments wlere .1 have them. And in the
instances where I may not at a given moment, I will so state. And
where I can contrìbute to the discussion by describing the views of
others, I might very well do that as well. But I certainly will give you
my judgments as I develop them.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, I think that is what we want. I know that is
what I want. I want your hard-boiled, hard-knuckle opinion ou these
things, on the important on after you have had a brush with the
facts yourself, and we can transmit that in a way to others of the
membership of the Sen&te. The same results apply, I think, generally
to the House. It is a very important matter to me, and I want someone
who I can believe has given us his hard, factual conclusions, smi .that
will be your place.

Mr. RUMSFELD. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. And at your expense of disagreeing with others,

right?
Mr. RuMsu. Absolutely.
The CHAIRMAN. We may not do much as a matter of judgment with

your conclusions, but we want to get your conclusion& That is the
thing that I want to emphasize here now.

You were one of the original sponsors of the volunteer forces con
cept and I was not. I remember that.

Mr. RtJM8FLD. I remember that.
The CHAIRMAN. But I have supported it fully.
Mr. RuMsiriu. Yes, sir
The CHAIRMAN. I im not a skeptic, but I believe we have made

some progress.
Now, I want you to take a personal responsibility there ; 'Y'ou have

worked with this thing, with the help of the Secretary of the Army,
of course, the Chief of Staff and all of the rest of the military and
civilians. I think it is very critical, and frankly, I think it has not
yet been fully proven, although it has made some headway. Will you
give that your personal attention to some degree and form conclu-
sions about it, and then frankly advise this committee ?

Mr. RtTMSFELD. I certainly will, Mr. Chairman. I might say that
my position back in the mid-1960's was thatit was worth a try.

The CnAnMAw. Yes.
Mr. RtTM5FELD. And I fully recognize the importance of the United

States having the necessary military manpower. My preference then
was, and it remains today, that to the extent that this can be done
without the use of a fully actuated selective service system and the
use of compulsion, that is my preference. However, I would add that
to the extent that it cannot be done, that is to say to the extent that
we are not able to achieve the necessary military manpower for this
country's needs, voluntarily, then, of course, as I indicated in my
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testimony before thiscomrniltee close toW years ago, I wòuld certainly
st&nd' ready to see the Selective Service System brought into play.
But I do feel an obhgation to give my personal attention to this, and
to try to see if we as a society can make it work. And I assure you of
that.

The CHAIRMAN. All right.
Now, this may sound like a small matter but it is not small to me.

It was reported to me, and I hope that it is totally not true, that some
of our men in the service are now being provided with food stamps.
Now, my objection there is not that they get the value whatever value
it is, but we have got to have our men in the military uniform inde-
pendent, and independent as far as possible of other sources of Govern-
ment income. Will you look into that matter and give us a report
back on the food stamps matter ? I was told this but I have not any
proof of it. It may be even that some of your commanding officers have
assisted in filling out the forms. I think it just has a bad influence with
the Services as a whole, and that is my point.

Do you want to comment on that, and specificaU will you look
into it?

Mr. RUMSFELD. W11, I certainly will look into it. I must say, in the
eventtlat it is occurring, I was iìot aware of it.

The ChAIRMAN. Yes.
Mr. Ruitsu. I do not have personal knowledge on it. I would

share your concern about it.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Mr. RUMSFELD. And I am not in a position to say whether any of

the various proposals pending in the Congress would alter th.at in the
event that it is, in fact, occurring.

The Ci&nw. All right. Just look into it, that's my only request.
Now, Gentlemen, I have used up my time. Senator Tower, I will

call on you please, sir. We have adopted in your absence, before you
could get here, the 1O-minuth ru1e

All right, Senator Tower.
Senator Towirit. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I apologize for being

late.
The CHAIRMAN. That's all right.
Senator Towii. We had a confirmation vote in the Banking Corn-

mittee of which I am the ranking member.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. We are glad to have you.
Senator Towiit. Mr. Rumsfeld, a great deal has been said about the

attitudes toward détente. There is, of course, as I am sure you have
detected over the country, some uneasiness with d&ente, some f eeuu
that it may be that we are having the wool pulled over our eyes an
that a certain euphoria has perhaps set in as a result of détente. I would
like to know how you view this whole matter of détente, what it is and
what it is not, and what its implications are for the United States in
terms of our maintaining an adequate level of preparedness, maintain-
ing a force level at least comparative to that of the Soviet Union.

Mr. Rusu. Senator, that, of course, is the subject that could
take books to properly comment on. I will be happy to comment on
it briefly.

My sense of it is that the United States believes very deeply in
certain things. We believe in freedom, we believe in an mthvidua]'
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right to read a book of his choosing, to speak, to assemble for religious
purposes, own 1)ro1e1ty, arid, there are other societies ou this globe thathave a very, very different view.

The word "dótente," of course, means different things to manypeople. With SJ)eCifiC respect to the relationships between the Unite1States and the Soviet Union, for example, it strikes me that any discus-
Si()Tl of d&eiite might; i)reak ¿owIl into three pieces.

One would be the substance of that relationship in its many faet,s,two, the tactics of those relationships as they evolve, and three, as yousuggested in your question, the perception.
I think with respect to the substance it is useful, given the very fun-

damental differences between our societies, for oui country to attempt
to see if, for whatever reason, there might be areas where our interests
would converge at a given point in history. and, to the extent that they
do converge, that is, I think, helpful and good, ami lowers the level of
confrontation and the danger in the world.

'ro the extent that they do not converge. as they have not in instances
In the past, and I am sure will not in instances in the future, T think
that is not a reason to be dissuaded, but it certainly is not a reason to
agree with something that is, in fact, not in our interest.

There are reports with respect to the second part of the differences
as to tactics, and pace and tempo. They may relate either to the first
point, involviig the substance of those relationships, or they may relate
to the third point, involving perception. But one of the things, and my
final point would be, one of the things that does concern me is the
fact that when you have a re'atively prolonged period of relative peace
between the superpoweis in this world, and when you engage in a series
of relationships attempting to see if our interests do converge, there is
no question that in our country and in other countries, many people can
misinterpret what, in fact, the circumstances are. That is to say, some
can be lulled into erroneously thinking that the Soviet Union and the
TTnithd States are really very different, they are just different systems.
That would l)e dangerous, because there are fundamental difYreiìces.

Some can also be lulled into the feeling that because we have been
successful in avoiding confronttion it means that vigilance is not
necessary. There can also develop a perception that. l)ecause the rela-
tionships have been seen as improving in some respects, and there have
been instances where we have found areas of agreement, that that
means that the defense capabilities of our country are not necessary
any longer. That also would be an error.

One of the tasks that free people have, not just in our country but
certainly in Western Europe, is to go through this period, continue to
seek waysto find areas where our interests converge, but recogiiize that,.
in my judgment at least, the reason for what success there has been is
the fact of our capabilities. It is our defense capabilities and the deter-
rent effect of those capabilities that has contributed substantially to
what improvement and relationships we Iìave seen in the past years.

Senator TowER. And in arriving at a strategic arms limitations
tgreements,. Or in the process of trying to arrive at them, the input of
the Secretary of Defense is, of course, enormously important. And your
view, do you believe that we should never accept any agreement that
might put the United States at a potential military disadvantage just
for the sake of maintaining some kind of a climate of détente in which
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we maintain a free flow of communicationwith the Soviet Union ? Do
you believe that we should not under any circumstances put the United
States in the position that ehe might be at a potential military disad'
vantage to the Soviet Union?

. Mr. RuMsFpw. I certainly do. I think that there is no question
but that the fundamental interests of the defense establishment must,
in fact, 'be the security of the United States.

I would add this. It strikes me that if a scientist is seeking a cure for
cancer, and he goes down one road and finds a deadend, it does not
mean he is a failure and he should stop. It means that he should very
likely seek other avenues. And in our relationships, in this instance
with the Siviet Union, certninly we should engage in discussions, cer-
tamly we should vigorously t ry to find those aieas where our interests
might converge. But the fact that' they might not should not b some-
thing that should surprise us because, in fact, they might not, with
respect to a given subject at a given time. and that should iot be
considered as a failure. It should be considered as a fact. It should
lead not to any frustration or even txcessive (lisappointinent. Rather
it should lead us to seek other ways. Again, as you suggest, assuring
that in that quest we give very careful weighting and concern for the
security interests of the United States of America.

Senator Towin. In yOur view, have the fundamental and historic
goals and objectives of the Soviet Union undergone any significant
change?

Mr. RUMSFELD. I do not classify myself as a true expert on thé
soviet Union or the life of that country. My sense is that they have
a system that is fundamentally different from ours. We belie in
certain God-given rights, and I will not repeat what I said earlier.
They have very different views. And my sense of it is that given the
fundamental differences between our systems, and given the military
capability that they have, anyone looking at those capabilities could
not conelude that they could not be used. We must do as we have been
doing du ri ng successive adm i nistration s and successive Congresses,
and that is to assure that we have the necessary defense and the deter-
rent capabilities.

Senator TOWER. Mr. Rurnsfchd, one concluding question. Do you
believe that the American presence in Western Europe should be
maintained, at least at present levels?

Mr. RUMSFELD. Absolutely. It strikes me that given the negotiations
that are taking place, the mutual balance and force reduction negotia-
tions that are taking place, it would be exceedingly unwise for this
country, or any of our allies, to take unilateral steps to reduce our
.capability in Western Europe. The capability is there for a reason.
It is for he defense of Western Europe and the entire NATO treaty
guideline area. It is there to deter an attack, which it has been success-
ful in doing. We are engaged in discussions to try to find öut whether
it is possible at this point tò achieve a stable situation at lower levels of
force. It would be I think a wonderful thing if that could be achieved
froni the standpoint of our country and the European countries, and
certainly the stability in that area.

At what point it might be achieved, or to what extent it might be
uchievEd, remains to be seen, and we should not do anything which
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we maintain a free ftow of eommunieation'with the Soviet l:1nion' lJo'
you bel.ieve that ~~ should not underany cireumstances put the United
States In the posItIon that ehe might 00 at ft, potential military disad..
vantage to the Soviet Union ~

. Mr. RUMSFELD. I certainly do. I think that there is no question
hut that the fundamental interests of the defense establishment mllSt
in fact,'OO the security of the lTnited StatRs. '

I would add this. It strikes me that if a scientist is seekinO' a eure for
cancer, and he goes down one road and finds adeadend, it does not
mean he is a failure and he should stop. It means that he should verv
Ii~ely seek o~her a-yenues. A.nd in our· relationships, i~ this instanee
w~th the SOVlet lTI~lOn, certfl1nly w~ shou.ld engng'e in dlScussions, cer
tRlnly w~ should vlgol'ously try to find thORC areus whcl'~ our interest.s
might COll n~l'ge. Hut vlw fnd tImt t.h~y Inight not should not be some
thing' that should surpl'ise l1S becaust:~, in fact, they mi~ht not, with
reB~ to a ~iven. suh.i~ct at a given time. nnd that should 110t h~
eonsldered n.s a fn,llure. It shonld be considerp.d as n fact. It should
l~ad not to allY frustration 01' (WPll ex('essi ve d isnppoinhnent. Rather
it should lead us to ~ek other ways. A~in, as yon Slll!g'ßst, assul'ing
that in that quest we g:ive very carpfnl weighting and concern for the
seeurity interests of the United States of Anlerica.

Senator TOWER. In your Yicw, have the fundamentaland historie
goals and objectives of the Soviet Union undergone any signifieant
change?

MI'. RUMSFELD. 1 do not classify myself as a true expert on the
Soviet Union 0.1' the life of that c~u~try. My sense is that the'y haye
a system that IS fundamentally dIfferent from ours. WeOOheve In
certain God-given rights, and I will not repeat what I said earlier.
They have very different views. And my sense of it is that given the
fundamental differences between our systems, and given the military
capahility that they have, anyone looking at those capabilities could
not con('lude that they could not be nsed. We mnst do as we have been
doinA' dnring suceessive administrations and successive C"ongresses,
and that iR to assure that we hn \re the nccessal'Y defense and the dcter
rellt capaLi lities.

Senator TOWER.. MI'. Rnmsfpld, one conelnding question. Do you
believe that the Americall presence in Western Europe should be
maintained, at least at present levels?

Mr. RUMSFELD. Absolut(~ly.It strikes me that given the negotiations
tliat are taJring place, the nllltnal balance and force reduetion ne~otia
tions that are taking place, it would be exceedin~ly unwise for this
eountry, or any of our allies, to take unilateral steps to reduce our
.capability in Western E1!rope. The capability is th.ere fora reason.
It is for the defense of Western Europe and the entIre NATO treaty
guideline area. It is there to deter 'an attack, which it has been success
ful in doing. ",re are engoaged 1~ discussions ~o tr~ to find out whether
-it is possible '8.t this point to acllleve a stable sItuatIon at lower levels of
force. It would be I think a wonderful thin~ if that eould '00 achieved
-from the standpoint of our country und the European countries, and
certainly the stability !n that area: . .

At what point it mIght be achleved, 01' to what extent It. mlght. be
aeliieved, remains to be seen, and we should not do anythIng WhlCh
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wo(lld undermine the eriuìs o those discusjQna which, indeed a
umiit1eta1 reduction woujj.

SeuLt1o1 Tow. Mr4 ,. Rumsfeld, I iynt to commend you on the
splendid ob that you did as the Ambassador to NATO, and I think
tii eperLeflce ui4 tite uig14 ycsi gaiaci it strong commendt-
tion for your qua1if1aitQns for thispositioi, along with the other splen-
did qualifications which you posses, and J shall certainly happily,
and conscientiously support yourepnfjrmation.
. Mr. RUMSFILD. Thank you very irneh, Seiiator.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator.
In just a secoaid, Senatr Symingon, I am going to call on you. I

really had about a half a minute left of my time. May I asic a quick
question ?

Senator SYMINOTON. Sure.
The CHAIRMAN. I have always in these important nominations asked

this question for years and I want to ask it of you. You see wlit a big
interest there is in this pQsition, there is a lot of power in this oe
and a lot of responsibilities. I judge you are not comìiig in with ny
expectation of staying just a short time and then moving on ? Frankly,
fI have said in the record for many offices that if it is just a venture to
prepare for business, or a political venture or anything else, then it
is the wrong place to step into these important assigznnents. Do you
agree with that?

Mr. Rusitu. I agree completely. I assure you that I will serve in
this post at the pleasure of the Presideit, Qvius1y and devote my
full erergy and talents to it.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, you always serve at the pleasure of the Presi..
dent, but you have no other plan or motive in injnd, do you?

Mr. Rtrsilln. Ahsluthly not.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. I imagined that that would be your an-

swer. And I think, of course, you are telling the truth.
I would ask for Senator Thurmond, who could not be here this

morning, and he is one of our best attendees, that certain questions be
put in the record at this point for response by Mr. Rumsfeld.

[ The questions with answers follows:]

QuesTioNs BY SENAixR THURMOND oi SECRETARY DzsIoN RTIMSFELD

Mr. Rumsfeld, I wish to associate myself with the remarks of our distinguished
chairman reference your outstanding record of public service, both inside the
Congress and within the Executive Department. It would be ¡ny view that your
experience as Ambassador to NATO would be most helpful in assuming the
important responsibilities of Secretary of Defense. Certainly I shall make every
effort to cooperate with you and I ani sure other members of this Committee will
do likewise as you assume the role of Chief Advisor to the PreMdent on Defense
matters, and head of the Department o Defense.

Mr. Rumsfeld, I would like to propound a few questions, although I recognize
lt Is too early for you to address many of the specific issues which will come
under your Jurisdiction.

Qu&,tion 1. First, I would like to bave your views on what you see as this
Nation's foreign policy and national security goals.
answer. The basic U.S. national security objective is to preserve the United

States as a free and healthy nation. U.S. foreign policies derive from and are In
pursuit of that objective. U.S. foreign policy goals are to foster an International
environment in which ILS. physical security will not be jeopardized, and In which
our political and spiritual principles can thrive and our economic needs be met.
The freedom and independence of other nations wblch generally share or aspire
to our values, and maximum U.S. ability to engage in international trade and
Commerce, are Important elements of that environment. U.S. forelgu policies
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r. RUMSFELD. Thank you very tn\Jch, Senator.
The, IIAlRMAN. Thankyou, SenatOI'.
In just a second, Senator .Symin~n, I aJ;ll goin~ to call on you. I

reallJ: had aoout a half aminute 1eft of my time. May I ask a quick
qU~lon~ .

Senator SYKINGTON. Sure.rhe C:a:AIRMAN. I have always in theae important nOlninations asked
thlS questIon for years and I want to ask it of you. You see what a biO'
interest there is In this position, the~ is " lot of power in this o1li.~
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prepare for business, or a politiool venture or ~ything- else, then it
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Mr. RUMSFELD. I agroo completely. Iassure you that I will 8erv;e in
this post at fhe pleasure of the President,o.l»viQusly, and devote my
fuB energy and talEUlts to it.

The CHAIRMAN. We11, you always serve·~ the pleasure of the Presi·
dent., hut you have no other plan or motive in mlnd, do you ,
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'The CHAIRMAN. All right. I imagined that that would be your ~n·

swer. And I think, of course, you are tellin~the truth.
I would 's.sk for Senator Thurmond, who .could not be here this

morni~,and he is one of our best attendees, that certain questions be
put in the ~ord at.this point for response by Mr. Rumsfeld.
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Kr. Rumsfeld, I wish to assoclate myself with the remarks of our distinguished
chairman r~erence your outstanding record of public service, both inside the
Congress and within the Executive Department. It would be my vIew that your
experience as Ambassador to NATO would be most helpful in assuming the
important responsibilities of Secretary of Defense. Certainly I shall make every
etrort to cooperate with you and I am sure other members of thts Committee will
do llkewise as you assume the role oi Chief Advisor to the President on Defense
matters, and head of the Department ot Defense.

Mr.' Rumsfeld, I would llke to propound a few questions, although I recognize
1t 19 too early for you to address many of the speclftc 18aues whlch will come
under your jurisdict1on.

Qttestkm 1. First, I would Uke to bave your views on what you see as this
Nation's foreIgn policy and national securlty goals.
nAnswer. The basic U.S. national Secllrity objective 18 to preserve the United
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to our v'Üues, and maximum U.S. ability to engage In international trade and
commerce, Are important elements of that environment. U.S. forelgn policies
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seek through political, cultural, and economic discourse to affect the behavior
of other governments in ways which will enliance our own welfare and promote
these conclltioiis.

.
It Is, of course, In our interest not only to enhance our relationships with

friendly nations but also to reduce the risks of conflict with others. U. defense
policy relates to foreign policy objectives directly : It should provide a rational
range of military capabflities to deter the use, or threat of use, . 'of all kinds of
Three agaitist OUrselves, our allies, nnd other naUons '1iich vou1d seriously affect
our OWfl welfare ; and repoud, ShOUld deterrence fai', willi 'ILilitary fort.e suffi-
ewnt ,to protect our basic laterests.

I intend to review tiLese Issues in greater detail in the 1.)epnrtment's response
to the requirements of the 1975 Deft'qìse Authorizatjon Act for the Secretary of
1)efense tO furnish Congress an annual report ou the reintionship between U.S.
foreign POliCY and our military force structure. s

9fe8ton 2. How woild you go about deternjning the military nusc1e needed
to achteve these goals ?

Answer. In addition to setting foreign policy azd nitiona1 security, it is nces-
sry fo assess realistically the threat to tIu nation from pther ationà ör 'blocs
of nations. In determining the levels and compósition' of the capability we ieed
to achteve our goals an to defe« against the threat, I would consuït. within the
1)epartment of Defense, civilian ajid miitary officiáls, thluling the Joint Cbief
of Staff, as well t,s others, including the Congress, Iii 'developing Department
recoinméndations to the President. Our allies should also be consúlted as to our
joint needs. Through such interchanges of v1es I would hope that, as a natIon
we would be able to réach sound conélusions on our needs, and, together with
our allies, sustain the bones of collective seewIty. .

Finally, as the Department principally charged with providing security or
this country, the requirements must reflect a clear awareness of the capabfflties
of potential adversaries, and avoid causing instabilities which could result fi,om
a misreading of intentions.

Question 3. Do you plan to take an active role Irned1ateiy in connection wIth
the critiaI arms control negotiations now underway with the Soviet Uniqp?

Answer. I intend to participate in the proce of developing the ILS. poaiUons
on issues in arms control negotiations, after collñrkflation.

Que8tin 4. In this connection, how would your views differ from those espoused
by Pr. S(hlesinger?

Answer. To the best of my knowledge, Dr. Schlis1nger and I agree on the o!-
jéties or U.S. policy and on the necessity to find and capitalizé on arèas of
agreement and mutual interest vit1t the USSR. We also share the view that the
U.S. enhiot eXj)et tO achieve a statk auilitnry balaiwe at lower levels of arma-
1IJ(Rt if we start from a l}OSit1Ofl of inl'eriority.

A soumi defense l)OStUrC is Uil essential incentive to the Soviet Union in ar
control negotiations.

QueRtion 5. What are your views on the Total Force concept?
Answer. J support the Total Force Policy, which involves actions designed to

strengthen tite capability of reserve forces to augment active forces upon iñobili-
zation. i understand that a recently completed study of the Total Force resulted
in programs designed to improve readiness and integration of reserve with active
forces. I intend to maintain the momentum in this direction.

Question G (first half). What are your views on current military personnel
levek in NATO?

Answer. The present level of U.S. eomrnituient to the Alliance, along with the
forces of our Allies, gives iw the. basis for inaini.ning a conventional balance in
Europe. However, maintaining the quality of NATO forces, both our and AlUed
requires constant effort.

With regard to the possi)ility of future U.S. troop reductions In Europe, the
United States and our NATO Allies are presently engaged in the discussions arid
Mutual and Balanced Force 1tdiictions. If an acceptable zigreeiìwnt can be
reached, and that is our hope, that would be the appropriate time to adjust NATO
capabilities to Warsaw Pact Cflpal)ilitieS.

Que8Uon C (second half) . Do you fcel that the United States iìeeds fo enunciate
a new policy iii the Asia-Pacific area, and, if so, what 'form should this policy
take9

Answer. A' complete answer to this question wöuld require a comprehensive
examination and determlflation. However, in m7 view, the United States should
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seek .tbroughpolitieul. eultural, and eeonomic discourse to atrect the behavior
of other governments in ways which will ellhance our own welfare 'and promote
these eonditions. . '

.It is, of ~Qurse, in our tuterest not only to ellhunce our r.elationsllips witb
friendly natIons but also to reduee tlle risk~ of eOllfliet with others. D.S. defense
policy relate:-; to foreign policy oujeetives direetly: It ~hould provide a rational
range of .military capauilitit's ~o deter the u~(', 01' thrent uf u~e,of aU Jdnds of
for('e aguJlJl'lt uur~elveH, our alhes, nlld other nutioul' whi('h would seriouslY alfect
our own welful'e; alld re~pul1d, should deterrence faiJ, wH h military forcesllftl-
ciput to proted our basic hltcrestl:\. . . .' .

I illtl'nd to review these ls:-;uel'l in gr~ater ~etail il1 fhe l>t'pnrtment's respon~e
to the reflulrementR or tlle 1975 Deft."nse Aut.horlYJ1tJon Act for t4ß Secr~tary of
Defense to turnls11 COllgress an uuuual l'epOrfOll thert'lntiunship between' U.S.
fOl't'ign 1>uUey and our military force structure. •

9,t+c8tion.2. How woqld y.ou go auout detel'JllJning the milit~ry m,uscle needed
to achlevl' these goals? . '. . .. .

Answer. In addition to setting foreign pollcy a!;ld lwtiOl.1UI secl~rity, i~ 1.1!1 ne,ces
s9.ry to Q.sse~s rellllsticaUy the thrt'ut to tJH' nation from other naUons or bloclÖl
of nations. In determining tbe levelR u:nd comp<>sltion ot 'th~ capabUlty we Jjleed
to n.ch~eve our go~ls and, to defen<! tlgumst the threat, I would consult Witbln tbe
J)epartment o~ Defense, civiliun uJld military oQicials, bu::luding- tlle. Joint Chiefs
of 8tatr, as well Q.S others, including the Congn"ss, h~de\'('loping Departmeut
recommellllations to the Prt'sident. Our alUes sbould also ue eonsutted as to our
joint needs. Th~ough such Intel'changelf of vieW8, I would hope th~t, as a nath)J).,.
we would lJe able to rellch souud conclusio.ns on our lleeds, and, toget1)er witb
our a~ll~s, su,stain the boneJ,s of collective secwity.. . .

Finally, R8 thc Department principaUy charged \1\Tith providing security for
this eountry, the requirelJ?,ents must r~ftect a ~l~r awareness ot the capabUit1es,
of potential adversaries, and avoid causing instab1l1ties wblch cOllld result from
a mlsreading of intentions. .

Qve,tion S. Do you plan to take an acti,ve role ~ediatel,. in connection wtth
the critieal arms control negotiations now underway with the S,oviet Uniqp?

Answer. I -intend to participate in the procelW of developing tbe U.S. poaitiOD8
on l!:lSUeS in arms control negotiations, after con1irmation.

QueBtilm 4. In tbis connection, llOW would your views diirer from those espoused
by Hr. H('hlesillgPf'!

AU8wer. 1.'0 the Uest of my knowl~d1!e, Dr. 8clllC'slnger and I agree on the ob
j{'('bve~ OI U.S. poliey and on tbe necessity to find and capltalize on areas of
agrt'emcnt und mutual interPHt with the lJSSR. We also share the view that the
Ti.R. ('anuot expc('t to uchievc II ~tabl(' lUilitllr~' ualan('e at lower levels of arma
uwnt if we sturt froUl a position of illfcriol'it y,

A HOlllltl defense I)Osture is tlll essentilll Im'elltive to the Soviet Union in arD;lS
controll1egotiatiollS.

QUCStiOfl. 5. What are your vlews Oll the Total Force concept?
All~Wel". I support the Total Force Poliey, which involves actlons desi~ed to

strengthen the capahility of reserve forces to augment active forces upon mObili
zation, I understand that a reeently eompleted study of the Total Force resulted
in programs desiglled tu improve readiness and integration of reserve with active
forces. I iIltend to maintain the momentum in this direction.

Questioo 6 (first half). What are your views on current military personnel
levels in NATO?

Answer. Tbe present level oi V.S. com~itznent to tIle Alliance, along with the·
forct'K of our Alliel:i, gives UH the basis for maintaining a eOllventional balance in
l<~ur()pe. However, maintainillg the quality of NATO fOl'ces, both our and Allied,
requires eonstant etrort. . .

'Vith regard to tbe posslhility of future U.S. troop reduetions in Europe, t!le
United States and our NATO AllieR are presently engnged in the discussions and
Mntnal and Balanced Force Hf·duetions. If an acct'ptable agreeulPnt ean be
reaehed and that ts our 1101/(', tImt would be the appropriate time to adjust NATO, . . . .
capabilities to Warsaw Pact capallllüles.

Queation 6 (aecond half). ))0 )'on fpel that the United Stab'~ needs to P!lUnci:~te
a new pol1CY in tbe Asia-Pacific areu, and, 11 so, what torm should tins pollcy

take? Id 1 .AllBwer.. A complete .answer to this question wou requ l'e a comprehenslve
examinnflon and dete~t1oD.However, in D11 v1ew, the United States should
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eontlnue on the present policy course that has been established by the President.
Our actions in Asia are being closely watched by the USSR, the PRO, Japan, and
Korea as well as the other powers in the region. It Is desirable that we continue
to take actions which Indicate to our friends and potential adversaries alike our
røolve to remain a serious power In Asia.

From a Defense standpoint Northeast Asia, and our deployments there to
assure the security of Japan and Korea, remains central to our Pacific strategy.
Elsewhere in the region, other bilateral and collective security commitments
remain in force. As the evolving equilibrium is established, we do not foreclose
the possibility of policy Innovations as new situations develop. Nonetheless, there
is a need for continuityrather than rapid changeIn order to pursue a goal of
peace and stability throughout the region.

Queition. 7. Mr. Rumsfeld, what are your views on the current high level of
for1gn military sales to our friends abroad?

Answer. Iii both the Foreign Assistance Act and the Foreign Military Sales Act,
I he Coigress recognizes that the TJIlite(i States and other free aiul lndepciident
eountri(s continue to have valid requirements for effective and mutually bene-
flCIfll (1PfeflS( relationships to maintain and foster the environment of interna-
tional peace and security.

This legislation also recognizes that, because of the growing cost and complexity
of defense equipment, it is Increasingly difficult for any countryand partliu1arIy
i' developing countryto fill all of Its legitimate defense requirements from its
own design and production base.

AU sales are carefully reviewed by the Defense Department and State Depart-
nient and there are provisions for (ongressional overview. The total level of
Foreign Military Sales has risen over the past five years from $222 million in 1970
to $9.5 billion in 1975, and the vast majority (90% ) are for cash. One reason for
the increase in sales agreements is that we have cut back our grant aid program
from some $5 billion in the 1950s to less than $500 million now as improved eco-
nomic capabilities have enabled our friends to purchase what they need. For
example, the r-16 sale to four of our NATO allies in Europe accounts for $2.1
billion of the 1975 figure.

Foreign Military sales are not only the transfer of guns, tanks, aircraft, and
ships of war. About 40/45% of total purcha se agreements are for weapons and
ammunition, the remaining 55/60% consisting of such things as support equip-
ment, construction, spare parts, training, and other services.

I believe that we must be judicious in deciding what we sell to whom, but
dollar figures do not tell the whole story. The $10 billion level of sales today Is
comparable to the $5 billion in grant aid in 1952. Costs have escalated and equip-
ment has become more complex and costly.

QuesUon 8. Mr. Rumsfeld, In what context do you view the policy of detente
with the Soviet Union?

Answer. T l)1iQVC our relations with the Soviet tnion should continue to be
guided by our parallel policies of deterrence and detente.

There seems to be no doubt that we both understand that, with the nuclear
capability we each possess, it Is in our respective interests to try to reduce con-
frontation. But there Is also no doubt that, for the foreseeable future, the extent
of U.S.-Soviet cooperation will be limited by the continuation of the fundamental
differences in internal values and in international aspirations which distinguish
the two nations. And, when Important interests are at stake, as in the arms con-
trol area, progress toward a more cooperative relationship may be slow.

We should neither give up when progress seems to move slowly, nor negotiate
inadequate arrangements under pressure of time. We are and must remain strong
enough to engage in such negotiations in ways which serve and promote our na-
tional security. That is a long, slow, complex process.

It might he useful to point out that the word detente seems to mean different
things to different people. For that reason it Is useful to indicate what I mean and
what I do not mean when I use the word. As I see it, the word detente is the word,
in current use, to describe the approach to foreign relations being used by the
United States toward some other nations that have the following characteristics:

A political system so different from our own that mutual confidence is
lacking;

A military capability great enough to endanger the United States or its
Allies and friends : and

.3. A pattern of actions over the years demonstrating a willingness th use force,
or the threat of force, to advance their interests at the expense of others.
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the possibility Of Policy innovations as new situations develop.  Nonetheless, there 
io a need for continuity-rather than rapid change-in order  to  pursue f~ goal of 
peace and stability  throughout the region. 

QM'fftiO*7. Mr. Rumsfeld, what  are your views on the  current high level of 
forcipn military sales to ollr friends  abroad? 

Answer. In both the Foreign Assistance Act and the Foreign Military Sl&s Act, 
lilt? Collgrew recognizes that the TJnitcd Shtes and  other f r w  ~ 1 ~ 1  indqw1l(lplrt 
(wmtritv continue to have valid rquircments for effective and nlutu:tlly bp1le- 
f i c ia l  cltBfcnw relationships to mrlintuin and fo,qter the environment of jllter1~1- 
tional pelwe nnd security. 

This legidation also recogni7m that,  lwnuse of the growing coat aud complesitg 
of defense equipment, it is increasingly dimcult for any count.ry-nnrt pnrticwlnrly 
;I developing  country-to dl1 all of its legitimate defense requirements from its 
own dmign nnd production baw. 

AI1 mles are  carefully reviewed by the Defense Department nnd State Depart- 
ment. nnd there m e  provic;rionw for Cmgressional overview. The total level of 
E'oreign Military Sales ha8 riwn over the  past five years from $222 million in 1970 
t,o $9.6 billion in 1975, and  the  vast majority (90%) me for cash.  One reason for 
the increase  in  sales agreements is that we have cut back our grant aid program 
from some $5 billion in  the 19.50s t,o less than .$500 million now as improved eco- 
nomic capabilit.ies have enabled our friends to purchase what they need. For 
example, the F-16 sale to  four of our NATO allies  in Europe accounts for $2.1 
-billion of the 1875 figure. 

Foreign Military  sales are not only the  transfer of puns, tanks,  aircraft,  and 
ships of war. About 40/45% of total purchnse agreements are for weapons and 
ammunition, the remaining 56/609!b consisting of such things as support equip- 
.merit, construction, spare  parts, training,  and  other services. 

I believe that we must be judicious in deciding what we sell to whom, but 
dollar fignres do not tell the whole story. The $10 billion  level of sales today is 
comparable to  the $5 billion in grant aid in 1952. Costs have escalated and equip- 
ment has become  more  complex and costly. 

gueetj~&rc 8. Mr. Rnmsfeld, in  what context do you view the policy of detente 
with  the Soviet TJnion ? 

Answer. I btdiovc om relation8 with the Soviet  Union should continue to be 
guided by our parallel policies of deterrence and detente. 

There seems to be no doubt that we both understand that, with the nnclear 
cambility we en& possess, it is in our respective interests to  try to rednce con- 
frontation.  Rut  there ia also no doubt that, for the foreseeable future,  the extent 
of  U.S.-Soviet cooperation will be limited by the continuation of the  fundamental 
Aifferences in  internal values and in international  aspirations which distinguish 
the two  nations. And,  when important  interests are  at  stake, as in  the  arms con- 
trol  area, p~ogress toward a more cooperative relationship may be slow. 
W e  should neither give up when progress seems to move  slowly, nor negotiate 

inadequate  arrangements under pressure of time. We are and must remain strong 
enough to engage in such negotiations in ways which serve  and promote our na- 
tional  security. That is a long, slow,  complex PrmeSs. 

It might he useful to point out  that the word detente seems to mean different 
things to different people. For that reason it is useful to indicate  what I mean and 
what I do not mean when I use the word. As I see it, the word detente is the word, 
In  current m, to describe the approach to foreign relations being used by the 
United states toward some other nations that have the fO11OWhg characteristics : 
1. A political system 80 iliflterent from our own that mutual confidence is 
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From a Defense standpoint~ NortbeastAsia, and our deployments there to
888ure the security of Japan and Korea, remains central to our PacUlc strategy.
EIsewhpre in tbe region, otber bilateral and collectlve securlty commitments
l'emafn in force. As tbe evolvlng equiUbrlum iR establisbed, we do not foreclose
the possibillty of policy innovations as new situations develop. Nonetheless, there
i8 a need for continuity-ratber than rapid ehange-in order to pursue a goal ot
peace and stablUty througbout the region.

Q1ICStiOn,. 7. Mr. Rumsfeld, what are your vlews on tbp current high level 01
forpirrn military Bales to onr friends abroad?
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a developln~ C'ountry-to fl\1 an of lts legltimnte defense requirements from its
own dPRlgn nnd productlon haSE'.

AU sales are carefully revlewl'el by tbe n('tpm~e Depnrtment nnd Stnt(' Depnl't
mE'nt anel there are p.,.oviRlom~ for 0on~ressionnl overview. The total lt>vel of
Foreign Military Sales bas risen over tbe past ftve yeare horn $222 mtlUon in 1970
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trom some $5 billion in thE' 1950s to leRs than $500 million now as improved eco
nomiC' capabilitles bave enabled our frlend~ to purchfu~e what they nE'ed. For
exnmple. tbe F-16 eale to four 01 our NATO allies in Europe accounts tor $2.1

"bilUon of the 1975 llgure.
Forei~ Military sales are not only the transfer of ~ns, tanks, aircraft, and

ships of war. About 40/45% of total purchSlse agreements are for weapons and
ammunition, the remainlng 55/60% consisting of such things as support equip
ment, construction, spare parts, training, and other services.

I believe that we must be judicious in deciding what we seIl to whom, but
dollar flgl1res do not tell tbe whole story. The $10 billion level of sales today 18
eomparable to the $5 billion in ~rant aid in 1952. Costshave escalated and equip
ment bas become more com~lex and costly.

QueBtiOfl, 8. Mr. Rnmsfeld, in wbnt context do you vlew the pollcy 01 detente
with tbe Sovlet Union'!

Answer. I ht·li('ve our relationIlI wlth the RoviE't Union 8hould continl1e to be
guided 6y our parallel poUcles ot deterrence and detente.

There seems to he no doubt that we lloth understand that, with the nnc]ftar
C'apabllity we eneh POS8eS8, it is In our respective Interest8 to t1'Y to rE'c1nce eon
frontation. But there 18 also no doubt that, tor the foreseeab\e future, the extent
of U.S.-Soviet cooperation will be limited by the contlnuatlon of the fundamental
differences in internal values and in international aspirations which distinguiRh
tbe two nations. And, when important interests a.re at stake, aR in the arms con
trol area, progress toward a more cooperative relationship may be slow.

We should neither give up when progress seems to move slowly, nor negotiate
inadequate arrangements under pressure 01 time. We are and must remain stron~

enough to engage in such negotiations in ways which serve and promote our na
tional security. That is a long, slow, complex process.

It might be usefnl to point out that the word detente seem8 to mean different
things to differE'nt people. For that reason it i8 useful to indicate what I mean and
what I do not mean when I use the word. As I see it, the word detente is tbe word,
In current use to describe the approach to foreign relations being used hy the
United States toward some other nations that have the following characteristlcs:

1. A poUtical system so different from our own that mutual conftdence 1s
lacking;

2. A mllitary capability great enollgh to endanger the Unlted States 01' its
Allies and frlendR : and

8. A pattern 01 actions over the years dpmonstrattng a wiIlinlmeRR t.o use force,
or the threat of force, to advance their interest8 at tbe expense of others.
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Toward such nations, our approach, that is to say a policy of detente, should
Include the following elements:

Enough military strength to deter adveuturesomeness or aggression;
Enough confidence In our own political and spiritual convictions to let others

know that we adhere to the principles of liberty and justice and do not condone
abuses of political and human rights ; and

Enough wisdom to seek out agreements that diminish I he danger of a war
that might destroy hundreds of millions of people, and that may, over time, con-
tribute to a more stable relationship. It goes without saying that in negotiations
with such nations we must be on guard.

Detente, therefore, is a method of working toward our aims to avoid war,
secure the safety and independence of the United States and our friends, and
preserve the principles of political decencythe rights of all men to liberty,
equality, and justice. As such, it is an approach, but not a guarantee.

This is what I mean by the word detente. It is an approach, intended In our
best interests, to dealing with certain nations. If handled badly, it could do us
harm. If handled well, it could serve us well. Therefore, questions such as "is
detente good or bad for us ?" or "do we benefit from It more or less than others r'
sire questions that run not to the approach of detente, as E see it, but to the
txecution. The test is in the execution.

In short, detente should not be viewed as n substitute for strength and
solidarity, but rather as an approach that is avai1abh to us because of that
strength.

Quc8tion 9. Mr. Rumsfeld, there hìave been suggetious tiat the Defense De-
iartment will bave to take as much as $7 billion In reductions in FY 1977 1f the
President Is to achieve his $28 l)ilIiOfl spending cut proposal. Do you feel our
national. security can be assured in the face of such a large reduction?

Answer. The President feels that the anticipated growth in federal budget ont-
lays should be restrained by $28 billion. I am advised that speclilc allocation
among individual agencies is being worked on but has not yet been completed.
The President lias made It abundantly clear that he stands for a defeiie posture
"second to notte", and I, of course, share that view. I am confident that the
budget submitted for DOD in FY 1977 will ensure our national security.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Symingtoìi.
Senator SYMINGTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Rumsfeld, I have had the privilege of serving with you before;

and I will vote for your confirmation in the hope that you will be the
first of but one of the Secretaries that I have known, and I have known
them all, who is independent in your thinking with respect to the
problems that develop in the Pentagon.

Now, when you come before this committee you come before a very
friendly committee. It has been my experience after some 31 years in
Government that you have four kinds of Senators and Congressmen.

Right after World War I a group of people canie into the Congress
and the Senate who voted for all of the guns before any butter. And
the resistance. that developed over the years, especially incident to the
no-win war procedures, resulted in another group coming up who
voted for all of the butter instead of any of the guns. The voting
records are all there.

And then you have another group who could be the most dangerous
of all, based on my concept of true national security, who say well, we
will vote for all of the butter and all of the guns and we are sure to
come back with a heavy majority, because nothing could ever happen
to the U.S. dollar.

In that connection I recently was talking with a member of this
committee who I believe is the fiscal and monetary expert of the Sen-
ate, if you could pick one man, and I told him that I heard that the
retired military pay between now and the year 2000 would add up to
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Toward such nations, öUt approach, that is to say a pollcy ot cletente, should
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und I will vota for your confirnlation in the hope that you will be the
first of hut one of the Secretaries tImt I have known, and I have known
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Right after World War I a group of people canle into the Congress
and the Senate who voted forall of the guns before any butter. And
the resistanoo that developed over the years, espeeially incident to the
no-win war procedures, resulted in another group coming up who
voted for all of the butter instead of any of the guns. The voting
records are a11 there.

And then you have another group who could be the most dangerous
of a11, based on my concept of true national seeurity, who say weIl, we
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ate. if you could pick one Inan, and I told hirn that I heard that the
retired military pay between now and the year 2000 would add up to
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$300 billion. }Ie said no, that was too high. And I said, I liad heard it
from a pretty good source. So, I then asked the chief of staff of this
committee, Mr. Braswell, to get me up some figures of what the retired
pay would be. And I do tiot in any way criticize it at this point. I am
just presenting this side to those wlìo think we bave to make some
choices.

The memorandum from Mr. Braswell shows if you take a 6-percent
annual increase in pay and a 4-percent annual incras in the consumer
price index, the accumulated retirement pay figure wa not $150 bil-
lion it was not $300 billion, it was $470 billion.

We are now purchasing submarines rapidly approaching $2 billion
apiece, and we are now moving to purchase airplanes rapidly ap-
proaching $100 million apiece.

And my (1lteStiOfl to you then would be, in your position as civilian
head of the I)epartrnent of Defense, do you plan lo consi(ler fl SOlIfld
economy and a sound dollar equally important to any weapons sys
tems, from a standpoint of true national security ? And if you do, will
you give that consideration in your decisions?

Mr. RUMSYELD. Senator Symington, I am happy to respond to that.
I think I would have to begin, however, br saying that certainly

a fundamental service or responsibility of Govermnent is to help to
provide for the security of the American people, and to assure their
freedom. There is no question but that inflatioiand.the cycles of unem-
ployment that this country has gone through have been difficult and
damaging to many human beings. There is also no question, as you
suggest, but that we cannot go down both roads cortinuously. Choices
must be made, priorities must be established.

I think that honorable, reasonable people can diner as to bow those
priorities ought to be established. But I am certainly in full agreement
that priorities in oir society have to be established, if we are going to
avoid some of the problems that other nations on this globe have faced
by failing to face up to the importance of priorities.

I too have heard those figures on retirement costs between now and
the end of the century. There is no question but th.t that is something
that the exetitive httiielì and the legislative brandh must address, and
ìtis a sizable tigiliC.

&na.tor Sviii Nc'roN. at does (listurb me is the relative lack of
change in the structure, and to some extent, function in the overall
military picture, to take appropriate account otthe tremendous impact
on any concept of security of the tiew nuclear force.

In a biography of De Gaulle by an Australian named Crozier, it
states that President Eisenhower who was a true military expert. said
to De Gaulle in 1959, "Why do you emphasize the nuclear picture to
the extent that you are doing, when you know you could never equal
the Soviet Union V'

.

And De Gaulle replied that, "In the metagon age, I do not have to
equal anybody, all I have to do is have enough," ani this is in quotes.
You only haïe to kill a man once, you do not have to kill him 10
times.

Mr. Chairman, I would ask that the memorandum that, I got from
Mr. Braswell 1e inserkd at this point in the record, and I would asic
that the quotation from the book in question of this dialog between

i_9

. 

18 

$300 billion. He said no, that was too high. And I said, I had henrd it 
from a pretty good Source. So, I t , h n  asked the chief of staff of this 
committ(!e, Bfr. Braswell, to get me up some fippes of what  the  retired 
pay would be. And X do hot 1v any way criticize it at  this point. I an1 
just presenting this side to those who think we have to make  some. 
choices. 

The  mmn0rtmh-n from Mr. Brmwell shows if yo11 take a 6-percent 
annual increase in  pay  and a 4-percent annual incrmsQ in  the consumer 

rim index, the acc~xlnultlted retirement pay figurn was not $150 bil- 
Eon, it was not $300 billion, it was $470 billion. 

We are now lmrchasing submarines rapidly appqoac.hing $2 billion 
apiece, and we are now n m k q  t80 purchase nirplnncs papidly 111)- 
proaching $100 million apiwc. 

And my q1lc.stion to you  thcn w o l ~ l d  be, in yonr position ns civilinn 
head of (he. 1)oparttnent of I)(?fenw, (lo you plan t,o cwnsicter n. S O I I ~ C ~  
economy and a sourd dollar cqu:1lly important  to m y  wq,<nrs q-s- 
tans, from a standpoint of trnc nat-ibnnl security 8 And if yo11 (10, will 
you give that consideration in your decisions ? 

Mr. R U M B ~ D .  Senator Symington, 1 mn happy  to respond to thnt. 
I think I wodd have to begin, however,  by saying that certainl? 

a fundamental service or responsibility of Government is to he1 to 
provide for  the security of the American people, and to assure t P leir 
freedom. There is no  question but that inflationand. the cycles of unem- 
ployment that this country has gone through have been difficult and 
damaging to many human beings. There is also no question, as you 
suggest, but  that we cannot go down  both roads coqthuously. Choices 
must be made, priorities must be established. 

I think  that honorable,  reasonable  people can differ as to how  those 
priorities  ought to be eshblished. But I am certainly in full agreement 
that priorities in o w  society  have to be established, if we are going to 
avoid some of the problems that other nations on this globe have faced 
by failing  to face, up to the importance of priorities. 

I txK, have ‘hcnrd those figures 011 retirement costs between now and 
&he ond of t l ~ ?  +xwt,ury. Thwc is no qnestion but tha4; thak is mnothing 
th& the extwltivc! 1 & 1 ~ w I r  ant1 tlw Icgislativc  ‘branch must mliiress, and 
it‘is n siznblc fig1tr-c. 

,&na.tor ‘ S ~ n l I m m N .  Wla:t, docs disttut% me is thc relative lack of 
change in the  structw-e, ard to soma extent, function in &he overall 
military pict,.111*c, t.o tdre appropri:tt t? account of-the tremendous impact 
on any concopt of sccuriey of the new nuclear form. 

In a biogrnph of De Gaulle by an Australian named Crozier, it, 
states that Pw,pi d ent Eisenhower, n-ho was n true  military  expert, said 
to Gaul16 in 1959, “ m y  do yo17 emphasize the nuclear picture to 
the extent thac you are doing, when -you know YOU could  never  equal 
the Soviet Union 8” 

And  De Gaulle replied t.hat, “In t.he metagon  age, I do not have to 
equal a n m y ,  811 I have to do is have enough,” and rthis is in quotes. 
You only have  kill a man once, you do not have to kill  him 10 
times. 

Mr. %airman, I ~o111cl task thttt, the mwnoradnrn that I got from 
)[p. nraswell i n m h d  at, this point in the recsrd, and T would n.slr 
that klle qIIohtit>n -from the b o k  in quedtion of this dialog between 

18

$300 billion. Ile said no, that was too high. And I said, I had heard it
from a pretty good source. So, I t11en asked the chief of staff of this
committ(~e,MI'. Braswell, to get me up SOlne figures of what the retired
P~y would ~. An~ l. ~o not in any way cr!ticize it at this point. I anl
lust presentlng thlS slde to those wh<> tlnnk we have to make SOlne·
choices.

The memorandum from Mr. Brnswell shows if you take a 6-percent
annual increase in pay and a 4-pereent annual inc:rease, in the consumer
pricc index, the accmnulated retireUlent pay figure was not $150 bil·
lion, it was not $ROO billion, it was $470 billion.

We are now purehaHing submarines rapidly app~oachinl!$2 hillion
apiece, and wo are now Inoving to purehase airplanes rapidly ap-
proaching- $100 million apiecc. .

An<! ßIY ({llcstion to you then w01l1d be, in yonr position as eivilinn
head of the })epartment of D(~f('mw, do yon plan to eonsider n sonnd
economy and a 80und dollar equally ilnportant t.o any Wl'npons sys
tem~, from astandpoint of trne nationnl Recurity ~ And if )lOH do, will
you give that consideration in your deeisions W

Mr. RUMSFELD. Senator Syminbrton, I alU happy to respond to thnt.
I think I would have to begin, however, by saying that cprtainlv

a fundamental service or responsibility of Govemment is to help to
provide for the security of the Alnerican poople, and to assure their
freedom. There is no question but that inflatioJlandthe cycles of unem
ployment that this country has gone through have been difficult and
damaging to many human beings. There is also no question, as you
suggest, but that we cannot go down both roads cOI\tinuously. Choiees
muit be made, priorities must be established.

I think that honorable, reasonable people can differ as to how those
priorities ought to be established. But I am certainly in full agreement
that priorities in our society have to be established, if we are going to
avoid some of the problems that other nations on this globe have faeed
by failing to face. up to the. iroportanee of priorities.

I too hnve heard those fihll.lres on retirement costs betwee.n now anti
the end of tlw (',entnry. Thm'eis TIO f]uestion but that that 18 sOlnet.hinl!
thwt the ex(~tltiV(~ 111,,:\,nch anti tlw Ipg'islativc brandh must address, snd
it'is a sizahl(', fig'lll'C.

Sena.tor 'HYJ\lI NOTON. What dOPE; clist.urb roe is thc relative lack of
change in t.hc st.1ueture, and t.o Rome extcnt, function in the overall
military piet.lIre, 1,0 take appropriat<~account otthe tremendou8 impact
on any conc(\)pt of seeurity of the new nuclear force. .

In a biography of De Gaulle by an Australian named Crozier, it
states that President Eisenhower, ,,~ho was a true military expert. said
to De Gaulle in 1959, "Why do yon enlphasize the nuclear picture to
the extent that you are doing, when you know you could never equal
the Soviet Union ~"

And De GauBe replied that, "In the metagonage, I do not have to
equal anybody, all I have to do 1S have enough," and this is in quotes.
You only have 'to kill a man onee, you do not have to kill hirn 10
times.

Mr. Chairman, I wonld 'ask that the memorandum that I ~ot frorn
~fr. nraswell be inserted at this point in the record, and J would nsk
that ,the quotation from the book in queStion of this dialog between
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President Eisenhower and President de Gaulle be inserted in full in
the record.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. All right, 'Senator. Certainly.
[The material referred to follorivs:]

jPart V : The FifUi Republic Ohapter 2 : The Atlantic Directorate Affair,
p. 533.]

"Why do you doubt that the United States would identify its fate with
Europe's?" asked Eisenhower.

And de Gaulle refunded him that during the First World War, American help
came only after three years of almost mortal trials ; and in the second, only
after France had been crushed. Nor was this at ali strange. That wits why
France, although faithful to the alliance, wa against integratl in NATO. As
for harmoiihiiig"if one dares to a1y this celetiu1 word to that infernal sub-
jett"-41ie use of Eranch and American bombs, tuis could be done in the frume-
work or direct eyoperatlon between the three atomic powers which he had pro.

But surely, the Amerkan president objected, given the prohibitive coat of such
armamenb, France would not be abre, by a long way, to reach tlw Sov1t Iev?
In reply de Gaulle gave him the dcstrine of the French deterrent In its simplest
and purest form : "You know very well that on the scale of megatons. a few
rounds (xf bombe would destroy any country. For our d&terrent to be effective,
all we need is enough to klU the enemy once, even if he haa the means to kill
us ten 'times over."

[From, DeGalle, by Brian Crozier]

U.S. SENATE,
COMMLTrvs ON ARiED SERVICES,
Wa.8Mngton, D.C., October 24, 1975.

Re memorandum for Senator Symington
From : Ed Braswell.

This Is a followup to our phone conversation yesterday afternoon concerning
the cost of the military retirement system. The cumulative cost of the military
retirement system from FY 1976 to FY 2000 will be about $470 billion, if one
assumes a 6% annuaL Increase in pay and 4% annual increase in the Consumer
Price Index.

Under the above assumptions, the annual cost of the retirement system in
FY 1985 would be $13.9 billion, in FY 1990 $19.7 billion, In FY 1995 $26.9 billion,
and FY 200() $36.1 billion.

Of course, the total cumulative cost of the retirement system Is dependent on
what assumptions are made on pay and price Increases. If one asnme that
there are no future basic pay or retirement pay increases, then the total cumu-
lative ct»t Of the military retirement system for FY 1976-2000 would be $217
billion. 'i'hi.4, in effect, would assume no Inflation between FY 1976-2000.

oiite facts 011 thc military retirement system:
turrent1y there are over 1 million military retirees, with an estimated 1.8

niillion by FY 2000.
Unfunded liability of retirement system is about $150 billion, which means that

this amount would have to be Invested at 3.5% Interest into the future to cover
the current obligations of the system.

Retired pay was less than 1% of the Defense budget outlays In FY 1954,
2.4% in FY 1964 and will be over 7% In FY 1976.

Retired pay has Increased $5.7 billion from FY 1964 ($1.2 billion) of FY 1976
( $6.9 billion ) an almost sixfold Increase In 13 fiscal years.

I hope this will be of some help.
Senator SYMINOTON. What worries me is that I cannot see any appro-

priate recognition of the developments of nuclear force in the milItary.
For example, and you have the superb record as an aviator in World
War II, and you know the aviation business from the standpoint
of a combat pilot, or a pilot instructorwhen one plane can deliver
more in one mission than both sides delivered against each other in an
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The CHAIRM:AN. Yes. All right, Senator. Certainly.
[The material referred to folloovs :]

,.[Part v: Tbe Fifth Republic Ohapter 2: The Atlantic Dil'eetorate Affair,
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"Why do you doubt that the United States would identify its fate with
Europe's?" asked Eisenhawer. '

And de Gaulle reminded him that during the First World War, American 'help
came only after three years of almost 1llortal trials; and in the second, only
after France h'll'd 'been cruShed. Nor was thisat a11 strange. That was why
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But 8urely, the American president objected, given the prohibitive coat 01 such
arm'aments, }'rance would not be abJ,e, by a long way, to reach tJwSovi. level ?
In reply de Gaulle gave him tt:lle dootrine of the French deterrent in ita simple&t
,and purest form: "You know very weil that on the scale ut megutons. a few
rounds of bolllbs would destroy any country. For 0111' dt'lterrent to be etrect1ve,
all we need i8 eoough to kill tbe enemy once, even it lle haB the means 10 kill
'us ten time8 over."

[From, DeGaulle, by Brian Crozier]

U.S. SENATE,
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WtHhington, D.O., October !.j, 1975.

Re memorandum for Senator Symington
From: Ed Braswell.

'This is a followup to our phone conversation yesterday afternoon concerning
the cost of the military retirement system. Tbe cumulative cost of the military
retirement system from FY 1976 to FY 2000 will be about $J,.70 billion, lf ODe
u~sume8 a 6% annualincrease in pa.y anti 4% annual increase in the Consumer
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I hope this will be of some belp.
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priate recoWlition of the developments of nuclear force in the military.
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entire 4%. years of World War II, then j think wé shonid. begin o
reconize.the qualitative aspect of what is going on today, as against
maintaining an Unnécessarily large conventional posture. Otherwìse
I do not see how the economy of the TJnited States can live. And that
is borne out by the fact, and I am confident, having served with you òn
the Joint Economic Committee, that you would agree that oirrsystem,.
as we know it, cannot continue indefinitely with a $70 billion, $80.
billion, $90 billion annual deficit.

A well-known banker in New York said to me recently that if the
truth ere known the Federal Goveriiment is in far financial.
concbtion than the city of New York. The only difference is that down
here we have the printing presses.

I would appreciate your comments btuse of my great respect for
your record aiìd your eapacity, having served with you before.

Mr. RUMRFETJ). W(11, thank you, Senator.
T would look forward to reading the citations that you have inserted

]fl the recorl. I agree that in this arca. it is important to take into
. account qualities as vel1 as quantil ics. .

. :
would add, however, that it i important to take it into account

on both sides,.and J obviously do not. have animinediate answer to tue
broad question you have posed.

I think that it may. be that we will find that a we continue, and
certainly there have been tremendous technological changes., that there
may very well be some fundamentals that will not change a gi'eat deal.

Second, during t,his period where there has been an acceleration in
the velocity of events, we have seen a period of relative stability be-
tween the supe.rpowers, and one of the things that has contributed to
that has been the strategies and the concepts that have undeHaid our
approach to defense during this period. Stability is not frivolously
aehieved, certainly. There are things that can be done tJiat can upset
that stability, and it may very well. be that one of the charactenstic.s
of the problem you are posing is that those strategies and underlying
concepts rwill evolve slowly rather than rapidly, and it may well be
that is desirable from the standpoint. of stability.

T will look forward t.oreading tlìose citations.
The CHAIRMAN. Ali right, gent.hmen. I thank you very much, and

I am sorry, but your time is lip.
Do you have just one more questou?
Senator SYMENGTON. I have no further questions.
The CHAIRMAI.T. Thank you, Senator.
Senator Goldwater.
Senator GOLDWATER. Thank yoii. Mr. Chairman. I have known Mr.

Rumsfeld for a long time and in fact. it was my pleasure to have came
. paigned for him when he first ran for the House.

You have served in a number of jobs, and you have done them all
well. But I suggest that this one is going to be the biggest challenge
that you have ever faced, because in my 45 years of experience with

,. Defeiise, we never had a better Secretary of Defense than Jim Schies-
inger. So you have a real challenge in front of you.

Let me ask you this question : Last week the Senate Appropriations
Committee apmved a budget for fiscal year 1976 of $90.8 billion,
which was about a 'half a billion higher than the House., but about $7.1
bil1io lese thul roqueted. ccretary Schlesinger haI indicated the
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entire ~lh years o~ ~orld War TI, then. I t~ink we should begi~ fo
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I do not see how the economy of the lTnited States can live. And that
is bor~e out by th~ fact, an~ I am confident, having served wi~h you on
the JOInt Economle Commlttee, that you would ag-ree that OlIT'system,.
as we know it, eannot continne indefinitely with a $70 billion $80
billion, $90 billion annual deficit. . '

A wel1-known banker in New York said to me recently that if the
truth were lmown the Federal Governmrnt is in far worse finaneial
condition than the city of New York. The only differenee is that down
here we have the printing presses.

I would appreciat.e your comments ~,c.Ruse of my great respect for
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I think that it may be that we will find that ali we continue, and
certainly there have be,en trem(ludous teehnological rhan~s. that there
mav very weIl be somr fnndnlnentals that will not chang-e a great deal.

Second, during this period where there has been an acceleration in
the velocity of evrnts, we havc S(\('11 aperiod of relative stability be
tween the superpowC?l"S, and one of the things that has contributed io
that has been the strategies and the concepts that ha.ve· underlaid our
approach to defense during this periode Stability is not frivolously
a~hieved, (',{l.rtainly. There are thin~s that ean be done that can upset
that. stahility, and it may vrry weH be that one of the eharacteris~ie.s

of the problem yon are posing is that those strategi~ and underlYlng
concepts will evolve slowly rather thnn rapidly, and it may weIl be
that is desirahle from the stanrlpoint. of stability.

J will ~ook forward to·rrading. those citations:
The CaAIRMAN.·All rig-ht, ~nt]rmen. I thank you very much, and

I am sorry, but vonrtime 18 Hp.
Do you'have jus(-, one more qnestjoll ~ .
Renator SYMrNGTON. I have llO further questlons.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank yon, Senator.
Senator Goldwater.
Senator GOH>WATER. Thank VOll. Mr. Chairman. Ihave known Mr.

Rumsf~ld for a long time and. in fact. it was my pleasure to have eam·
.paigned for hirn when he first ran für the Rouse.

You have served in a number of jobs. and you have done th~m an
.weIl. But I sugg-est that this one i~ going to be the biggest. chall~o-e
that you have ever faced, because In my 45 years of expe~enre wIth
.Defense, we never had a bettel' Secretary of Defense thanJlm SchIes-
~r. So you have areal challenge in front of you. . .

Let me ask you this question : Last weck the Senate Approprl~h.ons
Committee approved a bud~ for fiscal year 1976 of $90.8 bIllIon,
·which was abollt a half a billion higher than t~e House~~ut ~bout$7.1
billion lC5B than requeated. Secrctary SchlcSlnger had mdl(~ted the
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House .figure was far. too low, and had requested that about $2.6 billion
be restored by the Senate.

However; that did not happen. What are your views on the ade-
ctuacy of the Department of Defense bûdget amount, as it is now.
shapmg up ?

. Mr. RUMSPELD. Recognizing that I have not been a participant in
this budget process, I have been able to review the President's thoughts
on this as well as Secretary Schlesinger's and to review the letter which
Secretary Schlesrnger.sentto. Senator McClelianwith specißc reference'
to thefigures you are mentioning. And insofar as I have an informed
view, it would certainly correspondwith the thoughts that Secretary
Schlesinger put forward to Senator McClellan, and that the items he
was concerned about involving something in the neighborhood of
$2.5 billion, as I recall, are needed by the Department.

And I am really not in a position to go beyond that.
Senator GOLDWATER. Thank you. In spite of what we. hear, we ar

spending a smaller prcenge of the total budget year after year on
defense, and in spite of what we iearwe are now.spending on defense
the lowest percentage of the gross national product that we have

. ever spent. In fact, Washington spent more. on his budget than we
are spending today as a percentage of the total gross national product.

With all of this in mind, 'the fact that we are spending less each
year on defense, do you believe the defense budget should increase
annually in real 'buying power, rather than increasing only to accom-
modate inflation and pay raises ?.

. Mr. RUMSFELD. I am familiar with the statistics that have been put
forward that comment on defense expenditures as a percentage of the
Federal budget, and. defense. expenditures as a percentage of gross
national product, both in isolation and in relationship to the Soviet

. Union's comparable statistics.It seems to me that they are interesting and they are useful in a
.

discussion of the subject. But the bedrock on which U.S. budgets
should be built has to be. our capabilities relative to potentially oppos-
ing capabilities. This for the latter reason that I would certainly agree

. that1 given the. trends we have seen in terms of the interest on the part
of . the 'Soviet Union with respecte to various capabilities, the U.S.
Government should, . in fact, provide real increases in the defene
budget. And this is true not only because of the phraseology that I
used, and that you used, it is true not only because, as you point out,
of inflation, but also, as you suggest, the mix of our total defense
budget that now goes to\ard pay as a result of our attempt to see
. that people who are involved in our Armed Forces receive somethi.ñg
more closely approirnating a competitive pay level. with those who
are not serving in the Armed Forces. .

Senator GOLDWATER. In other words, there is not much we can .do
in Congress alxrnt the pay portion of the defense budget, which is
a large part of the defense budget, unless we want to start cutting
the pay of the troops ? And that is something that I do not think any
of us want to do. . . .

. Now, let us get into détente, Arc there dangers to the United. Stat
, in pursuing détente with the Soviet Union ; and if so, what worries
. 'you the most, and what policies do you propose to avoid these dangers?
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on this as weIl as Secretary Schlesinger's and to review the letter which
Secretary Schlesingersent10 Senator McClellan with specific reference'
to the figures you are mentioning. And insofar as I have an informed
view, it would certainly correspond with the thoughts that Secretary
Schlesinger put forward to Senator McClellan, and that the items he
was concerned about involving something in the neighborhood of
$2.5 billion, as I recall, are needed by the Depitrtment.

And I am really not in a position to go beyond that. .
Sena,tor GOLDWATER. Thank you. In spite of what we.hear, we are

spending a smaller percentage of the total budget year afte.r year on
defense, and in spiteof what we :JJ.ear·weare now.spending on defense
the lowest percentage of the gross national product that we hure

· e:ver spent. In fact, Washington spent more on his budget t.han we
are spending today as apercentage of the total gross national product.

With a11 of this in mind, the fact that we are spending less each
year .on defense, do you believe the defense budget should increase
annually in real bUIing power, rather ,than increasing only to accom-
.modate inflation and pay raises ~. .. .
. Mr. RUMSFELD. I am familiarwith the statistics thai have been put
forward that comment. on defense expenditures as a percentage 01 the
.Federal bud~et, and defense. expenditures as a percentage of gross
national product, OOth in isolationand in relationship 10 the Soviet

· Union's comparable statistics. . I _ •

It semns to me that they are int.eresting and they are useful in ,a
.discussion of the subject. But the bedrock on WhlCh U.S. budgets
should be built has to be our capabilities relative to potentially oppp~
ing capabilities. It.is for the la.tter reason that I would certainly agree
that, given the. trends we have seen in terms of the interest on thep~rt

of .the Soviet Union with respect 10 various capabilities, th~ U.S.
Government should, , in fnct, 'provide real increases in the defense'
budget. Anel this is true not only because of the phraseology that I
used, and that you used. it is true not only because, as you point out,

· of inflation, but also, as you suggest, the mixof our total defense
budget that now goes tüward pay as a result of our attempt to see
'.that people who are inv.olved in our Armed Forces receive something
· more close,}y appro:limating a competitive pay level with those who
are not serving in the Armed Forces. . .. .

.Senator GowwATER. In other words, there is not much we ean.do
.i~ Congre~s abQut the pay .portion ,of the defense budget, whic~ is
a large part of the defense budget, unless we. want to start cuttlng
the pay ofthe troops ~ And that is sömething that I do not think any
of us want to do. . ' . '

· Now, let us get ip.to detente. Are there dangers to the United States
·in pursuing detente with ~h~ Soviet Union; and if ~o~,what worries
·you the most, and what pollCles do yon propose to avold these dange~~.
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Mr. RIYMSFEW. There ini question in mr but that thr ae.dangers, and the world is simply not a perfeatI pIeant p1a.As I indicated earlier, given thost dangers, ir some i'espet b&,ause.of them,and in óme reects in spite of t1Min, it Is iffipö'tgnt fIst theIJnItedSteLtes to seek to find ways where, in our interests, ar drtin1yat no jeopardy to oUr security, we can find areas ó agreement witi. theSoviet Union.
The danger that I see is not that a given President or administration

or Government of the United States nf America would engage in sodesort of a relationthip Which is harmful to the s.irity of te ThiitdStates.I think the ínreftindamenta1 danr is the íi that I touched
on earlier, that in the prôcess, we could erróneously itiax our vigilance.
iMtente is not a state or a circumstance, or omet}iìng that is fixed it is

: relaxation of tnthon ; ïd to have a relaatjón of thnsión, there is the
admission that there Is tnsirn.

The daiger is that it is tnisìnterpreted by sonia people. We have had
relative stability in our relationship, and they see photògraphs öf world
leaders talking. and dealing with each óther. There is a diger that
some can assume that that then means that vigilatice is iot nèçssary.
In my judgment, the very suecess that h*s teen achived so far is a
resùlt of that vigilance, not in spite of it.

Senator Got»wAiiii. The press hg ±pórted that ecitary
Schlesinger views of the advantags and disadvantages of denth
to the tTnited Stat differ from those of $etarr tte
you had personal conversations with either Secretary Tìssiíiger or Sc-
retary Schlesinger on this subject, and if ø, what you report in
that regard

Mr. RtTMSFELD. The answer is yes,, T have had flciesions *ithloth
over a period of years. I think both have cohimented on that subject.
They certainly are considerably better authoHties on it than Ï am,
.ag to their personal views, and to what distinctiòns there might be.

I kïiow of no major policy di1erences betwee'' ïi theni My sense is that
as with, T suppose, any two people, we are iionò of us the same. We
approach things in somewhat different ways ; we have diltèrent back-
grounds and perspectives4 different ways of saymg things, and differ-
ences of view from time to time. But in a broad way, my seiise of tht*e
two individuals' views is that there are not fundamental differences.

Senator GOLDWATER. Well, to many people, and this is a growing feel-
Ing in this comntry, Secretary Kissinger is, pardon the term, helibent on
achieving d&ente with Thissia regardless of the fact that our military
_is not increasing. in power enough to assure that we can maintain the
conditions of détente which he is suggesting. Do you agree with
Kissinger's position on dtente that we have to have it?

Mr. Rtr&rSFELD. Well, I do not know that T would want to agree
wfth the press characterization of his position. It strikes me that
Secretary 1issinge.r. as Secretary Schlesinger and, indeed, RM the
President of the United State.s. comes to this subiect with a back-
ground from the national security side, the two Secretaries from the
standpoint of their academic pursuits, and the Presidentfrom a long
experience on the Defense Appropriations Subcommittee in the
:IIollse. That is a healthy way to approach many of these questions.
It is a realistic way to approach these questions.
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. Mr. R'uMSFJW>: Ther~ is·.ndquestion in mY1nind hut tbat there 'ate
-dallge~, al~d tliä ,!orl~ IS s~mply not a perfectly,pleahnt pl8ee.'

As I IndICa~d earher, gIven those dangers, 11\ some respoot beCauae
-of t:h~m\ und In äOme re&}'>ects in spite of tfr~rn, it Is imp-örtfnt fdtthe
ITnlte~Htntesto seek to fin~ ways where, in our interests, an<!. derttdrtly
at n? )eopa!dy to oUr seeurlty, we ean find areas 01 agreement wit'h the
SOvIet UnIon.

The daug-erthat I See is.not that agiven President or administtation
or Governmen~of t~e Un!t~,d.States ~f America would engage in some
-sort of a re~atlonshlp Wh1Ch IS hannful to the sec)Irity of the United
States..1 thlnk,the more .fundamental dallg8r is the Ötle that I touched
-on..earhe~, that in the proce~,we could erroneously telax our vigilance.
Detente ~s not a sta:te bra Clrcumstanc~or something that is fiXed. it is
:a relaxatIon of tensIon; atrd to have a relaxation' (jf tension there 18 the
'admission that there is ~nsion. '

T~e da~~r.is ~ha;t it is tni~inte~pretedby SOhle }?e0I?Je. W~.have had ..
relatIve stab}hty In oor ~]atIon~hlp,and t~ey s~,e pho~graphsof '\Vorld
leaders talking und dearIng wlth each other.. ~he1'e 1~ a. danger that
·some eR.n assume that that then means that vlgtla:h.ce is llot il~essary.
In my ]udgment, the very succe,gs,that has Y>OOn achievoo 80 far is a
result of that vigilance, not inspi~ of it.
Sen~tor G()~WATtm. The press hAS ~rted· tl1at Sec~tary

'Schleslnger'i~ Vlews 01, th~ advantages aud (hsadvantages oi deUhte
to the United Sta~ diifer from those of Seeretary Kfasinger. 1r~ve
you had personal conversations with either Soore~ryKissihger or S~
retary Schlesinger on this subject, and if so, "hat ca.n you report in
that r.e~rd,

Mr. RmrSFELD. The o.nswer is yes" rhave had dlscussioD;8 with,both
over a peri()(J'()Tyea.rs. r think both have commented on that sUbjoot.
'They certainly are oonsiderably better authorities Qn it thant am,
as to their personal views, and 10 what distincüoIls there might he.

I know of no major poncy ditrerences betweell them. My sense ia th~t
as with, I suppose, any tw6 people, we am none· of us the sam~. We
approach things in somewhat different ways; we have different back
grounds ~d perspe~tives;d.i1ter~.nt ,!ays of sayihg things, and d.ifier
'ences of view from time to time. But In a broad way, my sen~ of th6Be
two individuals' views is that there are not fundamental di:fferen~.

Senator GOLDWATER. WeIl, to many people, and this is a growing feel
ing in this conntry, Secretary Kissin~r is, pardon the tenn, hell~~ton
'achieving dctente with Russia re~ardless of the fact that ou~ mlJltary
is not increasinp:, in power enou~h .to assure !hat we can maIntaIn t!te
oonditions of ootente which he IS sug~Ing. Do :vou a'gree Wlth
KissiI1#!'er's position on detente, that WB have to have it'

Mr RmrSFELD. Wen, I do not lmow that r would want to aJ!ree
wffi1 ·t.he Pl"fiSS ebaracterization of his p~sition. It B!rikes me that
"Recretary ,Klssin~~r•. as Recretary Schlesln9:~r an~, Ind~pd, 8.9 the
President of the UnIted States. comes to thlS sllb]oot wlth a back
In'ound horn the national s~curity side, the two Se~retaries from the
standooint of thp,ir a~ademic pursuits, ~n? the Presldent.from .a long
experienoo on the Defense Appropnabons Subcommlttee In. the
House. ThA.t js a healthy way io approach many of these questIons.
It is a realistic way to approach these questions.
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I do not know that I woWd agree with the logical éxtr8rne of the
implication in the characterization of Secretary Kissuier that the
e1?ort you cite would suggest, that he is heilbent on agrerng. I think

it is natural in the give and take within a group of people on a sub-
ject such as this that there will be some differences of view. I think
it is particularly natural that the individual who is charged with the
responsibility for negotiating becomes sensitive to the tactics of nego-
tiation, and it is also perfectly proper and understand.able that a
Secretary of Defense would have to keep foremost in his mind the
security of the United States and contribute that perspective to any
dialog for the President to make his final judgments.

Senator GOLDWATER. Just one final comnient and my 10 minutes
will be. up. But T have more.

. Secretary Schlesinger provided the country with the onlyauthorita-
tive voice that ,wou'Ld argue with th Secretary of State's position on
détente. I would sincerely hopo, krowing you as T do, and knowing
'von to be very firm iii your convictions, and having a suspicion, note
!:nowiiì it, that you would SU)pQrt the Schksin,ger positioiis that
1f that is true you will continuo tA provide a voice in tue ('tLI)iliCt SO
that the American people can have the benefit of opposing views on
détentes versus a weakened military structure.

Mr. RuMsiw. Senator, I can quite agree with you that it is criti-
cally important to .a President to be absolutely certain that he does,
in fact, have differing views, and that he is aware of the different.
perspectives and arguments, and the pecptions as weil as any sub-
stantive differences that may exist.

I aLeo, of course, want to assure you that I will do my utmost to see
that they are presented in a thoughtful and sensible u.

Senator GOLDWATER. Mr. Chairman, that is all I have right now..
I would like to make a comment that you know is a pet subject of
mine. Some of the gentlemen on your aide have been here for the
whole hearing, and some of them have recently come m. E think it is
a wise idea to reward those early attendees with an earlier effort to
question.

The CHAIRMAN. All right., Senator. Gentlemen, the Chair has been
put somewhat on the spot to this extent : T have tried to loosely follow
the rules on the 10 minutes and loosely follow the idea that .a man
who cornes here and sits out the hearthg, when you get to him he is
entitled to be beard. We have. two very valuable and esteemed members
of our committee who have just corne in. Do you have a special show-
ing that you want to make., either one of you?

Sernitor JACKSON. Mr. Chairman, no. We will defer. Both, Seiiator
Cannon and myself. are in the fifth week of a conference inv.lvig 25
Senators on our side, and House Members on the House side on
energy, and we came directly from the conference. But it does not
matter.

The CITAIRMAN. Well, let us give these valuable membei S muiutes
apiece and see what happens.

Senator NimN Mr. Chairman, I will ease your pain little bit
and take half of my time and then yield the other half Îo Senator
Jackson.

The CHA31MAN. All right. That is thee. We will work out aômethiug
here.
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I do not know that I would agree with the logical '&reme of the. 
implication in  the characterization of Secretary Kissixgpr that t,he, 
report YOU cite would suggest, that he is hellbent on agreeing. I think 
it is natural  in  the give and take within 8 p u p  of people  on a sub- 
ject such as this  that there will be  some differences of  view. I think 
it is partic111arly natural  that  the individual who is ch.arged with  -the 
responsibility for negotiating becomes sensitive to the tactics 04' nego- 
tiation,  and it is also perfectly proper and  undedandable  that 8 
SmretaV of Defense  would have to keep foremost in his mind the 
security of the United States and contribute that perspective 40 any 
dialog for  the President to make his final judgments. 

b Senator GOLDWATYGR. Just one final comment and my 10 minutes 
will be. up. But I have more. 

Secretary Schlesiqer provided the country with the only,authorits- 
tive voim that .would ar e with the Secretary of State's position on - dbtente. I would 8incer.e fl" y hop,  knowing yon as 1 do, and knowing; 
YOU to bs vory firm in your convictjons, and huvinp a s~spic:ion, not 
knowing it, tlmt you would suppo-rt~ ~ J M  ~c t~~cs ingc~r  posit.ious, tIrnt 
if that! is true you will continuo tx) provide n voice in the cubinct so 
that the American pmple ca;n hsve the banefit of oppasing views on 
dhtente, v e m s  a wmkcned militsrg structum. 

Mr. ROMSFELD. Senatar, I can .quite agree with you .that it is criti- 
callv important to .a President to be absolutely certain tha,t he does, 
in fact, have differing views, and that he is aware of the different 
perspectives and arguments, and  the pempptions as well as :any sub- 
stantive differences that' may  exist. 

I also, of murse, want to aissure  you that I .will do m p t m w t  to see 
that they are presented in a thoughtful  and sensible ,wyy. 

$enator GOLDWATER. Mr. Chairman, that is all I have right now.. 
I  would like .to make a comment that you know is a pet eubiect of' 
mine. Some of the .gentlemen on your side .have been 'here for the 
whole hearing,  and some of them have mentlv come in. I think it is 
a wise idea to reward those early attendees with  an earlier dart t o .  
question. 

The CHAIRXAN. All right', Senator. Gentlemen, the Chair has been 
put somewhat on the spot to this extent : I hwe tried to lowly  follow 
the rules on the 10 minntes, and loosely  follow the id@ that a man 
who cornes here .and sits out t,he hearing, when you g& to him he is 
entitled to be heard. We  have  two  very valac~ble and esteemed members, 
of our committee who I~ave~ just, come in. Do you have a special show- 
ing that you want to mnke, either one  of yo11 ? 

Stmator JACSEION. Mr. Chairmm, no. We will defer. Bath, s.enahr. 
Cannon a,nd myself, are in the fifth week of a conference i~vdvinp 25 
Senators on our side, and 7 House  Members an  the HOUW si& 0x1 
energy, and we came directly from the conference. But i t  does od 
matter. 

. m e  CHAWMAN. Well, let us give these valuable w m b m  5 mlnute~ 
apiece m d  see what happens. 

Senator BJUNN~ Mr. Chairman, 1 will ease your p i n  a little bit 
and  take half of time  and then yield the other hdf h Senator 
Jackson. 
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The CH-~. right. That is nice. We will work.out BQmefbing 
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I do not know that I would agree with the logical extreme of ;he'
implication in the characterization of Secretary Kissi~r that the'
report you cite would 8uggest, that he is hellbent on agreelng. I think
it is natural in the give and take within a group of people on a suh
ject such as this that there will be some differences of view. I think
it is particularly natural that the individua.l who is charged with the
responsibility for negotiating becomes sensitive to the tactics of nego
tiation, and it is also perfectly proper and understandable that a
Secretary of Defense would have to keep foremost in his mind the
security of the United States and contrihute that perspective to any
dialog for the President to make his final judgments.

Senator GoLDWATER. Just one final comment and my 10 minutes
will be. up. nut I have more.

Secretary Schlesinger provided the country with the onlyauthorita
tive voice that .would argue with tlw Secretary of State's position on
d~tente. I w0111d sincerely hopo, knowing YOl1. as J do, and knowing
YOll to he very firUl in your eOllvietjow;, nnd havin~ a sllspidon, not.
k:nowiull: it, tImt you would SUppolt. the Sehlesingl'r posit.ions. t.hat
if that. is true you will continuo to provide ß, voice in the enhinet so·
that the Alnerican poople can hava the benefit of opposing viows on
dctente~ versus a weakenedmilitarjV structure.

Mr. RUMSFELD. Senator, I ean .quite agree with you -that it is criti
cäIiv important to.a President to be absolutely cert.ain that he does,
in fact, have differing views, and that he is aware of the different
perspectives and arWlments, and the p.e;r~ptions as weIl asany sub
stantive differences that may exist.

I also, of oourse, want to assure you that I will do my.ntmost to see
thatthey are presented in a thoughtful and sensible wR!f.•

Senator GOLDWATßR. Mr. Chairman, that is a11 I hav.e fIght now..
I 'would :1ike to make a comment that you know is a pet sribiectof
mine. Some of thegentlemen on your t;ide .havebeen 'here for the
wholeheari~,and some of them have .recently come in. I think it is
a wise idea to reward those early attendees with an earlier effort 00·
q.uestion. . .

The CHAIRMAN. All right, Senator. Gentlemen, the Chair has ~en
put somewhat on the spot to this extent: I have triedto loosely follow
the rules on the 10 minntRs. and loosely follow the idea thata man
who comes hereand sits out the heari.J:l.l!. when you get to him he is
entitled to be heard. We have two very valuable. and esteemed members
of our committee who have jnst come in. Do you have a special show
in~ that you want to make. either one of yon ~

Senator JACKSON:. Mr. Chairman, no. We will defer. Both, Senator'
Cannon and myself. are in the fifth week of a conferen~inv.Qlvin.g 25
Senators on our side, and 7 House Members on the House aide on
energy, and we came directly from the conference. But itdoes not
matter.

°"The CRAmMAN. Well, let us give these valuable membem 5 minutes·
apiece and Ree what happens.

Senator NUNN.. Mr. Chairman, I will aase your pein 1ft, little bit
and take half of my time and then yield °tOO other half to Senator
Jackson.

The CHAIRKAN• .All right. That ia niee. We will work.outBOmething
nere.
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A11 right, SenatorJaekson.
Senator Jackson V
Senator JACKSON. No ; go ahead, Senator Nunii.

. Senator NmcN. Well, I will just ask two questions and we will share
the time.

Mr. Ruinsfeld, I also share a very high view of your capabilities,
but I also wasa very, very strong supporter of Secretary Schlesinger
in both his abilities and his articulation of the theory behind the de-
fense budget.

With that said, I think that a lot of people are concerned about
your views on SALT II and whether there wilibe areal expressioñ
of those views. I am also concerned about another grave danger to our
defense budget and our Defense Department, and that is the makeup
of tho budget. Senator Goldwathr has already talked about the prob-
lem of pay and how much it is consuming. But the facth are that we
started this year's defense budget and the people from the Pentagon
came over and privately told me that 52 to 8 peient of the defense
dollar was manpower, that that was as the President submitted the
budget. Well, the facts are now that 60 percent of the defense budget
is maupower, based on the reductions that have taken place.

And when you couple this situation with the fact that the Soviet
ETmon is spending 30 cents out of every defense dollar on manpower,
we are spending 60 cents out of every dollar on manpower, they have'
4 million men under arms, we have 2 million men under arms. W see
this trend going on and on, then it leads me to a conclusion that I hate
to come to. but I would like to let you express your opinion on this.
It looks like to me we have thre or four things thaL can happen.

First of all, either there ha got to be a substantial real increase in
the defense budgets and by real increase I mean aboye pay and above
inflation. Or there has got to be a dramatic breakthrough in diplomatic
negotiations with the Soviet Union which would cause them to dcccl-
grate their defense budget. Or, there has got to be a radical change
either in the number of men we have, or in the nay.

Now, if none of those things, or some combination thereof does not
hanpen. it seems to me that inevitably we face the suhstntinl possi-
hility of having a defense posture second to the Soviet Union. I would
like your views on that.

Mr. 1:UirsrETn, Senat.or T share your concern about the trends that
we have seen, and T agree with your assessment of what the options are.
T think it is usefuL however, to point out something and that is that
when the United States of America made the judíment that it wanted
to forego compulsion as the method of achieving the necess ry military
manpo.wer what it in effect. was sayin among other thipers was that
previously we had been taking only some and not all. and then in addi-
-tion to taking only some. we had been pavin those mdividuals sub-
stant.jallv less than what the individuals who were. not taken were ea-
im:! in the civilian manpower market. In effect, they were being taxed

dditionallv for their service to the country.
One of the effects., inevitably, of poing to a goal of an ll volunteer

force is that the pay must o iiP but it seems to me that that is a proper
thing for our counrv to do. And imexchane for that we have rained
some thìngs that isto say, we have stopped taxin those individuals
who have served, and we have stopped :unnCessarily using compulsion
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·All right, Senator·Jackson.
Senator Jackson'
Senator JACKSON. No; go ahead, Senator Nunn..
~nator NUNN. WeIl, I will just ask two questions and we will sha.re

thetlme. .
Mr. Rurnsfeld, 1 also share a. very high view 01 your capabilities,

hut I also was a very, very strong 8upporter of Secretary Sehlesinger
in both his ahilities and bis artieulation of the theory behind the da
fense bu4get.

With tli8.t said, I think that a lot of people are concerned abollt
Jour views on SALT 11 and whether there will-be a-rea.l expression
of thosc views. I am also concerned about another grave danger t;o our
defense budget and our Defense Department, and that 1.8 the makeup
()f the budget. Renator Golc1water has already talked about t.he prob
lem of po.f and ho,v much it is consuming. But the fact~ are tha.twe
marted tIns yoar'~ dofense bl1d:,ret. find the people fmm t110 P(\ntagon
came over and prlvately told rne that 52 to 58 p~reent, of t.he defense
dollar was manpower, that that. was as the President sllbmitted the
budget. WeIl, the facts are now that 60 percent of the defense budget
is manpower, based on the rertuetions that havetaken place.

And when you couple thls situation with the fact that the Soviet'
lJnion is sp~nding 30 c~nts out of everv oefense dollar on manpowe.r,
we are spending 60 cents out of every dollar on m,anpower, they have'
4 million men under anns~ we have 2 million men under arms.. W.,., gee

t his trend going on and on, then it leads me to a conclusion that I hate
t<> come to. but I would like to let YOll express your opinion on this.
1t looks like to roe we have thre or four things that ca.n happen.

First of a11, either thera has ~t to be R. substantial real increase in
the defense budlZet. and by real increase I mean above pny and above
inflation. Or. there has ~ot to he a dramatic brea"kthrough in diplomatie
neg-otiations with the Roviet Union which would cause them to decel
{lrate thair defense bud~t. Or, there has got to be a radieal change
eit.her in t.he number of men we have, or in the Dav.

Now, if none of those things, or some combination t.hereof d(){'ß not
happen. it ~ems to me that inevitably we fR,ce the sllhRtAntinl po~i

·hility of hnvin~ a defense posture ~econcl to the Soviet lJnion. I would
1ike VOl1r views on t.hat.
~ Senator. Tshare your <,oncern nbout t11e tre!lds that

we bave se('n, and I agre,ß with yOll1·.:lRSeSsment of ~hat the optI0!1s are.
I think it 1S l1seflll, however, to pOlnt. ont somethlng, anrl thst lS that
when t.he United Rtates of AmerlrR. mane t.he judQ;1llent that it w9.nted
-to forego compulsion as t.he mpthod ~f achieving the nece~s~rymilit.ary
manpo.wer. what it in effeet was saYlng. among- other thlnm;, was that
previouslvwe had been takin~ only sorne an~ not alle 3!1d Y]l.en in addi
tion to t.akin~ onlv som(\. we hn(\ lw-e.n paVln~ those IndlvldunJs sub
stnnt.iallv less than what the individuals who wer(\· not taken were eaT:ll.
ingo in th(\ civilian manpowe.r market. In effect, they were being taxed
addit.ionn,11v for their service to the country. ,.

One 01 the e:ff(\~ts. inevitablv, of p'oing t.o a !ton] 01 an 911 volunteer
force is that the pav roust ~o llP. hut it seems to me that that is a p!"?per
thing for our country 10 do. And in.exchansre f01: that we ~av~ ~lned
sorne things· that is to say we have stopped taxlnl! those IndlVldu'1.ls
who have se;ved, and we h~ve stopped unnecessarily using compulsion
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:as the method of achieving military manpower when it was not neces-
sarv and, thereore, not desirable in a free society.

rthink that the defense budget shouldtake that into account, and it
would be exceedingly unfortunate, and certainly dangerous if rather
than doing that we allowed that progression of the percent of the
defense budget for pay to go up to, as you suggest, something in the
neighborhood of 60 percent to continue, because there is no question but
that something else suffers, and that something else is the weapon capa-
bility of our country, and inevitably the deterrent.

Senator NUNN. ft is already happening. It is not like it is going to
happen, it is already happenmg, and it is a grave danger, as I see it.
And with the fiscal year 1977 announced program of th President to
cut $28 billion from governmental expenditures, which ie a good goal
that I share, my next question is how much of that is going to be out
of the defense budget. I would also ask whether you yourself have been
involved in the negotiations between 0MB and the former Secretary of
Defense, Schlesinger, as to what percent can be taken out of the defense
bud .t

) i S1 z :j: . , , The answer is I have not, to this point, and would
not i . until the conclusion of the confirmation process. I can assure
you that I would very definitely be involved in it at that point. Let me
modify one thing you said. The President's roposa1 involved not a
$28 billion cut from spending, but what it is is a- recommendation ozi
his part to restrain the anticipated growth in the Federal spending
which is anticipated to be something in.the neighborhood of $53 billion,
in fiscal year 1977 to a level of $28 billion less than the $3 billion
growth. So there will iU be growth in the Federal budget. It will
not be a $28 billion reduction from congressional actions this year.

Senator NUNN. Well, in the final analysis though, what is bappniug
though is that the growth in the defens budget is inflation, and it is
manpower costs, and if you look at what is happening, R. & D. and
procurements since the Vietnam war in 1964, and if you take into
account inflation, we are buying an awful1lot less in research and devel-
.opment and procurement right now than we were before the Vietnam
war, and at any time before that, and wo are not telling the American
people those facts.

It is not being made known to them. We talk about a voluntary force
in a vacuum as if the only thing is a numbers game. The American
people, when they made the choice, if they did, through Congress to
go to a volunteer force, they were not given the 'other implications of
that choice and they still have not been given the other implications.
And I think that it is time that someone in the administration and in
:the Congress starts laying out the facts.

Mr. Chairman, I will yield to Senator Jackson.
I Mr. RUM8FIILD. Jould I add one comment on that ? Your comments
are certainly valid, and this is one particular aspect of the defense
budget that I think, as we move into the neriod ahead, we have to
take into account. That $360 billion or $370 plus billion budget,. as
you are well aware, the vast portion of the Defense Department budget
is classified as the so-called "controllables" as opposed to the "uncon-
trollables," the latter being expenditures that would require additional
legislative wuthority to restrain. It seems to me that certainly the Con-
gress and the administration will have to work to see that we shape a
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~. as the method of achieving military manpower when it was not ·neces
sary ~d, therefore, not desirable in a free society.

I thlnk that t~e defense budget should take that into acoount, and it
would ~ exceedmgly unfortunate, a.nd certainly dangerous if rather
than dOlng that we allowed that progression of the percent of the

-de!ense budget for pay to go up ~o, as you suggest, ~mething. in the
DelghborhO<?d of 60 percent to contmue, because there lS DO questlon hut
.that somethmg else suffers, and thatsomething else is the weapon capa
bility of our country, and inevitably the deterrent.

Senator NUN'N. It is already happening. It is not like it is going to
happen, it is already happening, and it is a grave danger, as I see it.
.t\nd with the fiseal year 1977 announced program of thp, President to
'Cut $28 billion from governmental expenditures, which ie a good pI
that 1 share, my next question is how much of that is going to be out
of the defense budget. I would also ask whether you yourself have been
involved in tlle neg-otiations between OMB and the former 8ecretary of
Defense, Schlesinger, as to what percent can he taken out of the defense

b~tiRU)Jsm.n. The answer is 1 have not, to this point, and would
"I1ot until the conclusion of the confirmation process. 1 can assure
you that I would very definitely oe involved in it at that point. Let me
lnodify one thing you said. The President's J?roposal involved not &

$28 billion cut from spending, but what it is IS ~ recommendation on
his part to restrain the anticipated growth in the -Federal spending
which is antieipated to be something in.the neighborhood oi $53 billion.
in fiscal year 1977 10 a level of $28 billion less than the $53 billion
growth. So there will still be -growth in the Federal budget. It will
not be 8. $28 billion red'1lction from congressional actions this year.

Senator Np-NN. WeIl, in the final analysis though, what is happe.ning
though is that the growth in the defeI1&! budget is inflation, and it is
manpower eosts, and if you look at what is happening, R. & D. and
'procurements since the Vietnam war in 1964, and if you take into
account inflation, we are buyin~anawful,lot less in research and devel
-opment and procurement right now than we were before the· Vietnam
war, and at any time before that, and w~ are not telling the American
people those facts. I

It is not being made known to them. We talk about a voluntary, force
in a vacuum as if the only thin~ is a -numbers game. The American
people, when they made the choice, if they did, throu~hCon~ to
flO to a volunteer force, they were not giv~n theother implicß:tioJ!S of
that choice and they: st~ll have not been gIven the o~h~r ImphcatIo~
And I think that it IS tlßle that someone In the admmlstratIon and m
:the Con~ess starts laying out the facts.

. Mr. Chairman, 1 will yield to Senator Jackson.
I }ire RUMSFELJ). Could 1 add orte comm~nt on that' Your comments
:are certainly valid, and this is on~ partlCular. aspect ·of the defense
budget that I think, aS we mo~e. lnto the oerloda~e8:d, we have to·
-take into account. That $360 bIllIon or $370 plus bIlhon budg-et, as
you are weIl aware, the vast portion of the Defense Department budget
18 classified as the so-called "controllables" as opposed to the "uncon
trollables" the latter being expenditures that would requi.re additional
]egislativ~wuthority to restrain. It 800ms 10 me that certalnly the Con
gress and the administration will have to work to see that we shape a

25



See p. 27.

26 27

budget that, in fact, fits our national needs, not simply going along
with one that is the easiest to shape, because certain things are "con-
trollable&' and certain things are supposedly not.

That is not how priorities ought to be estab1ihed, in my judgment,
and I certainly concur with your concern ábout the problem in the
budget generally.

'the CHAiRMAN. Gentlemen, I am sorry, but your time has run over.
Senator NUNN. J yield, Mr. Chairman.
The CiuIitiAN. All right, gentlemen. You have used all otthe time.
The Chair is inclined to think that we ihould recognize Senator

Taft who has been here since the committee convened.
Senator Taft?
Senator TAr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 'Thank you very much.
Mr. Rumsfeld, I wekome you here. We served in 1he House tggether

forseverál years, and I enjoyed it very mii'h andadmfred your views
at the time, including your support for the Vòlunteer &riny. The
problems that have been described by my colleagues today certainly
giye me some pause. But I agreed with the view at that time, and Ï
still think it is a concet that i hope you will coniinue to work with.

Moving from that area to a lew more specific areas, I reitze that
you may feel that you would want to Øve us answei to these later
&fter you are rn íffi, if you cannot give .thm now or give us some
views on them now ; but hope that you ffl wthin a reasonably
hQrt period fel that you can relIy give the committ the benefit

0f your thinking on 'these.
FiNt of all, it has been suggested tht there might thave been some

disareemeiit between yoitr predecessor and Seortaiy KiESinger on
the importance of the Soviet ackfire bomber in terms f the SALT
talkS: Is it not correct that the 'Backfire has thn far been dioyed

cluive1y with Soviet Naval Avia&n, and o you have an opinion
as *Jo .'hether it should be counted as a strategic weapons system'
MT. RTMSFELD. Senatür Jackson was kind 'enough th e some

cies1ions to me in writhig, one of which related to the subject of
Bckfire.* J have visited with a number of people since visiting with
Senator Jackson on it, an would be happy to make a remark or
two about it.

i: would preface it, as you 5uggest, by saying tAmt SALT is, of
cxnirse, a subject 4f sucth iormons .mplexity tht after a per'iod
ofetended negotiations there iscertain hutoiy to words and phrases,
aiid nòt having been in.timatly invólved ni those negotiations, I
obviouly would want to wait until I had an opportuiirty to consult
internally within the Department of ifense before makmg con
clusive judgments.

I am not in a position to confirm or not confirm or suggestions
cerning Secretary Kissinger and Secretaiy S4hlethnger's views

on that particular subject at this pdint. Thwevr, my nndrtaning
is that there is a broad agreement that the Backfire bber does have
an intercontinental capability that is of sufficient range to strike the
United States from Soviet bases.
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b~get that, Ü?- fact, fi~ our national.needs, not s?m~ly going along
wlth one that IS the eaSlest to shape, because certam thIngs are "con
trolla:blee" and certain things are supposedlynot.

'That is not how priorities ought toDe established, in my judgment,
and I certainly concur with your cancern aboutthe problem in the
budgetgenera11y.

'The CHAIRMAN. Gentlemen, I am sorry, butyour time has run over.
Senator NUNN. I yield, Hr. Chaimian.
,The~HA~~A~.A~l right, ~tlemen.Youhave used a11 ~fthe ti018.
The Chan IS mchned 'to think that weehould recognlze Senator

Taft who has been here since the committee convened.
'Senator Taft9
'Senator TAFT. 'Thankyou, Mr. Chairman. 'Thank ,!ou very much.
'Mr. Rumsfeld, I welcome you here. We 'served in the -House tqgether

for seveml years, and I enjoyed it very much and' admiredlour views'
at the 'time, including your support for the Volunteerrmy. The
problems that have been described by'my colleagues today certainly
give me some pause. ,But I agreed wlth the view &t that time, and I
still think'it is a concept tBat l'hope you will ooIItinueto work'with.

'Moving 'from that lareato 'a :few more speeific 'arreas, I realize that
you may feel that you w0111d 'want to ]pve US8Jlswers to these lutel"'
atfrer yeu are :in ,Office, :if y~ 'cannot gtve ·them nu;w -or ·give us some
views 'on 'them now; 'hut ['hepe that you'Wil1 ·Withiin ft, reasonably
~ -periodfeel ·that yeu can rea1ly give ttle'comm'ittee tbe btmefit
efy~urthinkin~on 'these.
~ ('/fan, it has been 8tlggested th«t 'the~e mlght ~have been some

tiisapeement between Jour predecessor andSemretaIJTKissinger ·on
the IDlportance of the SoViet 'B1tckfire bomber in 'tenns of the SALT
t.IIJkj: Is it not corre~t th•.tbe 'Bac'k!fire :has tbus far beeBdeplt>yed
~clU8ively with Soviet'Nayal A:viation, and·fla you have an·opinion
M to ~ether it should 'beoonnted as ,astrategic wea.ponsS'yetem1 .

T 1M'!". RlTMSPELD. Senator J ackson was kind lenollgh to pose some
quesmonstome in writin~, one oi which rilated tatthe subjectof
.JBaetmre.* I have visited wit'h a number of people -smce 'Vieiting with
Senator Jackson on it, aaa wotild :00 happy to 'make aremark or
two about it.

I would 'preface it, as you ~uggest, ~y sa:vin~ ttftat'SAL'Tis, of
oourse,a Slibject ~af. suchen'O~ons :~mt>lexity ·tlult after ft, period
of·extended negotlatIons there ls'cerlaan hIstOry to words and phrases,
find ;not :havin~been -intimately mwlvedm thoBe negotiations, I
obvionsly would wantto wait until I 'had a.noppoIttumty toconsult
internaliy within the Department of Defense 'before making con-
clusive jud~ents. .

I am not in a position to eonfirm or not confirm YOllr sug~estions
OOIIleeming Secretary Irissinger andSecretary Srlhlesin~r's views
on that particular subject ~at this pdint. ~eTer, mYlinderStanding
is that -there is Rbroad RgTeement that the Backfire 'b<9Pberdoes have
an intercontinental capability that is of sufficient range to strike the
United States from Soviet 'bases.
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There are various views with respect tointentiirns. But I an refer-
ring to the capabiUty.

Senator Trr TInJ you.
Mr. Rtmtsu,. I wovld 1iketogG on just a minutes
Senator TÁrr. AU right. Please.
Mr. Rwtsux. I think thzt. elearly anyòne from the èt&úIpøint OEf

the United States wo1d have a preference to incluáe th..Baáflre
iD1 the SALT agreement. However; in conkIering poesibe Defense
Department recommendations to the President, I think it is proper
for one to consider all of the eIemets of such a package tsb to-
gether. At the minimumthe Backfire must be dealt wìth ad ita Ii-
.dling in any total package. should, in my judgme, be ¿eigIIed.w
not to present ai added risk to the seourity of th. United Stat

Before cone1usieIy deciding how tins speci& issue esa bt be
handled, I would, however, want to talk to a goo4' many people iii the
Department of D4enae.

Snator T'r. How about the Craie missile? Do you consid.z tat
it ought to 1* inc1udd in the SM..T talk discuasions 3

Mr. RUMSPmJD. Ou1 of courtesy, I thould probably suppy Senator
Jackson with the rponses that he requested of me, whioh i have not
yetdone.

SenatorJACKSON. Would the Senator yieid right now t
Senator T&rr. Be happy to.
Senator JACICSON. Do you have th wiitten responses totheiitenóga-

tories?
Mr. RUM8FLD. They are comi np right now.
Senator JACKSON. All right I would. like to see them. Excuse me.
[The material referred to follows:]

RESP0ZcSEØ BI DoN&LD EUItsF' 10 Wmr QuzrioNs ow Srk'ro H*z

Noi'E.Beeause SALT is a SUbJeCt of enrmou enperit bauae I have
not been in a position to. consult in any depth w4thln. the Deparieat. of
:jd because, I have not been persona1 IiivoLved In those othg negot1atIoi,
I must preface my responses to your questions by IicatIng that I am OÒVIØIIaIY
not at this time in a position I» expre eonduahe Judgments. It conthmed sa
Secretary of Defense, and as I become involved fUlly in the issues and the. nno-
tiating background, I will be in a beter position to contribute to the continuing
development of DOD positions on these matters.

QueRtion Í. "President Ford confirmed ön Sunday wbat a number of govern-
ment studies had already established : that the new Soviet Backfire bomber has
intercontinental capability. Will you reconwend to the Presidient t]rnt. the ck-
fire be included within the Soviet ceiling of 2400 intercontinental strategie deli,.
ery vehicles."

Answer. My understanding is that there 1w acrosa the bo&d. agexneM that
the Backfire bomber does have an intercontinental capability that. Is of, sufficient
range to strike the U.S. from Soviet bases. Clearly, one's preference wou4 be
-to include the Backfire In the 2400 aggregat ceiling. However, eonsidering pomi-
Me Department recommendationa to the Prident w4th respeet to a total SALT
package, all of the elements must be assessed in relation to one another. At a
minimum, the Backfire must be dealt with, and its handling ti. a. total package
sheul.d be designed se as not to preeent an added risk tO the security of the
United Sta*es. Before conclus1vel" ¿ecidhig how this spedße issue can best
be handled, I would of cour want to consult fully with the Department. -

Question t. "Neither the text of the Vladivostok SALT guidelines nor the rseor*t
of negotiations requires that the United States accept limitations on Ita cruise
. missile deployments. As you know, we presently have cruise missiles under devel-
optnent Do you see any reason to modify the Vladivostok guidelines as the
Soviets desìresoa to limit our right to deploy eruie miiles?"
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.: There are var~ops.~iews with respect to.intentions. But I am. refer·
nn_g to the capabi.l:ity. .

. Senator TAJl'l'. Thank you. ".
Kr. RUKSFELD. I WO!l1d like·toge on juet a minute~ .
8enatöFTAPl'. AUri~ Please. . , '. '.),[n ~t:fsgr~ I tliiD.k that 01.1'1, anyoM from the standpoint of

tlie . m a would have a. praierence to ineIu. ibAk. B M:ldin
in the SALT agremn~nt. However, in coneideriDg poesiMe De1ense
Department recommendations to the President, I think it is proper
'for one to consi~! all of the el~ments of BUch a p~kage ~ to
gether. At the mlnlmum·the Backfire mllSt. be dealt wii.'h", 8Jld 1ts,hau.
.dling in any total pac~e,should,in IDJl judgmeDt, Da aeaigned,SQ, as
not to present an a<lded rislF to the secmi.:tY of the Unitteci Statta

Before conelusi~ly deciding how tll1S ~fte issueean beßt' be
handled, I would, however, want to talk to a goo<\' many people in die
Department of ~fense. . I

senator TAFT. How about the. Cruise missile.' Do you consider tllat
it ought to be. included i11. the SALT taJk discl1S8ions'

Mr. RUX8PBLD" Ollt of cou:rtesy, I should probably supp!y Senator
JäCkson with tlie responses that he requested f1f me, whiCli I haft not
.yetdone.

Senator·JAcKBON. Wonld the Senatoryiel'd rightnowti
.

Senator TAFT. Be happy00.. .
Senn.tor JACICSON.. Do you haft iIl.e written re8p0nse8 tothedatemJre",. ~.tones.
Mr. RUJlSnLD. They _are oomit!g up'ri~tnow.
Senator JACltBON. All right. I woul(f like to see them. Excuse. me.
[The material referred to füITows :]

BBsP01'8JBS BI Ilo'N'.u.a. RUJl8FJ:1,J; '10'~ QtJI:8'1'IOlfB' 01' SmrM'l'OB BIBJaJ? lf

NOTE.-Because SALT Is a rmbject 01 ~rm01lll eompieDtr, 1H!JI2a1l8e J baft
·not been In a position to. consult in aD7 de1M"l' wUbtn.1me Departmeat ot Det8ue,
:8nd because, I have BOt been per80na!V iBvolved In tboee 0DIViDc. negot1dloDB,
I must pretace my responses to YOUl" QJIestioDB by' tDdlcatiJrg tÄat l' am obvioaaly
not at thls time in a position 00· aplleS8 conclushre judgmen1lll. If' eonftrmect u
Secretary of Defense, and as I bec.ome involveid fully in tbe issues and the. nego
tiating background, I will be In a beter position to contrlbute to tbe contlnulng

·development of DOD positions on these matten.
Questioft 1. "President Ford conftrmed on Sunday wllat a number of' govem..

ment studies bad already establlsbed: that the new 8ov1e't Bacldlre bomber bas
intercontinental capabUity. Will :rou recoIDJ,llend to the· Ple81dimt that the BIelI
ftre be Included within the Soviet ceillng of·24QO 1D.tercoBtlaenta1stllatec1e deH....

·ery veh1cles."
Aneer.. My understanding 1s that there 1& aem. tbe ~.~ that

the Backftre bomber does have an interoontinental capabllity that. is ot w1Dcient
range to strlke tbe U.S. from Soviet bases. Clearly, one's preference woul4 be
-to iDelude tbe Bacldlre in the 2400 agpegate' celUng. Boweve~ eoD8ldertng poI!JBi-
·ble Department recommendattons to the PreBident wltll respeet to, a total aALT
package, an of the elements must be assessed 1D. relation to. ODe uother. At a
minimum, the Bacldire must be dealt witb, and its handliDg 1lI. a. total package
slMuld be de8lgned 88 as not to present·an. added' risk to the seeurit:r ef tbe
Unlted 8tates. Before eonclustvelY' cIeckI&1«' how this spec1fte 1881le can best
'be handled, I would: of. course want to COIl8U1t' tulty wttb the Department. '

Question t. uN~therthe taxt of tbe' Vladivostok SALT gnidelines nor' the NeOn!
of' negotlationsrequires that the Unlted States accept 11m1tatJoDtl on im «ralle
·ml88ile deployments. AB you lmow, we preaently have erntse mulles ooder de.Ye1
opment. Da YOU' see any rea80n to modlfy the Vladtv08tok. guideUnes u tbe.
"Sovlets des1re'sOou to·llm1t.ur right to ieploy eru18e JDiNdles?" .
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Anw?r It Is my understanding that the Aide Meniofre does not include cruise
missiles, according to the U.S. understanding. Cruise missiles are difficult to
deaL 'with In SALT. They have tactical and strategic application, a well a
several methods of delivery (land, air or sea) and the option of nuclear or eon-
ventional warheads. The question o! whether It would be in the ILS. interest to
adjust the present position on cruise missIi from that set forth in the'
Vladivostok Agreement must, as with' the Backfire, be considered not only from
the standpoint of that particIar ysteni but a10 in the context of the total'
packag. Only in this way can one hope to avoid added çjk to the security of the'
'United States.

QueiUon 3. "Studies conducted with the government have come to the con-
elusion that there is no way to verify compliance with a range limitation on
cthise missiles. This country has always maintained that we will not enter bito
agi'eements with the Soviets that cannot be verified. In view of our inability t
verify cruise missile limitations, will you recommend to the President that we not
accede to the Soviet demand to modify the V1adivoetok guidelines «i cruise
missiles and thereby enter into an Inveriflable agreement?"

- Annw,. Verification is oiìe of the most (oinplex and technical aspects of SALT.
It is my understanding th at cruise in i MMI les are considered to be exceedingly
difficult to verify. Therefore, any con1dcratlon of cruise misIlès troni the stand-
point of a DOD poit1on must, of necessity, fully take into account that problèm.
Hòwevèr, cruise misølles are a factor in the overall strategic equation. In view
of these facts, I would want to study lt carefully and consult fully within the
DOD on any proposals for resolution of the cruise missile iue.

QuesUon 4. "When the Congress approved the SALT I Interim Agreement it
advised the President that a SALT II agreement should 'not limit the United
States to levels of intercontinental strategic forces inferior to the levels provided
for the Soviet Union.' The history of the debate in the Senate on that resolution
made lt clear that we were asking for equality in number« of weapons and In
throw weight. In advising the President, would you take seriously this Congres-
sional action ; and0 specifically, would you press for an agreement that would
reduce the Soviet advantage In throw weight which is already three times that
of.the United States?"

Anawer Yes. I would of course take seriously any Congressional action, aùd
In thiB instance the Vladivostok Agreement did of course proved for numerical
equality. With respect to throw weight, I agree fully that it Is an important
elenlent ' in the equtttiòn; and that the United States should work to reduce the
Soviet advantage. This should be addressed in each step forward toward a corn-
prellensive agreement with the Soviets if we are to enhance strategic stability
between the two sides. In addition, we must continue with the necessary uni-
lateral steps In our defense programs to maintain the balancè and or security.

Mr. Rusiu. With respect to the Cruise missiles, Senator Taft.
this also wits a question that was posed. It is my understanding that
the aid memoir does no1 include Cruise missiles, according to the
United. Sta.tes' understanding. There is general agreement that Cruise
missiles are diffictilt to deal with in SALT. They itainly have po-.
tenti;1 for tactica1. well s strategic ap1ioation.

There are obviously several inøthods of de1ivry,by land, agir, Lfld
se; nd of course thére s the optioñ for both nuclear and conven-
tional warheads. . '

The question of whether it would 130: lfl thetT.S. interest to adjus1
to th present position on Cruise missiles from that st forth in the

1idivotok ÂgreemexÏ1 must, as is te case with Btckfire, be co»-
si4eréd ùót only from the standpoint of that particular system, but
also in' t1,i contcxt of the tntal package. And n1y 1y looking t the
tGt1 package can one hope th avoid any addòd risks to the security
ofthe United Stats of America, which obviouslyhas to be the goal
in such negotifttions, .

Senatôr. TArI,. Mr. fluinsfeld, I have expressed a strong belief that
the TTnited StLtes should give active considortion to supplying not
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Statee to levels of intercontinental  strategic forces inferior to the levels provided 
fot the Soviet Union.’ The history of the debate in the Senate on that resolution 
made it clear that we were agking for equality in numbera of weapona and in 
throw weCght. In advising the President, would YOU take seriously this Congres- 
sional  action ; and, specifically, would you press for  an agreement that would 
reduce the Soviet advantage in throw weight which is already three times that 
of .the United States 7” 
&wer, Yes. I would of courae take seriously. any Cong.Fessional action, ‘and 

in thi8 instance the Tladivosfok Agreement did of course proved for numerical 
equality. With respect to throw weight, I agree fully that it is an important 
elendent-in the’equation, .and that the United States should wark to reduce the 
Soviet advantage. This should be addressed in each step forward  toward a com- 
prebensive agreemeat with the Soviets if we are to  enhance strategic  stability 
between the two fides. In addition, we must continue with the nececgsary uni- 
lateral steps in OUT defense programs to maintain the balance and  our security. 

Mr. RUBXSFELD. With respect It0 the Cruise missiles, ‘Senator Taft, 
this also was a question Itha$ .was p d .  It is m understanding that 
the aid. memoir6 does not include Cruise missi T es,. according to the 
Unit& S.tah8 undemtanding. Them is general agreement that Cruiw 
missiles :are difficult bo deal with in SALT. They certainly have po- 
teneid for tactical.(as well as strategic apl?limtibn. 

There are obviously several mdhods of delivery, by hnd, sir, and 
se&, ,$nd of course, there is (the oflion for ;both nuclear and  onp pen- 
tiond warheads. . 

. The quecstion of wh&her it -would. be in Ithe.U.S. intenst to adjust 
to &e.present posit,!ioa on Cruise missilps b & h &  sat forth in the 
W a v e  Agreement. must, as .is &e uase ; . ~ t h  Backfire, be con- 
Side’& not ody from the .standpoint af that: $articular system, but 
also i n ’  the’ w n h ~  of the ltdctl package. hd:only ‘by looking at $he 
t o M .  can one hope 1t0 avoid added risks to the securit+ 
of..ae. u&,ed $- of &nerica, which obvi0us1y.ha.s It0 be the god 
in m h  .negotiations. 

$enabr..’&q. Mr. f3tumsfdd, have expressed a strong belief that 
tXe ‘l[fnited *b should give active considemtion It0 supplying n ~ t  
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ID'W'$'. It 18 my understandiD« that Oe Aide Memoire does not fnelude cruiSe'
missiles, according to the U.S. understanding. Cruise' missiles are dUlieult tu
deal wlth in SALT. They have tactieal and strategie applieation, as weU al'l
several methods ot dellvery (~ alr or sea) ~d tbe option of nuelear or ~n
ventional warheads. The question of whether It would be in' tbe U.S. interest to
,adjust the present position on eruise miS8tl~~' from that *t forth In th~
Vladivostok Agreement must,as With· the Baeldlre, be consldered not only from
the standpoint of that particular BYsteDlt but also in tbe eontert of the total"
paekage. Only in this way can one hope to avoid added J,i8k tothe security of tbe'
United States. ."

Queltton 3. "Studies conducted wtth tbe government have come to the con
elusion tbat tbere is no way to verify eomplianee with a range limitation on
erttlse missiles. This country has always malntaiiled that we will not enter into'
agreements with the Soviets tbat eannot be verlfted. In view of our iDabillty to
verlfy emise missile llmitatlons, will YOll recommend to the President that we not
accede to the Soviet demand to modity the Viadfvostok guldellnes en erulse
miulles and thereby enter Into an inveriflable agreement?"
. 'pewer, Verifteation is one oi the mOl't ('omplex und tt'ehnleal aspects ot SALT.

It Is my understanding thRt el"lt1~e milolsHes are eonsldered to be .exceedlngly
dUftcult to verify. Theretor<', any cons1deratlon ot crulse mluUes iroDl the stand
point ot a DOD position mURt, of necesslty, tully take into a~unt tbat problem.
Hdwever, eruise mlsstles are a tactor in the overall strategie equatlon. In vlew
ot. these facts, I would want to study lt carefully and cODsult tully wltbin the
DOD on any proposals tor resolution of the erulse mlssl1el88ue.

Que,Uon .f. "Wben tbe Congress approved the SALT I Interim Agreement It
advlsed the Presldent that a SALT II agreement sbould 'not limit the United
States to levels ot interconttnental strategie forees inferior to the levels provlded
fot' the Sov1et Union.' The history of the debate in the Senate on that resolution
made it elear that we were asking for equality in number, 01 weapoM and in
throw weight. In advising the President, would you take seriously thisCongres
sional ~etioD; and, speciftcally, would you press for an agreement that would
reduee tbe Soviet advantage in tbrow weigbt wbich is already three tlmes that
of.tbe United States1" .

Ap'wer, Yes. I wouldot course take seriously any Congressional action, 'and
in tbis instanee the 'Vladlvostok Agreement did of eourse proved for numerical
equa1ity. Witb respect to throw weight, I agree fuUy that it ia an important
element, in tbe equiltlon, .and tbat tbe Un1ted States should work to reduce tbe
Soviet advantage. Thls should be addressed in eaeh step forward toward a COm
prehensive agreement witb the SOTtets it we are to enhance strategie stabi1ity
between the two Bidee. In addition, we must eontinue with the necessary uni~

lateral steps in our defense programs to malntain the balance and our security.

Mr. RuMSFELD. With respeC't to the erlüse missiles,' Senator Taft.
this also was a question thatwas posed. It is my understanding that
the Jl,id. memoire does not include Cruise missiles, aeeording to the
United Sta.te.~' und~rstanding.There is general a.greement t.hat Cruise
missiles: aredifficult to deal with in SALT. They certainly have po
tential for tacticalas wen 9,8 strategie s,pplication.

There are obvi~sly sev~ralmeth?dsof deliverY"by land, air, and
se&; and of course, there lS the optIon for both nuclear andoonven-
tioDal warheads. .' ,', :
. The question of .,!hßbh~r it,!ould)~:in theU.S. interest to ~djust
to the 'present posItion on CrulBe mISSll~ from; that s~ forlh Inthe
~~v~ Agreement must, as .i~ the case.;:w:ith. Baekfire, be oon
~ndered not <;)nly hom the .standpOInt of that. particular system, hut
also in the context of the total paeka.ge. And,only by looking '8.t the
total.pac.~ can one hope ~ .s,void ·.anya.d~ed risks to tbe security
of·,the. Umted States of Amenca., whi.ch o1>VlouslY'has to be the goal
insuch'n~i&tion~ ,... .' . . .. '

SenaWr,'TAPl'. lIr. Rumsfeld, I have expressed a strong belief that
tne United Ste:tes should give active consideration t.o supplying not
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only diplomatic support but also possible military support if re-
quested in the form of defeisive weapons, and weapons technology,
to the People's Republic of China to enable that country to feel more
secure tLgainst possible Soviet military adventurism. Do you have any
thoughts on tluvt possibility ? Do you not agree that it would be a
major foreign policy disaster for the United States if China felt so
threatened by the Soviet Union as to make a new .11ianoe with Russia
to forestall tha,t threat? ',

Mr. RtTMSFELD. That is not a subject that I have involved myself
with sufficiently that I could give a comment at 1his time, Senator..

Senator TAYr. Could you comment on the possible affects on the
balance of power in the Middle East if Israel were to be supplied with
the Pershing missile ?

Mr. RUMSFEW. Well, a balance at any time has to include many
pieces. However, with respect to the Pershing missile, my understand-
rng is that the National Security Oouncil and the Fresidnt are re-
viewing requests that may have come in. And if I am not mistaken,.
the President very recently bas expressed strong reservations about
the possibility of the Pershing with respect to them.

Senator TAi'-r. There has been some evidence in terms of both state-
ments in the press and rumblings from the Department of Defense
that the Marine Corps role may be changed substantially. This might
be well and good. I have talked to General Haynes, and Jam familiar
with the work of his committee. I am convinced, however, that part
of the impetus behind this could be another of the perennial attempts
by some to absorb the Marine Corps, or at least diminish its size and
mission. What would be your attitude toward such an attempt?

Mr. RUMSFELD. Well, I am not familiar with such an attempt, and
would certainly want to discuss that with the individuals in the Depart-.
ment of Defense, both on the civilian side and certainly on the military
side. .

Not being familiar with what proposal.you are suggesting it would
be very difficult to comment on it.

'Senator Trr. One of my great concerns is our comparative ,int-
tention in terms of military aid to what may be one of our most im-
portant friends in the South Asian area, Pakistan. Pakistan is finding
tself in an increasingly difficult situation' as it is menaced not only
by India but also by a radical government uì Afghanistan ; yet I note
in the security aisistan program no aid is planned for Pakistn
other than a small training sum, under $1 million.

Do you have any feeling about' that. with regard to the milit&ry
assistance program?

: ML RuMsiru. It is not a subject I have beeiìinvolved m.
Senator TAFr. Do you expect Mr. William Clementsto stay oi aw

the Denuty Secretary of Defense ?
Mr. ltr 4FELD, I would certain assume so. I have not addrsed any

personnel questions during this periodi ,

Senator .['AFT. Mr. Chairman, I think I have taken my 10 minutes
time. ,,

The CHArRMAN. Yes Your .tjjne is just up. 'Thank you, Senatór,.
very much.

Gentlemen, about this afternoon, c&n you be here tius afternooi?
Mr. RimtsF'w. Yes, sir.

a 

only diplomatic support but also possible military support if m- 
quested in the form of defensive weapons, and weapons t m h n o l o ~ ~  

the People's Republic of China to enable that cumtry It0 feel more 
secure against possible Soviet military  adventurism. Do YOU have u y  
thoughh on. th& pomibiliky ! Do you a& agrm that ik 'would b IB 

major foreign ohcy disaster for &he United sltsttes if China felt BO 
threrttened by tR e Suviet Union aa bo make a new dlianae with Russia 
to  forestall khat  rthmat ? 

Mr. R u x s ~ ~ ~ P .  That is not a, subjmt tha% I have involved m p l f  
whh sufficiently Ithat 1: could give a .copnmenlt (at $his! , t i x n % a  Senator. 

Senator TAFT. Could you commmk on the possible.affects on the 
bdanco of power in the Middle Ea& if Israel were to be supplied 4th 
the Pershing missile ? 

Mr. RuMfmm. Well, a 'balance Bt .m time h,as to include many 
pieces. However, with rap& to the Pe & g missile, my understand- 
ing is khat Ithe National  Security Council and bhe, P r & h t  are re- 
viewing requests that may hwe come in. And if I am not mistaken,. 
the President very m n t l y  h-as ex ressed strong res~rvati~m h u t  
the possibility of the Pershing wit, %  res^^& to them. 

Senator T A ~ .  There has been  some  evldence in terms of both,state- 
ments in the press and rumblings from the Department of Defense. 
that  the Marine  Corps role  may be changed s u k n t i a l l  . This mi ht 
be well and good. I have talked to General ,Haynes,  and P srp fami fs 1ar 

I with  the work of his committea I am  convinced,  however, that part' 
of the impetus behind this could be another of the perennial attempts 
by  some to absorb the Marine  Corps, or at least  diminish its size and 
mission. What would be our attitude  toward such an attempt? 

Mr. RUM!-. Well, f am not familiar  with such an attempt, and 
would certainly  want to discuss that with the individuals in the Depart-. 
ment of Defense, both on the civilian side and  certainly on the military 
side. 3 .  

Not being familiar with what proposal. you are suggesting9 it would 
be very difficult to corxment  on it. 

8enator T m .  One of my great concerns is our comprative in@- 
tention  in  terms of militar  aid to what may be one of our most im- 
portant  friends  in  the Sou ti Asianrarea? Pakistan.  Pakistan is finding- 
*.self in  an increasingly difficult situation a s ,  it is m e n d  not only 
by India but also by a radical government in Af hanietan; yet I note 
in 'the security assistance program no aid is p f anned for Paki8hn 
other than a small training sum, under $1 million. . : 

Do you have any feeling abut .   that ,  with regard to the militxq. 
assistance program8 

e m .  I It is not a subject 1 have bwqinvolved in. 
Senator TAFT. Do you  expect Mr. William Clements to day 0x1 bs 

. I would certain assume so. I have not addressed an7 

Senator ABT. Mr. Chairman, I think f have takm my.10 minutes 

The km~. Yes. Your. time is just up. Thank you, Senattr,. 
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only diplom·atic support but also possible military support if re
quested in the fonn ofdefensive wea.pons,a.nd wea.pons technology,.
to the People's Republic of China to enable that oountry to feel more
secure agalnst possible Soviet military adventurism. Do you have any
thoughts on· that possibility9 Do you not agree tbat it 'would be a
IDiltjor foreign pohcy disaster for the United States if China. feIt so
threatened by the Soviet Union as to mue a new '8llia;noe with Russia
to forestall thiltt threat~ ,

.)Jr. RUH~. That is not a subjoot that I ha.ve involved myself
wlth sufficient y that I could give a .commenrt at this!time,' Senator.

Senator TAFT. Could you comment on the possible' '&ffects on the·
balance of power in the Middle East if Israel were to be supplied with
the Pershing missile~ .' .

Mr. RUM8FEY>. Well, a balance at .a.ny time has to mclude m.a.ny
pieces. IIowever, with respect to the Pershing missile, my understand~

lng is that the NadonaI Security Council and the, Presidentare re
viewing requests that may have come in. And if I sm not mistaken,.
the President very recently has expressed strong reservations &hout
the possibility of the Pershing with~ to them. . .

Senator TAFT. There has been some eVldence in terms of OOth, state~
ments in the press and rumblings from the Department of Defense'
that the Marine Corps role may be changed substantially. This might
be weIl and good. I have talked to General Haynes, and Iarp familiar
with the work of his committee. I am convinced, however, that part'
of the impetus behind this could be another of the perennial attempts
by some to absorb the Marine Corps, or at least diminish its size and
mission. What would be your attitude toward such an attempt~

Mr. RUM8FELD. WeIl, I am not familiar with such an attempt, and
woufiI certalnly want to discuss that with the individuals in the Depart
ment of Defense, both on the civilian side and certainly onthe milItary
side. '. " ' . .

Not being familiar with what proposal.you are suggesting,it would
be very difficult 10 conunent on it.

Senator TAFT. One of my great concerns is our compara,tiveimU;
tention in tenns of military aid to what may be one of our most im
portant friends in the South Asian:area, Pakistan. Pakistan is finding
:'.tself in an increasi~gly ~ifficult situation. as, it is m~naced not only
by InJia but also b:y a radlCal governmentm AfghanIstan; yet I note
in .the security ~lstance program no aid is planned for Pakistan
other than a small training sum, under $1 million. '. .' . .

Do you have any feelingabout· that· with regard to the military
assistance program V. . . . . ' .' ..!i' RUMSFELD•. It 18 not a subJect I ha.v~ beeIl·lnvolved ID. . ..

nator TAFT. Do you expect Mr. Wilham elements to stay on as-
the Deputy Secret&ry of Defense ~ . ' . . '. .

Mr. RUMSFfjT,p. I would certain assume so. I have not addressed ll.ny'
personnel q~estionsdur~ this perio~! .' . .' . .. . . .'

Senator TAFI'.Mr. Chalnnan, I tlllnk I have taken my'lO mmuteEf
time.. ...

The CIuIRKA.N. Ye& Your.time is just up. 'Thank you, Senator,

ve~=~, about this afUrnoon, ean you be he~ 'this' ~ftem~ w

. }Ir. RUlrlSPELD. Yes, sir•
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The C*ÁIR*. I have a report from the Senate that there is a
matter coming up on ameiidments and debate this afternoon, and there
is a vote eìpected at 12 o'clock or near there, töo, on the trade bill from
the Finance Committee. Now, I would think that there are important
4ueßtlons here anti' we w*nt everybyd to. have a full chanoe I think,
if we come back this afternoon, we would not be iilterrupted by so
manyvot*s. It would suit me ail rìght th come back ifwe can thiish
up here now.

:Nt; Rv:EsLD. Yes sir.
The OILAmMAN. What is the pleasure of the commIttee ? D

have any special suggstions t We cern come back this afterxtóon o
the morning if it interferes with othe. You can think it over.

Now,without objection, these two oent1emen here
Senator JACKSON. We dfCr to iìe Sènator. Senator Culver; go

ahea&
The CHAIRMAN. DO you waìt to take 5mintites apiece so that you

can get back to the conrence, or would you ither wait?
SeflatOrJAcKSON. We will wait
Senator G0WWATEL What time dG you want to come ba* this

afternoon?
The CHAIRMAN. 2:30 pan.
Senator CtLVER. t want to observe that it is perfectiy appropriate

in view of the conference to let the other Senators go, but I will not
be able, for whatever it is worth, to be here this afternoon.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, if you need to get bak to the confeence, I
wouldaceept the courtesy. It is all right.

Senator JACKSON. We will defer. Go and Just have the two of
you go ahead. Go ahead, John.

The Cnit&. All right.
Senator CULv]1R. There is plenty of time this morning, Mr. Chair-

man, if they want to go ahead and get back to the conference.
SnatorJAoxsoN. We hwve a Senateftoor vote at 12. Go ahead.
The Ci&nrAN. They want more then 5' mrnûtes.
Senator Scorr. Mi' Chairman, if nobody on that side wants the

timo-
The CIATRMÁN. I knew yomwould be ready.
Snator Culver, i rognizyeu för 1O'minut
Senator Cxmv Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr T*rnnsfe4d, in your .udgent i the United Stats militarily

strong today ?
Mt RUMsF!LD There isno q'uestioì but that we are.
Senator CULVER. I am sorry, I cannot hear.
Mr. Rt There is no question but tt the United States is

mi1itarir
Senator Ctmv. Are we strong enough tb deter a nuclear attack

upoius?
The CHAIRMAN. Pardon me ? . Some of yöu geiìt1men will have to

keep the microphone toWard the witness Th must be a little weak.
Sênator GowwAmt. i do not think it is working.
TheCwÀThMN; Put aiother one over thr, if you will.
Mr. Rtitsu. Is this working now ?
SóiiMoi GøinwÄ. o. it isnot working.

The '-AIRMAN. X have a report frm the  Senate  $hat  there is $ 
m a w  coming u on amendments and' debate this  afternoon, and'them 
is a vote expecte g at 1% o'cluck or near there, too, on Che trade bill from 
the Finance Committee. Now, I would think  that there are im rbnt 
questiorrs. here and' we want evergbodp t o .  have a fill' chance: r*k, 
if we come back, this afternoon, we would not be iriteTrupted bp 8r0 
many vo-. It would auib me all righc to: corn back if' we caB h i sh  
up here now. 
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'Tim CsAIRMAN. I have areport' from the Senate that thereis ä
matUtr ooming up on amendments and' deba~ this afternoon, and' there
is a vota expected at 1'2 o1clock or near there, 000, on the trade bill from
the' F1nance Committee. NOW, I would think that there are importa.nt
.guestions bere and' ~e want everyoody to, have a fuU chance~ I tl\ink,
If we come back thlS afternoon, we would not be inteTrupted by so
many'votes. It would suit me' aU right to~ oome back if'we can llliish
up herenow. .'
~'YWhslr. .
~N. at 18 tne pleasure of the committeef J)o;~

have any~ialsu~tion8'We C&tt come back this' a~rnooftöt' in
tlie moming if it interfe!"e8'with othere. You can think it·o-ver.

Now, ,without objection, these two gentlemen here
Senator JACK80N~ We derer to the Senator. Senator Culver; go

·anead..
The CHAIRMAN. Do you want to take· 5· minutes apieoo so that you

can get back to the- conference, or would you rather wait'
SenatorJJ\'cxsoN. We wHI wait. '
Senator GoLDWATER. W'ha.t time do you: 'Want to come baei this

afternoon9
The CHAmHAN. 9·:30'p.m.
Senator CtJLVER. I want to observe tIDa.t it is perfectly appropriaoo

in view of the oorl'ferencß to let the other SenaMrs go, but I' will not
be able, for whatever it is worth, to be here tRis'afternoon.

The CHAIRMAN. WeIl, if you need to get baek 00 the conference, I
wouldaccept the courtesy. It is 0.11 right.

Senator ,JACKSON. We will defer. Go ahead: Just have the two of
you~ ahead. Go ahead, J ohn.

The CHAIRMAN. All right.
Senator 0uLVER. 1',here is- plenty of time- this·ntorning, Mr. Chair-

man, if they want to g~ahead and get back to the oonference. .
Senator·JA-oX80N'. We hawe ß,' Senate'floor vote ab '12~ Go ahead.
The CHAIRHAN. They want more tJhen 5 tnintrtes.
senator Sc<Yrr. Mr! Ohairmtm, if nobody on that side wants the

tim,p"e--
The CHAlRIfAN. I lmew )'OU.would be ready.
5enator Culver, I recof(Ilize'yell Tor 10'minutes~
Senator CbLVER~Tha.nk you, MI'. Chainnan.
Mr~ Dumsfeld, in your .jndrment is the United Stams militarily

stro~g today9. , •
)tri~.There isJD.O questlOO but that'We a.re.
8enatör CULVER. I am sorry, I cannot hear. .
Mr. RmrB.PBU>. There- 18 no question; but thBf;1 tne United States is

mllitarilY' stroRg"
Senator CULVER. Are we strong enough: tb dater a nuclear attaek

llp0Dus·'·' .'
The CHAIRMAN. Pardon me~.80~ ofyOti· gentlemen will' hlt~ to

_ the microphone towarci the witmese. Iti must· be a little weak.
S~nator GOLDWATER. I do not think it is working.
The-eHAIRM:&N~Put eother one aVe!" th~, if you will.
Kr. RUHSFELD. 18 this working now' .
Senatol'GOiDWATJiL ~o. It is;not working.
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The CHAIRMAN. Someone on the staff go around there and adjust
them, please, or help him with it.

All right, proceed.
,Mr Ruisiu. Clearly the United States has at this point a sub..

stantial defense capabihty and a credible deterrent. What concerns
me and what concerns others is ñot that we have not thus far had
an effective deterrent, an adequate deterrent which, indeed, we have
but the propects for the future.

Senator CULVER. In your judgment, are we stronger in America mili-
tarily or economically today ? ,.

Mr Rrmxstw., That is a question, of course, that could best be
answered by philosophers.

Senator CtrrviR. Oh, I think they go to the question of the appro-
priate definition of what constitutes national security, do you not?

Mr. ItirirsiLD. The important thing from the standpoint of the
country is that we be strong enough that there be essential equivalence.
Froiit t1t( standpoint of economic health, a single human being who
is uflem)ioyed is facing a very, very difficult situation

Senator CuLvER. I am talking about in a macro sense, the strength
of this society. Do you feel that, relatively speaking, we are stronger
as a Nation militarily or economically in the world?

Mr. RUMSFELD. I would be happy to discuss either individually. It
is the comparing of the two that strikes me as mixing apples and
oranges a bit.

Senator CurvR. I think one of the difficulties that does concern
many of us is that there has been a failure to appreciate an appro-
priate defiuiition of national security which, of course, has to include
necessarily the welfare of our people, the strength of our economic
system and the confidence of our people in our political institutions.
All of those things are as essential in a strong natioùal defense as mili-
tary hardware. And if we have distortions in one area at the expense
of the others, then there is a question of whether, in fact, we have a
balance of credible deterrent in the fullest sense of the word, which I
think is a legitimate concern.

Do you believe that America has to be No. i in all military capabili-
ties, or is it understandable and acceptable, for example, that the
tinited States has superiority in aircraft carriers, and long-range
strategic bombers, while the U.S.S.R. may have a larger land army, and
larger though less advanced missiles?

Mr. Rutsjtu. I have studied the views that were put fórward to
your committee earlier this year in the Department óf Defense's
posture statement, and I find myself in agreement with the comments
set forth there concerning essential equivalence.

I think that it ìs ncpt useful to take, in isolation, a given weapons
system. When one looks at the question of strategic equivalence, one
must look at its broad òomponent parts, the strategic baiance, the
maritime balance, and certainly the balance in Western Europe.

Senator CULvIr4R. So in short, you dó not think that it is essential
that we be number onó in all military capabilities?

Mr. Rusirirw. Inevitably in that mix there are going to be areas
at a given moment where the United States might be ahead or behind.

Senator Curvi.. You do not find that a threatening factor in terms
of our overall strategic postui?
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The CHAIRIKAN. Someone  on the staff go around there and  adjust 
them, p!ease, or help him with it. 

All  right, proceed. 
Mr. Rmtsmm. Clearly the United Statks  has at  this point a sub- 

stantial defense capabihty and a credible deterrent. What concerns 
me and what concerns others is not that we have not thus  far had 
an effective deterrent, an adequate deterrent which, indeed, we have, 
but  the pros ects for  the future. 
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priate dofinition of what constitutes national security, do you  not! 

Mr. RIJMRFELD. The important thing from the standpoint of tho 
conntry is t lmt  wo be strong enough that there be essontial e uivalence. 
B h n k  t h o ,  standpoint of economic health a single human Ling  who 
is anemployc?d is facing a very,  very difficu i t situation 

Senator CIXVER. I am talking about in a macro s0ns0, the strength 
of this socictp. Do you feel that, relatively speaking, we are stronger 
as a Nation militarily or economicallv in  the world 8 

Mr. RUMSFELD. I would be happi to discuss either individually. It 
is the comparing of the two that ,strikes me as mixing apples and - .. oranges a bit. 

Senator CULVER. I think one.  of the difficulties that does concern 
many of us is that there  has been a failure to appreciate an appro- 
priate definition of national security which, of course, has to include 
necessarily the welfare of our people, the strength of our economic 
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of the others, then  there  is a question  of whether, in fact, we have a 
balance of credible deterrent in  the  fullest sense of the word, which I 
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Do you  believe that America has to be No. 1 in  all  military capabili- 
ties, or is it understandable and acceptable, for exam  le, that  the 
United States has su eriority  in aircraft carriers, an$ long-range 
strategic bombers, whi P e the U.S.S.R. may have a larger land army, and 
larger though less advanced missiles 8 

Mr. RIJMBFELD. I have studied the views that were put forward to 
your committee earlier this year in the Department of Defense’s 
posture statement, and I find  myself in a ement with the comments 
set forth there concerning essential uiva ence. 
I think that it is n t useful to ta e, in  isolation, a given weapons 
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Senawr CULVER. So in short, you do not think that it is essential 
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The CHAIRMAN. Someone on the staff go around there Rnd adjust
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~ That is a question, of course, that could best be

answered by philosophers.
Senator CULVER. Oh, I think they go to the question of the appro
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Senator CULVER. I am talking about in a macro sense, the strength

of this soeiety. Do you fool that, relatively spenking, we are stronger
as a Nation nlilitarily or economically in the world ,

Mr. RUMSFELD. I would be happy to discuss either individually. It
ist.he comparing of the two thatstrikes me as mixing apples and
oranges a bit.

Senator CULVER. I think one of the difficulties that does concern
many of us is that there has been a failure to appreciate an appro
priate definition of national security which, of course, has to mclude
necessarily the welfare of our people, the strength of our economic
system and the confidence of our people in our political institutions.
All of those things are as essential In a strons natlorial defense as mili
tary hardware. And if we have distortions In one area at the expense
of the others, then thera is a question of whether, in fact, we have 8
balance of credible deterrent in the fullest sense of the word, which I
think is a legitimate concern.

Do you believe that America has to he No. 1 in a11 military capabili
ties, or is it understandable and acceptable, for example, that the
United States has 8uperiority- in aireraft carriers, and long-range
strategi:c bombers, while the U.S.S.R. may have a larger land army, and
larger though less advanced missiles ,

Mr. RUM:8FELD. I have studied the views that were put forward to
your committee earlier this year in the Department of Defense's
posture statement, and I find myself in agreement with the comments
set forth there concerning essential equivalence.

I think that it is nqt useful to take, in isolation, a given weapons
system. When one looks at the question of strategie equivalence, one
must look at its broad eomponent parts, the strategic bala,nce, the
maritime balance, and ~rtainlythe balance in~estern E~r<!pe. .

Senator CULVER. So In short, you do not think that It 18 essentlai
that we be number one in a11 military capabilities ~

Mr. RIDrISFELD. Inevitably in that mix there are going to be areas
at ft, given moment where the Unite'd States might be ahead or behind.

Senator CULVER. You do not find that a threatening mctor in tenns .
of our overaH strategic postum?
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. Mr. RUMSFELD. I think the overall question is the one that is funda-
mental.

Senator CULVER. Do you believe in the bargaining chip theory, that
we build some weapons in order to negotiath them away ?

Mr. RUMSFELD. That is a question as to past motives on the part of
people. There is no question but that in a negotiation the relative
capabilities become cxcee(lingl y important.

Senator CuLv1n. What I um gttiiìg at is would you pledge as the
Secretary of Defense to propose oiiiy those programs for which there
is a clear military reqnirement, as distinguished from a political value
or possible political val ne?

Mr. RtJMSFELD. The way you have phrased it, I would certainly
agree that the answer is yes, that when one is making proposals from
the standpoint of the Department of 1)efense, there neods to be an
underlying justification from a military standpoint for those
proposal s.

It strikes me, however, that trying to draw a perfectly stiff separa-
tion between what you call political and military consideraf ions in
the course of negotiations is difficuk.

Senator CULVER. Well, are you pledged to àssurc
. Mr. RUMSFELD.And that is not what the real world is like.
Senator CULVER. Are you pledged to assure this committee on this

occasion that you are not going to recommend and ask the country
to support weapon systems in the defense budget for which in your
judgment there is not a clear military requirement?

Mr. RtTMSFELD. There is no question but that proposals I would put
forward us Secretary of Defense would have what I consider to be
a milit&ry requirement. That is not to say that as events unfold, and
given the best of ail worlds, that in a subsequent negotiation with
somebody one element of that, as a result of the circumstances, might
prove not to have been needed because it would, in fact, be something
that would fit within the parameters ôf that negotiation.

Senator CULVER. And Mr. Rumsfeld
Mr. RUMSFELD. So you follow the distinction?
Senator CULVER. Well, we will let the record show it.
Do you share the view previously expressed by Secretary Laird

and Secretary Richardson that the tJnited States should not develop
weapons which can be construed as having a first-strike potential,
such as those with increased yield and accuracy to give them a hard-
target kilT capability ?

Mr. RUMSFELD. I thinkcertainly in a broad sense I would agree with
that. There appears to be no prospect of a first strike capability on
either side, and that is not to say that your capabilities might not
require a weapons system, or a development that might be subject to
some ambiguity as to purpose. I would question whether Secretary
Laird and Secretary Richardson suggested that they would rule out
anything where there was an ambiguity. I would go back to my
earlier comment that it must be based on sound military justification
not something we are really trying to do.

Senator CULVER. As you know, there has been a great deal of debate
concerning our nuclear policy and whether or not there has, in fact,
been significant departures from your traditional posture in this
area. Now, the Defense Department recently admitted that its so-
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Senator CULVER. Do you believe in the bargaining chip theory, that
we build some weapons In order to negotiate thenl away?

Mr. RUM:SFELD. That is a question as to past motives on the part of
people. TEere is no question hut thRt in a negotiation tlhe l'elative
capabilities becomc cx{'eedin~ly important.
. Senator CULVJ~R. 'Vhat I alU getting at is would yon pl('d~ as the
Secretary of Defense to propose only those progr:uns fo!' wlnch there
is a clear military reqnirement, as distinguished fronl a political value
01' possiblc political vn.lne?

Mr. RUMSFELD. The way you have phrased it, I would certainly
agree tliat the answer is yes, that when one is making proI?Osals from
tlic standpoint of the Departuwnt of Defens(l., tlwre l1eoo.s to bc an
underlying justification from a military standpoint for those
proposals.

It strikes me, however, that trpng to draw a pel'fectly stifl' s~pal"a
tion between what you call pohtical and military considerations in
the course of negotiations is difficult.

Senator CULVER. WeIl, are you pledged toassure
MI'. RUMSFELD. And that is not what the real world is like.
Senator CULVER. Are you pledged to assure this committee on this

occasion that you a1'8 not going to recommend and ask the oountry
to support weapon systems in the defense budget for which in your
judgment there is not a clear military requirement ~

Mr. RUMSFELD. There is no question hut that proposals I would put
lorward 11.S Secret.al'Y of Defense would have what I consider to be
a military requirement. That is not to say that 'as events unfold, and
given the best of a;11 worlds, that in a subsequent negotiation with
somebody one element of that, as a 1'8sult of the circumstances, mi~ht
prove not to have been needed because it wOllld, in fact, be something
that wou]d fit within the parameters of that negotiation.

Senator CULVER. And MI'. Rumsfeld-
Mr. RUMSFELD. So you follow the distinction ~
.Senator CULVER. WeIl, we will let the record show it.
Do you share the view previously expressed by Secretary Laird

and Secretal'Y Richardson that the United States should not develop
weapons whieh ean be construed as having a first-strike potential,
such as those with increased yield and accuracy to give them a hard
target kin capability ~

MI'. RUMSFELD. I thinkcertainly in a broad sense I would agree with
tliat. There appears to be no prospect of a first stl'ike capability on
either side, and that is not to say that your capabilities mi~ht not
require a weapons system, 01' a development that mig-ht be subject to
some ambig-uity as to purpose. I would question whether Secretary
Laird and Secretary Richardson suggested that they would rule out
anything where there was an ambiguity. I would go back to my
earlier comment that it must be based on sound milita.ry justifieation
not something we are really trying to do.

Senator CULVER. As you know, there has been a great deal of debate
concernin~ our nuclear policy~ and whether o!" ~ot there has, i.n fac~,
been siwlificant departures from your tradItIonal posture In thlS
area. Now, the Defense Department recently admitted that its 80-
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called limited nuclear exchange involving strategic attack only on
missile and bomber bases could result in up to 22 million American
deaths. Previous estimates by Secretary Schlesinger were as low
as 800,000.

In view of these facts, does it really make any sense. in your judg-
ment, to develop weapons whose main justification is for use in such
limited wars?

, Mr. RUMSFELD. When one discusses that, it is useful to go back and
reflect on the broader comments that have been made concerning the
nuclear retargeting and adjustments that llave taken place in recent
months and years in the tinited States.

The CHAiRMAN. Gentlemen, I hate to interrupt but your time is up.
You iiiay finish tue statement.

Mr. RUMSFELD. I personally subscribe to the approach that has
been put forwar. I think that it does enhance tue deterrent.

Senator (ftrLvEn. Whose approach is that, Secretary Richardson's or
Secretary Laird's, or Secretary Schlesinger's?

Mr. RuMstu. This is something that was under study during
Secretary Laird and Secretary Richardson's time in office. It has been
subsequently announced during Secretary Schlesinger's time in office,
and it involves the subject of nuclear retargeting and providing op-
tions between massive destruction and very limited conventional con-
filet. And I do subscribe to it.

The CHAIRMAN. All right. Thank you gentlemen. Thank you very
much.

The Chair will now call in order those gentlemen who have been
here, and Senator Hart is next. Senator Hart, 10 minutes, please.

Senator HART. Mr. Chairman, I will be more than happy to yield
to Senator Cannon.

Senator CANNON. No.
Senator HART. OK.
Mr. Rumsfeld, there is a great deal of discussion these days, as

there always is in Washington, about reducing Government spending,
Federal spending, and the size of the deficit. But I have noticed that
many people who talk the strongest about the fact that the Government
spends too much money vote consistently for all of the appropriations
that the Defense Department wants.

1)0 OU believe as a philosophical and financial principle that the
Defense Department should be subject to the same kinds o rigid
budget scrutiny and belt tightening that I think this Government is
going to have to undergo in the next few years?

Mr. RUMSFELD. First I would certainly agree that the country has
to establish priorities, and that this process of discussion within the
Congress, as it has been in the executive and legislative branches,
is essentially healthy.

I would secondly agree that the American people and this committee
certainly have a right to expect and insist that the Department of
Defense and the defense establishment be operated and conduct its
business in an efficient and economical way. As I indicated earlier, that
in establishing priorities I believe, and I think others recognize, one
of the most ftndamental things that Government does for its people
is to provide security, that is to say, to assure their freedom. Absent
that, there are not many other things in the Federal budget that are
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going to be very important. One has to look at opposing capabilities in
developmg defense budgets. This is not to say that the problem of
inflation is not important. It is not to say that other demands in the
budget are not important. It is to say that the one I am describing
is fundamentaL

Senator HART. Recognizing the fact that the administration has
requested and the Congress approved expenditures for our defense and
security, which lock us into positions in many respects for years to
come and that, in fact, the 1977 budget process is probably so far along
that a Secretary such as yourself could have very little impact on it,
let me ask you a question about decisions which we will be making in
the next year that will have an impact on future weapons systems
and deployment and bases around the world and so on.

Could you tell us how you see our overseas bases and basing at these
forward point policies, say, in the next 10 years. Do you see any f unda-
mental changes in our posture around the world?

Mr. RUMSIfEU). In having lived through the last 10 years, anyone
who suggested that there would not be changes in the world in the next
lo years obviously would be getting way out on a limb. SVe have to
assume that t1liere will be clutnges in the next 10 yean.

With respect th what our policy ought to be on basing over that
period of time, is something that would require considerable discus-
sion and study within the Department before I would feel comfort-
able commenting on it.

I would say this, from the standpoint of Western Europe, a subject
where I have had obviously a higher degree of involvem&it, given the
mutual and balanced force reduction talks that are taking place, there
is at least a prospect that the Warsaw Pact countries and the NATO
nations will be able to achieve an equal, or preferably higher degree of
stability in that part of the world at lower force levels, and that would
be a wonderful thing. The discussions have been serious. I have no
reason to believe they might not, at some point, be successful.

But, what the pace- will be, I couldn't say. I would think certainly
within that time frame.

Senator HART. Well, Mr. Rumsfeld, based on your experience in
. NATO, what modifications would you make in the NATO structure,
and particularly in force deployments, disposition of nuclear weapons
and so on?

Mr. RuMsw. The subject is one that I have spent a good deal of
time on over a couple of years. I have not, within the most recent year.
There are obviously aspects of it that are classified. I did study the
recommendations that were put forward by the Department in the Feb-
ruary posture stathment. Many of them involved pieces of that puzzle
that I had been working on as an Ambassador to NATO, and I find
myself in very strong agreement with the comments of Secretary
Schlesinger. I think there is certaùily an oiportunity to improve stand-
ardization, commonality, interchangeability. There are obviously op-
portunities with respect to others of the items that you have mentioned.

We should recognize that for the most part, as we deal with our
allies in NATO, it does require consultation, and it does take some
time. But, to the extent that the United States cane develop a position
within our own Government, provide sorne leadership, make good sense
and be reasonably right, my sense of it is that our NATO allies ha're,
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the next year that will have an impact on future weapons systems
and deployment and bases around the world and so on.

Could you tell us how you see our overseas hases and basing at these
forward point policies, say, in the next 10 years. Do you see any funda-
mental changes in our posture around the world W ..

Mr. RU1\fSI!'ELD. In having liv('d through the lust 10 years, anyone
who sug~ested that there woul<! not be changes in the world in the next
10 yenrs ohviollRly would he gett:ing way out. Oll U litnb. We havo to
aSSUßle that there will be clHtng(\S in thc ncxt 10 yenl's.

With resp(\..ct to what our policy oup:ht to be on basing over t.hat
perio<! of time, is sOJnethin~ that would require considerable diRCUS
sion and study within the Department before I would feel comfort
able commentin~on it.

I would say this, from the standpoint of Western Europe, a subjoot
where I have had obviously a higher degree of involvement, given the
mutual and balanced force reduction talks that are taking pl~, there
is at least a prospect that the Warsaw Pact countries and theNATO
nations will be able to achieve an equal, or preferably higher degree of
stability in that part of the world at lower force levels, and that would
be a wonderful thing. The discussions have been serious. I have no
reason to believe they might not, at some point, be successful.

But, what the pace- WIll 00, I couldn't say. I would think oortainly
within that time frame.

Senator HART. WeIl, Mr. Rumsfeld, based on your experience in
. NATO, what modifications would you make in the NATO structure,
and particularly in force deployments, disposition of nuclear weapons
and so on~

Mr. RUMSFELD. The subject is one that I have spent a good deal of '\
time on over a couple of years. I have not, within the most recent year.
There are obviously aspects of it that are classified. I di~ study the
recommendations that were put forward by the Department m the Feb-
ruary posture statement. Many of them involved pieces of that puzzle
that I had been workinl?: on as an ~bassador to NATO, and I find
myself in very strong agreeme~t wlth the co~ment~ of Secretary
Schlesinger. I think there IS certainly an ?;J!portunlty to ImPI'?ve stand
ardization, commonality, interchangea~lhty.There are ObVlOUS!Y op
portunities with respoot 10 others of the Items that you have mentIonoo.

We should recopIize that f!>r the most .part, as ~e deal with our
allies in NATO, l:t does requlre co~sultatl0n, and It does take ~me
time. But, to the extent that the Vn1ted States can. develop 0. posItIon
within our own Government, proVlde ~o~e leadershIp, make~ sense
and be reasonably right, my sense of It 18 that our NATO alhes have,
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ovei a period of time, found their way to moving in the correct di-
rection, and they have made Some strides in recent years.
.

Senator FEART. What would be your attitude about our role in NATO
if Communist influence substantially increased in the southern flank,
and in Spain and Portugal?

Mr. RUMSFELD. A different way to phrase that question might be
what would be the role of any country with respect to NATO ex-
periencing a degree of Communist involvement in their governments.
There is no question but that the purpose of NATO is the defense of
Western Europe, and the defense of Western Europe is not a defense
against itself, but rather a defense from the East. It strikes me that the
comments that have been made by senior officials of our Governmeit
in recent years, as the question you are posing has been raised, are
statements that I agree with. There is a high degree of incompatibility
between an involvement in NATO and a government that has a degree
of Communist representation.

Senator HART. Does that mean we withdraw, or we push them out?
Mr. RUMSFELD. It is not useful to talk in terms of unilateral action

when one is thinlnng of NATO or discussing NATO. That is a
question where we would contribute our views within NATO, we would
talk to our allies, and consult and attempt to see that that very valuable
alliance continues. Needless to say, it requires our involvement, and I
cannot conceive of a situation in the period immediately ahead where
the circumstances of the world, or the circumstances of Western Eu-
rope would be such that it would be in our interest or in a majority
of our allies' interest to mOdify that allia'hce. It is a very valuable
institution.

Senator HART. Another area, Mr. Rumsfeld, if we strongly believe
or perceived that your predecessor had pursued a policy in the De-
fense Department which would leave open an option of first use of
nuclear weapons in a tactical or strategic situation in defending West-
em Europe, would you favor that policy or a use of it?

The CHAIRMAN. Gentleman, excuse me. You have an additional
minute.

Mr. Ruisr'w. Should I respond ?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes. Go ahead and answer.
Mr. RTJMSFELD. It is useful in responding to that question to draw

the distinction which I did earlier between first to strike and first use.
No administration, since the advent of nuclear weapons, no U.S.
administration has ruled out the possib1e first use of nuclear weapons.
In a situation, for example, in a European environment, one can
set forth a circumstance where the conventional capability was in-
sufficient to deter or to defend against a massive assault across the
Warsaw Pact line, and where it might be desirable for the United
States and NATO not to have ruled out a first use of nucleár weapons.
That is part of the NATO doctrine. That it clearly enhances the de-
terrent across the spectrum with respect to Western Europe. The
NkTO policy is not something I would want to modify in that regard.

Senator HART. Is my time up, Mr. Chairman ?
The CHAIRMAN. Do you have one question that is short ?
Senator H&ir. Some of us are interested in whether there is a bg

power race getting underway in the Indian Ocean. Do ou have any
particular feeling about whether we should discuss that issue with the
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Soviet Union before we proceed on the assumption that such a race
is inevitable?

Mr. RUMSFELD. That is riot a subject that I have been personally
dealing with. I have followed the debate in the press, and I have fol-
lowed the various amendments that have been offered. I do not know
what the legislative status is.

But, beyond being generally familiar with what the situation is, I
do not thiiik I could add anything.

Senator HART. This would be something you would be willing to
talk to this committee and other Members of the Congress about as
Secretary?

Mr. RtTMSFELD. I certainly would be willing to talk to this commit-
tee about any of the subjects that fall within the jurisdiction of the
Secretary.

The CHAIRMAN. Speak a little louder, please.
Mr. RUMSFELD. Is it falling down again?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Mr. RuMsw. Yes, sir. I will speak louder.
Plie CJrAiaicAN. All right, gentlemen, I think the time is up and he

has answered your question.
Senator Leahy.
Senator LEAJIT. As I indicated before, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate

your doing this, and I assume that Senator Cannon and Senator
Jackson have no objections.

I might mention as known to those who have been here on some
occasions, my senior collefgue from Arizona, Mr. Goldwater, and I
sometimes disagree. But I do agree very much with the statement this
morning regarding Secretary Schlesinger. I have always felt that Jim
Scthlesinger was an excellent Secretary of Defense, and it is absolutely
no reflection on you, Mr. Rumsfeld, but I for one hate to see him go.

I do also, though, give you high credit for answering with a straight
face Senator Stennis' question of whether in advancing to Secretary
of Defense it indicates any kind of a political intent on your part.

But, on a more serious level, we have discussed nuclear war here, and
the question of first strike and the ability there. I would like to ask
you about the concept of a limited nuclear war, something that we
have heard a greats deal about, especially within the last few months.
Do you believe in the concept of a limited nuclear war?

Mr. RtTMSFELD. I believe, as I indicated, in the views that have been
set forth by the. U.S. Government in the last year or two, that it is
(lesirable for a Presid'nt of the United States tO have a range of op-
tions : that is to say, options between no response and a massive destruc-
tion. That does enhance the deterrent. That is a sound concept, and it
lias been exceedingly well articulated by Secretary Schlesinger.

Senator IHY. But do you feel that it is actually possible to have a
limited nuclear war ? I understand your answer on having the various
options, and I think that we all understand the option, that we do not
want to have to go, to have to go immediately from a conventional to

. an all-out. strategic nuclear war. But do you yourself believe that a
limited nuclear war is possible ?

Mr. RUMSFELD. In other words, the question is do I thmk it is. within
the realm of possibility that in the event there were a conflict, and the
United States wished to avoid the massive destruction option, which it
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do not think I oould udd anything.

Senator HART. This would be something you would be willing to
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MI'. RUMSFELD. I eertainly would he willing to talk to this commit
tee about any of the suhjects that fall within the jurisdietiol1 of the
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The CIIAIRHAN. All rilrht, ,g-entlc'mpll, I think the time is up and he
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your doing this, and I assume that Senator Cannon and Senator
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I might mention as known to those who have been here on some
occasions, my senior colle~gue from Arizona, Mr. Goldwater, and I
sornetirnes disagree. But I do agree very much with the stateluent this
Inorning regarding Secretary Schlesinger. I have always feIt that Jim
S(jhle.."inger was an excellent Secretary of Defense, and it is absolutely
no reflection on you, MI'. Rumsfeld, hut I for one hate to see hirn go.

I do also, though, give you high eredit for answering with a straight
fR.Ce Senator Stennis' question of whether in advaneing to Secretary
of Defense it indicates any kind of a politieal intent on your 'Part.

But, on a more serious level, we have discussed nuclear war here, and
the question of first strike and the ability there. I would like to ask
youabout the coneept of a limited nuc1ear war, something that we
have heard a great deal abont, especially within the last few months.
Do you believe in the concept of a limited nuc1ear war ~
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S{l~.S. Government in the last year 01' two, that it is
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would, that it might be called upon to select one of those options in
between, do I think that is within the realm of possibility?

Senator LEAl-Ir. Yes.
Mr. RtIMSFEI4D. T think it has to be considered within the realm of

possl1)lllty., or one would not adopt the nuclear retargttiug strategy
that the U.S. Governiiient has adopted.

Senator LEA1EY. Do you feci that we (OU1d contain a limited nuclear
war?

The CIIAIRiEAN. Pardon me, could w1ìat
Senator LEAJIY. Could we contain a limited nuclear war? In other

words, could you give me a scenario on how you think such a ar
might end, without its going into a strategic nuclear war?

Mr. RUMSFELD. I have not had an opportunity to discuss this with
the officials within the Department of Defense during the period since
my nomination.

I would say this. There is no question that one of the goals, regard-
less of the level a conflict might evolve to, would be to reestablish
deterrent. That re)o1Ì(ls to your question in a sense. From the NATO
standpoint, W1He I hìave been involved, there is no question but that
one of the CICIÌÌ(9itS in any scenario that might be developed, is to at-
tempt to reestal)l ish deterrents.

Senator LE.IIY. Well, when you speak of NATO, there have been
many public figures given in the press on the number of nuclear weap-
ons in the NATO countries, and it ranges anywhere up to 7,500, some-
where in there. Is it necessary to keep all of these weapons?

..
Mr. IRUMSFELD. There are a variety of qiestions 'that arise with re-

spect to theater nuclear forces in Western Europe, and they are not
sel)aral)le in titany respects. That is to say, many of them are related.

Senator LEAIIY. Perhaps I could bring it down a little bit. closer for
you. We have weapons. again using the comments that have been
made in the public press, ranging everywhere from nuclear artillery
shells to missile firing submarine sitting within the range of Western
Europe.

Mr. RUMSFELD. I was referrmg to theater
Senator Tu-iy. Yes. but well, we do have those weapons. And

Secretary Schlesinger made a comment that in the event of the con-
si(Ieration of tite tise of nuclear weapons in Western Europe that he
might prefer to use these strategic nuclear weapons, firing say from
a submarine or something like that. The point that I am bringing
up is, in a limited iiiiclear war is there anybody on the other side who
is going to sit there with a little checkboard or whatever and say well,
this is a tactical nuclear weapon and this is a tactical nuclear war and,
therefore, we do iìot trigger it up into the further strategic nuclear
warfare?

Mr. RUMSFELD. I am not in a position to answer as to somebody
sitting on the other side.

Senator LEAnY. But we at least consider their reactions, don't we?
Mr. RTJMSFELD. Absolutely. One does in that one of the aspects

wòuld tbe to see that we attempt to establish deterents at lower levels
of conflict.

In answer to your previous question, the questions involving, and
I am a little bit at a disadvantage here having not dealt with this
for the past year, I am not quite sure what is classified and what is
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not, and I realize that this is an open meeting and therefore, I will be
careful in my words

Senator LEAHY. Well, assuming -

Mr. RtTMSFEL». Therc are issues involving numbers of tactitL1 nu-
clear weapons. There ar issues involving security. There are issues
involving the possible inodernization of those weapons. There are is-
SuCS mvolvmg the degree of classification of information about them.
As Ambassador to NATO, I was involved in those questions. I know
Secretary Schlesinger has interested himself personnally in those ques-
tions. J know that they are of great interest to our allies in NATO and
that the Secretary has, on occasion, discussed various of those prob-
leins with them. Certainly, if confirmed I would interest myself in
those questions equally.

Senator LEAIIY. Well, T think, Mr. Chairmai, I may have to follow
up wit.h SOIflC WFitt(91 questions

Tue CLrA1RirAN. :Al1 right, Senator.
Senator JaEAIIY I(tÌti1IUi1Ìg I Tf 1)e more sl)(ific on this and then

we can decido %V)1(11Ì(I it. slli)uhl or should not be classified. T lia'e a
real concerii alX)Ut t 1n lIllflLbCr of iiiiclear weapons we have there. IVe
have varying degiees of security, as you Said, and the questions are of
them falling into unfriendly hands, if there was a conventional war,
the problem of being overrun, what happens if a terrorist group gets
them, and so forth, and I suppose you share the same concerns.

One last question. What do you see as a general range of the defense
budgets for the next 5 years ? I have heard something about fiscal
year 1980 we may be up to $150 billion or $148 billion for defense
spending. Do you see it that way?

Mr. Ruitsw. I have reviewed the projections that have been put
forward, and I am not in a position at this stage to challenge those
projections. There are so many variables, rates of inflation that we
have experienced, the question as to the trends vis-a-vis the Soviet
Union, what the economy, what technological changes might occur. It
would not be useful for me to second-guess those projections, a prod-
net of all those people, and having not had an opportunity to visit
with them about this.

Senator LEATIY. You will review them, however?
Mr. RtTMSFELD. Oh, indeed I will.
Senator LEAJIY. riihfll you.
The CHAIRMAN. Gentlemen, we certainly thank you.
SenatorIiiAiiy. I wli lì;ve other questms to iibmit for the recrd.*
The Ci1AnMAN. All iiglit. Without. ohjctìon, the Senator will be

permitted and in fact invited to submit brief questions. And whether
or not the questions and answers are classified or not will be deter-
mined. And we will dispose of it acordnig1y.

According to my recolletion, this brings us now to Senator Jackson.
Senator Towzi. Mr. Chairman, I think Senator Scott is next.
The CHAIRMAN. I announced that I would just have to take them as

they came in, and Senator Jackson and Senator Cannon were here
ahead of Senator Scott ; is that correct.?

Senator JACKSON. I think Senator Scott was here ahead of us.
The Qiwxc&w. Excuse me. Excuse me. Well, that changes the sit-

uation. I am sorry, Senator Scott. I was told by staff who was keeping
up with it that you followed them. Thank you. Glad to recognize you.

See questions with answers, p. 70.
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not, and I realize that this is an open meetinO' and therefore, I will be
careful in my words 0

Senator LEAHY. WeIl, assuming-
Mr. RUMSFELl>. Therß are issues involving numhcl's of tactienl l1U

?lear ,:"eapons. Th~re are issu~s i~lvolving security. Thcrc arc issucs
Invo}Ylng t~le posslble lllO<.lcrnlzahon of those wcapons. Thore are is
sues InvolvlJl~ the dCg'rc"c of classi~cationO! inforlnatiol1. about them.
As Antbas.~aClor0 NA'IO., I was lnv?lved In those questIons. I know
~ecretary SchleSll1gcr has lnterested. hlmself personn~llyin those ques
hons. I know that they are of gl'eat 111terest to onr alhes in NATO and
that the Secretary has, Oll occasion, discussed various of those prob
letns with them. Certainly, if confirIned I would interest myself in
those questions equally.

Senator Ll'jAHY. Wen, I think, ~Ir. Chairman, I may have to follow
up with SOlllC writtpll questions--

The CnAIRMAN. All rj~ht, Senator.
Senator LI-:A TlY reontinuillg I.-'rn be more Sl)(\('itic on this. aud t lwn

we can dcei<1o wlwt }IPJ· it should or should not h(' clnssi Hed. T hn VH n
real concern nhout. tIm 1l1llllOCl' of lluclear weapolls we hnvo t.}Wl'l'. ~re
have varying degrees oI sl'(·ul'it.y, as von said, allel the qllestiolls are of
them falling into unfricndly hands;if there was a convcntional war,
the problem of being overrun, what happens if a terrorist group gets
them, and so forth, ana I suppose you share the same concerns.

One last question. '\Vhat do YOll see as a general range of the defense
budgets for the next 5 years ~ I have heard something about fiscal
year 1980 we may be up to $150 billion or $148 billion for defense
spending. Do you see it that way?

Mr. RU.MBFELD. I have reviewed the projections that have been put
forward, and I am not in a position at this stage to challenge tliose
projections. There are so many variables, rates of inflation that we
have experienced, the question as to the trends vis-a-vis the Soviet
Union, what the e,conomy, what technological changes might occur. It
would not be useful for me to seeond-guess those projections, a prod
uct of aH those people; and having not had an opportunity to visit
with them a;bout this.

Senator I~EAHY.YOll will review theIn, however ~

Mr. RUHSFELD. Oh, indced I will.
Senator LEAJIY. Thank you.
Thc CHAIRMAN. Ol'nt,lemen, wc certainly thank you.
Senator I~Any. I will have otlH'l' qUPStiollS to ~l1hmjt for the record.*
The CIIAmxAN. All ri~ht. 'Vithont. objection, the Senator will be

permitted and in fact invitcd to suhmit Lrief questions. A.nd whcther
or not the questions and answel'S are classified or not will be deter
mined. And we will dispos(' of it Hr·cordillgly.
Accordin~ to my recollection, this hring'S us now to Senator J ackson.
Senator TOWER. lire Chairman, I think Senator Scott is next.
The CHAmHAN. I annonneed that I would just have to take them as

they came in, and Senator J aekson and Senator Cannon were here
ahead of Senator Scott; is that correct ?

Senator JACKSON. I think Senator Scott was here ahead of uso
The ClIAIRlIAN. Excuse me. Excuse roe. WeH, that changes the sit

uation. I am sorry, Senator Scott. I was told by staft' who was ~eeping
up with it that you followed them. Thank you. Glad to recOgnlze you.

·See QUestlOD8 wltb aD8wer8, p. 70.
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Senator Sco'IT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Let me add my welcome, Mr. Rumsfeld, to your presence. I do not

believe our mikes are workiiìg, so I will try to speak up a little louder
now.

You have been recommended to replace Secretary Schlesinger and
I wonder just what are the principal differences in your views and that
of the man that you are being nominated to replace?

Mr. RUMSFELD. Senator, as Ambassador to NATO, I worked with
Secretary Schlesinger after he became Secretary and I respect him,
admire his ability, aiid value his friendship. I know of no major policy
differences.

Senator Scovi'. You have no major changes that you contemplate
within the 1)epartrnent of Defense that is contrary to those that vere
the policies of Secretary Schlesinger?

Mr. R1mrsii4D. That is the iinport of niy response.
Senator S(YJ'J'. Now, what, if any, nmisuses do you see in Í he \irmeri-

can policy of dt1 ente with the Soviet TTfljofl?
Mr. RITi1srii. Woii1d you repeat that question ?
Seiiator Scorr. \Vliat.. if any, miSuses do you see in the Amnericniì

1)OliCy of L(t4Imte vitIi tue Soviet JTiìiojì ? I)o you see aimy diflicimities, is
(l(te11te working iii the l)est. interest of the u.S. Govermiment ? 1Vlìtt
changes would you contemplate in this overall policy of dótente?

Mr. RUMSFELD. I see. I commented at sorne length on this subject.
r WOU1(1 summarize my response by saying that dótente, to me, is not
a state or a circumstance. It is a process and, as we view it, it means
the relaxation of tension, or an effort to relax tensions. One does not
have a relaxation of tension unless there is tension and indeed there is.

Senator Scori'. I understand that before I did come in that you did
talk at length about that.

:i'1i. RTTMSFELD. Yes, sir.
Senator Scorr. But (lo you have tiny, just to narrow it a bit, do you

have any concern about the way détente is working ? Is it really a
one-way street, or do you consider it in the mutual interest of our
country and Russia ?

Mr. RITMSFELD. \r(.)1 ObViOUSlY. certainly a relationship between the
United States and time Soviet Unioiì must not be a one-way street.

Senator Scovi'. Well, has it l)ecfl working against the interests of
0111e own country, in your opinion ?

Mr. R[TMSFELD. In my view. it is our interests to vigorously seek out
areas where conceivably tue United States and the Soviet Union might
agree. That is to say, our interests might coincide.

Senator Scorr. But I am asking your opinioni and you have been at
the White House, and you have been Ambassador to NATO ; in your
opinioni has this been working in the best interests of the 158. Goy-
ernment ? You have been close to this.

Mr. RUMSFELD. When one says this, I think
Senator Scovi'. Now, I would say to you that in your answer, I

have already indicated a friendship towtird your nomination, but if
your answer is in any way evasive I will consider changing my mind
on voting for your confirmation. So I would like your opinion.

Has d&ente, in your opinion, been working in the best interests of
the U.S. Government? If you can answer that directly, I would ap-
preciate it.

. 
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Senator ScoTr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
~t me add. my welcome,. Mr. Rum~feld, to your presence. I do not

beheve our mlkes are worlnng, so I wIll try to speak up a little louder
now.

You haye been re(,Olnnlend~d .to re~lace Secr~tary Scl~lesinger and
I wonder lust what are th~ prIncI~aldIfferences In your Vlews und that
of thc m-an that you are beIng nomInated to replace ~

MI'. ·RU1d:SFELD. Senator, as Ambassador to NATO I worked with
Secr~tarJ: Sc~l~singcr after h~ ~e~ame ~ecretary and I respect hiIn,
a~ll·e Ins abIhty, und value Ins fnendshlp. I know of 110 lllajor policy
dI1ferences.

.Se~ntor SC()'J"". You have no Inajor ehallgcs tImt YOll contcmplate
wlthln .t~e I)cl~artmcntof Dcf~nse that is contrary 1,0 thosc tlmt werc
the pohcws of Sccretary Schleslnger?

MI'. RUJ\Hwm'.!'. TImt is thc i Ill)-)()rt of Jny rpsponse.
Senator SCOi'T. NOW, what, if :my, nÜsnsps do yon S(~C in t hc Ameri

ean policy of d~tl'llt(' with the So\'iet lTnion?
MI'. Rl.T1\UWl'~LJ). "'ould you rppeat that qncstion ?
Renato}' RCOTT. ,rlmt, if auy, misnses do YOll sec ill tlH' AlllPricHll

policy of det.('llte with tlie Sovict lTuioH ~ })o VOll SPO nny tlifJiclllties, is
<l6tente working in the best intprest of thc lr.S. GO\'l~i'llmpnt? 'Vhat
chang'()s would yon contpnlp]nte in this overall poliey of detente ~

MI'. RU1{SFELD. I sec. I commputcd at some length on this subject.
r wouf('[ sUHlmarize my response by saying that detente, to me, is not
astate 01' a circnmstance. 1t is a process and, as we view it, it means
the relaxation of tension, 01' an effort to relax tensions. One does not
have a relaxation of tension unless the1'e is tension and indeed the1'e iso

Senator SCOT'l'. I understand that hefore I did come in that you did
talk at length abollt that.
~)"'es,sir.

Senator SCOTr. Hut do you haTe any, just to nar1'ow it a bit, do you
have any concern about the way detente is working~ 1s it really a
one-way street, 01' do you consi<lcr it in the mutual interest of our
eountl'Y and Russin ~ .

Mr. I~l.TMSFELD. vV('ll, ohviol1s1~~ ~ cprtainly a relationship between the
Uni t(\(1 Stat<~s and the Soviet UJl iOll Hll1st not be a one-way street.

Senator SCOT'!'. 'Vell, has it hppn working against the interests of
0111' OWll eountry, in YOllr opinioll?

Mr. UnMSFJ<:LD. In my view. it is our interests to vigorously scek out
areas where conceivablv thc lTnit(\d States and the Soviet Union might
agree. TImt is to say, mir interpsts Inig-ht coi!lc.ide.

Senator SCOTT. Hut I um usking your opUllon. and yon have .been at
the White House, and you have been ..AJnba.ssador to NATO ~ In your
opinion, has this been working- in the best Interests of the D.S. Gov
e1'nment ~ You have been elose to this.

MI'. RUl\ISI!'ELD. When one says this, 1think--
Senator SCOTf. Now, I would ~ay to you that in y~ur.answer, .1

have already indicated a frien\lshIp to.ward ~our nonlIll:atIon, bu~ If
your answer is in any way ev~sIve, I WIll consld.er changIng. II!-y mlnd
on voting for your confirmatIon. So I wo~I1d ~lke your 0plnl0n.

Has detente in your opinion, been worklng In the best Interests of
the U.S. Gove'rnment~1f you can answer that directly, I would ap-
1>reciate it.
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Mr. RUMSFELD. Sure. There is no question but that it has been in our
interests to seek areas where our interests converge. What concerns me
about the period we have gone through is whatand again, maybe the
best thing to do in view of your last comment, is to go ahead and be
more fulsome in my comments. rather than to try to avoid some of the
thinís that we taked about earlier.

The dangcr T see, and it is a real one, it is twofold. The fact that the
Soviet Union has a system and beliefs that are fundamentally different
from ours.

Senator SCOTT. Now Mr. Thirnsfeld, I have, asked you a very simp'e
question. In your opinion. has dtt'nte been working in the best inter-
ests of the Government. of the. ITnited States. Now, I think you can
answer this without all of this beatinE around the bush.

In your opinion, you could 1ven give me a "Yes" or "No" answer if
you saw fit.

Mr. RUMSFELID. I Will be hfl1)l)V to answer it, but I would
prefer to answer it this way, and tlìeii I will be happy to answer an
additional question.

But, the first part, substanfativoly, yes.
Senator Scorr. Thank yoi.
Mr. Rtmtsriu. In terms
The ti-iAIRMAN. He should be allowed to make an explanation I

think, Senator.
Mr. RtTMSFELD. T would like to answer the second parte. one cannot

just look at a specific agreement, that is to say, Is the ABM agree-
ment in our interest or not in our interest. One has to look at the
broader concept. The danrer T see is that throuhout these discussions
and neotiations, given insistence on the part of the United States that
it not be a one-way street, the danger is that the American people and
the people in other free countries will assume that there are not funda-
mental differences between our systems, will assume that, in fact,
because there bas been relative stability, there need not be vigilnnce,
and will assume, therefore. there is not a need for defense capability.
In fact, the only reason that you are able to sit down and have discus-
sions as to whether or not von an find an area of agreement, for ex-
amnie, with respect to SAT4T or MBFR is because of that capability.

Senator Scorr. All right., t1iats enough I think. Mr. Chairman.
Can von be your own man at tuìe Department of Defense regardless

of the Secretary of Statc
Mr. RtTMSFELD. Absolutely.
Senator Scorr.'Yoii can work with him as a coequal
Mr. RrMsru. There is no question but that the President. in vis ii--

ing with me about this assignment as recently as yesterday, has indi-
cated that is exactly the situation, that with respect to the matters of
interest to the Deparment of Defense, he will, ut fact, expect me to, and
i shall fully represent the Department and my views in the councils
of rovernmnt.

Senator Sco'rr. Now, Mr. Rumsfeld. a few minutes ao somebody
brought up the question of noncontrollables. This may have been in
your own testimony. Now, I do not look on that as a fictio, but some-
what of an excuse for not making changes. Are you willing to search
for cuts that can be made in the Department of Defense that would
not jeopardize our security, perhaps personnel related costs, so that

,
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Mr. RUM~FEI~D.Sure. There is DO question hut that it has beeD in our
interests to seefireas where our interests converge. What concerns me
about t~e period ~e ~ave g'One through is what-and a~ain,maybe the
best thln~ to ~o In VIeW of your last comment, is to go ahead and be
m?re fn1sol110 In Iny c,Olumcnts. rather than to try to avoid sorne of the
thln~ t,hat wc talked abollt enrlier.

The dang-Cl' I see, and it is a ren1 one" it is twofold. Thc fact that the
Soviet Irnion has a system und beIiefs that are fundamentally different
fromours.

Senator Rco'fT. Now. ~{r. Rllmsfeld, I have asked vou a very simple
ql1estion. In vonT' opinion, has <1Ptcllte twen working' in t.he best intcr
ests of th~ G?VCMlln(mt of .tllC' lT.nit.~d Stntp,s. Now, I think yon can
answer thlA wlthont. o.H o-f thH1 heat Ine- nround the bl1sh.

In Y011r opinioJl, YOll ('ould (wen ~ive me a "Yes" or "No" answer if
Y011 saw fi t.

Mr. RUM~t~F.r.n. 'Vell, I will hc happy to answer it, hnt. I would
prefer to answpl' it t.his wa.y, and thon I will hc happy to answel' nn
~dditional f(lwstion. .

But, the first part,~ sllbst.nl\t~tiv('ly,yes.
Senator SCOTT. Thnnk yon.
Mr. RUMSFELD. In termss---
TEe CHAIRMAN. He should be allowed to make nn explanation I

think, Senator.
Mr. RUHSFELD. I would like, to answer the second part. ODe cannot

just look at a specific a~reement, that is to say, Ts the ABM a~e
.ment in our inter~st or not in our interest. One has to look at the
broader c,oncept. The dan~prT see is that throue-hout these discussions
and nee-otiatlons, given insistence on the part of the United Stat,(~s that
it not be a one-wo.y street, the danger is that the American people and
the people in other free countries will assurne that t'here are not funda
mental differences between our svst.ems, will assurne that, in fact,
because there has been relative stubility, there need not be vig'ilance,
a,nd will assurne, therefore. there js not a need for defense capability.
In fact, the only reason tuat von are ahle to sit down and have discus
sionR as to whether or not von (':nn find an area of a~reement, for ex
amnle, with respect t.o ~AIJT or l\fRFR, is because of that capahility.

Rennt.or ~kOTT. All right, that's enough I think. ~fr. Ohairman.
ean von he yonr own man at thc Department of J)efense regardlcss

of the Secretary of State1
Mr. R,TT~f8FELD•.A.bsolntelv.
Renntor S(,'()'IT. YOll enn work with hirn as a coequal ~
Mr. RUMSFELD. There is no question hut that the President.. in visit

in~ wit.h me a'6öüt this assignment as recently as yesterdtty, has indi
cated that is exactly the situation, that with respect to the matters of
int.erest to the, Deparment of Defense, he \vill, in fact, expect me to, and
I shall fully represent the Department and my views in the councils
of ~vernment.

Senator SCOTT. Now, Mr. Rumsfeld. a few minutes a~o somebody
hroug:ht up the question of noncontrollables. This mny have been in
your own testimony. Now, I do not look on that as a fic:ti?n~ but some
what of an excuse for not makin~ changes. Are yon wl1hn~ to search
for cuts that ean' be made in the Department of Defense that would
not jeopardize our security, perhaps personnel related costs" so that
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we could still have the adequate hardware that we need, that we would
have the necessary funds for research and development. Are you will-
ing to make a search?

Mr. RuMsiw. Absolutely. The context of the phrase uncontroll-
ables came up with respect to nondefense expenditures in the earlier
part of this discussion. But, I fully agree that the Department, any
Secretary must very aggressively try to find such areas.

Sentor Scorr. As I understand the phrase "noiicontrollables," it
means that without changing the law and yet

Mr. RtJ-MSFELD. That's correct.
Senator Scorr. Yet, we in the Congress are constantly confronted

with extending the law, or making changes. And would you be willing
to make recommendations to the Congress of your thoughts as to how
we might change, so that we would have tue necessary funds for
(1efense ?

Mr. RuM5FEI,D. Absolutely. And I believe that tli question as to
\VTieth(I 01 iiot t1uy fit into tIÌP earlier descriptious of co]ItI'ohInl)le or
uncontrollable is irrelevant. Uno has to come forward with a budget
that makes sense.

Senator Scyr'r. Now, one exanhl)le of this, I understand that. IO
years ago that only about 3 percent of tite defense outlay went for
military retirement. Today, roughly 7 percent goes for military retire-
ment, and we have an unfunded liability of roughly $150 billion in
this field. Are you willing to check this matter out and to see if some-
thing can be done to be fair to the. military personnel, but still not
put an undue burden on the Government and limit our ability to
wage war?

Mr. RUMSFELD. There is a wide variety of views as to what that
mortgage is between now and the end of the century. T quite agree
with you that it is an area that requires the attention of the committee
and certainly my attention.

Sentor Scorr. Well, I have been told that there are now i million
retirees on the rolls, and by the year 2000, and we are only talking
about 5 years from now, there will be more than 2 mi1lion more
thaii double that within a very short period of time. It seems a legiti
mate reason for coneern.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The (iiAi1urN. Thank you, Senator. Thank you very much.
Gentktnci, ac(ording to niv recollection now it is Senator Jackson.
Senator JA(IcSON. T will divi(le my 10 minutes with Senator Cairnon.

I will go 5 and then we can alteriiate back and forth and divide ou!
20 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. OK. Proceed.
Senator JACKsoN. Mr. Rumsfield. I believe the chairman and others

have asked about your commitment to serve, and I waiit to nail that
down very carefully. Do I understand that you will serve through the
balance of this administrat.ion that you will not quit for another po-
litical position, assuming the President does not take steps to remove
you, of course?

Mr. RuMsFw. As I indicated, I recognize the importance of the
leadership within a department of this size, and there is no question
that I would serve at the pleasure of the President.

Senator JACKSON. We understand that. That is not my question.
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we could still have the adequate hardware that we need, that we would 
have the necessary funds for research and development. Are you will- 
in  to make  a  search ? 

%r. R U M B F E ~ .  Absolutely. The context of the phrase uncontroll- 
ables came up with respect to nondefense expenditures in t,lm earlier 

art of this discussion. But., I fully agree that  the Department., any 
gecretary must very  aggressively try  to find  such  areas. 

Sentor Sam.  As I understand the phrase “no11co11trolla~les,‘) it 
means that without changing  the law and yet- 

Mr. Rummm. That’s correct. 
Senator SCOTT. Yet, we in  the Congress are constantly confronted 

m with  extending the law, or making changes. And would  you be willing 
to make  rwommendations to the Congress of your thoughts as t.0 how 
we migllt change, so tlmt we would  ]lave  &e  necessary funds for 
(l(!fsnsc? ? 

t Mr. I-hrMsxwm. Absolnt.c.ly. And I belie.vs that tho question ns to 
wvhthcr. or 1106 t,llry fit i1lt.o i l ~  earlier descript.ious of co1~troll:t~l~1~~ or 
u~lco~ltrolIt~blc, is irrc?levnllt. 0 1 1 0  IULS to como forwurd with n Llldget 
that, nltzkos smso. 

Senat.or* SC:CVIY-. Now, one c x t m p h  of this, I undemtnnd that# 10 
years ago that only about tf pcrccnt, of the defense  outlrty went for 
military mtiremeut. Today, roughly 7 percent goes for milit,nry retire- 
ment, and we have an unfunded liability of roughly $150 billion in 
this field. Are you willing to check this  matter  out  and to see if some- 
thing can be done to ‘be fair  to  the  military personnel,  .but still not 
put an undue burden on the Government and limit our, ability to 
wage war? 

Mr. RUMSFELD. There is <z wide variety of views as to what that 
mortgage is between  now mcl  t,he end of the century. I quite agree 
with you  thalt it is an area that requires the attention of the committee 
and  certainly my attention. 

Sentor Scorn. Well, I have been told that there are now 1 million 
retirees on the rolls, and by the year 2000, and we are only talking 
about 25 years from-now,  there mill be more than 2 million, more 
than double that Within a k r y  short period of time. It, seems a legiti- 
mate reason for concern. 

Thank y011, Mr. Chnirman. 
The C r z m w r m .  Tl~ank  yo^, Senator. Thank yon very much. 
Gcntlc?rncsn, according. to l l lv  ~*ec.ollection now Ct, is Scnn.tor  *Jackson 
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I will go 5 aud then MY? ctm ttltcrnnte  back and for*t.ll and divide 0111 
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have asked about your commitment to serve, and I want to nail t.hat 
down very carefuliy. Do I understand that you will  serve through  the 
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we could still have the adequate hardware that we need, that we would
have the necessary funds for research and development. Are you will
ing to mue a search ~

MI'. RUMSFELD. Absolutely. The context of the phrase uucontroll
a@es came np with respect to nondefense expenditur~s in the earlier
part of this discussion. Hut, I fully agree that the DepartInent, aJlY
Secretary must very aggressively try to find such areas.

Sentor SCOTT. As I uuderstand the phrase "noncontrollables;' it
means that without changillg the 10.wand yet--

MI'. RUl\'ISFELD. That's correct.
Senator SCOTT. Yet, we in the Congress are constantly confronted

with extending the 10.W, 01' making changes. And would you be willillg
to make reeonlmendations to the Congress of your thouo'hts as to how
we mi~ht change, so tImt we would have the necess~ry funds for
defenS(" '~

Mr. HUMSII']';LD. Absohlt,t>ly. And I believe that tlw question as to
wlwther ()l' }Iot the'y fit into tIm earlier descriptiolls of cOlltrollahlt~ 01'
uncontr·olJu.ble is iL·r(~levnllt. Ono hlls to corno forwnrd with a umlget
tImt mak(~s sense.

Senn/tor' SC(Yl"l'. Now, Olle C'xnmpl(" of this, I undel'stn.nd that. 10
years ngo that only about a pCl'Cellt of the defense outlny w~nt for
military retiremellt. Today, ronghly 7 percent goes for military retil'P
ment, and we have an unfunded liability of roughly $150 billion in
this field. Are you winin~ to check this matter out and to see if some~

thin~ can be done to be fair to the military personnel, hut still not
put an undue hurden on the Government and limit our ability to
wage wa1'~ .

M1'. RUMSFELD. There is a wide variety of views as to what that
mortgage is 6etween now and the end of the century. I quite agree
with you that it is an area that requires the attention of the committee
anel certainly my attention.

Sentor SCOTT. 'Vell, I have been told that there are now 1 million
retirees on the roBs, anel by the yenr 2000, and \Ve are only talking
about 25 years from -now, there will be more than 2 million, more
than double that withill a ~yery short period of time. 1t seems a legiti.
mat.e reason for con~ern.

Thank yOB,!fr. Chairman.
Thc CUAJRl\'L\N. Thank yon, Senator. Thank yon very mneh.
Ocntlmm>n, aceording- to lnv l'eeol1ection now it is Rcnator .Tap,kAon
Senator.TAC1{SON. I will divi<1f~ my 10 rninutes with Senatol' Cannon.

I will go 5 alld thon W(~ cun alternate back and TOl'th and divide out
20 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. OIr. Proceed.
Senator JACKSON. Mr. Rnmsfield, I believe the chairman and others

have asked about your commitment to se1've, and I want to naH that
down very carefuliy. Do I understand that you will.serve through the
balance of this administration. that you will not qUlt for another po
litical position, assuming thc President does not take steps to remove
you, of course? ., .,

MI'. RuXSFELP. As I 1ndlCated, I ~co~llze the 1mp~rtance of ~he
leadership within a departrnent of th18 81ze, and the1'e 18 no quest10n
that I would servo at the pleasure of the President.

Senator J ACKSON. We understand that. 'rhat is not my question.
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' Mr. RTThf$riT.n. E have no intention
Senator JACKSON. I said. assuming the President does not remove

y.ou would you stay through this period and turn down another posi-
trnn between now and the end of the administration now in office.
We all understand about serving at the pleasure of the President.
My question is a very clear one.

Mr. RuMsJL1. You know. absent of the President asking nt to
leave that oflice and do something else, my full inte.ntioiì would be to
doit.

Senator JAcicsoN. But, if he
The ChAIRMAN. Let's have quiet, please, gentlemen.

. Senator JACKSON. If the President asked you to take another posi-
tion what is your plan? This is what the newspaper diseussioii is all
about.

Mr. RUMSFELD. Let me respond this way, Senator
Senator ,JACKSON. All right.

. Mr. RUMSFEID. I think personally there was an impression possibly
that some people came away with an impression that was uonfortu-
nate from his press conference, where he was asked the question as
to whether he would exclude certain people from consideration. and
he said, "no, I would not exclude them." The impression was left that,
therefore, they were included.

It is my clear understanding that that is not the ca, that he was
not including, he was just simply saying he was not excluding people.
Now, I recognize the importance of this Department. My full energe.s
*ind efforts will be devoted to doing this, and I cannot say whether
the President might or might not do. But, when one serves at the
pleasure of the President, he serves at the pleasure of the President.
I can assure you that I would not be seeking anything else. I would not
be considering anything other than doing this iob.

Senator JACKSON. Would you accept something else ? That is the
question ?

Mr. RUMSFELD. That is a very embarrassing question, because it
would be incredibly presumptuous for me to be rejecting something
that is not being proposed.

Senator TowiR. Mr. Chairman ? Mr. Chairman
The CHAIRMAN. Would you yield to the Senator?
Senator JACKSON. Not out of my time.
The CIIATRMAN. On bis time.
Senator TOwER. Historically, it. is understood that if a President of

the United States asks someone who is serving in one job to serve in
another jobs then if he is not willing to serve in that other job, he is
supposed to submit his walking papers. Now, I think it is unfair to
pursue the line of questioning beyond this.

Senator JACKSON. WelL Íthink a legitimate question is
Senator TowER. What if be asked him to be the Secretary of HUD,

or something like that?
The CHAIRMAN. All right.
Senator CULVER. You know the answer.
The CHAIRMAN. Just a minute, please. Just a minute. I thought the

Senator from Texas wanted to ask a question and, of course, the time
belongs to the Senator from Washington. But any member can make

.? q 
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~ have no intention--
Senator .TA(~1(80N. I said~ ft,ssuming the President does not remove
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Now, I recognizp the importance of thie Department. My fulrenergjes
and efforts will be devoted to doing this, a.nd I cannot say whether
the President ml~ht or ml~ht not ao. But, when one serves at the
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I can assure you that I would not be seeking anything else. I would not
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Senator JACKRON. 'Vould you accept somethlng else? That is the
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Mr. RUM~F)<~J.D. That is a ve1'Y embarrassing question, beca.use it
wou'Id1ie incre<hbly presumptuous for me to be rejecting something
that is not being proposed.

Senator TOWER. Mr. Chairman ~ Mr. Chairman'
'The CHAIRMAN. 'Vould vou yield to the Senator~
Senator .TACKSON. Not out of my time.
The CHAIRMAN. On his time.
Senator TOWER. Historically, it is understood that if a President of

the lTnited States asks someone who is serving in one job to serve in
another iob, then if he is not willing to serve in that other job, he is
supposed to submit hi? ,,:alking paper? Now, I think it is unfair to
pursue the line of questlonln~beyond thlS.

Senator .TACKSON. WeIl. I·think a leg-itimate question is-
Senator TOWER. What if he asked hirn to be the Secretary of HUD,

or somethin,:r like that ~
The CHAmMAN. All right.
Senator (JuLVER. You know the answer.
The CHAIRMAN Just ß, minute, please. Just 0. minute. I thought the

Sena.tor from Te~as wa.nted to ask a question and, of course, the time
belongs to the Senator from Washington. But any member can make
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n, point, if he thinks a question is out of order, and i 10 not ineun to
discourage that.

All right, Senator .Tackson, let's proceed.
Senator JACKS()N. I have great respect for Mr. 1niisfe1d, nìd I just

waiit to itail tins down so that we uiiderstand oie another here. 11r.
Rumsfeld, the Senate understands that the two nominations caine at a
tlrn9 of great movement within the administration. I think it is a
legitimate question to know whether someone is going to be in an
office for )ust a few months. Mr. Rumsfeld, let me point out something.
This Offlc1e, the Secretary of Defenseas well as the Secretary of
Statetraditionally in both political parties has been handled, I think,
in the interests of a bipartisan foreign policy in which politics are out
of bounds. I)emnocratic Presidents picked Republicans for Secretary of
Defense over a period of tiiiie, dating back to Marshall, Lovett, Wilson,
McElroy, Gates, and McNamara. There is a tradition of nonptrtisan-
ship in the Defense post here that I am concerned about. I am talk-
ing about both political parties. I think the public really wants to know
how you stand on this issue, because it is raised now and it is raised also
in the CIA nomination. I irnow you are a sincere mami, and I think it is
important that we have an understanding on this.

For example, it has been a tradition
Mr. RtTMSFI1LD. Sir ?
Senator JACKSoN. I will let you respond. Ithas been a tradition that

the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense do not go out on
t lie stump and uìake I)OhitiCal speeches.

Mr EUMSFEU). Of that you can be certain.
Senat.oi' ,JA(IKSON. Well, I am glad to hear that.
Mr. RUMSFELI). I would certainly subscribe_-
S(nator ,JAC1(SON. I am v'ry pleased.
Mr. Ri TMSFEIJ). 'b)J mitely, I won I (1 certai nly subseri be to tlw tra-

ditional lack of ínvolvenwnt. of those two 1)'partments, Defense and
State, in partisan l)olities.

Senator JACKSON. 'WTC have always. iii this committee gone imito the
question of how long the nominee for Secretary of Defense would
serve, you recall, Mr. Chairman_--

The CHAIRMAN. I asked that question myself.
Senator JAGXSON. Over and over again, we have asked the witnesses

that question, because someone who just goes in for a few months in
the Department of Defense, and then is running for a high political
office, will be subject to partisan temptations-

O

Mr. RUMSFELD. Well, let me set that straight. I am not running for
anything. My intention is to go into that Department and

Senator JACKSON. I am also referring to your being drafted, or
called

Mr. RuMsmi. To serve and to serve as effectively as I know how
for as long as the ?resident wants me to.

Senator JACKSoN. But, you are not rejecting the possibility if the
President asks you to be the Vice President, for example, that you
would leave for that Office ?

Mr. Rtmtsrzw. Senator, I think that would be really presumptuous
as can be for me to stand up andtake myself out of consideration for
something that I am not in consideration for. I mean, that, inst
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a point, if he tlünks a question is out of order, und I do not menü to
discourage that.

All right, Smuttor ,Tackson, lct's proceed.
Senator ,!ACK~ON. I have gt'pat l'cspect for ~{J" Hmllsfeld, und I.illRt

wnnt to nall tIns down so thn.t we llJlderstand Olle anothel' lw1'e. ~lr.

Rumsfeld, thc Senate understands that the two llominations came at a
tinle of grcnt movement within the administ.l'ution. I t11ink it is a
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. Senator JACKSoN. Finally, let me ask you titis : Were you involved
in any. way with the dismissal of Mr. Scl1esingr ? It lias been rumored
in the press, and I want to be very fair with you.

., Mr. RUMSFELD., Well, it is a fair question. And T have indicated to
flic President tlìat it struck me that that conceivably could eoinc
and W)Ì11( I (lOfl't normally discuss my relationsilil) with the Presidt
I)11I)li(lY I 101(1 Iiitii E felt in tuis instance T should.

'l'ItQ 1't(Si(k'I%t liulicated to mt Ihat he mu! it in his muid to niake
soitie J)QtSOtflLl ('l)anges. At that point w'li,e it vzts snggestcd that
I ni Igl 1 I K' i I I Vol '((1 i II 0110 of them or ii u r(, I SUggC'SI et I i o h ini that
I 8110111(1 ta k(' Iflys( I f out of my responsi bi i i a y as his coordinator i n
the %Vhit.e ITOIISC with respect to that subject. 'J'lint, is to say, he needed
someone dealing with that for him who was separable from it, and
that, in fact, was accomplished.

The long and the short of it is that T know Jim Schlesinger. T have
admired him, I think he was a good Secretary of T)efense, and I did
not have anything to do w ith his departure. Tudeed, when asked by
the President my views on what he was thinking, I gave him a view
that was different from that which actually occurred.

Senator JACKSON. When were you first contacted by him?
,' Mr. RuMstrD. By whom?
Senator JACKSON. By the President about the possibility of a change

in Defense?
Mr. RuMsw. I believe it was on a Saturday. On Saturday.
Senator JACKSON. The day before the dismissal?
Mr. RtTMSFELD. No, a week before, I believe. It was at that point

that I tried to extricate myself, it was a 'Saturday afternoon.
Senator ,TACKSON. I yield the balance of my time.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, Senator. You have a minute left.
Senator JACKSON. Well, you are entitled to that.
The CITATRMAN. Senator Cannon.
Senator CANNON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator Goldwater and Senator Nunn both have raised with you

earlier the balance in spending between the personnel and defense
hardware. The thrust of my question is centered around which of
the two possible. alternatives would you feel we should take if we
continue to cut back the percent of our GNP that we allocate to the
defense? Would it appear that either we would have to reduce our
Active Military Forces or we will face a further and potentially
serious erosion in our investment spending for research and devel-
opment for new weapons ? How do you feel about that issue, if you
were confronted with that possibility

Mr. RuMsi'rn. It seems to me that all would agree there is no ques-
tion that but that priorities would have to be established. I begin,
however with a conviction that the different things that one weighs
against others have different weights. It strikes me that the stability
in the vorl(l that is provided 1)37 our Defense Establishment is funda-
mental to tie freedom of the neonle on this globe. So I look at the
question of the construction of n defense budget not solely from the
question of what percentage of the GNP, or what percentage of
Federal spending, or what relation it has to the domestic spending,
but I look at it from the standpoint of what are the relative capabil-
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ities, and are we, in fact, able to achieve and maintain essential equiva-
lence, because absent that we are asking for serious trouble.

Senator CANNON. On another subject, when you were Ambas-
sador to NATO, I am sure it was called to your attention many times
that the NATO countries spend a lower percentage of their GNP on
defense of their countries.

Mr. RUMSFELD. Some do.
Senator CANNON. The majority of them.
Mr. RUMSFELD. [Witness nodded in the affirmative.]
Senator CANNON. Now, what is your viewpoint on this apparent

difference in priority and do you think NATO should spend as high
a percentage as we do on a relative basis for defense spending?

,
Mr. RuMsi,u. The situation varies from country to country. There

are about five different calculations that I have seen as to what the
U.S. actual expeìiditi.ire n co1nLection with NATO are, and they vary
by many Inultil)les, one froii another.

1ut, I pei>tt1 ty have bt'ii pk'asd to Se(' SOifle of the N A'l'O coun-
trI4S nctiially increasing i n re:i i ternis tIì r ()nt ril)nti()n to t he defense
of NA'FO. I recognize thai I vo î n the 1at couI)Ie o f years have re-
duced thefr contribution li) NATo in iel terms. 'hie .iI)1I)OrttItt, thing
is that collectively, we have a credible deterrent, and that internally,
within the 15 countries, we keep working to see that there is reason-
able equity. It is very hard to come up with perfect uity as t who
ought t.o (lo wliait, and at what point in their circumstances. But, I
think that we have been moving thward equity.

If one looks at, for example, tue u.s. force levels in Europe, we
see a general downward trend, and now they have leveled, as they
should, during thé mutual and balanced force reduction talks. If one
looks at the tot&l manpower supplied by our NATO allies today, it is
something in the neighborhood of 90 percent of the total.

The CHAIRMAN. Excuse me just one. moment, please.
Mr. Ru&tstu. That is an important piece of real estate.
D} e CHAIRMAN. There is a vote on now, and it is on the trade bill,

tracio protection bill; so-called, and if it is agreeable to the committee,
we will reassemble at 2 :30. And among those that have besn here
this morning, the Chair would again recognize first Senator Byrd and
we will finish this now, if it is possible, with Senator Cannon.

Senator CANNON. I can complete my 10 minutes now.
The ChAiRMAN. All right. Those who wish to leave, please do so

(1uietiy.
Senator CurvEn. Mr. Chairman, is there any possibility that we

could go t,o 12 :30?
The CHAIRMAN. Weil, we have a vote on.
Senator CULVER. Well, if we wanted to vote and come back ? Some

of us cannot be here this afternoon, that is the problem.
The CHAIRMAN. MTe will be glad to try to accommodate you, Senator.

All right, let's proceed.
Senator CANNON. Mr. Rumsfeld, do you have any specific recom-

mendations as to what we might do to get the NATO countries to
carry more of the burden of their own defense?

M r. RUMSFELD. Well, I do, and was involved in some of the efforts,
and know that Secretary Schlesinger has been working very aggres-
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sively, and Ambassador Btiice with our NATO allies in that coiuwc-
tien. '1'11('r( are a variety of things we can do, ami certainly one
element ot it has been the balaiice-of-payments questioit, which tue
Federal Republic ? Germany, of course, lias contribiitd to, and
another element of it has been an atteml)t to achieve greater standard-
ization, mteroperabihty and coiiuìional ity among weapons systems.
Another element is to attempt, through rationalization, to achieve
a more sensible allocation of responsibility in a way that increases
rather than reduces our security and our capability.

Part of it also is the perception of the threat. There is no question
that in all three countries, during the period of relative stability, our
public as well as the public of Western Europe, make judgments as
between priorities, as you were asking earlier, which can end up in
their allocating a less than necessary portion of their resources to
defense.

Trle answer to your qustion. in tlw laSt aiìa1vis, is that we 119V(
to work on t ve h a ve to wo rk w' i I I t t e i ti SO t i a t o r col lective seen -
rit;y is SufliMelit.

Senator (11\NNuN. In gjviflr iìt your :inswpr, voti re ferred to the
issue of Stftil(1tU(iliZflt ion, and you 1-o l isetIse(t that vit.1ì Senator
hart earlier. Now, I :igree that st:I1Ì(Iar(liz:uio1ì is a (IeSirai)1e objec-
tive for us, if we are ever to fight with NAT( ) (OLT1trieS, iii other
words, alongside of them.

On the other hìand, our P.S. forces fllS() haVe worldwide potentia
theaters of operation WI i ici i jmi)OSe qn i te ditlerei i t requ i reirients.

,
Mr. RUMSFELD. True.
Senator CANNON. And may make standardization with NATO un-

desirable in some CaSeS. Do you have an opinion on that point?
Mr. RmrsIErD. Like anything else that is basically good, you could

drive it to an illogical conclusion. There is no question but that certain
of our Wl)()fl systems have applicability in Europe, and when one
talks about standardization, one must think of standardization among
NATO countries in Europe.

On the other hand, ve do have interests elsewhere in the world, and
some of those capabilities are not necessarily intrchangeab1e. So, I
do not think one is going to say that we should go for 100 percent
standardization.

And on the other hand, T don't think that we would ever get there
anyway. It is an uicreulibly diffirult thing to achieve.

Senttor CANNN. llave you seeji wlì;ìt you consider to be snbst.an-
tial progress on the issue of standardization while you were wit.h
NATO?

Mr. RUMSFELD. No, sir. I have seen progress, but substantial prog-
F685, flO. I think since the beginning of the alliance, indeed since the
berinning of our Armed Forces, we have lacked standardization and
still lack standardization within our own Armed Forces to the degree
that probably would be desirable. It takes efFort, work, and the actual
achievement'is not achieved in a gross way. It is achieved with respect
to specific items, and at a given point in time. There is tremendous
competition between services, between nations, and. between suppliers,
all of which resist the best efforts.

Senator CANNON. On another subject, in relation to management
concepts, the Senate Defense Appropriations Subcommittee for fiscal
year 1976 recommends abolishing the Office of the Assistant Secretary

r. 47 
46 

desirable in some cascs. Do iion I1n1-e nn opinion  on that  point? 
Mr. R~~nrsmr,~ .  TAre anything else t h t  is basically good, you could 

drive it  to c 7 , n  illopic,zl  condusion. There is no  question but  that certain 
of our wezLpon systems haw applicnbilit,y in Europe,  and when  one 
talks about stnndnrclization, one must, t,hink of stnndardizntion among 
NATO connt.ries in Europe. 

On the ot.her hand, vie do have interests e.lsewhere in the world, and 
some of thwe capab.ilities are, not nccessnrily int<e+rchangeable. So, I 
do not  think one is going tjo say thnt  ve  shonlcl go for 1-00 percent 
stnndnrilizntion. 

And on t,he ot,?Ior. hand, I don't t h l c  that TVC. would cvor get t.herc 
anyway, It is an incr*c.clibly d i f h l t ,  thing t.0 achicw. 

Senator CANNON. ITave yon scan wll : l t ,  you consider t.o be snbst,an- 
t#ial progress 011 tho issue' of stuudnrtlization while yo11 were. wit.h 
NATO ! 

begi'nning of our-Armed Forces, I& have lacked stindardizntion  and 
still lack standardization within our own Armed Forces to the degree 
that probably would be desirable. It takes effort, work, and  the actual 
rtchievement'is not achieved in a gross m y .  It is achieved with respect 
to specific items, and at a  given point in time. There is tremendous 
competition  between  services, between nat.ions, and between suppliers, 
all of which resist the best  efforts. 

Senator CANNON. On mother subject, in relation to management 
concepts, the Senate Defense Appropriations Subcommittee for fiscal 
year 1976 mommends abolishing the Office of the Assistant Secretary 

. 

46

sively, and Alnbnssador Bruce with our NATO allies in that connp-c
tion. Tlwre are a variety of things we can <10, and certainlv one
eletnent of it has been the balau('e-of-payments qUp-stioll, which tIle
Federal Repnblic of Gennany, of course, has contribut<"d 00, und
another element of it has been an attempt to achicyc grpntpr standard
ization, interoperahility and cOllllllonality among weapons SyStpß1S.
Another element is to attempt, throu~h rationalizatioll~ to achievc
a more sensible allocation of responsibility in a way that increnses
rather than reduces our security and onr capability.

Part of it also is the pereeption of the threat. There is no 9.uestion
that in aH three countries, during the period of relative stabihty, our
public as weIl as the publie of 'Vestern Europe, make judgments as
between priorities, as you wm'e asking earlier, whieh ean end up in
their allocating a less than neerssary portion of fheir resourees to
defense.

Thc answ,er to YOHI' ep1l'stion. in tlw last nll:d.v~js, is t.lmt WP han~

to work on lt.~ Wl' hnvc to wOl'k ",it" tlwlll so that 0111' ('ol1ct'tin\ Sl'el1
rit.y ie 811ffie~iellL

Senator CANNON. In gi\'inc~ HIP .vOll I' :lnsw(,1'~ .vOll I'Pf'PI')'l't! to thl'
issue of stnndltrdi~atiOJl~ a Ild \'011 al~() d is('u:-,st'd tllnt with Senator
Hart earlier. NOW, I agl'pe tlHit, st:llld:lI'<1 iznt iOIl is a dpsirnhle objcc
tive for HS, if we al'e cvrr to ti~lJt. with N AT() <.'.Otmtril's, in other
words, alongside of them.

On the otlwr lu\nd, our IT.S. foreN~ nlso han' worldwide pot.{\ntial
th{'aters of operation which imposp qllitr diff'pl'cnt reqnirrmrllts.

~{r. RuMSl"']<~LD.True.
Senator CANNON, .And may lnalw standa.rdizntion with NATO un

desirable in some eases. Do YOll haye an opinion on tlInt point ~
~fr. RU1\fSI<'ELD. Like anything else tlmt is basirally good, you eould

drive it to an jllOgical conclusion. TIlPre is 110 question but that certain
of OHr weapon systems have appJieahiEty in Europe, and when one
talks about standardization, oue mnst think of standardization among
NATO cOllntries in Europe,

On the other hand~ we do have inte.rests elsewhere in thc world, and
some of thope capahilities are not nrcessarily inte'rchangeable. So, I
do not think one is going to say that we should go for 100 percent
standardization,

And on the other Imnd, I don't think that we would ever get therc
anyway. It is an increfl ibly difficll1t th ing- to ach i<'vc.

Smuitor CANNON. JTave yon RP('1l what you consirl('r to be snbstan
t.inl progress on thc issue of standardization while yon were. with
NATO'

MI'. RUMSFl<jLD. No, sir. I hnvC' seen progress= hut s~lbstanti~l prog
ress, no. I tlliiil{ since the beginniug of the allIance, Indeed Slnce the
befrinning of our Armed Forces, we have lacked standardization and
still lack standardization within our own Armed Forces to the degree
tha~ probably would ~ desi~able. It ta.kes effo!'t, wo!k, and ,the aetual
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year 1976 recommends abolishIng the Office of the AssIstant Secretary
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of Defense for Program Analysis and Evaluation, which is the old Sys-
tems Analysis Office that was established under Secretary McNamara.
Haveyou had a chance to study that question and recommend or form
an opinion on it?

Mr. RUMSFELD. I have not.
Senator CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I think we probably. will have to

recess for the vote.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes. All right. Let's suspend now.
Senator Culver, if you can come back a few minutes at 2 :30, I would

recognize you first under the circumstances.
Senator CULVER. I will not be able todo that, sir. If I coul.d just go

vote and come right back for a few minutes here?
The CHAIRMAN. All right. Let's accommodate you, Senator. Could

you wait a few minutes?
- Mr. RUM8FELD. Yes, sir. I am at your disposal.
The CHAIRL&N. All right. Frankly, I may be cut off from coming

back, but you gentlemen can proceed if you want to further for a few
minutes.

All right, we thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. You have b:td 3
hours on the stand, and I think you hnve triied a. ltt1e rest here. Bitte
if you could just accommodate Senator Culver, und tiieti we will
resume at 2 :30 p.m.

All right, the committee will take a recess until the call of the Chair.
[Short recess.]
Senator CULVER. The hearing will resume.
Mr. Rumsield, I would like to follow up on a number of questions

this morning. One with regard to the line of inquiry that Senator
Leahy and Senator Hart were pursuing on the first-strike, first-use
issue.

I am just tryino to seek a little bit more clarification of your views.
Do you agree wits Secretary Schlesinger's comment that in the event
of the consideration of the use of nuclear weapons in Western Europe,
he might prefer to use strategic nuclear weapons, such as one or two
Trident missiles instead of tactical nuclear weapons ? Is it important
in your view to maintain a distinction between tactical and strategic
nuclear weapons in the case of first use, as distinguished from first
strike?

Mr. RUMsFELD. Well, No. 1, I am not familiar with that aspect of
his views, and I have not seen that particular statement.

Before answering the second part of your question as to the dis-
tinction between tite two, I would want to know what bis logic was,
and in that I am not familiar with it, and I cannot respond.

I would add this one point. There is a degree of utility in some.
ambiguity in this area from the standpoint of deterreuts.

Senator CULVER. Do you distinguish between the dangers and am-
bigiiity concerning the policy option of using a strategic nuclear
weapon by way of a first

Mr. Rs'zu. No. My response was in the broad sense, not in the
specific.

Senator Cur.vii. Then you do feel that it is important to maintain
a distinction between tactical first-use and strategic nuclear weapons?

' Mr. uisnw. ,I would want toknow the context that he was talking
about, and I am not familiar with it.

61-669-75 4
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of Defense f?r Program Analysis and Evaluation, which is the old Sys
tems AnalysIs Office that was estahHshed under Secretary MeNamara.
Have.y?u had. a. chance to study that question and reeOffilnCl1d or form
an oplnlon on It'

Mr. RUHSFELD. I have not.
Senator CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I think we probably will have to

reeess for the vote.
The CHAIRMAN..Yes. All right. Let's suspend now.
Sen~tor Culver, If you ean eome back a few minutes at 2 :30, I would

recogIllze you tirst under the circumstances.
Senator CUL~R. I will not be abl~ to·do that, sir. If I could just go

vote and come rlght back for a few mInutes here ~
The CHAIRMAN. All right. Let's aceommodate you, Senator. Could

you wait a few minutes ~

Mr. RUM8FEI,!). Yes, sir. I am at your disposal.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. Frankly, I may be cut off frOln coming

ba;ck, hut you gentlemen can proeeed if )Tou want to furth~r for tl. few
mInutes. .

All right, we thank you vcry mueh, ~Ir. Sccretary. ''''011 ltan', hacl :1
hours on the stand, and I thini{ you ha V(~ ('nl'ned n. fittle rc.'st JH'I'(~. Hilt
jf you couI<! just accomnlodate Senato)' Culver, und tlH'll we will
rcsume at 2 :30 p.m.

All right, the committee will take a recess nntil the call of the Chair.
[Short rocess.]
Senator CULVI-:R. The hearing will resume.
Mr. Rumsfeld, I would like to follow up on a nmnber of questions

this morning. One with regard to the line of inquiry that Senator
~ahy and Senator Hart were pursuing on the first-strike, first-use
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I a:m just trying to seek a little bit more clarification of your views.
Do you agree with Secretary Schlesinger's comment that in the event
of the consideration of the use of nudear weapons in Western Europe,
he might prefer to use strategie nudear weapons, such as one 01' two
Trident missiles instead of tactical nudear weapons ~ 1s it important
in your view to maintain a distinction between tactical and strategie
nuc1ear weapons in the ease of first use, as distinguished from first
strike~

MI'. RUMSFELD. 'VelI, No. 1. I am not familiar with that uspect of
his views, and I have not seen that particular stnten1ent.

Before answerin~ the second part. of your fllwstion UR to the dis
tinction hctwecn the two, I would want to know what his logic was,
and in tImt I nrn not fmniliar with it, and I cannot rcspond.

I would add this one point. There is a deg:rec of utility in somc
ambiguity in this area fron1 the standpoint of dcterrents.

Senator CULVER. Do you distinguish between thc dangers and am
biguity concerning the poliey option of using a strategie nucIear
weapon hy way of a first--
~.No. My response was in the broad sense, not in the

specifie.
Senator ÜULVER. Then you do fool that it is important to maintain

a distinction between taetical first-use and stratep;lC nucIear weapüns ~
Mr. ß;[ISFEW. I wou~~ wan~ to.know the context that he was talkinA'

about, an am not famlhar wlth It.
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Senator CtTIvEn. I respect yonr resel.ratjii in this are.a but whathe was talking about was the Et1ro1)eafl Scenario that you ¡nade refer-
(.1iCC to ar1ier in t11( eV(11t of an atttc1c where the \VestPrn 1nropcutn
¿lefenses \Vee an(1 it was felt to be necessary to lmv the option of
tLCti(Ll lU(I(LI tiISt-iIS( availahip. i 1(! (11(1 iiot rit l OUt Il( OJ)tiOfl ofresponding by ituclear first ue iii l0I)l)JIlg a stnttegic missile of a
iìuclear ('iJflr1.et(q off a Polaris suhuïìarhe as part of that 1)a1t1cll1arscenario.

Now, this, very llfl(lerStalLdahly, has raised sonic very disturbing
iflhI)licatiOflS ill Considering the l)reak that we attempt to maintain
I)et;weeII first strik :111(1 first 1ise aII(I the iInl)ortaut distietions in
terms of ti l(' dcst al) i I i ' i ng consequences to the nuclear balance and
the iuiclear threat.
' Mr. RuMSFEr4D. This is something that I would want to consider.

-lt s i-tot a proX)'1n that I have addressed previously.
Senator CULVER. Now, Mr. Rumsfeld, following up Senator Scott's

line of questions on March 4, 1 974, when you were Ambassador to
NATO, you made the following statement to the House Armed Serv-
ices Committee, and I quote : "If our goal is to improve relationships
with the Soviets jJnjon by the various negotiations, the on'y way you
can describe what has been going on is by success. One should say
Hosannna, Hosannas we have wanted peace and we haye had it, and
we wanted adequate. deterrent and we have had it."

Do you sti i i bel ieve our past negotiations with the. Soviet Union
must be so highly praised ; and second, do you still bcliev that we
have an adequate aeterrent?

Mr. RtTMSFELD. I do believe we have an adequate deterrent. It is
cear that we have had relative stability with the Soviet Union. That
is to say, that for one reason or another we have not had a major
confrontation in the sense of an outbreak of war.

Senator CULVER. Would you still be as euphoric in assessing the
balance sheet of c1tente as you were on that occasion?
- Mr. RuMSPEIn. I think-

Senator CUlVER. Would you be that euphoric today in its assessment?
- Mr. RtTMSFEU) [continuing] . My problem with answering the ques-

tons about dtente is that they-
Senator CJtTTNEfl. Are you a little bit more reserved about saying

Hosanna., Hosanna., as you did on that occasion?
Mr. RtrMsi'rEn. J did not use that today.
Senator CULVER. No, I noticed that, and that is what I am trying

to probe.
Mr. Rimisi'iL». Yes. My problem is that in thinking about the sub-

ject of d&ente and our relationship with the Soviet Union there are
so many factors that go into those relationships, not the least of
which is deterents. T do not subscribe to the view that there is some
sort of situation as the result of past relationships that one could
suggest that. therefore, our defense is less necessary today. I do not
believe that. I believe it is absolutely necessary I believe it is, in fact,
what has created the environment whereby we could talk with the
Soviet TTnion. One can look and make different value judgments
about different things that have occurred. But, I happen to believe
that yes, the ABM treaty is a useful thing I think it is useful to be
engaged in mutual and balanced force reduction talks. I think it would
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be a fine thing for our country and Western Europe if, in fact, we
could achieve a greater security at a lower level of forces. That would
begood.

Now, whether we will have that, I do not know.
Senator CULVER. Mr. Rumsfeld, one of the prob'ems that this còm-

mittee has in properly evaluating the level and. the character of
defense budgets requests that comes from your Department, or your
hoped Department. is to carefully define and relate the roles and
missions of various forces and eapon systems, so that we can see
the relationship char1y btween the force stìucture being requested and
tue foreign policy coiiiniitnìuiits that they are dcsigiìed to implement.

Now, I wonder what your views were in terms of the degree of
CO()flhIIUitiOlI that you are going to seek by bringing together a
greater degree of integration ou this subject so we can have a more
rational debate and more pt'e.isely assure oursel ves ;.s to thU' char-
. acter of our foreign policy, its goals, its objectives, aJl(l its relation-
ship to the military requests to implement it.
)1: . RUMSPELD. Well, after this matter was raised by se'eral members

of the committee I refreshed myself on the proposal to attempt
to achieve a greater harmony between tim two, and at least, as a
mechanism for the discussion of the harmony or the lack of harmony
between the two. Certainly I can assure you that I would be willing
to cooperate with that. It is a fascinating subject, it is an important
subject, it is incredibly a complicated subject, and I question whether
it is going to lend itself to a formula that will

Senator Ctavri. One of the difficulties
Mr. Rimrstw [continuing]. Shape the road ahead. But it is impor-

tant.
Senator CULVZR. In the absence of that kind of communication and

coordination between the two bureaucracies, T think it clearly leaves
the Defense Department in the difficult position of making requests
based on what they perceive to be our global role as opposed to having
the Defense Department budget respond to a carefully considered
determination of what the precise foreign policy is that we are, in
fact, attempting to implement. And the ambiguity that exists in that
area, I think, makes it very difficult for you or somebody in your
position to come to a responsible determination of the nature of the
reauest.

:Ñow, Mr. Ruinsfeld, the ilLS. foreign military sales have been at
about $10 billion for each of the past 2 years. Other nations are
getting the latest and the best equipment, sometimes even before our
own troops. I recently made a visit to a base facility in this country,
not too long ago, where we were not even training with certain kinds
of equipment thai was being sent to the Middle East.

Now, a recent study for Deputy Secretary of Defense Clements
noted that the Army Department is spending more money, and I
emphasize more money, for the acquisition of weapons for foreign
armies than for the U.S. Army. The same total called overall Secre-
tary of Defense policy and procedure guidelines for foreign military
sales as "fragmented and incomplete, if not inconsistent."

Now, to some extent, our defense industry in my 3udgmcnt, is
becoming dependent on those foreign sales, and our production lines
may soon be hostage to them. Will you see to it that there is a clear
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be a fine thing for our country and '\Vestern Europe if, in fact, w~
~ould achieve a greater security at a lower level of forces. That would
begood.

Now, whether we will have that, I do not know.
.Senator C~LVER. MI'. Rumsfel~, one of the problems that this com

mIttee has In properly evaluatIng: the level and the character of
defense budgets requests that comes from your Departmellt, 01' your
hopen Department, is to carefully define and relate the roles and
missions.of v!lriolls forees ana weapol1s systems, so thnt we ean see
the rclat.l0nshlJ~dp,aJ'ly h~\tw~Nl the fore('. structur(~.ooin~ "NJllesterl and
thc fore]~n polwy ('omnutnwnts that th~.y aro deslglwd t.o lJllpl~ment.

Now, I wondel' what YOUJ' views were in terms of t.he deo're(l. of
coordinntion that you are going to seflk by hringing tog-clher a
~reater de~ree of intewation on t.his subject so we ean have a Inore
rational debate and more pr'(,~dsely nssure ourRel \r(lS US to t lw ehar-

.acter of our foreign policy, its goals, itS obj~etiv('.s, and its "l'1atioll
ship to the military requests to implement it.ffti. RUMSFF:I.D• WeIl, after this matter was raised by se\'(ll'ttl lTlemlx'l'R
o . t e commlt,tee, I rcfrpshe<l Inyself on th(' proposnl to attt'mpt
to achieve a greater harmony between thp, two, and at least, as a
mechanism for the discussion of the harmony 01' tbe lack of harmony
between the two. Certainly I ean assure you that I would be willing
to cooperate with that. It is a fascinating suhject, it is an important
subject, it is incredibly a complicated subject, and I question whether
it is going to lend itself to a formula that will-

Senator CuLVER. One of the difficulties
~ [continuing]. Shape the road ahead. But it is impor

tante
Senator CULVER. In the absence of that kind of communication and

coordination between the two bureaucracies, I think it clearly leaves
the Defense Department in the difficult position of maldng- l'('l1uests
based on what tney perceive to be our global roje as opposed to havin~'
the Defense Defartment bud~et respond to a carofully considered
determination 0 whnt the prccis(» foreign policy is tlutt we are, in
fact, a.ttempting to implement. And the ambiguity that exists in that
area, I think, makes 1t very difficult for you 01' SOID{\body in your
position to come to a responsible determination of the nature of the
request.

Now, MI'. Rumsfeld, the D.S. foreign military sales have been at
about $10 billion for each of the past 2 years. Other nations are
getting the latest and the best equipment, sometimes even before our
own troops. I recently made a visit to a base facility in this country,
not too long ago, where '!e were not even ~raining with certain kinds
of equipment that was beIng sent to the Mlddle East.

Now, a recent study for Deputy. Secreta!y of Defense Clements
noted that the Army Department 1S. ~p~ndIn~ n10re money, an~ I
emphasize more money, for the aequIsItIon of wcapons for foreIgn
armies tllan for the D.S. Army. The sa~e ~tal called o~erall ~cre
tary- of Defense policy and. :procedure gtudehD;,es for. forel~ mIlItary
sales as "fragmente<! and 1neomplete, 1f not 1nconsIstent.

Now, to some e,xtent, our de.fe!lse industry, in my jud~men~, is
becomingdependent on those forelgn sales, and onr productIon hnes
may 800n be hostage to thema Will you see to it that thore is a clear
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policy on foreign military sales, that our own forces have first prior-
ity, that we get full reimbursement for weapons we sell, that we avoid
any dangerous transfers of advanced technology, and that we adjust
our own force planning to take account of growing capabilities of
those who buy from us?

Mr. Rtmtsitu. That is a very big order, as you, of course, well
know, enator. I certainly agree that inventory draw-downs should
occur only in unusual situations.

I certainly agree that where appropriate there should be reim-
bursement. There are, of course, statutes that provide for a range of
arrangements with respect to the transfer of various types of equip-
ment, and certainly the law should be complied with.

The question of technology transfer is always an important one and
has to be a part of the question. There is no question that as the
capabilities of the armed services of the allies improve that that
should, in facts, contribute to and be an element in force planning for
the United States.

On the first part of your question, however, that is the toughest..
As I recall, it was something to the effect. would I guarantee that. we
would develop a national policy. I will be happy to guarantee that
I am interested in this subject, and that I suspect that there is a good
deal of truth in the import of your question ; that is to say that the
national policy is not well understood nationally and that

Senator Cuixiit. Well, can you give us some assurance that it will
be understood in your own Department?

){r. RtiMsri!u. I will certainly contribute my best effort to see not
only that our Department, but others in Government develop an ap-
proach to this.

. Senator CULVER. Well, there have been, Mr. Rumsfeld 100 Members
of Congrees as recently as the last 10 days who have called upon Sec-
retary of State Kissinger to initiate an international arms control
conference on foreign military sales to try to get some rational con-
trol over this pathological race to sell more and more arms all over
the world with all of the attendant consequences that are implicit to
it, And I certainly hopee jfl view of the fact that we supply one-half
of that arms trade now, that we can get something like that underway,
ideally with the Soviet Union, but even in the absence of the Soviet
tTnioi's participation, I think it is important to the issue of NATO
and our general alliance.

Now, finally, Mr. Rumsfeld, following up on this issue of standard-
ization, which I think you are aware that Senator Nunn and I, as well
as others who have spbken to the question, and Senator Cannoni are
very interested in what is admittedly an enormously complex subject.
But the fact remains that there have been estimates that of the $90
billion that we spend collectively on the NATO defense element, that
an estimated $10 to $11 buBon of that is wasted every year
because of a lack of standardization. I think if the American public
were privy to the degree of waste and inefficiency, the military museum
character of our European military situation now, that support for
NATO would fundamentally decline.

Now, as you know, General GOOdpaStU estim8ted that NATO
would be 30 to 40 percent stronger in terms of its combat readiness if
we had greater degrees of standardization. Will you SUPPOrt efforts

p.

51
50 

4 

c 

... ,.

50

policyon foreigl1 mili~ary sales, that our own forces have first prior
Ity, that we get full relmbursement for weapons we seIl, that we avoid
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occur only in unusual situations. .

I certainly agree that where appropriate there should be reim
bursement. There are, of course, statutes that provide for a ransre of
arrangements with respect to the transfer of various types of equip
ment, and c~rtainly the law should be complied with.

The Question of technology transfer is always an important one and
has to be apart of the question. There i8 no question thnt as the
capa.bilities of tho armed services of the allies improve that t.bat
should, in fact, contribute to and be an element in force plnnning fot,
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On the first part of your question, however, t.hat is the toullhC'st..
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would develop anational policy. I will be happy to ~narante~ that
I am interested in this subject, and that I suspect that there is a good
deal of trnth in the import of your question ~ that is to sav that the
national policy is not weIl understood nationally and that- .

Senator CULVER. Well, can you give us some assurance that it will
be understood in your own Department ~

~. I will certainly contribute my hest effort to see not
o~partment,hut others in Government develop an ap
proach 10 this.
. .Senator CULVER. WeIl, there have been, Mr. Rumsfeld~ 100 Members
of Congrees as recently as the last 10 davs who have called upon Sec
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the world with a11 of the attendant consequences that are implicit f,6
it. And I certainly hope~ in view of the fact that we supply one-ha]f
of that arms trade now, that we can get something like that underway,
irleally with the Soviet Union, hut even in the absence of the Roviet
ITniotl's participation, I think it is important to the i8sue of NATO
anrl our general alliance.

Now,finally~ Mr. Rumsfeld, followin~ np on this issue of standard
ization which I think you are aware that Senator Nunn and I, as well
as oth~rs who have spoken to the Question, and Senator Cannon~.are
very interested in what is admittedly an enormously complex subJect.
But the fact remains that there have been estimates that of the $90
billion that we spend collecti~ely on the NAT9 defense element, that
an estimated $10 to $11 hI1llon of that 18 wasted every year
because of a lack of standardization. I think if the American puhlic
were privy to the degree of waste and inefficiency, the military museum
character of our European military situation now, that support for
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Now, as yon Imow, General Go!>dpasture ~timated that ~AT9
would be 30 to 40 percent stronger In tenns of Its combat readlness If
we had greater degrees of standardization. Will you support efforts
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toward standardization, including using existing legal authority to
waive the Buy American Act?

Mr. RuMsu. I have not looked at what the legal provisions arc
for a waiver of that statute. I can certainly assure you that it is a
subject that I have spent already a good deal of time on. There is no
question but that it merits the atthnton of a nominee for this post.

I would again, howeverwell, I would like to make two comments.
One, I would not agree with your characterization of a museum char-
acter of NATO. I think we have a credible capability collectively
there. That is not to say that as you suggested it cannot be improvel
substantially. There is no question but that it can.

Senator CuLvER. Well, you know
. Mr. RuMsriw. But, finally, it is, and I have to underline this, an

incredibly difficult problem.
Senator CULVER. But, back to the museum character of the NATO

alliance. We have 29 different antitank weapons, 8 different main hat-
tie tanks. In recent NATO war games, we lacked even communica-
tions, iiiûeroperability, even to the point. that in recent NATO exr-
cists, reportedly 50 percent of the patil at kills were NATO allies,
putting it to other NATO allies.

Mr. RUMSFiLD. There are problems, but also
Senator CULVER. And it is quite a serious problem. And I think the

balloon goes up. And you talk about the nuclear threshold, if your con-
ventional deterrent is destroying itself at that rate, how can you have a
rational deterrent against your enemy, and if aircraft cannot land and
refuel, how can anybody say that that is not a problem?

Mr. RuMsitu. It is a serious problem, I quite agree.
Senator CULVER. And it may be a nice command in peacetime, but

you would hope to God that you would not ever get assignment in the
military in the time of actual conflict.

Now, I think as a matter of fact, we have not given a serious effort
to this problem in Europe or in the United States that it justifies, and
I think now that our conventional deterrent is so much more impor-
tant, relative to the nuclear balance, that it is absolutely imperative
that we be creative, that we be aggressive, that we be determined about
this, if for no other reason than we are going to have to sustain public
support for conventional deterrent. And if you tell the American peo-
1)le about all of the money that we have spent on this since World War
II in building a conventional deterrent, and then you startgiving them
tue chapter and verse as to how ludicrous it is today, then you arc going
to have a lot more worries than the reduction of the 'U.S. forces from
NATO.

Mr. RUMSFELD. I have made almost exactly those remarks to the
North Atlantic Council on behalf of the United States, and fully agree
with you.

Senator Cuixin. And I think that you
Mr. RuMsrn. That the pressures on budgets throughout the NATO

alliance, as well as just commonSefl,Se, says that we have got to find
ways to make greater progress, considerably greater progress.

enator CULVER. One of these would be to use your courage to use
or wave the Buy America Act that you will have as Secretary, and I
hope that you will pursue that.
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toward standardization, ineluding using existing legal authority to
waive the Buy American Act ~

Mr. R"!KSFELD. I have not looked at what the legal provisions are.
for .a walver otthat ~tute. I ean certainly assure you that it is a
sub]e?t that I hav~ spen~ already a~ deal of time on. There is no
questIon but that It merlts the attent\on of a nominee for this post.

I would again, however-well, I would like to make two comments.
One, I would not agree with your eharaeterization of a museum ehar
aeter of NATO. I think we have a credible capability colleetively
there. That is not to say that as you suggested it eannot be improved
substantially. There is no question but that it ean.

Senator CULVER. WeIl, you know-- .
Alr<iit\uw, But, finally, it is, and I have to underline this, an

inere 1 y 1 cu t problem.
Senator CULVER. But, back to the museum eharacter of the NATO

alliance. We have 29 different antitank weapons, 8 different main hnt
tle tanks. In recent NATO war games, we lacke<! ov(',n commllni('.n~

tions, illtnroperability, cvcn to the point. that in ro('.ent NATO cx('r
ci8(~, reportedly 50 percent of the patrol boat kins were NATO allies,
put.t.in~ it to othel' NATO allies. '

MI'. I{uMSFELD. There are problems, but also
f4enator CULVER. And it is quite 0. serious probleIn. And I think the

balloon goes up. And you talk about the nuclear threshold, if your con
ventional detel'rent is destroying itself at that rate, how can you have a
rational <leterrent against your enemy, and if aireraft cannot land and
refnel, how ean anybody say that that is not a problem ~

r. RUMSFEI.D. It is a serious problem, I quite agree.
Senator ULVER. And it may be 0. nice eommand in peacetime, but

YOll would hope to God that you .would not ever get asslgnment in the
lnilitary in the time of aetual conflict.

Now, I think as a matter of fact, we have not given a serions effort
to this problem in Europe or in the United States that it justifies, and
I think now that our conventional deterrent is so much more impor
tant, relative to the nuclear balance, that it is absolutely imperative
that we be creative, that we be aggressive, that we be determined about
this, if for no other reason than we are going to have to sustain publie
support for conventional deterrent. And if you teIl the Amerieanpeo
pIe abont a.11 of thc money that we have spent on this since 'Y~r1d War
11 in huilding- a eonventional deterrent, and then you start.gIvlng them
tho chaptcr and verse as to how ludierous it is today, then~youare going
to have a lot nlore worries than the reduction of the U.S. forces from
NATO. '

Mr. RUMSFELD. I have made almost exactly those remarks to the
North Atlantic Council on behalf of the United States, a.nd fully agree
with you.

Senator CULVER. And I think that you-
Mr. RUMSFELD. That the pressures on budgets throu~hout the NATO

aHiance, as weIras just commonsense, says that we have got to find
ways to nlake greater progress, eonsiderably greater progress.

Senator CULVER. One of these would be to use your courage to use
or wave the Buy America Aet that you will have as Secretary, and I
hope that you will pUl'Sue that.
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And finally, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the indulgence of the Chair,
I have some additional questions that I will submit for the record
which I would apprccate a written response to.

But, I do wish to 11Lve, on this occasion a pledge froiìi you that you
will iiiake a good faith and deterniineci effort to ctirry out the confer-
ence language, and in your appearance before this conmittee next year
in support of the defense budget request, that the required report on
the relation of force structure to foreign policy that will be undertaken
and presented oniy after the closest consultation and agreement within
our foreign policy bureaucracy.

Mr. RUMSFELD. J certainly will. T think that will be useful foi the
committee, but certainly useful within the Government.

Senator Cur3vR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Mr.
Rumsfeld.

REMIoNsK 11V 1)ONAT.D Jtiîst,t.n 'ro 'uipi' QtIESTTON@ or S;NATOR
j 01 1 N ( ( t1L\I.:I

Qurxtion .1. The O1fle of MnhIag(qnelLt and Bl1(lget has just reported to (ion-
gress that tO maintain (nrrellt. $QÌVI(,eN, the 1)etertst' 1)eimrtment budget will
Itave to .jnnip to $1(fl) J)iI1I()U lit 1Is(at year 1977. ('an our (fl1oHIy tolerate siieli a
jllflÌJ) in iiiilita ry sj)eII(ling? Shoulffit't tlìe Pentagon bave to 1iare In fiscal
restraint?

An8wcr, As T St8tetl in repous to Senator Tliurrnoml. the President feels
the U.S. must ltiiiit the growth of Federal spending. He intends to do this and
J intend to do my best to help in that vital task. I am not in a position at this
time to state what the right budget for defense should be.

Que8tion . Do you believe that., in circumstances where no nuclear weapons
have been used, but the United States contemplates the first use of such
weapons, the President should consult with designated. Members of Congress?
Wouldn't this be an appropriate domestic equivalent of the procedures now
required to te followed in NATO regarding use of nuclear weapons?

Answer. In making a decision with such profound possible consequences for
the nation's security and well-being, I think any President would want to consult
key- members of Congress. Realistically, any such consultation would depend
on the circumstances of the crisis. The responsibility for the decision would
necessarily and constitutionálly remain with the President.

Question 3. In 1963 you reportedly tried to delete funding for the B-70 manned
bomber. Now the Air Force wants to build another manned bomber, the B-1.
Will you make careful review of this program and to alternatives to it suchì
as non-penetrating aircraft with standoff long range missiles?

Answer. Manned l)ombers are an linportalit t1enient in our ovrall mix of
strategic forces. I will nìake a careful review of the B-1 bomber prograni and
any alternative programs if I am confirmed.

Question 4. Will you help the Congress in evaluating the Defense Department
budget by providing life cycle cost etiniates of major systems which have Just
entered production or will do so in the next two years?

Answer. It will be my policy to provide to the Congress all available informa-
lion that will assist It In meeting its responsibility to evaluate the Defense De-
partment budget. Some experts doubt, however, that we can provide accurate
total life cycle cQsts for new weapon systems. They maintain that there Is
enough uncertaInty In such numbers to make them subject to considerable mis-
understanding. I will study this question and judge for myself, to see what can
be done that would be both reasonable, and helpful.

Que8tion 5. Mr. Rumsfeld, you are taking over responsibility for the largest
department of Government at a late stage In the life cycle of an administration.
Apart from your peacetime service as a naval aviator and a year plus of some-
what related experience as US Ambassador to NATO, your experience in Con-.
gress and in the Executhe Branch has general lain in other areas of policy.
Could you tell the Committee how you feel you can take charge of this vast de-
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And finally, l\{I~. ~~hail'man, ~ appreciate the indnlgenee of the Chair,
I hn.vo sorno additIonal questIOns tImt I will submit for the record
which I wonl<! appreeiate a written response to.

.But, I dn WiHh t.o !mve, on this oc;casion a pledgc frOlll you that you
wIll luake a good f:~lth and deterunned effort to eur!',)' out the confer
~nce language, and In your appcarance before this cOllllnittec next year
In supp~rt of the tlefense budget l'cquest, that the l'cquired l'ep0l't on
the relatIon of force structure to foreign policy that will be undertaken
and presented only after the closest consultation and aO"reeulCnt within
our foreign policy bureaucracy. 0

Mr. RUMSFELD. I certainly will. I think that will be useful for the
committee, hut certainly useful within the Government.

Senator CULVER. Thank you, l\Ir. Chairman. Thallk you, ~{r.
RUInsfeld. .

R"~HI'()Ntn:R IlY )oNAT.O RllMHFF.J,1l 1'0 \VUJ'I"TI<:N Qp"~ATJON~ ()10' RJt;NATOR
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JUlVt' to jUllIl1 to $10H hilJloll In HRc'al y<,ur 1977. eun our P('OIlOlIlY tolt'rnt.e Sl1l'h n
jnmJ) in milit:JI'Y Hlu.'uclillg'j ~houhhl't t1~ Ptmt.agon I1U\'C to Hhure In fiscal
reHtrnint?

AnfWcr. AR J Rtate,<} in reRpOll~(, to Renator TllllrmolHl. t.1lE" PresidE"nt feelR
the U.S. mmo1t limit the ~rowth of Federnl spelldlng. He intemts to do tbiR and
I intend to do my hegt to help in timt vital task. I am not in a position at this
time to state what tbc right budget for defense should 00.

Question !. Do you b<'lieve that, in circllmstances where no nncIE>ur wE>upons
have been USE>d, but the United States contemplates the first ust' of such
weapons, the President should consult witb designated Members of COllgress?
Wouldn't tbis be an appropriate domE>stic equivalent of the procedures now
required to be foUowed in NATO regarding use of nuclear weapons?

AnBwer. In making a decision with such profound possible conseqllE>llCPS for
the natlon's secnrity and weIl-being, I think any President would want to consult
key members of Congress. Realistieally, any such consultation would depend
on the circumstances of t11e crisis. The responsibility for tbe decision would
nece888.rily and constitutiomllly remain with the President.
,. Questirm 3. In 196H you reportedly triE>d to dplete funding for the B-70 mannpc1
bomber. Now t11e Air Force wants to build another manned bomber, the B-l.
Will you make car()ful rpview of thil' llro~rmn and to altprnativE>s to it sueh
as non-penetrating aircmft with standoff lon~ range missiles?

Anawer. l\{anned homhers are an illl})ortnnt plenl<'nt in onr owrall mix of
strateilc forces. I will mnke a careful ]'(\view of the B-l bomber program anel
any alternative Jlrograms if I am conflrnwd.

QueBtion 4. Will you h~lp the Congre:;;:;; in ('vnluutin~ tlie DE>fense Department
bUdget by providing life eycle CORt e~timates of major systems which have just
entered produetion or will do so in tbe nt'xt two years?

Anawer. It will bIe my policy to provide to the Congress a11 available informa
tion ihät will assist it in meeting its responsibility to evaluate tbe Defense De
partment bud~et. Some experts doubt, however, that we ean provide accurate
total life cycle CQsts for new weapon systems. They maintain that tbere is
enough uncertainty in such numbers to make them subject to considerable mis
understanding. I will study this question and judge f.or myself, to see what ean
be done that would be botb reasonable, and belpful.

Qtte8tion 5. MI'. Rumsfeld, you are taking over responsibility for the lar~est
department of Govemment at a late stage in the life cyele of an administration.
Apart from your peacetlme service as a naval aviator and a year plus of some
what related experience as USAmbassador to NATO, your experience in Con
gress and in the Executlve Branch has general Iain in other areas of policy.
Could rou tell the Committee how you feel you can take cbarge of this vast de-
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partment and master rapidly the complex budgetary, strategie, and political8UbjeCt matters which confront any occupant of that office?
Answer. Any Incoming Secretary of Defense has an enormous task facing him1h coping with the many complex national defense Issues. In Congress I served onthe House Committee on Science and Astronautics, and its Subcommittees onManned Space Flight and on Science, Research and Development, the Joint Eco-nomic Committee, and the Government Operations Committee and its Subcom-mittees on Military Operations and on Foreign Operations and Government In-formation. As Ambassador to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization I was theUnited States' Permanent Representative to the North Atlantic Council, to theDefense Planning Committee, and to the Nuclear Planning Group. For the past13 months I have lieen Assistant to the President of the United States.
No experIenct can l)repare one fully for a position such as Secreta ry of De-

feiise. Jit ¡ny atdni i n istrative, legislati ve, diploiiui tie, a nd defehse i )ackground
l)reI)ar( ne, at h'ast, IO begin the task. I viJ1 11(i1iy('. in a(l(litiolI, tII( a IflnI(Inntexp(rt :lssis ttH(( tun t is uvaiItLhl(' ¡n the I )eiLrtII'Iul , in I 1i (nIg,'1s. fl)(j 4ut-
Sid(! of tht' (overIInLILt.

Quc.tion (;. 1f eoiiflrnietl, you 'viH lnk OVeI I I' (11 reel ¡oh of n I )eitrtinent
'hlch Juts l)(eH MIuIk(qÌ by lite suh1ii anti l)(r('nItory (tislilissal of l)r. $lile-

singer. r1ljre are a iso a iiuniher of iiiajor Vileflh1ci4 111 1 ii q toil a ut j Icy posts-
for txaiipI, the AÑsistnnt Sieretary of Ititertijil ¡outil Stenrily Aff:Urs, Seretary
of Ai r l()r(P, I )lrt'ct.or of t1I( I )eftqise J nteIlig(qI('( Agency. ii tul thIu1rzI I Comisel.
Are you (()tIhlQ1Lt that YOu (ulfl rapidly recruit. highly (JLlaLlItl(Ml irsons to fill
tlftbse 1t[)S Y Are you likely to repince other posit bus Y

Answer. One of the great strengths of the United States is the vast reservoir
of highly qualified and highly motivated l)eol)le. A nurnbei of such people have
already indicated their willingness to serve the President and the Department
of Defense and I am confident that we will be able to fill the vacancies promptly.
I have not, of course, considered the question of replacing people currently in
senior DOD positions and I will not until after confirmation and after familiarjz-
Ing myself with the capabilities and desires of the senior personnel.

Que8tion 7. After your periods of service in the White House under both Presi-
dent Nixon and President Ford, could you give the Committee your attitude
regarthng the institutional role which you feel should be performed by the NSC.
What kind of forum should it be? Should it be used for arguing out and debating
positions or should it be largely a ratifying group?

Answer. I believe the NSC decision-making process must operate in a manner
which Is responsive to tue needs of the l'resident. Each President lrings with
him a somewhat different personal approic1i to decision-innking, aiid the NSC
mechanism nnist l)e 11(xib1e enough to resI)oaul to eluiiiìgiiig Presidential require-
ments. The NSC structure and procedures should r)rovi(h for representation by
int('reste(l g()V(FI1IU(9It :,geneies 811(1 assure that all the issues surrounding a key
deelsion are ff113' irong1it out and thoroughly exaniined. It should ensure that
a maximum range of alternatives, withì the advantages and disadvantages, are
Coflsidere(1 in arriving at a decision. Finally, on major issues, the process should
j)(rinit key figures in the policy and (lecision-niaking ïrocess to weigh in at
various levels through the NSC committees culnilnatitig, on major issues, with
review by the NSC itself and Presidential decision.

Question 8. If you found your convictions to be at variance with those of the
Secretary of State to the same degree as Dr. Schlesinger's were. would you expect
to be fired ? Would you resign ? Would you submerge them ? How should major
policy differences be ventilated and resolved?

Answer. As I testified yesterday, I fully intend to present my views vigorously,
both before the Congress and in the Executive Branch. The Secretary of State and
I will have numerous opportunities to discuss issues personally and in the
National Security Council, and I expect most differences to he resolved.

I know from my association with the President that he is not surprised
or displeased to hear different points of view. That is normal on important issues.
Policy differences can l)e raised, discussed, and resolved.

In the end, the President resolves remaining differences in accord with his,
judgment of what best serves our national interest.

Quc.tion 9. I)o you believe that the United States should emphasize improve-
munts In conventional capability rather tlmn nuclear, especially in Europe? Will
you give (1E)SP scrutiny to progriuns which only add to our overkill and ee if some
can be eliIX11I1at(d?
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partment and master rapidly tbe complex budgetary, strategic, and pol1tical
subject matters which confront any occupant of tho.t 01lice?

Answer. Any incoming Secretary of Defense ha8 an enormous task facing him
In coptng With the many complex national defense iS8ues. In Congress I served on
the House Committee on Science and Astronautics, and its Subcommittees on
Man!1ed Spac~ Flight and on Science, Research and Development, the Joint Eccr
nomlC Commlttee, and the Government Operations Committee and its Subcom
mittees on Military Operations and on Foreign Operations and Goverllment In
formation. As Ambassador to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization I was the
United States' Permanent Representative to the North Atlalltic Council to the
Defense Planning Committee, and to the Nuclear Planning Group. For the past
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No experft'll(~t' ean l)repare oue fully for a position such as Secret:ll'~' of De
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tor ('xallll'lt', tlle AH~jxtnJlt ~('('retar~' of Intprlllltiol1111 Ht't·11I·it~· AfTnirl'l, Ht.'<.'rl.tnr)'
ot AIr It'ort'(" nir('t~t.o .. of tJlt' J)cft'Jlst' )nh~lJi~t'Il('t' A~l'lI('~', 1111(1 Ut'IU'l'nl Ctl1U1~~J.

Art' you ('ollndt'ut tllIlt yon ('an rapid})·' rt'('I'tlit lIi;.:hly qllnl1th'd l'('I~OIl~ to ftU
tbt''''(~ ""ups '! Art.' you likpJ~' to l'l'llinee oth('r posit !OUIol'!

Answer. Oue of the great 8trenA"ths of the Ullited 8tate~ iR the Vllst reservoir
of highI~' (Junlitled and hlgllly lllotivated peollle, A nmDuer of such people have
al ready indicated their wlllingness to serve the President and the Dellartment
of Defense aud I am confident that we will be able to tlll tIle vacancies promptly.
I have not, of course, conS'idered the question of replacing people curreutly in
senior DOD positions and I will not until after contirmation and after familiariz
lng myself with the capabilities and desires of the senior personnel.

QueBtion, 7. After your periods of service in the White House under both Presi
dent Nixon and President }"ord, could you give the Committee your attitude
regarding the institutional role which you feel should be performed by the NSC.
Wbat kind of forum should it be? Should it be u~ed for arguing out and debating
positions or sbould it be largely a ratifying group?

Answer. I believe the NSC decision-muking process lll1lst opera'te in a manner
which 18 responsive to. tlle needs of tlle Presideut. }Jnch Pr('sideut hrings with
him a somewhat ditl't'rf'ut personal approach to decision-making, and the NSC
meehnni1'lm mUl-'t h(~ fJpx'illle enon,~h to respolltl to chnn~illg' Prpsidential require
ments. The NRC structure and procedures shonltl providt' for represelltation hy
illtl'rpsted govt'l'lllllt'ut :Igent'ies nnd ussure thnt all the iSl"uel" ~urronndillg a key
(]e<'ision are fuH.v hrouJ.{ht out und thoroughly examined, Jt ~hould ensure that
a mnxhnulll range of nlternßtiY('s, ",·Uh the n<lvuntngp~ antI disadvantages, are
eOllsiderp(] in arrivinA" ut a dp('i~ioll, J;'inaJl.v, Oll major i~:-;ne~, the process should
}lprlllit key ti,~ltreR in the polie:r und <1eeision-making process to weigh in at
various leve}R through the NSC ('olllmitt<>e!'l culminatillg, on major lssues, witb
reV'iew by the NSC itself und PresidentiaI decision.

Qfle8tion 8. If you found your convictiollS to be at varinnce with thoae· of tbe
Secretary of State to the same degree as Dr, S('hlesinger's were, would you ex~t
to be firpd? Would you resign? 'Vould ~TOU submerge them? How should maJor
policy differences be ventilated and resolved?

Answer. As I te!'ltitied yesterdny, I fully intend to present my views vigorou~l~',

both before the Congress and in the Executive Brunch. Tbe Secretary of State and
I will bave numerons opportunities to diseuss issues personally and in the
National Security Council, and I expect most dift'.erenees to be resolved.

I know from my ussoeiation with t~e Presld~nt that hp ~s not surprfsed
or displensed to henr different points of new. Thut IS normal on Important Issues.
Poliey differPIlcfos enn be rniRed, discnsspd, Ul?d. rpsol~rpd. ,

In tbe end the President resolves remammg dltIerences m aceord with his.
judgnlPnt of ~hat best serves our national iuterest.

QflcRtion 9. Do you believe tImt the United Stnte~ sh(ln1(~ em~hn~ize i1ll~rove
mpnts in convelltfonnl cupability rather thun nndear, f'SPP<'IUJ1~ In Europe. 'ViU
YOll give ('J()~t~ Rt"'Utilly to progrnms which 0111y add to our overkIll und sec If some
ean bc elimillutpu'!
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. Answer. I most certainly will give close scrutiny to both conventional and
nuclear capabilities. With regard to emphasis between improvements in conven-
tional capability rather than nuclear forces, we have to do both. The primary
defense against conventional attack Is the conventional capability of the United
States and our allies. It seems clear to me that in the current age of at least rough
strategic parity, we must have and maintain conventional forces that can help
reduce the chances of conflict at all levels. This will not, of course, eliminate the
need to maintain an adequate theater nuclear capability.

Senator CANNON. Thank you, Mr. Rumsfeld. We have another vote
on now, and the committee will stand in recess until 2:30.

. Mr.. RuiisFEjp. Thank you, sir.
[Whereupon, at 12 :50 p.m., the hearing recessed to reconvene at

2 :30 p.m. this same day.]
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. Answer. I most certalnly wUl glve dose scrutiny to both conventlonal and
nuclear capabillties. With regard to emphasls between improvements in conven
tlonal capabllity rather than nuclear forces, we have to do both. Tbe primary
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need to malntain an adequate theater nuclear capabllity.

Senator CANNON. Thank you, Mr. Rumsfeld. We have another vote
on now, and the committee will stand in recess until2 :30.
~. Thank you, sir.
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2 :30 p.rn. this same day.]
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WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 12, 1975

U.S. SENATE,
CoMMrrri ON ARMED SmvIcEs,

1Va1ungtm, D.C.
The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 2 :30 p.m. in room 1114

Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. John C. Sthnnis (chairman).
Present : Senators Steiinis (presidino) , Symington, IStclntyre,

Byrd of Virginia, Tower, Goldwater, ani Taft.
. Also present : T. Edward l3raswell, Jr., thief counsel and staff

director ; W. Clark McFadden II, counsel ; John T. Ticer, chief clerk;
Phyllis A. Bacon, assistant chief clerk ; Charles J. Conneely, Charles
Cromwell, George H. Foster, Jr., John A. Goldsmith Don L. Lynch,
Robert O. Old, James C. Smith, Larry K. Smith, and i?rancis J. Sulli-
van,. professional staff members ; Robert TJjakovich, research assistant;
Doris E. Connor, Marie Fabrizio Dickinson, clerical assistants ; David
A. Raymond, assistant to Senator Symington ; Charles Stevenson,
assistant to Senator Culver ; and Bill Lind, assistant to Senator Taft.

The CHAIRMAN. We had a good hearingthis morning. Mr. Secretary,
there will be additional questions from members who have already
asked some of their questions.

We will stay with it this afternoon the best we can. I understand
we are nit likely to have as may votes as we have had since F2 :30.

The Chair wants to recognize Senator Byrd now. He was hìere this
morning but we didn't get to him.

First the Secretary wants to be recognized for just a minute. All
right, Mr. Rumsield.

Mr. RuMsmD. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
This morning I was asked a question concerning the Pershing

missile. And as I recall, I characterized the President's position as
publicly stated to the effect that he had serious reservations about
that item.

I was asked about that after the hearing, and checked at the White
House, I received a set of four or five different responses at various
times that the President has given on that question. In reading them,
I find that the characterization I gave to it is possibly not quite as
accurate as I would like it to be.
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The CHAIRMAN. We had a good. hearingthis morning. Mr. Secretary,
there will be additional questions from memOOrs who have already
asked some of their questions.

We will stay with it this afternoon the best we can. I understand
we are not Iikely to have as may votes as we have had since 12 :30.

The Chair wants to recognize Senator Byrd now. He was here this
morning hut we didn't get to hirn.

First the Secretary wants to be recognized for just a nünnte. All
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missile. And as- I recall, I eharacterized the President's position as
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that item.
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Specifically, wlìaù he said was:
The Pershing missile request. wethe United Statesonly promised to study.We made no commitment that we would make that weapon available. And Inthe process Gf study, w will have om time to se how the peace efforts, theSinai peace agreemtnt 1)roeeells along with potential other agreements in thatarea. But t1ieri i no (ofl)flhjtIne1t by us, except to study, for the delivery of aPershing missile to the Middle East.
After r(1ndi1g that .strikes me is not. 1x.int a "stronr reservation."

but simply a tateiyient. on his 1)art. of its being part of a shopping list,
flhl('I thift. lÌ( ifltP11(1 Io gi \e it thoroiigl'i consideration.

The CItATRM.N. All riirlit. Aìyt.j,ììe von think tue niatter should be
taken up in (1o(d session, you only lave to indicate such, although
ve want to have it open as much as we can. If you so indicate, J will

arrançe it.
IDisenssion off the reord.
The CILATRMAN. The Chair recognizes Senator Byrd.
Senator Byim. Mr. Rurnsfeld. Secretary Schlesinier viewed détente

with Tnssia and concessions to Russia with somewhat less enthusiasm
than does Seietary Kissinger. Now. is your own view more in line
with timt o Secretary Schlesinger or Secretary Kissinger?

Mr. RUMSFEW. Senator Byrd. T have tilke1 with Secretary Schie-
singer about the sul)je(.t ovei a period of time. I indicated earlier that
I know of no policy differences that I have with Secretary Schlesinger.
However. it. is very difficult for one. individual to characterize the
views as fitting more with one person's or another. I have talked with
him personally about it. I know what you are saying. You are talking
in part about the public perception of his views, I think. And there
is no question but that in recent days and weeks there has been the
appearance of wide divergence of view between those two individuals.

My preference, rather than tryin to slot myself as between the
two of them, WOlJ1(l be to refer to the remarks I have made earlier.
I recognize the fundamental differences between our systems and
our beliefs. I therefore naturally feel that caution, a great deal of
care, a great deal of vigilance must be exercised with respect to our
relationship.

Senator Briw. You are speaking about Russia now?
. Mr. RUMSFELD. That is right.
Senator Brm. I was speaking of the fundamental difference between

Secreta ry Sci i i esin ger an 1 Secretary Kissinger.
Mr. Rutsiiira. Fni aware of that. And my responso would be to tell

vo1 what, I think on t1ìe subject, because I think that if you ask the
Ì;wo of them what the fundamental difference they had was, you
would fin(i t.hat it is probably different than the public perception.

Senator BYRr. I (lidfl't see the program the other evening, but did
the President give as a reason or the reason for the dismissal of Secre-
tary Schlesinger the (lifferences that the Secretary had with Mr.
Iissinge.r 811(1 ViC( VeVSL ?

Mr. RUMSFELI). Ábso1utey not in the context that you are talking
about. I specifically tOl(l the President that I knew of no major policy
differences that I lind with Secretary Schlesinger

Senator BIBI). I am not speaking of you.
Mr. lltîMsri:r,n. Bitt my point. is he said he knew that, and under-

StOO(l that. Il is ny r('collertiO)1 of his statements on televiSioliafl(l
here iflSt(t(l Of ('X)I('*iflg lily OWfl OpifliOflS, I atrì interpreting what
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Specifically, whnJ. he snid was:

yThe Pershing Jlli!'l~iIe ..pqueRt. we-the Pnited States-only promised to study.
'" e made no COllllllltmpnt tImt we would malre thnt weapon available. And in
t~e proceRA ot FltUrl)'. Wflo wm havflo Romflo time to see how the peace etl'orts, the
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nrp:I. ßut tlter..- J~ 110 ('OI11lllitment b)' III'; , eXccllt to stndv, tor the delhoery of a
Pp.r~lIing mi~RiJf' to tlle l\1irldle East. .

Af!N' l~~Hli1\~ it. that stri~es ßW :lS not ])(llng- a "sh-ong- l'~~rvation."
hut, snnply ~ ~tnt{,ITI{',lt,.on ~l1R part of jt.~ hein~ part, of a shopping- list,
nllcl thnt lw 1I1tPIHls to t!:IW'lt, thorollgh eOlH:\idf'l'ation.

Tho CUATRM.\N. All l'ig-ht. Allytirn0 von think tll0 nlntt~r sho111d he
taken np in ('losed Hessi~n, YOli ~1l1y linve to indieate s11('h nlthOll(rh
we want..to hnve it open as much as we ean. 1f you so indic'at.e, I ,,~II
nrran!!e It.

rDi~l1ssionoff the reeord.]
Thfl CHAIRMAN. The Chair rec,o!!nizes Senn.tor Ryrd.
SAnntol' ßyRO. Mr. Rumsfeld. Secretarv Sch]esiJl~l'vi~wed dettlnte

with Rnssin nnd c.()nc~ssionsto RUffi-.111 Witll somewhat less enthusinsm
than oO(\s ~rel'etary J\i~in~r. Now. lS your own view more in line
with t.hnJ of Secrotnrv Sehlesjn~'l.\t·0" Secr~tn.rv Kissine:e"~

~. Seilator ßv"o, T hnve tnlked with S~cretarv Schle
sing'(l.r about the subj~('t.ovel" aperiod of time. I indicated earlier that
I know of no policy diffp.rences that I have 'with Seo,cretary Schlesinger.
However. it is very difficult for one individual to characterize the
views as fitting mOI:e with one person's oranother. I have talked with
himpersonally ahout it. I know what you are saying-. You are talking
in part about the public perception of his view8, I think. And there
i8 no question hut that in recent days and weeks there has been th8
appHarance of wide divergence of view between those two individuals.

My preferenc.e, rather thnn tryin~ to slot myself as between the
two of ihem, woul<! he to refer to the remarks I have made earlier.
I reco!!Jlize thc fl1ndam~ntal differcncps between our systems and
our beliefsT I therefore naturally f(lel that caution~ a grMt deal of
eare, a I!reat deal of vi~rilance must be exercised with respect to our
relationship.

Senator EnD. Y ou are speaking aoout Russia now ~

.:Mr. BUMSFELD, That is right,
Senator E1:'1ID. I was spenking' of the fundamental difference between

SceretaJ'Y Rch lesin~)"pr and Sec,-etary Kissin~er.
l\{r, RlalsJ<'J<iLD. I'm awal'p of that. And my ~sponsowould be to tell

VOll wlmt I think Oll t.lle subject, bccause I think that if you ask the
two of them what the fundamental difference they had was, you
would find that it is probably different than the public. perceptio;n.

Senator BYRD. I didn't see the prog'ram the other.ev~nng, hut dId
the President give ns a ren.son or the reason for the dIsmIssal o~ Secre
tary Schlesing-~r thc <lifferences timt the Secretary had wlth Mr.
l(issin~erund vice versa~. .

1\11'. RU)181"JoiLD. Absolutcly not in the context that you a~e talln.ng
ahollt. I Rp('cHienl1.v tohl ~he Pl'esidcnt that I ~\:new of HO m'RJor pohcy
ditfcrcnc(~s that I Imd wlth Secretary Schleslnger-- .

HenatoJ" BylU). I HIn !lot Hpenkin~of you:
Mr. RTT1\UWJ<:r.I>. Hnt. my point IS h~ saHI he knew tImt, ~n.d undcr

stUOt) tlmt. 1., iH my ,·(\(·ol1('(·tio]l of Ins. s~atemcnts ~n h~levls~on-. and
IU'J"c 'insh'nd ur ('XI'u'('ssing- tllY own o~lnlons, I am lJltel'pretlll~ what
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flic Presideiit, and what Secretary Schlesinger and Secretary Kis-
siiiger'& views ou tue worl(l might be, which is really iiot mv place-
hut iiiy iwl)re&SioJl of IIì press conference 'ns t1ìtt the iVCSi(1e11t
i ini icate(1 I it 1i I n(; IIftV( 1)olicy (I i I1CItIICCS vjt h ,Jiiiì Selilesinger, niiti
that, l)flSi:11y it. was a variety of things which lie characterized in
several ways, IHIÙ it would iot 1)e diffeiiiìg views on dótente, insofar
as T UhÌ(l(VStOOd his prtss confereiìce.

SelIIttOr I3YRI). Is it your view, then, that Secretary Schlesinger and
Secitary Kissinger are in aCcord on their views of détente?

- Mr. RUMSFELJD. I think that they have certainly been in accord on
occasion. And I think they certainly differed on occasion. With respect
to the Slll)StflhIee (Prtaillly no Americanno official of Government in
tlìis fl(II)ìifliStrati()tl is going to FCCOfl)IfleIl(I something with FeSI)ect to
the VLI'i()US liegotiations timt a i taking place that would vork ad-
.ttt.sely to I he seciit°itv nitevvsls of the ITnited States of America.

Senator BYIII). ( )f nIrst I hat is a question of )udgnieiìt.
lEr. lltTMSFEL4I). That is whtt, I am just getting to. There is the

SLll)St4lfltiVe question. '.i'!ieii t1re arC tuo tactics as to what is the best
way to iigage in a negotiation. AIl(l themi there are the effects on time
I)U1)l i C 1)erCeiVi ugs of th at rei titi onship. I know Secretary Sch1esiiier
an(1 Secretary Kissinger have uliffered on the question of the tactics
as to what should be. done.

I also knowI shouldn't be speaking for the two Secretaries ; I
should be speaking for myself. For myself, the question of the public
perception about the state of our relations is one that is troublesome.
In my judgment far too ìtìaiìy people in this country and in other free
countries throughout the world have the impression thftt because we
are able to engage in a multiplicity of relationships with the Soviet
Union, that therefore the world is at peace and things will be good
forever more. And, I think, that that is asking considerably too much.
The relationship does require vigilance. Our capability loes have a
deterrent effect. It is important that we maintain that essential equiv-
alence. And those who suggest that because we are able to trade or able
to engage in SALT negotiations, or in'MBFR negotiation with the
Soviet Union, those who conclude that because of that we therefore
should reduce our defense capability, reduce the deterrent, are flatly
wrong.

The fact is that our capabilities have provided the stability in the
world, and it is important not only for us, but for the rest of the world.

Senator Briw. I think that we can support a strong national defenses
which I do, without necessarily supporting détente, which I don't nec
essarily support in all of its aspects. I support the concept of a dialog
between our country and China and our country and Russia.

Mr. RrTMRrnThose are my views exactly.
Senator Bmn. And, I think, perhaps I was the first Sena,tor to ap-

pland President Nixon's trip to Peking, because I wanted to see a
dialog opened with that nation. But when it comes to concessions,
ngrements which have been made with Russia, then my view is that
the United States has come off second best. And my belief is that Sec-
retary Schlesinger took a somewhat less enthusiastic line on making
concessions to the Soviet Union than the Secretaiy of State has taken.
If that is the caseand I think it isthat presented a balance within
the Cabinet.
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tl.le Prpsi~lellt und what Sccl'(~tary Sehlesinger and Heerctary I\:is
HlIlgl'T'~ ~1 leWS ()J~ the woJ'ld might be, whieh is realJy not lny place
~mt. lll'y 11ll1)J"~HSlOJl of t Iw Pl'PSS confpl'eucc was that the Presideut
IIldwatp(~ lw tl,~l not, have p(~li(''y dift'pJ"{'Jlees with .JiJll H<'hlesill:!(w, antI
that basIC'ally lt was a v:trIet.y of thin!!S whieh he eharacterized in
sevcral ways, hut, it wOH1<1 not 1>0 diJfm11lg views on detente, insofar
us I und('lostood 11 is press eonf('l"cnee.

S(~nat()l' !~YI~J), ]S it y?ur view, then, that Seeretary Sehlesinger and
S(>('l'l'bu'y l\.lsslllgel' are 111 accOl'd on their views of detente ~
~.~ think that they have eertainly been in aeeord on

oecaSlOll. Anel I tlllnk !hcy certainly diffcred on OCCUSiOll. With respect
to the suhstalH'p, ('(~I'bUllly 110 Alllericnn-no official of Govel'nment in
thi8 n(h~liniHtJ'atjO!l i~ g-olug to l'pcommpud sOlllcthing with respeet to
the V:ll'lOUH 1H'g'otmtlOns thnt H1'0 tnkill(J' }l]aee tImt would work a<l-

1 I
., ~

nWH(\ y to t 10 S(\elll'lty llltp1'('st~ of the lTnited Htntcs of Alllcriea.
Senator· BYJm. ()f (~Oll I'S" timt is a question of jUdcJ'lllCllt..
~[r. H.UMS}''':LU: Th,:,t is wlmt I um just ~cttIngt"o. There is thc

subHtnntJn~ qllesfloJl. lhcll th.. I'(" a~re the taches aB tn what is the bl'st
wny to (,llg'age in u, negotiat ion..A"lld thell there are the etTccts Oll thc
public IWl'ceivljn~of that relu.tionship. I know Secrotary Schlesinger
und Secrctary I\:issinger have <liffel'ed on the question of the tact1(~,s
as to what sho111<1 he, donp.

I also know-I shollldn't be spanking for the two Secretaries; I
should he speakin~ for myself. For myself, the question of the public
perception llbout the statt' of our relations is one that is tl'oublcsolne.
In my judgment far too mallY people in this country snd in other free
countries throughout the world have t.he impresSion th'8t because we
are able to engage in a nlultiplicity of relationships with the Soviet
Union, that therefore the world is at pence a.nd things will be good
forever more. And, I think, that that is asking considerably too much.
The relationship does require vig'ilanee. Our capsbility does have a
deterrent effeot. It is important that we maintain that essential equiv
alence. And those ~ho suggest that because we are ahle to trade 01' able
to engag-e in SALT negotiations, 01' in·MBFR ne~tiation with the
Soviet TTnion, those who conclnd~, that because of that we therefore
should rcduce our defense capability, reduee the deterrent, are flatly

wTh~'faet is that our capabilities have provided the stability in the
world, and it is important not only for us, but forthe rest of the world.

Senator BYRD. I think that we ean support a strong national defense,
which I do, without necessarily supportin~ detente, whieh I don't nec
essarily support in aH of its ~speets. I support the coneept ?f a dialog
between our eountry and Cluna and our country and RUSSlS.
~Those are my views exactly. .
Senator BYRD. And, I think, perhaps I was the first Senfttor to ap

plaud President Nixon's tri~ to Pekin~., bec.ause Iwanted to ~e a
dialo~ opened with that natIon. Bu~ when ·~t comes to C?nCfl~lOns,
fl~reflments which havc bean made with RUSSIn, then ~y ':Iew IS that
the lTnited States has come off second best. And ~y ~l~ef ~s that ~ec
retary Schl(\sin~er to<?k a s~mewhat less enthuslastIc hne on maklng
('oncessions to the Soviet lJnIon than the Seeretary of State has t~ke}1.
If that is the case-and I think it is-that presented a balanee wlthln
tbe Cabinet.
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Mr. RUMØFELD. I can as you that that balance will continue.There is no question but that it is critically important to this countrythat the President have a variety of views, that the views of the 1)01)and the defense and security interests of our country be fully hea rdand weighed in Presidential decisionmaldiig. That would be myintention.
Senator Briw. In your judgment, Mr. Rumsfeid, what has theUnited States gained over tue last 3 years in regard t'o d6tente
Mr. RTJMSFELD. It is difficult to say, unless one defines terms, as towhat détente is. I don't think of détente as a state or circumstance or

something that one can then enumeitte a balance sheet underneath. I
think of it simply as a decision on the part of our country to attempt,
where possible. to avoid confrontation, and where possible, find areas
where our interests might converge.

To the extent that they converge, and we can actually achieve some-thing that is in our interest, fine, we (lo it. To the extent we cannot.
we ought not to. It ought flow to be a one-way street. There is no
question about that. But in looking at the history of our relationships,
or the history of the world, I don't think a person can say this confron-
tation was avoided because of eight other things that were taking
place, or that this potential threat was averted because of three or
four others. It is a complex maze of relationships. We have to be
sensitive, that what we are doing substantively is in fact in our interest,
and not against the security interests of this country. We have to do
it tactically in a way that is in our best interests. And finally, we have
to see that while we are doing it, we don't create so euphoric an attitude
on the part of free people that they think that things are so good that
we don't need that military capability. We do.

Now, there are those who say that the ABM Treaty was useful, and
they would cite that. There are things that might haves been averted
during this period. There is no way that I can untie that knot and trace
the line from a single benefit or conversely a single problem to the
word "détente." But if by détente you mean the avoidance of con-
frontation were possible and the 'sensible, hard-nosed, seeking out of
the areas where our interests might converge, but recognizing that they
might not., then I think that the Americmn PeoPle support that. And I
do.

Senator Brm. ArO there two or t.lìree examl)leS of advantages that
we have obtained from d&.ente that you could enumerate?

Mr. RUMSFET4D. As I indicated. I think that one cannot say what
would have happened in world relations absent an effort on. our part
to have less tense relationships with th Soviet Union and China. My
sense is that the reason we were at the negotiating table is because we
have some chips, because there is t.hat military capability and that
deterrant to adventuresomeness t.hat might otherwise occur.

I think one makes a mistake to try to come up with a balance sheet
of that nature. I think that each relationship ought to stand on its
own. We ought not to engage in a mutual balanced force. reduction
agreement that is not in our interest, that is to say, one that does not
result in equal or improved security at lower levels of forces.

We ow'ht not to, in my judgment.
Now. if we were able to do that, would that be an advantage ? Clearly

in my mind that would be an advantage for the American people, for
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)Ir. P,UX8FELD; I can assux:e you .t~lat th~t balance will continue.
There 18 DO q~estlonbut that .lt IS crltlCally Importallt to this country
that the PresIdent have a varlety of views, that the views of the 1>01)
and the.defen~ and ~curity inte1'ests of our country bü fully h(,Ul'd
~nd '!elghed In PresIdential decisionmakiug. Thnt would be my
IntentIon.

~enator BYRD•. In your judgment, Mr. H.umsfeld, what hus the
Unlted States ~lned.ov~r the last 3 years in regard t.o de.tente ~

l' RUMSFELD. It IS (hfficult to say, unless one defines terms as to
what detellte IS. don't think of detente as astate 01' circumst.n'nce or
something that one CRn then enumeratc a balance sheet underneath. I
think of It ~ilnply as 8: decision on t~he part of our country to attf:\mpt,
whe1'e pos~Ible~ to aV(~)Id confrontatlOn, und where possible, find arpus
whcre ou1' Interests mlght conve1'~.

'ro the e~~t that ~hey convergc, nnd we ran actually achieve some
thIng that IS In our Interest, fine, wc do it. To the extent we canllot.
we ought not to. It ought now t.o)Je a onc-way stl'f:\ct. There is 110
question about that. But in looking at the history of our relationships,
or thc history of the world, I don't think a person can say this collfron
tation was avoided because of eight other thin~ that were takjn~

place, or that this potential threat was avelted because of three or
foul' others. It is a complex maze of relationships. We have to be
sensitive, that what we are doing substantively is in fact in our interest,
and not against the security interests of this country. We have to do
it tactically in a way that is in our best interests. And finally, we have
to see that while we are doing it, we don't create so euphorie an attitude
on the part of free ~ple that they t.hink that things are so good that
we don't need that military capahilit.y, We do.

Now, there are those who say that the ARM Treaty was useful, and
they would cite thnt. There are things that might have beNl averted
during this periode There is no way that I ean untie that kl10t and trace
the line from a single benefit or conversely a single problem to the
word "detente." But if by dotente you mean the avoidance of con
frontation were possible and ~he sensible, hard-nosed, ~~kin~ out of
the areas where our interests nught converge, hut reCO~llZln~that they
mi~ht not., then I think t.hat tlic .\ merican pcople snpport that....~nd I
do.

Senator Bynn. Arc there t.wo 01' t.hrec exalnples of advantages that
we have obtained from dctentc that yon could enllmerate ~

MI'. RUMAFEI..D. As I indicnted. I think that one cannot say what
would have lüiPPelled in world relations ab~ent an. effort on. ~ur part
to have less tense relationships wlth the Sov~et.Unlon a~d Clllna. My
sense is that the reason wo were nt the negohatIng table.1~ because wo
have some chips, because therc is tha~ military ?apabIlIty alld that
deterrant to adventuresomeness that IDlght otherwl~ occur.

I think one makf:\,8 amistake to try to come up wlth a balance sh~et
of that nature. I think that each relationship ought to stand on .lts
OWD. We oue;ht not to enga~e in a mutua~ balanced force. reductIon
aw-eement that is not in oltr inte:est, that lS t.osay, one that does not
result in equal 01' improved seCUTlty at lower levels of forces.

We onp'ht not to, in my jud~ent. t Cl 1
Now.ifwe were able in do that~wOllld that he an adv~ntage. ear J

in my mind that would be an advanta~ for the Amerlcan people, for
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Western Europe, and for the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, if
we could achieve it. The talks hìave been going on. There is a certainseriousness of purpose. And the sense is that we may in fact achieve
some results there.

The CHAIRMAN. Your time is up. Do you want to ask another
question

Senator BYRD. I vill reserve the question.
The CITAutMAN. I believe that all who are here now have had an

opportunity to ask some questions.
I will be quite brief now. But T want to call your special attention

to something you already know. You have touched ou it in part. But
it is most alarming to inc that we have as high a percentage the
niilitaiy (lolliir that we are now spending on personnel or personnel-
related niatters, leaving thereby a smaller and smaller ercentae for
weaponry, armor, and. all the things that are generally classif'ed as
military Imrdware. Now, it is according to how you figure it, of course,
bt it is somewhere in the neighborhood of 28 percent, or 58 cents
out of $1 that is going into this personnel matter. I think if we con-
ti nue to let that cl i rnb nìeasurably more, we vill et seriously out of bal-
ance there, and we will have a liarder and harer time in getting the
absolute necessit ies in the way of weapons, the cost of which is going
up, and will continue to go up. no doubt as it becomes more and more
involved in the contract.

Now, for the time being I am just calling that to your attention. I
imagine you have some of the same concern, and you will come in con-
tact with it more now than before.

First, are you concerned about this very question?
Mr. RIJMSFELD. YeS, Mr. Chairman.
The CriAIItMAN. And what are you going to try to do with it, I mean

personally ? For instance, you could have special study groups to
start on It for you.

Mr. Rtmistrn. There is no question but that the United States is
misserved if we allow a situation to develop wherethe pay and benefits
for individuals who serve in the Armed Forces move to a percentage
so that it in effect results in the drying up of funds needed for weapons
and for the defense capability of this country. My personal view is
that an individual who serves in the U.S. Armed Forces ought not to be
penalized by virtue of that service. That is to say, be ought to be able
to receive pay and benefits that are roughly commensurate to the out-
side. I think the American people ought to be willing to pay that, and
I don't think an individual ought to be taxed for his willingness to
serve. I don't think that compulsion ought to be used frivolously. To
the extent it is needed, we ought to use it. But if we can achieve the
manpower we need through proper pay and incentives, we should do
that.

But the danger is that society might think we can have it both ways.
We cannot. Either we pay the people what they are worth and in addi-
tion have the funds necessary for the weapons systems that are a funda-
mental part of our national capability, or we don't. But there is no free
lunch. When the Congress macle the decision and the country made
the decision to move toward an all-volunteer force to the extent it
proves feasible, inherent in that decision should have been a willingness
to pay a reasonably competitive rate and not have pay costs dry up the
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Western Eur?pe, ~nd for the North Atlantic Treaty Orgallizatioll, ifwe.could acJlleve It. The talks have been going on. There·is a certainserlousness of purpose. And the sense is that we may in fact achievesome results there..
Th~ CUAIRMAN. Your time is up. Do you want to ask anotherquesbon ~ .
Senator BylU>. I will reserve the question.
Thc CUAmMAN. I believe that aH who are here now have had anopportnnity to ask flome questiolls.
I will ~ qnitc hrief now. Hut I want to call your special attention

~,o :'Olnet.lnIlA' YOt~ nlready know. Yon have touched Oll it in part. But
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Now, for the time heing I am just calling thatto your attention. Iimag-ine you have sorne of the same concern, and you will come in contact with it more now than before.
First, are you eoncerned about this very question ~
MI' RUMSFELD. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
The CnAIUMAN. And what are you g'oing to try to do with it, I mean

personally~ For instance, you could have special study groups tostart on it for you.
Mr. RUMSFEJ..D. There is no question hut that the United States ismisservedTf we allow a situation to develop wherethe pay and benefitsfor individuals who serve in the Arrned Forees move to apercentageso tOOt it in effe,ct results in the drying up of funds needed for weaponsand for the defense capabiIity of this country. My personal view isthat an individual who serves in the lT.S. Armed Forces ought not to bepenalized by virtue of that service. That is to say, he ought to be ableto receive pay and ben~fits that are 1'oughly co~ensurate to the outside. I think the AmerlCan people ought to be wIlhng to pay that, andI don't think an individual ou~ht to be taxed for his willingness toserve. I don't think that compulsion ought to be used frivolously. Tothe extent it is needed, we ought to use it. But if we ean achieve themanpower we need through proper pay and incentives, we should do

that. . hink h' bo hBut the danger is that society mlght t we ean ave It t. way~.We cannot. Either we pay th~ people what they are worth and m addItion have the funds necessary for ~h~ weapons sy~ms that are. a fundamental part of ou1' national capablhty, or ~~ don t. But there 18 no freelunch. Wllen the Congress made the deClSlon and the country ma~ethe decision to move toward an 8;l~-volunteer force to the.e~nt Itproves feasible inherent in that declslon should have been a wI11mgnessto pay a reason~bly competitive rate and not have pay rosts dry up the
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funds neci.ssary for the weapons. And I am afraid what happened was,
p(ople thought they CbOfll(I have if. both ways.

The ChAIRMAN. Well, one thing comes to my mindand I havc to
defer to Ot.IWFS somewhat on this 1)articular pointbut I feel very
strongly for the more modern weapons. You can't have second-rate
weaponry. But what concerns me is tiat we don't try hard enough to
get along on fewer numbers of weapons. I think we shouM have the
best, but. as few as may be reasonably necessary, you can't tell exactly;
for instance, planes. ships of a kina, tanks, and a nmnber of things,
you need good. hard-headed judgment on how many we need of these
different items. 1Te are beginning to have a great rinmber, it seems to
me. 1Riit if you are going to have a great variety, we should be corn-
pehled to try getting along on as few as possible. Some say we need
400 naval aircraft of a certain kind others say, why that is ridiculous
we need 800. T don't know v1wr' th line is, but yoi are going to have
to mQ.kP sorne hn r(l r(O1flh11e1'1(iat ions.

Mì. Rurnsfvhl. :voii seem h) h1VC fi, real deterrniiation about von and
a petwtrating mind. T want to gt you concerned ahon these matters.
:i don't knov what special tuìs or what is necessary. but T think you
vi11 havP to lmve n loi of resonsi1)]e help iii niakng those judgrrients.

I lione you vi1l do that.
%STe aìe talking ,dont the V()1uhIt(1(1r Army. T am nof harping on that,.

1)Ut WC fliUSt make it, work. T have heard rumors Jately about sorne
SOTt of effort over there to organize within the service these men and
WOIflUfl anti gC't tlICJ)I into an OlgaflizatiOn for the purpose of bargain-
ing with you folks. I will tell you the way I feet I think if a man
joins the service, that is enough organization for him to belong to
right there. fTc has cut himself out a good job, and he owes it every-
thing he has. The serviceman is entitled to this good pay he is getting.
If we are going to get all gummed up now on some kind of a loyalty
to someone else or obligation to someone else or association, rathei
than the Army, Navy or whatever service he belongs to, that is where
we can really begin a debacle or downfall for the military services, as I
see it. I know you would be concerned about a matter like that. I cali it
to your atthntion now aid T hope you will look into it with a firm hand.

Mr. Rtmisi'iu. I appreciate your comments. It is a subject that I
have not had ahance to look into. And I was not aware of the situa-
tion as you described it. T certainly will look into it.

The CHAIRMAN. All right, thank you for your promise. I didn't ex
pect you to be ready to answer a question like that.

Senator Goldwater.
Senator GoI.»wA'rin. By the way, Mr. Chairman, if you want to go

vote, you go ahead. I think we waste lot of these people's time in
running back and forth and I would just as soon miss a vote and
stay here to help things along.

The ChAIRMAN. We use a lot ofpesticides on our cotton. I will go
vote on that one. May I ask you to be in charge?

Senator GOLDWATER [presiding]. Mr. Rumsfeld, I want to get back
to the point that Senator Byrd was trying to make and emphasize to
you, that probably the most important concern among the Senators
Is your position ori détente. I don't think there is any question about
your ability to handle the job your background is, T think, sufficient
for you to tuke over. Bhit unfortitnately Secretary Kissinger luis not
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funds ne(,~Rsflryfor the weapolls. And I am afraid what happened was,
peoplc t.hou:.rht they ('ould lUlv(\ it both ways.

The CJIAln~fAN. WeH, Olle thing comes to my Rlind-nnd I llave to
defer to ot.lwrs somewhut on this particular point-but I feel very
stron~]y for the more modern weapons. You ean't have second-rate
weaponry. Hut what concerns me is fhat we don 't try harn enou~h to
get along on fewer numbers of weapons. I think we shon1d have the
hest~ but as f(lw as mav ?e reasonahly necessary, YOll can't tell exaetly;
for Instance, planes. ShlPS of a kind, tanks, and a l1lunber of thinO's,
y~m need .!!ood, hnrd-heane~ ju.dgment on how nlany we need of th;s8
dIfferent .lt.ems. 'Ve, al'~ be~lnnln1! to have a gl'cat nnmber, it seems to
m~. Hut If yon al:e gOlng to have a great variety, we sllould be com
pelled to trv g('ttlng- along on as few as possible. Some say we neea
400 naval ah'(,l'nft of a certain kind, others say, why that is ridienlous
we need ROO. Tdon'f kno\\' Whfll'P the line is, hut YOll are O'oinO' to have
to lnn,kp sornp hnr<l 1'<'('omnw)}(lntionR. . t"I t-l

MJ'. Rmnsfpl<1. VOlt RPem to havp n real determinntion abont VOll ßno
ß pellpt,rnting m1r}el. T wnut to gpt, :VOll concerned ahollt. t.h(1~e jnnt.ters~
I non't. know wlmf ~p<'(,lal tP:HllS or ",hat iR n(,('('~An,l·v, hut T think yon
will1utvp to h:lvP :t lot- of ,'pspolIsihle hplp illlllaklni those jHdA"lTH:~ntR.
I hooeyoll will (lotll:lt.

We nl'(, tnlkln~nhont Ihp Vollllltt'('}, Armv. T nm not hnl'pin~on thnt,
hut. we rJlnst Inn]\(' it work I IUl\'e he..'trd rumors lately about sorne
Ml't of ('frort over t JH'rp to Ol'~anize within the service these men and
womml~ n,nd ß!<'f, t 1U'1lI info an ol'ganization for the purpose of bar~nin
ing with you folks. I will tell YOll the way I feet I think if a man
joins the service~ that is (\nou~h organization for him to belon~ to
ri~ht there. ITe has cut himself out a g'ood job, and he owes it every
thin~ he hase The serviceman is entitled to this g-ood pay he is g-etting.
If we are goillg to ~Pt. aU ~ummed up now on some kind of a loyalty
to someone else or obligation 10 someone else or association, rathel
than the Army, Navy 01' whatever scrviee he belongs 10, that is where
we enn really begin adebacle or downfall for the military services, as I
see it. I know yOll would he concerned ahout a matter like that. I call it
to vour attentIon now, and I hope you will look into i~ with a ~rm hand.

Mr. RUVSFELD. I appreciate your comments. It IS a SUblect t~at I
have not liad a Chance to look into. And I was not aware of the sItua
t.ion as YOll described it. I certainly will look into it.

The CHAIRMAN. All right, thank you for your promise. I didn't ex·
pect you to be ready to answer a question like that.

Senator Goldwater.
Senator GOU)WATER. ßy the way, ~{r. Chairman, if you ~an~ to ~o

vote, yon go a,head. I thlnk we w'aste a.lot of these p~ople s tIme 111
running ba.ck und forth, and I wouId JUst as soon mISS a vote anti
stay here to help thin~s along. ..

Thc CHAIRMAN. lVe usea lot of'pesticides on our cotton. I WIll go
vote on that. one. lfay I ask you to be in charge ~

Senator GoLDWATER [presiding]. Mr. ~umsfeld, I want to get.baek
to the point that. Senator Byrd was trYlng to malm and empliaslze to
you, that probably the most importa~t concern. among the, Senatol's
is your position on oetente. I don't tlnnk there '1~ any (}!lestJOn a~ut
your ability to handle t.he job; your backg-round lS, I....~,h~nk, snfficl<mt
for you to take over·. Hut unfOl~tnnate]ySecrctury I\.Jssm~r lms nut
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defined his definition of détente. And I have asked him to do this. I
am going to sec liiiii again within tue next day or two and I am going
to ask hun again, becaii&e the American people are very worried about
titis. They look ozi thc Se,ïtary of State's attempts, whether rightly
0E WJ1)1)IY, us ait eliort to L('!) IeVe fl IuiC( fet1irig bt'tvctii two potential
('JeJ))J( %vlfIE ils S((Jfl1flgly giving tLll tllftt tl)t Soviets want. Now, I
1iaqxii to know your vie's OR titis. iiid I would siigge.tt tltit when
you UIC tLSlCe(l tI)at tiiiestioii agaill, tIoii't (lLtihi)le about it. Ïr0U don't
believe in détente, as I understand your Inwkgrouiìd, without sOiie
forces to back Ui) our position ou what we want.

?J:r1 RVMSFELD. Absohitely, there is no question bitt that;tIiat capa-
bihty is the underpinning of the security and stability we llave seen
III this world, the relative stability, since \Vorld %Vtr II.

Seiiator GOLDWATER. That is exactly what you ought to say. and
don't stretch it out or elal)orate on it, because that is what we want
tø hear.

Now there urny be some Members of the Senate that waitt to hear
it: the other vLy aroniici. l'nt talkiiig ahoutthe group who will )rOIYab1y
have to CO11iìtfl yOU.

It is very mll)ortant that the President, you, and Kissinger, get this
word "détente" as we understand it in the English language, cleared
up. I think the way the Europeaiì hìave distorted the prac'tice between
themselvesand you know full well how that isis the way that we
should be pra(1i(i11g it. if i have something that you want and you
have something i want, we eau iiike n deal. But you are not going
to Ct all of niine. ami I ;un flot goilig to get all of yours.

, Mr_ ItUMtF}W. That.'s for -U1.
Senator GOLDWATER. i hope tIÌQ American people can understand

that.
Do you hve uny reason to believe that changing the Secretary of

Defense at this particular time will be interpreted by the Soviets as
weakening our bargaining position a.t SALT II, thereby causing them
to push for concessions not heretofore thought attinabIe

Mr. RUMSm.». I certainly think not. People generally behave on
the basis of things that are important, quick impressions or percep-
tions that might be. current for a moment seem not to worry people who
are serious. It strikes me the Soviets are serious, and it strikes me that
to the extent they are serious and to the extent that others have a seri-
ous interest in sensing what this administration's and.this President's
viewson the world are, it is not terribly difficult for them to find it out.
There is no question but what this President has set forth his views.
It will not take long for people to have a sense of my views. I have tried
to contribute to that by indicating not only that I do not know of any
policy differences I have with Jim Schlesinger but that I told the
President that before I agreed to accept this nomination.

Senator GOLDWATEL Did you feel that under you DOD would have
a difference of position with the State Department on what a minimum
accentable SALT II agreement vith the United States should be?

M4'r. RUMSPELD. DO I think we could reach an agreement between
Iifense and Stte ? . . .

Senator GowwAnii. No, do you think there is a minimum accepte
able agreement that you can see now, if you have thought about this,
as a given force.
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defined his definition of dctente. And 1 have asket! him to do this. 1
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thelnRclves--anu you know full weH how that is--is the way that we
should be praeti('in~ it. I f I have something' that you want and you
have something I want. wo eUJl lll'Hke n deal. But you are not going
to ~et aU of nLine. and I am Hot. going to get all of yours.
~.That's fOI" Hll'(',.

Senator GOI.DWA'l'lill. I hope tIw Amcrican people can undcrstJand
that.

Do you have any reason to belicve that changing the Secretary of
Defense at this partieular time will be interpreted by the Soviets as
weakening our bargaining position at SAI~T 11, thereby causing them
top_ush for concessions not heretofore thought attaina:ble ~

Mr. RUMSFELD. I certainly think not. People generally behave on
the1)asis of thing-s that are important, quiek impl'essions or percep
tions that mig-ht be current for a moment seem not tu worry people who
are seriou8. It strikes me the Soviets are serious, and it strikes me that
to the extent they are serious and to the extent that others have a seri
ous interest in sensing what this administration's and.this President's
viewson the world are, it is not terrihly diffieult for them to find it out.
There is no question hut what this President has set. forth his vie~s.
It will not take long' for people ~o have a sense of my Vlews. I have trled
to contribute to that by indlcatln~not onIy that 1 do not know of any
policy difl'erenees I have with Jim Sehle,singer. hut, that 1 told the
President th1\t before I agreed to aecept tIns nominatlon.

Senator GOLDWATF.R. Did you feel that under you DOD wOl~l(~ have
a difference of position with the State Department on what.& mInImum
ac~.ptahle SALT 11 agreement with the United Sta.tes should be ~

Mr. RUMSFELD. Do ~1 think we could reach an agreement between
~~ . h ...

Senator GOLDWATFAl. No, do you thlnk t ere 18 a mInImum aece~t~
ahle agreement that you ean see now, if you have thought about thlS,
as a given force.
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Mr. RUMSFELD. I have thought about it, needless to say. I thinkthere arc so niany variables in negotiations of this type, and not havingbeen involved in negotiations, I would be reluctant to try to describewhat it is. But there is no question but what the bottom line on thisdiscussion is t1iat that total package has to end up being in our inter-est. And to the extent that is possible, fine. To the extent it is not
possibles we will keep on trying.

Senator GOLDWATER. But you would insist that any agreement woúld
not undermine our national security interests?

Mr. RUMSFFSLID. Absolutely.
*

Senator GOWWA'iIAt. What's your degree of concern over the faet
that the Soviets have surpassed the United States in warhead yieldcapacity?

Mr. ltimrsitw. That question is one that is of concern. As I haveindicated eírhier, in terms of our defense capability, and the overall
deterrent, one lias to look at many parts on our side and on theirs, and
there is lU) qUestion but that they are ahead of us in some and we are
al icad ill soi i te. J) wn the road that is certit inly a ii a i ea that tue tlnite(l
States lins to be attentive to.

Senator ( ()IJ)WAi'EI{. I have SOflIC other quest ions in that field, but
I bave olily 5 ininitts left.

Let mc get on to another area.
When you were in the House you voted against the B-70, I believe.
Mr. RtMsiw. I believe that is right.
Senator ÖOWwATER. I think the final procurementdoyou support

the requirement for the B-1 bomber as a follow-on to the B-52 force?
Mr. RuMsinrD. I believe that somewhere here I have a note indicat-

ing what my ogic was on that. I believe it was in an omnibus bill and
there was an amendment concerning the RB-70. I don't have it right
in front of me. My recollection is that it was a procedural concern
without any bias against the bomber. But there is no question but that
manned bombers are an element in the overall strategic capability.

I have not had an opportunity to immerse myself in the subject of
the B-1. I read what the Secretary of Defense put forward to the
committee in his posture statement this year. At first glance I find
myself persuaded by his recommendations. But it is not something
that I consider myself expert on at this point.

Senator GOLDWATER. But the B-1 production decision is scheduled
in November of 1976. Assuming the aircráft meets all the required
technical and performance requirements at that time, do you feel
that you could approve the aircraft for production?

Mr. RtThfs:FELD. Senator, I would want to talk with thepeople in the
bepartment oi tefense who have been working on this, including the
Joint Ohiefs. There is no question but that the B-52 is elderly. And,
as I indicated, I recognize the contribution that manned bombers make
in the U.S. defense capability. But there are two or three very, very
large issues of that nature that will be comings up. It would be wrong
for me, without having an opportunity to be bnefed in the Department
of Defense, without having an opportunity to talk to the Chief, with-
out having an opportunity to consult with others who arc knowledge-
able and irithresthd in this subjeet, tö just sort of unilaterally pronounce
judgment. I would not respect myself for doing it and I would ques-
tion whether you would respect me for doing t.

*
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Senator GouwArpR. I think you are right. But you cannot shoot medown for trying.
. Mr. Rmcsr&», No, sir.

Senator GOLDWATER. One other question.
I am interested in your concept of how the Defense Department

should be managed. tinder Secretary McNamara, a large staff or-
ganizatioli evolved, which then delved directly into the day-to-dayntanageintnt of tiì' survice programs, and also became tite agency thatet indivnlual service budget targets and priorities. Now, as E recall it,the Laird-Packard colicopt was to return the day-to-day management
function I)Uk to tite ifl(IiYi(lllL1 services, but to use the OSD staff for
review of major issues and priorities that the Defense Secretary had
to decide.

llave you developed any management philosophy for running the
Defense Department Ana what role do you foresee for the individual
rnrvices and for thß OSD staff?

Mr. RuMsI4n. I certainly have developed what I consider to be a
management philosophy in general over the years, having been in-
volved with varions organizations. I certainly would not want to sug-
gest that I have developed a precise management approach. for the
Department of Defense.

I intend to immerse myself at the outset in the question of people.
I think it is exceedingly mportant. And second, in the sub]ect of
areas of responsibility and organizational arrangements, I have not
done that. T have, since the announcement of my nomination, been in-
volved with get;tinr through the transition out of the job I am in and
in preparing for these hearings. I'm not in a position to announce
any conclusions in that area.

Senator GOLDWATER. Thank you.
My time is up
Senator SYMINGTON Mr Secretary, you mentioned the B-70. I was

a great backer
Er. RUMSFEW. Excuse me, Senator. Could I interrupt you for i

second?
I have found the paper I was looking for. Senator Goldwater, on

the RB-70. My irnderstnnding is thatand this was some time ago-
I don't have the (late that that particular amendment in the House
that I voted against iuvolved a proposal where the admìnìstration said
they would not spend tue money even if authorized by Congress. I
could be wrong on that, but my recollection is that the admìnìstration
announced that they did not want those funds, and would not spend
them. My recollection is that as a result of that announcement that
they would not spend it, it seemed not to make a heck of a lot of sense
to vote for it.

Senator GOLDWATER. That is right. I don't think the administration
said this, I think Mr. MeNamara said it.

Senator Srinwo'roN. In this connection, I used to be for the B-70
until the Air Force withdrew it and made it the RB-70 so that they
could go out and look around and see what the missiles had done. And
the price at that time was nothing com.pared to the B-i, but pretty
high in my opinion So I changed my position when it became the
RB-70 as against the B-70.
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Senator GOLDWATElL I think you are right. But you cannot shoot roedown for trying.
~No,sir.

Senator GoLDWA'rEB. One other question.
I am interested in your concept 'of how the Defense Department

ShOI~ld pe managed. lJ~der Secretary McNamara, a large staff orbranlzatlon evolved, WhlCh tlw·n delved di~-ctly into t.he day-to-day
nlar:ta~,n~l'ntof thE; service programs, and also.becRmo t.he a~ncy thatset In(hvHLual serVJce hlld~et tnJ'A"ets and priorlties. Now, as I recall itthe Laird-Packard eOllcept was t.o return the day-to-day mana~mentfun(·,tion hrwk to tohe indivi(lunl services, but to nse the OSD staff forreview of Juajor issues alld priorities that the Defense Secretary hadto decide.

llave you developed any management philosophy for runnin~ theDefonse Department ~ An<! what role do you foresee for the individualservices and for' the OSD staff ~
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said this, I think Mr. McNamara said .it .Senator SYMINGTON. In this connectIon, I used to be for the B-70until the Air Force withdrew it and made it th~~B-70 so that theycould~ out and look around and see what the mIssIles had done. Andthe price at that time was nothin(! compan:~ to the ß:1, hut prettyhi~li in my opinion. So I changed my posItIon when It became the
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But one more point. I hope you will look at the cost-effective aspect
of this situation. You mentioned the B-2 being elderly. I think what
we are looking for in the missile age is a launching platform for mis-
siles, more than a plane itself which will penetrate to enemy targets.
Rut that is just my personal opinion.

. And I would like to get back to this question of détente. Three of
my colleagues have discussed détente. To me détente means an effort
to work out an arrangement that would prevent a nuclear war.
And having four grandsons who are all at draft age. I don't see any-
thing wrong m trying to work out an arrangement whereby you dón't
get into a nuclear war.

. That is one concept of détente. Would you agree that we should
make this effort?

Mj- I think that you are getting close to the problem.
The problcm is, it means different things to different people. And
therefore it is very difficult to respond to something like that yeø or
no. i agree with what you say, I think that the word in a reasonably
accurate context means simply that there will be a lessening of the
tensions between the two countries for the purpose of trying to avoid
a confrontation, which is anotl1cr way of saying what you said, and
to the extent possible, seeing if there are areas where you can improve
your situation through negotiations, such as MBFR, which may or may
not result in a conclusion. The danger is, other people think of d&eute
as a historical record that they don't like, or they think of it in the con-S
text of the effect on people's minds, that lulls them into thinking the
circumstances are different than they really are.

Senator SYMINOTON. I agree. And I have the fortuneor misfor-
tune, depending upon bow you look at itof being iii the last 16 or fl
years the only Member of the Senate who serves on both the Armed
Services and Forehrn Relations Committees. And may I say that in
my opinion the Foreign Relations Committee is about as friendly to
Secretary Kissinger as it is now obvious that the Armed Services
Committee is to Secretary Schlesinger. I get mixed up on those "iss-
ingers," but I think I got that one straight. But the point I wanted
t) make is that neither of them make the decisions in this matter, do
they ? The President of the United States is the one who makes the
final decision as to what should or should not be done with respect to
the Soviet Union.

:j:r RuMsw. Absolutely.
Senator SYMINOTON. And has he done anything up to this pomt

thai you think is wrong i
Mr. Ruitszw. In the narrow context that you are talking about
Senator YMINOThN. I asked the question, and I will ask you again.

You say the President of the Untied States decides if there is an'r
poesible discussion or difference of opinion 'between the Secretary of
State and Defense, and we have gone into this d&ente thing, and we
have kilced it aroûnd a bit, and properly so. But the President is the
final decider. And I asked you, has he made any decisions up to this
point that you think áre wrong ?
. Mr. RUMSFF.w. In my o 'inion the decisioiìs the President hasmade
iii the pasthave been ' s i ones. i did not Want to answer your ques-
tion yes, because I have views on many matters, and the President and
I don't always agree.
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. But one mom point. I hope you will look at th0 co&effecti.ve:aspect 
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. And I would like to get back to this question of d6tante. Three of 
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And having four grandsons who are all  at draft age. I don't see any- 
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,But one more point. I ho:pe you will look a;t the coet-effective :aspect
of this situation. You mentloned the B-52 being elderly. I think what
we'are looking for in the miesile age is a launching platform formis
sHes, more than aplane itself which will penetrate 10 enemy targets.
But that is iust my personal opinion. . '
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Senator STMINOTON. I certainly don't want you to arce.
The Hiroshima bomb was 13 kilotons, and according to Fred Ikie's

new brochure, the Russians have dropped one of 58 million tons. And
we bave dropped a good many at over a million tons and we are Fea4Y
to droj a good many more at over that if we have to. But in this cliulate
I don t see anything wrong from an idiological standpoint or any
other standpoint in trying to work out some arrangement whereby we
don't get into a nuclear war. You would agree with that, wouldn't
you?.

Mr. Rtmisyw. I think it is a very sensible thing on the part of our
eountry when we' engage in negotiations to,try to avoid destabilization
and to enhance stability.

Senator SmiINOTON. I am glad to hear you say that, Mr. Secretary.
And I hope that in sonic way, without losing our honor or our dignity,
we (lOI1t have to pass on to our children the growing confrontation be-
tween the two couiìries, because it means we have made a mess out of
what we are trying to do over here. and nc doubt they have, too.

A living stateinaii told me recently that 9 years ago oncof the heads
'of the Soviet Union said:

There is nothing you can do fo Irvnt us from destroying yon It we want to,
and there is Ilothlilg we can (10 to pubveltt you from deroy1ng us if you want to.

And base(I Ofl my xperieiir Oil the joint committee, I certainly
agree with that. So I hope we can work something out.

At times it seems that they ar in better shape then we are, from the
standpoint. of their working people, et cetera, and at times it looks as
though we arc in better shapc because of our agricultural potential as
against theirs. But T do hope that we still have the idea that it does not
become a sin or a terrible thing for the President to try to work out
an agreement today with the Soviet. and no doubt tomorrow also with
China, that prevents a nuclear war. And I am confident you agree with
that.

Mi' Rur. I do.
I would add there, however, that there is a habit which seems to me

has grown up in our country to think of provocation in the context of
belligerency. It strikes me that there are various ways to beprova-
tive. We could be provocative by being belligerent, as indeed you are
suggesting we should not be. By the same token, we could be provoca-
tive by being weak. There is no question but that weakness on our
part would be a provocation. and conceivably could entice others into
adventures that they might otherwise avoid.

Senator SYMINOTON. What you are talking about is umlateral dis-
armament.

Mr. RuMszw. Noq I am talking about miscalculations as to our
capabilities and the deterrent.

Senator Sr4iwai'oN. Do you thiñk that we are miscalculating?
Mr RçMsFEw No. As I indicated earlier. I think we have a credi-

hie deterrent. I also indicated earlier that I am concerned about the
trends.

Senator SYMTNo!roN. What do you. mean b.y that?
Mi. RVMSFFaW. I mean that alrng with the comments made by the

chairman, that to the extent our defense budget goes to pay and bene-
fits for individuals and we fail to see that our technological superiority
continues and that our deterrent remains credible, we are making a
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very. S?i0US mistake. To thé extent tbat we misáasign pricíities in a
'way that does in fact miscalcúlate the relative capabihty as between
the United States and the Soviet Union, we are makinga very serious
»iistake. I think one who concludes that they have that capalility but
'would never use it, is making a calculation that I would not want to
make. It could be used. And liberty is a very precious thing. Freedom
]S very precious thing. And that was of course very much a pitrt of
what you said concerningyour grandchildren.

Senator SYMINGTON. Well, I appreciate that. And I wouid make
one òbservation. I spent a good many years in the Pentagon, and met
a good many admirals and generals. And some of them are great states-
men, and some are walking bombs.

. Ihope as a civilian head that you will give more consideration to the
statesmen than the fellows who say, I have been practicing this long
enough, I want to play, because I don't think a lot of them that feel
that way really realize what a full nuclear exchange would amount th
If we ever run into it.

There is one thing this morning that worried me about your sup-
P()FtiJÌg the question of hmited strategic war. And it wouldn't take me
i)ut a minute to explain why.
. When this carne out we wrote the Péntagon from the Foreign
Telations Committee Subcommittee on Arms Control and asked how
many people uld they estimate would be killed if we had a "limited

t.ratgic war" and by attacking their military targets after they at-
tft(ktM.1 our military targets so we would not punish their cities, et
(PteFft. And the word came back that there would be 800,000 deaths.
And that obviously was absurd, based on the studies that we had and
the estimates that we had from experts on the subject. And so we said,
«Please go back and recheck your figures."

And so they came back with revised figures. Instead of 800,000 fatal-
ities in a limited strategic ware 22 million people would die in such a
limited ware including 800,000 Canadians. Maybe they got that later
1gures mixed up soméWhere, because it was the same figure as was

originally given for the number of Americans who would die.
I have a bass in my State, an ICBM base, practically on the out-

skirts of Kansas City. And a very small, minute error, the type for
example, that frequently occurs in efforts to go to the Moon could
'wipe ont Kansas City. On any basis, if they attacked the ICBM base
in my State, the estimate was it would kill about half the people in
Missouri.

So i ho that when we get into this limited strategc war discus-
sion, and knowing of your capacity to analyze these problems, I hope
you wil1 really look into it, beause I think in the first place, if you
kill about 22 million people, you are going to have a tough time
finding enough undertakers' to take care of them, even though you
haven't gone after the population in what you might call an all-out
way,

Iam being sarcastic about it because I don't buy it, I never have. Nor
for that matter have the Soviet& Thete' are no plans that we know
of, acordin to intelligeic,' that they have a concept of a IITIÍÌted
nwearvar in the same way we do.
.

: HI(Ve you made yOur mind up finally about the advisability of
ucha limited nueietr war concept. or did von tell us that you would

look into it based on the figures that I have just given you?
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: Mr. RUMSFEW,. Senator, I was the U.S. Ambassadòr to SATO at
the tiiii the Interdepartmental discussions were taking place on the
subject of moving toward the nuclear retargeting strategy. At that
time I was ]Ilvolved in extensive discussions with our 14 NATO allies
on this subject.

Senator STMINGTON. Excuse me. I am not talking about tactica}
nuclear war.

Mr. Ruitsru. I am talking about the nuclear retargeting strategy.
Now, I would say once again today what I said earlier. I have

not been dealing with these subjects in terms of the public over the
period of 3 years. I have some confusion in my mind occasionally as
to what is classified and what is not, so I will speak carefully, and I
hope precisely, and not terribly fully. In considering the changes that
were announced by the United States, and in studying them, and in
discussing them and their logic and their problems, advantages and
disadvantages, with our 14 allies over a period of some weeks, I did
in fact satisfy myself that it wasin the U.S. interests to take the steps
with respect to targeting that were taken. I say that because I am satis-
fled that it enhances deterrents across the entire spectrum of risks. The
goal is peace. The question is : How does one best maintain it ? And
as we were talking earlier, one way to achieve that is to try to calculate
and develop a deterrent capability which has a maximum effectiveness.
There is, I thinkthere bad been, I should say, a soft spot in that
deterint, particularly when one recognizes the situation where
Presidents have had very few options between massive destruction
and conventional war.

It raised the questionthat situations could raise the question in
minds of decisionmakers elsewhere, as to whether or not they might
be able to engage im an activity in Western Europe on a conventional
basis, in that a President would thereby be faced with a decision of
having to use strategic nuclear capability to stop it, and the likelihoód
that that conventional activity could conceivably escalate into nuclear
conflict. I could seé where planners could question that. So the nuclear
retargetilig announcements that were made a declaratory policy on
the part of the United States, rather than increasing the risks of war,
in fact enhanced the deterrent and therefore improved prospects for.
peace. I think that that caae can be made.

Senator SYMINOTON. Thank you. That is very interesting. My time
isup.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
Senator Tower.
Senator Towit. I want to commend Mr. Rumsfeld on the statement

he has made about provocation. I think it is an extremely important
statement. And I think it has to be made over and over again.

We can induce the Soviets and their fri&ids into adventurous acts
by virtue of our known weakness, and this is a very grave risk that
we run. I think the Soviet objective is, build sufficient military might
that it n accomplish its objectives through pressure, through lever.
age through bla&mail, if you please, without ever having to resort
to tke use of that military force. It is important that if our dete iitt
je credible, that wò demonstrate a williness to use it if necessary,
'which I think we did during the Yom Kippur war when there was
some threat of Soviet movement, we Called ft worldwide alert, which
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'.'~, Senator, I was the U.S. Ambassador 00' NATO ;at
the time the Interdepartmental discussions were taking plaoo on, the
,8ubjeet of moving tOward the nuclearretargeting stlll.tegy. At that
time I Wt\S involvoo in extensive discussioDB with our 14 NATO aHies
oo~~~ .'

Senator SDlINGTON. Excuse me. I am not talking about taetica.l
nuclear war.
~. I am talking about the nuclear retargeting strategy.
~say onee again today what I said earlier. I ha,"e

not been dealing with these subjects in terms of the public over the
period of 3 years. I have some confusion in my mind occasionally as
to what is classified and what is not, so I will speak carefully, arid I
hope precisely, and not terribly fully. In considering the changes that
were announced by the tJnited States, and in studying them, and in
discussing them and their logic and their problems, advantages and
disadvantages, with our 14 allies over aperiod of some weeks, I did
in fact satisfy myself that it was in the D.S. interests to take the steps
with respect to targeting that were taken. I say that because I am satis
fied that it enhances deterrents across the entire spectrum of risks. The
goal is peace. The question is: How does one best maintain it ~ And
as we were talking earlier, one way to achieve that is to try to ~lcula.te
and develop a deterrent capability which has a maximum etfectiveness.
There is, I think-there had been, I should say, a: soft spot in that
deterJ'(mt, particularly when one recognizes the situation where
Presidp.nts have had very few options betwoon massive destruction
and convcntional war.

It raised the question-that situations could raise the question in
minds of decisionmakers elsewhere~ as to whet.her or not they might
be ahle to eng-age in an activity in Western Europe on a oonventionaI
basis, in that 8. President would thereby be faced with a decision of
havi~ to use strategie nuc1ear capability to stop it., Md the likelihoöd
that that conventional activity oould coneeivably cscala~ into nuclear
conflict. I could see where planners could question t.hat. So the nuclear
retargetin~ announcements that were ma~e .. d~claratoI1" policyon
the part of the United States, rather than mcreaslng the rlsks of war,
in fact enhanced the deterrent snd therefore improved prospectsf.or -
peace. I think that that case can be made. '

Senator SDlINGTON. Thank you. That is very interesting. My time. '

lSUp",
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
Senator Tower.
Senator TOWER. I want to commend Mr. R,umsfeld on the statement

, he has made about provocation. I think it is an extremely important
statement. And 1 think it has 10 be made over and over agam.

We ca.n induce the Soviets and their friends into adventurous acts
by viItue of our known weakness, and this is a very grave risk that
we run. I think the Soviet objective is, build sufticient military might
that it can accomplish its objectives throogh pressure, through lever·
age through blackmail, if you please, without ever having to resor(;
to the use of thatmilitary force. It is important that if ourdeterient
ia credible, that we demonstratea' williJijrness to'use it if necessary,
wbieh I tbink we did during the Yom Kippur war when there .was
SOJn8 threat of Soviet movement, we called a worldwide alert, which
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is precisely the response that we ahoild make. And it eerved ita
purpose.

I remember something Eric Severeid once said and I think liB S
very wise : GOOdness without power i impotent, and rower itself is
impotent without the wi11izgness to use it if necessary?' And I thiik
that Mr. Rumafeld has restated that concept in very eloquent way,.
and it demonstrates in my views fitness to be the Secretary of Defen.
And I have no questions.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator.
Senator McIntyre.
Senator McIi'rm. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I want to apologize to the Ohairman for not being here this morning.

Unfortunately the Banking Committee required my attention this
morning.

The ChAIRMAN. We missed you. But we are glad that you can be here
this afternoon.

Senator MeIN'ryni. I have sorne brief questions to ask.
What Ì(SSOfl, Mr. ltitnLsfelcl. ¿Lid you luarn in your position as Am-

l)#8S8(1()V to NA'I'() that you mixht reeite at this tim as an indication
of fitiir relatiotuthips with our NATO allies in the field of infrroper-
nhiJity, stfl,idardi,at)on, and C0)J)erfttive R.. & I)., cooperative research
and cleveloL)Ineut ? Did you get a chance in that post to work on
problem of standardization, how can we learn and how can we do
more in this field?

, Mr. RuMsirw. Senator, I have spent a good deal of time on this
subject, and moved in the North Atlantic Council and Defense Plan-
fling Committee, and internally in the U.S. Government, where we are
not particularly a model of standardization ourselves, let alone as be-
tween the United States and our allies in NATO.

I indicated earlier this morning that I learned a number of things.
But if there is one big lesson, it is that it is very difficult to do. There
are gigantic pressures against it. There is competition between serv-
ices and competition between countries. The fact is that different coun-
tries sometimes feel they have various missions, and therefore need
something special that suits their particular situationwhich is cer-
t.ainly true in our country, in that all of our capabilities should not be
dcsigrle(L for example, for Western Europe. There is a great deal of
resistancetoit.

On tite. other hand, it strikes mc that we have arrived at a point
where there is SU(h monumental pressure on the budgets of the NATO
allies, i twlnd ing tite United Stats, that we may in fact be at a point
where we have a sufficient counterweight available toovercome those
pressures against greater standardization from the individual military
services and the individual nations and that greater strides might be
made toward greater standardization and rationalization or interop-
erability. There is no question but that the capability of the United
States and our NATO allies could be measurably enhanced and there
could be considerably greater benefit for dollars spent.

The second thingI would say by w of a leonis this: There are
no homerun balls in standardization. They are all singles. Progress is
not made in giant steps, it is made in one single item, forcing agree
ment that we in fact will have either common R. & D. or common pro-
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is prooisely the re8po1)Je that we abouldmake. And it eerved its
purpose.

I re~ember 8Ometh.ing Erle Severeid onee Baid, and I think he is,
very WlSe: "Goodness wlthout power is im~nt, a.nd ~wer itself is
impoteut without the willingness to use it If necessary. ' And I think
that Mr. Rumsfeld has restated that ooncept in & very eloquent way,
a.nd it demonstrates in my views fitness to be the Secretary of Defense..
And I have no questions.

The CHAIRMAN. Thankyou, Senator.
Senator McIntyre.
Senator McINTntE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I want to apologizeto the Chairman for not being hare this momin~.

Ullfo~unately the Banking Committee required my attention thlS
mornln~.

The CUAIRMAN. We missed you. But we nre glad that you ean be here
this a.fternoon.

Senator' McIN'n"RE. I havc AOlne brief qnestions to aRk.
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hAA,-;sdol' tu N AT() thn.t you mi:.rht. ·l-erit.c nt this 't,imt' fU~ an inrli~u.tion
of fl1turc~ reln.tionHhip8 with 0111' NATO tl.Hies in thc fi~ld of interoper
nhiJity, st.nndnrdizatlon, and cooperative R. & D., eooperative research
und developlJl€'Ut. ~ Did you get a chance in that post to work Oll the
problem of stantlardization, how can we learn and how can we dO'
lnore in this fi(~ld ,

)ir. RUHSFELD. Senator, I have spent a good deal of time on this
sllbject, and moved in the North Atlantie Council and Defense Plan
ning Committee, and intemally in the U.S. Government, where we are'
not part.icularly a model of standardization ourselves, let 'alone as 00
tween the United States and our allies in NATO.

I indicated earlier this morning that I learned a number of things.
But if there i8 one big lesson, it is that it is very difficult to do. There
are gigantic pressures against it. There i8 competition between serv
ices and eompetition between countries. The fact i8 that different coun
tries 80metimes feel they have various tnissions, and therefore need
something special that suite their particular situation-which i8 cer
tainly true in our conntry, in that aB of our capabilities should not be
desjln1ed~ for example, for Western Europe. There is a great deal of
resistancc t.o it. .

()n tohe, other hnnd, it strik('s rne thnt we have arrived at apoint
wll~r(~Uwre 18 sl1(~h monnmentnl pJ'('s.c;nre on the bndflets of the NATO
alll(\s, jnc1ndin~ the lTnited Stnt{\s~ thnt we nlny in fact be at a point
where we have a sllfficie,nt eount.erwei~ht available to overcome those
pressures against ~reaterstandardization flOm the individual military
services and the individual nations and that greater strides might be
made toward greater standardization and rationalization or interop
erability. There is no que9tion but that tbe capability of the United
States and OUT NATO allies could be measurably enhanced and there
could be considerably greater benefit for dollars spent; .

The second thing I would ~y ~y way of a lesson .1S th18: There at:e
no homenm balls in standardizabon. They are all sIngles. Progress 18
not made in giant steps, it is made in one single rtmn, forcing agree
ment that W8 in fact will have either common R. ci D. or oommon pro-
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curemetit, or whatever, so that this patchwork maze of individual ap-
proaches that presently exista begins to be reduced.

If someone is looking for a magic wand to wave over that problem,.
I have looked, and I don't believe there is one. I think we are going to
have to tackle it item by item as we go along.

Senator McINmt. That is a good answer. You may be aware that
we did make a breakthrough with the SHORAD and we arecurrently
testing it. And that represents, as you say, oniy one item, but it is a
good sign. And as you also indicate, the economies of the systern
may forcc our nose to a grindstone.

The c: tinr A N. O if the record.
[Discussion øff the record.]
The C) [AIRMAN. Senator McIntyre.

McIN'rYRE. Considering the major cutback to be imposed on
the Deftiise Department budget this year, and. the likelihood that the
congressional attitude will be equally severe next year, do you have
any thoughts, Mr. Ruinsfeld, ou how to reconcile this with the need
toprovide for an a(lequate defense program next year 3

., Mr. RTJ3$FEiD. Senator, I 1ìtve a lot of ideas. But they are prlirni-
nary. I have not, of course, beeiì to the DOD and gone through a serìes
of discussions with the civilian and military leadership there. I recog-
nize the size of the problem you have posed. It is a serious one.

Senator MclNrrrtL You referred to it when you mentioned a trend
when you were answering Senator Symington.

Mr. RvMsw.That is right.
'Senator McINrri. Maybe the question is premature. In the inter-

est of time I will probably repeat the question if I get chance in the
posture hearings.

Now, I know that you have answered these questions. You have been
around this. But I have just got to ask you this. What is your position
regarding the need for a concurrent development of the family of high
accuracy, high yield, counterforce weapons which I was unsuccessful
in deleting from the defense budget for fiscal year 1976 ? I noticed in
your answer, I thought, when Senator Symington was talking about
nuclear wars, that two things came through : that you don't want to
let anything out in the public domain that shouldn't be out, and second,
you had some misgivings about your own keen knowledge of the vari-
ous ramifications of this counterforce program that had been part and
parcel of your predecessor's policy.

I get the impression that you are generally in favor of the higher
accuracy and the counterforce and the flexible response sort of thing,
but that you are reserving a final judgment, is that right I

Mr. :RUMSFELD. Well, No. 1, I would not describe what we are doing
ofihat anyone rknow of intends to do as the development of a coun-
terforce strategy, just as I would not describe anything that is being
done as an effort to develop a first-strike capability. I look at it, in the
context of the statements that have been made and the rationale at-
tached to it, by Secretary Schlesinger and by others in the adxninis-
tration. What it is, it is an effort to develop additional options for this
country between maasive destruction in a strategic nuclear war, and
a conventional conflict. As I indicated to Senator Symington, that does
enhance the deterrent. I do not characterize it tAie way you have.
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curement, or whatever, 80 that thispatehwork maze of individual ap.....
proaches that presently exists begins to be reduced.

If someone is looking for a magie wand to wave over that problem,
I have looked, and 1 don't believe there is one. I think we are going to
have f:() tackle it item by item as we go along.

Senator McINTYRE. That is a good answer. You may be aware that
we did make a breakthrough with the SHORAD and we are.currently
testing it. And that represents, as you say, only one item, but it is a
I,rood sign. And as you also indicate, the ecollomies of the system,
JURy forcc our nose to a grindstone. .
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r. Discussion off the l'ecord.]
The ClrAIRMAN. Senator McIlltyre.

· Senat,o!' McIN'J':nm. Considering the major cutback to be huposed on
tbe Defeuse Departrnent budget this year, and the likelihood that the
oongl'eSSiOllal attitude will he equally severe llext year, do you havo
any thoughts, Mr. RUlnlSfcld~ Oll how to reconcile this with ·the lleed
wE.I~te:l~a.n adequate defense pl-ogram next yea.r i
.. F "1..D. Senator, I have a lot of ideas. But they are prelilni-
nar~.. I haye not? oi cou~,.~n to the. J?OD and gon~ through aseries
of discusslons wlth the clvlhan and mIlitary leadership there. 1 recog
nize the size of the problein you have posed. It is a serious one.

Senator McINTYRE. You referred to it when you mentioned a trend
when you were answering Senator Symington.

Mr. RUHSFEU>. That is fight. .
'senator MclNTYRE. Maybe the question is premature. In th~ inter

est of time I will probably repeat the question if 1 get '8, chance in the
posture hearings.

NOW, I know that you have answered these questions. Tou have been
around this. But I have just got to ask YOll thlS. What is your position
regarding the need for a concurrent development of the family of high
aceuracy, lü~h yield, counterforce weapons which I was unsuccessful
in deleting from-the defense budget for fiscal year 1976 ~ I noticed in
your answer, I thought, when Senator Symington was talking about
nuclear wars, that two things came through: that you don't want to
let anything out in the public domain that shouldn't be out, and seoond,
you bad SOloe misgivings about your own keen knowledge of the vari
ous ramifications of this counterforce progra,m that hadbeen part and
parcel of your predecessor's poliey.

I get tlie impression that you are generally in favor 01 the higher
accuracy and the counterforce and the flexible response sortof thing,
but that you are reserving a final judgment, is that right ~

Mr. RUH8FELD. WeIl, No. 1, I would not describe what we are doing
orwnat anyone Tknow .of intends to do as the development of a COlill

terforce strategy, just as I would not describe anything that iS being
done as an effort to develop a first-strike capability. I look at it, in the
context of the statements that have been made and the rationale at
tached to it, by Secretary Schlesinger and by others in the adminis
tration. What It is, it is an effort~ dev;elop additi~nal options for this
country between m'assive destruction m a strateRic nuelea.r war~ and
a conventional conftict. As I indicated to Senator Bymington, that does
enhance the deterrent. I do not characterize it the war you, ha.ve.
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Senator MCINi'm. I'm going to leave the questione But I'ifl going
to say, I hope that you will take a look at the MARK 12A, and at
what I would call the Minuteman IV. And I would hone that
you would look at the LABRV program, the large advanced t»tllistic
reentry vehicle which will give a very much bigger yield. And I
hope you would look at the ultimate weapon, the terminal guided
MARV. And I hope that you will look at the accuracy we possess
today añd the accuracy we seek to achieve with these new weapons
that are going to cost the taxpayers billions of dollars which meaits
that defense needs are going to have to give ground.

I hope you will go into some of these scenarios.
Mr. RUMSFELD. I assure you that I will.
Senator McINrn. And then when you come to the posture hear-

ings, I will ask whether you believe in some. of these scenarios ? It is
such an important area. As you know, it represents a departure from
our defense posture and defense policy from the early 1970's and in
1974 it represented a marked departure. In 1971, if my years are not
wrong, the committee turned the idea of higher accuracy down. atid
was sustained on the floor. So it is a very important. question, and oie
that I am intensely interested in, and one that I will . probably be
objecting to next year.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator.
Before anyone leaves, I want to dictate into the record here what

transpired when we were off the record.
Senator Leahy has requested that he be permitted to submit ques

tions for the record, and that he get those in not later than tomorrow.
The Chair hears no objection, so it will be agreed.
Senator Culver has submitted questions already, as has Senator

Thurmond.*
[Senator Leahy's questions follow:]

QusnoNs SU8MITD T SENATOR PATRICK LEAnT ro ML DONALD RuMstw

Question 1. What do you see as U.S. priorities In fnrelgn commitments? Which
would we support with U.S. forces? Which would we support with nuclear
weapons?

Answer,. :r presume from your question that you are referring to foreign mill-
tar' commitments. There are two primary elements which determine the priority.
First, the nature and extend of our interests and, second, the nature of the threat.
In Europe and in South Korea we maintain nuclear capable forces to deter and
to respond to aggression. We support our foreign military commitments in
other parts of the world in varying ways, primarily through our security assist-
ance programs, and by maintaining a capability to rapidly deploy forces to assist
friends and allies to resist aggression should we decide to do so. As to how we
might respond to specific circumstances, deterrence is served best by retaining
some degree of ambiguity.

Quesuon s. Do you see any value In a formal Congressional review of OES.
commitments? Please explain.

Answer. I see no reason why the Congress should not review 13.5. commItments
as It deenis neeesary. The Congress does, of course. review commitments through
treaty ratification, appropriations, and policy recommendations. Congressional
consideration of programs concerning nations to which we have commitments
constitutes a continuing review process, and provides an expression of Con.
gressionäl wIR as to U.S. measUres necessary to fulfill the commitments.

Qtest4on S. What should be the eitent of our commitment to Israel? U.S.
Forces ? Nuclear weapons?

Answer. The U.S. Oovernment under coneecuthe administrations from Presi-
dent Truñan to Prident Ford, has committed itself to the survival and security

øee Senator Thurmond's questlon8, p. 14 ; use also Senator Culver's questions p. 52.
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Senator McINTYItE., I'm going to lea.ve' the question. But' I'm' going
to say, ~ hope that you will take a look at the ~IARK 12-A, andat
what I' would call the Minuteman IV. And I would hope that
you would look at theLABRV program, the large advanced ba,llistic
reentry vehicle which will give a very much bigger yield. And I
hope you would look at the ultimate weapon, the tenninal guided
l\fARV. And I hope that you will look at the accuracy we possess
today and tlle accuracy we seek to achieve with these new weapons
that are ~oin~ to cost the taxpayers billions of dollars which means
that defense needs are going to have to give ground.

I hope you will go into some of these scenarios.
Mr. RUMSFEW. Iassure you that I will.
Senator McINTYRE. And then when you come to tbe posture heRr

ings, I will ask whether you believe in some of tht'.se scenarios ~ It is
such an important area. As you know, it represents adeparture froln
our defense posture and defense policy from the early 1970~s and in
1974 it represented a marked departure. In 1~71, if my years are not
wrong, the committee turned the idea of higher ac.curacy down. Rn<!
was sustained on the floor. So it is a very import.ant question, and Ol:e
th~t ~ am intensely interested in, and one t11at I will. probnbly be
obJectIng to next year.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
The CUAIRJrIAN. Thank you verymuch, Senator.
BefoTe anyone leaves, I want to dictate into the record bere what

transpired when we were off the record.
Senator Leahy has l'equested that he be permitted to submit ques..

tions for t.lw record, and that he get those in not Iater than tomorrow.
The Chnir hears no objection, so it will be agreed. .
Senator Culver has 8ubmitted questions already, as has Senator

Thurmond.*
[Senator Leahy's questions follow :]

QmSTION8 SUBMIT'l'I:D BY SENATOll PATlUCK Luuy TO MB. DoNALD BUKSFELD

Qve,'tott. 1. What do yon see as V.S. prioritles in tnrelgn commitments? Whieh
would we support wlth U.S. forces? Whlch wonld we support 'wlth nuclear
weapons?

Apeet. I presume from your questlon tbat you are referrlng to foreign mili
tary commltments. There are two primary elements whieh determine the priority.
First, the nature and extend ot our interests and, second, the nature ot the threat.
In Europe and in South Korea we maintain nuclear capable forces 10 deter and
to respond to aggression. We support our foreign military commitments in
other parts of the world in varylng ways. primarily through our security 8ss1st
anee programs, and by malntaining a capability to rapidly deploy forces to assist
friends ud ailles to resiBt aggression should we decide to do so. AB to how we

.mlght respond to speeiAc c1rcumstances, deterrence 18 served best by retaining
some degree of amblgulty.

Que_tiOM I. Do yon see any value In a formal Congressional review of U.S.
commltments? Please explain. .

Ap~wt!r. I see no reason why the Congress slwuld not review U.S. commitment.s .
-aalt eems neceesary. The COngreBs does, of course. review eommltments through
.treaty ratiftcation. appropriatlons. and poliey recommendatlons. Congreasional
conslderation ot programa concerninl nations to which we have commitments
constttuteB a continuing review process, and provldes an expression ot Con·
areulon8.l wUl u 10 U.S. measuree necessary to tulflll the commltments.
QtIU~ 8. Wbat ahould be the eXtent of our commitment to Israel' U.S..

Force8' Nucl.ear weapoDll'
An8wer. Tbe V.S. Government, un4er eoneecutive admln1Btratlons from Preli-

dent 'N1iiD.an to Pre81dent J'ord, hu eommltted ltself to tbe survival and securltJ
-See BeBator ThUl'DlOD4'. qUMUOD8, p. 1'; He &110 SeDator Cutver'. queaUOD.I, p. U.
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of IaeL Thateominitmentha beeìi fÙLlled. through the provision of matertal
and financial assistance rather than by US. military torces. I would expect that
pattern to go forward. in the fttture.

Question 4. What are our vital interests In South Korea? What would be the
tixipact upon the 'U.S. if South Korea fell?

Answer. The chief interest of the U.S. in South Korea is related to the preserva-tion of peace and stability on the peninsula apd in that area of Asia. The
Intereeth of the major powers of Northeast Aelatlie U.S., Japan, the USSR, and
the PRCinersect on the Korean peninsula and destabilization of the security
situation there could have grave consequences. An attempt by t.le North to take
"ver South Korea, ns In 1950, would risk involving the major powers in a con-
l'rnntatlon which could lead to expanded conflict.

If South Korea were abandoned and ultimately fell, the implications for Japanas well as for Asian and worldwide balancepolitical, sud militarywould beinimical to U.S. interests.
Qucation 5. As our forces are now stationed In South Korea, they would become

Involved during the very flr.t stages of any coìflict, whether started by North,
South, or accident. It seems to me that such a deployment could involve the
United States In a war without a conséious decision to do so. Coúldyou explaiù
the logic of that deployxnnt ?

Answer. I am iñtormed that US forces are deployed in a reserve poItion
behizid the ROK forces, to defend the approaches to Seoul along the tradifionat
lnvasioù route from the North. US forces would not be immediatély committed
In a minor co.tIngen situation necessarily. lYS forces are øtafloned iii Korea
in accord with our commitment under the 1954 Mutual Defene Prty with
the ROK. They have been stationed in Korea since the cònclusion fthe Arflilstice
Ag$ément endiag hostilities in 1953.

Question 6. What are the basic objectives of VS foreign policy? How does our
defense policy relate to those objectives? How can we justify our mjport of
authoritarian regimes such as South Korea, the Philippines, Spain, Qzile, etc.?

Answer. My response to Senator Thurmond's first written question covers a
pòrtton of the qne1oìi. Other aspects of the question are essentially of i fo'e1gn
policy nature and would require discussion with the Department of State, partic-
ularly in view of the fact that the four nationanamed each represent somewhat
different security and policy con1derat1ons.

Question 1. Why dots the U.S. need a manned bomber force?
Aniwer.. I support the need for n TRIAD of strategic forces with their mutually

supporting capabilities wlileh hedge against unexpected failure or ineffectiveness
of any one element of the TRIAD. The manned bomber is, of course,. an element
In the TRIAD.

Queatim 8. How do massive arms sales to Persian Gulf countries serve U.S.
interests?

Auswer, We have a securIty assistance relationship with the Persian Gulf
area that dates to 1943 and 1944 when the first U.S. missions went to Iran and
Saudi Arabia to begin providing advisory and training assistance. Following
the British withdrawal from the area in 1971, U.S. security policy has tried to
maintain the ties and good relations we enjoyed with several of these nations
and to encourage the area states, particularly Iran and Saudi Arabia, to take
the lead in assuring the security of the area. I am nót at this point in a position
to offer any elaboration as to the rationale for sales In this particular Instance
than bus already been put forward by the Department.
. Question 9. What initiatives can the U.S. take to prevent a naval arms race
in the Indian Ocean?

Answer. This Is a subject I wouldwish toÍtudy iù the period ahea&
.

QuesUon 10. What Is the present status of the MBFR talks? When do you
anticipate an agreement will be reached?

Answer. Round VII of the MBFE negotiations is now In sesiòn in Vienna.
The parties have been involved in essentially an expkratory effortduring the
1913-1975 perIod. Both sides bave laid out serious MBTR propösalsand bave
engaged in probing dscueslona wIth '& Vièw toward gaining substantial nnder
standing of each other's positions. Theøe dIscuiona have been generally free
of polemics.
. As President 'ord aad at Helsinki, the U.S. and the. A1H .re considering
new Initiativel. However, much will depend oì. the potioi tmken by the ast.
The differences are the kind that experienced negotiators recognise *a solub1e
4f Shere 4* a wiU to reaolve them.
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oi Is.rael. Thatcommitment- has been tu:l1Wed through the prorision ot matertal
and ftnanclal asslstance rather than by U.S. military (orces. Iwoll1d espect tbat·
patt~rn. to go forward in the future.

QUC8tton 4. Whnt are our vital Interests in South Korea? What would be the
Impact ttpon the U.S.it 8out11 Korea fell?

Answer. The chief Interest ofthe U.S.in South Korea 18 related to the preserva
Uon 01 peace and stabillty on tbe penillsula a.nd in that area ofAma. The
illtere8tit ot the major powere of Nl>rtbeast Asla-tlle U.S.• Japan, the USSR, and
tlle PRc-lnj;ersect on tbe !{orean peninsula aDd ,(lestabllization ot the security
Hitl1ation there could bave grnve ('onsequen<.-es. Au att'empt by tb.e North to take
o\'er South Korea, RR in 1950, wOllld rlFlk Involvlng the major PowerB in a con-
frontatlon whlch c0111d lead to expnnded confUct. . .

Jt 80uth Korea were abandoned nnd ultimately fell, the ImpUcatlons tor Japan
88 weIl as tor ABlan and worldwide balance----poUtical, and mllitary':-would be
intmtcal to U.S. Interesta. '.

, , ,

Quelltion 5. A8 our tor~s are now stattoned in 80uth K9l'ea, tbey would become
involved during tbe very 6rHt stages of any cori1lict, whether started by North,
~out.b, or accldent. It seems to !De tliat such a deployment could involve tb~
United !';tates in a war wtthout II con8Clous declsion to do so. Could' you explaln
tbe logtc ot that deploymnt?

Apmer. I am bitormed that UR torees are deployed in areServe po8ltion
behind the ROK forees, t~ detend the approaches to Seoul along the traditfonal
invasion rou~ from the North. UB forc€'8 woutd not be lmmf!(llately ~tted
in a mlnor con.tingency situation necessarily. US forces are statloned,ib Korea
in accord with our commltment under t11e 1954 Mutual Pefe~e ~ty with
t-he ROK. They bave been RtationPd in Korea slnce the conclUBion ofthe Arinistlce
A~ment ending bosttllties in 1958. . . ,

QtI68tlcm 6. What are the basic objectlves of US foreign policy? Howdoes om
defense policy relate to thoae objectlves? How C&n we justlfy. our IRIPPOrt ot
authorltarian regimes such as Soutb Korea, the Phllippines, Spam. Cb11e, etc.?
· Ane'Yer. My response to Senator Thurmond's flrst written questioncovers a
portion ot tbe qnestlon. Other aSl'ects ot the qne8tion are essentlally ot a~ign
pollcy nature and would require diSCUS8ion with t11e Depertment of Sta~, partie
ularly In 'view ot the tu('t tImt the four nationsnamed eacb represent somewhat
dUferent secu.r1ty and poUcy consideratlons. '

Qtleltion 1. Why does the n.s. need a manned bomber force?
Ap.w€r. I npport the neE'd tor n TRIAD ot strategie forces withthelr mutually

aupporting capabUltletl whi<'h hed~ against unexpected taUure 01' indect1veness
ot any one element of the TRIAD. The manned bomber 1s, 01 course, an element
in tbe TRIAD. .

Que.tion 8. How do massive arms aales to Persian Gult· countries~ U.S.
interests?
· Answer. We hnve a RecUrity asslstance relation8btp wlth the Persiarl Gulf
nre& that dates to 1943 and 1944 when the first U.S. misstons went to Iran and
Saudi Arabta to begln providing advisory and training asslstance. Followlng
the Brltish withdrawal from the area In 1971, U.S. aeeurlty policy has trled to
maintaJn tbe tieliJ and good relations we enjoyed \\'ith several of these nations
and 10 encourage the area states, parttcuIarly Iran and Saudi Arabia, to take
the lead in assurlng the security of tbe area. I am not at tMs point in a position
to otrer any elaboratlon a8 to thc rationale for BRIes in tbi8 partlcular instance
than bus already been put forward by the Department.
, QveBtion 9. What initiatives can tbe U.S.take to prevent a naval arms race
in the Indian Ocean?

Answer. Thls 18 a subject I would wish to Study in the period aheatL
· ~Que8tüm 10. What ts the' p~nt' status of,the YBi'R talks? men·OO you
antic1pnte an agreement will be reacbed?

Answer. Round VII ot the MBFR negotiatlrins Is I!0w in sesS10nin Vienna~
The pantes bavc been Involvedln et!J8eDtially an exploratory ~....,;..;cJ.urlngthe
lQ13.;.l97G per1od. Botil sides have laid out serlous MBJ'R·propoa.ls. and bave
engapd In Prob!Dg dlscWldons wtth a. View toward pjnlnc'subStantlal under:
standine 01 _eh other'8 positions. These disewBions have been generally tree
ot polemtCII. . ' .. .. .•'
. All PlWIl4eDt Ford u.ld at He1slDki, the n.s. ud the A11t• .are coulderlDl
nN lDttlatlveL Bowever. much wtU depend Oll· the po&ltlon taten, .b,. ,the Bast.
Tb. dl1rereneel Are the kind tbat exper1enced Jlecotiato1'8 recopt. U IOluble,
.1 'Mr'e 41 • toCII '0 .f'Q0W6 , ....
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flowever, tiny attenapt to specity a date for contuon o an equitable agze&
meut would be peen1aUon.

QueRtion 11. If an agreement cannot ie reached in those talkR (MBFR), what
changes would you anticipate making in the NATO force structure?

Answer. As long 88 there Is a chance of success In the MBFR talkR, lt would
he unwhe, and might even be harmful, to speak of what force changes might
be made Mh()UI(l the talks fall. While the talks are going on, Allied nations,
Including the United States, are continuing to make those force impiovements
that are necessary to maintain a deterrent to aggression in Europe.

QueRtion. .12. Do you feel that we now possess a credible conventional deterrent
to n Warsaw Paet attack in Western Europe?

Answer. Yes, and I think the Warsaw Pact nations think so, too. But, to pre
serve an eahiince the credibility of this deterrent, lt will be necessary to take
:full account of the real improvements In the Pact's conventional capabilities
ami to take the mcessary steps In our own Dtfense programs to ensure that an
acceptable balance Is maintained.

Qweittion 13. [f the Warsaw Pact were to iHitiate an attack on Western
Europe., do you think that they would use nuclear weapons? Please explain.
Are we prepared for a nuclear attack?

An8wer. We cannot be certain about the manner In which the Warsaw Pact
might initiate or carry out an attack. Given the current balance of forces between
East and West, military aggression Is not felt to be likely. Until recently many
analysts have considered that Soviet doctrine envisaged an ear'y use of nuclear
weapons In a European conflict on a rather massive scale. On the other hand,
the Soviets might be reluctant to initiate widespread rniclenr aggression In
Europe, thereby destroying much of what would presumably be the object of
such aggression. It Is posihle. therefore, that war n Europe might be confined
to the conventional level. at least for a substantial perind. In the unce. rtalnty
of what the Pact nations might or might not do, two questions must be amked:
considering all the different kinds nf weapons they have and the ways they might
he used, can we safely conclude that they could not be used against us or our
alhIes

Question 14. Tn the event of Warsaw Pact aggression in Western Europe,
would you recommend the use of strategic nuclear weapons if both conventional
forccs and tactical nuclear weapons failed to stop that aggression?

Answer. I prefer not to speculate about the circumstances in which It might
be necessary to rcomrnend employing strategie nuclear weapons. Our strategic
nuclear arsenal Is one part of the NATO triad of conventional. theater nuclear
and strategic nuclear forces. NATO strategy contemplfttes taking only those
steps necessary to repel aggression and safeguard the integrity of the North
Atlantic Treaty area.

QueRlion 15. Do you feel that our NATO allies are making a fair contribution
to their (1e?(ne? If U.S. forces were reduced, could our Allies increase their
cOntril)fltlOhl?

Answer. Tb're Is niwnys room for improvement. however. our NATO AI1es
face econontie difficulties. as we do. Their level of effort. and ours. must grow
stronger as the Warsaw Pnet forces grow stronger. Europe a a whoic has been
increasing its defense expcnditures in real terms marginally each year : it must
continue to do so. Moreover. to mnke better use of available rcsources, to avoid
w'aste. we must work to stnndardize NATO weapons and eu,uipment and to
rat1onaliz NATO defense forces and tasks. If U.S. forces were rednce'l. the
Allies would have to adopt crisis biulget programs which would he difficult for
them to accomplish under present economic conditions. as it wonhi be for us.
Moreover, any untlateral P.S. reductions would raise questions about the con-
tinned need for strong defenses. and would likely trigger n series of similar
reductions by our Ailles. with disastrous consequences for NATO defense.

Qu.f!*tiofl 16. Which element of our strategic Triad do you feel is the strongest?
Which element do von feel is the weakest? Please explain.
- Answer. Each element of the Triad bas Its own particular strengths. They con-
stitute a mutually reinforcing whole lu which each part plays an indispensable
role.

QueAton il. Do yoii believe In the concept of limited nlc1ear war? 1f yes, would
n iiøscrN* to us a posMb1e limited nuclear war scenario? How would such a war

eiid? Wouldn't ending such a war require some degree of rationality on both sides?
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BoweY'er, any att.empt to lJI)eClfy a date for condulllon ot all equitable aene-.
ment would be BIJeCulatlon.

QI"clltio'n 11. If an agreement eannot be reaehed In those talks (MBFR), what
ehanges woul<! you antlclpate maklng in the NATO force strncture?

AmlWs:r· A~ If)Il~ 8H there 18 a chance ot 8ue~88 in the HBFR talp, tt wonld
he llnwlHe. nnd might even be harmtul, to speak of what force changee might
be made Hhou)(l tlle talks fall. While the talkß Are golng on, Anted nations,
Incll1dtng tlle Un1ted Stah~R, are contlnuing to make those force Improvements
t11nt Are necessary to maintaln a deterrent to aggression in Europe.

Qftr.Rtion• .12. Do you feel that we now possess a credible conventlonal deterrent
·to n Wnrsaw Pn<'t aUaek in Western Europe?

Answer. Y~R, and I think tbe Warsaw Paet nations tbink so, too. But. to pre
's~rve and f:'nbnnce tbe credibillty of this deterrent, lt will be necessary to take
tfuH acconnt of the real improvements in the Pact's conventloool capabUit!f>8
8ml to t:lke tlle J1~eRsary Flteps in our own l)('feuFte progrnms to ensure that an
acceptnble balance 18 maintained.

Qfl-CRtirm 13. If tbe Warsaw Pact werf> to illitiate an attnck on WeRtern
Eul"ope, dQ you thlnk that they would use nuelear we:lpons? Please f'xplain.
Are we pl'{'fmred for a nu<'1f>sr attack?

Answer. We cunnot be certain about the manner in which the 'Vllrstlw Pact
migbt initiate or carry out nn attaek. Given the current balance of forePs hetwef'n
})ast and West, military a~greR8ion is not feit to be Ukeh'. Until rf'Centlv mnny
annlystB have comddered that Soviet doctrlne envisaged an earl)' u~ of i11J<'1ea'r
weapons in a Europenn <'onflict on a rather massive senle. On the otber hand,
the Sovif'ts mfght he l"e'luctant to inittate wldf'spread nllele:l r a~Jn'PRSion in
Enrope, therehy destroytn~ much of what woold preRllmnbly he the objeet of
s1l<,h aggreNRion. It. iR po~Rihle. tberefore, that war In R11ropp miA'ht he conflned
to the eonventlonal level. nt IP1lRt for a Ruhstantial perlod. In the llncertninty
of what the P"ct nntionR ml~ht or miA'ht not do, two questions must be a8ked:
('On~iderln~all the dUTerent kinM of weapons thpy bave Rnd the wnyA they mtJ?;ht
he nl'led, can we safely conclude that they could not be used agalnst us or out'
alliPR'

Qttedtmt. li. In the E'vent of Wa1'Raw Pact aggr~Rion in Western Europe,
wonld YOll ~ommend the use of ~trateJtic nuclear weapon~ it hoth conventional
fOI'<'P8 and tncticRI nuclear weaponR rnUed to stop tbat aggresRion?

Auswgr. I prefE'r not to ~nlfltp ahollt tlle circllmRtaneeR in wbi<,b tt mllP:ht
he ~1'y t.o 1'e<'ommE'nd E'mployin~ l'ltrnte~ic nuclear WE'.aponR. Our strategi~

nn(']enr nno:ennl il'l one pnrt of thp N.\TO trind of <'onvpntional. theater nuclea.1"
and Rtrntt'Jnc nt1<'leRr fo1'~. NATO l'ltrnte~y <,ontf>mplnteR taking only thORe
1'ltPJlFl nE'<'p~l'lnry to rellel a~~ression nnd snfegllard the integrity 01 tbe North
AUnnt1c Treaty area.

QfteRti01J. 1.'>. Do yon fepl thnt onr K.\TO allie~ nrp makin~ fI f;li1' <,ontrlhntion
to thf'ir t1E'ft'n~e? If U.R. tOI"Cf>S were redncert, could onr Allies iucrease their
('ontrlhntioll ?

AnRWf>r. 1'h('rp f~ n1w:lv~ room for imnro,('ment. howPvE'r. onr NATO A11!PR
fn<'f> E'<'onotni<, diffi<'nltiE's: ns wp do. Their lE'vpl of pft'ort. :md Ollr~. m11l~t ~row
l'ltl"onA"pr nFt th(> Wnrsaw P:lrt forcp~ ~row ~trongf>r. EllTOlW nl'l a wh01p hnl'l llE'f'n
inCl'E'flRin~ itR defen~e e:qwnditnres in renl terroR marltinally earh YPflr: it must
<,ontlnue to do RO. MorE'O,er. to mnke hettpT nA(> of Rvailnhle rp~onr<,e~. to nvofd
wnRt(>. we must work to Rtnndn1'di7.p NATO WE'apOnR nnd PfIltipment and to
rntionalizp NATO defpnRe f'or<'ps and tnslnöl. If U.R. forcE'l'l wprp l"e'tln<,ptl. thE'
A11i(>s wonld bave to IIdopt crh~iR bn<1~t't programR which wonl<1 he difficnlt for
thE'm to 8ccompURh nndel" prE'A(>ut eronomi<, <,onditions. HS it w0111rl 00 for UR.
M01'f'Ove1' anv unllateral n.s. rMUctionR would raiFle (]Uel!l'tionR ßhout the roß-, .
tin11M n~ fo1' Rtrong defenRPA. flnd would lIkply trig~r ,ß seTieR 01 Rtmllar
redll<,ttonR by our AlUeR. with diAARtrous ('onRequenceR for NATO dpfenRe.

QflR"Uon 16. Which element 01 on1' strateRi<' TriRd do you fpp} is the strongest?
Wbicll elemE'nt do ,on feella tbe weakeRt? Pleßse explatn.

Mswer. Eacb element 01 the Trtad has Us own partienla1' Rtrfl'n~b~. They con
~tttute a mutuaUy reln10rclng wbole in wbicb each part plays an indispensable
role.

OWAtimt.l'1. Do 70~ believe in the concept of limited ~ndearwar? Ti y~, wonhl
""11 dflACrtbf! to 1111 a posRlble lImlted nuclpar war RC'enarlo? How wOllld R11<,h a war
end? Woutdntt endln, IlUCh a war requfre sornedp~ 01 rationality on both sldes?
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J8 such rationality possible while nuclear missiles are being hurled back and
forth? How many people in the U.S. would be kifled in the scenario which you
lrnve described

Answer. It is esentia1 that the U.S. have the capability to meet an attack at
every level of conflict and that we (je able to conduct military operations at the
lowest )OSMil)1ft 1tve1 Of violence consistent with achievement of our objectives.
That is itiy general concept of our military neocis for deterreiiee and detente, but
:i am not In a position at the moment to set forth peet& battlefield scenarios.

Quc8tion 18. When will the ILS. have a counterforce capability? How much will
that cost?

Miswer. This question Is Of sufficient complexity that I would prefer to consult
in depth the appropriate DOD officials before attempting to respond In detaiL

Question 19. Why do we need a counterforee capability ? Why is the "mutual
assured destruction" strategy no longer valid?

Answer. On this matter J am In general agreement with the views as set forth
t(- this (onm1ttee by Secretary Schlesinger. It Is a subject I wish to study fur-
flier In the period ahead and therefore will defer a comprehensive response untila later date.

Queation 20. We now have approximately 7,500 tactIcal nuclear weapons in
Western Europe. Is it possible that some of these weapons could be removed ? How
iiiany, and which ones, do you feel can be withdrawn in the next year? Two years?
Three years?

Answer. I understand that there is a review of our requirements for tactical
nuclear weapons in Europe currently being conducted. This is a technical and
(omplex subject and I am reluctant to comment In detail without the benefit of a
thorough analysis both of our stockpiles and our requirements. Any possible modi-
fleatlons which might at some point be called for, should be subject of full and
complete consultation with our Ailles.

Queation 21. Mr. Rumsfeld in recent weeks there have been many accounts of.
improprieties on the part of some Defense Department othcials. These have con-
(Prned specifically the acceptance of gifts, free trips, entertainment, etc., from
I )4'feflse contractors. If you are confirmed as Secretary of Defense, would you be
willing to require ail Defense Department officials to publicly report any such
(t)fltact$ with Defense contractors? Could this be done by February 1, 1976?

Answer. Defense Department officials should not accept gifts, free trips, enter-
tainment or gratuities from contractors. Relations between Defense Department
officials and Defense contractors should be mi a business basis. Defense officials
must not only avoid improprieties such as the acceptance of gratuities, they must
avoid actions which would give the appearance of Impropriety. This Is a matter
which I would look into carefully as Secretary of Defense and take whatever
steps are necessary.

Queition 22. Will you rule out running f&r any electIve office within the next
twelve months?

Answer. As I indicated to Senator Jackson in response to his qnestlons, I will
(lonate my full energy to the Department of Defense, I said, and I repeat it here,
I am not running for anything. My intention would be to go to the Department
of Defense and to serve as effectively as I know how for as long as the President
wishes me to.

The CHATRMAN. Senator Jackson wauted to ask further uestions,
and anyone else can, of course, who wishes to. I4 was a . here by
the six members present that assuming we finish the questions to-
morrow, if we do, that we recommend that the committee take a vote
with a view of reporting this matter to the &nate. That is especially
true in view of the fadt that next week will be the last week. before
the Thanksgiving recess of the 'Senate. Even though we have a pble
Acting :Secretary, I thii* if this gentleman is going to be confirmed,
which I believe he will, w should put mm on the sob.

Senator Taft, that brings it to you.
Senator Taft, if you will yield just a moment, may I say that the

dispatch with whici I recommend that the. committee act in no way
implied that I had any concern about the Acting Secretary.
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Quc~tion 18. When will the U.S. have a counterforce capability? How much will 
t1lLLt coet? 

n w r. This qttestion is Of SUfflCient complexity that I would prefer to consult 
in epth t e appropriate DOD oficials  before  attempting to respond in detail. 

Qw8tQon. J!k Why do we need a counterforce  capability? Why is the "mutarrl 
rrwured destruction" strategy no longer valid? 

Answer. On this matter I . am in general agreement  with the views as set  forth 
t n m m m i t t e e  by Secretary Sclhsinger. It is a subject I wish to study fnr- 
t l w  in  the period ahead and  therefore will defer a comprehensive responae until 
a later date. 

QuestCm 80. we now have  approximately 7,600 tactical  nuclear weapons in 
Western Europe. IS it pos8ible that some of these weapons could be removed? How 
~uany,  and which ones, do you feel can be withdrawn in the  next year? Two years? 
Tllree years? 

Answer. I understand that there ie a review of our requirements for tactical 
n u m e a p o n s  in lC]urOpe currently being  conducted. This is a technical  and 
wmplex  subject  and I am  reluctant  to comment in detail  without the benefit of a 
thorough analysis both of our stockpiles and our requirements. Any possible modi- 
Acat,ione which might a t  some point be called for, should be subject of full  and 
cmnplete consultatioh  with our Allies. 

Qu,eation &1. Mr. Rumsfeld in recent weeks there have been many accounts of. 
in~proprieties on the pad of 8ome Defense Department oftlcials. These have con- 
v ~ r ~ l e d  specifically the acceptance of gifts, free trips,  entertainment, etc., from . 
1bftme contractors. If you are confirmed as secretary of Defense,  would  you be 
\ v i l I h g  to  require all Defense Department  oficials to publicly report  any such 
contacts with Defense contractors? Could this be done by February 1,1976? 

Answer. IhSfenRe Department officials should not accept gifts, free trips, enter- 
t.ainrnent or gratuities  from contractors.  Relations between Defense Department 
officials and Defense contractors should be 011 a business basis. Defeuse official, 
must not only avoid improprieties such as the acceptance of gratuities, they must 
aroid  actions which would give the appearance of impropriety. This is a matter 
which I would look into carefully as Secretary of Defense and take whatever 
steps are necessary. 

Question 23. Will you rule  out running for any elective ofEce within the next 
twelve months? 

Answer. As I indicated to Senator Jackson in response to hie questions, I will 
donate my full energy to the Department of Deienw, I said,  and I repeat it here, 
1 am not running for anything. M y  intention would be to go to the Department 
of Defense and to  serve as effectively as I know how for a8 long as the President 
wishes me to. 

The CHAIRMAN. finator Jackson wanted to ask furt 
a.nd anyone else can, of course, who wishes to. I& was a 
t]le six mem'brs present bhat assuming we finish the 
n1omow, if we do, .t;h&.we recommend that the.ccrmmittee take a vote 
with a, view of repoding this matter to the %mate. That is especially 
t,r-\le in view of the fa.& that next week will be the last week. Pwfore 
$,,he Thanksffiving recess of the Senate. Even  though we have a capble 
Acti.n,a ,se~*q, I think if this genl9eman is gokg &o be confis.med, 
which I b,]ieve he will, 'we should put  him on the job. 

$-kea 

Senator Taft, that brinp it to YOU. 
Senator Taft, if you w ~ l l  yield just a moment, may 1 say that the 

d i w a  with ,which 1 recommend that the. committee act in no Way 
implied that I had any concern about the Adkg h m h r Y -  
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Ja .sueh ratlonaUty P08slble whlle nuclear missiles Are belng hurled back and
torth? How many people in the U.S. would be kiIied in the scenario whleh you
111lve deMeribed'!

Auwer. It ls essential that the U.S. have the eapabil1ty to meet an attaek at
every level of eonlllet and that we be able to conduct military operations at the
Inwest pOHsiblp Ipvel ot vlolenee cOl1sistent with achievement of our objectives.
That Is lUy genernl (>oncept of our military lle<'ds for dcterreuce and detente, but
I am' 110t in a position at the moment to set forth spec'itlc lJattlefield scenarios.

Qucstion 18. When will the U.S. have a eountertoree cnpalJility? How much will
thut eost?
~n,wer. This question 18 ot sufficient eomplexity thnt I would preter to consult

lu eptb the appropriate DOD oftlcials before attemptin~to respond i11 detail.
Que8tion 19. Why do we need a counterforce eapnbility? Why is the "mutual

assured destruetion" strategy no longer valid?
Answer. On t11i8 matter l.am in general agreement with the views as set forth

to {bis Committee by Secretary Sehleslnger. It ls a subject I wish to study tur
tller in the period ahead and therefore will defer a eomprehensive response until
a later date.

QueatiQft. 10. We DOW have approxlmately 7,500 tactical Duclear weapons In
""estern Europe. lsU posslble tOOt some of these weapons could be removed? How
many, and whieh ones, do you feel ean be witbdrawn in the next year? Two years?
Three years?

Answer. I understand that there Is a review ot our requirements tor taetlea1
nucIear weapons in Europe currently belng conducted. Tbis is a technlcal and
('omplex sulJject and I am reluetaut to comment in detail without the lwneftt of a
thorough analysis both of our stockpiles and our requirements. Any J)OSsible modi
fi<.'atlons whieh might at 80me point be called for, should be subject of tul1 and
eomplete eOllsultation with our All1es.

Qu-eaUon 21. Mr. Rumsfeld in recent weeks there have been many aecounts ot.
illlproprieties on the part of some Defense Department o1ficials. These have eon
{'PfUOO specitleally the acceptance of gifts, free trips, entertainment, ete., from .
]}t>f(lnse contractors. If you Are eontlrmed as Secretary of Detense, would you be
wiIliJ1g to require all Detense DepartUlent 01llcials to publiely report any such
('(mtactR with Defense eontractors? Could thl8 be done by February 1, 1976?

Answer. J)(lfense Department o1ficials should not accept gifts, free trips, enter
tainment or gratuities from contractors. Relations between Ddense Department
officials und Defense contraetors should be on a business basis. Defense o1ficlaL~

must not only avold Improprleties such as the acceptance of gratuities, they must
nvoid aetions wbich would give the appearance of improprlety. This Is a matter
whk!h I would look into carefully as Secretary of Detense and take whatever
steps are necessary.

Question 22. Will you rule out running for any elective o1fiee within the next
twelve months?

Answer. As I indicated to Senator Jaekson in response to his questions, I will
<lonate my fuB energy to the Department of Defense, I sald, and I repeat it here,
1 am not running for anything. My intention would be to go to the Department
of Defense and to serve as eftectively as I know how for as long as the President
wifoOlhes me to.

The CHAIRMAN. Sena.tor J ackson wanted to ask further questions,
and ~nYQne else can, of course, who 'Yishes to. I~ was agreed .here by
the SlX members present that assunung we finIsh the questIons to
Dlorrow, if we do, tha-t'werecommend that the.committee take a vota
with a view of repoIting this matter to the. Senate. That is especially
true in view of the faot that nert lWook wIll be the last week. before
t.he Thanksgiving recess of the Senate. Even thou~hwe have a capable
..A.etingSecreta.ry, I thirrk if this gentle~ is go~p; to be confirmed,
which I believe he will, ·we should put him on the Job.

Senator Taft, that brin~it to you. .,
Senator Taft, if you WIll yield just amoment, !Day I say tha.t the

dispatch withwhieh I recommend that the ~mmlttee aet In no way
implied that I had any conoorn ahout the Actmg Secretary. .
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Mr. RuMsiw. Mr. Chairman, diiHng the question. that Senator
dulver asked me lie made reference. to om remarks that I had made.
and it sùriiek me that. it might be iieful to have a fuller text of thM
'paragn1)h lie quoted iii the record. I would ask your permission to do
that.

The CTLAIIIM.N. All right. That is Senator Culver's questions this
morning?

Mr. RUMSFELD. Yes sir.
The CIIAUMAN. All right, I'm sure he would have no objection to

that. If anyone docs I will hear him on it. But we will admit it to the
record .

All right, Senator Taft
Senator TArF. Mr. Runisfeld, I tame back this afternoon because I

did not get to ask my questions this morning about the entire naval
area, and my C0flCFfl for our future naval capability. D& you have
any general assessment of the current United States-Sovi navalbalan?

Mr. RuMsriTn. T have, of course, read a good many articies, the
posture st.atenìent this yeír on the subjeet, as well as some statements
that you have made on the Senate floor concerning the subject. The
first thing one would have to say is that no one can deny the impressive
growth of the Sovi fleet. That is a fact of life.

The second fact I would sttte is that the U.S. naval capability also
has some very impressive aspects.

Third, I would say that tue overall maritime balance in the world
is a fundamental question of importance to our country and to our
allies.

We have seen a marked reduction in the total number of U.S. ships.
And we have seen improvement in the. quality of individual ships. We
are seeing problems with the cost of strengthening our maritime forces.
There is no question but that one of the tasks of the next Secretary
of Defense and of this committee is to cotninuously address that ques-
tion of what the balance is and what the trends are, and ask ourselves
where the funds are o be found to see that that balance is not upset.

Senator TAMP. In that connection, do you think a major shifting of
resources beween the services may have to be undertaken to meet the
Soviet naval challenge ? Since I have, come on this committee, one
of the things that has conceried me most is that the Department of
Defense concept that we adopted quite a number of years ago now has
resulted in kind of a stand-off between the three branches. Each of
them gets about a third of the budget or a little more, regardless of
what tie military requirements might actually be.. This gives me great
concern.

I am of the opinion that we are simply going to have to go to a
more capital-intensive type of defense if we indeed are oin to have
an adequate defense at all within the budgetary limitations m which
we find ourselves.

Mr. RuMsiriw. I cailnot answer your question as to how one would
solve the problem at this point. I recognize the nature of the problem.
I see what the, limiting factors are. I think it is something that, as
I say, you and the committee and I and others would have to address
in developing priorities, budgets and an allocation of resources in the
periodahead
,

*Seie Senator Culver's questions, p. 52.
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period ahead, 
*See Senator Culver's questions, p. 62. 
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,Mr. RUMSFELD. Mr. Chairman, during the .qllestion that Senator
<Julver nsked Ine he luade reference to some remarks that I had made.
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area, Qnd my coneern for our future naval capability. Do you have
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growth of the Soviet fleet. That is a fact of life.

The second ~act I w.ould sta,te is that the U.S. naval capability also
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Third, I would sav that the overall maritime balance in the world
is a fundamental question of importance to our country and to our
allies.

We have seen a marked reduetion in the total numoor of U.S. ships.
And \Ve ha"e ~en improvement in the quality of individual ships. We
are seeing problems with the cost of strengthening our maritime forces.
There is no question hut that one of the tasks of the next Secretary
of Defense an« of this (',ommittee is to cotninuously address that ques
tion of what tbe balance is and what the trends are. and ask ourselves
where the funds are to be founrl to see that that balance is not upset.

Senator TAFT. In that connection~do you think a major shifting ()f
resources bewe~n the services may have to be tmdertaken to meet the
Soviet naval challenge ~ Since I have come on this committee, one
of the things that has concerned me most is that the Department of
De,fense, eonoopt thnt we adoptPd quite a number of years ago now has
resulted in kind of a stand-off hetween thc three branehes. Each of
them gets about a third of the budget or a little, more, regardless of
wha~ the military requirements might actually be. This gives me great
concern.

I am of the opinion that we are sit~ply going to have. to go to a
more c.a.pital-inten8ive type of defense If we Indeed are ~lng to have
an adequate defense at all within the budgetary limitattons m which
wp find ourselves.

Mr. RUMSFF..LD. I cannot answer your question as to how one would
AOlve the problem at this point. I recoWli~ th~ n!tture of t!:te problem.
I see. what the limiting factors a.re. I thlnk It 18 someth1ng that, as
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.See Senator Culver'B questlonB, p. 52.
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I am not in a position to say that I would take this from that or
move that there.

Senator T&i'r. In relation to NATO, particularly, the emergence
of the Soviet naval threat seems to be a new element not dealt with
m NATO's original, even in its present, structure. Do you see a
possible need for realuiement of the responsibilities within NATO
with the Europeans taking overmore responsibility for providing lanci
forces while the United States concentrates on meeting the naval threat
to the trans-Atlantic remforcement capability upon which all NATO
depends
. Mr. Rimsrzw. The subject of rationalizing functions within NATO
is onethat was introduced 2 or 3 years ago. As with standardization,
there is resistance on the part of the individual nations as to limiting
their armed forces to one or two aspects of a traditional defense
capability. On the other hand, there is some support for rationaliza-
tion. How it; would evolve after a period of consultation with our al-
lies, I am not in a position to say at this point. But certainly it is a
subject that is under discussion in NATO, as it should he.

Senator TAFT. Given the geographic differences between the United
States and the Soviet Union, (io OU see a qualitative difference be-
tween theSoviet challenge to our land power, where they have always
been superior in any case, and their new challenge to our ability to use
the seas freely?

Mr. Rtrisitzn. If one walks down the road toward an imbalance in
terms of maritime capabilities, there. is no question but that the ad-
verse effects on the United States from the standpoint of the use of the
seas would be substantial. There would be other effects that would also
be substantial. There is no question but that the development of that
capability on the part of the Soviet Union gives them a high degree of
flexibility, and therefore the potential at least for considerable political
influence in the world because of that capability.

My sense of this, I suppose, is no better or worse than others, but it
is that there is a danger if the point you are making is not addressed by
the United States. You could see countries tilting in the wrong direc-
tion if they see a trend that seems wrong to them continuing very long.
The political implications are that the nature of various countries' roles
in the world could begin to adjust. It is something that we ought. not
to overlook.

Senator TAFT. J certainly agree with you. And I wonder if you can
see any way that the Soviet naval expansion can be explained in defen-
sive terms, and if it cannot be so explained, whether or not it is con-
'sistent; wit.h the concept of detente?

Mr. Rimisw. I suppose that goes back to the question of how you
define detente. It clearly is consistent if you properly define detente
in a hardnosed way. They had not been a maritime nation. They have
been, as you have suggested a continental nation. Again, it is a capa-
bility that the United States cannot ignore.

Senator TAFr. Just a final area, then. I know of course that you have
not been able to spend a lot of time farniliarizmg yourself with details
of the respective programs of the United States and of Söviet Russia.
But in terms of what you have seen, do you believe that our projected
naval program is adequate in terms of meeting the Soviet naval chal-
lenge ? And as a part of the same question, I wonder if it is adequate

ßl-669-7ß---- e
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I am not in a position to say that I: would take this from that or 
move that there. 

Senator T m .  I n  relation to NATO, particularly,  the emergence 
of the Soviet naval threat seems to be a new element not dealt with 
in NATO’s original, or even in its present, structure. Do you see a 
pwible need for realinement of the responsibilities within NATO 
with &he Europeans taking over more responsibility for providing 1md 
forces while *he United States concentrates on meeting the naval threat 
to the transAtlantic reinforcement capability upon which all NATO 

The subject of rationalizing functions within NATO 
was introduced 2 or 3 years ago. As with  standardization, 

there is resistance on the  part of the  individual  nations as to limiting 
their armed forces to one or two aspects of a tmditional defense 
capability. On the other hand, there is some support for rationaliza- 
tion. How it would  evolve after a period of co~lst~ltrttion  with  our 81- 
lies, I am not in a position to say at this point. But certainly it is a 
subject that is under discussion in NATO, as it should be. 

Senator TAFK Given the geographic differences between the  United 
.States  and  the Soviet Union, cto you see a qualitative difference be- 
tween tlle.Soviet chnllenge to our land power,  where they hnve always 
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I sm not in a position to say that I would take this from that or
move that there.

Senator TAFr. In relation to NATO, particularly, the emer~nce
of the Soviet na.val threat seems to be a. new element not dealt with
in ~ATO's origina.l, or even in its present, structure. Do you 800 a
posslble need for realinement of the responsibilities within NATO
with the ~uropean~taJring over more responsibility for providing land
forces whI1e the Irnlte<! States concentrates on meeting the naval threat
to the trans-Atlantic reinforcement capability upon which a11 NA'rO
de~ndsi
. ~r. BUX8m'~.The subject of rationalizing functions within NATO
IS one tha.t .was Introduced 2 or 3 years ago. As with standardization,
there ia resistance on the part of the individual nations as 10 limiting
their armed forces to one 01' two aspects of a traditional defense
capa.bility. On t11e other hand, there is some support for ratioualiza
HOll. How it would evolve after aperiod of cOllsultation with our al
lies, I am not in a position to say at this point. But cel'tainly it is a
subject that is under discussion in NATO, as it should 00.

Senator TAFT. Given the geog'raphic differences hetween the United
States and the Soviet Union, do you see a qualitative dift'erellce 00
tween the·Soviet challenge to on1' land power, where they have ahvays
been superior in any case, and thcir new challenge to our ability to use
the saas freely ~
~. If one walks down the rond toward an ilnbalance in

terms of Inantune capahilities, there is no question hut that the ad
verse effects on the United States from the standpoint of the use of the
seas would be substantial. There would he other effects that would also
be substantial. There is no question hut that the development of that
eapahility on the part of the Soviet Union giv~~" them a high degree of
ftexihility, and therefore the potential at least for considerable political
influence in t.he world because of that capability.

~{y sense of this, I su~pose, is no bettel' 01' worse than others, hut it
is that there is a danger If the point you are Inaking is not addressed by
the United Stah~s. You could see countries tilting in the wrong direc
tion if they see a trend that 800ms wrong to theIn continuing very long.
"'fhe political implications are that the nature of various countries' roles
in the world could begin to adjust. It is something that we ought not
to overlook.

Senator TAFT. I certainly agree with you. And I wonder if you can
see any way tha~ t~e Soviet naval expa~ioncan be explained ~n ~efen
sive tenns, and If It cannot be so explalned, whether or not It 15 con
sistent with the concept of detente ,

~Ir. RU:M:SFELD. I suppose that goes back to the question of how you
.deflDe detente. It clearly is consistent if you .p~operly.define detente
in a hardnosed way. They had not!:>oon a mar~tIme n~10n: ~hey have
been, as you have suggested a contI~ental natIon. Again, It IS a capa
bility that the United States cannot 19nore.

Senator TAFT. Just a final area, then. I know of course that you have
not been ahle to spend a lot of time f~liarizingyourself w!th deta~ls
of the respective programs of the Umted St~ and of SOVlet ~ussla.
Hut in tenns of what you h~ve seen, do you ~heve that.our pro]ected
naval program is adequate In terms of meeting the Sovlet nava.l ehal
lenge' And as apart of the same question, I wonder if it is adequate
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fr()fl not only a quantitative but. a qualitative point of view, in relation
foi 1114t}tflCe, to 1I)Ui1 of our iava1 concepts aiitl our ships designs,
which ve tiìí lo be frozeiì ilIt() toay ? .

( lau you (OflhIH('11t On WlltLt you think our current response to the
ovji naval (I1tlleflgC is ?
:iÍi. R1JMS}'EII). I WOU1(I ITilich 1)IefeF to tackle the Sl1l)j&'t ovel. ti

I I i ( )(1 O f t i i O 811(1 try to o ifer a i ¡ore in formed answer than I cou id
I 10W'.

Senator rFA ri'. As J said at the outst, in your current position it
may l)e stretching it a bit far to ak you to make these judgments at
this time. But these are current questions that ought to be addressed.
And I WQU1(l hope that next year when we get to review the entire
defense situation tind the nntnpower situation, and especially the
R. & 1). situation, that we can get sorne broader information in this
whole area.

Thank you very much.
Mr. RiTrsrEr,». Yes, sir.
The Ci i A N. Thank you. Senator.
Senator Byr(L it is back to you sir.
Senator 13Y1u). Thank you, Mr. (1lìnirman.
Mr. Rurnsfeld, T think that I understand your position on the qiies-

t.iøii of missile accuracy. But I will ask it again. As I understand it,
you (10 favor researehing and development for the purpose of iinprov-
ing the accuracy of our missile systems?

Mr. RUMSFET4D. The short answer is yes, I do favor it, as of this point
to the. extent T have knowledue. The knowledge I have suggests to
nie that it is desirable for the United States to continue to improve
missile accuracy. The reason T say that is that it strikes me that it does
enhance deterrents and it does niove into that area of being able to
reduce collateral damage.

T would close by saying however, that T recognize that titis is a
subiect of great complexity. The announcements that have been tiunle
with FEST*Ct to our overall strategy in targeting options are reasonably
recent.. I recognize that as SALT evolves it conceivably, depending
on how the areas that ultimately are agreed upon are designed. it
might leave areas that for one reason were not dealt with in SALT,
that we then ought to address and other areas that were dealt with
within SALT that we might then wish to address in a differentj way.
I'm reluctant to sound finally conclusive in some of these areas,
Senator.

Senator Bì-rn. I can understand that. But I thought I understool
your position better before I asked the question than I did after I
heard the answer.

Mr. Rtmrsni.n. The answer is yes, I supporti the position taken by
the Secretary of 1)eferthe in his February 5 proposal and reCOmmefl(la-
tions to the Congress, and the steps that the United States is t.aking
with respect to missile accuracy.

Senator Ihnn. It seems to me that if we are going to have missiles-
iid r think in this nuclear age we have to have them---that it is

certainly logical that we should have as muc,h technological knowbow
as possible th make those missiles accurate. Would you concur in that
view! .

:
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Spuator TA I'~I'. A.s I s~id at the outset., in your currellt position 'it
nH~Y I!e stl'<,t('h In~ lt a blt far to ask YOll to make these jud~ents nt
tIns tIme. Hut these are curreut qllest!olls that ought to be addressed.
.And I would hope that next Y(,~\l' when we ~t to review the entire
defcllsc s~tllat~on and the munpower situation, snd especially the
R. & I). slhlnt!on, that we ran p:et some broadcr information in this
",hole area.

1'hank you very much.
Mr. RUMSFELJ). Yes~ sir.
1'he CIIATl:MAN. Thank you~ Senator.
Senator Byrd~ it is back to YOll~ sir.
Sennt.ol' n;·nn. TIUlnk yOll, MI'. Chairman.
Mr. Uumsf('ld, Tthink that I understand yonr position Oll the qu('s

tion of nlissilc arcuracy. Hut I win ask it again. As I ullderstand it,
you do favot' t'('S('archiuA' and d('.\,c]oplnent for the purpose of improv
in~ t.h~ accllrncy of our missile systems?

~fr. RUMfU'J<:LD. The. sbort answer is yes, I do favor it, as of this point~

to the extcnt. rha\Te knowled~c. Thc knowledge I have sup:~ests to
nw tlmt it 1S desirable for the lTnited States to continue to inlpl'ove
missile aceuracy. The reason I say that is that it strikes me that it doos
enhance det.errents and it dops nlOve into that aren. of being ahle to
reduce rollnteral dama~.

I wonln dose hy sayinp:, howe"et'~ that I reco~nize that this is a
suhject of I!l'(lat eomplexity. The nnnonncements that have been tlln(le
with respe('t. to OHr overall st,rnteg-y in targ-eting- options are reasonnhly
recent. I r()coWlize that aB SALT {','ohres it. cOficeivahly, dependini
on how th~ Ul,(,.n.S that ultimately nre ag'l'e-ed npon are desi~ned. it.
Jnil!ht lenv(' arens that for one l'enson were not dealt with in SALT,
that we then ought to address. anel other areas that were dealt with
within SAI~T that we Inig:ht then wish to address in a different wny.
I'm relnctant to sound finally conclusive in some of these arells,
Senator.

Senator BYRD. I enn understand that. But I thoup:ht I understood
your position hetter lX'fore. 1 asked the question thnn I did after I
heard the answer.
.~. The answer is yes, I support? the position taken by
th~efensein his Febrnary 5 proposal anel recommendft
tions to the 'Con~ress, and the st.eps that t.he United Stat.E~s is t.aking
wit.h l'espe('t. to Inissile fteeul':lcy.. , ~ .
~nator ß:YRO. It seems to me thnt If wo nre g'Olng- to hnTe nllsslles

nil:d I t.hink in this nuclear age we have to have thenl-that it is
cert.a.inlv logical that we should have as much techn()log-icnl kn?whow
as possible tO lnake those missiles accurat.e. WGuldyou concur In that
,·iew! . . '.: '
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Mr. RmIsFEr4n. With the sanie caveat I made before, yeS, T (10 C011F
in that.

Senator BYRD. In your judgment does Russia represent a threat to
world peace ..

Mr. . RUMSFELD. It strikes me that any country that has developed
and that continues to develop that capthility lias to he looked at by
other nations as a country that conceivably could ise that capability.
That would be my first. point.

The second point I would make is that one who looks at our coun-
try and our Constitution and the tlìiigs we believe in and hold dear,
and then lúoks at the beliefs and convictions of the. Soviets and their
system and their approach to life, sees that they are fundamentally
different. It is not a matter of simply shrugging one's shoulders and
saying t114it they believe iii titis tutci we believe in that. It is funda-
ineittal ly di Ife re ut . Those ft n i daiiutal di iferences are something that
aie likely lo 1flhflIfl. i hunk that the Americau people, who belkve in
811(1 ('h(IiS11 flitbi I. freedoLn, must. jfl f1l(t agree. or they vould not have
in tlfll% [»iSt 91)41 \'OLLI(1 JD)t IIW 1)( 'illiiig fo t1)1)()rt thB kiiitl of de-
fCI1S( aiid (ltt( lI uts that I e1 le 'e a re n 1)501 LIte! y necessary in viev of
the lutti I of I he vor1d.

lt is iflJJ)0FtLJLt that V( ('oui iIÌII( it 15 W( 1ìa'e iii the past.
S(1tiÌ1()I JYRJ). V0111 8115\ver to 1)1v (jI1(StiOJI, then, is that you do

regtrd Russia as a threat to worl(l peace ?
iryfI.. IItTMSFELI). There is no (111PSÙiOIl but that that capability that

VXitS j.4 tt tÏiieat. %VE described it as a threat in force planning. The
1irt question as to what we need to do. is wimt is the threat ? And the
threat exists.

Senator B't'-im. And that is why we are spending, to use round figures,
$90 billion. that is the major reason that we are spending $90 billioii
for defense I)l1i)eS?

Mr. RUMSFELD. That is correct. And were. there not a counterweight
to that capabìlity there is no question but that our situation would be
different. By the same token, given. the capability that exists, I have
ttoiible b(1ieVi]U that there are very many people who believe that
absent tl coiinteiiveiglit that we pivide, the world would be. as
stable as it has been. There is no question but that our conduot, which
:ìs I indicated at the outset is in a very fundamental way determined
by that capability and the friends clearly is the stabilizing force in
titis world. IVe onght to he very careful about conducting ourselves in
L way that. (OU1(l (leStfll)i1iZ( t1Ì( vorld.

Scnaor I3YIU). i tliaik yo fr. Ruinsfeld.
In t fU'\V (htys J flSS1U)( VeVIII be calling you, N'tr. Secretary. I shall

be latl to SmpIX)t your noinuuttiou.
I (lo Wflflt to sayaud T pnt this not as a question but just a.s an

observationthat it seems to ne that it is extremely important that
the I)efense I)epartrnent. hO kel)t entirely out. of the political arena.
We are coming into a very iml)OVtant politi('al year. While T dQn't. like
to see good men disqualified for higher positionsI think we need
1no1.e good men in GoveiuinìentT would hope that. we don't have more
I urnover in this T)el)art1fleflt with someone going in in December and
possibly leavimi in June. I don't believe that s in the country's best
interests. But E (iOfl't put that as a question ; I just state that as an
Ol)SCV'íLt.iOIi. :
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Thank you, Mr. Rumsfeld.
Mr. RuMnT. Thank you 'very much.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Tower, did you have anything else t I have

just a few qestions here.
Senator Towpit I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman.
The Ciì.n&w. Do you want to make any comment?
Senator Towm. No comment right now. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. All right.
Let me say this, gentlemen. I had a great deal of confidence in Mr.

Schlesinger. It goes without saying that I had nothing to do 'with the
cha i I knew nothing about it. That was outside of my jurisdictioub
I ha . a great deal of confidence in him. I was impressed with his deep,
penetrating ability in what seemed to be a desire to give everything,
the best he 11ad that was within his line of duty. I had reason to have
a lot of confidence in him because of things that he told me that he
felt I should know. I am referring back many months ago. Such ex-
periences give you confidence in a man. I wanted to say that publicly.
I told Secrtary Schlesinger I was going to write him a handwritten
note. We ai itot especially close friends or anything like that, but
I will remeiiiber him as one of the outstanding men that I have known
in the Pentagon. I am not making comparisons with you, Mr. Rums-
fold. I think you have a fine capability. It is highly important in such
a responsible and very difficult office for which you have been nomi-
nated. If you are confirmed, I certainly wish you well in it.

I want to mention what you said when you were asked about
Russia being a threat to world peace. You gave a very good answer, I
thought, that anyone that had built up the çapability that they have,
and we have, is subject to being thought of as capable of using it and
might use it. The point I want to emphasize is that we have got to
keep trying even harder before the other nations of the world to let
them know that in spite of all this capability and the military
strength that we are nonaggressors, we don't want anything anyone
else has, and we are not making any plans along that line. I don't
expect that to be fully accepted by everybody in the world, but it
will be accepted by some.

We mustleep that clear before the people, because we are subject to
question on it, based on what we have built up in military strength,
The companion thought there is, thought, that beyond question the
matter of sufficiency of our military strength must never be doubted,
that it is sufficient to protect ourselves from any enemy or coznbmation
of enemies must not be left in doubt.

They are companion thoughts. Our people in America think things
through a lot, many of them do, but they don't always think that one
through, and that is the reason I am bringmg it up now.

So, for my part, as a citizen and as a member of this commiltee, I
want you to hold those things in mind, not just our massive strength
piled on top of strength just to be overarmed, but we must never
make the mistake of leaving any doubt about being adequately armed,
and never let up on the idea of making it clear that we are not
aggressors. We are not doing this with any design on anyone or any
territory.

Is there anything further you want to say?
Mr. Rtmis.'zw. No, sir, Mr. Chairman.

-s 79
78 78

Thankyou, Mr. Rumsfeld.
~. Thank you very much.
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I WIll rernember hnn as oue of thc outstandulg men that I have kriown
in the Pentagon. I am not rnaking conlpari80ns with you, Mr. Rums
feld. I think you have a fine capability. It is highly inlportant in such
a responsible and very difficult offict.; for ,,:hich YOll ha~e ~n nomi
nated. If you are confirmed, 1 certaInly wlsh you weIl In It.

I want to mention what you said 'when you were asked about
Russia heing a threat to world peare. You gave a very ~ood answer, I
thought, that anyone that had built up the. c;apability that they have,
and we have, is subject to being thought of a.s capable of using it and
roight use it. The point I want 10 emphasize is that we have got 10
keep trying even harder before the other nations of the world 10 let
thero know that in spite of an this capability and the military
strength that we are nonaggressors, we don't want anything anyone
else has, and we are not making any plans along that line. I don't
expect that to be fully accepted by everybody in' the world, but it
will be accepted by sorne.

We roust keep tbat eIear before the people, because we are subject to
question on it, based on what we have buHt up in military strength~
The companion thought there is, thought,' that beyond question the
matter of sufficiency of our military strength must never be doubted,
that it is sufficient 10 protect ourselves from any enemy or eo~bination
of enemies must not be left in doubt.

They are companion thoughts. Our people in America think things
through a lot, manl." of them do, but they. do~'t a:lways think that one
through, and that IS the reason 1 am brlngII!g It up now. .

So for my part, as a citizen and as a member of this committee, I
want' you to hold those things in rnind, not just our massive strength
piled on top of strengt~ just to be overarme4, hut we must never
make the mistake of leavlnl5 any doubt about belng adequately anned,
and never let up on the Idea of making it clear that we are not
aggressors. We are not doing this with any design on anyone or any
territory.

Is there anything further you want 10 say'
Kr. RUltI8FELD. No, sir, Mr. Chairman.
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Senator Bnw. Mr. Chairman, before you close, I have just one
statement.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, Senator Byrd.
Senator Briw. I would like to associate myself with the remarks

the chairman made in regard to Secretary Schlesinger. I think he
made an outstanding Secretary of Defense. And I regret that he no
longer will be in that position. But in saying that I do not in anyway
downgrade the high qualities of the nominee.

The CHAIRMAN. I wasn't comparing Mr. Schlesinger with anyone
either. I was first attracted to him when he handled the budget for the
Atomic Energy Committee, and was the main witness. I next knew

.- him as the Chief of the Central Intelligence Agency.
Senator Bmn. If the chairman would yield at that point, I first

knew him when I was requested to introduce him to the Atomic Energy
Commission when he was nominated to be chairman of the Atomic
Energy Commission. And the reason that I got involved in it is that
Mr. Schlesinger was then li ving in Virginia, and had previously been
for several years at the T ini versity of Virginia as a professor. And
t,lìtiit I had the opportuiity to pre&iit him to this committee when ho
WtLS nominated for Director of the Central Intelligence Agency, and
then again to this committee when he was iioiniiìated for tue position
of Secretary of Defense.

T thank the chairman.
The ChAIRMAN. Thank you.
All right, Mr. Rumsfeld. Do you have anything further to say?
Mr. RtTM8FELD. No, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. We thank you for your attendance here.
I don't see any reason, gentlemen, why we cannot vote on this nomi-

nation tomorrow if it is agreeable to the membership. We will plan to
do that unless there is some reason to the contrary. Based on what
truth has come out so far, I don't have any doubt about the vote, that
it will be favorable to the nominee.

Senator Byiw. We might as well put Mr. Rumsfeld to work and let
him earn his salary.

The CHnt&. We will recess now until 10 a.m. tomorrow morn-
ing. Thank you very much.

[Whereupon, at 4 :10 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene at
lo a.m., Thursday, November 13, 1975.]
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NTOMINATION OF DONALD RUMSFELD TO BE
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 13, 1975

U.S. SENATE,
COMMIrFEE ON ARMED SERvIcES,

1Va1ilngton D.C.
'F}I( (OI1Ìtttitt(( !I1(!t, pnisnitìvt; to notice, at 10 :10 a.in., in room 1114

J )rkNn Senate ( )1114e BUil(iillg, TTon. John (1. Stniis (c1tiriiia.n)
¡)IVI(1I11g.

I rent : S(1l9tr- tnnis .Jackson. {cTìtyi'e., iyrd. of Vi rìnia
Nt'iuì, .1 [art of Colorado, Lealiv., rj11I1l.1ÌoI1(l Tower, Scott, of Vii'-
ginia ; Taft and 1n'tiett..

Also present : T. Edward Braswell. Jr., chief counsel and staff di-
fl(cfl ; W. Clark McFadden II, counsel ; John T. Ticer, chief clerk;
Phyllis A. Bacon, assistant chief clerk ; Charles J. Conneely, Charles
Cromwell. George H. Foster, Jr.. John A. Goldsmith, Edward B.
Kbnney. Don L. Lynch, Francis J. Sullivan. professional staff mem-
l)etS ; Roberta Ujakovich, research assi9tant ; Doris E. Connor, clerical
assstant ; and David A. Raymond, assistant to Senittor Symington.

TIR' CLAIRMAN. Our committee will please come to order.
T think, as a compliment to the nominee, that we had a good, solid

i i ic of questioning as I have ever heard for a nominee to this important
J)()SitiOIJ. 'F1iat 1'(íkCtS the interest of the membership und the interest
(1f tIW ('o,ìgi'ess and the people as a whole. We will continue today
nntil evt'ry member of the committee lias had a full opportunity to
:k all the questions that they wish.

Those 'ylìó have asked permission to insert questions in the record
will 1)( granted that request. But that implies that all insertions will
('ojile in PronPtlY »1 l)e answered as soon as possible.

STATEMENT OP DONALD RUMSYELDBesumed

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Rumsfeld, you said you had an insertion you
wanted to make.

Mr. RtTMSFELD. I do, Mr. Chairman.
'Yester(lay during the questioning by Senator Culver. the Senator

made reference to testimony that I had provided to the House Armed
Services Committee. I believe that was in Brussels at NATO Head-
'!narters on March 4 1974.

I have subsequently familiarized myself with the statement I made.
In contact with Senator Culver's office he suggested that it would be
from his standpoint perfectly all right if I inserted the statement in
the record.
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NOMINATION OF DONALD RUMSFELD TO BE
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 13, 1975

D.S. SENATE,
CO.l\IMITTEE ON ARMFD SI<mVICF.R,

W a81~ington, D.O.
TJIt' ('.omlll ittt·(·, met, pnrsnftnt to not ie<', at 10 :10a.m., in room 1114

] )il'ksml Senute ()fJi(~e Huildin#!, llon. ,Tohn C. Stennis (chai r'umll)
p"(,:-iiding-.

Pr'PHPnt: Senatol'H Hh'llJlis••lnekson. MeTntvre, Hyrd. of Vir~inin;

Nnun, Htll't of Colorndo, LpnllY. Thtu']HOnd; Tower, Scott, of Vil'
;.dllia; Taft.. und Bnr1Jett.

.AJso present: T. Edward Brnswel1. J r., chief counsel aud staff di
1"l~(1or; 'V. Clark McFadden 11, counsel; John T. Ticer, chief clerk;
Phyllis .A. Bacon, assistant chief clerk; Charles J. Conneely, Charles
Cl·omwell. G('orge H. Füster, Jr.. ,John A. GoldsInith, Edward B.
}(pnne:r. Don L. Lynch, Francis J. Sullivan, professional staff mem
hel's; Robertll. lTjakovich, research assietant; Doris E. Connor, clerical
as..~istant.; and David A. Raymond, assistant to Senator Symington.

T}w, CIIAIR1\fAX. Our committee will please come to order.
T Ullnk, ns a eOlllpliment to the nominee, that we had a ~ood, solid

line, of ql1estioning ns I have ever heard for a nominee tothis important
posit.ion. TImt l'('ff('(·,fs the intClrest of the membership llnd the interest
of t.Jll~ CongTPss fil)d the people as a whole. We will continue today
Hllti} (~V(lr'y member of the cOlnmittee has had a fnIl opportunity to
:I:-ik aJJ t hc fluestions that t.hey wish.

'rhosc who have asked permission to insert qnestions in the record
\Vi Jl h(~ ~rall'ted that reql1est. Rut that inlplies that aU insertions will

('OHm in pronlptly and be answered ns soon as possible.

STATEMENT OF DONALD RUMSFELD-Resumed

The. CUAIR'ltIAN. Mr. Rumsfeld, you said you had an insertion YOll

wanted to ma,ke.
~[r: RUMSFELD. I do, Mr.Chairnlan. .

}festerday during the questionin~bv Senator Culver. the Senator
JBade reference to testimony that I had provided to the Rouse A rmed
Services Committee. I believe that was in Brussels at N.A..TO Head
'ullarters on }Iarch 4, 1974.
. I have subsequently familiarized myself with the statement I made.

Tn contact with Senator Culver's office he suggested that it would be
from his standpoint perfectly all right if I inserted the statement in
the record.
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I don't recall tho specific way that Senator Culver phrased the pies-
tion. But the general context of his question came during a discussion
of (1&cnte. lus quote of me seemed to indicatc that my statement related
to (i6tente. As I read th record, my response related more to peace.
i WOUI(I like to rend the, ('oI1ItTent I made during a discussion on troop
1cvels in Europe. What I said was as follows in part : "Iii the past the
numbers"referring to levels of troops in Europe"have changed
substantially. We are locked in, what we would be locked into is a
desire to maintain a sufficient deterrentthat is, to avoid injecting in-
stability into what appears to be, and has been, and what we want
to ontiniie to be a stable situation. We want to avoid injecting an
instability into this. One of the ways to inject an instability during
the period of mutual balance force reduction talks would be to have a
unilateral reduction. Does avoiding that mean we are harming or
hampering U.S. foreign policy ? On the contrary, it means we are
succeeding. If our goal is to improve relationships with the Soviet
Union by the various negotiations, the only way you can describe what
has beefl going on is by Sucress. One should say, hosaima, hosanna, we
have wanted peace, and we have had it. lATe lUtV( vaiìted an adequate
deterrent and we hìave had it.

"Att the saine finie we ha'e achieved that adequitte deterrents, we
wante(l to create an atinosjli where we could begin to talk in
MBFR and SALT. We wanted to do this at this point in history so that
we could act in our interest to bcgiii reductions."

That is the sense of that.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much for that contribution.
The Chair wants to recognize senator Jackson, and to commend

him for his partand I know it was substantialin getting down
to an agreement by the conferees in reference to an energy bili that
I look forward to getting into and gettingon the floor.

I want to mention. too, that Senator Thurmond was represented
here yestreday with his questions, and he just couldn't be in attend-
ance as he had to be in South Carolina. However, he is back this
morning. He is very faithful about attending our committee sessions.

Senator Jackson, by prearrangement, we agreed when you couldn't
come away from that conference yesterday afternoon that you would
be recognized when we convened. And right afterward I will recognize
the Senator from South Carolina, who did not have a chance to be
here yesterd av.

Senator Jackson.
Senator IPJIWJÇSON. Mr. Chairman, r will be I)rief this morning.

I regret that i could not be here all day yesterday and had th leave.
We were in continuous session until almost 9 o'clock last night when
we signed off to a final conference report on energy. This was the
fifth week, and it involved one-fourth of the Senate as conferees,
25 Senators on one side, and 7 on the House. And they do vote
separately. we do not try to outvote the Hou.

Being Ohairman on the Senate side, I had to stay through all of it,
and that is the reason I could not be here yesterday afternoon.

Mr. Chairman, out of order I would like to submit at this time a
committee resolution with reference to the outgoing Secretary of
Defense that reads as follows, I will ask that it be placed in the
record and voted upon at the appropriate time.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection.
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to an agreement by the conferees in reference to an energy bill that 
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come away f rorn tllat’ conference  yest8erday afternoon that you would 
be recognized when we  convenod. And right afterward I will recognize 
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fifth week, and it  involved one-fourth of the Sena&e as conferees, 
25 Senators on one side, and 7 on t’he House. And they do vote 
separately, we do not trv to outvote the Houae. 

Being Chairman  on  ihe Senate side, I had to stay through all of it, 
and  that is the reason I could not be here yesterday afternoon. 

Mr. Chairman, out of order I would like to submit at this time a 
committee resolution with reference to the outgoing Secretary of 
Defense that reads 8s follows, I will ask that it be placed in the 
record and voted upon at  the  appropriate time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection. 
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I don't recall thc spccific way that Senator Culver phrased the ques
tion. But thc general context of his question came during a discussion
of dctente. Ilis quote of me sccmcd to indicatc. tImt my statement related
to detent.e. As I l'üad th6 rccol'd, nlY response rclated more to peace.
I would like to reud tIm eommcnt I made during a discussion on troop
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numbers"-referring to levels of troops in Europe-"have changed
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stability into what appears to be, and has been, and what we want
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lTnion by tbc various negotiations, thc only way you enn describc whnt
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We were in continuous session until alnlOst 9 o'clock last night when
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record and voted upon at the appropriate time.
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Senator JACKSON [reading). ResolVed : That the Committee Ofl Armed Services
eommends Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger for lus excellence In office,
his intellectual honesty and periona1 integrity, and for lus courage and lude-
pendence. The Crnnuiittee believeM that our country and the free world owe a
great debt of gratitude to Secretary Sclilesiiiger for his untiring effort to Improve
the efficiency of Our armed forces, the eolìeivtiess of our alliances, the wisdom
of our strat.gic iolicies and doctrine, and for his determination to convey to
the American people the truth as he saw it and the sense of the future be so
deeply believed they must understand.

r[1 CJIATRMAN. rFIlanl, you very much. We will hìave it here on the
table for the information of the members here. And a lot of sentiment
yesterday was expressed by the committee members in appreciation

-. of the services of the former Secretary. But we will come back to that
later. Now we will recognize you for questions.

Senator JACKSON. Mr. Rumsfeld, your predecessors, Mr. Laird and
Mr. Schlesinger were not present at crucial meetings, including sum-
mit; meetings, at which decisions and agreements relating to SALT
were made. As Secretary of 1)efense, would you insist on being present,
along with Secretary Kissinger. at summit and otlwr high level nego-
tinting sessions involving SALT' atid other in:ttters relevant to the
J)epa.rtment of 1)efllLse?
_iir. RuMslrpr». Senator .Taeksøn, T would I ike to respond to that

in this way. W&n one thinks of those negotiations, i suppose they
could be categorized in threc ways : One, the ongoing negotiations in
Geieva, which I understood was part of your question?

Senator JACKSON. That is right.
Mr. RUMSFFLD. Each of the elements of Government are represented.
A second would be those meetings that would invo've the President

of the United States.
A third category would be meetings that do not take place in

(ìeneva, and do not involve the Presidenti of the United States. There
have beeii some meetings, as you know, that fit that category.

This question has been raised to me. I have discussed it with the
President in recent days. And he is very much in agreement that it
would be appropriate to have a representative of the Department of
Defense leaving open the question of the level, depending on the
circumstances, attend the category of meetings that I described in the
third class. It seems to me that at Presidential level meetings, head of
government level meetings, the heads of government pretty much
determine who is going to be physically there. That is understandable.
My response to you is, I am sensitive to the point you are raising. I
have diiscussed it with the President. I think that there probably are
ways to improve the representation of the Department of Ddense.
And without thinking that I could, at this time, prescribe exactly how
it would be in each instance, I do feel it is desirable to have such
representation.

Senator JACKSON. You feel is desirable?
Mr. RnMTz. Yes, sir.
Senator JACKSON. I am glad to hear you say it. I am asking this for

what I believe is the country's interest to try to elevate the proper
and traditional role of the Secretary of Defense. I wouldn't suggest
it as an arbitrary matter just to have precedence. But I am basmg it
on history. And Grechko was everywhere in Moscow, at the 1972
Conference, at the summit. Mel Laird never left Washington. And
mistakes were made. Subsequently changes were made of great sig-
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Senator .1 ACKBON [readingJ. lksolved : 'l'hat the Committee on Armed Services
commends Secretary of Defellse James Schlesinger for his excellence in offtce,
his intellectual honel'lty and per~ol1al inte~rity, :md for his coura~e and inde
pendence. 'l'he COllllllittee believes that our country und tbe free world owe a
g-r('ut deht of ~ratitl1de to Secretary SchlesillKel' for his untiring effort to improve
the C'fficiency of our armed forces, the cohe:-iivpne:-;:o; of our alliances, the wisdom
of our strat('>~ic llOliclps aod doctrine, and for hlR determination to convey to
the Amerlcnn peol)le the truth as be saw it and the sense of tbe future be so
öet'ply believed tbey must understnnd.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much. 'Ve will hava it here on the
table for the information of the nlelnbers here. And a lot of sentiment
yesterday was expressed by the committee members in appreciation
of the services of the fonner Secretary. But we will come back to that
Inter. Now we 'Vlill recognize you for questions.

Senator tTACKSON. MI'. Rumsfeld, your predecessors, Mr. Laird and
}Ir. Schlesinger were not present at crucial Jneetings, including sum
Jnit Jneetings, at which derjsions and ag-reelnents relatinO' to SALT
were made. As Seeretary of 1)('fense, would you ins1st. on being present,
along with Rcerctnry KissingcJ\ nt smnmit and otlwr hig-h level nego
tinting seSSiOllS illvolving SALT und other InnUel'S relevant to the
})('partment of ])eft'Jlse?

MI'. RUMsFJl:r.)). S(mntor .TaeksoB, T would likc to respond to thnt
in this way. Whcn one thinks of those negotiations, I suppose they
~ould be cat~~orized in thrcc ways: Olle, the ongoingo negootiatJions in
Geneva, WhlCh I understood was part of your question ~

Senator ,JACKSON. That is ri~ht.

Mr. RUMSFELD. Each of thc elements of Government are represented.
A second would be those nleetings that would involve the President

of the United States.
A third category would be meetings that do not take place in

('rt'nevn, anel do not involve the President of the United States. There
hnve been some meet1ings, as you know, thnt fit that cate~ory.

This question has been raised to me. I have discussed it with the
President in recent days. And he is very much in agreement that it
would be appropriate to have a representative of the Department of
Defense leaving open the question of the level, depending on the
circumstancps, attend the category of lueetings that I described in the
third class. It seems to roe that at Presidentiallevel meetings, head of
government level meetings, the heads of government pretty much
dctermine who is going to be physically there. That is undersmndable.
My response to you is, I am sensitive to the point you are raising. I
have discussed it with the President. I think that there probably are
ways to improve the representation of the Departmcnt of Defense.
And wit.hout thinking that I could, at this time, prescribe exactly how
it would be in each instance, I do feel it is desirable to have such
representation.

Senator JACKSON. You feel it is desirable ~

~.Yes,sir.
Senator JACKSON. I am glad to hear you say it. I am asking this for

what I believe is the country's interest to try to elevate the proper
find traditional role of the Secretary of Defense. I wouldn't s~g~t
it as an arbitrary matter just to have preced~nce. But I am basmg It
on history. And Grechko was everywhere In Moscow, .at the 1972
Conference at the summit. Mel Lalrd never left 'VashIngton. And
mistakes w~re made. Subsequently changes were made of great sig-
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nificaiice. Some of them we didii't find out until 9 years later, so that
W11(i1 1I1(1 Lai 1(1 W8S lii) testifyiig he didn't eVCIÌ know about tiieni.
You kJL()\\' LlM)ttt- that,. I am tt1Idng now about the exchange of letlers
1)etWUfl Í1i. Jissinger and Mr. 1)obrynin w'ith reference to the
(-(iass SIJ)1)Ìtriflt-, L11(1 tue ex(hange of letters between President

1X011 and. I\Ir. Brezhnev iii whuich i'1r. Nixon assltre(l Mir. Breziiner
t.1)at \'(' \\()Hkt nøt ()I'tStrl$t )1OFP tliai'i 41 slI1)luarilles, alt.Iìough 'ive
\veie P(I'))tt(d, as you recall, tinder the SAJ4rF i nteriin .AgrQelllent.
to do so. Fh i ngs l)t1)1)(fl at t1 snuint it, 110 iììatt.er \v11at is (101113 111
ti )(' efl rl i(V I 1(gOtLflt ing I)10ess vIiere re t)1VSefltatiVCS of the Depart-
nient of Defense 1)articipat.e in that 1)10eesS, I feel very strongly that
certainly you , al on g with your technical advisorsshould be present
and available. And that did not liappeiì at Vladivostok, and it did
not; httI)I)ell in MIOSCOW. And I just. think that you can help tlìe Presi-
(lent 11 making sure of his final decisions. There is no substitute for
that.

iii. RUMSFEI4D. If I could amplify a bit, Senator.
lVithout in aiìy \va:! qualifying what was said earlier, the nature of

1if is t hat tu DigS ha peii ovr a period. of time, in a variety of (Iìf-
fQrel)t WflyS, SOI1(tifflt orally, ,nd sometimes iii writiig, as you sug-
get(bd. And I (lO11't kitøv t1ì:t it is possible, and in my management
experience I would sugg'st. it has not been possible, to design pro-
cedural arrangements or forniula that guarantee the healthy kind
of exchange and the assurance of a balance of viewpoints that really
is time essence of what you are. going toward in your question. In
the broader sense, it takes a reni desire and sensitivity on the part of
the I)aI'tieilfltflts involved to try to achieve. that. I would say that in my
(IISCIISS1OIÌS vithi tue President. and in niy observation of Presidential
(leCiSiOflh)ULkiflg, (lUit( aI)art from S'iLT, there is no question bt
that this Presidemit is interested in having that occur. I-Te lias indi-
Cate(l Ofl television lus interest in a(lusting his organizational arrange-
niemits and procedural arrangements iii a way so that he feels tlìat that
is occurring. And that has met with approval by all the participants.
So I guess I am really going beyondI think it takes a raiii mind
set, a frame of mind in approach, as well as certain procedural
arrangemeiits.

Senator JtcxsoN. All of this really gets down to the style of the
President, you can't formalize, that is what you are saymg?

Mr.RuMSF'ELD.Yessir.
Senator JscxoN. But the logic is overwhelming, it seems to me,

that when you are at the summit dealing with strategic arms, or
PerhaPS tsl)eet of MBFR, you should be present. You have a great
responsibility to carry out, an awesome one. And I think it would be
tragic if youwere notavailable at crucial meetings and especially sain-
mit meetings. You don't have th be into every aspect and detail of the
negotiations and discussions, but you should be present so that when
they re focusing on last minute changes the President can have you
at his side. The history of the summits is that what happens in the
last 48 hours may fundamenta.11y shape the agreement. And I am try-
ing to elevate this Office of Secretary of Defense to its proper role.
And it ought to be at least as significant a role as the Secretary of
State on these matters. Don't you feel that way?
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nifiennce. Homc of theIn we didn't find oüt lmtil g yeal'S Jater, so thnt
wlw,n ~1{'l Lall'<! was Hp testifying he didn't eVPll 'know abont t.lH~m,
You kilO\\' al,ont. tImt, 1 am talidng 1l0W about the <'xchange of lt.tt{\l'S

hetwppn ~11'. IGfoisi ngcr antI ~'11'. J)ohl'ynin with referencc to tIm
O-(,Iass HlihmarilH'~, nud tIle ex('ltange of l{'ttt~rs betw('(l'n Pr('sidpnt
N ixon an<! l\ir. Brmdlllcv in wh ich ~tl'. NixOll al.')sured Mr. Bn~zhne\'
t.lmt ,\,p "'OIlId not ('OllstTlld, mon' titan 41 sulmtarines, nlthongh we
W('J'e ppl'mit.t<'d, aH YOll recalJ, lllHlt'I' tlw HALT Interim Agl'e(~Ill(lnt.
to du HO. Things happt'll ut "lw Sllmlllit, HO llutttm' what is done in
tlw earli(')' JH'gotiatillg' prOt'p.8S ",lwl'e l'('pr{'s('ntaüvcs of the Depart
nient of Dcfcnse partieiputc in that process, I feel vel'Y stron,O'lv that
certainly you, n}ong with YOUl' teehnical advisors-should het"pl"esent ....
and available. And that did not happen at Vladivostok, and it did
not happen in Moscow. And I just think that von ean help the Presi-
<!<'ut in 11laking sure of his final dreisions. Tliere is 110 substitute for
thnt.

)\11". RU:M:SFELD. If I eonld amJ>lify :t bit, Senator.
'Vithont in any way qnalifYlIlg what was said (l'o,rli<'r, tIle nntul'p of

1ifp is tImt tll illl!S ha PPPIl 0\'<'1' n })(ll'iod of tiule, in lt VRl'ipt,v of di f-:
fet'C'llt wnyR, HOIllPtilll('S ornlly, amI sometimcs in writillg, as ;"Oll su,r
Ircst,pd. All<! I <lon"t. kIlow timt it is possi bIe, and in Iny Inallal!eIne~t
expe1'jeucc I would suggpst it has not bpen llossible, to design pro
cednral arran~(l'lnents 01' fOl'lllUla tImt. guarantee the healthy kind
of exchange and the assnranec of a balance of viewpoints that really
is the esseuce of ",hat you are g'oing toward in your question. In
the broader sense, it tak(l's areal desire and sensitivity on the part of
tIw pal'ti('ipants invoh'ed to try to achieve that. I would sa~ that in nlY
disellssions with tIm PresidenC aud in mv observation of President.ial
<leejsjonnUlkin~, quit.e apart frOlH SJ\T~T, there is no question hut
tliat this Presldellt is inten~st('<l in having that oocu1'. I-Ie has indi
eatcd Oll tdpvision his interest in acljnsting his orgallizational arrange
ments and procednrnl arrangPIllP)Jts in n way so that he feels that tlmt
is oceurring. And thtlt has met with approval by aH the participnnts.
Sol glless I am renlly going beyoncl-I think i1. takes a certain nünd
set, a frame of mind in approach, as wen as certain procedural
arrangements, ,

Senator JACKSON. All of this l'eally gets down to the style of the
President, you can't formalize, that is what you are saying ~

~lr. RUM~WELD.Yessir.
. Senator JACKSON. Hut the logic is overwhelming, it seeIllS to me,

t.hat when yon are at the summit dealing with strategie arnlS, or
perhaps an aspeC't of MBFR, you should be present. Y?U ~'ave a ~reat
responsibility to curry out, an aweso~e one. 4-nd I tlunk It, would he ....
traO'ic if you were not available at cruclal meetlngs and espeClally surl1-
mitnleet.ln~. You don't have to be into every aspeet and detail of the
negotiations and discussiol1s, hut you should be p~esent so that when
theyare focusinO' on last minute chan~es the Presldent ean have yOH

nt füs side. The historv of the summits is that what happens in the
last 48 hours may fundamentally shape the agreement., And I anl try-
inp; to elevate this Office of Secretary of Defense to lts proper roje.
And it ought to be at least as significant a roJe as the Secr(l'tary of
State on these m-atters. Don't you fee~ that way?
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_Mi'. RUMSFELD. I think I would describe it slightly c1ifierent1y. \V1ien
OI1C looks ¿it Presideittial decisioiìivalciiig in this area, it is quite proper,
U:S }TOU S1,CSt t1)flt tIIC bU(k t4)1)S Vt11 fliC 1.F(SidC']1t. it' is his respon-
sibility foi those fluai deciioits. how he arraiiges that process really
is iii inaiiy FeSl)e(tS a l)e1S011 I flÌfltt(r. j IO (1()tS IICN1 t negotiator, ítiid
there is ho (Iln-tioli but whLt the t4try Of .1)fìse is not flint
J11(iiVidULJ. I fully agree Mi t 1) YOU tl;Lt L 1'1esi(I(tìt, IRP(IS to lIU\'e ill a
full and tiniely way tue aclviee of cottiisel that would flow froni the
1)epartnient of 1)efeiise ou a sul)j(ct of this kind. I I)elieVe that
the efforts sl1ou1(L be to nrrnnge it. Sø thnt the Pr(si(lent is in a 1)OSitJOfl,
vhieuì liC niakes those jU(lgIIl('IltS, t() ill fact., hia'e his negotiator or his-

1)(101ILI JJ)IS(IIt1ttiVC ill the P(IS11 of tln Se('retarv of State liebre
hiu, flhl(1, HI fl(lditiOIl that he Ii:i that knowledge, (.aflLl)eteilCe, l'ej)I.t)-
sentatioii, 1I1(I 1)erSl)eCtiVe in Vie\V1)Oilìt thLt voiihd ('onie fioin tut'
.1 )jartiuent of I )efeiìse.

4eiitttot .JA('JÇSON. Ìtt lJU sIlII)lllit I1l('t't tug, iilr. (1('klìkO \\ìS
everywhere. II(i as you Liìov., 1w vns elevated front his inilitury role
I t) also 1)efeiìsv 'linister. I i I ;i iii trying li) iilti'e is that I think
(flL shoUld 1w there. Jii1 you iist' all of your persunsive iflflh1eIliethIe

J.urflo1.s are that you hì:ue uitsideilIe inflieiìce \vii h the 1reuIent-
to lfltVe him u1I(lerstan(1 what your (ontrìblltion can be and how linpor-
tant; it is on these last mumie (heciSiolls ? '%Vlien they gets right dowii to
it at a suinnuit ineetnig I hiiigs fall all over the lot, aixi they happen.
AIKÌ I point out to you axnin Ihat the Secretary of 1)efeiìse, the Secre-
tary of State, the Chief Negotiator, tue Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Sta1ï WQIC itiiawai'e of agreements that had 1)een madeand eiitered
ints) at that summit meeting.

Senator Ti IURMOND Senator ,Tackson. the .Tiidieiiry Committee
IiWetS at 10 :() Ofl tue New York Baiikriiptcy law. I woiuler if you
(()Itld give nie a half a minute?

Senator .JACKSON. All right, I will defer.
'I1hc CIIA1RMAN. 'Vil1 the gentleman yiel(I to flic gentlemnu fron

South Carolina?
Senator .JACKS()N . I y iel .

Senator Ti i [RMOND. rj 9ilC V( ) LI Senator J01 ìflSOfl.
Mir. Runsfehl, I liad lo lx in South Carolina PSi('F(h'Iyq ttlI(l T left.

some questions to be asked for flic rerord. And I guess you are (10111g
that?

NEr. Ru1sn:14n. They 11f iwing prepared.
Senator TImRM0ND. I just want to say that I was a strong supporter

of Dr. Sch1esinger I thought lie was an excellent Secretary of De-
4'sc.and I havesaid that publicly, and I have said it. to the President..

0 But, it was the President.'s decision and he made that. (lecision, and he
lias nominated you. You have a fine record in th Congress, as Ambas-
sator to NATO. and other positions, and also as Assistant totlie. Presi-
dcnt to be more accurate from a practical standpoint. And in view of
your fine record that you do have serving the public. and in view of
your wide knowledge of defense matters and security questions, it
would be my pleasure to snpport yon.

i: have this other meetimr and so I will have to o. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. All right, Senator Thurmond. Do you have any

extra questions?

See p. 14.* W e  p. 14. 
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}-Ir.l~uMsFELD: I think I would descl'ihe it slight,ly ditferentlJ. 'Vhen
olle looks nt Presl<lcntiaJ deeisionlllaking in this urea, it is quite proper,
as you suggest, that thelJuek stops with thc PresiJent. lt is his respon
~il~ilit.y for those final ueeiHiolls. 110w Im nrranges tImt process reaHy
JS III n~u.llY resp(w~s a. persona I nmttl'l'. ,I h~ doüs JlcC'd a negotiatol', nnd
ihere 18 ]10 epH'stloll hut what the ~l'(.'I·('It.ary of l)pi'l'nse 1S llot tImt
jll<1ividua~. 1 ftllJy agr'ee wi( h you t hat a Pl';'sidellt IH'Pds to ha re in a
full und tune])' wny the adviee of coullsel tImt wouhl flow frOlll the
])eparhllent of ] )pfense Oll a suhjpet of this kind..And I believe tImt
thc eti'ol'ts should he to nITall~(', it so t hat tlm Pn'sident is in Ho position,
when he nmkcs those jlld~m(,llts, to, in fad. lm\'c his lH'·~()tintol' 01' his
j)eJ'SoJllal )'ppreselltati ve i Jl HIP pm'soll of t IH' S(,(,l'cta I'V of Statt' bcfon'
him, fill(l, in addition tImt J)('. Ims timt knowledge, ('(lUlpetellce, I'e}>l't.l
H<.mtation, 1111(l perspeetivp in \'i<.'wpoint tllnt wOllhl conle fronl tJH'
I )(~pa ..tJlwJlf, 01' I kfpHSP.

Senator .1.\( 'I{SON. At Hw 1!)7~ SIl 11 IlH it lI\('('t iHg', ~(I'. G l'('('hko was
(~VlwywI}('re.Alld as von kllOW, 11(', was elpvated frollt his Hlilitnr\' rojt'
to aiso l)ef('lIs(~ Mil1i~tpl'..\11 I am tl'yillg to (\)))phasi~(~ is t,hat. I 'thillk
you should l)(~ t IWl'e. Alltl .von IISp· a11 01' YOUl' persllHsi vc illflnent'e-tlw
J'UHlOl'S are tImt YOlt ha \'(' eOllsidl'I':dll(" inthwnce wit h thc Pl'e~,idpnt

to huve hirn undel'stnnd whnt YOlll' ('olltl'ibntion ('nIl })(' Rud how iInpor
tant it is on these last minnt p dpcisiollS? "\Vhen they gpt, l'ight down to
it at a sumnlit lllPptillg', t hillgS fn.ll a11 oypr thp. lot, and thpy happen.
An<! I point out to YOll ngnin that tIw Secrptary of ])<>fPIlSP, the- Seere
tary of Stat(', tIle Chief Negotiator, the Chairman of the ,Joint Chiefs
of Stuft wm·e HllaWal'e of ltA"l'Cpments tlmt had he(~n maue-and entered
int.o ut t hut sumJnit meet.illg-.

Scnntor' THURMOKI>. Senator ,Jnekson, the .Judieiory Committee
Ilwets ut. 10:ao on thc New YOl'k Bnnkruptey law. I woilder if you
enu]d g-ivc mc n half aminute?

Senator .JACl\.SON. Alll'i~ht,I will defcr.
The CHAIRMAN. 'Vill the ~elltlmnnn yieltl to tlIC gentl<>mun fl'Oll1

Sonth Carolina ?
Sena.tor .JAcK80X. I yipld.
Senator TUURMOND. Thank VOlt. Senator .Johnson.
Mr. Rumsfp)(l, I had to IX' ]Jl Sonth CUl'olina yestel'<1oy. und I l.eft

some questiolls to be asket} fot' tlw l'p('orcl. AntI I gne8s you are dOlllg
that~

MI'. RU1rlAFELO. Tlwy nt'~ bei Ilg- pl'Cpal'ed, :I:

Senator TnuRMoNo. I .lnst. want to say tImt I waS a strong' supporter
of Dr. SehJesinO'er. I thono'ht lw was an C'xeeJlent SeerC'tarv of De
"anse.and I hav~ said that l~lblic1v,and I han~, said it to the Pl'csidf\11t.
Hut. it was the President's deeision and ]1(' Ina.de that decision, and he
has nominaterl you. You have a fine record in the Congress, as ..A..mbas
sator to NATO, and other posit.ions, a~d nlso as As~istant to.thc ,Presi
dent, t.o be more accurate. frOln a prnctIcal standpomt..A.nd ln Vlew of
your .fine rpcord that YOll <10 hnve srrving' tlw public: and in :iew ~f

your wide knowledge of defensc maUers and secunty questIons, It
wOllld be my pipAsure to support you. .

I have this othcr me.etin!!'~ and so I wlll have to ~o. Thank YOll.
The CHAmMAN. All right, S<,nator Thnrmond. Do YOll have any

extra questions ~

·Se~ p, 14,
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Senator TmmoNn. I don't haveany additional questions.
The CHAIRMAN. We have your questions in the record from yester-

day. We are glad that you could come this morning. And we will be
glad to have you come back when you can.

All right, Senator Jackson.
Senator JACKSoN. I think Mr. Rumsfeld had something he wanted

to add.
Mr. RuMrzw. There is one other thought. I am sensitive to the

importance of this. I don't have the detailed knowledge of the nego-
tiating background of previous SALT discussions. But one other corn-
ment might be useful. One of the things the President indicated in a
recent press conference, if I am not mistaken, was that he wanted to
see that there was a continuous interaction between the two Depart-
ments and the President. It is my understanding that he does plan to
meet threes four. or five times a week with both or one of those two
Cabinet officers. I mention this because as you know from conference
committees, Senator Jackson, at the last minute things can shift. And
I think

Senator JACKsoN. People get anxious and they set thernselves a dead-
line. And that is the one thing we can't have in these critical East-
West negotiations. And I was delighted, and I commend President
Ford, for knocking down that nonsense about a deadline, that we
must have a SALT II aEreement by such and such a date. Setting a
deadline just plays right into the hands of the adversary. I was
pleased, and I commend the President on this. You tell him that I
said so. I want to see a little bipartisanship here.

Mr. RuMsirzw. One of the best ways to see that there is a mutual
sensitivity as to the other perspectives. views, and approaches is a
continuous inthrchane. I think that will be enhanced by the arrange-
ments that the President has proposed. T am not going to sit here and
suggest that procedures are goin to solve problems. They will not.
But the President is taking steps in this area, I know Secretary Kis-
sinter agrees, and certti.inly I agree.

Senator JACESON. We don't have, to formalize these things. The
machinery is available to the President. And how he uses it is up to
him. It depends on his style. The National Security Council is not
new. It started in George Washington's time, I assume, when he called
in the Secretary of War and the Secretary of State and said1 gentle-
men, what. should our policy be ? Well. there was your fiit National
Security Council, not formalized. I think there is a danger in too
much formalization.

And that leads me to a question here which you brought me
your comments that the President would bring you in with the
Secretary of State. An option paperthat is one of the new code
words here for the latest bureaucratic windmillmay be fine. But
there is a vast difference between submitting an option paper and ex.
preing convictions as the Secretary of Defense. I would want to
see a paper followed up with personal articulation in front of the
President with the Secretary of State present. I think that is of
critical importance. Just sending over, you know, papers, papers is
not what I am talking about. It is more importantthe President's
time is limitedthat you as Secretary of Defense have the opportunity,
especially when the Secretary of State is present, to argue and to
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Senator THURHOND. I don't have any additional questions.
Tbe CHAIRMAN. We have your questions in the record from yester

day. We are glad that you could come this morning. And we will be
glad to have you come back when you can.

All right, Senator Jackson.
Senator JACKSON. I think Mr. Rumsfeld had something he wanted

to add.
~. There is one other thought. I am sensitive to the

importance of this. I don't have the detailed knowledge of the nego
tiating background of previous SALT discussions. But one other com
ment might be useful. One of the thin~ the President indicated in a
recent press conference, if I am not mistaken, was that he wanted to
see that there was a continuous interaction between the two Depart
ments o.nd the President. It is my understanding that he does plan to
Jueet three~ four. or five times a week with both or one of those two
Cabinet officers. 1 mention this because as you know from conferen~

committees, Senator Jackson, o.t the last minute things ean shift. And
I think-

Senator ,TAClt80N. Peoplc g'E't anxious and they set. themsclves R dead
line. And that is tbe one thing we ean't have in these critical East.
West negotiations. And I was- delighted, and I commend President
Ford, for knockin~ down tho.t nonsense o.bout a deadline, that we
must, have a 'SALT 11 agreement bv such and such a date. Setting a
deadline just plays right into the hands of the adversary. 1 was
pleased, and I eommend the President on this. You teIl him that I
said so. I want to see a little bipartiso.nship her~..

Mr. RuxsFELD. One of the best ways to see that there is a mutual
~nsitivity as to the other perspectives~ views, and approaches is a
continuous intercha~c. I think that will be enhanced by the arrange
ments that the President has proposed. I am not ~oing' to sit here and
suggest that procedures are ~oin~ to solve problems. They will not.
But the President is takinlZ' steps in this area, I know Sccretary Kis-
sin~ra~ees, and certttinly I a~ree. .

Senator ,TACKSON. We don't have to formo.lize these thin~. The
machinerv is available to the President. And how he uses it is up to
him. It depends on his style. The National Security Council is not
new. It started in C...eorge Washington's time, Iassurne, when he called
in the Secretary of Wft,r a.nd the Sccretary of State and said~ gentle
men, what. should our policy he? ,",Vell. there was your first National
Security Council, not formalized. I think there is a danger in too
much formalization.

And tbat leads me to a qnestion here whieh you broup:ht me
your comments that the President would bring you in with the '"
Secretary of State. An option paper-that is one of the new code
words here for the latest bureaucratic windmill-may be fine. Hut
there is a 'vast difference between submitting an option paper and ex..
pressing convictions as the Secretary of Defense. I would want to
see a paper followed up with personal a,rticulation i~ front o~ the
President with the Secretary of State present. I thlnk that IS ~f
eritical importAmce. Just sending over, you know, papers, Pll~rs 1S

not what I am talking about. It is more important-the Preslde!1t's
time is limited-that vou as Secretarv of Defense have the opportunlty,
espeeially when the 'Seeretary of State is present, to argue and 10
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articulate the main pointsdo I make myself clear ? You know that
in the bureaucratic process there are scads of option papers and briefs,
and so on. But that is not a substitute for your presence as the responsi-
ble Secretary of Defense. I think the President has great respect for
you. It is not that a President should follow one line or the other.
. I just beheve that. in the bug run the good ideas win over the bad
ideas. And I thiiìk you have that ability or I wouldn't be pushing you
on this. Because the ball game can be lost in the paper process. lt is
your preseice that countsalong with the Secretary of Statenot iii
all casesbef9re the President. And you are a key element of the
national security process. The Secretary of State plays an important
role. But when you get into strategic weapons, you should know more
about it, and your people, then does the Secretary of State. The Secre-
tary of State and the Secretary of Defense nre advisers to the Presi-
dent. And what advice he gets is going to determine, I think, whether
wise decisions arc made.

Mr. BVMSFILD. I certainly agree that in exceedingly important mat
ters, such as the one you are talking about, it is useful to have both
the written word, so that one can be reasonably sure that a subject has
been rigorously analyzed, but also the spoken word, to sort through
the complexities of those issues. Both complement each other.

Senak,or JACKSON. And then you can follow up your discussion with
a confirming paper, because we all like to have a piece of paper that
we can mull over. But there is no substitute for advocacy in the
presence of the President. That was true in George Washington's
time and has been the case right down to the present. And this is the
responsibility of the Seerethry of Defense, the Secretary of StatIC-
and in some instances, of course, depending upon what the issue is,
the head of the CIA when there is a specific problem about which he
is knowledgeable.

Now, in this same area, trying to find out whut is going on, for
more than 6 months I have been asking Secretary Kissinger to ap-
pear before my Arms Control Subcommittee to testify about Soviet
compliance with the SAIT I agrecments. He has refused to testify.
Will you assure the committee that you will maske yourself available
to testify whenever issues within your ar of responsibility arise?
I am sure I know the answer.

Mr. RuMsu. Yes. That question. was posed to me by the chair-
man yesterday morning, and we discussed that. And I indicated that
I of course would be available, and I couldn't envisage situations
where I would not be, and I would envisage-

Senator JACKSON. If you were not you would give a good reason.
Mr. Rtmsrw. That is right. I would also hope to be ibIe to assist

in seeing thafthe proper Defense Department witnesses are available
in specific areas.

Senator JACKSON. Let me just say that the Secretary of Defense
has testified, and the head of the CIA has testified on issues of Soviet
compliance with the SALT T agreements. And it does involve some
pretty rough problems for the Secretary of State. But no matter how
rough they are I expect Oabinet officers to be present when requested
by the responsible committees.

I have had my differences with Sectte.i Kissinger, but I reset
the office. And t want of course to see that the hearing is fair. But
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&fr. R ~ B F E L D .  That 1s right. I would  also hope to be able to assist 

in ming mat the proper Defense Department witnesses w e  wailable 
in specific arms. 

&nat,or jAmmN. Le$ me just Say that the swmv of Defense 
118s -ifid, and the head of the CIA has testified on issues of soviet 
compliance with $he SALT 'I agreements. And it does involve some 
pratty mu& problems for the Secretary of State. But no matter how 
mugh they am 1 expect abine't oficers to bet p-ne When WU-d 
by the "$"""'ble m r n ~ w .  

t.he oflcics. And 1 want of course to 8ee that, the  bmring is f i r e  E 

. the mmplexities of those issues. Both complement each other. 
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~rticulate the m·~in points--do I make myself clear ~ You know that
In the bureaueratIe process there are scads of option papers and briefs,
and so on. But that is not a substitute for your presence as the responsi.
ble Secretary of Defense. I think thc President has great respeet for
you. It is not that a President should follow one line or the other.

I just lx~lievc that in the long run the good ideas win over the bad
ideas. And 1 think you hONe that ability or I wouldn't bo pushiug you
on this. Hecause the ball game can be lost in the paper process. 1t is
your presence that counts--along with the Secret.ary of State-not in
an .cases-bef~re the President. And youare a key elelnent of tbe
natIonal secunty process. Thc Seeretary of State phtys an importallt
roJe. ~ut when you get into strategie weapons, you should know more
about 11, and your people, then does the Secretary of State. The Secre
tary of State and the Secretary of Defense -are advisers to the Presi
dent. And what advice he gets is going to determine, I thil1k, whether
wise decisiolls are made.
~ I certainly agree that in exceedingly important mnt·

ters, such as the one you are talkin~ about, it ia useful to have OOth
the written word, so that one can be reasonably sure that a subject has
been rigorously 8Jlalyzed, but also the spoken word, to sort through
thc oomplexities of those issues. Both complement each other.

Sena,tor JACKSON. And then you ean follow up your discussion with
a confirmin~ paper, because we allIike to have a piece of paper that
we can mull over. But there is no substitute for advocacy in the
presence of the President. That was troe in George Washin~on's
time md has been the case right down to the present. And this 18 the
responsibility of the Secret&ry of Defense, the Secretary of State
and in some instances, of course, dependin~ upon what the issue i8,
the head of the CIA when there is a specific problem about which he
is knowledgeable.

NOW, in this same urea., trying to find out whut i8 going on, for
lnore than 6 nlonths I ha.ve been '8Sking Secretary Kissinger to ap
pear hemre my Arms Control 'Subcommittee to testify about Soviet
compliance with the SALT I agreements. He has refused to testify.
Will you '8SSUre the committee that you will ma.ke yourself available
to testify whenever issues within Jour urea of responsibility arise ~
I a.m sure I know the answer.
~ Yes. That question.w,a..c; posed to me by the chair

man yesterday morning, anel we discussed that. And I indieated that
I of course 'Would be a.vailoable, and I couldn't envisage situations
where I would not 00, ftJld I ,vould envisage-

Senator JACKSON. If you were not you would give a. good reason.
lIr. RUKSFEID. That is right. I 'Would also hope to be able to assist

in seeing tli.if the proper Defense Department witnesses are available
in specmo areas.

senator JAOKSON. Let me iustsay that the Secret&ry of De:fense
has testified, and the head of the CIA has testified on issues of Soviet
compliance with the SALT 'I agreements. And it does involve some
pretty rough problems for the Secretary of State. But no matter how
roull:h they a.re I expect Oabinet officers to be present when requested
by the responsible eommittees. . . .

I have had my differences Wlth Secretary Kl8Slnger, hut I respoot
t.he office. And i want of course to see that the hearing is fair. 13ut
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we have sonic unresolved issues on SALT I. And there are' some very
strong (liffering views between the Secrtary of State and the Secre-
tary of 1)cfeiise. Some of it lins nppeared in the preiss, regarding what
went on in SATT I.

The chikens are couiiiu. home to roost. I've been through these
l)1'b1e11IS before. Ve have liad a Sccretary of State coming np to
tcst.ify, and the Secretary of i)efense coining up to testify, and the
chief negotiator and the head of the. Joint Chiefs of Staff testify.
saying that all the (locurnents relevant to SALT I have hee,n presented
to the Congress, and you find out later that they did tell the truth,
but they were never told that there were others. You would agite that
that. is nota full (liSClOSUretOt}ìe Congress?

Mr. RuMsIiLn. Senator, I like fo try to stick to things that I know
:i: know.
. Senator JI%CJÇSON. W7e11, will you look that one up and report back?

j)Íi RtTMSFELI). Aiìd I fifl(j In fu ¡S ar(L that there are some things
that I am tO1(i and sorne things i niny think I know. But I want you.
to know thivt T have iiot met with the ILS. representatives on tuo
stan(iiIlg Cons iiltntìve Committee. niid I have not tnlked t.o Alex SulCO
T have l'een noniiiiated for this job, and I have not hal a cliaiiee to
talk to the CTA about alleged violations. This is one of tuo areas where
I know I don't know, and I waiit you to know that.

Senator JACKSON. I am just. talking about forthrightness and a full
(1iSC1OSUI'e to the Congress when on agreement cornes up which we
have to approve, and we are assured that these are all the documents,
these are all 'the understandings. You have got to be careful when
asking Jh. Kissinger certain questions. If you ask him, are there
understandings, he will say that there nro no coimnitments. And of
courses that is not responsive.

Mr. RITMSFILD. I SC your point.
. Senator JACKSON. I dont want to be unfair to them. The witnesses
I mentioned told the truth. But they were not. given the facts. And
these were relevant matters, because it did affect the understandings
in SALT I.

Now this secrecy business is an obsession. to the extent. that you don't
even inform your own Cabinet people. What T nn telling you is 'the
trut.h. because I have the sworn testiiriony of Dr. Kissinger. And i
will he glati to let you see the transcrij)t., SO that you understand what
happened. And I don't want. to see such a situation repeated. And the.
Secretary of Defense, Mel Laird, was just mistreated, i meai the
matter was withheld from him. I think it is outrageous. The same
thing with Bill Rogers and the other witnesses.

Mr. RUM8FELD. Lt me put it this way. Withönt suggesting any
knowledge on my part of the circumstances you are describing, because
I lack knowledge

Sènatór JACKSON. I' will get you that information and let us have
yóur comments.
' . Mr. Rvrsi'in I Will conìrne,nt on prooedures right now. As far as
t;he future situation, I have everv impression from the President that
i will be fullyinvolved.

No. 2, I can assure you and this committee that I will be very
:precisc in 'saying what I say, and tht the extent of my kiiowiedge will
be known toyou, that is to say, I will not
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wo have .SOln~ unr~lvedissues on SALT J. And there al'e some very
str'ong dlffenng Vlews be~ween the Sooretar.y of St'ate and thc Secre
tnry of })ofen8(1.. ROHl(l. of lt has ftppeared in the press, r<'f,rarding wha.t
wont Oll in SALT J.

Tho chi('kens are colnill~ home to roost. rve !}){'en throu~h th~-sc

pr'dblolllS hofor<'. 'Yc havc had '~t Recretary of State cOlning up to
tpstify, and the ReeJ'etary of "l>efense coming Hp to t~t.ify, and thc
chief neg:otiatol' an<! the head of t he .Toint Chiefs of Staff testify.
saying that all thc dOCUlIlCnts relevant to SALT I have 1>oon pl'esented
to tha Congross, and you find out Intel' tJtat they did tell the tnlth,
hut they weJ'p 11ever told that there were others. You would agree that
that is nota fllll disclosure tothe Congress?
~ Senator, I Jikp to tJ'Y to stick to things that I know

I know.
, Se.nat.or ,TAC]{SON. Well, 'will yon look 1hat one up 'au<! repol't ha.<>k ~

~ Anel 1 find in fhis fi,)'C''H, that thcre are some t;hin~s

thnt. I um told and SOßW thing-s 1 lIlUY think I kllOW. Hut I want you
to know t.lmt J have not 11Wt wit.h t.lw lI.S. reprm.;ent.at.iV«;lH Oll t.ho
Rtandln~ OOJ)snlt:nti'\te ComllljtJt(~(l. mul I have not tulkc<l to Alex sinen
I havc bee.n llOlllinated ror t.his .loh, and I have not }uul n. c.hanee to
talk to the CIA aboutalle~d violntions. This is Olle of tlw areas whel'c
I know I don't know, and 1 want you to know that.

Senator .TACK80N. 1 am j Hst talking about forthrightness "and a full
disrlosure to thc Congress Wh~ll nn agreelnent comes up which we
have to approve, and we are assHl'Cfl that these are a11 the documents,
these are a11 t.he understallrlings. You !lava ~ot, to be careful when
ask,n~ Dr. Kissinger certaill qupstions. If yon ask him, are there
understandin~,he will say that there ur<' 110 eonunitments. And of
conrses that is not responsive.
~ I see your point.
Senator .TACKSON. I don"t want to be unfair to them. The witllCSSes

J rnentioned told the truth. But they WPT8 not g-iven t lw facts. And
.these wer(\. relevant matters, because it did affect the understandingsin SALT I.

Now. this sccrecy business 1S an obsession. to the extent. that you don't
even infol'rn your own Cabinet p<:'ople. '''hat I nnltelling :von is the
trut.h. becausö I have the sworn testimony of Dr. }(issinger. And I
will" be I!llt() to let :vou see the transeript. so that you understand what
happene<l. An<! I don't want to sec sueh a situation repNtt~d. And the
Sec1"(',tary of Defense, Mel Laird. was just mistreated, 1 meaü the
matter was withheld from hirn. I think it is outrageous. The same
thin~ with Bill Ro,rers and the other witncsses.

Mr. RUMSFELD. Let me put it this way. Withdut suggesting any
knowleage on my part of the circumstanccs you are deseribing, because
1 lR.clr knowledge .

senator .JACKSON. I'will get YOll that. information and let us havc
your comments. ' . .. .
.. ~{r. RUMBFELD." 1 will comnlent on proredufEls rig-ht now. As far as
the fut.ure situation, I have every impression fronl the President that
1 will be fll11Y'involved..

No. 2, I ean assure you und this commiUee that I. wiH be vc:v
preciAe in'saying whnt. I say, and t]~at the e~tcntof my knowledge WIll
'00 kl10wn to"you, that 18 to say, I wIll not-
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Senator JACKSON. I lmew the extent of their knowledge. They gave
everytliiiig they knew. But, material was withheld. I-low are you going
1-o handle 'that

Mr. RUMSFEI.1). WeT1, I have cvery reason to believe, as I indicated,
that, the President will have iiie fully involved.

4eiuitor ,IACKSON. I want; voit to know what has happened in the
1)ast.. TIìat is iniportant to know, isn't it?

I\'1r. liUMSFET4D. I will iiitrest myself in tl1at.
Seiiator .LCKS()N. I will make it \rai1ab1e, you can lea(l it, and it is

S\v(fltl testinìony aiìtl it is tlWlQ. AiRE I would like 'to have your comm
iiìtiìts oil it. AiitI T WO1l1(1 Jikc to have that reported back, Mr. Rums-
fel4l, Io the con)nhittee.

iì\1i. JLTM4F31j). 'flint Wofliti ttke a considerable anount of time,j think.
S('uI8tOV ,JCJCSON. It WOUd1l*t, tal« long. IVe will iike the transcript

a V: i1a1)1(, fllt(l V011 (111 refl(1 it.

.
\1i. HUMsFELD. 'lOti H1'(k iu)í S1Igg(Stiflg tbit i voii1l vant to talk

I ( ) t 1( i iìtl i i(llIalS involved ?
PtUL(()1 .1 ('1SON. Oh i, Ot t1( '.VOIfl I etiI)mfly it is an

;IIfl;si()11 ; I )r. Iiissiiiger a'1niit 11t. I hose litiiueiìts 'vere vithlield.
i F V011 iit to 2() flI)1II1(l 'Vfl (9t1 itìtttvt"v tutu. .

i(ISFKII). -I .:uì ()flhVflt ())'I t1ììt right. 1lOV. tF() theextent that
OlU('(fl(. iIBli(8t('(l there rre iI)()t1;t11f IILIt.(,1S tIULt th"y iveren't

: W:tr( of, I (ut1 assure you J fiJ II( ecret:Lry of i)efene should be
H \tt of SU(1L IIIattCFS.

Senator ,!ACKSON. It nis1e(l iìot o,ilv the Secretary of Defense but it
IfliSlQ(1 the Congress of the United States, that is my point hêre.

.

Mr. RIJMSFELD. I see your point.. In a IÌY1)otlletical situation, to the
eXtCfl t an individual testified before yoiír coinn ìittee, assuming he has
knowle(lge, when in fact he lacks knowledgc, you are quite right, that
le;ives the committee with a misimpression.

Senator JACKSON. \re1l, I thii1c can sum it Ì]1 up by saying that
t11(1 is a lesson to. be 1cariìed from this, and that is that you will get-
flfl(l I am sure you willthe assurances that whatever is brought up
Itere, that this is all that is involvel, and there have been no other
agreements. understandings, or commitments. Because you see, the As-
istant ta the President for National Security Ailairs is unavailable

I o us, we couldn't ask him these questions. And you will do that?
Mr. RUMSFELD. Yes sir.
4nator JACKSON. My time is up.
The C1IMRM4N. Let me see tiìat the Chair understands what the

'tiiation is. Do I understand gentlemen. that you have concluded your
(liscussion on that subject without involving any more action by Mi;
Rumsfeld?

Senator JACKSON. This doesn't have to be in connection with the
nomination. I would )USt like to have him read the transcript and see
it, and i would like to have his commentsas he would view it as Sec-
retary of Defense.

The CHAIRMAN. Do I understand, then, that this.is beyondthe hear-
ing. that it is ñot necessary to get that into the hearings ?
. Senator ,JACKSON. It is not a condition precedent to action by the
e()flflnittee. He has indicated his views, But I would hice to have his
OILilhiefltS on this. And I think he should know about it.
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. Senator JACliSüN. I kncw tlIe extcnt oi their knowledge. They gave
evcrythiug they kncw. Hut llUlterial was withhcld. }Iow are you going
to handle -that. ~

Mr. l~u~nH<'J'~LJ). WeIl, I havc every reason tn believ~, as I indicated,
tJmt the Presi<lent will have me fully involved.

Senator .TACKSON. I want yon to know what has happened in thc
past. TImt. is iInportant to kllOW, isn't it ~

.~f I·. ]hT)HWI'~LD. I will intpl'~st Jnys~lf in that.
SeHH.tor .L\C](SON. I will make it available, yon cnn read it, aud it is

sworn tcstimoHY~ and it. js th~l'(,. And I would like to have '\Jour corn
ments Oll it. AJid J wOHlel Hke to havc that reported back, Ml'. RUßIS
f('1.1, io thc cOJ))mittcc.

~rll·. lhTl\11·Wl·;U). TImt "'0111<1 take a considel'able alllount oi time,
J t Junk.

~('mlt01· .T;\CI(SON. It wonhln't, take longe 'Ve wiIllnnke thc transcript
:l ,'a il:tbJp, :lIHI yon ('an r~~HI it..

..MI'. R1P\JSJ"}<;LO. )rOll an'. not RlIg~('stin,g that I w(H11(1 want to talk
10 thn ilHli,·idi"iät..:; involv('(l ~ .

~('Ilat()l' .1.\(,l'I"ON. Oh~ UO. \Y(' h:\.n' uoi (lw ~\\"())'Il t()St.jIlWllV~ it. iH Rn

adlll issiOll; I"'. l\:issillg't'l' a<11l1 it s t lm{-' ~ hos(' dO(,llllwnts Wl~re \vithheld.
1 f .rOll wall( (0 ~O Hl'ol1lHl YOIl ('nn Int<'l·\,j()W hiHl.

~f1'. H (~1\fSI·'l<~LJ). 1 (':ln ('OBHllt'ut, Oll 1hat l'ig'ht JlOW. To t.he e:\-tent that
SOIil<'OJH' indi('nh~d t}l<'l'e W('I'(, illlp0l1ant Ilmthn·s tImt th('y ~wer('n't
:1 WHr('. ur, I <"nB aSSlIl'C )"011 1 f()('l t Iw :-\('.(',l'd:ll'y of J)(~fenseshonld bc
H warp of sueh litaUers.

~cnator .JACKRON. It lnislcd ]Jot onJy t.he S(,(,l'etary of Defense but it
mlsJPll the Congress of the Unitp(l ~tates, t.Imt is nlY point here.
. 1\'1r. }{UMSFELD. I s~,e your point.. In a hypothetical situation, to the
~xt<'nt. an individual testified hefore yoUr cOIllmittee, assuming he has
knowle<1hre, when in fact. ho lacks knowled~(',yon are quite right, tImt
l('Hv('s the committee with amisimpression.

~(mator JACKSON. 'Vf:'ll, I think wc ('UJl s1l1n it :111 np by saying that
1h('.1'(', lS a lesson to he lcarncd frOln this, and t.lmt. is that you will get
and I aIn sure yon will-tlw aSSlll'aneeS thnt whntever is brought 11p
Jl('.n~, that this 1S aB that is involvcd, and tlwre huve been no other
H~reemcnts~unrlerstandin~J'S,01' commitments. ßecause you see, the .A.s
sistnnt to the Pl·esident 101' National Secnrity .A.ff'nirs is unavailable
10 ns, we couldn't ask hirn these questions. And YOll will do that ~
....Mr. RUMAFELD. Yes, sir.
~cnutor JACKSON. My time is up.
Thc ClIAlRMAN. Let: ln(' see that the Chair understands what the

~itllntion iso Do I nnderstand~ gentlemen. that yon have concluded your
<1isCllssion on that snbject without involving any nlore action by Mr.
RUInsfeld j

Senator JACJ{SON. This doesn't have to be in connection with the
nonliuation. I would just like to have hirn read the transcript and see
it, and I would like to have his cornments-'as he would view it as Sec-
retttl"Y of Defense. . '. . . '. .

The' CHAIRMAN. Do I understand, then, that tIUS,lS beyond.the hear-
in~, that it is not necessary to get that into 'the hearings' .
. Senator ,TACKSON. It is not a oondition precedent tf;) actIon bythe
('onl1nit.tee. He has indicated his vjews. But I would Iilre to have his
hmllncnts on t.his. Anel I think he should know' about it. . ... . .
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The CIIAIRMAN. Very well.
Do you understand, Mr. Rumsfeld, that you are to look over this

testimony and mdicate back to us such responses as you may have?
Mr RrMSPTJ. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. But we will not have to hold the record open for it?
Senator JAcKSoN. That is right.
The CiianuN. All right, yes, we will proceed now and give the

others a chance to ask questions.
First, Senator McIntyre was here and wanted to insert questions for

the record from Seìiator Muskie to be answered.*
We will have to get the questions, because we apparently are getting

down to the end of the hearing.
Gentlemen, I believe Senator Bartlett came in next.
Have you had a chance to ask any questions, Senator Bartlett?
Senator B&wrirrr. No, sir.
The C&n&iAN. I think under the circumstances we should give

Senator Bartlett an opportunity. and then Senator Nirnn would be
next, followed by Senator Hart. We will hear Senator Bartlett now.
For the time being, let's conform as near as we can to the 10-minute
rule.

Senator BARTLErF. Mr. Rumsfeld, Secretary Schlesinger made state-
mente recently in support of South Korea. Do you endorse those
statements, and could you elaborate your feelings about the American
support of South Korea?

Mr. RuMsi'w. In the interest of precision, I am always a little
reluctant to endorse things in the blind. And so let me narrow it a bit.

I have read Secretary Schlesinger's statements, that were in the
February posture statement, concerning South Korea ; I am familiar
with them. I do agree with them. What other statements he may have
made could have been anything. I would assume so, but without read-
ing it, I wouldn't want to say.

Senator Biniirr. Could you give your own appraisal?
. Mr. Rimisitw. I have no disagreement whwtsoever with the situa-

tion as he stated it in the February 5 posture statement concerning
the circumstances there and concerning the U.S. role there.

Senator BARTLETT. Mr. Rumsfeld, do you favor Japan increasing
its tactical military forces and strength in order to assume the greater
rolethe greater share of military balance of power in Southeast
Asia?

Mr. Rus.w. Senator, I 'was involved with Japan as one of the
cofounders, in a sense, of the Japanese-American Parliamentary Union
some 10 years ago. I have not in the last 3 years been very deeply
involved with Japan. The question you ask certainly is an appropriate
question for a sitting Secretary of Defense. But it also has foreign

licy implications. I have not familiarized myséif with Secretary
hiesinger's recent discussions with the appropriate Japanese officials.

I don't know the status of those discussions.
I have personal views, but I would be reluctant to put them forth

in this setting, in view of the foreign policy implications.
Senator B4unijrr. Mr. Rumsfeld, the Senate Appropriations Corn-

mit'tee will be bringing up a bill before the Senate, perhaps today, or
in the next day or so, with $90.78 'billion in appropriations, including

* See Senator Muskie's question, p. 104.
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The CHAm:M:AN. Very weIl.
Do you understand, MI'. Rumsfeld, that you are to look over tbis

testimony and indicate back to us such responses as you may have ~
~.Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. But we will not have to hold the record open for it'
Senator J ACKBON. That is right.
The CHAIRHAN. All right, yes, we will proceed now and give the

others a chance to ask: questions.
First, Senator McIntJ!e was here and wanted to insert questions for

the record from Senator Muskie to be answered.*
. We will have to get the questions, because we apparently are getting
down to the end of the hearing. .

Gentlemen, I helieve Senator Bartlett came in nen.
Have you had a chance to ask any questions, Senator Bartlett'
Senator BARTLE'l'T. No, sir. .
The ClIAIRKAN. I think under the circumstances we should give

Senu.tor Bartlett an opportunity ~ and then Senator Nunn would be
next., followed by Senator Hart. We will hear Senator Bartlett now.
For the time hemg, let'8 conform as near as we can to the lO-minute
rule.

Senator BARTLETT. MI'. Rumsfeld, Secretary Schlesinger made state
ments recently in support of South Korea. Do you endorse those
statements, and could you ela.borate your feelings about the American
support of South Korea'

Hr. RUMSFELD. In the interest of precision, I am always a little
reluctant to enaorse things in the blind. And so let me narrow it a bit.

I have read Secretary Schlesinger's statements, that were in the
February posture statement, concerning South Korea; I am familiar
with them. 1 do agree with ·them. What other statements he may have
made could have l:>een anything. I would assume so, but without read
ing it, I wouldn't want to say.

Senator BARTLETT. Could you give your own appraisal'
Mr. RUMBFELD."1 have no disagreement whatsoever with th~ situa

tion as he stated it in the February 5 posture statement concerning
the circumstances there and concerning the U.S. role there.

Senator BARTLETT. Hr. Rumsfeld, do you favor Japan increasing
its taetical military forces and strength in order to assume the greater
role-the greater share of military balance of power in Southeast
Asia~ .

Hr. RUM:8FELD. Senator, I was involved with Japan as one of the
oolounders, m asense, of the J apanese-American Parliamentary Union
some 10 years ago. I have not in the last 3 years been very deeply
involved with Japan. The questionlou ask certainly is an appropria.~
question for a sitting Secretary 0 Defense. But It also has foreign
poliey implications. I have not familiarized myself with Secretary
Schlesillger's reoent discussions w!th th~ appropriate J apanese ofticials.
I don't know the status of those diSCUSSlons.

I have personal views, but I would be reluctant to put them forth
in this sett~, in view of the foreign polic'y implica.tions.

Senator BARTLETT. Mr. Rumsfeld, the Senate Appropriations Com
mitJtee will be bringing!lP a bill he~o~ ~e Senate, :per:haps.todaYt or
in the next day 01' so, With $90.78 bIllIon m appropriations, mclu<hng

. • See Senator Mustle's queatlon, p. 104.
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R. & D. operations and manpower. Do you eonsider this amount
adequate to meet the defense needs of this Nation?

Mr. RUMSFELD. Senator, yesterday I indicated my views on that
subject by saying that I had read and agree with the letter that Secre-
tary Schlesinger sent to Senator McClellan. I don't have that with me,
and I forget tuo date of it. But you are familiar with the letter, of
course. In view of my involvement in this hearing, I have not been
able to follow in detail the progress of the conference and the work
of the Senate on that bill. And I therefore would like to stick with
what I indicated, that as I recall, it wa a $2.55 billion request over
that preliminary action, which Secretary Schlesinger indicated he
felt was necessary and desirable. That would be my view.

Senator BARTLETr. Mr. Rumsield, what is your view on the Amen-
can presence in the Indian Ocean

Mr: RtTMSFELD: Senator, that is a part of the world that I have not
been rnvolved with. And I am aware of the debate that has taken
place over at least the last 2 years. I have read the various proposed
responses that have becii I)rel)Lred for me by individuals from. various
branches of Governineni . Just t,o be )erfect.1y honest. I am inclined
in this instance to itiurwrse myself in the SUl)j(3Ct at some )Oint. SOOfl
and inako my OWfl judgments, but I have not (lone so.

SenatAr BAWI'LFIT. Thank you very much, Mr. Rumsfcld.
And thank you, Mr. (liairman.
The Ci IAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator.
Senator Nunii is next. We are glad you could be here this morning,

Senator.
Senator NUNN. Thank you.
First, Mr. Rumsfeld, I want to echo what Senator Jackson said.

T have a great deal of concern about the Defense Department not hay-
ing been kept informed on maily cruçial negotiations in the last
several years. I won't repeat what he said, but I did have considerable
discussions with Secretary Kissinger in a closed session about the
recently concluded Middle East agreements, and the Defense Depart-
ment could not even find out what had taken place until he got back
home with the agreement in his pocket. And I think that is a very,
very bad way to conduct foreign policy, because the Defense Depart-
ment does have, I think, a role to play, particularly when you are
discussing weapons systems and a shopping list relating to foreign
military sales. So without asking you a question, I would just like
to join Senator Jackson in hoping that you will be very vigorous in
making certain that the role of the Defense' Department is properly
presented in these kinds of deliberations. Is that your view

Mr. RUMSFELD. As I indicated to the Senator, it is not only nìy
view, but as I understand it, it is the President's view, that he would
like a close working relationship between himself and between those
departments so that the various interests and perspectives and views.-
and there are inevitably going to be differencesare in fact brought
before him in an orderly and timely manner.

Senator NTJNN. Pursuing Senator Bartlett's question on South
Korea, in this year's authorization report this committee requested
that the Department of Defense prepare a study and have it pre-
sented to this committee by December 3, 1975. I assume that study is
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1~. & 1). operations and manpower. Do you consider this amount
adequatc to IIlcct the defense needs of this Nation'

}ir. Il.UMS}'ELD. Senator, yesterday I indicated my views on that
sul)j~thy ~ayjng that I had read and agree with the letter that Secre
tary Schlcslng-er sent to Senator McClellan. I don't have that with me,
and I forge~ tho date of it. But you are familiar wit.h the letter, of
course. In Vlew of my involvement in this hearing, I have not been
ahle to follow in detail the progress of the conference and the work

of the Senate on that bill. And I therefore would like to stick with
what I indi~ated, that as I recall, it W8B a $2.55 billion requcst over
that prelirnlnary action, which Secretary Schlesinger indicated he
feIt was necessary and desirable. That would be my view.

Senator BARTLETT. Mr. Rumsfeld, what is your view on the Ameri
can presence in the Indian Oeean ~

.Mr. RUMBFELD. Senator, that is apart of the world that I have not
been involved with. And I aIll aware of the debate that has taken
place over at least thc last 2 years. I have read the various proposed
responses that have hcen IlJ'cpared for lllC hy individnals fronl vo.rious
branehes oi GovcrnllHmt. .Tust to be perfeet.ly hOIWSt.. I Am illdined
in this instance to. imnwrse myself in the snl;joct nt some point soon
Rnd nmko my own Jud~lllents, hut I havc not done so.

Senator HAR'l'L"~TT.'l'hnnk you very much, Mr. Rumsfeld.
And thnnk yOll, Mr. Chairnlan.
TheC}IAluMAN. Thankyou very much, Senator.
Senator Nunn is next. We are glad you could be here this morning,

Senator.
Senator NUNN. Thank you.
First, MI'. Runlsfeld, I want to echo what Senator Jackson said.

I have a ~eat deal of concern about the Defense Department not hav
ing been kept informed on many cru~ial negotiations in the last
several years. I won't repeat what he said, hut I did have considerable
discussions with Secretary J(issinger in a closed session ahout the
recently eoncluded ~{iddle East agreements, and the Defense Depart-
ment could not even find out what had taken place until he got back
horne with the agreement in his pocket. And I think that is a very,
very bad way to conduc.t foreign policy, because thc Defense Depart
ment does have, I think, a role to play, particularly when you are
discussing weapons systems and a shopping list relating. to foreign
military sales. So without asking you a question, I would just like
to join Senator .Tackson in hoping that you will be very vigorous in

making certain that the role of the Defense Department is properly
presented in these kinds of deliberations. Is that your view ~

Mr. RUMSFELD. As I indicated to thc Senator, it is not only nlY
view, hut as I understand it, it is the President's view, that he would
like a elose working relationship between himself and between those
departments so that the various interests and perspectives a.nd views-
and there are inevitahly going to be differences-are in fact brought
before hirn in an orderly and timely manner.

Senator NUNN. Pursuing Senator Bartlett's question on South
Korea, in this year's authorization report this committee requested
that the Department of Defense prepare a study and have lt p~
sented to this committee hy December 3, 1975. I assume that study 18
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takiiig p1acc 110w. 1tit in t1ìat study would be au x:tniinnt ion of our
post-\Tietnant 1)OStI1F( ill the Iieific, ilici uli ng Iiorea, Japan, 'Fiavaiì
t I ie i Iì il i1)I)ifl(bs, 'Ii)L il1Lflhl and other iott R)I1S, fllI(l also IÌlO1't? )aV-
t- i(11lnrly in S01ItIE i()rPa. 'Uhe nLn(bLte(I 1; iìgiiage ii this JLrticIz1a I.
:1 ulliørizatioii rel)Ort statesaud I iaT I lus lo voti licc;iuso I think it
i- S())flVl Iìiiig tlILt Jl(C(LS y0111 p(rsona1 tttt'iìtioiì-

T1ìrefoi'e, n part of the overall Ia(1 Jli basin stu(ly tlw )InInittee requestei
t 1tt I )4'partlnenl: of I )efense to 10 an ¡ii-k'pt1i st tidy of our nillitary Posture in
Korea aiid alternativos to the current Posture. Among the a1ternative that

I i' nil ¿i I)( exu n L h I((l O11( would l)t? t h t, ( A ) inproves IJnitd Sta tts flfld South
Korean taCtiCal air capabilities, (B) provi4es military ass'istanee to the South
Korean Armed Forces, mainly nniinuuiition and parts, niud (C) I11Lah1ee8 the

nithi Koreaut production hase so that it can provide more of it own military
capabilities, and (I)) examined various U.S. grouiìc force levels iii Korea.

I think our committee took that language 'very seriouis1v and I
WoUld hope that you would be able to give this Fe1)Ort. wlììclì is due
\.et.y s1mort1y your own i)ersonal attention after you 1Ì1V( 1)eefl COIl-
t-iiuied which T am sure 'you will.

)1i. Br»SFEL4D. T w1l do so, Senator.
Senator NUNN. 011(1 other (l!lestìoJlancl this is more of a theo-

VOI i(a1 issue, l)Ut T tuìl uk it lias great Practical significaneeas to
whether the role of the Secretary of T)efense, vis-a-vis the
ill thrills of prograni review is one of helping to shape the programs
that come 111) to your level of decisionmaking, or whetlier von are the
final jutTge of those programs. but youi have no role in shaping them.
And l)V thtt J fiCan pro(lreme11t decisions and ali the other very
iIl1l)o)rtallt (](C!SiOflS, iIIClll(liflg the veaioims systeni. Dom you eoìisider
yon, 1)1e as Secretam'v of I)efense to he the final jinige. or do you
iIlterI(1 to l8Y all active role ns the olecisjons work their vny through
llie eVVi(('S?

:iTr. BITMSFEId). That is in(lee(1 a 1)lÌìlOS()J)hical (Ì1IPStiOfl. It strikts
lue thfLt Ill l)I'aCtiCe ill life one who has responsibility for fluai deci-
sious iìuvit.:l1 V. if lÌ( wishes to have :umy product. pt alL l)PCOHICS
inVOlved along the way. The alternative wonl(1 lìe to sit. back iu your
(hftir an(l w'ait until t1ìin.rs that. are 11I1accej)tul)1e to you conie for-
\vaT(ì, flfl(l reject tIìen :u(l rejet thenl alBi re.jet them. 1 t strikes mc
t.lmt, the -ery concept of time 1)epartment of 1)efense and eivi]mn con-
tr()l an.ol the fumai responsibility for maki ng reeoinrne.ìulations to the
Pi'esident,, inherently requires a degree of involvement. aloug the way.
I (lO1Ì't know how it could be otherwise.

Scl1ator NtrNN. T1lIlk von. Mr. flumsfeld. I certainly intend to
support your nomination. But at. this point I don't have any further
questions.

Senator .J1wTcsoN [presidingi. Senator Hart.
S'nator HART. Thank you. Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Rumsfeld. a.s I am sure you and ll the rest of iis are aware.

there has been a lot of controversy recently about relationships between
officials, civilian and military, in the Pentagon. as fa.r as contractors
with the Government. I am sure i f. J would ask the general question
of your feeling about this there would be sin nd corruption. Let me
try to be specific as possible about your feeling on the matter. Would
you present as Secretary of Defense to institute a thorough mvestiga-
tion, review of the gratuities that any officials in the Pentagon may
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takiug' p]acß HOW. Hut in thnt stwly ,youl<] he an ('x:llllinat ion of onr
post-Vietnanl postul'e in tlw !Jacifie, inelwling' l\'ol'(\:l, ,Japan, Tiawlln.
fh('. PhilippiJH's, Thailand. aud otlwl' ]o('ntiolls, um] also lllore pal'~

tie111al'l.v in HOllth l\OI,ptt. 'rhe man<ln.tp<! lallg't1ll;.r<, in this p:u·t,ieulnl'
:lllthOf'i~atioll l'ep0l't staJes--and ] I'pa<] this 10 VOll h<:'C:lllRÜ I think it
is somd hing' tImt Jl(~e<ls your p<'l'sOItal att,PlltioH-"-

']')W1'(\fol'(\, IlS part of tb(\ overnll Plld!ic> hal-iin I-itudy tllP ('mnmittee requestptl
t Iw ] )C'purtnwJlt: (lf I )cfpnlolc to do an itHh'pth l"t mIr of our military l'm'lturp in
l(orCll :Uld u.lh~rllntivm;; to tbc eUl'r(\ut pOl"ture. Among tht> Rlternativp~ t11nt
I"II0uld 11<> exulIliJU'd oup would he that, (A) imllrove8 Unitpd Rttltp~ and Ronth
KOl'{'llll tadieu1 nir capauilities, (n) provides military ftssistant'p to the South
1':orean Arme<! }'or(~e~, mainly nmmullition and Ilarts, mHI (C) lpuhances the
Houtll KOreu.ll procluction bnse RO that it can proV'icle mol'(, of it~ OWll military
('Hpabiliti('s, anti (I) examined variou~ n.s. grounrl force len'ls in Koren, •

I think our commiU<:,('. took that. langllHg'(' V<:'l'Y spriol\sly. and I
wonl<1 hope that. YOll wonld be ah1<:, to ~6H\ this l'P}>ort, ",hieh is du<'
Y(',I')' shortly, your 0\\'11 personal att('11tion after yon 11:1v(' he<:'n ('011

tll'Hwit whieh I am SUI'(' YOll will,
~11', npMSn~LD. I will do so, SPllator.
SNuttor NrxN, OU(1; othcr (}lH'stioll-and this is mor<' of a tlwo

l'ptieal isslle, hut I think it has gt'<:'at praetical signifienuC(l-llS to
wlwthpr thp role of tlH' S(lCl'etluT of l)efense yis-a-vis tlw s(\)'vie<:,s
in tenns of prOg'ranl T'Pview is one of lw]ping to share the progTams
that eome up to your level of dpcisionmaking, 01' whether :von are the
final jndg'e of 1.1108<'. programs. hut yon Imve no role in shaping them.
An<1 hy that J Dlcan proeurcment decisions und all the othpr very
ImpOl'tant, dp('isiollS, incln<ling- tlw wt'apOJlS system, Do :VOll consi(lpr'
.r01I1' l'olc HS Hp(·.rehJl'Y of ])pfpnsp, to hp tlw final ill<l~(', 01' <10 Y0l.l
inteTlcl to play nn activc role us tlw d<:'cisions work tlleil' way throug-h
111p sen'ices?

1'1 I'. H1TM~wEr.n. That is in<lee<l :t phi1080p1l ie:l 1 oliPstion, Tt strikl'S
n'WtlHl,t in pl':lcfiee in Hfe onc who lias l'(~sp()nsihility fOT' final (kel
~i011S ilH'vitahlv, if 1m wislH's to hay<" any p,l'odn<'t. :lt all , heeolllf's
invo1v<:'<1 a1011g- th<:' wav, Tlw alternative w01l1(1 h(' to sit hack in Vellll'
ehair' anel wHit l1nti1 things tImt :U'P llllac('.('phlhlp to yon eome' fOl'
war<l. nn<ll'Piect them :llld T'eje<'f, t}wm an<l rnjpl't 11)('1\\. ]t strikcs mc
thnt. thc VPTY c01\cept of tIle ])ppartment of Defens<:' and ('ivi]ian con
tl'ol. u,n<l tllP final rcsponsibility for maki ng l'f'commendations to the
Prcsiclent, inhereutly reflllirps a d('gT'<:'e of involvPHwnt. along the way,
I (lon't know how it ('011]0. be otllf'l'wis{',

Senator NUNN, Thnnk von. ~fr. RmTIsfe1rl. I certainly intend to
support your nomination. Bllt at this point I don~t have any further
qUf'stions,

F'enator.TAcKsON [presidingJ. Senator Hart.
Spnator IIART, Thank vou, l\Ir. Chairman.
:\{r. Rumsfeld. as I am sure yon and an the rest of HS are a"'Rre,

t here has been a lot of controversy recently about relationships bet.ween
officials. eivilian and military, in the Pentagon, us fa.r as contractors
with the Government. I am sure if J wonld ask tlle general question
of your feeling: about this 'there would be sin and corruption, Ißt me
try to be specific as possible about your feeling on ,the matter. Would
J'ou present as Secretary of Defense to institute a thorough investiga
tion, review of the gmtuities that ·any officials in the Pentagon may
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have received from the 1)efeiìsc contractors aid take appropriate steps
de)cndiflg on the results of tlìat investigation?

Mr. Rmrs'iw. You corne at that backwards. Obviously at the con-
cjiision of aity investigatioii where there is indication that something
is awly, I would iiideed take appropriate steps. As to whether or not
the sitiiation exists or will exist at that point after I am confirmed, if
i ani, SO tJ)Ìt SUCIl ail iiìvestigation is desirable. that J would have to
tlotcrnìine thciì. I don't know tue situation over there. If one is needed,
obvli)usIy I W(il1t(I SC that OIÌe is begun. My estimate would be that
tII(y :u( 1l11(IIwstlol)ably (bing it now, to tue extent that prdbleins have
('()II)( III). J(Iy aSslLlflj)tIOtì 'would be. T would say, although without
IILO\VI4.((gU that the D(IV1t1tflt, of I )efens very likely is looking into
( luit; al I(L(l. If so, it wolil(l he a iiìatter of determining what it is thwt
I J U'V :t i ( h )I to \vhat. ('xient, there is reasoli to J)1 i(.T( soirething is
\Vr()Flg. 'l'() t ht' extent that I ani not satisfied with t1iat i would change
il . l'o the VXt(Ilt I LIÏI i \\'011l(l Urge it Oil and draw conclusions at the

of ali investigation.
S(!ItO1 I IÀU'i'. I ìiii SII I Voll have reati COflSidCraI)lC about the news-

1' 1)(I' (k(tttS ill this : l(8
\1r. 1tio1SFEL1). I fit(t iii IIÌLIÌagHhg sonìething it is very difficult to

I iy to naiìage it off of wlì:it you read in the flOWSI)al)e1'S.
Seimtor I Lwr. I uiìderstaiid. But. for many of us that is one of the

best SO1IFCS Of information we hìave.
Mr. RtTMSFELD. Sure.
Senator Jjtpr1 There are reports from some of these sources that

there are practices that have been going back for a number of
years, apparently without a thorough investigation going on in the
Department. I am trying to get at what your attitude is about what
I would think would be too close a relationship between officials in
your future 1)epartinent aI1(l the people they do business with theo-
retica11v at arnh's length.

Mr. RUMsFELI). 'stVell, mv attiude in a broad senseand I guess that
is ultituntely where you voti1d have to combat itis that everywhere
I have (VC1 workeÁl, w1t1icr it is in my personal oflice s a Congress-
man, flR Cost of Living (oiinci1, or the '%Thite House, I have at the
outset (Vi(WC(l the arrang(Ine1ìts and procedures involving possible
wrongdoing or pe. rception of wrongdoing and tried to do two things:
One to sec that the procedures and rules and arrangements were rea-
sonably sensible ; and, secoiìd, try to establish a process whereby the
individuals involved were 1)eriodlcally reminded. When human beings
are involved things can go wrong. You can have the best rules in the
world and you can't guarantee that someone won't do something that
they ought not to do. So it takes vigilance.

I have never made promises of 100 percent achievement on these
things, because one is always disappointed if something does happen.
All I can say is that I share your interest in the area. I think it is
particularly important for those of us involved in government, at
all levels, and in all three branches of the Government, to. recognize
that our success and the success of this country depends upon the
confidence of the American people. We, as individuals and collectively,
have to do our utmost to see that we merit that confidence, and that
wesustain it over a period of time.
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have received frOlll the Defpllse eOl1tractors and take appropriate steps
depencling Oll the l'esnlts of that il1vestigatioll ~

MI'. RUAISI·'F..LD. Yon COlne at that backwarcIs. Obviouslv at the con
e1usion of any lllvestigation where there is indication dUlt sOlnething
is 'awl'y, I would indeed take appropria:te steps..As to whethcr 01' not
the situation exists 01' will exist 'at that point after I anl confirlned, if
I anl, so tImt sneh an investig-atioll is desirabie. tImt I would have to
tletcrmine then. I (lon't know thc situation over thcr{l. If one is needed,
ohviollsly I wotl.l(l see t1ut~ on~" is begun. ~ly cstinlatc would 'be that
tlw)' af'(~ llIHlllt1stHmably dOl1lg It now, to thc cxtent tlmtprdbletlls have
('()JJJP 111'•.My asslllnption I\vonId 1)(', I wonid sav, although without
kllowltld~l'. that thc Depal"tlllt'.nt of })pfpJlse vcry likcly is looking into
I Imt all't':u]y. If so, it wonld l.w a matter of deterluinillg whnt it is thllJt
I h('y an' doillg', to what (Ixtellt therc is l'eason to '}wlipve somc,f,hing is
WI'Ollg. Tu t he l'xhmt tlint I uni not sntisfied with thnt I wonld change
iL '.1'0 tlae (lxt.(lllt I am~ I would Ul'g'C it on find dl':lW eonelusions ut the
(·olllpId.ioll of tlll illvest,ig-atioll. L •

~Pll:lI()1' 11.\1:'1'. 1 HilI ~IIJ'(' "Oll haHl refid eonsitl(lrahlc about tllenews
pap(H' a('(,Ollllt~ in this :l1'P:l.·

#\11'. Hl·l\UH'I·;Ll>. I fi/ld 111 lllallaging sonwthing- it is very difficult to
t 1'y to Jnanag-e it off of what you rpuu in the nmvspnpers. . .

Senator JL\RT. I undel'stnJHl. Hut for 11luny of us that is one of the
best SOlll'CeS of information \ye have. L •

)11'. HUMSFELD. Sure.
Senator IIART. There are reports frOln sonle of these sources that

there are praetices that have been going back for a number of
years, apparently without a thorough investigation going on in the
Department. I tun trying to get at \yhat your attitude is about what
I woul<! think \yould be too dose a rel'ationship between officials in
)Tour future 1)epartInent all<l the people they do business with theo-
roticalJ.v at urJn's length. L

MI'. ltOl\[SFEJ..n. 'Vcll, my attitude in a broad sCllse-and I guess that
is ultimatcly wlle.l'e YOIl wO\lld have to combat it-is that everywhere
I have pVHr work<"AI, wIH"tJlel' it is in rny personal oHice as a Congress
Inan, nie Cost of Living- Coul1ril, 01' tIle 'VJüte House, I hav~ at the
outset l'l~viewetl the ~trr'ang(',lllellts and procedures involving possi'ble
wrongtloing 01' perception of wrongdoing and tried to do two things:
One. to see th8it theproecdul'cs awll'ules and arrangements were rea
sonably sensible; and, s('Colld, try to establish a process whereby the
individuals involved wercperiodlcally reminded. When human heings
are involved things can go iwrong. You enn have the best mIes in the
world and you can't guarantee that someone won't do something tha,t
thev onght not to do. So it takes viWlance. .

i ha,,;e never made prOlnises of 100 percent achievement on these
things, because one is always disappointed if something does happen.
A.ll I can say is that I share your interest in the area. I think it is
particularly important for those of HS involved in government,. at
all levels, and in all three branches of the Govemme-nt, to. recogIllze
that our success and the success of this country depends upon the
confidence of the American people. 'Ve, as individuals and collectively,
have to do our utmost to see that we merit that confidence, and that
we'sustain it over aperiod of time.
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Senator I fÄllT. A iargc pari. o tlW American people I represent
think t,lHlrV Is fl)11C1l loo c1os a relationship between the Penta-
gon and t,1i l))I)1e th(y (10 1nisiiìss with, particularly concerning
the amount of dollars involved, 1cogniing the frailty of human
nature, woiikl be Pr(I)are(1 to ifls1itut4 certain rules that would require,
1et1s say, OftiCi81S iTl your 1)parLtnent to report publicly the contact
they have 11L(l with 1obbyist for Defense contractors.

Mr. Rusiïn. I would want to study it. I know that there has been
experimentation with that approach in some State goverrunents in
some regulatory ag(neies. I have discussed this with various people
from thü standpoint of various elements of the Federal Government
i_n recent months. I can certainly say that to the extent that they a
not already in being, I would institute what I felt to be appropriate
rules.

Senator HART. That is, appropriate in
Mr. Rtmisiirn. Beauty is in the eye of the beholder. In the last

analysis it comes down to matters of judgment as th whether some-
one would describe something as strict or not. I think my background
and th record suggests that J am interested in this area and attentive
to it. I would hO foolhardy to suggest that I am sufficiently acquainted
with tho Department of Defense and the problems that may or may
note OXSt there so that I could in the blanket statement say I would
do tlii and this. I can't do it..

Sen:i.tor ¡TAnT. J am talking about human nat.nre. I think we are
an sufficiently familiar with human nature t,o know what strict
]'UleS are. That is why laws are pass, and t.lìat is why we try to
define arras. I think it is an area that doesn't need to e fuzzy or
judgmental, I think it can b crystal clear, black and white. I think
it can Ie this way on the subject of conflict of interest in dealing with
Defense contractors. I don't thii'k it is a question of recent stories
in the newspapers. I believe it. is a question of a pattern of conduct
over the years. I think it incln(lp(l leaving the Department and going
to work for some of Iliese contractors and some of tlìese businees.
And I think it is a question of not. strict enforcement of the conffict-of-
interest laws that are in tuìe books. And I think it is an area that.,
frankly, a lot of us in the Congress and in positions of Administration
ought to be a little more outraged about and concerned about and say,
this is one of the problems that. we are going to have to deal with
when we take over the Department.

Let me ask you a related question.
Mr. RUMSFELD. Senator, I don't want your last comment to sug-

gest that I have in any way suggested that this is not an important
matter. I know it is. I recognize it. I guess if we differ on this it
is in our respective impressions as to the ease of developing rules
that solve these problems. I have tried to do it in the past. I find
that it is difficult, that it is not simple, that it is not black and white.
Were it as simple as some suggest, I would submit that we would not
be having these problems today at any level of government, in any
agency. We have them. And we have to worry about them. And we
have to do things to correct them. And I intend to. But I can't spell
it ont for you right now.

Senathr HART. But you would agree that the attitude at the top
is that there is going Lo be arm's length dealing on matters that in-

94 
94 94

~('nator ] I~J:T. A largo part. of tlw. American people I represent
thmk thm'('. IS Ill11ch f"oo closn a relationship hetwcen the Penta
~on and tim ppople th(~y do husiness "\vith, particlllarly concerlling
tlw arnonnt. of dolla1's Invoh'{'(l, l'('.eognjj!;ln~ t.he frailty of human
na~ure,wOllld}>e l~rHIHtl'ed to institut.e certain ruh.'B that would require,
let s say, offi('lals Hl your ])ppuJ'Lment to report publicly the contact
they havo )l:ul with lohbyists for Defense oontractors.

Mr., RUM~l'·!'~LD. I.would want to study it.. I know that there has been
experlmentatlon wlth ~hat approach In some State governments in
some rügulatory ~gpnCles. ~ have discussed this with various people
from tho st.andpOlnt of varlOUS elements of the Federnl Government
in rooent nl0nths. I ean eertainly say that to thc extent that they are
not already in heing, I would institute what I feIt to be appropnate
rules.

Senator HART. That is, appropriate in-- .
~ Beauty is in the eye of the ·beholder. In the last

analysis it comes down to matters of judgment as to whether some
onf' would d(\scribe something- as strid 01' not. I think my background
anrl the rerord sugg(\sts thnt I am interesW in this ares. and attentive
to it. I woul<! 00 foolhardy to snggcst that I a.m suffici(\ntly a.oquainted
with tho Dcpartment of D(\fense and the proble.ms t.hat may or may
not, exist t.here RO that I cOllld in the blanket st.nt(\ment say I would
dn t.his :tnd tl,is. I ~nn 't do it.

Senator ITAuT. I aJl1 talking about human nat.ure'. I think we are
aH sllfficiently familiar witli human nature t.o know what Btrict
l"ules aro. Thnt js whv ]aws are passed, and tha.t is why we try to
define areas. I think it is an ar(\fl, that doesn't need to I>e fuzzy or
judgmental~ I think it can b~ crystal deal', black and white. I think
It ('An Pe this way on th~ subje~t of confliet of interest in dealing with
Defense contra.ctors. I don't think it is a question of recent stories
in thc newspapers. I believe it iR a question of a pattern of conduct
over t.he years. I think it inclndp<11eaving the De;partment and going
to work for some of these eonf.l'actors and sorne of these businesses.
A.nd I think it is a question of not strict enforcement of the conflict-of
interest laws that are in tIle OOoks. Anel I think it is an area that,
frankly, a lot of us in the Congress and in positions of Administration
ought to be a little more outraged ahout and.concerned about and ~y,
this is one of the problems that we are gOlng to have to deal wlth
when wetake overthe Depart.ment.

Let me ask you a related qnestion.
Mr. RUMSFELD. Senator, I don't want. your last romment to sug

gest that I have in .Rny way sup:ge~ted that th.is is no! an imporya~t
matter. I know it lS. I rec02'111Ze lt. I guess If we dlffer on thlS It
is in our respectiye impressions as to the ease of developing rules
that solve these problems. I have tried to do it in the past. I find
thRt it is difficult, that it is not simple~ that it is not black and white.
Were it as sinlple as some su~gest, I would submit that we wOl~ld not
be havin~ these problems today at any level of ~overnment, In any
agency. We have thern. And we have to 'Y0rry about them. J\nd we
have to do thin~ to correct thern. And I Intend to. Rut I can t speIl
it out for you right now.

Senator HART. Rut you would a~ree that ~he attitude at the 1::OP
is that there is going to be arm's length dealmg on matters that In-

94

....

..,



95

volve expenditure of public funds, that that attitude is going to have
a great' deal to do with performance of people below ?

Mr. RuMsu. There is no question but that the tone, the set at
the top, and the vigilance that is established there does in fact con-
tribute or fail to contribute to what actually occui.

Senator HART. That is what I am talking about.
I also discovered, after assuming office, that there was a law on

the books that has iiever beeii., to my judgment, enforced, that pre-
vents lobbying by people in the a(llninistration or the use of public
funds or persuasion of votes. As far as I ani able to tell, there has
nevor been a prosecution ìiiider that law. As I read the law, it is
fairly strict. It says, you ean't use any public money. I assume that
means your own time, I assume that means your stationery, your
telephone, or your car, to influence the way we vote on this. Yet I
know that your predecessor and many of his subordinates are on the
¡)11()flc a1most daily with iìicnibers of this committee and Members
of 11w (1ongress urging us to vote Oiìe way or another. Now, that
1a' either meaiìs what it says or it. should be take!l from the books, It
is that kind of a failure to enforce that I think has caused a great deal
of this kind of failure that disturbs the public confidence. What is
your feeling on the issue of actually lobbying the Congress to get
what you want.

Mr. R.uiLsFELD. I am familiar with the law. In the past, there have
been not, to my knowledge. suits filed. There have been statements
by Members of Congress on the floor of the Congress alleging that
the conduct on the part of a certain executive official, in the judg-
ment of that individual, did not conform to that statute. I have
thought about it a good deal over a period of years, and I quite
agree with you, that laws in general either ought to be enforced or
changed, so that they are realistic.

This committee is about to vote on my confirmation at some point.
I aììi Itere at the taxpayers' expense-

Senator HART. At the request of the committee.
Mr. RUMSFELD. rrIt is right. But needless to say, my effort here is

not to dissuade you from voting for nie, but one would hope that it is
to encourage it. That happens with testimony, it happens with phone
ca11s it happens with the stationery, it happens in a hundred different
ways every day. r1 try to draw the hue btween informing, respond-
ingaid to use the word that you took, I presume. from the statute.
or some description, lobbyingand saying one is lawful and one is
unlawful, is just an incredible (komplex problem.

Senator HART. It is not when you look at the question from the
standpoint of who initiated it. If one of the members of this corn-
mittee calls you up and says, Mr. Secretary, how strongly do you
feel about passing this appropriation, we feel extremely strongly, we
think the defense of the Nation is involved and we certainly hope you
pass it, I don't think it is lobbying. If you pick up the phone and say,
we have to have this money or the security of the country is going
down the drain, I think that is lobbying.

Mr. UtSYELD. And your suggestion would be that an official in
the executive branch, because of this law, who felt deeply that it was
important to the country that the Congress be made aware of the
facts surrounding an issue they were about to act on, should not pick
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I'1I1ì( IÌd nuike iì iIl\'idllt or iIlili\'idn%1s n v8re. of 1i;
S('1IS( Ol f'J)('-;( i.ht tlt:it \V()fl1(1 I)P fl \I()httU)11 01! 1; ? I think noi.

.
')('ìIltOt I I.\II'. I tI'tiiu1 if you hlV(Ilt liati (1)1JÌ((' () pleS('flt. yiir

vievs to t lìt (o1flh1t1ttv: ot thv ( I1gIe-c-, ves, I t1'1iik t h4're i- t Serions
I Ioi)lP I I ìt

j1-I.. 1 :ii VEIJ). '1 h( I i t VPIV S(' FlOUs )1Obiefli.
S(9lflto)F 1 1 A1'I. 1iit. iii t1ìt limit (Id tinie I have. been nì I he liii 1. 1

1oii t I hutìk t n \ J ( tELI Of I )fense 1ic (IPI)! i eol of the opp
trinity to 1)t(S(1It his view's to the iuìeniiieis of this (())nnhitt(i or the
Congress.

Mir. I'i'irsFFJn. It goes to the (1TI(Stio)1 that Senator .Jaeksoiì nd T
vere talking about earlier. Frequently it is a natter of providing it in

a timely av ntI of the iMeìiLe ' of the (ongr cs w ho ha (
to act on each nnttei invovinr, fo) example. the T)epartnìent of I )e-
fense, the 1)epartnìent of Justee or whatever, very few of' t1u e
bors have the opportunity to Oiììe in amI be iiìtitnatelv acqiiainte
\v]th each asI)e('t to caeli bill t1iìt eoiiìes l)e fore t1ìeii.

S(flflt()l I I \1UF. 'I'i at is t hìei r 1e!)O11Si b itv.
:i4r. 1rrsF'J:1,n. r1Ji. t is n j Il(ljfl k1t Voll 1 VO' I1. 1 ; UI i ÍtÌt Sil lt

I :tgtee. I fuì ink tìutt it also f: Ils to ai oflicial iii the exeiitive br;uiieii
VlI() lias a (1tg1(e of res))onsi1i1tv to see t1iit itIiI1)(9$ O the (OIÌFeSs
'1to hin ve a StttUt()rV e5P0nST)ì I I y for acting 01! t11(S( thiflgs (li) i ii

fact 1ìae, a\ai1flJ)1e to thenì lie in forniat loll 1I( i'eels is i niport:iiìt v ¡t Ii
resjwct to those ììatters. \.nd that iìg1ìt. invo1ve tlìe seiidiiìg of a letter
saying, here is tue situation as T see it

Senator T-T\RT. T)oes it í]lVOlVe )icking up the phone v1ìen hie
bill is on the floor and saving. I wnnf your vote ou this?

Mr. RtTMSI4'ELD. As a fornier iIember of Congress. my impressionì of
that is tlìat the correction niav iìot be so much in the. 1av as it is in a
natural set of correcting mechìanisms that exist. If a 1)e1S011 does that
very often. in tue wrong way. he will dissuade peop'e from voting for
views that he feels are sensible. rather than e. nconraging it. I am not
a lawyer. T am not. in a position to say that that would or would not
vmlate the law. But I agree vit1i you, that law is there. and it is a
tremendous prob'em for peopi e in t he executive hranch because it is
not sef-execut.ing or clear. It doesn't say you can do this and yon can't
do that. It is blurred. gray, fuzzy. difficidt. And in mv various capaci-
ties in Gov'ernment I have on a munber of occasions cautioned PeoPle
who work for me about it and tried to see that. the phraseology in
letters or calls was a certaii way. T have seen instances in Government
where PeOple sensitive to that may have recognized that one. factor in
it might be WhO'S the initiator. 9n(i itS snch called a friend in the
Congress and said, look ask hie to send you this, you ought to know it.
Now, that is circumvention..

Senator HART. It sure is.
Mr. RUMSFELD. I don't know the answer. It is a problem.
Senator HART. I am over my time. But I 1ust want to say that T

think there is elaborate opportunity for the Defense Department or
any other agency of the Government to present its views and make
the fact availäiile to the Members of the Congress. I think every
Member of the Congress is inte11ient enough, and if you then don't
understand the facts or want additional information, to contact that
agency and find it out. I deplore any member of any agency calling up
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111' tho phOlw and lIlak<> ltll indivi<lna\ 01' ln<li\'idilals :l\Vlll'P of hi;:-i
KPJlHO of ('\)(,s(, fad:-:.1lt:\l that wOlll<1 1Ip a \,jo!atioll of la\\"(~ I t.lJillk HoL

. Henat"ot' II.\HT. I, think if YOll IHtVPll't h:ll1 a ('lInl)(,(' 10 Pl'PS(\llt YO\lI'

VJCws to 1IH' ('OllllHlttp(' or 1'Iw ('Ollg"I'PSS, ves, I thillk tl)(\,'(' is a sci'iol1~
pl'Ohlt'lll t 11('1'('. ' ~

~f1'. ]{t; J\H.;FELD. TIH\I'p lS a \,PI'Y S<'l'iOllS problem.
~(,Hntor 11.\1:'1'. Hut. in tlH' limitptl tiJll(, I havc, 1>('PII Oll tlH' 1Ti1l. ]

(lo,~'t think :t "Y Sf'('.I'l'ta,l·y of J)pfpllsE' 11:18 }wen dppl'ivpd of 1'hl' oppor
tnnlty to !>1'l'SPllt Ins news tD tbe llH'IlIlH'l's of this COHlmitt(\(' 01' tlll'
Congl'('ss.

MI'. Hr,rSF'FLD. It gones 1'0 tIw <lllPstioJ1 tlmt Senator .Tul'ksOIl fl.nd I
were talking- ahollt <,al'lier. FreClllent1v it is a matter of }))'(H-idino.' i1' in

• 1 • l"'"

a tllne~y \\'n~·. AntI of the 3;3t) ~fC'mlwl's of 1'lIc, Congrcss ,,,ho han~
to act on eaeh matt<,}' in\'olving, 1'01' example. thc I)epartment of I )e
fcnst', thc ] )epaJ'tII ll'llt of .1 usti('c o}' what('\·cr. vprv fmy of tho~(\ l\[PIll
bf';I'S havc tIle OpPol'tl1nity to camp Ül and 1;(' ü{tima1't'ly aequninte<1
wlth eneh aSlwd, tn earh hill tllnt COllJ('S l)('fore them.

Senator II.\HT. Timt lS t heil' l'e:--P0llsibility.
MI'. Hr::\rsFELD. 'flint is a illd~IlI('l\t YOll are lllakin~. 1 11lll not ~III't'

I n~T(,(,. I tlainktJmt 1t also 'falls to :ln'ofikinl in the ('xPI'lItin' hrnn(·lt
w 110 )laS a dl'g'l'{'.c of l'l'SP0!lsi11 i Iit \' t 0 s('(' t hat ~1 ('111 hl' I'S () r t hl' CO 1l~!.'l'('SS

wlto lwve a statntory l'l'sponsihility for acting- Oll t1!PSl' thing's do in
fad have availahle to th('J1l 11)(' illformation h(' 1'('Pls is illl})OI'1:1111 ",itlJ
respcet to thosl' maUers. And that might invoIn' the selHlillgo of a lctt<,)'
saying-, here lS the situat ion as Ts('(' it--

Senator II.\HT. l)o('s jt illv01n' picking Hp the phOlle WlH'll tlH'
bill is on the flool' und saying. J "'Hl!t ~'onr \,(lte Oll this?

Mr. RnMFWJ·::LD. As a fOl'n1<'1' }[('mher of Congress, 111)7 impr(\ssion of
that i~ tTUlt. tlw corr(\dion n\:lV not h(' so mneh in the ]aw as it i8 in :t

natural set of eOl'l'ecting Hwd~anisms that exist. If a ppl'son does thnt
very often, in the wrOllg' way. he will dissuade people frOln voting for
views that 11<' fpels are sensihle. rather 1'han encouraging it. I aln not
a lawyer. I ml1 not in a position to say 1'hat that wOllId 01' wOllld not
violate the Jaw. Hut I agree with ,von, that Iaw 1S there. and it is a
tremendous prohlenl for people in t he exeeutive branch, becausc it 1S
not self-expcuting or elear. It doesn't say yon can do this and yon can't
do that. It i5 blurred. gray, fuzzy. rlifficult. .::\.nd in my various capaci
ties in Government. I huve on a I1mnber 01 occasions cantioned people
who work for me ahout it and tripel to spe that the phl'aseolo2'Y in
letters 01' ealls was a eertain wav. I have seen instances in Goverllment
where people sPllsitive to that lilay have I'eco~nized that one fartor in
it mi~ht he who's the initiator. and as such called a friend in tlw
Congress und said, look, ask me to send you this, YOll ought to know it.
Now, that is circumvention.

Senator HART. It sure iso
~ r. RUMRFELD. I don't know the answer. It is a problem.
Senator ART. I am over my time. But I lust want 1'0 say that I

think there is elaborate opportnnity for the Def~nse pepal'trnent 01'
any other agency of the Government to present ItS Vlews !ind make
the fact a,vailable to the Mpmbcl's of the Congress. I thlnk every
:hlember of the ConO'ress is inte11i~ent enoua-h, anel if you then don 't
understanel the fact; or want additional information, to eontuet that
agency alld find it out. I deplore any rnemher of any ageney calling up

9S



97
97

a Member of the Congress when a bill is on the floor, urging their sup-
port for it. I think it is a violation of law.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
JThtSFELD. May I ask a question?

The Cii.uinrx. Briefly. i hope.
:fr. llIrl%ISF}:LI). "%Vllat would you say to the idea of a dej)artifleflt

1Ie1(l '1 lECflhi)(9 of (orìgress aìid asking hun if he vou1d
li ko to i e I ViCf(l ou s(uething

Sei t t I I . in'. I fi i i uk ti iat is flue.
:1'Ii. 1(fllSFK1J). i SCC.
TI)V (II\Iut.N. Let inc (flflflìCflt just a inonient on this. MIv view is

S()uIleWlÌat (li11J(91t frnu t1iit of the Senator frouri Colorado.Over t]e
yeais, I flì ink that the Secret:iry of Defense or someone speaking for
I i jun øiigl I I ( > I ÌI V( I I le f1ee(1()J i of ea1ing a Senator and tell Ing I i

how w f((.1 a1)()1lt iwitler. If lie feels strong ciiongli to call hini. I
think he is vitluiu his right aiI ditties to do that. 1N0Wq yesterhtv we
vere all CO1Ì11)lllulelìtarV of Schlesinger. &nd one of the i'isoì

I was COmi)lifllefltary of him was. he seemed to be so CirClulflSi)eet. aI)ohlt
what he said to me as chairman of the comrnitte.e as to w1it1wr or iiot
he had hardiiose for a certain item. liVhen he said thftt I gave a lot
of weight to what he said. It was up to me to judge what he said the
l)eSt J cou1d to go against. it or with it. However, I judged him. And I
called him up on some thugs. They don't call me much, and I don't
call theni a lot, hut I don't, think we should shut them off.

I just! feet cOml)eliNi to say that because that is 1)ased on my
experience.

I eniphasize that 1ie was very circumspect. and that was ouie thing
T appreciated al)out i1r. Selilesjnger. I called him and told him the
tlìing was (OWfl to nuaking a choice between two ships we will say, one
ha(l to o out of the bill if flic other one stayed? Mr. Schlesinger was
totally i)luIflt with une in wlìat 1 said. I just happened to recall that.
It, caine up this year.

The Senator will renwniher those two ShipS. %Ve left one out. of the
conference bill. nuid tim Senate turuieci the other ouc down, too.

I thank the Senator. But T thought I should av that for the record.
Senator TTART. WTitlI all duc respect, Mr. Chairman, I apj)reciate

what; the Seiìator has saiL hut my view based on my own exj)eriellee
is that this is just too much lobby.

The C1JTnìIsN. I get your point.
Senator Tower, any questions?
Sénator TOWER. No questions., Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. 'That brings us to Senator Byrd from Virginia.
But I promised to let the Snator from Washington go on for a few

more questions.
Senator JACKSON. I can finish up with two questions.
May I say on the lobbying issue, it was 24 hours a day almost on the

energy bill. I never had so many calls from the Department in all my
life, or their staff. I think th statute ought to be totally reviewed,
because it is either workable or it isn't. And what is lobbying and
what isn't I think needs to be defined.

Now, there are good lobbyists and there are bad lobbyists. I never
woìry about lobbyists. If you are not smart enough right here to be
able io tel1 who is telling th&truth oi who isn't, you shouldn't be here.

. 
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a )'Ielnber of the Congress whell a bill is on the floor, urging their sup
port for it. I think it is a Yiolation of law.

Thank you, ~Ir. Chainnall. .
lh:...RV)I6FELD. ~Ia.v I ask a qnestion ~
The CIL\TRl\L\X. BJ'iefly. I hope.
~fr. nF~I:-;J·'ELI>. 'Yhat wOlll(l yon say to the idpa of a deparhnent

]w,ul e:tllillg" IIp a ~r(,11l1IPJ' of COIlg-ress and asliing hiln if 1m wOII](l
likc io lle 1l1'1('fed 01\ fo;OIl\ethill~'! .

~(',llafo,·Il.\J:T. 1 think that is fine.
~[r. RU1\HWELI>. I see.
TIte CII,\m~J.\;\. L('t JJ1(' ('omnlent just a 11101rient on this. My view i~
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how lw f(·(·l:-; ahout :t lllaUer. I f h<> feels strong- enou~h to ea11 him. I
think 1)(' is ",ithin his l'ight and dnt1(\s to do that. Now. vestl'l'dav \H\

were an compliml'lltal':': of ~!r. Rchlesinger. A.nd one (lf th~ ]'(':i~Oll~
I was eornplinlC'Htary of hinl ,,'aso he seemed to be so cirCIUnS]Wct. ahollt
what he ~aid to Ine as chail'll1:1n oI the comnlitte.e ns to whetlH'l' 01' not
h~. had a hardnose for a certain Üen1. 'v11en he said thnt. I ~an~ a lot
of weight to what he Haid. It was np to roe to judge what he said t]w
hest I could, to 1!0 against it 01' with it. However, I jnd~ed 11im..And I
('allen hinl up on some thing~. They don't eall me mnch, and I don~t

call thern a lot, hut I don 't think we should shut theIn off.
I j~lSt feeI compelled to say that because that is hased on my

expenence.
I enlphasi7.e t.hat 11e was very circumspect. and t.hat was one thing

T apprpeiatc(l ahont ~fl'. Schlesinger. I called hirn and told hiln the
thinA' was down to llulkina- fl choice between two ships, we will f-:ay. one
1m<! to ~o ont of the 1lill if tllP other one stayed ~ Mr. Rchlesin~m'was
totally hlnnt with me in what he said. I just happened to recall that.
Il, ('nme np this yenr.

Thc Renator will renwmlwJ' those two ships. 1Ve Ieft one out of t.he
conferen('p hill. :lnd the ~enate tUl'ned the othpr 01)(' down, tao.

1 t.hUllk tlw Senator. Hut 1 thought I shoulo ~ay t lUlt for tlw record.
SPJll1tOl' ITART. "Vith all (ln('. respe.c.t, ~1r. Chairn1an, I apprcciate

what the Senator has said. hut my yiew based Oll my OWH ('xpel'ience
is that this is just too nUleh lohhy.

The CUATlUL\N. I g-et vonr point.
Senator Tower, any qllest~ons? .
Senator TO'VER. No questlOlls, lire ChaIrman.
The CHAIR~IAN. 'That brings H8 to Senator B'yrd frOlli Virg-inia.
But I promised to let the Senator from Washlngton go on for a few

more questions.
Senator JACKSON. I ean finish up with two questions.
May I say on the lobbying issue, it was 24 hours a day almC?st on the

energy bill. I never had so many calls from the Department In ~ll my
life 01' their staft I think the sta.tute ought to be totally re"lewed,
be~use it is either workahle 01' it isn't. Anel what is lobbying- anel
what isn't I think needs to be defined.

NOW, there are good Iobbyists and there are bad lo~byists. I never
worry about lohbyists. If yoti are not smart enough rlg:ht here to be
able io tell who is telling the'truth 01' who isn't, JOU shouldn't be here.
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That is my own personal view. But I think some of what Senator Hart
is getting at does go over the line, and I treat it accordingly. I think
something needs to be done about it, and I welcome him bringing it
into this discussion. Because it is incredible what is going on up here on
some of the bills we bave. They interfere with your work and you can't
get anything done. On the energy bill, for instanceit has happened
in all administrations, but now we. have open conferences. May I just
say that when one from the Department is setting in on the conference
and calls their downtown office and reports what somebody is doing,
you can't get to the next section of the bill before you have got a view
on it. It is a kind of a bureaucratic insecurity, T think, that takes place.
I haven't. hired a psychiatrist to get it diagnosed. I am getting off my
subject. But it does get to the point where it interferes with the legis-
la.tive process.

Senator NUNN. There is a lobbying bill pending, there are several
hills pending in, I believe. the Government Operations Committee.
This statute, J think, should be reviewed as part of that overall.

Senator JACKSON. T agree with you and I agree with Senator Gary
Hart. It ought to be enforced or revised. because somebody can just
bring it lip on a technicality.

Senator NUNN. If they enforced it now you might ns well put a
chain-link Teiice around Washington, D.C., and put everybody in jail.

The CIIAIIiMAN. My remarks related to the men who are holding
responsible positions and have responsibility on these matters like we
(Io. T wasn't referring to the industrial people and so forth.

Senator Sco'rr. Tf the chairman will yield, I would just. like to
comment on this colloquy that has been going on. Certainly I think the
answer by the witness is that a little tact should be utilized in con-
tacting the members. T would welcome suggestions from the Depart-
ment of 1)efense. but I recall one instance where a former Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in an attempt to influence my decision,
indicated that I didn't understand the problem because I was going
to vote. differently from the way that he wanted me to vote. I don't
wnt aiìv more calls like that.

The CHAiRMAN. All rhrht. Senator Jackson.
Senator JACKSON. I have two more questions here that I want to

ask.
Míiriy of us in Congress believe that. we. ought to press the Soviets

to reduce strategic arms on 1)0th sides. J have made two proposals for
mutual reductions that would lend in this direction. Mv most recent
proposal outlined last April was that both countries should refrain
from modernizing or replacing about a third of their strategic delivery
systems. These weapons, about 800 ou each side, could then be phased
out. Secretary Kissinger has consistently opposed such an approach.
My question to you is this. As Secretary of Defense, will you make a
fresh and independent appraisal of this proposal and report back to
the Armed Services Committee your findinrs

Mr. RUMSFELD. I certainly will Senator Jackson.
Senator JACKSON. I appreciate having that judgment. Unless we

move in the direction of mutual reductions of strategic arms we have
got serious problems. And I appreciate your comments.

This next question relates to your written answers on SALT, which
I reviewed. I am of course interested in the decisionmaking process as
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That is my own personal view. Hut I think some of what Senator Hart
is °getting at does go over the line, und I treu.t it accordingly. I think
something needs to be done a,lmut it, and I welcome him brinwng it
into this discussion. Because it is incrcdiblc what is going on up here on

some of the bills we have. They interferc with your work and you can't
~et anythin~ done. On tbe encrgy bill, for instance-it has happened
in a11 adminlstrations, hut now wc have open conferences. May I just
say thn.t whcn one from the Department is setting in on the conferonce
Rnd ('alls their downtown office Rnd reports what somebody is doing,
you ('a.n't get to the next section of the bill before you have ~t n. view
on it. It is a kind of a bureaucratie insecurity, I think, that takes place.
I haven't hired a psychiatrist to get it dia.~nosed. I am getting off my
suhject. But it does get to the, point where it interferes with the legis
lative process.

Senator NUNN. There is a lobhving bill pending, there ure several
hills pending in, I believe. the Go,'ernment Operations Committee.
This statute, ~ think, should he revipwed as part of that ovoerall.

~enat()r J AOKSON. I agree with yOB ann I agTee with Senator Gary
Hart. It otlght to be enforced 01' revlscd. hecausc sOlnebody can just
bring it ur on a techni('R.1ity.

Senat.or NUNN. If thev enfo)'eed it now you might flR well put a
('}win-link fNwe aronnd Washlngton, D.C., nnd put evcrybody in iaB.
Th~ (;HAIRMAN. My re,marks reInten to the men wIlo are holding'

rf'spon8ible posltions und hn,ve }'esponsibility on these mattcrs like we
do. T wa...cm't. l'efprrlog to the industrial people and so fort.h.

Se.nator S('OTT. Tf t,hc chairman will vield, 1 would just like to
comment on this coll0'1uV tllat has heen ~oin~ on. Certainlv I t.hink the
a,nswe,r hv the witnes~ i8 that a Ettle tact should be utilized in con
t.actinl! th~ Inemlwl1'1. I would wel(',ome sU#rA'estions from the Df'part
ment of. DefenRe. hut I recnll one instnnce where a former Chairman
of the .Toint Chiefs of Rtaff, in an attempt to influence my decision,
indica,ted tha1. I didn't understand thr problem because I was g'oin~
1.0 votp. differentlv from the wav tha1. he wanted me to vote. I don't
want anv more calls like that. .

The CHAIRMAN. All rj~ht. Senator .Tackson.
Senator JACKSON. I have two more questions here tha1. I want to

ask.
~{:lnv of us in Cong-ress helievr that we oug-ht to press the Soviets

to redlire strategie flrms on hoth sieles. I lU1VP. marle two proposals for
mutual rerlu('tions that would lead in this direction. Mv most recent
proposnl outlined last April was that hoth eount.ries should rPofrain
from modprnizin~or replacing- ahout a third of their strateg:ic delivery
systems. These weapons. about 800 on ench side, could then be phased
out. Secretary }{issinger has eonsistently opposed such an approach.
My ql1estion to YOlt 1S this. A~ ~ecreta~y of Defense, will :vou make a
fresh and independf'.nt appralsal of thlS proposal and report back to
the Armed Servicps Committeeovour findin~~
-Mt. RmljFELD. I certainlv will. Senator .Taekson.
Senator. ACKBON. I appreciate having that jud~ent. Unless we

move in the direction of mutual reduetions of stratell:lC arms we have
~t. senous problems. And I appreciate your comments. .

This next question relates to your written an~,!erson ~ALT,WhlCh
I reviewed. I am 01. course interested in the declslonmaklng process as



99

it relates to SALT and other delicate negotiations0 So my question to
you is tins. DicI Secretary Kissinger in any sense clear the answers you
have provided to the committee?

Mr RtYMSFELD. No ; he did not.
Senator TACKS0N. He did not. Were these answers drafted in the

Department of Defense and then reviewed by the State Department
ortbeNSC?

Mr. RuMsu. Maybe rather than answering a certain question I
can tell you how they were handled.

You supplied me those questions in your office. I took them back to
TIy office and sat down and thought about them and made some pre-
liminary notes as to the responses. I asked someone on my staff to con-
tact the appropriate civilian individual in the Department of Defense
to come over to my office. He came over to my office. We had a discus-
sion on each question. And he tlwn drafted sorne of his thoughts to
respon(l tø tite questions, and left them with me.

I t11(fl tøok his suggestions and my own notes :111(1 talked to a mili-
tary official from the Department of Defense aI)out them. I then had
them revicwd by an individual who is outside of the Goveriitnent at
the present time, and received his suggestions.

I then prepared fluai lrafts of t:he responses. I then s1rnwd them
to the National Security Council for their information and gave them
a copy of theni.

Senator JACKSON. They did not revise them?
Mr.. RrMsrT Not to my recollectionniaybc a word or two, but

I doubt it.
Senator JACKSON. But no change of substance?
Mr. RuMsnu. No.
Senator JACKSON. So it was all done within the Department of

Defense, except as to the outside consultation?
Mr. Rusiiin. No sir, that is not fair to the Department of Defense.

To the extent anybody deserves ny credit or blame it is Rumsfeld.
Senator JACKSON. Well, you are almost there, so
Mr. RUMSFELD. For these answers. The proposed answers from the

DOD that werc in the question and answer blocks are different from
those answers. I asked the Department for any thoughts tha.t they
had for questions thwt might be, queried of me in these bearings. They
sent over things, and some related in part. These were answers I
developed.

Senator JACKSON. So the substance of it is Rumsfeld plusthe input
from people within Defense plus the outsider that you referred to;
is that it, one, two, three ?

Mr. Ruisw. That is correct.
Senator JACKSON. And then you thd
Mr. Rimisu. I showed it to Brent Scroft, who has the respon-

sibility for nithonal security affairs in the White House. If he made
any suggestions they were minor.

senator JAcsow. They were imnor?
Mr. R'tmísiiw. Yes..
senator JACKSON. ThRt is all I want to know. j just want to be sure

that the Department of Defense was involved hi this, and that your
answers were not finally determined by someone outside of the De-
partment.
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it relau~8 to SALT and other delicate ncgotiations. So my question to
you is this. Did Secretary }{issingcr in any sense clear the answers you
have provided to thc committee ~

Mr. RuxSFELD. No; he did not.
·Senator j ACKSON • He did not. Were these answers drafted in the

Department of Defense and then reviewed by the State Department
ortheNSC'

Mr. RU:MSFELD. Maybe rather than answering a certain question I
can teIl you how they were handled.

You supplied roe those questions in your office. I took them back to
my office and sat down and thought about them and made some pre
liminary notes as to the responses. I asked someone on my staff to con
tact the appropriate civilian individual in the Department of Defense
to come ovcr to my office. He came over to my office. 'Ve lHld a discus
sion on euch <]llcstion. And he tllPn drnfted 'som~ of his t.honghts to
rf"spond t.o t.lIe qllestiolls, nnd left tlwHl with Iue.

I tlwn t.ook his sug~gtionsand m:v own notpR Hnd talked to a mili
tary official from the Depnrtment of Defense nhont them. I then had
thern revicwpd by an individual who is ontsidt' of the Goycl'nmeut at
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I doubt it.
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Mr. RUMBFELD. No.
Senator JACKSON. So it was aU done within the Department of

Defense, except as to the outside consultation ~
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sent over things, and some re111ted in part. These were answers I
developed.

Sena.tor JACKSON. So the substance of it is Rumsfeld plus·the input
from people within Defense plus the outsider that you referred to;
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Senator JACKSON. And then you did--
Mr. RuxSFELD. 1 showed it to Brant Scocroft, who has therespon

sibility for nationa.l security affairs in the White Hause. If 'he made
any suggestions, they were minor..

Senator JACKSON. They were mmor j
Mr. RUXSFELD. Yes.
sena.tor J'A<JK80N. That is a11 I want to know. I just wantto be sure

that the Department of Defense was involved in this, and that your
answers were not finaJIy determined by 8Omeone outside of the De
partment.
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That is all, Mr. Chairman.
And I waiìt to thank Mr. Rumsfeld for his responses. And of course

lie knows that none of the questions I htve asked are based on any
)ers()nahity matte,r or differences a individuals, but only in the iiì-

t'iet of really tryingto maintain the solid foiinditions of a true
bipartisan effort on which we as Republicans or Ikmocrafs over here
Carl cA)Iltinue to binid. Jt is a process tlìat really liad its genesis in
Arthur Vandenlyrg's effort in ti ic postwar l)erid. Not that we don't
disagree on matters. We can do that. But we laid down certain funda-
fllCfltftl riles which I think can endure, and which the country expects
of us, whether w are Republicans or Democrats. And it is out of
t1iat plI1lOSOplI1 fl(j convictìon that I have asked these questions, and
will COntinue to ask them. Beenuse I t.1ìiìk 'von and I as politieiuiìs
will agree that there are times when the best politics is no politics.

Mr.. lJMsFJ:IJ). YC.S, sir.
T!e Senator Bvrl, we al)out used np most of 37011F time

Iflit if you have any (Iuest1ons thù need to be asked. go ahead.
Senator BYRD. Thank von. i1r. (1iainnnn. I don't believe I have any

additional questions.
In regards to lobbying activity. T must say that I never had any

problem with lobbyists. I think each MenTher of Congress can take care
o. that himself. I have no diffi<ulty in saying no. And I have no ob-
jection to anyone ('ailing me an(l )FeSefltiJig their views who want to
do so. But i will make ¡ny own decision. 'What I (io dislike and react
against is tuìe policy of the I)efense Department in coming in at tue
1ast minute with amendments to add additiona.0 funds to the appro-
1)riatioiis 1)111 or t1O authorization bill. And that is an old custom.
Probably the I)epai'tnwnt of T)efense makes some headway in getting
additional luoncy that way. However. I think it is a bad practice.
Aìid as a matter of i)1tCV, I vote against all such proposals as that.
I think if they are important to the national defense that they can be
presented wlwn tlw l)udget is l)1'(eIltec1, and then l)e presented at a
1'PflOflflh)1e titiie UId not brought in at the last minute. I would hope
that the T )efknse )epartment WOUi(l reexamine its custom of coining
in at the last minute and tr'viiig to slip in a few hundred inilhon dol-
lars here or $tO million there, or some such figure.

Thank you. Mr. Chairman.
The CiIAI1trAN. I want to lìeartily agree with the Senator from

Virginia that the budget process is sound. and tliat is the way to present
things to the Congress. I hope you will agree to that. There may be
emergencies, but I hope that they are few and far between with you just
as a general policy.

Senator Scott.
Senator Scorr. Mr. Chairman. My comments will be very brief.
Mr. Rumsfeld, of course I am inclined to vote in favor of your con-

firmation and I believe the committee is also.
I would hesitate to ask in question form a number of matters that

are in my mind. But you haìng ben Ambassador to NATO, and I
have spoken with you and T know your deep feelings with regard to
the security of Western Euròpe. I would assumethat regardless of your
feeling on NATO and the secúrity of Western Europe that your de-
cisions would always be what is best for the United States of America
regardless of Western Europe. As I say, I hesitate to put that in the
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he knows tlmt none of the questiolls I have asked nre based on any
peJ'f~onality Jlmf,tcr 01' difl'erences as individuals, but ollly in thc iJi
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Thank you. ~fr. Chairman.
Thc CHAIIDIAN. I want to heartily agree with the Senator from

Virginia that the budg-et process is sound, andthat is the way to present
things to the Congress. I hope yon will agree to that. Th~re ma): be
emergeneies, but I hope that they are few and far between wlth you Just
as a general policy. .

Senator Scott. '.
Senator SCOTT. 1tlr. Chairman. ~{y COUlmelüS will be very brief.
~Ir. Run1sfeld. of course I am inclined to vote in favor of your con-

firmation and I I:>elieve the committee is also. .
I would hesitate to ask in Question form a number of matters that

are in IUy nünd. But you having been Amb~sSad9r to ~ATO, arid]
have spoken with you and I know your deep feelIngs wlth regard to
th~ security of1'Vestern Europe~ I. would assurne that regardless of your
f~lin(J' on NATO and the securlty of '\Testern Europe that your ~e
cision~would ft.lwavs be what is best' for the United States of Am~rlCa
regardless of 'Vestern Europe..As I say, I hesitate to put that in the
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form of a question. I bdieve that would be true. Would you COflfil'IIt
that;?

Mr. RUMSFELD. There is no question bt that is correct. Our interests
b(lgin with the Ijnited States of America.

S(bfltt4)i Sc(.)i'T. And titen J)read out froni there. And this would also
l)( tiUE 'itli Israel or any other nation Of the world.

Mr. IIUMSFELI). That is correct. And it is also true on the Part of any
other nation of the world. that their interest begins with themselves.

Senator Scorr. I thank you, Mr. Rumsfeld.
And that is all I have.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
Senator TOWER. I have a brief comment, Mr. Chairman.
The CIIAInirAx. All right. And then I am going to recognize Senator

I.ahy.
Senator TOWER. May I say that tuìe paraniount reason for the Amen-

(afl j)res(91ce in I'Vestel']l J1rol)e is I)ecallse we perceive it to be in mir
llatu)fl;t1 ititerest to l)e t1)tr(. alI(1 it is iìot for any altruistic reason that
". :L1(' t I9e (>1 ill thP 'li1ilerrniìai 01' 1\\vl1cFt e1s, because ve
t)tJ('('i ve it to be in 011V O\V11 i iìterest.

j4 r. i t MSF'ElJ). A I >so] i i te I y. i t(l ti ìe sa i ìw t h i i ig is t rue of other
flhIi(5. rj\JÌLt j w]ïttt nìakes the 11iaiice strong and healt.liy. lt is in the
i I ItQIPSt O f :ill the 1)8rt ic i I)ahìtS.

Senator SC'OTi'. If the Seiì;itor vili yield, iiìight have 1*en a slip of
t1t( t(1flL'l(, l)Ut yCSteVTiflT I 1'iP1Id the witness say that NA_TO was for
I he Í)t'()tP(tiOfl of '\VC'StCliì Europe. Tt is my iuderstanding that the
N A T( ) rIt) re1at4,.s to Noti h Anerica as we1l as \Vesti'n Europe.

iitl tJ1LÙ w-as tiot ifl(111(lC(i ill the statenient that the distinguished
WitI)P IL)1de. A11(l T have. fl() (lOfll)t as to where. his loyalty is.

MiS. R1:IsFEu). Sui'elv. rJ.i NATO Treaty is important for the
(lefPlì( of tite Inite(i States as well as \Vestern Europe.

rrhi C i î I1IAN. Thank you.
Senator Lealiv.
Sen:itnr TAEAiiT. Mir. Chairman, on that matter I know I have sent

a numler of written questions to Mi. Rumsfeld. and I assume some
other flÌffli)e1'S of t1ì committee have. While Ihave sorne feel of what
is giì to happen on this particular nomination. I personally would
1ik( to :.Zp(' tuìe answers to iiìy written questions iiior to the time
1\J;. T!1111fe]d is voted on.

hi ÌìS\VCflh1 those (p1estions Nir. lumsfeld tbe one that I feel
v'rv P)fl4PtflC(i about is the qiiestioiì which T asked to your concept of
a i i !tlit((i ltIiClOtil \vai, something that we discussed yesterday. I get very
(Ofl(CflW(l when J see coming from tiu Pentagon or anywhere else the
°reat scenario of limited nuclear war, especially the NATO Pact
versus the Warsaw Pact. At times there seems to be almost a feeling
that after we have gone through whatever forces we have over .there
that we will start tossing tRctical warheads across the borders, and
somehow the people will make the (letermination that this is only a
tactical nuclear war and we will keep it limited. But I am not so sure
how we sinal that intention or just how we signal our reaction when
lucy toss b9ck only a nice limited one on their side. and we toss one, and
bzck and forth. After aI1, we oily wipe out Czechos'ovakia or they
''iie ont Chicao so it is a limited exercise. I am very onernec1 about
that. T eannt conceive of a situation where we start off using so-called
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form of n qllestion. I lx~lieve that would he true. 'Vould you ('onfi1'Jll
that ~

. .~r. ~UMSF}~U). 'Fhere is HO (}ue.stion hut tlmt is correct. OUI' intcl'Psts
h(~:"'1n wIfh the ITIlIted Sto:ks of America.

Sennto." ScoT'r. And tJlC'n ~J>J'ead out froll1 there. And this would also
ll(~ tnlt~ WJth ]sracl 01' any other nation of the world.

M1'. nl~~IHI'·E~~I>.That lS correct. And it is also troe on the part of any
otll~~r llatIOJ~ of the wor1<L tImt their interest begins with theruselves.
~nator SCOTI'. I thank you, 1\11'. Rumsfeld.
.And tha.t is all I have. 4

The CIIAIR~IAN. Thank JOU very much.
~enatorTOWER. I ha,'~ abrief cOlnlnent, MI'. Chairn1an.
fIle CIL\IR~IAN.All nght..A.nd then I an1 goil1O' to recoQ11ize Senator

Leahy. 0 e

Senator TO~vER'.,.MayI say that tlle paranlOunt reason for the A.meri
(·:ln. PI·(·~·.n('(' In ", estern Euro})r is brcausc wc perC'Pive it to be in our
natlOJla} Illtpl"Pst!o 1)(' tlH'J'('. ~l1Id it is not for :lll'y nltl'uistic renson tImt.
w(' a r:(' t !H\l'e or. 1Il tIm ~r('d Itpl'l'n lH'a 11 ()l' H llywlwl'p. ('1se, lxwlluse wc
pl'l'('('1 \'(' It tu UP, In Ollr OWll i Iltt'!,pst.
. ~fr. Ht';\UWELI>. Ahsohlt('}\"..\nd tlw SaHH' thiHO' is trlle of other

allj(·s. TImt is ",hat makrs tI;p alliancc stl'OllO' and l:;:alt,hy. 1t is in the
llJtPT(>st of an tIw pnrti('ipants, r-- •

SellatO)' ScorJ'. If tIIe Sp,nntol' win yi(']d~ IIIig-ht have })(,(,11 a slip of
tlIP t<HI~\I(', hut yest(\l'day I lw:\nl thf' witness sav that N.ATO was fOt
t IJe protp(·tioll of 'VesteTJl E\ll'o}w. Tt is mv ni1del'standino' t.hat the
?\.\ TO Tn'aty l'elat·es to So!'t h Amel'jca ase wrH as 'VestN~\ Europe.
.\!Hl tlwt "'as not in('lndrd in thr statement that the disting1:tished
"'Itl}(""'~ Ill:Hl(\<. And I have HO (lonht HS to whe.re his lovaltv iso

~1J'. H\·~ISF}:LD. SllJ'ply. TIH' XATO Tl'eaty is j'mpo1'tant for the
<1('(P1\:;(-' of th(~ "rilite<l Stahls as wplI as 'Ypstern EUl'ope.

T})(~ Cl L\ IIL\L\ N. Thank YOll.

~('nat()l'Lpahv.
Smlafol' LK\Iir. Mr. Chninnan, on that mattpr I know I have sent

a llllln!tpl' of written qnestions to :1\1]'. Rllffisfeld. and lassurne sorne
oth('T' lllPHlhers of thp. commiUN' hnve·. 'Yhile I han~ same feel of what
js going- fo happen on this pUl'ticnlar nomination. I personally would
1ikp, t () ~P(' t he answers to my written questions prior to the time
~f J'. T:H1II~fpld i8 \'oted on.

In all~\n'l'ln!! thos(1 fl'lC'stions. ~II'. Umnsfehl. tl)e one thnt I fcpl
Yt'I'V "olll'pl')wd ahont 1S tlw oll{'stion which I aske{\ to your concept of
H 1i init(·d nu('lNu' wn.l', something that We, dis('ussed yesterday. I gpt very
('OJle.(wlIP(l when I see coming from the Pent.agon 01' anywhere else the
great scpnnrio 01 lirnited nuelear war, especiall:v the NATO Pact
verRUS t]w Warsaw Pact. At t.in1es there seems to be almost a feeling
that after we have ~one throuQ'h whatever forces we have over there.
that we will start tossin~ tactical warheads across tIle borders, and'
somehow the people wil1mak~ the de~er!lli!lation that this is only a
tuctical nuclear war and we wIll keep It hrnlted. But I arn not so sure
how we signal t.hat intention. or just how we siP'llal our reaction when

.thev to~s bAck onlv a nice lirnited one on their sine. a.nd we toss one, and
back a~d forth. Afwr all, we only wi~ out Czechoslovakia 01' they
,wine out ChicaltO. soit is a limite\l exerClS6. I am very con~ernedahnut.
that. I cannot conceive, of a situatIon where we start oft' USlnp: so-called
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tactical nuclear weapons without escalating to the strategic nuclear
weapons. There is such mammoth overkill potential between our two
countries that I wonder if our children will exist at the same age as yoa
and I are now. So I am particularly concerned about those questions.

There is one other question. We talked about the question of lobbying
here today. Some members of your staff are aware of the fact that
throughout the summer my office has been working on the number in
the Defense Department involved in lobbying. The indication is now
that the amount of money being spent is far in excess of what the budget
indicates. The, problem is the definition of what is or what is not
lobbying. I proposed language in the new appropriatioìs bill yesler(hty
which would niore clearly define that.

Onthe other hand, we hìave heard of improprieties involved in
lobbying for th Defense Department, th goose hunting in Mry1and
and so forth. Will there be regulations with you as Secretary of Defense
whereby Pentagon officials will have to list gifts contuds, free trips,
and so forth, from defense contractors?

Mr. RtTMSFEI4D. Senator, that question c: me ip earl icr w ith Senator
Hart. And wo Ila(i a philosophical diScussion about it. I indicated to
hirn that I would certainly review what procedures there are. that
I am sensitive to the pro)osa1s that you are referring to. I have
looked at them with respect to where they have been instituted else-
where in Federal, State, and local government. I don't have any con-
clusions at this time, except to say that I am very anxious to see that
that Department, and indeed all of the Government, operate in a way
that merits and receives the confidence of the American people.

Senator LEAHY. The thing that bothers me is that I think the Amer-
ican people would have a lot. more confidence in all areas of the. Goy-
ernment if there was total disclosure of lobbying activities. I require
everybody in my office to make a record when any lobbyist from any
source approaches us. I think this is good. We should refuse all gifts.
I am not raising the flag for us. I think all people in the Government
should do so. But the most important thing is to make it public and
let the public know exactly what is there.

If the public thinks it is fine for Defense officials to be spending
millions and millions of dollars of the taxpayers money to go out and
do something with Northrop, that is fine. They will say so. But they
should know exactly what is going on. Or, if they think it is fine for
Members of Congress to take junkets on corporate planes or whatever,
or Defense Department officials, fine. But let's make that plain. And
that covers all branches of Government..

- Mr. Rimrsw. Over the years, as a general rule, I have tended to
feel that we would probably have more success by trying to correct
problems through disclosure, as you are suggesting, than we will
through trying to set specific statutory prohibitions. I find that the
latter tend to lend themselves to circumvention, whereas disclosure
does, in fact, leave for others the ability to make those )UdgmefltS.
So as a general principle, that tends to be my view.

enator LEAHY. One last think. I was in .Termont last night, my
home State. I have bee,i somewhat critical of our involvement in the
Indian Ocean, and the enlargement of our presence there. And I had
some written questions about that. But one thing I noticed was a
stQry in all our local papers about how "Pentagon officials" or "senior
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taetical nuelear weapons without escalating 10 the strategie nuclear
weapons. There is such mammoth overkill potential between our two
eountries that I wonder if our ehildren will exist at the same age as you.
and I are now. So I am partieularly concerned about those questions.

There is one other question. We talked about the question of lobhying
here today. Some members of your staff are aware of the fact that
throughout the summer my offiee has been working on the num.ber in
the Defense Department involved in lobbying. The indication is now
that the t\mOllnt of money heing spent is far in exress of what the hndget
indicates. The prohlenl is the definition of what iR 01' what is not
lobhyin~.I proposed lallt:ruagoe in the new approp"iatiolls bill yesterdav
which would nlore clearly define that. .,

On the other hand, we have heard of improprietipsinvol VNl in
lobhying for the Defense Department, tllP goose hnnting in Marylnlld~
and so forth. Will there be regulations with you as Spcretary of DefllnSO
whereby Pentagon officials will have to ]jgt gifts, eontads, frce trips,
and SO forth, from defense contraet.ors? .

MT. RUMSFEI.D. Senator, thnt quest,ion (':Hn~ up earlipl' with SenatOI'
Hart. Anrt wo liäd a philosophiral discllssion about it. I indiented to
hirn tImt I would certainly review what procedures there ar~~ t hat
I am sensitive to the proposals that you are referring to. I haye
looked at thpnl with respect to where they have been instituted else
where in Federal, State, and local government. I don't have any COll

clusions at this time, except to say that I am very anxious to see that
that Departm.ent, and indeed a11 of the Government, operate in a way
that merits and receives the confidence of the American people.

Senator I.JEAHY. The thing that bothers me is that I think thc Anler
ican people would have a lot more confidenee in aU areas of the Gov
ernment if there was total disclosure of lobbying activit~es. I require
everybody in my office to make arecord when any lobbYIst from any
souree approaches uso I think this is good. We should refuse aH gifts.
I am not raisingo the flag for uso I think aB people in the Governmcnt
should do so. Hut th~ most important thing is to make it public and
let the public know exactly what is there.

If the public thinks it is fine for Defense officials to be spending
millions and millions of dollars of the taxpayers money to go out und
do sOlnething with Northrop, that is fine. They will say so. But they
'should know exactly what is ~oing on. 01', if they think it is fine for
Memhers of Congress to take j unkets on corporate planes or whatever ~

or Defense Department officials, fine. But let's make that plain. And
that covers all branches of Government.

..Hr. RUXBFELD. Over the years, as a general rule, I have tended to
fool that we would probably have more success b~ trying to corre.ct
problems through disclosure, as you are suO'gestIng, than we WIll

through trying to set specific statutory prohibitions. I find that the
latter tend 10 lend themselves to circumvention~ whereas disclosure
does, in fact, Ieave for others t}le ability to maKe those judgments.
So as a geI!eral principle, that tends to be m'f view.

&nator LunT. One last think. I was in Vermont last night, my
horne State. I have been somewhat eritical of our involvement in the
Indian' Ocean, and the enlargement of our prese~ce there. And I had
sorne written questions about that. But one thIng I notlCed was 8.

"p JI! • 1" " .story in aH our Iocal papers about how entagon olucla s or senIor

•
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Pentagon officials" or "unnamed Pentagon officials" warned of the
huge buildup in Somalia and how endangered we aro because of the
Congress not recognizing the terrible threat to our national security
i.n the Indian Ocean and so forth. I had some difficulty in determining
;Iust what the threat is to our national security there. But be that as
it maT, it seems that every time the Congress makes a cut in the de-.
fense »udget,or every time that we take action counter to the Pentagon
1me, almost immediately thereafter there are the stories that come
out in the paper from high unnamed sorces. I have no objection to
stories coming out but put a name on them, and get away from the
anonymous comment rule. I feel that names should be put on sources
of information as it comes out.

Mr. RUMSFELD.YOU are trying to remake America.
I am being facetious. The way of life in this town is for unnamed

sources to gwe it out, I find.
.
Senator LEARY. Of course it is. And it means that they can hide be-

lund it. One of the problems of our Government is that it i so irre-
sponsible that you can't point your finger at anybody who hats made a
tatemnt. That is what irks me.

Mr. l:uwi:w. It is. It is frustrating to hetr inort't'et s@r uid
not know where they come from nor the individual who started them.

Senator LLuiy. I agree. When. a story comes out. of the Pentagon
I would be happy to have a name on it as a source. We may be generat-
ing some of the more substantive issues that you raised today.

Mr. RUMSFELD. The problem with what your suggestion is it seems
to me is that to achieve what you suggesting-4f I am not mistaken,
one former Secretary of Defense tried to achieve it, and it was called
muzzling in the Pentagon when there was an effort to try to have the
office of the Secretary of Defense manage the relationship so that they
would do it in a certain way.

Senator LEAJIT. I am saying just the opposite. I am saying that all
these sources encouraged them to come out, even the dissenting views.

Mr. RUMSFIELD. I see. Encourage them to say something in the press
but ask that theifnames be included.

Senator LEAHY. I realize that that is not going to werk. I realize
that some of the tips that have come out have been very good for this
country. But it seems that these things always corne out just as soon
as we make a vote contrary to the Pentagon's desires. You can't tell
people not to do it, of course not. I am not going to infrmge on any-
body's first amendment rights. But let's make it more open. If the
Pentagon wants to get into that kind of a dialog via the press, let
it be done openly.

Mr. Rui,su. I see. I would not want to pretend that I hiow the
.A solution to that problem. I know that when I was Director of the

O11ce of Economic Opportunity, every time a budget item would come
ov-er from the Office of Management and Budget on a confidential
basis individuals who wanted to affect a certain program favorably or
adversely would immediately get that out anonymously in the news-
papers, so that the proponents or opponents of that would be activated
to get engaged in the process.

Senator TAPiIY. I don't mean to labor this, Mr. Chairman, because
that is really a very minor point. My real concern is very much in
hearing the respondes on the question of nuclear war. And I realize

L
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Pentagon officials’? or “unnamed Pentagon officials‘’ wmmd of the 
h u e  b d h p  in Somalia and how endangered we are becausa of the 
Congress not recognizing t,he te,rrible threat to our national security 
in the Indian Ocean rtud so forth. I had some difficulty in determining 
just what  the  threat is to our national security there. But be chat as 

it seem that every time the Congress makes a cut in the de- 
Z E L d g e t ,  or every time  that we take action counter to the Pentagon 
line, almost immediately thereafter  them are the stories that come 
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stories lcormng out but ut a name  on  them, and get away from the 
anonymous ~omment xx P e. I feel that names should be put on sources 
of informahion as it comes out. 

Mr. RUMSFELD. YOU are trying to remake  America. 
I am being facetious. The way of life in this town is for unnamed 

sources to give it, out, I find. 
Senator LEAHIT. Of course it is. And it means that t,lley can hide be- 

hind it. One of the problcms of our Government, is t.lmt+ it is SO k c -  
sponsible that you can’t point your finger at. snytmd?; who has nlade a 
statement. That is what irks me. 

Mr, Itr: MWWIB. It is. It is frustrating to hear ~I\CNXW?Z *z.Lm rmd 
Ilot know where they come from nor the individual who started them. 

Senator LEAHY. I agree. When a s t o r y  comes out. of the Pentagou 
I would be ha py to have a  name on it as a sourws. We may be generat- 
in some of t R e more subst’antive issues that you raised today. %Ir. FUMSFELD. The problem with  what your suggestion is it seems 
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would do it in a certain way. 
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these sources  encouraged them to come out. even the  disenting views- 

Mr. RUMSFIELD. I &e. Encourage them td say somdhing  in  the press 
but ask that their names be included. 

senator ~ A H Y .  I realize that  that is not going to work I realize 
that some of the  tips  that have come out have been very good for this 
country. But it seems that these things  always come out just as soon 
~ls we make a vote contrary to the Pentagon% desires. You can’t tell 
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’ A whtion to that problem. I know that when I wa,s Director of the 

office of Economic Opportunity, every time a budget item wouldmme 
over from.the OfIice of Management and Budget on a confidential 
basis individuals who  wanted to affect a certain program favorably or 
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Pentagon ofticials" or "unllamed Pentagon otficials~' warned of the
huge buildup in SO~8:lia and ho,,: ~ndangered we are 1?ooause of the
90ng ress ~ot recognlZIUg the te,rrlble threat to our natIonal security
~n the IndIan Ocean and so forth. 1 had some diffieuIty in determining
Just wh~t the threo.t is to ou~ national seeurity there. But be that as
It may, It seems that every tIme the Congress makes a cut in the de
f~nse budget,.or every time that we take action counter to the Pentagon
Ime, abnost lmmedlately thereafter there are the stories th80t come
out .in the ]?aper from high unnamed sorces. I ho.ve no ohjection to
stones comIng out but put a name on them, and get away from the
anonymous eomment rule. I feel that names should be put on sources
of information as it comes out.

Mr. RUMSFELD. You are trying to remake Ameriea.
"1 am being täCetious. The way of life in this town is for unnamed

sources to give it out, 1 find.
.Se~a1or LEAHY. Of course it iso A.nd it means that they eRn hide he

lund It. One of the prob](\Jns of our Government is t.hat it iR BO irrc
sponsible t.hat you ean't point your finger at :luJhod y who hf:l..~ nlftoe a
Sttat.emnnt. That is what irks me. .

lfr. Jb:M~f~~IJ1). It is. It is frust rating to hf\nr in('orl'\X~ st0ri~ und
nötlCnow where they come from nor the individual who starteJ thNn.

Senator LEAlIY. I agree. 'Vhen. 80 story comes out of the Pentagon
~ would be happy to have 80 na~e o~ it 80S a source. "~e may be generat
Ing some of the more subst.antlve lSSUes that you raJsed today.

~{r. RUMSFELD. The problem with wha.t Jour suggestion is it seems
10 me is that to aehieve what you sug-gestIng-if I am not mistaken,
one former Secreta'ry of Defense tried to achieve it, and it was called
muzzling in the Pentagon when there was an effort to try 10 have the
office of the Seeretary of Defense manage the relationship so that they
would do it in a certain way.

Senator LEAHY. I sm saying just the opposite. I am saying that all
these sourees encouraged them to come out, even the dissenting views.

Mr. RUMSFIELD. 1 see. Encourage them to say something in the press
hut 80sk tnat theit names be included.

Senator LEAHY. I realize that that is not going to w'Ork. I realize
that some of the tips that have eome out have booD. very good for this
oountry. But it seems th80t these thingsalwavs oome out just 80S soon
as we make a vote contrary to the Pentagon·'s d~sires. You can't teIl
people not to do it, ·of course not. I am not going to infringe on any
body'sfirst amendment rights. But let's make it more open. If the
Pentagon wants to get int<> that kind of a dialog via the press, let
it he done openly.

Mr. RUMSFELD. I see. I would not want to prctend that I know the
solution to that llroblem. I know that when I was Director of the
Oftice of Economlc Opportunity, every time a budget item would,co~e
over from' the Office of Management and Budget on a confidential
basis individuals who wantecl. 10 affect a certain program favorably or
adversely would immediately get that out anonymously in the .news
papers, so that the proponents or opponents of that would be actIvated
to ~ten~d in the process. . .

:Senator LE.:\IIY. I don~t mean to labortJus, Mr. ~alrman, beeau~
that is really a very minor point. )Iy real concern IS verymuch. In
hearing ·the ~sponses on tbe question of nuc1ear war. And I reahze
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that some of that may be of a classified natüre. But I am far more:
concerned about that than who starts the seari stories. Thank you.

The ChAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator; timuk you very iiiiieli.
Senator Taft.
Snator TAri'. I have no questions.
The Cn4%InMAN. Gentlemen, we have first the request from Senator

McIntyre of our committee for Senator Mnskie to be pmniitted lo
submit questions to Mr. Rumsfeld for answers for the rorl. I jiu1
there i no objection. He dici not have them in writing a minute ago nìd
Ihelditup.

Is there o1jection ?
The Chair hears no objection. Therefore it will be permitted. And

I call those to your attention. Mr. Ruimsfeid, for an answer real soon.
[ Questions referred to foU ow:]

QuisTJoN Sunn'm» ny SENATOR Musxii

QueRtkm. During Jni of this year. I kenme eoneernel with reports frv4p-
ing ont of Spertary Sbleinger's negotiations with the Be1jan defense offieib
for snie of' th 1'-1(; flighter nirernft that a trade-off has Iwen made unr wIiid
the Department of Defense would give favorable eonsi&rntion to a Bp1ri:,i,
manufaeturQll machine gun for use as the Army's new tank mounted niachiie
gun.

T wa pnrtieularly ditnrhed because the Maremount Corporation of Sao
Maine was the leading eontender for rnet4lng the Army's needs in this regarl
wIth their M-OO-E2 machine gun. Awtird of this contract to Fabrique Nationahì
would result In the termination of thp M-4k) line at Maremount wheu the preeiit
('dfltrnet expires In July of 1976. ThIs will zot only exacerbate Uflfleeeptnb1
high Ioeal and national unemployment IevIs lint also risk dependence on a
Ronree foreign sipp1kr for an Important weapons system. The adverse eeonornie
eonJ4PqlIencPs WOUl(1 1* fuit not only in Maine Lmt also In areas such ns N'w
lia fl)P$hi re and 1'vtLIslv n nia where Importa n t t.n1 eontracting work is performed.

Maremount Corporation Is the single 1trgest employer In the Saco area and
approximately two-thirds of their 1.200 elnployeeM are Involved In defense work.

After repeated Inquiries from the Maine Congressional delegation, we received
assurance from Secretary Schlesinger that tio commitment has been ¡nade to,
purchase the Belgian wenpon an(l that. a 1veh3on on this contract would he
rna(le OU the basis of flic merits of tite vezIweti'e weapons after extensive
te4I ng.

That testIng Is now being coudneted at Fort Carson, Colorado and Aheri1en
Proving (rounds In Maryland and is being reviewed by the General Accounting
Office for fairness anti accuracy. Tue tests should he completed within the next
few weeks.

I would appreciate your personAl assurances as we review your nomination as
Secretary of Defense that. you will give no special consideration to the Belgian
competitor for this contractFabrique Nationale, and that the lina! decision on
this procurement will be based on the merits and relative eosts of the competing
weapons including total life cycle costs. with due consideration to the importance
of maintain4ng a domestic supplier of this weapons system.

Answer.. It is and will he the U. S. goal to obtain the best weapon for the
American soldier. A decision on a contract for the M-60 tank machine gun
i1I beinadeon the.basis of the merits of the respective weapons after extensive

testing, their relative costs, and with a recognition of the broadly supported
goal of Increased standardization with NATO.

fDiiiion oIT the record.]
Th CnATntAN. Gentlemen, are there any other questions now for

Mr Rumsfeld ? :

I have just one or to points I want to make.
Mr. Rumsfeld, I havein preparation a letter originally to be (llrcCtC(l

to Mr Schlesinger, but it will be directed to von now, just a general
overall proposition of whether or not the public funds, appropriated
funds are beingused in connection with paying expenses and entertain-
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that some of that may be of a clnssifted nature. But I am fnr ßlOr.c:
concemed about t11at than who starts the scare stories. Thank yOll. ..

The CUAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator; thnnk you very nuwh. .
Senator Taft. . ".. . ,
&nator TA J~r. I hnve no qu~stions. ' .',
The CnAluMAN. Gcnt~emen,we hnve first thp 1"{~(ln('st floom RNIUfolo

McIn~yre of.our comlnlttee fOJO S{\nat.or lIuskie to he pm·nlitted to
subml~ quest.I~ns.to ~{ro ~umsfeld for ans'yers ~o!" the ,·(word. I ju(lg'p
there J~ no obJectlon. He du} not havc them 111 wrltIng a luinnte ago und
1 held It up. .

18 th('re ohjeetion ~

Tbe Chair hears no objection. Therefore it will })(.. perrnitted. ,..\11(1
1 eaJl thosc to your attention, lire Unmsfeld, for an answer rcnl SOOJl.

[Questiolls referred to follow :]

QtTF...'iTIOX SUU'I{rl'TF.J) ny SENATOR 1\IuSKIt~

Quelftioo,. DnrinJ:' .JmlP of thlf; ypur. I JIP('fune ('on('prnPfl wHh rpport~ dt'\'plntt.
inJ: ont 01 Rp<·r(ltnr}' RrhlefllnJrpr'f; np~otiationR with tlw ßpl~inn dpfpnsp offi(·iall'(
for Rnlp 01 tlu' F-lft fliJthtPT niT('rnft thnt n tra(lp-otf baR h",pu lllndp nndpr whkh
t.lle Df.partmpnt uf D('fpnse would "ivp faTorahle c()n~id(·I·ntion to n ßf>hriulI
manutactured maclline gun tor use 8~ thp Army's new tunk lUotlnt~l ll1ucbiJlt,
gun., '" .,.'".

I WaJil partic111arly di~ttlrhPd hpcnn~p the Mnremount. Corporntion of SM·",
Malne waR the leadinJt' ('ontender for m~in::t the- Army's n~dß in tbis re"arc)
with tbelr M-60-E2 mft('hinp. gun. Awurd of tbis contract to Fabrlque Nationnh· .
would result in the tprmination of the )1-60 line at Maremol1nt wlJeu the pre~ellt

f"Ontrnct expfreR In .Tnly of 1976. Thi~ will not only exaeerbnte unac('('pt:lhJ~'

high local anel nntlonnl nupmployment )PVplf; hut a)so risk deppndpnce on :t soJp
Ronree forehOl ~npplipr for an important W(~nponR Rystem. The ndversP ecemnmiC'
romcpquen(!tlR wOll1d he r..tt not only in Mlline hut also in arpnR f'll1cb Rl'( Np\\,
IInm}lRhire am} P('lUl~~'I\"ll11ia where importnnt ~nhcontractingwork i81){>rforJUNl.

Marf'monnt ~orporatl()n IR thf\ sinJrle Inl'Jrf\~t employer in thc Saro arf'3 :lIld
OllJ..•...ximately two-thirds of tbeir 1.200 P1l1ployPf1~ are involved iu flpfense wnrk.

After rept'atpd inquirie!'l from the Mainp Con;:rp!'lSiOllSI delp~ation, we rPef'h'pfl
nf;lo\Urance from Spcr(·t.ary S('blpsill~pr thnt 110 C'ommitment baR heen madp to,
)ll1rcbase tbe ßtohdnn wPllltOn amI thnt a e1t'('lI-;lon on tbis rontract wnnlel hf'
made on tJle hßf~iR 01 fht' JJ1Prits of tlte ..P:O:I ...·dive wenpons llftpr pxten!';in·.
te~~tJnJt'.

Tbat t.p.f;tln~ jf; now hpinJ{ ('onductpcl fit }"nrt Cßr~on, C.olorado and A1)(~nlppn

Provin~ Grol1ncl~ in Mnrylnndolld IR lwinJr 1'p\,ipw{'(1 hy tlle Genpral A('rollntiJl~

Offi<.>e tor fairness and nCCl1ra('l'. '1'11e te~ts ShOll1d be ('omllleted within the IlPxt
few weekR.

I would apJlreciate yonr perf;onnl n~snrnnC'Ps 'ßS we revipw your nomination n~

Secretary of Dpfense thnt yon will give no Rppcial ronfliderntlon to thp ßel~nn

competftor for this contract-.}~ahrlque Natiollalp, und thnt tbe flnnl decision on .
thls procurement will be based on the merits anfl relative costs of the coIDppting
weapons tncluding total life <,y<,le costs, with duc ('onsideration 1.0 the importancp
ot maintaining a domestic supplier of this weapons system, ,

Answe.r.. It. 18 and will be tbe li.S. ~oal to ohtain the best weapon for thp
Ameriean soldler. A dpchdon on a contrnct ror the M-60 tank machine 1!1111
Will 00' made 'on tbebasiR of the merits of fhe reospectfve "'f'8I){m.~ after f'xten~iyp
testlng. tbeir relative cost~. and with a· re<'oJrnition of the hroadly supportf'd
goal of ln~ased stanl1ar{lizatlon witb NATO.

fDiscussion oft' the record.] . , .
The CHAJR]\(AN. Gentlemen, are there nny other ql1eshons now für

Mr "Rnm!'lfeld' .'
: I have justoo{';or two points I 'wa~t to make. .. .

Mr. Rumsfeld, I have.in 'preparatJon a letter ongJnally.to be <hrectetl "
to Mr. Sehle8in~r, hut' it will be directe.d to ypu now, lust age~et'al
overall proposition of whether or not (,he J!ubhc funds, appropnat.pd
funds are beingused in connectioll with paYlng expellses and el1terl:un-
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mént for lobbying purposes, or for whäteverpurposes in that gcneril
fleld. i was shocked to have "reliable sources out of the Pentagoit"lie
1 a bearded old man, he brings in a good deal of mischief, but some-
times. he is rightbut anyway, they said on relitthle sources that pub-
Iic funds, 8PPtP11atetI Inoliev, WCflt to )8» tins. Now, the comüuttee
18 a11eonPtIlekl flboflt that. IVe ivill get that letter on over there to you.
And it will get tlwi'e about, the time you gt't there, maybe. And Ihope
you will S('( that it us gtveui proper attention.

Mr. RUMSFEI4I). I will indeed.
'There is one tliìng that, I just note that I failed to do. Seutator ,J;wk-

son gave me Some questions in writing to respond to. 'We have been dis-
cussing them iii here, but I have never submitted them for the record.
his questions ftnd the. answers have not been submitted for the record.
They iia% lwen (liscussed generally. but they have not beeit sulHnhttid.

'rue ( ui,iuttx. Ts there ()bjectli)IÌ to suulniiitted questiis here?
And you SRY von I,ave some of tue nnsVers rendy ?
:ii r. ltrMs1I'L4rs. Y1II 8hlS'V(tS ;rert9Uly.
'II)( \VìthOl!t tbjectioiì they vi1l be adnuitteci to flit'

rt4*or( I.
(S )flgC 27.)
'I'h( . I want to tunke one more point here.
i I1UV(1 referrP(l to nititters given your personal attention. I think

you would like to have sometimes over there, talented men that you
can call to give you special in-depth reports o» these matters. I dont
think you can do it all yourself. But. more particularly I wanted to
direct your attention to the l)roi)leI1 of procurement, particularly
fluose expeuisive weapons. And I have been harping on this ever siiice
I have l)een chairman. lt is l)vzIultulJlY speculative function, because
after all the Congress doesn't let the oiutract. But I think you ought
to puts tfl()IC of 'V011i' l)cst talent. those in the military uiiiforin. oit this
problem of l)I0CU11Te1t. Afl(l I found out that it is not a road to J)10-
motionit is not considered a iozicl to l)romotion at least. And there is a
(liSpOSition for that reason iutiyhe to sidestep it. But I am back to that
oit! subject. of some of our money being takeui for personnel and so little
left to weaponry. which is going up all the tune, aiul will continue to
go Iii), tle \VeflpOilS iii that iiiatter of procurenient. kiui you vili there-
liv have a (11a11(P to get more foi yoiu dollars as an increasing priority
anti inhl)ortance. AiI(l you have a lot of l)iglIl%' C01111)etelit iueii I be-
1ieve in uniform. And if 'von eould see fit to try to consider alul put in
ellect au iuiiiovatioui along that line I believe it is one of tue best
things that you can (IO. I really don't think that Congress, although
it could (lo something more tuait we are doing. perhaps, I (lon't believe
that Congress being a legislative body, can be effective as the Execu-
tive in that field of letting contracts.

W7otild 3'OU reSpOil(l to tlfttt ? lkCallSC I think it is a fumlamental
I)I'OblCifl you have.

Mr. RUMSFEIA). I agree fully, Mr. (iiairmaui that it is an exceedingly
important p'bleuui not only because of the importance of those Weap-
on systems, but also, as you suggest, because óf the importance of
seeing that the taxpayers' dollars are spent in the most effective way.
:î will ascertain what the arrangements arc at the present time in the
Department. The point about the possibility of a disincentive for able
military l0l)l' to enter the l)rOdUrIlÌ(u1t art'a because of a posshle
lack of promotìoui opportunity is an important one. If that is tite case,

. I .  
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, . luentfor lobbying pnrposes, 01" for wluiteverpur}>oses in that gener:ll
Held. I was shocked to have '"reliable sources out of thc Penta~1'()n~'-he

i~ a bear<~ed ,01<1 nutn~ he brings in u. ~'ood dealof llllschief, but SOIlW
t~.mes ho 18 rll{ht-~uta.nyway,tbpy Sß,id onreIia.ble sources that {>ub
llc funds, nppl'oprlated IllOlWy, W(lut to pay tbis. Now, th~ COlnnuttee
is aH COJu'(lI'nN{ nbont that. \Ve will ~t that le.ttpr on OV(lr there to yon.
.And it will A't't t}wJ'e uoout the tinle von J.,'l."t tht'I'll, Inny!Je. Alld Ihope
rou will ~(l. thnt it. iH giVCll proper attention. .

l\lr. Rl:TlISFEU). I will incl(~d.

""Tbere. is oue tlung tImt I jnst. note that I faite<! to <10. Sc.\untor .Tat('k
son gave tne SOlnc ql1estiollS in writillg to respond to. 'Ve IUlve Utwn di~
CUSSlllg th('m in Jwre, hut I lu\\~e l1cvcr subnütted theul for Um rpco,,1. .
his questions o.n(1 thc answers have not. heen subnlitted for the recorcl.
They have~n <1is('.uss(~d gCJl(lralIv~hut. tll(~Y hnvp not IlllPll snhmiHt'd.

Tho ('II,\Jn~L\~, Ts there ()1Jjertioll to snhmitt.('d qupstiC!JlS ller(' ~
Ancl ynn sny .vOll hn\"(~ sonw 01 the anSWN"S IT:\(]Y ~ .
.l\f ". UUMI'WELJ>. Tfw nnswC't's :\rü·}'{l:ulr.
'Th(~ CIL\lItM.\~, 'Vithollt ohjection' th(')" will he ndmith'd t,n thc'

rC'f'or'C I.
(Sen pn~e 27.)
Tim CJL\ln~r.\N". I want. to nUlkc one 1l101'C point here.
I havc 1'('f(\I'1"('(l to mnttel'S given your personal attention. I think

you would like to haye smnethnes over tbere, talented m(1n that yon
ean call to give you spedal in-<lepth reports Oll these maUers. I <lon·t
t.l~ink yon ean do ~t a1l yoursplf. ßut Jn01'e particularly I want(~d to
(h1'eet your att('utIon to tlle probl('lll of procurement, particularly
t.hose eXIWllsi"e weapons. Antl I hRYC been hnrping on this ev<,l' sillec
I have heen chairman, It is pl'imRl'ily a spcculntive function~ becansc
after ull thc Con~I'pss <!ocsn't h,t tltt' c·ontract. Hut I think )'Oll ol1~ht
to put lliore of YOlt1· hc~t tu lpnt, thosl' in thc military uniform, Oll tltis
prohletn of procul"(lment. AmI J fmuHl out thnt. it. is not a roa.1 to ])1'0

motion-it is not. considel'('d n }'oad to proßlotion nt least. And there is n
disposition for that I"(luson lImylK' tu sidest.pp it. Dut I ntn back to that
old subject of SOUle of our IllOJWY lwin~' tak<'n for persnnnel n,nd so ]iHle
Jeft to wcnponl'Y~ whieh is g'oin~ Hp ull the tüne, and will cOl~t.inn(l to
go Hp, thc wpupons in thnt mnttl~J'of 1)J'ocnrenlent. AntI YOl1 WIll thCJ'(l
hy ha.\'e n. c')UU1<'(' to ~('t mOl'p fol' )'0111' dollar's as an iJl<'I'(ln8in~priol'ity
und inl})Or'tanefl, Alld yon ]mn~ n lot of hi#!hly (·Ollllwt(\ut. lueH, I 1)(·- .
Jhwc, in uniform. AntI if )'Oll ('onhl seC' fit t.o try to consi<lcr und pnt in
cjrt'ct 1\11 innovation ulong tImt ]in(\. I bcJie\~e it is OBe of thl~ best
!.hings thut JOu cll.n <io. I renlly don~t t.hi!lk that COl1gress,. ~ltho~lgh
lt could do 8OmetlUl1g luore thon we are dOll};!, perhnps. I dont hchcve
tliat Congress~ beinga legislative body, eRn be, effectiyc as the EX(lcn
tive in that field of letting cOlltracts. .. .

Would you respontl to f.hat ~ Uce:ntse I think it, is n fun<laulental
prohleul )?OU hnvc. ., . .

Mr, RUMRFJ<~I.ll. I agree full)', ~Ir. Chanmall, tImt It 18 an exCt.l(\;(hn~ly
importallt proli'1eUl, 110t only be,cauS(' oi the importance of those we,ap
on systems, hut n1so, as you suggest, becsl!se of the impol~,ance of
seeing that tbc taxpayers' dollars are spent In t.he most eff~tlv~ way.
I will ascerb\in what tbe arran~mentsare at the present hOle In the
Dellartnlcnt. 'l'he point about the possihilit.y of a dlsincelltive for ~hle
IniIitary JlcoJ>l~ to euter th~ }J~nl~lll(\nt urea heclluse of.n l)os.~lhlc
lack of prornohon OpportlUl1ty 18 an Ullllortant 011(1,. Tf dUlt IS t.ht1
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that is worth 1ookin into. Certainly the other suggestion about iii-.volving good people in that process, I certainly would agree with.The Cn&mu. I hopeyou follow up ou that.
I asked Mr. Packard to get into that phase. of it, and he showedsome interest in it. But, of course, he had so many things, and hedidn't stay too long.
Do you have anything else now you wish to say ? You haven't beenput on the griddle, but you have had a lot of questions thrown at

you. They have been difficult and in depth. And I thought you showeda fine knowledge of this subject matter. And I will give you 6 monthsmore, and at the end of 6 months if you are confirmed you will have alot of additional knowledge on this subject.
Is there anything you want to say ? I thought a man should be ableto come to bat oi his own after such a long examination.Mr iisrtu. Mr. Chairman, II think I will pass. I thank you verymuch for your courtesies. It lias been a pleasure to be here.
The ChAIRMAN. After all, I invited you to say something, but I

think you are rather wise just to let it rcsL
( Whereupon, at 12 noon the hearing was concluded.-)

LATER COMMITTEE ACTION
The Armed Services Committee met in open session at 3 p.m. onThursday, November 13, 1975, añd voted to favorably report the

nomination of 1)onald Rumsfeld to be Secretary of Defense. The vote
was 16 in favor, noue opposed, with all members being recorded.
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some interest in it. But, o course,  he had 80 'many things, and he 
didn"t stay too long. 

Do you b v e  anything else now you wish to my8 You haven't been 
put on the griddle,  but you have had s lot of questions thrown at 
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LATER COMMITTEE ACTION 

Tho Armed Servicea Committee met in open  session at  3 p.m. on 
Thursday, November 13, 1975, and voted to favorably re ort the 
nomination of I>onald Rumsfeld to be Secretary of Defense. h e  vote 
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. that i. worth looking into. Certainly the other 'sugestion about in~' ,""
vol~ good people In that process, I certainly woUfd agree with. .

The CJIAIID[AN. I hope you follow up Oll that., .
1 asked Mr. Packard to get into that phase' oi it, and he showed

some interest in it. But, of course, he had so'many things, and he
didn't sta.y too longe .

Do you have anything else now you wish to say' You haven't been
put on the griddle, but you have had a lot of questions thrown at
you. They have been difficult and in depth. And I tho~ht you showed
a fine lmowledge of this subject matter. And I will give you 6 months
more, and at the end of 6 months if you are confinnoo you will have a
lot of additional knowledge on this subject.

Is there anything you want to sny ~ I thought a. man should be able
to come to bat Oll hIS own after such a long examination.
~. Mr. Chairman, I think I will pass. I thank you very
mueh for your courtesies. It has been a pleasure to be hem.

The CHAIRMAN. After a11, I ill.v~ted. you to say somethlng, but I
thinkyou are rathcrwise justto let it rest.. ~.' ' .', ' ..

('Vhereupon, ~lt 12 noon the hearing was concluded.)

LATER COMMITTEE ACTION

Thc Armed Services Committee met in open session at 3 p.m. on
Thursday, November 13, 1~75, and voted to favorably report the
nomination of IJonald Runlsfeld to be Secretary of Defense. Tbc vote
was 16 in fn,vor, none opposed, with aU members being recorded.
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