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November 20, 1976

PERSONAL & GONFIDENTIAL- ( %
P

MEMORANDUM

T0: Jimmy Carter
FROM: Jack Watson
J David Aaron

- Dick Steadman

RE: YOUR MEETING WITH SECRETARY RUMSFELD
Monday, November 22, 1976

Secretary Rumsfeld has since leaving Congress in 1969 been succes-

sively head of OEOQ, chief staffer for the Nixon Wage-Price operation,

——— PSS

Ambassador to NAT0, White House Chief of Staff, and Defense Secretary

since November 20, 1975. As Secretary, he has not been deeply involved
in weapon systems decisions (left largely to Deputy Secretary Clements)
and he has not attempted strong éentralized mana;;ment of ghe Dapartment.
He has concentrated on relations with the Hill, the press and the public and
on being a political counselor to President Ford., His siillful briefing |
nauner ~- especially on what he likes to call "Geo-Strategic" issues --
have been effective with Congress and the media, but he 1s not a sub-
stantive figure like Secretary Kissinger or his predecessor, James
Schlesinger. |

Accordingly, it is our view and the consensus of your key defense
advisors that in this ﬁeefiug you sﬁould geek to concentrate on organi~
zational and ataffing issues, not tﬁe substance of defense policy or
international relations.
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It would be helpful if at some point you expéessedtyour gratitude

for DoD:cooperation and constructive attitude on transition matters.

I. ORGANIZATIONAL ISSUES

There are three specific organizational issues that you might wish

to discuss with Secreta;y Rumsfeld:
—= QOverall National Schritj Organization
—= DoD Organization and HanageﬁéntA
-~ Intelligence Community Organization

A. Overall National Security Organization

A key goal of the national security organization is to mesh

foreign policy -- the business of the State Department -

with the massive and costly Defense establishment. The President needs

to foster effactive leadership and decisions in these closely related

areas, and to fit the Secretary of Defense in the various major organi-

zational models.

‘=

: . N
1. Role of the National Security Advisor

The presént system has severely reduced the role of the Vhite
House Natiomal Security Advisor — Gengral Brent Scowcroft —- and left
foreign policy largely in the hands of Secretary Kissinger. There is a
view that one of the chiéf problems of this arrangement 1s Inadequate
coordination with Defense on political—militéry matters (and with
Treasury, etc., on international economic matters).

Clearly thefe have been rivalries and disputes between
Rumsfeld and Kissinger over SALT and other issues. No doubt some of
these problens (and some of ;he successes) of the present system are
attributable to the personalities of the two men, but there may be

general issues asg well.




B
oS ST

. 5 3 o
2 - L . !
" H P 1 ¥

. . G . ,' 2

:

} - He'is unli‘ely to.volunteer comments but if queotioned,

r 3 4

Secretary Ru:steld may be prepared to give fairly Erank assessnents of

A

the present system - divorced from personality 1ssses. 1 1 ;

T . .r Secretary Runsfeld nay slso be a useful source of observations
. i - Y

on the prior syatem - which gave great pouer ro Henry xissinger as the

s t T » 3
&ationsl Seeurity Advisor. (nnd, in prinoiple, to the elaborete fornnl
S j ;
VSC maehinery) nnd wbich nsde State very mnch a junior partner. 5 £
v -« “fWia® .

<__..__- ‘A portieuIar problem- with the nore i’ornal NSC wachinery is

# - 3 ¥

that 1t puts heavy denands on the time of ehe senior Defense Departnent

l

representattve. (It wss chiefly to fill tbat role that a seeond Deputy

5..

was created nt Defense.) f ; ¢ % ;

i -2 Partieipation 1n Defense Progron and Budget Decisions bx
Other égencies

An issue never successfully addressed under either of the

w ~

Lixon-?ordlxissinger systens has been affording other egencies -

1

notably Stste. ACDA. and OHB -— a neaninsful role in defense progran ;

and budget decisions. The Defense Program Review COnmittee (DPRC) vas

e

set up to perform this function within the NSC structure. It is com~

L3

posed of senior Defense Department, Stete Departnent. Treasury and OHB

i officials, and 1s fornally~ responsible'for relating defense’ prograns

and resource requirements to overall national priorities, foreign

.policies. and the federal budget.

-

' The DPRC was given a difficult nission that was complitsted
by DoD resistance and Nixon and Kissinger 8 unnillingness to confront .
DoD on weapons issues. As a consequence, in the words of Secratary -
Kissin;er.‘review of total.defense policy and requirements has "not .

been distinguished," end tlie DPRC has fallen into disuse.

[FEE F224
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é.iesnes (Vietnan. the All—Vblunteer‘Fbrce), served to decentralize

;management of the Department perhaps even nore than Laird and Packard

:, - .
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 We nuggest you ask Runsfeld's’ viewe on how to have adequate b

Presidential and !oreign policy participgdion in defense budget and policy

—

formation without 1nterfer1ug udth the Secretary 8 authordty to

manage the Departuent.

B. DOD ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT

There are some internal DoD organization aund management issues
that you may want to discuss uith_numsfeld; either becauae of their
intrinsic 1mportance or because they affect decisions about the quali-

ties needed by some high-level Defenae appointeee. Moreover, Rumsfeld

ihas reportedly epent a fair amount of tine plqnning how he vould have . :

organized the Departnent 1f Ford had won the election -~ 80 he may heve

useful 1deas on this subject. - d
1. Centralization vs. Decentralization ON \eﬁ 6“* S""/ D"‘6

HcVamara centralized DoD decision—naking in OSD. Laird

'l

sought to reveree thia procese. end fron the onteet downplayed the OSD/

&

Systems Analysis role 1n budget end weapon eyetems decieiope. In part,
Laird's decentralization waa an 1nd1rect reault of the National Security .;
Council Syaten. The single Deputy Secretary (Packard) was ' chosen to 1

manage ‘the building” and particularly to concentrate on procurement '

isenes. but he found that muth of : hie time was taken by the. preparation

for. end ‘the meetinss oﬁ. the.numeroua NSC eenior—level committees.

~

s This development, combined uith Laird's concentretion on a few 1nportant

i)

:;1ntended.~ The result was that the militnry Servicen themselvee had de ;

‘facto authority to naxe decisions in such areap as yeapon development

-




and procurexent relatively unchecked by civilian authority. Rumsfeldi?
actions, reducing further the O0SD ataff’has continued the trend.
| In our opinion, given the nature of interservice rivalries,
coherent defense strategy and force structures are unlikely to be achieved on a
decentralized basis. Normally, the partisanship of the civilian Ser-
.i vice Secretaries and their staffa vho have msnaged the Servicea has

aerved further to exacerbate the problen inherent in decentralization.
& ‘ B S
On the other haqd thu degree of centralization adopted by Hchmara elso ¥

had ita diandventages o~ tha maasive deteil to be dealt uith at the top
¥ y 1, ' - % x
¥ ik and the ill—will and resistance generated among the Uniformed Servicea.

’ !

. 2 ?% . Sng qugltionl yqu may'want to raiee with Rumsfeld in thia
% area arez % 1 3 ? E i % % ' 5 ; ; ?
2 . 5 0 g '. “: '|: / 'l "‘ E ..' ( . : ‘
; g '; - What are the strengtha end weakneaaes of i ! . :

i centralized manageuent of Defense? what have

g k .- a
¢ . o

been the difficultiea he haa faced by having a

decentralized system? 2
Y § q > : ]
'ﬁ i ’- What ere the major inatitutional barriera to a ; r | %
Secretary eatabliahing effective control of the ' -

FS AT 3 Deparment?  Would Civil Service refom. for

. : é- - example, be an important atep in improvins 3

civilian ataff and: -in raducing the need to rely
: ; on the Uniformed Services? ' '

3

§ 1 - iWhat organizational changea, if any, are" needed

-s—-f

" ! at the senior level in the Office of the Secre- p % ; f
tary of Defense? Aro two Deputiee desirable? E ) - i ) z

” f Z Should there be more? Fe#hr?

=
=
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2, The Joint Chiefs of Staff

The Joint Chiefs both direct operations of U. S. Forces,
and wake recommendations on fﬁrce structure and policy (e.g, SALT).
Most of the problems arise in their latter role. They are frequently
said to proceed by log-rolling and to fecommend either the highest
common denominator (in. force structure) of the vaguest one (in policy).

It might be useful to ask Rumsfeld what he thinks about the

_‘qu;};;y of advice from the Joint Chiefs in these latter areas and how

it could be 1mprovedf For example: '
'f- What p?@posals ha§e the Chiéfs mgde fo; chaég—
1né the?erlqymen;: of the existing force
st;uctutéé Have téey 1§telligent1y add?esse@
‘ significant changes. such as shifting carriers
.‘from the Pacific to the Atlantic, réarmiﬁg lightly-
_armed Asfan-oriented divisions to make them suit-
able f@r th§ Eutopeah theater, builéing mobile
strategic missilea,or modif}ing the amphibious role
of tﬁa Marines? whaf could be done to encourage
- them to be innovative and free of service bias?
== Would it ﬂe useful to consider having the ﬁtomotionﬁ
of those assignea to the Joint Staff made by that
staff rather than their individual Services? (This
is often characterized by critics as a step toward a
General Staff system).

3. Criteria for a Secretary of Defense

Both as a courtesy, and because of his experience, you
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may uant to ask Runsfeld's views qn uhat ktnd of person you' ahoumd

r ‘ k

be 1°°k133 fo: as Socre:ary and for o:hur top Dob joba. For' exsmpla, {

ISR T

gro. v s et

hau :lmportant ate b.xsineas akilla‘l Erior éxpetl:ise én defenae epolicy‘l

COngreslional andlor politicat experiencc? You might also auk about

a

: "combinations" of qualities 1n the'top ponitions. 0 8oy the ﬂ"‘ f°”

"busine;s uanaget" deputy uith & policy" SEcretary. Hhat qualities ;

;.are needed for tha Servica Secretariea1

c. Iutelligence Communitz Otganixation ; §
‘ e Role of the Director of Central Intelligence {nCI) “

The Director has general responsibility under the 1947 Na-
tional Security Act to coordinate the overall activitiés of the intel-

ligence community. The Secretary of Defense, however, retains authoriity

for allocating over 802 of the intelligence budget on the asserted

ground that the Milicary Services need to retain control of intelligence
-activitiés’in peacetime.to prepare for wartime;gperations.

This leaves the DCI to try to tation#lize‘iufelligence
activities without having the authority to manage all #ptelligence col-
lection programs, to task the other intelligence agencies, or to difect
the allocation of ;11 iﬁtelligence resources. The DCI must depend on his
personal relationship with the President and'his role as Director of the
CIA to carry out his coérdination responsibilities. However, the DCI
has historically not been able to insure overall efficiency in intelli-

gence operations or to avoid unnecessary duplication and waste. Moreover,

the DCI has often been viewed by other members of the intelligence com-

munity, particularly DoD, as a "biased" coordinator given his role as

Director of CIA.
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Defense‘intelligence operations eerve the Secretary of

Defense while at the same time nupplying the Uniformed Services wifh
1nte1113ence necessary fov their nilitery opetetions.

P

A new Deputy
Secretary hee benn establiahed uith npecinl reepone{bility for intel-
j.

i

.') ¥

ligence. but little seens :o have been done to reduce duplication anﬂ
vaste.;

The' Hilitcry Setvicee continue to teeiet any effot; to centrel—

P

*

ize intelligeuce operetione allegedly for fear of downgradtng their
wettime conbet 1nte1113ence cepnbllitice. The Defense Intelligence
1

Agency (DIA) continues to eerve two mantern, the Secretary of Defenee
) end the Joint.Chiefs of Staff

Aa a consequence. DIA doen not efiect~'
4 1ve1y coordinate defense 1nte1113ence activitiee and has not replaced

the 1ntelligence operntions of the eeparate nilitery eetvicee.

DIA has a
been accused of perpetuatins the very faulte 1t -was cteated in 1961 to ';
avoid +- duplication and inefficiency. ; f% ¢ 3 & :
2» : At issue ia whnt degtee of centrelization of DoD intelli—
gence activitiee 13 needed under the Secretary of Defehee.

[y

We suggest that ybu aek Secretary Rumsfeld-

g ; ‘. '._ % “ » Z.

e Hhat ehould happen to DIA? ! '{  JaiEe y ‘ L L
.; L‘A : 4 :;; ‘ A E Y "..A

. % { o A RN L
. & i S v g ;

e SAEE ne ieaes G X AR A
cre T S S DR SRR
10545 T TR AT SRR S i W R - 4 8
%), i : ¥ ¢ L 2 3 3 : s
t ¢ . X - 34 SE b LA f s, 4 §
i N u - ¢
1 % ; ¥ ue sugsest you aek Sec:etary Runsteld.; Y b/{// [
R R Shnuld the nct be given gteacer reeponeibility .
H e- "v;', 1. 3 }
& . ] . { for’ tasking intelligencc operationn and nlloc;ting-
5 % b ' L P %
o BeRl o A 1nte;113ence budget xesources? '} ? { 1)
2 A ‘. ? K 3 % %
H " - |, — Should the DCI Ue sepprnteﬁ from hie role as :
% :, ) ' s : , .:: ‘:_ :
i + 3 3 Director of the Asency? H 4 % : :
DR L 3RS SR T S B
* = * i : .
. 3, ' 2. Defense Intelligence Otganization g . ‘
L3 L 1 . 5
.? q:-. }
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— Should DIA be escablished as part of the Office of the Secre-
tary of Defease and a new small inteliigeucc staff be created

ta gerve the Chatrman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff?

J. Objective National Intelligence

The primary purpose of the U. S. intelligence organizations
is to provide objective national intelligence for the President and. other
members of the NSC. In the past, NIEs vere reviewed by a Board of sentfor
gavernment officials and scholare aasieted‘by their own staff to
insure that the DCI'B'ﬁIES vére‘objective and independent of depart-
mental bias. Today, the DCI's staff of National Intelligence Officers
coordinate the drafting aof the Natfional Intelligence Eetimatea (NIEs)
with the resc.of tha iﬁtelligence community (;ncluding annlyaté in CIA,
the Military Services, DIA, and the Stat; Department's Butcau of Intel-
ligence and Research). This solution, however, has ralsed questions
about the objectivity of the Nléa,.and it has‘beeu;suggested that CIA
has 1ts own set of institutional biases which sometimes produce high,
and sonetimes low, eatimates.

We suggest you'ask Secretary Rumsfeld:

- Uhat 15 hix asspysment of the quality and objecti-

vity of the NIEs?

— Should responsibility for produciug.the NIifle be

renoved from CIA? Should responsibility be lodged

P

again in an independent Board of senlor advisera?

Should the DCI appoint & new Deputy for Analysis
with responaibility for insuring that all the views
of the intelligence community ara included in the

NIEa?

i

il
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D. Military Assistant In The White House L.)2»7 Z! nn 7,1),“

Traditfonally, the Military Assistant in the White House has

been a general officer, but Secretary Rumsfeld recently downgraded the
{a_oaition ‘mhnei- strictly on the ground that the tasks were admini-
strative, e.g.. arren,ging ceremo'hial i'rieits and scheeuling aircraft.
‘Apparently, :lu the past, the job included more substantive responaibilit!ea
which are now handled by the NSC staff, and was thought by some to be a
potential alternat!.ve charmel between the uni.fomed military aerv!cea,aud
the Presldent. You might aak Rumbfeld ebouc the reasona for the: change. i

#

R ¢ 5% sunsmmrvz ISSUES |

3; A. Pendinx Decisiona

There have been preaa reports of efforta to accelerate Defeuae
8 decisions to lock up issues before January 20. Areas uhere such chafﬁea

" have been made include cruise: misailea, shipbuilding, a new ICBM ("ux"), v

; —_—
) some ams sales, and some base negotietions. 'l'he Defense Transition

Group has been given- a long list of -deciaiona %lﬂtely to be reﬁuired
soon after after January 20. which includea noat of the 1te|ns uentioned in
the presa. In general, you should emphasize that you reeognize the
ueed for the Defense Deyarment to continue to operate during the ’

tranaition, but thet you want to ‘be kept infomed — through your trans-

ition people and, later, your new appointeea. Re suggest you ask

Rumsfeld directly what major decisions he expecta"to wake prior to <
January 20. L e =y b '

B. Defense _Budget

The budget for the current year (FY 7% which bégan October 1) is

$112 billion. The budget to be submitted by the Ford Administration in




' Januar} for FY 78 probébly will total $10 to $15 billion more. It will
be several weeks beforé aifinallfigure is determined -- after final
decisfons within DoD and the White House. Secretary Rumsfeld is likely
to raise the issve, at l;ast t§ give you a status report.

Last January, DoD forecast that its Fy 78 budget needs would

be about $120 billion based on its 5-year program and anticipated
e — = .
inflation. It now appears that Defense will propose to President Ford

to increase that sum by sbout $7 billion. Several reasons are cited:

(1) the growing Soviet threat; (2) Congressional actions and omiséions;
and (3) changed 1nf1atiou agssunptions. We understand that the current
state of play on the budget is as follows:

~ The Services requested $133 billion, and the DoD budget

“"gerub" has reduced it to about $127 bdbillion.

== Runsfeld and the Service Secretaries will review the

budget this week to make final decfsfons —- this could

N

reduce or increase the total by $1 billion or so.

~= The OMB Staff has identified further possible cuts
totalling over $10 billion.

== The Ford Adninistration continues to want to be able to
present a program showing a balanced budget by FY 79 —
thus it is likely that efforts will be made to hold the
DoD budget to around $125 billion.

In short, the Defense budget is still very much in a state

of flux.
Anong the budget related issues that might arise are as follows:
1. B-1 Bomber. The decision to proceed with full scale

production would require about §1.5 billion in FY 78 funds. Defense will

——— et
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address this fssue in the next few weeks, althdugh by statute there
will be an opportunity to modify this decision after January 20. There
is a very recent press report of an agreement between the Air Force and
the contractor to avoid a final decision on the B-1 production until
May 1. The probable reason is a judgment that more time increases the

chance you will approve production.

2. Other Weapons. Decisions are also imminent on a new

Aruy Tank, new Air Force ICB!J!"HX").‘ nuclear strike cruiser, and the

R

cruigse missile -~ a Navy and Alr Fo}ce version or the Ailr Force version

alone.

3. XKavy Shipbuilding. -Thte'is the largest single area of
procurement spending and one where sharp differences exist among the
Navy, Admiral Rickover and_other nuclear power advocates, and critics
calling for re-direction toward smaller, cheaper ships.

If Rumsfeld raises budget issues, we suggest you press him for

alternate budgets, to get a sense of the differences between the level

requested by the Services (§133 billion or so) and the lowest OMB
alternative ($115 billion or so). Further, you should know that OMB
has not yet shared with the OMB transition group information on DoD

budget requests and possible OMB sugéestions for reduction. The DoD

[ S

transition group has not yet faced this issue but it would be helpful

if you impressed upon Rumsfeld your.deéite that your transition teams

——

have a sound basis for understanding budget proposals ~- in order that

they, you, and the Secretary can be prepared to give alternative choices

when you take office.
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C. Briefings. Sec. Rumsfeld will offer to provide you with a

series of briefings. One you must have not later than the early days

~ of your Presidency. It concerns the Strategic Integrated Operating

Plan (SIOP) and deals with Presidential command and the targeting and

exchanges in a nuclear war.
e i

At least one other would be useful to have promptly, a demon-

stration of the National Military Command Center (NMCC), which is in

the Pentagon.

We believe that the site for these briefings is of some symbolic
importance. The SIOP briefing concerns your role as Commander-in-Chief.
B
Since you will not exercise that role in the Pentagon but from the White
House, and to emphasize the principle of civilian control, we believe
you should have this briefing at your location, either in Plains or
later in the Situation Room in the White House. However, we believe it

would be extrenely helpful to your relations with the military estab-

lishaent if you paid a vlsié'to the fenﬁagon before you become President
and nuét deal with Defense decisions. Accordingly, we recommend that
you schedule tine to do this and receive the NMCC briefing which would
last about an hour. You could include also a short briefing on the
Astruccure and deployment of U.S. forces (less than ) hour) and, if you

wvished, an informal lunch with the Sec/Def and the Joint Chiefs. You

would gain important goodwill from tﬁese'gesturea.
D. NATO
NATO i1s an area of particular interest to Secre;ary Rumsfeld
since he was Anbassador to NATO for two years. 'Given this, it may be

useful to request his views on key RATO questions:




SN
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-- The status of programs to enhance U.S. combat power in

Europe, including equipment modernization and shifting
/ .
manpower from support to combat units.

=~ The adequacy of NATO's war planning with regard to the
ability to meet a major Warsaw Pact attack with only

limited warning (long vs. short war controversy). You

pight ask specifically about studies made of alternative

strategies, when, by whom and with what findings.
| 9

-= The implications of the move toward a "short-war"

strategy for U.S. force structure —— especially the Navy.
-~ Status and prognosis for NATO Allies efforts to improve

the combat effectiveness of tﬁéir forces, and, more

gener;lly. to sustain their defense efforts in the next

decade.

E. Other Issues Sec Rumsfeld may Raise: =

A Y

Sec Runsfeld has, we understand, been briefed on a variety of
other current issues in preparation for your meeting. They include:

1. The Military Balance: WNet Assessment

Sec Rumsfeld may give you a "geo-strategic" briefing, covering
a broad range of issues -- presenting the Depar£menf'a current conclusfons
on the threat, the balance of forces, and the international political and
military situation. On the whole, it would be 1likely to be fairly
pessimistic in tone and conclusions. Rather than deing dravn into the
substantemce of these questions, we suggest you emphasize:

-- Your determination to base defense polfcy on a realistic
and careful assessment of the threat and our capability (and

our allies') to meet threats to our vital interests.
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«=- Your interest in knouing'not only conclusions, but the
data, judgments, sources of information and uncertainties
involved in the process.
— Your desire that your transition people, and appointees
as named, havé the fullest posaible access to work done in
tﬁis sresa, both at DoD and on an interagency basis.

2. Poreign Arms Sales. The DoD General Counsel is apparently

conducting an ihveatigation into management controls and possible

corruption in this area. 1In addition, the Navy 1is well along in negot-

'1ating with Iran a major co-production agreement for land-based F-18

alrcraft.

3. Shipbuilding Claims. There are pending before the Department <:;

and in litigation claims -- apprighing $2 billion -~ by shipbuilding
conpanies for compensation for cost escalation, and other contract dis-
putes on Navy projects. The comﬁaniqs involved inclgde Newport News
Shipbuilding (aircraft carriers) and General Dynamics (submarines)

and Litton (LHAs and destroyegs)-'each claim totalling"seveyal hundred
nillion dollars. Newport Néws has threatened to halt work on Navy
projects if its claims aren't p#id. The issue has important impli-
cations for the future of Naval construction, particularly of large

nuclear-povered surface ships, and the relative roles of private and

U.S. naval shipyards.

4. Tank Decision. The choice of a new main battle tank is the

principal current ground force equipment modernization {ssue. Both
Chrysler and GM produced prototypes. The Germans have also produced
a tank with a larger (120=m) gun than the 105mm mounted on the U.S.

tanks. The U.S. agreed to adopt the German tank if it éroved better
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than U.S. models. As a gesture to NATO standardization, in July the
Army said it would'explore mounting the German gun on the U.S. tank,
and the Germans agreed to consider using the Chrysler engine. The

Arny recently announced its choice of the Chrysler tank as the U.S.

- candidate. The issue is complex involving questions of costs, NATO

standardization, donestic politics and economics, and military
efficiency. For example, the decision is likely to be seen as a
symbol of U.S. seriousness aboui standardization, but the Army is
unenthusiastic about attempting to incorporste the German gun on the
U.S. tank at this late date.

5. SALT

ff Secretary Rumafel& raises SALT, we suggest that you dis-
cuss with him his views and those of the JCS. He will probably
argue that the U.S. should not rush into compromises on these tricky
issues of Backfire and cruise ﬁiﬁsi;es énd that the U.S. needs to hold
off signing any asreement'until‘ the Soviets make major concessions.

[From your briefing memo for Secretary Kissinger, the
following points on SALT are provided as backgroundhj'

The SALT negotiations are currently stalled over the
specific issues of whether the new Soviet Backfire bomber should be
counted as a strategic launcher and whether long-range cruise missiles
or the platforms ghich carry them should be counted against the number

of strategic launchers and/or the number of MIRV launchers. The U.S.

proposal in January included: .

-~ Livnits on the range of cruise missiles to 2400

kilometers. Heavy bombers carrying cruise missiles of

e e e T S B e e e i vn e e PSS
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more than 600 kilometers would count agafinst the
1320 ceiling on MIRV launchers:

—- Ban on submarine launched cruise misailes of over
600 kilometers;

-~ Restrictions on c:uiae miasiles on surface ships to
a certain number;

-- Linits on the number of Backfire bombers to around
400 in connection with a redﬁction in Vladivostok
2400 level by around 200.

Following a Soviet response which rejected any "explicit"

ceiling on Backfire and a Soviet proposal for & ban on long-range

cruige wissiles on surface ships, the Defense Department raised a series

of objections to the overall U.S. position. Specifically, Secretary

Rumsfeld and the Director ofAACDA argued that the U.S8. should work for

a Vladivostok agreement which 1nc1ude§ 1imits only oniair-launched

cruise nissiles and for an‘“interim" aéreement on a number of “theater
strategic systems" including the Backfire bomber, sea-launched cruiée
migsiles, land-lgunched cruise migsiles, and the new Soviet $§-20 hwﬂ4;4£{7
migsile. Since then the Soviets have rejected any interim or partial
solutions, most recenfly at the cenera; Assembly meetings in New York;

A A separate SALT issue Secretary Rumsfeld may raise 1s the
question of whether mobile nissiles should be included within the
Vladivostok agreement. On the ta§1e in Geneva 18 a Soviet propoasal to
ban deplovment of land-mobile nissiles through 1985, but not to restrict
future R&D. Secretary Rumsfeld has consistently opposed any ban on
mobile missiles in SALT on the grounds that it would be unwise to con-

strain future deploynents of the U.S. MX mobile missiles.




Suggestions of Senior Advisors (in _the order of contact)
e == i o= e

(All broadly agreed on the desirability of focusing on organizational
issues affecting early personnel decisiona, not details of substantive

policy or net assessnent analyses.).

i Cy Vance thinks thecsecretary should be questioned closely on combat

- readiness of ovr conventional forces with particular emphasis on heavy -

. equipment within the Atmy, munitiona, flyability of tactical afrcraft

—

“and the status of Navy heavy surface vessels. . He feels ansfeld might

i ‘be particularly helpful tb you.in discusaing both the organizdtion '

3 '

P

within DoD and of the NSC systen. Vance questions in patticular the

deslrsb!lity of .two Deputy Sectetaries. Be aleo feels Rumsfeld should

= a

be knowledgeable about resdiness and balance of forces in NAIO and

: believes he should be questioned cerefully on the prospects for increased
| : e .
European contribution to VATO. On the budget, he suggests that you agk

Rumsfeld what 1ssues he would be brlnging to you if he vete your Sectetary

of Defense. Vance feels that reduction 1n costs in the personnel ateae

s d; l

: : are probsbly the uajor opportunity for budgetAty controls in DoD but
LY s '.
' questions whether an extended diacueeion of this wlth Rumsfeld would.be '

; ¢ useful. In' the srms eontrol-SALI area. he’ feele thst you'should con«
centrate on queationing Rumsfeld regatding hie ideas on BACKPIRE and

cruise missile limitations/verification issues. He noted that the B-1

is an obvious subject for discussion, but questions the usefulness of
concentrating on this subject outside the broader context of net assess-

ment/SALT negotiations. He believes you should raise the question gdf'




-

" :
the organization of intelligence gathering with particular emphasis on

the authority for tasking. Should the DCI be given greater authority

and budgetary control?

Harold Brown believes you should pfeas Rumsfeld on net assessments and

insofar as possible, the details as to how he gets there, although he
notes that Rumsfeld may not be comfortable in this area. He believes

you should discuss NATO strategy in the,conteit of seeking to learn

how much serious consideration has been given to alternative strategies ~
short versus 1opg war and a discussion of the change in 1ogiatic§ and
force structure requirements which would result in a change of a strategy.
He also believes you should have Rumsfeld's assessment of the power
balances in the Mid-Fast and his personal (in contrast to institutional)

evaluation of the situation in Korea as well. Brown also feels that

there are major budgetary opportunities in management of DoD manpower,

o

but is uncertain as to Rumsfeld's hbility to addregﬁ this question in

any detail. He feels that internal DoD reorganization possibilities

and the organization of the NSC decision-making process are areas where

Rumsfeld's cozments might be particularly helpful to you.

Paul Nitze prepared a detailed list of possiblé questions. He suggested
questions on "Broad Overview" including the nature‘of threats to the

U.S.7 from whom does Ruﬁsfeld feel it 1s most possible to get balanced

*

assessnents of Soviet doctrine, chpabilitieé and net US?USSE assessmenfs.‘

o™
amd how does he rate the developing strategic, NATO, Naval and Middle

East balances. What does Rumsfeld believe are the most time urgent and

important policy decisions to be faced‘by the new administration on




yae

budget and weapons, manpower policies and organization. How does

S ere—

Rumsfeld rate the relationship between 05D, the JCS and the Services

on weapons development and acquisition and on operations. How would
Rumsfeld recommend setting up a DoD Pélicy Planning oréanization
optimally designed to work with State/CIA/NSC staff to support the
President's foreign policy décisions? What are Rumsfeld's ideas on

how best to strengthen procedures to protect the President's Commander-

—

in-Chief role? What are his views on issues involving the Congress,

including the possiblity of extending the budget cycle to two years,

Regerve policy, manpower compensation and retirement policies and repeal
of legislation iuhibiting efficiency such as Title 87 What are his

views on negotiating with the Soviets onlSALT. MBFR, sale of conventionai
armg, non-proliferation? ‘What are his views on how best to organize DoD,

including his assessment on the role of two Deputy Secretaries?

Jim Schlesinger thinks you will get little out of the meeting, and that

1t will be formal, noting that Rnnsfeld is caugioua and "pretty cagey."
He thinks you should steer clear of ve;pon systema and strategic policy
questions and concentrate on questions relating to ptoqedurea such as
the NSC system and organizing DoD. He also thinks you should raise

NATO and see if Rumsfeld might be interesting on this area.

Paul Warnke was locafed at an odd hour and in Australia and the con-
versation was thus brief. He thinks you should try to get Rumsfeld to
assess the SALT positions of each of the Services and different areas

Lreniv vy neeTing
within 0SD (ISA, DDREE) in order to get a sense of institutional biases

even within DoD. He feels you should seek Rumsfeld's views on DoD
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A%
organization, with particular reference to there being two Deputy
Secretaries and on the XSC decision making process. He believes
Rumsfeld's views on the Cen;ral European balance would be useful and
that he should be questioned closély on the extent to which alternative
deployment patterns and war strategies have been studied. Warnke
suggests that Rugsfeld be asked how he is shaping U.S. forces to deal
with possible contingencies in the Mid-East and Yugoélavia and that he
be questioned carefully about the extent of hig present dialogue with
the JCS on responses the U.S. is capable of undertaking and the

plausibility of threats we might make.
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

DONALD H, RUMSFELD

Donald H, Run sfeld was sworn {nto office as the tuirteenth Secretary
of Defense on November 20, 1975. He had been serving as Assistant

to the President of the United States, chief of staff of the White House,
and a member of the Czbinet since September 27, 1974, and had chaired
President Gerald Ford's transition to the Presidency in August, 1974,

Born July 9, 1932, in Chicago, Illinols, he received a B. A, in Politics
from Princeton University in 1954, and served in the United States Navy
as an aviator from 1954 until 1957, and in the Naval Reserve thereafter,

Secretary Rumsfeld become active in government in 1958, serving on
the staffs of two Congressmen, From 1960 to 1962, he was with a

Chicago investment banking firm,

In 1962, .ae was elected to the U,S, House of Representatives from the
Thirteenth Congressional District of Illinois to serve in the 88th Congress.
He was re-clected in 1964, 1966, and 1968, In Congress, he served on

the Joint Economic Committee, the Conmittee on Science and Aeronau-

tics, and the Government Operations Committee,

In 1969, during his fourth term, Secretary Rumsfeld resigned his seat

in the House to serve as Director of the Office of Economic Opportunity
and 2 member of the Cabinet. In October 1971, he became Director of
the Cost of Living Council, In February, 1973, he was appointed United
Stautes Ambassador to the North Atluatic Treaty Organization in Brussels,
Belgium, where he served as the U,S, Permanent Representative on the
North Atlantic Council, the Defense Planning Committee, and the Nuclear

Planning Group,

Secretary Rumsfeld has received honorary degrees from Park College,
Missouri; Lake Forest College, Illinois; and Illinois College, Illlinois;
and hes been awarded the Opportunities Industrial Center's Executive
Government Award and the Distinguished Eagle Scout Award,

Married in 1954 to the former Joyce Pierson of Wilmette, Illinois, they
have daughters, Valerie and Marcy, ages 20 and 16, and a son, Nicholas,

age 9,

August 6, 1976




