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NOMINATION OF ALEXANDER M. HAIG, JR.

FRIDAY, JANUARY 9, 1981

UNITED STATES SENATE,

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS,

Washington, D.0.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room 1202 Dirk

sen Senate Office Building, Hon. Charles H. Percy (chairman of the

committee) presiding.

Present: Senators Percy, Baker, Helms, Hayakawa, Lugar, Mathias,

Kassebaum, Boschwitz, Pressler, Pell, Biden, Glenn, Sarbanes, Zorin

sky, Tsongas, Cranston, and Dodd.

Also present: Senators Kasten and Hart.

OPENING STATEMENT

The CHAIRMAN. The first meeting of the Foreign Relations Commit

tee in the 97th Congress will come to order.

It is a momentous and historic occasion. It is the first time in over a

quarter of a century that the Republicans have been a majority of this

committee.

I do wish to express deep appreciation to my colleagues on the Re

publican side for their cooperation and particularly my appreciation to

my distinguished friend and colleague, the ranking minority member,

Senator Pell, for the extremely fine cooperation that we have had in

this transition period, which is difficult and emotional but which has

been carried on with dispatch and efficiency. To all of the members of

the new minority I wish to express deep appreciation for your cooper

ation and for the wonderful opportunity I have had to work with you

in the past.

I take particular pleasure also on behalf of all of us on this commit

tee in welcoming back to his Senate home our esteemed, beloved, and

distinguished colleague, a man who has offered to be -a special counsel

to this committee for the confirmation hearings that we are about to

conduct, our distinguished friend, Senator Jack Javits. [Applause]

General Haig, on behalf of all members of the Foreign Relations

Committee, I welcome you to this hearing, held under the “advice and

consent” authority constitutionally vested in the Senate. I expect these

hearings to be thorough, informative, and fair. From your own wide

experience in Government, you know that it is the constitutional duty

of this committee, as an instrument of the Senate—and then ultimately

it is the duty of the Senate itself—-to give the President and the coun

try our independent judgment as to your qualifications to be Secretary

of State.

(1)
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Our searching of the record of your public service and experience,

both military and civilian, and our searching of your forei policy

views are essential to discharging our responsibility to the enate, to

the President, to the country, and to you.

We shall be forthright in our questions and, judging by what you

already have publicly said in anticipation of these hearings, we ex

pect you also to be frank and responsive in your answers. Nothing

should be covered which needs to be uncovered. No question should

remain unasked to which we need a reply. Our recommendation to

the Senate must rest on all pertinent information.

I want to emphasize to my colleagues on the Foreign Relations

Committee that most of the events discussed in recent press accounts

of General Haig’s career already have been the subject of exhaustive

investigations by congressional committees. The Watergate period, the

wiretapping episode, the events in Chile in 1970, and the record of

U.S. actions in Vietnam and Cambodia are all the subjects of an exten

sive, published record, which includes lengthy testimony by General

Hai himself. Committee staff members have now spent weeks review

ing t is material. These important hearings will supplement the exist

ing record. But, as of now, I personally have no information which

would justify an adverse conclusion or which would suggest that

this nomination should be delayed.

General Haig, the office to which you have been nominated is con

sidered by many to be the third most owerful office in the U.S. Gov

ernment. The way in which it is con ucted will have a marked effect

on whether we remain at peace or are endan ered by war. It has an

effect upon millions of American lives and mil -ions of people through

out the world. '

We all believe that a wise, prudent, and firm American foreign

policy, backed by a strong national defense, with the will and the unity

to carry it out, IS crucial to the safety of our Nation, and it is crucial

to the peace of the world. In addition, the strength of our domestic

economy relies significantly on ace and stability all over the world

because this Nation increasing y is dependent upon raw materials

to support its factories and its businesses in this country, materials

that come from many different countries of the world. It is increasingly

iitnpoiizant for millions of jobs here at home that we have stable markets

a roa .

Therefore, we have a tremendous economic stake, not just a humani

tarian stake, in maintaining peace and stability in the world.

You have had an incomparable career in the military, broadened by

graduates studies at Georgetown University in international relations,

and work at the highest levels in the Pentagon on Middle Eastern

and European affairs. You retired from the military in 1973 with the

rank of general to become Chief of Staff to the President of the

United States at a time of crisis in the executive branch of Government.

Then you were recalled to active duty as Supreme Allied Commander

of NATO for 5 years and have, without any question, the acclaim of

this Nation, the Congress, the President, and European leaders for

your outstanding leadership in that 5-year period.

Later, for a brief period, you joined a life that I have spent a good

part of my life in. You were head of a great corporation. Then, subse

quently, you were, once again, asked to leave private life and serve

your Nation, this time at the request of President-elect Ronald Reagan.
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Together rwith the President you will be called upon to develop and

direct the foreign policy of the leading Nation in the free world. We

certainly welcome you today. I have seen a number of ambassadors of

nations of the free world and some of our adversaries in this hearing

room today.

In addition to the traditional questions asked of nominees for this

position, you can expect to be questioned about the role you played in

controversial events of the Nixon administration. Although executive

privilege can be invoked only by Presidents themselves, whenever the

subject matter impinges on national security and you feel that ou

cannot properly respond to a question in an open, public session, t en

we can arrange a closed session so that you can give to the committee

members a full reply.

These are perilous times, as we all know. We urgently need to re

solve the hostage crisis. There is a war raging in the Middle East

which, if broadened, could threaten the lifeline of the economy of the

entire free world, including our own. Our concern for stability in the

Gulf is based on our own national, vital interests and those of all of

our allies.

The Middle East, as a whole, requires urgent attention to resolve

disputes and insure the security of all nations of the region. Major

problems beset the poorer nations of the world. The Western alliance

must be strengthened. Our relations with our neighbors in this hemi

sphere must be reestablished in mutual respect and mutual confidence.

Some of our Western Hemisphere countries, unhappily, are at this

very moment reeling under the shocks of civil war, insurrection, ter

rorism, and violence.

For these reasons, and for others, the new administration, the Presi

dent of the United States, overwhelmingly elected by the people of

this country, r uires at the outset an outstanding Secretary of State

on duty and rea to work for our national interest. Therefore, it is the

objective of the hair to complete these hearings in a timely and judi

cious manner, but to do so in such a way that the full Senate can take

up your nomination on January 20.

I believe my distinguished colleague, Senator Pell, has an opening

statement.

Senator Pell.

Senator PELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I believe General Haag is a very intelligent, loyal, and competent

man. I am particularly conscious of the positive role he played in the

final days of the Nixon administration. Under trying circumstances, he

did all that he could to insure that the executive branch continued to

function, remained glued together, while President Nixon was pre

occupied with the impending impeachment proceedings against him.

Yet, General Haig’s nomination to this senior, most conspicuous

Cabinet post is of concern to me because he carries with him, whether

justified or not, political baggage, scar tissue, if you will, from his

service during a very distasteful period in our history, marked by

gross abuses of Presidential power.

As a Nation, we are not proud of the many episodes that took place

between 1969 and 1974 and they are best forgotten. But this very

nomination resurrects them.

I know that General Haig has testified on some of these subjects in

the past, most notably before our committee in 1974, but the context
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was different then, and some members may wish to go over General

Haig’s past record to see if it is relevant as to how he would conduct

himself as Secretary of State. In this connection, we on the minority

side have been looking carefully into various areas of General Haig s

past activity on the National Security Council and as White House

Chief of Staff. We have not been able to obtain all the information that

we consider necessary to make a considered judgment on General

Haig’s confirmation. As a result, our inquiry has been incomplete and

thus the responses that General Haig provides to questions during

these hearings takes on particular significance.

When General Haig met with the press on December 22, he com

mented on his military background. On that occasion he said that mili

tary men know better than others the dreadful sacrifice of conflict. I

agree. Those who have fought in wars and been exposed to war are

often those who -most strongly oppose them. I hope, with all of my

heart, that General Haig is such a person.

General Haig also said that he hoped he could follow in the foot

steps of another General and Secretary of State George Marshall, and

make a somewhat comparable contribution to global stability. George

Marshall certainly was as distinguished and peace-minded a Secretary

of State as our Nation ever had. In fact, he became one of our best, and

most effective, Secretary of State after a brilliant military career, and

therefore General Haig’s 35 years spent in the uniform of his country

most certainly should not disqualify him to be Secretary of State.

I am glad General Haig said these things. However, it remains a

nagging worry that, nevertheless, a Secretary of State with a military

background might tend to think more in terms of military solutions

rather than diplomatic ones to the problems and conflicts besetting us

around the globe.

I believe, above all, that our Secretary of State should be a Secre

tary for peace. I believe the Secretary of State should have a profound

aversion to war, a particular abhorrence of nuclear war and a complete

dedication to peace and to peaceful solutions to international disputes.

General Haig’s views on the all-important question of war and peace

will be vital to me in making up -my own mind on his confirmation. I

will want to be assured that he will not recommend lightly the use of

armed forces and certainly not the use of nuclear weapons in the pur

suit of our interests around the world. I enter these hearings with a

truly open mind—a troubled mind, but an open one—and I shall be

judging General Haig on his thoughts in this regard and on the basis

of the three criteria our committee traditionall has applied in con

sidering nominees for Secretary of State. T ese criteria are the

following:

First, professional background, as relating to character, judgment,

and relevant experience; second, views on specific foreign policy issues;

and third, attitude and plans regarding cooperation with the Con

gress as reflected by the past.

In the 16 years I have served on this committee, I do not recall a

nomination that has come before us that has caused the concern and

worry in the Senate that this one has. In the end, I would like with

confidence to be able to vote for General Haig’s confirmation. I look

forward to hearing his statement and to the questions following it.
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In addition. I wish to raise two procedural issues. First, What are

the chairman’s plans regarding the participation of Senators who

are not members of this committee? My own view is that they should

be permitted to join in.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Pell, I have discussed this issue with the

members of the majority. We hold the unanimous opinion that, con

sidering the complexity of the hearing, the length of time it may

take. and the goal stated by the Chair of having this nomination on

the floor of the Senate ready for action by the full Senate by January

20, in early proceedings at least we must give exclusive time to the

members of the committee themselves because they are the ones who

must cast a vote to report this nomination to the Senate floor.

I have received one request from Senator Gary Hart. I understand

that you and Senator Byrd h-ave talked about the possibility of other

Senators. I have talked with Senator Hart and explained the situa

tion to him and he is fully understanding of it. We are having a

Saturday session specifically so that we can move these proceedings

along quickly. I am also willing to chair these hearings as late into

the evening -as anyone would like to stay to ask questions. General

Haig has assured me that he is available throughout the period until

January 20 excl-usively for this committee. "

It would be my hope, as I know it would be your hope, that we

could reserve time. Our goal would be to determine, say by tomor

row night, Saturday evening, where we stand and whether __time

could be taken for other Senators which would not detract from the

Senators who are on the committee itself. If so, it would be my hope

that we could put aside several hours, maybe as much as half a day,

so that other Senators could join us. But in the meantime—and Sen

ator Hart is here as I say this—we certainly welcome you to sit with

the committee and hope that you will understand that the first prior

ity must go to committee members. But, second, we will have the goal

of opening the meeting up for half a day, or at least several hours,

for other Senators who are not committee members.

Senator PELL. I do not wish to take up time now, but so that you

understand our position, Mr. Chairman, we believe that as a matter

of right all Senators should have the opportunity that I described,

even if it resulted in a delay. "‘

The CHAIRMAN. If I may interject, it is a right providing it does

not infringe upon the duty and responsibility of the committee mem

bers to have priority on that time. I think every Senator understands

that. Therefore, if it would impinge upon that time and make im

possible the goal, the request could not be granted and will not be

granted. It is the hope of the Chair that we will have the time. It is

my goal to see that Senators who do wish to ask questions have that

opportunity.

Senator GLENN. Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, Senator Glenn.

Senator GLENN. Mr. Chairman, we have discussed this at some

length privately before this meeting. I feel very strongly that any

Senator who wants to come into this meeting and ask questions should

be welcome.
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I have only been in the Senate 6 years, so I would bow in some ways

to experience that is greater than mine. But I have asked many times

to go before other committees and to sit with them and to ask questions

and I never have been refused.

I always thought it was the right of a Senator in pursuing whatever

line of questioning he might wish to do in representing the millions

of people that most of us represent to add to——not to detract or sub

tract from what the committee is doing—-our own experience and our

own representation of our people. I, for one, would not be in favor

of limiting anyone. I don’t think we are going to have so many people

come ‘here to ask questions, in addition to the members of this com

mittee, that it will be any burden at all.

I agree completely that we are the ones who have to vote and we

should have priority. But. the way it has normally been done on other

committees that I have been with on occasions like this is to let the

committee go ahead and do all of its questioning and, -at the end of

that time, other Senators then had freedom to question at whatever

length they would want to question. From my own knowledge of the

number of people—t'here may be two or three that I know of-who

might wish to ask any question at all who are not members of this

committee, I don’t think this will be a burden. But if we would deliber

ately set out and say we are going to limit a Senator’s right to ask

questions on something this important, I think we would be going

down a road onto which I would not want to embark. I think we would

be well advised, in fact, to invite anyone who wishes to ask questions

to participate fully in these hearings, and at any length they want, but

after the committee ha.s made all of the inquiry that it wishes to make.

The CHAIRMAN. I hope the discussion is academic because it is my

strong hope that by tomorrow night we will see that we would be

able to designate some time, and let Senators know ahead of time.

Perhaps a half day could be set aside for non committee members.

I yield now to Senator Baker, who has asked for recognition.

Senator BAKER. Mr. Chairman, I hope we don’t make a mountain

out of a molehill out of this. I think the chairman’s proposal not only

is sound and fair, but is consistent with previous practice.

I agree with Senator John Glenn that Senators ought to have a free

and untrammeled right to ask uestions. But at the same time, this

committee has an obligation to Itself and to the Senate to move this

nomination. What Senator Percy has suggested is that we ought to

go on with the business of the committee and then to provide, at some

appropriate time, an opportunity for nonmember Senators to appear

and participate on some basis. I agree with that.

It should be no surprise to my colleagues on the other side of the

aisle to know what Senator Byrd, the minority leader, has advised me

that he was instructed by the Democratic Caucus to make that request.

My reply to Senator Byrd was that we are going to work that out.

So, let us not get distracted by the question of other Senators par

ticipating because I am certain that this can be done.

For my part. I will pledge, to the extent that the chairman will

permit it. that every Senator who wants to participate will have an

opportunity to participate. But we have to make certain that this

does not turn into a marathon where 80 or 90 Senators appear and

this goes on until March.
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I really think that good faith and a bipartisan approach to this says

that we ought to accommodate both requirements—one, that every

Senator who has a legitimate request to do so has a chance to partici

pate; and two, that we move this matter promptly in view of the

circumstances.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. It is a question of balancing those two issues.

I would really prefer that we go on to the next question and not delay

these proceedings.

Senator SARBANES. Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Sarbanes.

Senator SARBANES. May I just say very quickly that I think Senator

Baker’s statement addresses the question very well and in a very

thoughtful and responsive manner. As I understand it, what it Says

in effect is that it is the committee’s intention to extend the usual

opportunity that exists in the Senate for Senators who are not mem

bers of the committee to come and pose questions to the nominee,

unless it is perceived that pursuing that course creates a severe obstacle

to the committee doing its work.

I don’t think anyone anticipates that that would be the case. But I

welcome the indication that, as I understand it, it is the chairman’s

intention to proceed in the traditional manner with respect to the

opportunity given to other Members of the Senate to sit in on the hear

ings and to permit those Senators, at an appropriate time, to propound

questions to the witness.

The CHAIRMAN. That is absolutely correct. I really perceive no prob

lem with this at all. I would be astounded if we did not find the time

so that other Members could join us and ask questions.

Senator BAKER. Mr. Chairman, let me make one more remark and

then I will hush.

We speak of this being the usual and traditional role. I think

we have reached a conclusion that is the right one, but it is not always

so that noncommittee members can ask questions. I recall that I

have been declined the right. I can remember in the SALT hearings

that Senator Garn, of Utah, was declined the right to participate in

the SALT hearings.

The CHAIRMAN. By this committee and under a Democratic

chairman.

Senator BAKER. That is right. That has happened over and over

again.

What Chairman Percy is doing is right. I think it solves the prob

lem and I think it is a generous thing for him to offer.

Senator BIDEN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out one fea

ture that I think should be noted in the record. There is a real distinc

tion between a Senator participating in a committee of which he or

she is not a member on an issue and the participation of a Senator on

a committee where the question is the advice and consent to a nominee

for a Cabinet post. Every Senator has a unique obligation there that

transcends obligations which exist in relation to a particular issue. In

a legislative issue we have the opportunity to debate those who are the

proponents of those issues who are members of the committee on the

floor. We have a unique opportunity and only the opportunity to
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question the nominee when he or she is before the representative

committee.

I agree that we should not make a mountain out of a molehill. But,

ladies and gentlemen, for the record, understand that there is a con

stitutional, legislative, traditional, and procedural distinction between

the advice and consent responsibility of a Senator with regard to a

nominee and his or her view on a particular issue that may be within

the jurisdiction of a committee. -

Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Biden, the difference really is that we had

plenty of time then. In SALT II there was absolutely no time limita

tion of any kind and yet a Senator was denied his request. In this

case, we do have a goal which the ranking minority member and I have

agreed upon, that it would be desirable and best for this country to

have a Secretary of State available to the President of the United

States when he takes office. That is our goal and our objective.

Would Senator Pell care to proceed to his second question?

Senator PELL. My second question is this. As the committee is aware,

I have been trying, on behalf of the minority, to secure various docu

ments and tapes relating to General Haig’s activities on the National

Security Council and as White House Chief of Staff. These records

are requested solely in order to help members judge on the basis of

their knowledge of his past activities what kind of Secretary of State

General Haig would be. "

The White House has sought to be responsive to my efforts, but

objections have been raised by former President Nixon’s lawyers. So,

in order to insure this committee has all of the information it needs, I

ask that the committee approve the issuance of subpenas for the specific

records listed in the letter that I sent to the chairman yesterday.

I ask for your reaction to that.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Pell, I would be happy to respond to your

question, which is a perfectly legitimate question, with the under

standing that at the completion of my reply we then proceed im

mediately to the prepared testimony of General Haig. At the com

pletion of his statement, I would be pleased to answer any questions

from committee members regarding my reply before proceeding to the

questioning of General Haig.

Is that acceptable?

Senator BIDEN. I am not sure that I understand that.

The CHAIRMAN. In other words. at the completion of my reply to

Senator Pell, we then would immediately proceed to the testimony of

General Haig. At the end of that testimony and before proceeding to

any questions, the Chair would open the hearing up to any questions of

the Chair that Senators would like to ask for clarification of the reply

that had been given. But I would not like at this stage to get into a

lengthy colloquy on this particular issue. I discussed this with Senator

Pell and he concurs with that procedure.

Senator BIDEN. Mr. Chairman, at the risk of disagreeing with my

leader, Senator Pell. and with you, I don’t understand why that makes

any sense. I mean, either this committee is going to subpena the docu

ments that Senator Pell and others have evidenced an interest in or we

are not, or at least we are going to agree that we will subpena them if,

after the testimony, there is still need for the documents. Unless there
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is going to be an uprising to my left, I would be inclined to move the

question as to whether or not we would issue from this committee or

whether you, as chairman, would be prepared to issue subpenas if, in

the committee’s judgment, as we go along, such information is deemed

relevant.

The CHAIRMAN. I would trust the Senator would withhold that mo

tion until he hears the Chair's reply to Senator Pell’s question.

Senator SARBANES. I think that would be helpful, Mr. Chairman, but

I think it also would be helpful if the chairman did not give his reply

with the condition that, once given, it was not to be discussed.

I don’t think there is any intention here to delay the beginning of the

statement, but I do think once we hear the reply, if there is some need

to discuss it, we ought to have that opportunity. We ought not to re

ceive the reply on the condition that it not be open to discussion.

The CHAIRMAN. The understanding that Senator Pell and I reached

last night was that this is the procedure that we would follow.

Senator PELL. It is a desirable procedure, but nobody should be

gagged.

The CHAIRMAN. I will give my reply, then, and will ask General

Haig to proceed. That will give Senators adequate time to think of any

questions they might want to put to the Chair. [General laughter.]

Senator Pell, in response to this question, I would like to read into

the record extracts of my letter to you of yesterday evening, respond

ing to a written request of the previous day to join you in a series of

wide-ranging requests for tapes and documents. I read extracts now

from that letter.

I heartily concur in your characterization of our common desire to conduct an

expeditious, but thorough and fair, confirmation hearing for Alexander Haig.

I know you agree that the country would not be well served by unnecessarily

delaying the confirmation of a new Secretary. I fully expect that the entire Com

mittee Will be able to meet the requirements of the national interest in allowing

for Senate advice and consent by Inauguration day. The letters to which you

refer, requesting information on General Haig from a wide range of sources, were

sent out prior to the time that our Special Counsel, Fred Thompson, was avail

able. I declined to join you in signing these letters at the time because I regarded

them as so sweeping and unspecific that I did not see the justification for such a

request. This, as I understand it, was the judgment of the White House also.

Even more important, however, is the fact that the documentation already

available in the Committee covers in detail the events in General Haig’s career

upon which press attention has been focused. They have been the subject of ex

haustive treatment in published documents, available archival sources, and the

exhaustive records of numerous Congressional Committees, including our own.

A large proportion of the Committee staff has now spent weeks reviewing these

sources and to my knowledge has identified nothing that would disqualify this

nominee to be Secretary of State. On the contrary, he emerges as a man of con

sistently distinguished service.

Committee members may certainly wish to question General Haig about some of

these events along the lines of your enclosed letter to Mr. Califano. But members

can already do so on the basis of an extensive record.

The requests represented in the letters would clearly involve a lengthy, time

consuming and expensive process, including the filing of lawsuits, the need for

extended periods of review by our archivists, the staff and the former principals

themselves, and, if ultimately successful, would involve large quantities of mate

rials. I simply cannot join in supporting the request, though I will do and have

done nothing to interfere with it.

Last night I received your written request, Senator Pell, to the full Committee

to issue a subpoena for most of the same tape documents. Many of these docu

ments are actually protected by laws, by laws that we in the Congress passed,

and certainly they are even protected from the Congressional subpoena power.
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We legislated that ourselves. Others would undoubtedly be the -subject of Exec

utive Privilege claims, not only by President Nixon but by. Presidents Ford and

Carter as well. Still other materials raise issues of other government and per

sonal privileges. Finally, you have asked for some materials which are already

available to Congressional Committees in the course of earlier investigations and

which are readily available to this Committee, the events in Chile, for example.

Therefore, I cannot support additional delays in these hearings. While there

appears to be significant legal problems with regard to the issuance of subpoenas

for presidential tapes and documents, as the Legal Counsel in the Archives has

already stated, which may result in long delays, I would definitely agree to sign a

letter with you requesting any material which could be relevant to these hearings

and which could be produced in time for us to use and still report this nomination

to the full Senate by January 20. '

For instance, I understand that the Archivist is assembling Special,

Prosecutor material that is not restricted by the Presidential Act. I will

join in a letter or request subpena authority, if necessary to expedi

tiously obtain such material for the Foreign Relations Committee. As I

have indicated, I would be very happy indeed to answer and respond

fully to any questions of committee members on that position as soon

as we have concluded the testimon by General Haig.

General Haig, I understand that you have, at your own request,

voluntarily requested to testify under oath.

Senator SARBANES. Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, Senator Sarbanes.

Senator SARBANES. Mr. Chairman, in light of your statement, I un

derstand it to be your view that we proceed to General Haig and hear

his statement, and then the committee members would be a‘ le to take

up this issue at the time indicated or thereafter, if they so wish.

The CHAIRMAN. I will stand by what I have said. If anyone thinks

of a question while General Haig is testifying and wants to put it to

me, I would be very happy to respond. But I can assure you that the

cooperation extended to the majority by Senator Pell and every mem

ber of the minorit will be reciprocated in every possible way.

General Haig, i it is your request that you be sworn in so that your

testimony can be given under oath, I would ask that you rise please.

Do you solemnly swear to tell the truth, the whole truth and nothing

but the truth, so help you, God ?

General HAIG. I do.

The CHAIRMAN. General Haig, is it your understanding that the

statement that you will be giving as a prepared statement and its ap

pendix—all of that material, even if not read by you—is as if sworn

to and is under oath?

General HAIG. That is correct, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Once again, we welcome you.

You may proceed.

[General Haig’s biographical sketch follows :]

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH or ALEXANDER M. HAIG, JR.

Alexander M. Haig is currently president and chief operating officer of United

Technologies, a post he assumed on December 21, 1979. Prior to joining United

Technologies, and immediately after retiring from the Army after 35 years of

service, he was an Adjunct Professor of Political Science at the University of

Pennsylvania, a Board Consultant with the Georgetown Center for Strategic and

International Studies in Washington, D.C., and a Research Director with the

Foreign Policy Research Institute in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

The son of Alexander Meigs Haig and Regina Anne Murphy Haig, Alexander

M. Haig, Jr. was born in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, on December 2, 1924. He
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attended elementary school at St. Mathias in Bala Cynwyd, Pennsylvania,

graduating in 1938. He subsequently entered St. Joseph’s Preparatory School in

Ardmore, Pennsylvania, graduating in 1942.

He began his undergraduate studies at the University of Notre Dame in In

diana. In 1944 he was appointed to the United States Military Academy at West

Point as a member of the last of the World War II classes. Later he returned to

school to pursue post graduate studies. In 1954 he attended graduate courses IN

Business Administration at Columbia University in New York and in 1962 re

ceived his Masters in International Relations at Georgetown University.

After graduating from West Point in 1947, he was commissioned a Second Lieu

tenant. His first assignments included Administrative Assistant and aide to

General Douglas Macarthur's Chief of Staff in Japan and Aide~deCamp to the

Commander of the Xth Corps in Korea. He later became tactical commander at

both the United States Military and Naval Academies.

After completing his graduate work at Georgetown in 1962, the Secretary of

State designate was assigned to the International Plans and Policy Division at

the Pentagon. He worked on European and Middle Eastern Affairs. He subse

quently served as Military Assistant to Secretary of the Army Cyrus Vance and

Deputy Special Assistant to Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara.

In 1967 he was assigned to Vietnam. His leadership at the battle of Ap Gu

earned him the Distinguished Service Cross. Soon after he was promoted to

Colonel.

In January 1969 he was assigned as senior military adviser to Dr. Henry

Kissinger, the Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs. At this

time he was also Executive Secretary for the National Security Council. In 1971

he became Deputy Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs.

The Secretary of State designate made fourteen trips to southeast Asia as the

personal emissary of the President, conferring with the major political leaders of

the region. His last four diplomatic trips involved negotiation of the ceasefire

agreement between North and South Vietnam and the return of United States

prisoners of war. Together with Dr. Kissinger he attended the Vietnam peace

negotiations in Paris. Saigon and Pnom Penh.

The Secretary of State designate also coordinated the advance preparations

and substantive details of President Nixon’s 1972 visit to the People’s Republic

of China. He met with Chou-En-lai to lay the groundwork for the President’s

own historic discussions.

Upon leaving the White House in January 1973 he was appointed Army Vice

Chief of Staff.

In May 1973, he returned to the White House as Chief of Staff. He served in

that position for sixteen months under both Presidents Nixon and Ford. During

that time the foreign policy issues he addressed arose from events including the

Yom Kippur War in the Middle East. the Summit meeting between President

Nixon and Soviet Premier Brezhnev, President Nixon’s Middle Eastern trip and

the OPEC oil embargo.

On November 1, 1974 President Ford appointed him Commander-in-Chief,

United States European Command, and shortly thereafter he became Supreme

Allied Commander in Europe. There he won the highest praise from European

leaders, the Carter Administration. and American leaders. On January 3, 1979,

he announced his resignation and retirement from the Army, which became

effective on July 1.

The Secretary of State designate is a director of Chase Manhattan Corpora

tion, New York City, and of -Crown Cork & Seal Co, Inc.. Philadelphia. He is

a trustee of the George C. Marshall Research Foundation, the Georgetown Cen

ter for Strategic and International Studies in Washington. D.C.. the Foreign

Policy Research Institute in Philadelphia, the Association of Graduates of the

U.S. Military Academy at West Point. and Loyola College in Baltimore. Md.

He is also a member of the board of -governors of the Aerospace Industries

Association, Washington. D.C., and is a life member of the Navy League and

the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States.

The Secretary of State designate has received numerous honorary degrees

and public service awards.

Among his many military decorations, he holds the Distinguished Service

Cross, the Defense Distinguished Service Medal with Oak Leaf Cluster, the

Silver Star with Oak Leaf Cluster, the Distinguished Flying Cross with Oak

Leaf Cluster. and the Purple Heart. He has also received the highest awards

from the governments of Belgium, the Federal Republic of Germany, France,

Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, and Portugal.
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He is married to Patricia Fox Haig. They have three children, Alexander,

Brian, and Barbara.

STATEMENT OF ALEXANDER M. HAIG, JR., TO BE SECRETARY OF

STATE

General HAIG. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I am very pleased to appear before this distinguished committee as

tshe nominee of President-elect Ronald Reagan to be Secretary of

tate.

I am prepared to answer any questions that you may have concern

ing my qualifications for this office, my views on foreign policy, and

my service to my country during the past three decades.

‘There could be no more critical time at which to assume the post

of Secretary of State, and I am honored that the President-elect has

chosen me as his designate. Over the past 200 years, the United States

has stood as the beacon of liberty for the world. We have demonstrated

that freedom -and justice can thrive in a democratic society. We have

in this century been often called to shed our blood for the nations of

the free world; and, in an ingenious and generous pl-an designed by

a great Army General and Secretary of State, George C‘. Marshall,

we helped, after the most devastating war in history, to rebuild

Europe and strengthen civilization.

Our record in this century is not perfect, but it should be a source

of great pride. Our successes were founded on a firm commitment to

our ideals combined with a sense of the realities of human nature

and international politics. It is that combination that we must bring

to bear in the decade ahead. If we do, I believe that America and

its people will stand once again as an example for the peoples of the

world and merit the highest udgments of history.

Our ideals must be reconciled with the reality we face. The United

States must pursue its vision of justice in an imperfect and constantly

changing world——full of peril, but also full of opportunity. The world

does not stand still for our elections, important as they are. Complex

issues already crowd our foreign policy agenda. The earlier the

Reagan administration articulates its approach to these issues, the bet

te_Ii1sgre'ved the nations of the world and the people of our own Nation

Wi .

It would be premature here to set forth definitive policies or offer

detailed programs. Both tasks require analysis and thoughtful con

sideration by the President-elect and his advisors. But President-elect

Reagan and I firmly believe that American foreign policy should have

some permanent bedrock. The United States has ‘been most effective in

the world arena when the solid foundations of its foreign policy have

been recognized and understood—by our own people and by the na-'

tions with which we must deal.

Before outlining them for you, Mr. Chairman, let me briefly discuss

my prior Government service.

As most of you know, I have spent 35 of the last 37 years in public

service. That service has spanned several Presidential administrations,

including those of Presidents Nixon, Ford, and, most recently, Presi

dent Carter, who extended for 2 years my term of duty as NATO

Commander in Europe.
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Nevertheless, my nomination has stimulated renewed interest among

some in a few events during that service, events that occurred during

the 4 years that I served on the staff of the National Security Council

from January 1969 to January 1973 and during the time that I served

as Chief of Staff in the White House from May 1973 to September

1974.

Most of these events have been thoroughly investigated in general,

and my role, in particular, has been scrutinized meticulously. I have

testified at length, under oath, eight times concerning my role in many

of these -incidents.

I testified before this committee on July 30, 1974, concerning the

1969-70 national security wiretaps.

I testified again about these wiretaps in a lengthy deposition in the

lawsuit of Halp-er-in v. K71882‘/agar.

I testified before the Select Committee on Presidential -Campaign

Activities on May 15, 1974, during its investigation of the $100,000

Hughes campaign contribution given to Bebe Rebozo.

I testified before the Senate Intelligence Committee on August 15, in

its examination of covert operations in Chile.

1 testified before Judge John Sirica on December 5 and 6 of 1973 on

the question of the 181/2-minute gap in one of the Nixon tapes.

I testified on three separate occasions before Watergate Grand

Juries, answering all of their questions.

Others, including former President Gerald Ford and former Sec

retary of State Henry Kissinger have also testified on these and other

issues at length.

None of these investigations has found any culpability on my part.

In my appendix to this statement, I have set forth facts on certain

events in which Senator Pell has expressed an interest. If this com

mittee has any further questions, I am prepared to answer them.

I would like, however, to underscore how I viewed Watergate while

I was Chief of Staff at the I/White House.

I believe that President Nixon, the duly elected and duly constituted

head of the executive branch. was entitled to the presumption of in

nocence, until proven otherwise, accorded as a constitutional right to

every American citizen. In that context, I worked Ihard within the

boundaries of the law and the advice of lawyers to support him.

I also believe passionately in the Office of the Presidency and the

awesome ability of that office to inspire its occupant to consider con

stantly the judgment of history and to work for the broad public

interest. The influence of that Office on its occupant provides a criti

cally important institutional safeguard for our democracy. I viewed

my overriding duty as one to preserve that Office in the national

interest.

Although Watergate was obviously important during my tenure

as Chief of Staff, I spent 90 percent of my time trying to assure that

the other business of the Presidency was properly conducted.

I believe my work on the National Security Council under Dr.

Kissinger and service as White House Chief of Staff has provided

that, when combined with my service in the Army, and as NATO

Commander, together will help me to serve as Secre-tary of State.

Now, Mr. Chairman, let me move to the present and the future, and

describe the global environment in which our national interest must

be pursued.

'72-018 0 - 81 - 2
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Every generation views its own perils as unprecedented. Even so,

there is now widespread agreement that the years immediately ahead

will be unusually dangerous for all of us. Evidence of that danger is

everywhere. _

In Europe, still the fulcrum of the East-West balance, Soviet mili

tary power once again casts an ominous shadow over the efforts of an

East European people to assert fundamental freedoms of association

and expression.

In the Middle East, an uneasy peace continues to be punctuated by

raid and reprisal, with each such sequence threatening renewed and

wider conflict.

At the head of the Persian Gulf, war between Iraq and Iran

threatens the very lifeblood of many national economies. Iran itself,

once a major force for regional stability, lurches from demonstration

to demonstration in a st-ate of near anarchy. Meanwhile, not far to

the east, 85,000 Soviet troops brutalize Afghanistan in the first major

post-World War II employment of Soviet troops outside the area

t'he Soviets have heretofore considered their sphere of influence.

In Asia, sworn enemies face one another along a 5,000-mile arc, from

Thailand to the Manchurian frontiers. On the Korean Peninsula, only

a fragile truce persists nearly 30 years after the formal cessation of

Korean hostilities.

In Africa, Southeast Asia, Central America, and the Caribbean,

turmoil and violence stunt national development and invite terrorism

from within and adventurism from without, as millions of humans

starve and thousands of new refugees seek shelter each day.

It is no wonder that the 1980’s have been called a decade of crisis.

Yet, it is precisely that sort of appraisal which I believe we must reject.

The very term “crisis” implies that events are out of control and that

our Nation can only react.

But the task of statesmanship is not simply to react to events. Those

I just described are merely current symptoms of a more fundamental

world problem. The task of statesmanship is to master the overall

problem and thus minimize the necessity for ricocheting from crisis to

crisis.

Today we face a world in which power in a variety of forms has

become diffused over 150 nations. Adjustment of relations with and

among so man separate governments would be difficult enough, even

were all equal y responsible and equally committed to stability and

peace. But many are willing to foment instability a.nd violence to

achieve their objectives. That reality alone should argue for better

coordination of policy among all free nations.

As I have underscored more than once to our allies in Europe, artifi

cial operating boundaries self-imposed in a simpler era are increas

ingly irrelevant in today’s needs to formulate and pursue policies

together. '

But the diffusion of power and its resulting instability are not the

only -arguments for concerted allied action. Our collective vulnerability

to international unrest is also matched by a socioeconomic challenge

that we all share. The growing interdependence of our economies and

our continued reliance on foreign sources of energy and raw materials

have stripped the West of the independent and collective resilience
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which once allowed one nation’s economic strength to bolster another’s

momentary weakness.

The significance of the economic challenges we face cannot be over

emphasized. The potential for worldwide boom or bust is not un

related to the diffusion of power among many nations. Indeed, the

decline in world oil supplies resulting from the war between Iran and

Iraq is stark testimony that instability may be most likely precisely

where its effect on world economies promises to be the most debilitating.

Much of the fragmentation of power has occurred in the so-called

Third World, a misleading term if ever there was one. If one thing

has become abundantly clear in the last decade or so, it is that the

commonality of condition, purpose, and, by extension, U.S. foreign

policy, implied by the term “Third World” is a myth, and a dangerous

one at that.

Recent American foreign policy has suffered from the misperception

which lumps together nations as diverse as Brazil and Libya, Indo

nesia and South Yemen, Cuba and Kuwait; and which has too fre

quently produced attempts to cut the national pattern to fit the foreign

policy cloth.

This failure to tailor policy to the individual circumstances of de

veloping nations has frequently aggravated the very internal stresses

which Western policy should seek instead to diminish. Our difficul

ties in this regard have hardly been lessened by our propensity to

apply to these emerging states Western standards which resolutely

ignore vast differences in their social cultures, political development,

economic vitality, and internal and external security.

These fundamental problems—the diffusion of power, the interde

pendence of the allied community, and the failure to recognize the

variety among the so-called Third World nations—-are made the more

intractable by what is perhaps the central strategic phenomenon of

the post-World War II era: The transformation of Soviet military

power from a continental and largely defensive land army to a global

offensive army, navy, -and air force, fully capable of supporting an im

perial foreign policy.

Considered in conjunction with the episodic nature of the West’s

military response, this tremendous accumulation of armed might has

produced perhaps the most complete reversal of global power relation

ships ever seen in a period of relative peace. Today, the threat of

Soviet military intervention colors attempts to achieve international

civility. Unchecked, the growth of Soviet military power must even

tually paralyze Western policy altogether.

These, then, are the fundamental problems which challenge Ameri

can foreign policy and the future of democracies generally.

To say that is not to diminish the importance of other Western

goals: The eradication of hunger, poverty, and disease; the expansion

of the free flow of people, goods, and ideas; the spread of social jus

tice; and through these and similar efforts, the improvement of the hu

man condition. It is simply to recognize that these desirable and criti

cal objectives are impossible to achieve in an international environ

ment dominated by violence, terrorism, and threat.

The United States has a very clear choice. We can continue, if we

wish, to react to events as they occur-—serially, unselectively, and in
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creasingly in the final analysis, unilaterally. One lesson of Afghani

stan is certainly that few symptomatic crises are capable of effectively

rallying the collective energies of the free world. We may wish It

were otherwise, but wishing will not make it so.

Alternately, we can confront the fundamental issues I have dis

cussed. We can seek actively to shape events and, in the process, at

tempt to forge a consensus among like-minded peoples.

Such a consensus will enable us to deal with the more fundamental

tasks I have outlined: The management of -Soviet power; the reestab

lishment of an orderly international economic climate; the economic

and political maturation of developing nations to the benefit of their

peoples; and the achievement of a reasonable standard of international

civility. Acting alone, each of these tasks is beyond even our power;

acting together, all are within the capacity of free nations.

I do not mean to belittle the difficulties. They are formidable. But

our collective capacity to meet them is also formidable. The challenge

of American foreign policy in the eighties is to marshal that capacity.

If we are to succeed in this effort, the conduct of American foreign

policy must be characterized above all by three qualities:

First, we must act consistently. Specific issues may furnish the occa

sion for action, but they cannot constitute the sole basis for policy.

Once we accept that the specific issues facing us today are merely sur

face manifestations of more fundamental problems, it must also be

clear that effective policy cannot be created anew daily, informed

solely by immediate need. To do so risks misperception by our adver

saries, loss of confidence -by our allies, and confusion among our own

people. U.S. policy has been most effective in Europe and the Middle

East, for example, where consistent U.S. interests have been consist

cntly pursued.

Second, we must behave reliably. American power and prestige

should not be lightly committed; but, once made, that commitment

must be honored. '

Our friends cannot be expected to share in the burdens and risks of

collective action if they cannot count on the word of the United States.

Our adversaries cannot be expected to exercise prudence if they per

ceive our resolve to be hostage to the exigencies of the moment. Those

whose posture toward us remains to be determined. cannot be expected

to decide in favor of friendship if they cannot confidently assess the

benefits of association with us. To be perceived as unreliable is there

fore to become virtually irrelevant as an influence for stability and

peace, and to leave the international arena to the mercy of those who do

not share our commitment to either.

Finally, and in some ways most important, American foreign policy

must demonstrate balance, both in our approach to individual issues

and in the orchestration of policy directly.

BY balance, I mean recognizing that complex issues invariably re

quire us to weigh, and somehow reconcile, a variety of pressures, often

competing. Thus, for example, I believe that equitable and verifiable

arms control contributes to security. But restraint in the growth and

proliferation of ar.maments will not be achieved by policies which

increase the very insecurities that promote arms competition.
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Domestic economic stability will not be enhanced by the establish

ment of short-sighted economic barriers which undermine the multi

lateral cooperation Essential to the prosperity of all.

The assurance of basic human liberties will never be improved by

replacing friendly governments which incompletely satisfy our

standards of democracy with hostile ones which are even less benign.

And, our commitment to peace will not be furthered-‘by abdicating

the right to exercise military power only to the most ruthless mem

bers of the international community. "'

Balance must also be struck in the orchestration of policy generally:

in our selection of the issues we choose to address; in the priority we

accord to them; and in understanding the relationship of individual

issues, one to the other, and each to our broadly based policies. This

form of balance has become known as linkage, and the President

elect has publicly stated his commitment to it.

No mystical profession of faith is involved‘ here. In a system even

more interdependent in every sense, issues and policies which attempt

to deal with them are linked, whatever our preferences. That does

not mean that every negotiation must be a prisoner of the daily head

lines; it does not mean that specific relationships cannot be estab

lished in isolation from the climate in which they must be maintained.

Consistency, reliability, balance-—these three attributes are essen

tial, not because they guarantee a successful foreign policy—nothing

can do that——but because their absence guarantees an unsuccessful

one.

Unfortunately, as deTocqueville pointed out long ago, these are

precisely the qualities which a democracy finds most difficult to mus

ter. This inherent difficulty has been complicated in the past decade

by the breakdown of foreign policy bipartisanship; and by the

development of unnecessary division between the Congress and the

executive branch and among the executive departments themselves.

Our urgent task is to reestablish an effective foreign policy con

sensus. To do so, I believe three conditions must be met.

First, the constitutional responsibility of the President for the con

duct of foreign affairs must be reaffirmed. The United States must

speak to the other nations with a single voice. To say that is in no

sense to argue for curtailing discussion or necessary debate. On the

contrary, I believe both are essential. But the authoritative voice must

be the President’s.

The President needs a single individual to serve as the general

manager of American diplomacy. President-elect Reagan believes

that the Secretary of State should play this role. As Secret-ary of

State, I would function as a member of the President’s team, but one

with clear responsibility for formulating and conducting foreign

policv, and for explaining it to the Congress, the public, -and the

world at large. The Assistant to the President for National Security

would fill a staff role for the President.

Second, an effective partnership must be restored with the Congress.

By “partnership,” I do not mean occasional retrospective reporting.

I mean active consultation, exchange of ideas and proposals in a timely

manner, in an atmosphere of mutual respect, trust, -and confidence rec

ognizing the special role of the Senate itself.
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The Congress can hardly be expected to allow the President the dis

cretion he requires unless it is comfortable with the purposes toward

which, and the limits within which, that discretion will be exercised.

The Constitution demands it, and good sense urges it. In turn, Con

gress must do its part. In a partnership, both sides must behave

responsibly. '

Finally, the most consistent articulation of policy is wasted if the

professionals who must execute it are divorced from its formulation

and if their experience and skill are usurped in the name of confiden

tiality, haste, or political sensitivity. The career personnel of the State

Department and the Foreign Service are an unmatched intellectual

resource, and they will be around long after the President and the Sec

retary of State are gone. If the United States is to act consistently and

reliably in the world arena, it must use its career professionals. Their

effective participation in policymaking is imperative.

Mr. Chairman, I have outlined what I consider to be the essential

challenges, qualities, and requirements of a sound American foreign

policy. In closing, let me speak to our resources, which are considerable.

Although we have economic problems,,we still possess the largest and

strongest economy on Earth. It is within our power to revitalize our

productive base; maintain and expand our agricultural strength; re

gain commercial competitiveness; and reduce our dependency on for

eign sources of energy and other raw materials. No American foreign

policy can succeed from a base of economic weakness.

Our alliances enable us to draw on the strengths and the wisdom of

some of the world’s greatest nations. Yet, our alliances must be tended,

and adapted to new problems not visualized by their creators. In the

process, we must bear_ in mind that the essence of any alliance is the

core of shared commitment and shared endeavor. In the 1980’s we

should not let ourselves become preoccupied with debates over who is

doing more; the challenges we face will require more from all of us.

We possess a full range of the instruments of effective statecraft: a

diplomatic corps second to none; economic and military assistance

programs; a variety of sophisticated cultural and informational re

sources; and, of course, a military power which no potential adversary

can afford to ignore.

These instruments provide the United States with the unrivaled

capacity to influence the course of international events. Their mainte

nance or neglect will declare American intentions far more clearly than

any rhetoric you or I dispense today.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[General Haig’s prepared statement follows :]

PREPARED STATEMENT or ALEXANDER M. Hare, JR.

Mr. Chairman: I am pleased to appear before this distinguished Committee as

the nominee of President-elect Ronald Reagan to be Secretary of State.

I am prepared to answer any questions you may have concerning my qualifica

tions for this office, my views on foreign policy, and my service to my country

during the past three decades.

There could be no more critical time at which to assume the post of Secretary

of State, and I am honored that the President-elect has chosen me as his designate.

Over the past 200 years, the United States has stood as a beacon of liberty for the

world. We have demonstrated that freedom and justice can thrive in a democratic

society. We have in this century been often called to shed our blood for the

nations of the free world; and in an ingenious and generous plan designed by a
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great Army general and Secretary of State, George C. Marshall, we helped, after

the most devastating war in history, rebuild Europe and strengthen civilization.

-Our record in this century is not perfect, but it should be a source of great pride.

Our successes were founded on a firm commitment to our ideals combined with a

sense of the realities of human nature and international politics. It is that com

bination that we must bring to bear in the decade ahead. If we do, I believe that

America and its people will stand once again as an example for the peoples of the

world and merit the highest judgment of history.

Our ideals must be reconciled with the reality we face. The United States must

pursue its vision of justice in an imperfect and constantly changing world—full

of peril, but also full of opportunity. The world does not stand still for our elec

tions, important as they are. Complex issues already crowd our foreign policy

agenda. The earlier the Reagan Administration articulates its approach to these

issues, the better served the nations of the world and the people of our own

nation will’be.

It would be premature here to set forth definitive policies, or offer detailed

programs. Both tasks require analysis and thoughtful consideration by the

President-elect and his advisers. But President-elect Reagan and I firmly believe

that American foreign policy should have some permanent bedrock. The United

States has been most effective ill the world arena when the solid foundations of

its foreign policy have been recognized and understood—by our own people and

by the nations with which we must deal.

Before outlining them for you, Mr. Chairman, let me briefly discuss my prior

government service. As most of you know, I have spent 35 of the last 37 years in

pu-blic service. That service has spanned several Presidential Administrations,

including those of Presidents Nixon, Ford, and most recently President Carter

who extended for two years my term of duty as NATO Commander in Europe.

Nevertheless, my nomination has stimulated renewed interest among some in a

few events during that service—events that occurred during the four years that

I served on the staff of the National Security Council from January 1969 to Jan

uary 1973 and during the time that I served as Chief of Staff in the White House

from May 1973 to September 1974.

Most of these events have been thoroughly investigated in general, and my

role in particular has been scrutinized meticulously. I have testified at length

under oath eight times concerning my role in many of these incidents.

I testified before this Committee on July 30, 1974, concerning the 1969-70

national security wiretaps.

I testified again about those wiretaps in a lengthy deposition in the lawsuit of

Halpem v. Kissinger. ~

I testified before the Senate Select Committee on Presidential Campaign

Activities on May 15, 1974. during its investigation of the $100,000 Hughes cam

paign contribution given to Bebe Rebozo.

I testified before the Senate Intelligence Committee on August 15, 1975, in its

examination of covert operations in Chile.

I testified before Judge John Sirica on December 5 and 6, 1973, on the question

of the 181/2 minute gap in one of the Nixon tapes.

And I testified on three occasions before Watergate Grand Juries, answering

all their questions.

Others, including former President Gerald Ford and former Secretary of State

Henry Kissinger, have also testified on these and other issues at length.

None of these investigations have found any culpability on my part.

In an appendix to this statement, I have set forth the facts on certain events

in which Senator Pell has expressed an interest. If this Committee has any

further questions, I am prepared to answer them.

I would, however, like to underscore how I viewed Watergate while I was

White House Chief of Staff.

I believe that President Nixon, the duly elected and duly constituted head of

the Executive Branch, was entitled to the presumption of innocence, until proven

otherwise, accorded as a constitutional right to every American citizen. In that

context, I worked hard within the boundaries of the law and the advice of the

lawyers to support him.

I also believe passionately in the Office of the Presidency and the awesome

ability of that office to inspire its occupant to consider constantly the judgment

of history and to work for the broad public interest. The influence of that Office

on its occupant provides a critically important institutional safeguard for our
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democracy. I viewed my overriding duty as one to preserve that Office in the

national interest.

Although Watergate was obviously important during my tenure as Chief of

Staff, I spent 90 percent of my time trying to assure that the other business of

the Presidency was properly conducted.

I believe my work on the National Security Council under Dr. Kissinger and

service as White House Chief of Staff provided experience that, when com

bined with my service in the Army, and as NATO Commander, will help me as

Secretary of State. '

Now, Mr. Chairman, let me move to the present and the future, and describe

the global environment in which our national interest must be pursued.

Every generation views its own perils as unprecedented. Even so, there is now

widespread agreement that the years immediately ahead will be unusually dan

gerous. Evidence of that danger is everywhere:

In Europe, still the fulcrum of the -East-West balance, Soviet military power

once again casts an ominous shadow over the efforts of an East European people

to assert fundamental freedoms of association and expression.

In the Middle East, an uneasy peace continues to be punctuated by raid and

reprisal, with each such sequence threatening renewed and wider conflict.

At the head of the Persian Gulf, war between Iran and Iraq threatens the

very lifeblood of many national economies. Iran itself, once a major force for

regional stability, lurches from demonstration to demonstration in a state of

near anarchy. Meanwhile, not far to the east, eighty-five thousand Soviet troops

brutalize Afghanistan in the first major post-World War II employment of Soviet

troops outside the area the Soviets have heretofore considered their sphere of

influence.

In Asia, sworn enemies face one another along a 5000-mile are from Thailand

to the Manchurian frontier. On the Korean peninsula. only a fragile truce

persists nearly thirty years after the formal cessation of Korean hostilities.

In Africa, Southeast Asia, Central America and the Caribbean, turmoil and

violence stunt national development, and invite terrorism from within and

adventurism from without, as millions of human beings starve and thousands of

new refugees seek shelter each day.

It is no wonder the 1980's have been called a decade of crisis. Yet, it is precisely

that sort of appraisal which I believe we must reject. The very term “crisis"

implies that events are out of control, and that our nation can only react.

But the task of statesmanship is not simply to react to events. Those I just

described are merely the current symptoms of more fundamental world prob

lems. The task of statesmanship is to master these problems, and thus minimize

the necessity for ricocheting from crisis to crisis.

Today we face a world in which power in a' variety of forms has become

diffused among over 150 nations. Adjustment of relations with and among so

many separate governments would be difficult enough, even were all equally

responsible and equally committed to stability and peace. But many are willing

to foment instability and violence to achieve their objectives. That reality

alone should argue for better coordination of policies among the free nations.

As I have underscored more than once to our allies in Europe, artificial operat

ing boundaries self-imposed in a simpler era are increasingly irrelevant to to

day's needs to formulate and pursue policies together.

But the diffusion of power and its resulting instability are not the only argu

ment for concerted Allied action. Our collective vulnerability to international

unrest is matched by a socio-economic challenge that we all share. The growing in

terdependence of our economies, and our continued reliance on foreign sources

of energy and raw materials, have stripped the West of the independent and

collective resilience which once allowed one nation’s economic strength to

bolster another’s momentary weakness.

The significance of the economic challenges we face cannot be overemphasized.

The potential for worldwide boom-or-bust is not unrelated to the diffusion of

power among so many nations. Indeed, the decline in world oil supplies resulting

from the war between Iran and Iraq is stark testimony that instability may be

most likely precisely where its effect on world economies promises to be most

debilitating.

Much of the fragmentation of power has occurred in the so-called “Third

World”——a misleading term if ever there was one. If one thing has become

abundantly clear in the last decade or so, it is that the commonality of condition,
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purpose——and by extension, US. foreign policy—implied by the term “Third

World” is a myth, and a dangerous one at that. , '

Recent American foreign policy has suffered from the misperception which

lumps together nations as diverse as Brazil and Libya, Indonesia and South

Yemen, Cuba and Kuwait; and which has too frequently produced attempts to

cut the national pattern to fit the foreign policy cloth. This failure to tailor policy

to the individual circumstances of developing nations has frequently aggravated

the very internal stresses which Western policy should seek instead to diminish.

Our difficulties in this regard have hardly been lessened by our propensity to

apply to these emerging states Western standards which resolutely ignore vast

differences in their social cultures, political development, economic vitality,

and internal and external security.

These fundamental problems—the diffusion of power, the interdependence of

the allied community, and the failure to recognize the variety among the so-called

Third World nations——are made the more intractable by what is perhaps the

central strategic phenomenon of the post-World War II era: the transformation

of Soviet military power from a continental and largely defensive land army

to a global offensive army, navy and air force fully capable of supporting an

imperial foreign policy.

Considered in conjunction with the episodic nature of the West’s military

response, this tremendous accumulation of armed might has produced perhaps

the most complete reversal of global power relationships ever seen in a period

of relative peace. Today, the threat of Soviet military intervention colors attempts

to achieve international civility. Unchecked, the growth of Soviet military power

must eventually paralyze Western policy altogether.

These, then, are fundamental problems which challenge American foreign

policy, and the future of the democracies generally. To say that it is not to

diminish the importance of other Western goals: the eradication of hunger,

poverty and disease; the expansion of the free flow of people, goods and ideas;r

the spread of social justice; and through these and similar efforts, the improve

ment of the human condition. It is simply to recognize that these desirable

and critical objectives are impossible to achieve in an international environment

dominated by violence, terrorism and threat.

The United States has a clear choice. We can continue, if we wish, to react to

events as they occur—seria1ly, unselectively, and increasingly in the final

analysis, unilaterally. One lesson of Afghanistan is certainly that few symp

tomatic crises are capable of effectively rallying the collective energies of the

free world. We may wish it were otherwise, but wishing will not make it so.

Alternatively, we can confront the fundamental issues I have discussed. We

can seek actively to shape events and, in the process, attempt to forge consensus

among like-minded peoples. Such a consensus will enable us to deal with the more

fundamental tasks I have outlined: the management of Soviet power; the re

establishment of an orderly international economic climate; the economic and

political maturation of developing nations to the benefit of their peoples; and the

achievement of a reasonable standard of international civility. Acting alone, each

of these tasks is beyond even our power; acting together, all are within the ca

pacity of free nations.

I do not mean to belittle the difficulties. They are formidable. But our col

lective capacity to meet them is also formidable. The challenge of American

foreign policy in the 1980’s is to marshal that capacity.

If we are to succeed in this effort, the conduct of American foreign policy must

be characterized above all by three qualities:

First, we must act with consistency. Specific issues may furnish the occasion

for action, but they cannot constitute the sole basis for policy. Once we accept

that the specific issues facing us today are merely surface manifestations of more

fundamental problems, it must also be clear that effective policy cannot be created

anew daily, informed solely by the immediate need. To do so risks misperception

by our adversaries, loss of confidence by our allies, and confusion among our own

people. U.S. policy has been most effective-in Europe and the Middle East. for

example—-where consistent U.S. interests have been consistently pursued.

Second, we must behave reliably. American power and prestige should not be

lightly committed; but once made, a commitment must be honored. Our friends

cannot be expected to share in the burdens and risks of collective action if they

cannot count on the word of the United States. Our adversaries cannot be ex

pected to exercise prudence if they perceive our resolve to be hostage to the

exigencies of the moment.
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Those whose posture toward us remains to be determined cannot be expected to

decide in favor of friendship if they cannot confidently assess the benefits of

association with us. To be perceived as unreliable is therefore to become vir

tually irrelevant as an influence for stability and peace, and to leave the interna

tional arena to the mercy of those who do not share our commitment to either.

Finally, and in some ways most important, American foreign policy must dem

onstrate balance, both in our approach to individual issues, and in the orchestra

tion of policy generally. By balance, I mean recognizing that complex issues in

variably require us to weigh, and somehow reconcile, a variety of pressures, often

competing. Thus, for example:

I believe that equitable and verifiable arms control contributes to security.

But restraint in the growth and proliferation of armaments will not be achieved

by policies which increase the very insecurities that promote arms competition;

Domestic economic stability will not be enhanced by the establishment of short

sighted, economic barriers which undermine the multilateral cooperation essen

tial to the prosperity of all.

The assurance of basic human liberties will not be improved by replacing

friendly governments which incompletely satisfy our standards of democracy

with hostile ones which are even less benign.

And our commitment to peace will not be furthered by abdicating the right to

exercise military power to only the most ruthless members of the international

community.

Balance must also be struck in the orchestration of policy generally: in our

selection of the issues we choose to address; in the priority we accord them; and

in understanding the relationship of individual issues, one to another, and each

to our broad policy objectives. This form of balance has become known as link

age, and the President-elect has publicly stated his commitment to it.

No mystical profession of faith is involved here. In a system ever more inter

dependent in every sense, issues and the policies which attempt to deal with them

are linked, whatever our preferences. That does not mean that every negotiation

must be a prisoner of the daily headlines; it does mean that specific relation

ships cannot be established in isolation from the climate in which they must be

maintained.

Consistency, reliability, balance. These three attributes are essential, not

because they guarantee a successful foreign policy—nothing can do that—but

because their absence guarantees an unsuccessful one. Unfortunately, as De

Tocqueville pointed out long ago, these are precisely the qualities which a democ

racy finds most difficult to muster. This inherent difficulty has been complicated

in the past decade by the breakdown of foreign policy bipartisanship; and by

the development of unnecessary division between Congress and the Executive

Branch, and among the executive departments themselves.

Our urgent task is to reestablish an effective foreign policy consensus. To do so,

I believe three conditions must be met :

First. the Constitutional and traditional responsibility of the President for

the conduct of foreign affairs must be reaffirmed. The United States Government

must speak to other nations with a single voice. To say that is in no sense to

argue for curtailing discussion or debate. On the contrary, I believe both are

essential. But the authoritative voice must be the President’s.

The President needs a single individual to serve as the general manager of

American diplomacy. President-elect Reagan believes that the Secretary of State

should play this role. As Secretary of State, I would function as a member of the

President’s team, but one with clear responsibility for formulating and con

ducting foreign policy. and for explaining it to the Congress. the public. and

the world at large. The Assistant to the President for National Security would

fill a staff role for the President.

Second. an effective partnership must be restored with the Congress. By

partnership, I do not mean occasional retrospective reporting. I mean active

consultation, exchange of ideas and proposals in a timely manner. in an atmos

phere of mutual respect, trust and confidence, recognizing the special role of

the Senate. The Congress can hardly be expected to allow the President the

discretion he requires unless it is comfortable with the purposes toward which,

and limits within which, that discretion will be exercised. The Constitution

demands it, and good sense urges it. In turn. Congress must do its part. In a

partnership, both sides must behave responsibly.
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Finally, the most consistent articulation of policy is wasted if the professionals

who m’ust execute it are divorced from its formulation, and if their experience

and skill are usurped in the name of confidentiality, haste, or political sensitivity.

The career personnel of the State Department and the Foreign Service are an

unmatched intellectual resource, and they will be around long after the President

and the, Secretary of State are gone. If the United States is to act consistently

and reliably in the world arena, it must use its career professionals. Their effec

tive participation in policymaking is imperative.

Mr. Chairman, I have outlined what I consider to be the essential challenges,

qualities, and requirements of a sound American foreign policy. In closing, let

me speak to our resources, which are considerable.

Although we have economic problems, we still possess the largest and strongest

economy on earth. It is within our power to revitalize our productive base;

maintain and expand our agricultural strength; regain commercial competitive

ness; aud reduce our dependency on foreign sources of energy and other raw

materials. No American foreign policy can succeed from a base of economic

weakness.

Our alliances enable us to draw on the strengths and the wisdom of some of

the world’s greatest nations. Yet our alliances must be tended, and adapted to

new problems not visualized by their creators. In the process, we must bear in -

mind that the essence of any alliance is its core of shared commitment and

endeavor. In the 1980s, we should not let ourselves become preoccupied with

debates over who is doing more; the challenges we face will require more from

all of us.

We possess a full range of the instruments of effective statecraft: a diplomatic

corps second to none; economic and military assistance programs; a variety of

sophisticated cultural and informational resources; and, of course, military

power which no potential adversary can afford to ignore. These instruments

provide the United States with unrivaled capacity to influence the course of

international events. Their maintenance or neglect will declare American inten

tions far more clearly than any rhetoric.

But I believe our greatest strength is the strength of our values and political

institutions. These have been tested in recent years. But they have survived.

As we survey the world, reflect on its problems, and recognize its dangers, we

must -accept the fact that, like it or not, we are a nation of trustees: trustees

for the values of freedom and justice that have inspired mankind for thousands

of years.

The Secretary of State of the United States has a responsibility second only

to that of the President himself to insure that this trusteeship is managed wisely

and well. I approach this responsibility in full recognition of the gravity of our

task, with confidence that we will succeed, and with the knowledge that working

closely with this Committee and the Congress is a key to our success.

Arrrmnrx TO PREPARED STATEMENT or ALEXANDER M. HAIG, Ja.

To assist the Committee’s review, I will describe briefly my activities during

1969-74.

Most of these events have been thoroughly investigated in general, and my

role in particular has been scrutinized meticulously. I have testified at length

under oath eight times concerning my role in many of these incidents.

I testified before the Committee on July 30, 1974, concerning the 1969-70

national security wiretaps.

I testified again about thoe wiretaps in a lengthy deposition in the lawsuit

of Halperin v. Kisei-nger.

I testified before the Senate Select Committee on Presidential Campaign

Activities on May 15, 1974, during its investigation of the $100,000 Hughes cam

paign contribution given to Bebe Rebozo.

I testified before the Senate Intelligence Committee on August 15, 1975, in

its examination of covert operations in Chile.

I testified before Judge John Sirica on December 5 and 6, 1973, on the ques

tion of the 181/2 minute gap in one of the Nixon tapes.

And I testified on three occasions before Watergate Grand Juries, answering

all their questions.

Others, including former President Gerald Ford and former Secretary of

State Henry Kissinger, have alo testified on these and other issues at length.

None of these investigations have found any culpability on my part.
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL-—1 9 69-7 3

Let me turn first to my years on the National Security Council Staff.

During those four years, I served first as one of two Executive Assistants to

Dr. Henry Kissinger, the Assistant to the President for National Security

Affairs, and then, beginning in June, 1971, as Deputy Assistant to the President

for National Security Affairs.

,In both positions I was responsible for reviewing materials before they

reached Dr. Kissinger’s desk, being familiar with the matters that he was work

ing on, transmitting information to him, obtaining decisions from him, and

seeing that those decisions were carried out. In a typical 14 to 16 hour working

day I would

Review some 200 cables and dozens of intelligence reports, and read and

prepare memos directed to Dr. Kissinger or the President—work that often

required conferences with other NSC staff members;

Attend several meetings of White House groups on issues that included legis

lation affecting foreign policy, Presidential trips, Presidential speeches, or

foreign economic and trade issues;

Meet with visiting groups or foreign officials when Dr. Kissinger was not

available.

I also had specific responsibilities to work closely with Dr. Kissinger in his

negotiations with the North Vietnamese seeking an end to the war in Vietnam

and the return of U.S. prisoners of war, and to coordinate the extensive prep

arations for President Nixon’s visit to China in 1972.

My involvement in any one of the countless issues that came to Dr. Kissinger

during those four years therefore varied dramatically. At one extreme, I might

quickly read and transmit a document to Dr. Kissinger or to the President. At

the other, I would prepare a substantive analysis of a foreign policy problem

for the President or Dr. Kissinger. ‘

The three areas in which my role has been most intensely examined during

my NSC days illustrate how different my participation could be. In two of these

areas—the FBI wiretaps and the Chilean covert activity—my involvement was

quite limited. In the third—U.S. policy in Southeast Asia—-I had a much more

substantial role.

With respect to wiretaps, during 1969 and 1970, the FBI conducted wiretaps

and other surveillance on a number of individuals, primarily government officials

and newsmen. President Nixon instituted this program in the Spring of 1969

because of his concern about leaks of national security information, including

disclosure of minutes of National Security Council meetings and of U.S. bargain

ing options in upcoming SALT negotiations.

The facts about my role are straightforward :

The decision to use wiretaps and surveillance to detect the source of the leaks

was made by the President, in consultation with the Attorney General of the

United States, and the Director of the FBI. I was not involved.

I was assured that the program was legal.

I never decided which individuals were to be tapped. On several occasions, I

was asked by Dr. Kissinger to identify individuals who had access to specific in

formation, and I identified those who, to my knowledge, had such access. My re

sponsibility was to convey to the FBI names of individuals that were provided

to me either by the President or by Dr. Kissinger. On many occasions, the sum

maries of the results of the tapes were delivered to me for Dr. Kissinger.

This Committee has considered the issues raised by this program twice, once

in 1973 and once in 1974. The first time, this Committee voted, 16-1, to confirm

Dr. Kissinger as Secretary of State, noting: “Mr. Kissinger’s role in the wire

tapping of 17 government officials and newsmen did not constitute grounds to bar

his cgnéirmation as Secretary of State.” S. Ex. Rep. No. 93-15, 93d Cong., 1st Sess.

4 (1 7 ).

Later, this Committee held a special hearing solely to review the events sur

rounding these wiretaps. Based on this investigation, the Committee voted again

that the wiretaps provided no basis to question the propriety of Dr. Kissinger’s

serving as Secretary of State:

The committee reaffirms its position of last year that his [Dr. Kissinger’s] role

in the wiretapping “did not constitute grounds to bar his confirmation as See

retary of State." If the Committee knew then what it ‘knows now it would have

nonetheless reported the nomination favorably to the Senate. '
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Report on the Inquiry Concerning Dr. Kissinger’s Role in Wiretapping, 1969

71, printed in Dr. Kissinger’s Role in Wiretapping: Hearings Before the S.

Comm. on Foreign Relations, 93d Cong., 2nd Sess., p. x (1974).

In Holperin v. Kissinger, a lawsuit for damages by one of the individuals

who had been wiretapped, the Federal District Court dismissed me as a defendant

in the case because of my -“inactive role and . . . lack‘ of oversight authority." 1

I am aware that the legal rules governing wiretaps today differ dramatically

from the rules in effect in 1970. The Supreme Court has now established stronger

Constitutional restrictions on wiretapping for national security reasons. The

Congress has enacted the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act of 1978, and the

President has issued Executive Order 12036. As Secretary of State, I will, of

course, follow the law, just as I sought to do when I served in the White House

ten years ago.

Now, with respect to covert activities in Chile. As I indicated, I testified on

this subject to the Senate Intelligence Committee in August of 1975 and that

testimony is available to members of the Committee. In essence, that testimony

describes my limited involvement and confirms that Chile was not a special

responsibility of mine and that I was not deeply involved in either overt or

covert policies toward that country. In general, throughout my service on the

National Security Council staff, I had no responsibility to review or approve any

CIA covert activities in Chile.

I am aware that the Congress has established procedures for informing the

Senate Intelligence Committee “of all intelligence activities . . . including any

significant anticipated intelligence activity . . . .” The Reagan Administration

intends to follow those procedures.

U.S. POLICY IN SOUTHEAST ASIA

1. Bombing of North Vietnamese sanctuaries on the Cambodian border

President Nixon’s decision to bomb the sanctuaries of North Vietnamese troops

along the Cambodian border and to keep that bombing secret was made in March,

1969. I supported the President’s decision to order those raids, and I was in

volved in planning them. The bombing was focused on North Vietnamese troop

encampments within five miles of the Vietnamese-Cambodian border where there

was virtually no civilian population. The operation was carried out as a secret

military mission. I was aware that Congressional leaders were notified about it

at the time although I had no personal responsibility for that process. I was not

aware of any subsequent inaccurate statements that may have been provided to

the Congress.

2. Increased bombing of North Vietnam in December 1972

During my four years at the National Security Council, the negotiations to

end the Vietnam War gradually occupied more and more of my time—par

ticularly after I became Dr. Kissinger’s Deputy in June, 1971. I worked closely

with Dr. Kissinger as negotiations intensified in late 1972 seeking to end the war

and obtain the return of U.S. prisoners of war.

During this period, the North Vietnamese began to renounce earlier agreements

and stall the negotiations for peace. As a result, Dr. Kissinger and I advocated

the bombing of military targets in North Vietnam which occurred in late Decem

ber 1972. I believed then that it was the only way to convince the North Viet

namese to resume serious negotiations. (I continue to believe today that judg

ment was correct.) Subsequent observers——as well as aerial reconnaissance

photos——have confirmed that the bombing was focused on selective military

targets and did not result in indiscriminate “carpet bombing” of civilian areas.

In my judgment, that course of action was in the best interest of the United

States and it produced the intended result. The North Vietnamese quickly

signalled their willingness to return to the negotiations. Those negotiations did

resume in January, 1973, and led to the agreement that President Nixon an

nounced on January 23, 1973, and led to the return of U.S. prisoners of war in

the spring of 1973.

1 Halperin v. Kissinger, 424 F. Supp. 838, 846 (D.D.C. 1977. This case is presently on

appeal concerning other issues.
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\VHI’I‘E HOUSE CHIEF OF STAFF-——1973-74

Here is how I viewed Watergate while I was White House Chief of Staff.

I believe that President Nixon, the duly elected and duly constituted head of

the Executive Branch, was entitled to the presumption of innocence until proven

otherwise, accorded as a-constitutional right to every American citizen. In that

context, I worked hard within the boundaries of the law and the advice of the

lawyers to support him. ‘ .

I also believe passionately in the Office of the Presidency and the awesome

ability of that office to inspire its occupant to consider constantly the judgment

of history and to work for the broad public interest. The influence of that Office

on its occupant provides a critically important institutional safeguard for our

democracy. I viewed my overriding duty as one to preserve that Office in the

national interest. -, .

The basic legal advice concerning Watergate was consistently developed by

the lawyers in the White House. The President made the final decisions how to

proceed. My role lay in assuring that the legal staff developed options and pre

sented these to him for decision. Occasionally I was asked to see that his deci

sions were carried out. To the best of my knowledge, the President never made

any decision that the lawyers did not support as legally appropriate.

Finally, although Watergate was obviously important during my tenure as

Chief of Staff, I spent 90 percent of my time trying to assure that the other busi

ness of the Presidency was properly conducted. This was the time of the Yom

Kippur War in the Middle East, the 1973 summit meeting between President

Nixon and Soviet Premier Brezhnev, the Congressional cutoff of funds for U.S.

bombing in Cambodia, the resignation of Vice President Spiro Agnew and the

appointment of Gerald Ford to replace-him, the OPEC oil embargo, President

Nixon’s Middle East trip and the second Moscow summit in the early summer of

1974.

Let me also provide some background. During the course of 1972, I had beco-me

increasingly anxious to return to my career in the Army. The announcement of

my appointment as Army Vice Chief of Staff was made in the summer of 1972.

My involvement in the Vietnam peace negotiations delayed until January 4, 1973,

the date on which I actually assumed the position. I spent three and a half

months working as Vice Chief of Staff. Despite my own preference to remain

with the Army, I agreed to President Nixon’s request in early May, 1973 to under

take a 30 to 60 day assignment to reorganize the White House staff.

I accepted with two understandings. First, it would be only for a brief period

after which I would return to my Army position. Second, I would have no in

volvement with Watergate matters. ~

When I arrived at the White House in May 1973, there were almost a hundred

major positions empty—Cabinet positions, heads of agencies, sub-Cabinet posi

tions, White House staff positions. My initial task was to recognize the White

House staff and to move promptly to fill vacant positions. In addition, I was

responsible for managing the President’s appointments, schedules, and meetings,

and for reviewing papers before they went to the President.

In what follows, I will try to reconstruct my actions in several separate areas.

Some involve incidents that occurred very shortly after I arrived at the White

House. I was untutored in the details of Watergate. Other pressures and duties

demanded my attention with far greater urgency. By the time other events

occurred, my involvement in post-Watergate related matters had grown substan

tially.

Hughes’ $100,000 campaign contribution

I have testified on this matter before the Senate Select Committee on Presiden

tial campaign activities on May 15, 1974. As I testified, this issue also come to

my attention shortly after I arrived at the White House. I took only one action

of any significance. At the request of the President, I obtained the name of an

attorney from White House counsel Leonard Garment, and transmitted the name

of that attorney to Mr. Rebozo as a lawyer that he might retain in connection

with an IRS investigation. This incident may have occupied a small portion of

my time on several scattered days during the first six months that I was at the

White House.



27

THE NIXON TAPES

1. Transcription of tapes

The responsibility for supervising the preparation of all transcripts that were

to be released either to the courts, Congressional committees or to the public

rested completely in the hands of the White House legal staff, working with

President Nixon.

I never personally listened to a tape (other than a brief portion of one that

President Nixon played at a Cabinet meeting to demonstrate the poor quality of

the recordings). I never participated in reviewing any transcript for accuracy

or in deciding the relevancy to Watergate of portions of conversations. Those

decisions were left to the lawyers and other members of the White House staff

subject to review by President Nixon.

My knowledge and views about the contents of tapes came from either the

White House legal staff or President Nixon himself. I learned that a White

House lawyer, Fred Buzhardt, believed there was a “smoking gun”, tape some

time in the last few days of July, 1974, and I read the transcript of that tape on

Wednesday, July 31, 1974.

2. The 18% minute gap

I never physically had any tape in my possession, and I explained in two days

of testimony before Judge Sirica my limited and arms-length actions in arranging

on several occasions for President Nixon or his secretary to listen to tapes. I

still have no knowledge of the origin of the 181/2 minute gap.

3. Transcript of June 4, 1973, meeting with President Nixon

The transcript of a meeting between President Nixon and me on June 4, 1973,

has been the repeated subject of speculation and innuendo.

This meeting occurred in the context of the President’s decision to listen to his

tapes at my urging based on the advice of the White House lawyers. I had been

at the White House for less than a month and I knew little about the details of

Watergate.

At this date I cannot reconstruct the precise June 4 Conversation even with the

transcript in front of me. But I do recall that I wanted President Nixon to finish

listening to the tapes—-to complete a task that he did not find pleasant.

To turn specifically to the transcript: it shows the President saying to me

that he will continue to review the tapes to “see what else is in” them. I agreed

with him that he should continue to review the tapes, saying, “That’s the thing

for you to do, for your own, really your own peace of mind right now.” And I

continue: “You can’t recall. It was a meeting . . . [unintelligible]."

In context I believe that I was emphasizing to him that he should—for his own

sake—continue to listen to the tapes since he could not recall independently

what had been said.

But, since the transcript shows so many parts of the conversation as unintelli

gible, it is impossible to say with certainty exactly what we were discussing in

those two sentences. I do not have an independent recollection now of those sen

tences. But one thing I know with complete certainty is that I never suggested

then or on any other occasion, that he should dissemble or pretend not to recall

something.

THE NIXON PARDON

In October, 1974, President Ford testified before the House Judiciary Commit

tee about the circumstances surrounding his decision to pardon President Nixon.

That testimony accords with my recollection of my conversations with Mr. Ford.

But let me remove any lingering doubt : At no time did I aver suggest in any way

an agreement or “deal” that Mr. Nixon would resign in exchange for a pardon

from Mr. Ford.

When I met alone with Vice President Ford on August 1, 1974, I went to that

meeting to tell him of President Nixon’s inclination to resign, and to emphasize

to him that he had to be prepared to assume the Presidency within a very short

time. We discussed the views of members of the White House staff, various

courses of action that had been developed by the White House lawyers, and a

number of transition matters. As President Ford indicated in his testimony, the

courses of action under discussion by the White House lawyers included: letting

impeachment take its course through the House and a Senate trial, prompt res

ignation, temporary withdrawal from office under the Twenty-Fifth Amendment,
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a censure vote in lieu of impeachment, President Nixon pardoning himself, and

a pardon from President Ford. As President Ford also testified, I did not advo

cate any course of action. My duty was to urge Ford to be prepared for a rapid

transition, perhaps within a day, not to discuss any possible agreement.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, General Haig.

At this time, if any members of the committee have any questions

to ask the Chair about the ruling that has been given on the degree

of cooperation to be extended in getting documents, tapes, and mate

rials, I would be happy to respond.

Senator PELL. Mr. Chairman, I would like to understand the full

extent of your reply. As you know, I sent you a list of specific docu

ments -and asked if you would join with us in a subpena of those

documents as being one of the ways of getting at them at the Archives.

There are three routes to get at such documents: subpena; President

Nixon’s permission; or President Carter’s declaration that it is part

of the ongoing business of Government.

I would, therefore, like to put to you the specific question I sought

to put earlier: would the chairman cooperate with us in issuing a

subpena for those specific documents?

The CHAIRMAN. I would suggest, Senator Pell, that because there

is a range of documents, some of which are accessible and can be

obtained, some of which clearly are prohibited by laws we passed

from being available, even by subpena, our respective counsels, Fred

Thompson and Mr. Schuelke, get together with Senator Javits to

work out whatever seems practical to them as lawyers which they

can present to us. I will go forward with whatever seems feasible to

get. I would hope we would not have to require subpenas if informa

tion is obtainable by a joint letter from the two of us.

Senator PELL. Could we a ee that the counsel report back to us

with their recommendations Ify tomorrow morning?

The CHAIRMAN. Is there anything unreasonable about that?

Mr. THOMPSON. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. I think that is perfectly acceptable, and let us

say by tomorrow morning at 8 o’clock, so that it does not interfere

with our hearing.

Senator PELL. I will not be here at 8 a.m. to receive the report, but

let us get it in time for the hearing.

The CHAIRMAN. All right.

Senator PELL. I hope this procedure is satisfactory to my

colleagues.

Senator HAYAKAWA. Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Hayakawa.

Senator HAYAKAWA. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question?

If we do get these papers, records, and documents that the distin

guished Senator from Rhode Island requested, gramte-d that we get

only part of what he requests, how long would it take us, how many

weeks would it take us to examine them all?

The CHAIRMAN. I think that is obviously a question in which our

special counsel on both sides now are expert. They have probed.

They have talked to the legal counsel. They know what is available

and what is not available in a reasonable period of time. That is

why I think they should get together.



29

I would direct the clerk to put on the front table for all to see what

documentation now is available already in sworn testimony in hearings

by numerous committees throughout the Congress which is availab e

for analysis and for ‘study. [Pause.]

Are there any other questions?

Senator TSONGAS. Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Tsongas.

Senator TSONGAS. Mr. Chairman, I think it is obvious that in real

terms the data that we are seeking will not be available prior to the

January 20 vote. So, in a practical sense, what we are dealing with here

really is symbolism. The issue I think is whether in these hearings we

are going to have a maximally, open hearing.

We all know that much of the data will be contested and we are

likely not to have it. But the issue is whether we embark on this hear

ing process with full openness or, indeed, whether we do not. I believe

that the symbolism is very im ortant, both for the country and, I

might say, for General Haig. Alibve all I would like to inquire, in that

spirit of symbolic openness, as to whether General Haig would be

opposed to the issuance of the subpena.

General HAIG. Senator, I have no objection, no concern for access

by the committee or the committee staff to any document, manuscript,

memorandum of conversation, or sworn testimony that would shed

further light on the performance of my past service to my country. I

can assure you of that.

Senator TSONGAS. I appreciate that and thought that would be your

approach.

Then I would inquire if the minority would like to have the subpena

and if2 General Haig is not opposed to it, then why should it not be

issued .

The CHAIRMAN. I see no problem about issuing subpenas, Senator

Tsongas. As you know, I have served as ranking member of the Perma

nent Investigations Subcommittee with Senator McClellan, Senator

Sam Ervin, and Senator Abe R-ibicoif. We have issued subpenas time

and again, probably more than anyone else in the Senate. We have had

no objection to issuing subpenas.

We always have preferred to issue a letter when a letter was ade

quate from the ranking member and the chairman. But many times

an agency will say, we cannot give certain material to you without a

subpena. But if any agency tells our counsel that it is prohibited by

the l-aws the Congress of the United States has passed from issuing

this material to you even if you subpena it, I do not see the reason to

go through that kind of paperwork. We are trying to lessen the amount

of paperwork the Government creates, not increase it. That is just an

exercise in futility.

General Haig has assured us that he has no objection whatsoever to

our obtaining an _ kind of material, and I have said that there will be

no obstruction 0 any kind in obtaining that material. I think we have

a great deal of material here. Let’s get whatever we can in the time we

have available.

I would like, in response to your letter, to read at this time a letter

that I was asked to put into the record. It is from Jose h Sisco,

Chancellor of the American University and a former distinguished

72-018 0 - 81 — 3
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Under Secretary of State. He has written to me in an urgent sense

"And asked that I put this into the hearing record. I would read parts

of two, paragraphs :

“As you undertake your awesome responsibility as chairman of the

Senate Foreign Relations Committee, I hope you will take every

feasible step to assure that the hearings with respect to the advice

and consent of the Senate on the appointment of Alexander Haig

as Secretary of State will be fair, thorough, but not become a long,

drawnout repetition of the Vietnam and Watergate hearings.

“Our country’s interests will not be served if we once again rake

over the coals the entire past. It is time, indeed past time, to put the

agonies of Vietnam and Watergate behind us. Only our adversaries

could benefit from a hearing which would resurrect past divisions in

our country.

“The Reagan administration has a fresh opportunity to bring

greater coherence and direction to our foreign policy in the face of

the difficulties of the decades of the 1980’s. I hope the hearings with

regpgct to the Secretary of State Designate will contribute to this

en .

I have assured Senator Pell and others of the minority with whom

I have talked that if at any time our counsel—and we have hired

investigators who worked under Senator McClellan and under Sam

Ervin and we have directed them to find, seek, and probe this matter.

Mr. Manuel is well known to all of us. We have directed counsel to

probe and seek everything possible. I have pledged that if we found

anything that in our judgment impugned the fitness, character, or

the ability of our designee to carry on his duties as Secretary of State,

I would immediately notify the minority.

I have received that same pledge, that there will be no surprises on

each other, that any time any Senator finds something on the minority

side that he or she feels is wrong, it will be brought to the attention

of the chairman through counsel.

We have tried to be as frank as possible in this matter. To date,

we simply have not found anything that would impugn that character.

In fact, as I have said, most of it has added to the distinction of the

nominee. But this is a hearing for the purpose of bringing out the

truth, and I will continue to cooperate. But the first request I have

had to issue a subpena was last night. I have asserted right now that

if in those areas we can expedite this procedure, I will be happy to

do so. But I would hope that a letter from the chairman and from

the ranking member would be sufficient. '

Senator PELL. I be1ieve—and the record should show this-—that

my first effort to get documents was on December 17. There was an

aversion on your part to cosigning that letter at that time. The reason

we have come to request a subpena is because we have not been able

to get cooperation in cosigning a letter.

It should be borne in mind, too, that there are some documents

we should not get, that it would be illegal for us to get, and that the

agency involved will not give us. My hope remains that we could have

a subpena for-the specific list of documents and tapes that I have

requested, but we will leave that to our counsel.
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The CHAIRMAN. With respect to the request of December 17, our

own counsel, in going over this request, found it so vague, so ambig

uous, that he advised me not to cosign that letter. I did not want, as

a nonlawyer, to overrule the legal advice of our counsel.

The counsel for the White House, as I understand it, also found

the request of December 17 vague and ambiguous and they themselves

refused to provide it on that basis. It has been redrawn and tightened

and made much more precise.

I think we are now getting to the point where it is getting much

more precise and counsel can get together and by 8 o’clock tomorrow

morning will report to us on what documents we can request in the

form of a letter or, whenever necessary, I will ask authority of the

committee to issue subpenas.

Senator BAKER. Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Baker. -

Senator BAKER. I do not want to prolong this, but, once again, I

think we ought to get on with the business at hand. There is one human

being in the world who knows more about this subject than anyone

else and he is now here and under oath. I think we ought to get on

with whatever questions we have and ask the prime source. If we were

trying a lawsuit, the best evidence would be the testimony of this

man—and he voluntarily has placed himself under oath, subject to the

penalties of perjury. I think we should question him.

As far as subpenas are concerned, Senator Tsongas mentioned the

symbolism involved. \Well there is symbolism involved, and the issu

ance of a subpena is a symbol that this thing is going to turn into an

endless drag. Why we could litigate this thing and have no foreseeable

d .en . ~

I would observe that while General Haig is agreeable for tapes

.and document to be turned over, Richard Nixon is not. Someone could

say let’s try Richard Nixon all over again. Well, we have done that

already and I have a strong hunch he does not care whether we do

or not.

The claim of Executive privilege is one that still exists. Indeed, it

was extraordinarily interesting to me to see that President Carter

asserted that claim in his letter in response to Senator Pell’s request.

That happens to be dealing with the Iranian situation.

You know, we are asking for endless litigation if we do not get on

with the best evidence, and the best evidence is General Haig.

Once again, I think the chairman’s suggestion that we let counsel

see what we can agree on and how we can proceed without subpena-—

or with subpena, if necessary—is the best suggestion, and I urge that

we proceed With the questions.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Senator BIDEN. Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Biden.

Senator BIDEN. This will just take a moment.

I think we are making a mountain out of a molehill here, to use an

expression that already has been used.

As all of us on this committee who are attorneys know, the question

of what will or will not be available that is subpenaed depends upon
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what the recipient of the subpena decides will be available. We don’t

know that until we issue a subpena. The General has said he doesn’t

mind. We all say we don’t mind. It seems to me, before we decide

whether or not this is endless, that we should find out. Counsel cannot

make the judgment for us on what we will or will not be given until

the party is asked. Obviously, if you were about to be the recipient of

a subpena and I said, “What will you give me,” you will tell me, “I’ll

give you the least that I can.” Until the subpena is issued, it becomes

sort of a moot point. ' '

I think we are dragging this out.

The CHAIRMAN. I agree with you, Senator Biden. I think we ought to

get underway right now.

Senator BIDEN. I just want to say, speaking of symbolism, that it

seems to me I saw books piled up somewhere before like that

[General laughter.]

Senator BIDEN [continuing]. Though I don’t remember where that

was. Ma be we could have that clarified as we go down the line.

Why on’t we just get on with the issuance of a subpena? If we don’t

like what they say they will give us, then we can decide what to do.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.

Senator BIDEN. I would so move, Mr. Chairman—No, I will with

hold a motion on that.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Before proceeding with questions, because this is our first meeting,

I would like to acknowledge and formally welcome on behalf of Sena

tors Baker, Helms, Hayakawa, and Lugar, our new members, Senator

Mathias, Senator Kassebaum, Senator Boschwitz, and Senator Press

ler. We are also very pleased to have with us as a nonmember, but a

welcome one, indeed, Senator Kasten. I know Senator Pell joins me,

together with Senators Biden, Glenn, Sarbanes, Zorinsky, and Tsongas,

in welcoming our distinguished assistant minority leader, Senator

Cranston, who just happens to be the Senator for my daughter and son

in-law, and in welcoming Senator Dodd, who happens to be the Senator

for my son and daughter-in-law.

We are very happy, Senator Dodd, to have you and Senator

Cranston join us and to have with us, too, Senator Gary Hart, who

has indicated such an interest in these proceedings.

We will operate, at least for the time being, under a 10-minute rule.

I will ask that the members of the photographic corps permit the

Senators always to see the warning lights that are down on the witness

table. The Chair has changed the warning light so that there will be

a green light on for 8 minutes, a yellow light for 2 minutes and, at

9 minutes, a note will be given to each Senator so that the red light,

when it goes on after 10 minutes, will be observed. Each round of

questions will take 3 to 4 hours, and that is -a long wait in _'between

questions. Let us try to be as expeditious about this as possible, but

always we will take into account that a complex question must be

answered fully and we will see that that is done.

I would like to begin the questioning with Iran. I would ask you

this. General Haig.

Has President Carter’s administration kept you and President-elect

Reagan fully advised of what is happening? Can you tell us whether

there is some appearance of progress? Though we have learned long
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ago not get up false hopes, can you give us your assessment of what

the situation might be as of today with respect to the hostages?

General HAIG. Mr. Chairman, I have had the benefit of several dis

cussions with the Secretary of State, Edmund Muskie. I have had

discussions with the Under Secretary for Political Affairs, Mr.

Newsom, and my staff' has been kept abreast of the ebb and flow of

this very sensitive and vitally important issue.

I think for me to offer a value judgment in a confirmation hearing

while the current administration is anguishing moment by moment

with this momentous task could be counte roductive. I would prefer,

if I may, not to characterize in value ju gment terms the pro s

made or not made. I think there were expressions yesterday by oth

the administration and by President-elect Reagan which suggest that

perhaps the situation looks somewhat more hopeful.

The CHAIRMAN. I thank you very much.

In your statement you touched on a point that has been a matter

of considerable controversy through many administrations. It is one

in which you intimately have been involvedfithat is, the relationship

between -t e Assistant to the President for National Security and the

Secretary of State. Many times we have had conflicting voices.

I have talked with both you and with Richard Allen, for whom I

have a very high regard, about this particular problem. I have felt

strongly about It. Senator Zorinsky has felt so strongl that he has put

in a ‘bill requiring confirmation of the Assistant to the President for

-National Security Affairs.

I therefore put my question to you in this way: Are the statements

you have made fully backed, to the best of your knowledge, by Presi

dent-elect Reagan? Has it been discussed with President-elect Reagan

and Mr. Allen? Have you talked about it with Mr. Allen and does he

fully concur with the forthright statement that you have given to

this committee?

General HAIG. Mr. Chairman, the answer to both of your questions

is a strong affirmative. I think we all know that this issue is largely

the call of the President himself, and that we can legislate, talk, and

establish contracts but in the final analysis only the President, through

his de facto practices, can make this a reality. I have spoken at length

to President-elect Reagan about this. It is his firm intention to place

this responsibility with the Secretary of State.

The CHAIRMAN. I thank you very much.

I noticed this morning that Senator Pell, or Senator Lugar, was

asked a question on television about the War Powers Act. I think you

ma have been asked about this.

have been particularly interested in it because on May 14, 1970, I

introduced the first war powers resolution. When Senator Javits and

Senator Stennis got together and put in a Javits-Stennis, or Stennis

Javits resolution, I joined that. Many of us joined that and this ended

up being the War Powers Act which now is law. _

My question to you is have you looked at this carefully ?_ It takes into

account the problem that we have faced. The Constitution gives the

Congress of the United -States, and only the Congress, the ri ht to

declare war. The problem is we have not declared war since Worl War

II—never in Korea, never in Vietnam. In fact, there never has been a

declared war in the Middle East. Wars are raging today for which

there has never been even a declaration.
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What the Founding Fathers had in mind has been circumvented by

events. Therefore, the War Powers Act has been extraordinarily im

portant as a protection and a reassertion of our constitutional

authority. _

Do you fully concur with that act and do you intend to abide by the

spirit and the letter of the War Powers Act?

General HAIG. There is no question in my mind about the essentiality

of doing precisely that, Mr. Chairman. I know there are some aspects

of the act itself which yet have to be tested in practice. And there are

some honest differences on certain aspects of the application of the

act—some that this committee itself has wrestled with—and that

Senator Javits himself has taken a very strong position on. I want

to assure this committee that I intend to live by the letter of the law

and the spirit of the War Powers Act, and that I see no difficulty in

doing so.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, General Haig. That is a gratifying

reassurance.

It would be very useful to this committee and to the country if you

would give us a brief assessment of the Soviet purpose and motiva

tions and how best the United States may cope with the Soviets in

the whole range of foreign policy. What are their long-term military

and political objectives in the world today as you foresee them and

how should we respond?

General HAIG. Mr. Chairman, I have addressed this issue frequently

in the past. In doing so, I have pointed out that Soviet intentions

are in large measure irrelevant. These intentions can change from

day-to-day as a result of changes in incumbencies or the pressures

and exigencies of day-to-day international events.

I think the bottom line, if you will, of United States-Soviet rela

tionships and East-West relations at large is that there remain pro

found differences between East and West in political, economic,

security, and, most importantl , perhaps moral terms; and that so long

as these differences remain, t ey are inevitably going to spawn con

frontations and disa eements from time to time. Therefore, foreseeing

these inevitable con rontations, it is vitally important that we assess

the overall power balance between ourselves and the Soviet Union.

I have been concerned in recent years that the evidence of a declin

ing American and Western capability will inevitably begin to influ

ence unfavorably and dangerously our ability to meet these

confrontations on terms which protect our vital interests and the in

terests of the American people, which maintain international stability,

and which assist in the prevention of conflict.

I think this is a very important aspect of the three broad areas of

challenge I spoke about in my opening statement.

The CHAIRMAN. Briefly, then, General Haig, are you generally

supportive of the responses of the U.S. Government, of the Carter

administration, to the brutal Soviet invasion of Afghanistan? _

General HAIG. I would be very inconsistent, Mr. Chairman, If I

suggested to this committee at this late date that I have not been d1s

turbed not only by the United ‘States but by the overall Western

handling of the Afghan situation.

It was my view at the time, and it remains my view today, that had

we in the West—and perhaps primarily at the instance of American
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leadership—been more vigorously opposed to the earlier intervention

of the Soviet Union into Afghanistan when it established a puppet

regime some 2 years ago and when some of our newspapers at the time

urged us to “stay cool in Kabul”, had we been more forceful in urging

upon the Soviet leadership our disagreement with that action, we

would not have been confronted by the blatant intervention that took

place a year ago.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

My final question is, What would be the effect on the Soviet Union,

on the United States of America, and on NATO if the Soviet Union

decided to invade Poland with massive military forces? What would

be our response? What would we do about it? What are your views

on that subject -as to the nature of such an action?

General HAIG. Mr. Chairman, I have no reason in this forum to take

any exception with the gravity of such a contingency, already out

lined by President Carter and reaffirmed by President-elect Reagan.

But I do not think it serves any useful purpose at this juncture for

me to suggest ultimata or contingency reactions on the part of the

West concerning our response in such an event.

The CHAIRMAN. I can assure you that I think the actions that have

been taken in anticipation of this possible action have been well 00

ordinated with the Allies. I did have the opportunity to express di

rectly to the Kremlin the consequences, the grave consequences, that

I felt would follow from any such action, I trust it will not be taken.

Thank you very much.

Senator Pell.

Senator PELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General Haig, looking at the various military situations that have

arisen since World War II, do you see any situation where tactical

nuclear weapons, in your view, would have been recommended by you?

General HAIG. Senator Pell, let me answer that question by not mak

ing disturbing headlines concerning Secretary-designate Haig’s views

on the use of nuclear weapons.

The deterrent develo d by the United States over the years, indeed

that of our NATO alliance in Europe—is built on three interrelated

elements known as the Triad. Those elements are conventional land,

sea, and air power; theater nuclear weapons—or tactical nuclear weap

ons, as you referred to them-—and central strategic nuclear power

controlled largely by the United States, but also controlled by France

and Great Britain.

Our deterrent is founded in the uncertainty which we have inten

tionally generated on the part of a potential aggressor so that it would

not know at any given time what the nature of the Western response

would be, and therefore could not calculate with certainty the advan

tage of launching an attack of any kind in the first instance. This

deterrent is based inherently on the willingness of an American Presi

dent-—in conjunction with our allies—to take whatever steps are neces

sary to preserve our vital interests, including the use of nuclear weap

ons, should this, heaven forbid, be necessary.

Senator PELL. Let me repeat my question and hope for a more

specific reply.

Is it conceivable that tactical nuclear weapons should have been

employed in any military situation in which we were since World
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War II up until now? I am not talking about the future. I am talking

about the past.

General HAIG. I believe, Senator, that any employment of nuclear

weapons would represent a profound change in the character of a

conflict—-a profound change.

Now, I don’t think that anyone can predict with absolute certainty

just how profound that would be——whether it meant immediate escala

tion to higher levels or not. My inclination is that escalation would

be met.

But I know of no conflict in our recent history that would have

justified the employment of nuclear weapons.

Senator PELL. When you say “recent history,” does that mean since

World War II?

General HAIG. That is correct.

Senator PELL. Thank you.

At any time during the war in Vietnam were there circumstances

presented which made the use of tactical nuclear weapons a viable

military option?

General HAIG. I know of no responsible recommendation, suggestion,

or deliberation involving that course of action.

Senator PELL. Did you ever recommend to any superior in the mili

tary chain of command or in the office of the President the use of any

kind of nuclear wea on in Vietnam?

General HAIG. No. ut I certainly hope, Senator, that your question

doesn’t sug est or intend to suggest that you have evidence that I did.

Senator ELL. It does not. It is a question to which I wanted to

know the answer In self.

Have you believ at any time since the inception of the hostage

crisis in Iran that the use of tactical nuclear weapons might be a

viable option? This is looking more into the future. .

General HAIG. I think the very act of giving a definitive answer

to this question undercuts the fundamental deterrent upon which our

peace and security rests toda , and I am not going to indulge in it.

Senator PELL. Do you be ieve there can be such a thing as a

limited nuclear war?

General HAIG. I think, Senator, that I addressed that question

earlier. suggesting that any employment of nuclear weapons would

represent the most profound change in the character of a conflict,

and that my basic inclination is that it would be very difficult to con

trol it. I don’t think anyone, short of the Almighty Himself, could

answer your question with assurance. '

Senator PELL. Let me move to another subject, one of imminent

necessity to resolve, that of human rights and the CSCE meetings in

Madrid, the commission to secure the Helsinki Accords.

In those negotiations, we will have no representatives after January

20. I recommended to the Carter administration 6 months ago that

a representative of then-candidate Reagan and of the other candidates

be included in the delegation and they were not.

What are the intentions of the new administration with regard to

having arepresenrtative there and what sort of policy would he or

she be directed to follow?

General HAIG. Mr. Chairman, I have not yet had an opportunity to

discuss this specific issue with the President-elect. I am very much
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aware of the deadlines that are creeping up on us. I have been very

pleased, from my observations as a private citizen, with the per

formance of the American team in Madrid. I anticipate that I would

be an advocate of continuing these talks and in the event, I would

be sure that we were adequately manned for that purpose. But I must

reserve judgment until I have had an opportunity to discuss it with

my advisers and with the President-elect.

Senator PELL. You mentioned in the course of your testimony the

great ability of the Foreign Service. What are your thoughts with

regard to having more ambassadorial posts manned by career

diplomats? I think the ratio is now at around 75 percent career per

sonnel. Would you see a way of moving it up to 90 percent or h-igher?

General HAIG. Senator, first let me assure you that both personally

and in public advocacy, I have always been at the vanguard of those

who have insisted that we must strengthen and regularly employ our

professionals, not only in the Department of State but throughout our

Federal bureaucracy. These people are our institutional memory and

we must use them.

When it comes to laying out charters or promises with respect to per

centages, I think it is frequently self-defeating, because no sooner do

you do it -than it starts to become a game in its own right.

I would hope‘ that we will choose our ambassadorial representatives

throughout the world first and foremost by their qualifications rather

than by criteria that are exclusively restricted to professional versus

outside personnel.

I want to avoid saddling myself, today if you will, with some statis

tical standard. But let me assure you that I am going to give the heavi

est weight to the employment of professionals in our Foreign Service

to fill our posts abroad.

Senator PELL. Would knowledge of the language be one of your

qualifications ?

General HAIG. I think it is a fundamentally important one. But

again, on occasion other qualifications could be so overriding that in

order to obtain them, you would set the language requirement aside.

But as a general rule, it must be considered an important qualification.

Senator PELL. Let me follow up Senator Percy’s question concerning

the War Powers Act while your answer is still fresh in your mind.

I noted a little hesitancy in your response. Is there any thought in

your mind that the War Powers Act should be amended or was there

some point in it that particularly bothered you?

General HAIG. No; and I hope that the care with which I attempted

to answer the question did not suggest any hesitancy regarding my in

tention of abiding by its provisions.

I think I did make the point that this committee itself was seized

with some of the ambiguities of the War Powers Act—and there are

some. There always are in such rules.

For example, I am talking about the introduction of AWACS into

Saudi Arabia, and the position taken by your distinguished Senator

Javits as to whether or not this required a priori notification by the

executive branch. -

Senator PELL. To be specific, if the law had been in effect at the time

of our incursion into Cambodia, would the non-notification of Congress

have been a violation of the War Powers Act, in your opinion?
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General HAIG. There is no question in my mind that under today’s

standards, what was done at that time, as I was informed of It and

have researched it, would not adequately meet the provisions of the act.

Until then, it- had been common practice for the executive branch, for

the administration, to coordinate with key committee chairmen includ

ing in the case of the Cambodian operations, the chairmen of the De

fense and Appropriations Committees of the House and the Senate.

I think that was done, although I had no role in doing so.

Senator PELL. Thank you.

My time is up, but I would observe that the chairman of the Foreign

Relations Committee was not informed. Maybe that was not considered

by the White House to be a pertinent committee.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Pell.

Senator Baker.

Senator BAKER. Mr. Chairman, it will come as no surprise to anyone

in this room that I strongly support this nomination and I consider it

a privileged opportunity, as one of my first floor responsibilities-as

majority leader of the Senate, to oversee his confirmation as the next

Secretary of State, and I intend to pursue that confirmation with dis

patch. I will refrain from making an opening statement, as such, ex

cept to commend and heartily endorse the principles stated in those

eloquent remarks, which will become in the weeks and months ahead,

the basis for a new foreign policy.

I do, however, have two observations to make.

The first, Mr. Chairman, is the very personal observation of one who

watched from a unique perspective the succession of events that began

with the Watergate break-in and ended with the resignation of a Presi

dent of the United States. As those events unfolded in their inexorable

fashion toward that conclusion, it was, for me as a Republican, a

wrenching experience. It becaine for the Nation the most serious chal

lenge since the Civil War to the constitutional framework on which we

have relied for 200 years for the preservation of our democracy.

It was a period of our history with a most uncertain future and that

we survived those uncertainties with our constitutional framework

wholly intact is due in large measure to the courage and unselfish dedi

cation of the man who sits before us now. The responsibilities that were

of necessity thrust upon him then may well be unparalleled in our his

tory and he performed them with a single-minded dedication to the

well-being of the Nation.

Regardless of the fortunes of his tenure of office as the Secretary of

State, we shall be always in his debt.

The second observation, Mr. Charman, is far more pragmatic. These

are difficult times, and General Haig has described these difficulties

briefly, but well. When President-elect Reagan assumes his Office on

the 20th of this month, he is on that day responsible for the manner in

which we meet the challenges that are before us. There is no grace

period. In my judgment we can ill-afford to have the steward and

spokesman of the President’s foreign policy held in abeyance while we

re-examine past events that already have been exhaustively examined

and about which there is a voluminous public record. To the extent that

past policies may be inappropriate for the future, these are legiti

mately subject to inquiry and I am certain General Haig will be de

lighted to offer his views in that respect.
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This is not, Mr. Chairman, the time to put diplomacy on hold. I

would hope that this committee, the committee which bears so heavy

a responsibility in the fulfillment of the special role of the Senate in

the formulation of the Nation’s foreign policy, will bear in mind that

the manner in which we conduct these hearings can significantly affect,

positively or negatively, the ability of the Reagan administration to

conduct the Nation’s foreign policy. I would hope that we move thor

ou hly but expeditiously toward his confirmation.

eneral Haig, I must tell you that I have a high regard for you and

a great respect for what you have been through in the way you have

discharged your responsibilities and duties during a very difficult time.

I congratulate you on your appointment to the historic Office of Secre

retary of State.

Some of us certainly will observe, so I will observe first, that you are

in a line of Secretaries of State-designate that began with Thomas

Jefferson.

Just to put things in perspective, I want to remind you that a great

Tennessean was once Secretary of State, Cordell Hull. He was the au

thor of the Good Neighbor Policy. He served longer, I believe, than

any Secretary of State in history. He was a distinguished counselor to

President Roosevelt. He won the Nobel Peace Prize in 1945.

Tennesseans are proud of him.

A couple of years ago, I was traveling through that part of Tennes

see from which he comes and I saw a country store that said Hull’s

Store. So I stopped the car and walked in and said, “Tell me, is the

Hull as in Hull’s Store, related to Cordell Hull ?”

Two fine old gentlemen who were sitting there on a nail keg,

whittling, put their heads together and talked for a few minutes. Then

one of them popped up and said, “Is he the one that went off to Wash

ington?” [General laughter.]

-So I just thought I would let you know that there is a different

perspective on Secretaries of State in some quarters.

I want to ask you two questions, if I may, Mr. Haig, that are of

great concern to me and I am sure to every person in this room. One

has to do with whether or not you feel that the avoidance of nuclear

war between the United States and the Soviet Union or the United

States and any other country is the paramount item of foreign policy

and the cornerstone on which we must build that policy for the future.

General HAIG. Thank you ve much, Senator Baker. Incidentally,

I think the State of Tennessee a so can be justly proud of its son who

is with us today.

Senator BAKER. Well, I didn’t lead you into that, but I am grateful

for it and thank you for it-. [General laughter.] -

The CHAIRMAN. I think there will be a rush now to find Secretaries

of -State from every State represented on this panel. [General

laughter.]

General HAIG. I think yours is an extremely important and very

sensitive question. I think it is awfully important that we always kee

our focus on what the vital interests of the United States and the

American peo le are.

‘-If we make just the maintenance of peace alone, as vitally important

as it is, the raison d’etre and the core of our policy deliberations, I am

afraid that we are going to bring about circumstances that have the
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practical consequence of encouraging the disruption of the very ob

jective we have established for ourselves—peace.

Now why do I say that?

You know, Senator Pell and I had a discussion about this the other

day, which he noted at the time he would not raise at this hearing;

and ‘I am grateful he didn’t, because I think it was a discussion that

had not been explored definitively in the way it should have been be

fore anyone portrayed it.

Senator PELL. But, as you know, I was deeply disturbed by your

views there though I have honored my agreement.

General HAIG. I do know that.

The point I was trying to make was in response to your comment to

me concerning my perception of some deficiencies in the conduct of our

foreign policies over the last 4 years. You said, “But we are at peace.”

And I said to you, Senator, “There are worse things; there are more

important things.”

What I really intended to convey to you and what I would like to

explain in answer to your question, Senator Baker, is that there are

things that we Americans 1nust be willing to fight for.

You know, this Republic was spawned by armed conflict. The liber

ties we enjoy today were a consequence of armed conflict, of insurrec

tion if you will.

It was Patrick Henry who stated, “Give me liberty or give me

death.” In this century alone, we Americans fought and died in the

Second World War to prevent dictatorship and genocide from becom

ing the rule of the land.

Clearly, in the nuclear age, our responsibilities in this regard be

come all the more awesome.

The point I wanted to make to you, Senator Pell and that I would

like to use to answer you, Senator Baker, is that there are things worth

fighting for. We must understand that. We must structure our policy

on that credible and justified premise.

I hope I have answered your question, Senator.

Senator BAKER. You have. You have answered it in a very good way.

I don’t believe anybody is going to improve much on Patrick Henry’s

statement. I commend you for citing it.

My concern, however, deals not only with peace but as well with the

effort to avoid nuclear conflict.

You may know—I believe you do know because I have visited with

you on this subject before in Brussels and on other occasions—-that I

supported the first SALT Treaty. I supported the Interim Agreement

and the Vladivostok Accords. But I opposed SALT II. I tried to make

the point that my opposition to SALT II was not because I thought

there was any less than an absolute moral imperative that should re

quire us to reduce the risk of nuclear war, but because I felt that was

not a satisfactory treaty.

The question I am leading to is this: Whether or not you, as Secre

tary of State, will recommend to the President of the United States

that we should resume our efforts to find ways to reduce the risk of

nuclear war through negotiation.

General HAIG. Absolutely.

As you know, Senator Baker, I was a participant in the preparatory

work that led to SALT I and some of the earlier Vladivostok deliber

ations.
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I believe this is an urgent and important task for American diplo

macy.

Senator BAKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of my time.

The CHIARMAN. Thank you, Senator Baker.

Senator Biden.

Senator BIDEN. Mr. Chairman, I join the other members of the

committee in welcoming the designated nominee for the important

and illustrious position of Secretary of State.

I note that in 1977, General Haig told another Senate committee,

“I have left this great city with enough scar tissue on my carca$ not

to indulge in political questions as a military man.” Welcome back

to Washington, General, and to those political uestions.

One of the most important responsibilities 0 the Senate is to review

and act upon nominations for the major posts in the executive branch.

The nominees for Secretary of State are the most important consid

ered by this committee, not only because we must have an intimate

working relationship with that official, but also because both the Sen

ate and the Secretary of State have constitutional responsibilities

involving the most far-reaching polic questions facing our Nation—

our security, our standing in the worl , and perhaps even our survival.

General Hai himself has written that Cabinet officers should be

chosen primari y on the basis of excellence and competence, and that

they should be “strong personalities with independent minds and

views.” I agree. That’s why the Founding Fathers gave the Senate

the power of advice and consent on nominations. As Alexander Hamil

ton argued in the Federalist papers, that power would likely deter a

President from choosing people who were unqualified or who pos

sessed, in Hamiltons’ words, “the necessary insignificance and pliancy

to render them the obsequious instruments of his pleasure.”

As a member of this committee, I am interested not onl in the

background and experience of this nominee, but also in his intended

approach to the processes and policies of foreign relations. Although

a nominee, at this stage, can speak only for himself, and not neces

sarily for the President, I believe he should offer this committee his

candid comments on his philosophy, his current evaluation of the

major foreign' policy challenges facing our country, and his general

approach to dealing with those challenges.

I am especially interested in General Haig’s understanding of the

peculiarly civilian role of the Secretary of State, his plans for assuring

an open and candid relationship with this committee, his views of the

proper role of Congress in formulating and implementing foreign

policy, and his specific views on such important policy7 issues as arms

control, arms sales, and relations with our European allies.

Hearings such as this one are the culmination of the “transition”

process that has grown in importance as the affairs of our Nation and

the conduct of our Federal Government have grown more and more

complex. I am sure we all share the desire to get through these ses

sions and present our report to the full Senate as expeditiously as

possible. At the same time, I am sure that General Haig and the

President-elect share with the members of this committee the persua

sion that the previous experience, independent character and philoso

phy of a nominee for Secretary of State .must thoroughly explored

before the committee attempts to arrive at its recommendation.
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Preeminently among all of a President’s principal advisers, a Secre

tary of State has it within his power to make and to influence critical

decisions of great an-d often irreversible international consequence.

That imposes an awesome responsibility on a nominee to that office

and on the President who nominates him; it irnposies no lesser re

sponsibility on the committee charged with making a recommendation

upon his confirmation to the Senate. The occasion calls for a measured

dialog, involving neither undue haste nor undue delay, on the part of

all parties to these hearings.

It is in that spirit, whic I have no doubt General Haig reciprocates,

that I join in offering him our welcome.

General Haig, welcome. As I discussed in the opening statement

and told you I would be interested in, I am very concerned about three

general areas, as I was concerned with Secretary Vance and Secretary

Kissinger, though I was less concerned with Secretary Muskie because

I knew his views so well, having served with him for so long.

'.They break down to three categories. The first is your attitude to

ward the role of -Secretary of State and your views about the potential

abuses of power and what you would consider constitute abuses of

ower.P I am pleased, I must tell you, and gratified, and I com liment you

and the President-elect on your designation of the role for t e National

Security Adviser. That is where he should be. He should be a staffer.

He should not be a second Secretary of State. You are to be compli

mented on that.

I also am goin to be very interested in under what circumstances

you would feel ob iged to dissent from the President if you were given

an order or a policy. You have the dubious distinction of being the

second man who is likely to be Secretary of State who was a career

military man and then Secretary of State. But I imagine that creates

some potential conflicts in your own mind by virtue of your training

and background. At some point I would like to discuss those with

you, as well as your relationships with the Congress, how much you

think we have a ri ht to know and under what circumstances.

The second area is the question of the strategic doctrine, the SALT

agreement, TNF, the future of NATO. The third area is where I am

unaware of any established record that you have—nor should you

have had-—on issues such as, for example, your views about our rela

tionship with the People’s Republic of China, North-South questions,

the committing of troops, under what circumstances, how we meet the

threats that you and President-elect Reagan have spoken so forcefully

about over the last several years and the continent of Africa. _

Let me begin, if I may, with a point that was raised by Senator

Baker. I would like to note, parenthetically, that this is one of the

reasons why I hope after the first round we will consider expanding

the 10-minute rule. It is very difficult to followup intelligently or give,

you an opportunity to followup intelligently on our questions.

For example. I am sure if Senator Percy had had the time, he would

have asked you what you would do in Afghanistan. You said that you

_ would have been more forceful. I am very curious to know specifically

how you so would have been, but he did not get a chance to ask that.

So I hope he will ‘be able to do that in the second round when we

have more time to question you.
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But let me get to the area of primary concern to me, and this is the

strategic questions and SALT in particular. \

You and I left off at -a table similar to the one you are -at now though

in a different building and in a circumstance that was characterized

by some as a “hot exchange.” I got a note from my sister, who was

looking at television. She said, “Be careful, Joey, the Father is sittin

behind him.” So I will be sure that I am not contentious. [Gener

laughter.] _

Really, all kidding aside, you and I had a spirited discussion about

SALT. You testified at that time that the United States need not be

superior in central strategic systems or in theater s stems. I assume

from your answer that you believe that U.S. security could be pre

served as long as we are not inferior in strategic forces but instead

are at a rough equivalence or parity with the Soviet Union.

In your 1979 testimon , you recommended that ratification of the

SALT agreement be heldy in abeyance until four conditions were met.

I remember I kept trying to press you, are you for or against, and

you said are you looking for a fight, Senator, and I said yes, if you

want one, an we get into all of that and I never got the answer and

you never had an opportunity to know what was on my mind.

You went on to say that you were not opposed to SALT. You have

said in subsequent writings, speeches, -and interview programs and

in here that you think the process is important. You said that you

wanted to put it in abeyance, No. 1, until NATO decides on whether

or not there is theater nuclear force modernization that will take

place; No. 2, that the administration and Congress make a solid start

on the strategic and theater nuclear program improvements; No. 3,

that an agreed strategic doctrine, other than MAD, be formulated;

and No. 4, that the United States should link SALT and other arms

control efforts to broader Soviet political behavior.

It is pretty clear that the first two conditions have been met; that is,

that NATO took a decision on December 12 of last year; second, that

the administration—this one and the incoming administration—has

made it abundantly clear that it is going to make at least a solid start

on arms acquisitions and improvement-s. Regarding the last two—that

is, strategic doctrine, which already has been formulated and which

it is now within your power to formulate with the President-elect, and

the linkage which the President-elect has said he makes—these are in

your power.

Now, having said all of this, it seems as though all four of the condi

tions have been met or are totally within your control, or so it seems

to me.

My specific question is this. There are specific actions that the

Soviets must take, specific -actions that the United States already has

taken—a case in point being the decommissioning of two Polaris sub

marines——t‘hat are required in order to keep in force SALT I and

SALT II. I am curious as to whether or not the “crunch points,” if I

can use that phrase, which will be coming up in the next year or so

are ones that ou think would allow us to wait very long before we

begin a full-b own renegotiation of the SALT agreement. Or, do we

lose the opportunity to continue?

That is my question.

Perhaps you would like me to repeat it if it is complicated.

The CHAIRMAN. In the second round. [General laughter.]
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Senator BIDEN. Senator Helms has as great a difficulty in under

standing my questions as I do his. .

General HAIG. Senator, I did bring my Jesuit brother along for

precisely the reason that I wanted to defend against your Jesuit

trained mind. ,

Senator BIDEN. It is duly noted. I am chastised. [General laughter.]

General HAIG. I would hope that if you lacked confidence in me, per

haps some was restored as you mulled over the position I took with re

spect to SALT II earlier. Because indeed, my contention that these

four conditions must be met before we could assws whether or not we

could accept the many flaws in the treaty has since been generally

accepted and that suggests to me that perhaps they were not too out

rageous a set of conditions.

With res t to the last one, linkage, I would not want to 0 into

a. lengthy ebate about whether or not a rigid application of linkage

would permit any kind of discussion on arms control while Soviet

forces remain 85,000 strong in Afghanistan and Soviet-supported

insurgency is running rampant throughout the so-called Third World.

The point I would make in answer to your question is this. ‘

Indeed, arms control is an urgent task for this Nation. But it must

be measured against the overall international behavior of the Soviet

Union; and it will be so measured in reality whatever our preferences,

as President Carter found when the Soviet forces invaded Afghanistan

a year ago.

So, the point I want to make is this. I intend. and I know President

elect Reagan intends to get on with the analysis of the vital interests

of the United States in the new administration. I think the American

people want some change, too. We must assess our defense Capabilities

and the measures that we must take in that area to enable us then to

deal with the urgent task of securing arms control agreements which

are equitable, which are verifiable, and as President-elect Reagan

said recently, which. have the consequence of reducing armaments

rather than creating circumstances that let arms races continue.

However, I don’t mean by that that you don’t take half a loaf

in preference to none.

I hope I have answered your question.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Biden.

Senator BIDEN. Thank you. I will be much more specific on the

second round.

Thank you for your answer.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Helms.

Senator HELMS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General Haig, I was very interested in your comments with re

spect to the Third World and to South America. I won’t make a

speech on the subject, but I think the past two decades have not seen

the United States serve its own best interests, let alone the best in

terests of freedom in those parts of the world.

BUT this is neither here nor there. I do want to get to one or two

specific questions. ,

There are some critics, as you know, of the current U.S.-sponsored

process in Namibia, and they contend that the United Nat10ns is

hardly an unbiased participant in the process because of past and con

tinuing support for one faction vying for power there, namely the

Southwest Africa People’s Organization [SWAPO] .
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Let me ask you, sir, if you think that the United Nations is an un

biased participant there.

General HAIG. Senator Helms, this is a question that I would like

to have the opportunity to consider at some length, to discuss with

the President-elect. and, frankly, discuss with the members of this

committee before I state a judgment in a forum such as this which

would be forevermore binding.

Let me answer your question by saying that I think we have much

to do to improve the conduct of our policies in Africa and in the de

veloping world at large. In some instances. we have permitted justi

fied and highly valid perceptions of human rights and social justice

to jeopardize the development of regimes and political institutions

which could contribute to these longer term objectives; and through

insensitivity to the need for balance which I mentioned in my 0 en

ing statement, have contributed to the creation of totalitarian regimes

which, out of ideological conviction, will remain in a state of perma

nent animosity to the values that you and I cherish.

So I think there is an urgent need for a fundamental reassessment

of the recent directions of American foreign policies in the develop

ing world.

Some of those policies, I am sure we will retain and strengthen.

Others I would suspect we will modify rather dramatically.

Now, with regard to the United Nations, it has many limitations. We

have known this since the U.N.'S inception, and we have seen it in

creasingly as the majority rule becomes so lopsided, in a world of over

150 nations many of which are either manipulated or do not share our

values. These difficulties pose new and fundamental questions for us,

and produce conflict with regard to our support for the United Nations

and our participation in various multilateral aspects of it.

In general, though, I think we would terminate such activity only

after the most careful study and analysis, because we do continue to

get some benefit from our participation.

Senator HELMS. I take it that you would rather defer a response to a

followup question that I had as to whether you would favor con

tinued aid to SWAPO. -

General HAIG. I would definitely prefer to wait until I have had an

opportunity to study it very carefully and to discuss it with President

elect Reagan, although I have some reservations about it currently.

Senator HELMS. That’s fair enough.

I noticed Senator Pell’s letter and the attachment to it which men

tion the various items Senator Pell and others would like to have. The

No. 2 item was all documents, correspondence, cables, Telexes, memo

randums, tape recordings, transcriptions, writings, and so forth, on

the Chile question.

Were you in a policymaking position at the time of the develop

ments in Chile?

General HAIG. No; I was not, Senator, and I testified at length on

this subject under oath. I think that testimony is available to the mem

bers of this committee.

Senator HELMS. I was going to say that the Senate Intelligence

Committee has every bit of the information listed there on record and

available for the perusal of any Senator who is sufficiently interested

to go to the Intelligence Committee quarters.

72-018 0 — 81 — 1+
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.Chile has been mentioned several times here. Let’s examine that just

a little bit.

Even though you were not in a policymaking position, you were

aware of some of the developments inside, I am sure.

Is it fair to say that Salvador Allende was a self-proclaimed

Marxist ?

General HAIG. That is a very fair statement, Senator.

Senator HELMS. Is it fair to say that he was attempting to impose

a Marxist government on a country that never had given him more

than one-third of the vote?

General HAIG. That is correct, Senator.

Senator HELMS. Is it true that Allende was given arms and money

by the Cubans and other Communist nations?

General HAIG. As I recall, we had some evidence of that at the time.

Senator HELMS. Is it true that the women of Chile demanded the

overthrow of Allende?

General HAIG. Yes; it is, and I have spoken to several of them who

were key instrumentalities in the uprising against Allende.

Senator HELMS. I was in Chile 3 or 4 years ago and I visited several

homes, General. The women of that country demanded the overthrow

of this dictator—.that’s what he was—-—because he had taken over their

schools and taken over all of their institutions.

As I have frequently said, and I hope you agree, we should stop short

of making a saint of Salvador Allende.

.General HAIG. I would have some difficulty in imputing sainthood

to Mr. Allende.

Senator HELMS. Fine. I see that I have 2 minutes left.

From your experience during those days—and I am still referring

to Chile—isn’t it a fact that Communists from all over the world came

into Chile to influence what was going on there?

General HAIG. I can’t speak categorically to that, Senator. I do know

that there were many additional Communist elements that were either

_ visitors, participants, or advisors with the Allende government.

Senator HELMS. I do have some more questions, but I will yield back

the balance of my time.

By the time I ask my questions, there will be no time left for the

answer.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Helms.

Senator Glenn.

Senator GLENN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, before I begin my first round of questioning, I wish

to pause a moment and comment on the significance I attach to these

proceedings. First, we all recognize the importance of the Senate’s

advice and consent role under the Constitution. This requires us to

examine thoroughly the background, experience, abilities, views, and

inte , ity of those whom President-elect Reagan has nominated for his

Cab] net. Second, I believe it imperative-—if our country is to formulate

and implement its foreign policy successfully—that the new Secretary

of State adequately consult with this committee. These hearings are an

essential first step in developing such a free_ flow of information and

establishing the spirit of consultation that I hope will exist over the

next 4 years between the Congress and the executive branch.
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Most importantly, the new Secretary of State, unlike many of the

other new Cabinet officers, will be required to hit the ground running on

January 20. He will not have the luxury of a few weeks or months to

become accustomed to his new duties and responsibilities. Moreover,

President-elect Reagan has suggested that he intends to delegate much

authority to his Cabinet officers. Thus, it is doubly important that this

committee make certian that the new Secretary of State is prepared,

from the moment he is confirmed, to become the chief spokesman for

US. foreign policy. The world situation bars false starts and wrong

turns.

Today, my colleagues and I will delve in great detail into a wide

range of these world problems that face the new Secretary on Janu

ary 20 and seek to gain insight into how General Hai plans to deal

with them. But for now I will merely highlight what I consider to be

some of the most serious issues.

Securing peace and stability in the Middle East continues to be an

illusive objective. I hope the new administration can build on the Camp

David framework and move closer to finding a solution.

I also ho e that the new Secretary will take a fresh look at how we

are to go a out protecting our interests in the Persian Gulf area. We

have had much testimony before this committee on the Rapid Deplo -

ment Force, which is supposed to meet the requirements for a plausib e

military option. But the RDF is useful as a diplomatic instrument

only to the extent that our allies and our enemies alike see it as a real

force with relevant capabilities.

Any suggestions that General Haig may have on recycling the

unprecedented amounts of money flowing into OPEC countries would

also be greatly ap reciated.

In addition, I believe these hearings should explore just what role

arms control will play in strengthening America’s security. We in the

United States have paid increasing attention to arms control, and that

is all to the good. But there have been times when I’ve wondered if

some American advocates of arms control haven’t seen the Pentagon

as their primary protagonist rather than the Kremlin. Arms control,

to be effective, must be coordinated with our defense and foreign

policies. I hope that in addition to learning more of the philosophy of

arms control of the new administration we will gain a better idea about

General Haig’s views on how arms control will be integrated into the

policy formulation process.

My interest in Asian affairs is well known. General Haig’s views

on US. policy and commitments in Asia, particularly in light of the

growing Soviet presence and involvement in the region, are especially

important to me. Due to the -publicity surrounding statements during

the Presidential campaign regarding Taiwan, it is essential, for

example, that we ask General Haig to clarifv his position on United

St-ates-China relations and his view of the Taiwan Relations Act—

the framework established by the Congress for maintaining unofficial

relations with Taiwan.

Finally, in the past few years increasing numbers of Americans

have become justly concerned with the state of readiness of our

Armed Forces and their ability to defend our vital national interests.

-This concern has led to increased expenditures for modern equipment
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and preparedness—expendit-ures that are badly needed. But before

we can wisely spend the money necessary to improve our national

defense we must have a clearer view of just what our vital interests

are and what military capabilities we must‘-have to protect those

interests. We want to avoid situations in which our military hardware

purchases shape our foreign policy and limit our options. I believe

we found this was the case when we were required to project a

military presence into the Persian Gulf-Indian Ocean area. The size

of our fleet and our limited sea and air mobility made it extremely

difficult to back up the “Carter Doctrine” with any credible military

muscle without drawing down our military forces elsewhere in the

world. This situation arose because we had not properly coordinated

our military procurement and manpower policies with our foreign

policy. We ‘were speaking loudly while carrying a dangerously small

stick. Weknew it, and the world knew it. Bluster is not a safe founda

tion for a foreign policy.

General, it probably will come as no surprise to you that I share

your view that there can be life after a military career. [General

laughter.]‘ ' - '

In fact, there may be some advantages to it, for I think there are few

people in the world who wind up more dedicated to peace than those

who may have seen a few tracers or who have had to make some of

those calls on widows and newly made orphans and who have shared

some of the horrors of combat. I think perhaps a little real combat

does wonders for concentrating your attention on the desirability of

ace.

peso, I think you should know that I do not hold your military career

against you.

We have been concerned about getting new information, not only

on examining your past. I don’t want to see us spend so much time

on the past that we miss the future. My main questioning will be on

the future. But there are a couple of things that I do want to clear up

out of the past that I will get into in just a moment.

But first, I would like to follow up on some earlier questions and

make a comment followed by a question to follow up a question by

Senator Percy. He brought up the matter of your relationship with

the National Security Adviser. I think you are going to have a tough

time in that area.

It has been a little incongruous to some of us to see the new admin

istration’s National Security Adviser on all of the major networks,

on “Meet the Press,” “Issues and Answers,” “Face the Nation,” and

I don’t know how many other programs, proclaiming the low profile

he wishes to maintain and giving foreign policy statements in the

process. [General laughter.]

I think you have your work cut out for you in that area.

We know you by reputation as a very forceful individual and I

would hope you would be able fully to carry out the mandate you

indicate the President-elect has given you.

I don’t expect any comment from you on this, incidentally, unless

you care to volunteer some.

I would follow with a question, though, that Senator Percy men

tioned and Senator Biden also mentioned.
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What would your “more forceful” approach in Afghanistan have

been had you been Secretary of State?

General HAIG. I’m glad you asked that, Senator, because I think

what I mentioned was the requirement for a more forceful objection

to the initial intrusion} of the Soviet in establishing a puppet regime.

Senator GLENN. Well, we replied with a very forceful disagreement

with what they had done. We went to the United Nations. We used

every forum that I know of in the world. I think we even used the

World Court—-I guess that was in the Iran situation and not in Af

ghanistan. But we used all the major methods of expressing our dis

approval. What more would you have done than the Carter adminis

tration did?

General HAIG. I think, Senator, we had a situation in which it was

clear that 100 years of admitted cryptoneutrality on the part of Af

ghanistan was replaced by the intrusion of a Soviet puppet in the

palace of Kabul. I think at that time the American Government, to

gether with our allies, should have registered a. very, very strenuous

objection to the Soviet activity, to include perhaps some of the actions,

as limited as they have been, that we have been able to muster in

response to the recent blatant invasion. Had we done that, I don’t

think the Soviets would have taken those risks a year later.

Senator GLENN. I think we did do that. What else would you have

done? That was the question. What would you propose now, today,

that we have not done?

General HAIG. I would hope, Senator-—and this is not something you

can just lightly say we will do——but I think our best actions are always

undertaken in a multilateral context, as we attempt to apply the non

military resources that I talked about in my opening statement, such

as economic resources, transfer of

Senator GLENN. What other areas do you think are important for

us to do? Would you take off the grain embargo?

General HAIG. Would I take off the grain embargo? Again, this is

an extremely sensitive question, and must be considered with the

greatest of care by the incoming administration.

I think I have a public record of being generally skeptical about the

utility of food embargos, certainly when imposed unilaterally. But

we are there now. We have done it.. Soviet forces remain in Afghani

stan, some 85,000 of them. ‘

I think the issue is going to require a lot of care and thought.

Senator GLENN. I bring that up as an example. Do you have any

other items that the administration has not done with regard to the

Soviet Union that you would have done?

General HAIG. I hope I didn’t sound critical that we have not done

enough.

Senator GLENN. No; you didn’t. There was quite a list of things that

the current administration has done.

General HAIG. My problem had to do with their timing. -

You know, a friend of mine, who will remain unnamed, once said

that it is when a problem is ambiguous that it is most easily tended,

and that if you w-ait until it becomes a straight black-and-White

issue, then the risks associated with tending it increase. My point is

that the ambiguities of 2 years ago, when the Soviets first moved into
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Afghanistan, did not generate the kind of Western reaction that I

would have hoped to see. Had it done so, perhaps we never would

have been-faced with the more blatant, straight up and down invasion

we Saw later.

I hope that is clear.

Senator GLENN. I would concur with you very much on that. I

think we took insufficient action in the first coup, or whatever you

want to call it; But what I was concentrating on was the second one,

where the Soviets moved in with the most blatant, outrageous military

takeover, the only one since World War II. There is no other prece

dent for it. It is just a flat military takeover of another country.

What I was trying to get at was in this tougher situation with which

we were faced what else might you have recommended as being more

forceful than the actions that were taken.

General HAIG. Yes. -

Again, I would hope that we would be more effective—and this is

a very difficult problem—in achieving a multilateral, unified approach

to this problem. A great deal of what we are doing today is rather

unilateral. Although we have had some help from Japan, French

exports to the Soviet Union, for example, have increased during this

period, as have other European exports.

' What I am saying is that I would hope we could get a more unified

approach by greater consultation, and hopefully more timely action.

I addressed this in great detail in my formal opening statement.

Senator GLENN. I would agree on the need for concerted action

among our allies. I think it has been obviously very difficult to obtain

in recent years. They seem to want to go off on their own directions

and not participate effectively in embargoes and whatever actions we

have pushed from this country. , . .

I am concerned about examining the past. But, -as I said earlier,

I am concerned mainly with how it indicates to us what your reac

tions might be in future situations.

I think that more than any other Secretary coming in you have

to be ready to hit the ground running on January 20. You are not

going to have 30, 60, or 180 days of grace period to formulate your

policies, as you might have going into Agriculture, Commerce, Labor,

or whatever Department. You may be faced with a real emergency

and decisionmaking requirements while the inaugural parade is tak

ing place on January 20. The Soviets have been known for testing us

early. I don’t know if they will this time, but they might. So you have

to be prepared.

That is the reason that these hearings really have to bring out

your views in many of the very critical foreign policy areas of the

world.

In going back through all the past material that might bear on

how you would react in some of these situations, I find myself not

particularly concerned at what you did with regard to the pardon,

the wiretaps, even Cambodia and Vietnam, and some aspects of

Watergate and Iran. I don’t think these are going to be all that

important in indicating to us what your future reactions in an

emergency situation might be.or how you would conduct yourself as

-Secretary of State. But the one area that I came back to after sifting
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throu h all of this material which still does give me some concern—

and o-viously with the yellow light on I am going to have to et into

this a little more on my next round of questions—is the one Senator

Helms brought up. I think you would welcome the opportunity to

clear the record on Chile and the role you played with Allende.

Some of the articles in the Washington Post by Scott Armstrong

and Bob Kaiser, the fourth in the series they ran, referred to you as

the executive director who literally was making life-and-death deci

sions for people and for a whole nation, perhaps. I want to get into

some of that because it may or it may not indicate your way of

operating in -the past which could continue in the future regardicng

how willing you are to bypass certain normally established functions

that protect us in this country from going too far, from overstepping

the bounds not only of propriety but of law and of legally consti

tuted means of making sure we do not have these excesses.

I see that my time is up so I will get into that a little later on. That

is the only area I will pursue before going on to future issues. I think

we could spend so much time looking at the past that we do not get a

good view of your concept of what the long-term foreign policy ob

jectives of the Nation should be. -

General HAIG. Very good, Senator, I am prepared to discuss that.

I would draw your attention to the appendix to the statement which

I submitted this morning in which that issue is dealt with specifically

and I hope concretely. _

Senator GLENN. It is, but it was a short reference and I think we

need to expand on it so that we can all be clear on the role that you

plllayed and what your view of that way of operating might be in the

ture.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Glenn.

For the information of our colleagues, it is the intention to go until

1 o’clock and then we will resume at 2 o’clock. '

Senator Hayakawa.

Senator HAYAKAWA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I am going to call you Mr. Haig, sir. You are about to occupy a

civilian position and I prefer to address you in that wa .

Nevertheless, I want to call attention to the fact that history has

many examples of people who have been great soldier-statesmen. One

can refer to George Washington or to George Marshall in our own his

tory. One can also refer to General de Gaulle in French history. My

staff did not happen to know this, but one can refer also to Tokugawa

Iyeyasu in Japanese history, who was also a great soldier-statesman.

People in this audience probably know him -as Toranaga, because that

was the name that was given him in the movie “Shogun.” Toranaga

was a great soldier and a great statesman and he combined those

abilities beautifully so that when he established a Shogunate, his Sho

gonate lasted for 250 years.

Of course, I do not wish to condemn you to a 250-year office as Secre

tary of State.

There is ample historical evidence to show that in times of crisis in a

nation, when the Foreign Minister or Secretary of State has had pre

vious experience at high levels of the military, the two experiences

supplement each other. At our particular time in history, we need you
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very much, Mr. Haig. I am very, very glad that you were nominated

and that you are here for your confirmation.

We do need an effective Secretary of State in place on January 20,

Inauguration Day. That is a deadline that I think we must keep in

mind because the world is in too troubled a condition to have a vacancy

in that position while we still haggle about your confirmation. _

Haggling over your confirmation will itself weaken your position

as the rest of the world will think that we are not really behind you

and ready to confirm you at the required and desired time.

So, while I hope no one is planning to do so, in case anyone is

planning to drag out these proceedings indefinitely in order to prevent

your confirmation, I would urge them to lay off because our reputation

for firmness of purpose in the whole world will be jeopardized if we

do not have your confirmation in place by January 20.

Let me start by saying that I am particularly interested in your

views on East Asia. As chairman of that subcommittee, I look for

ward to working closely with you and expect to benefit from your

experience.

I am concerned about the Soviet threat in East Asia and its effect

upon U.S. policies and commitments in that area.

There are questions such as these. Are the Japanese contributing

-adequately to their own defense? When you hear about Soviet troops

in the Kuriles and Soviet scouting planes or submarines down in the

Pacific, you wonder why the Japanese remain so complacent about this

situation. I wonder about the adequacy of U.S. forces and bases to

support our foreign policy objectives in East Asia, and the status of

the United States-People’s Republic of China relationship at the be

ginning of the new -administration and the directions in which it is

going to develop. I am concerned about the prospects for a political

solution to the Indoc'hinese problem, the developing role of the

ASEAN members. the contributions to stability and growth in East

Asia and our ANZUS allies. Over and above that, I am concerned

about relations with Mexico, a'nation for which I have the warmest

feelings. I am glad to see that the President-elect has warm feelings

toward Mexico. I am concerned about the future of Zimbabwe, from

which white people are fleeing very rapidly, as could have been pre

dicted—as I did predict—and the difficult situation in Liberia.

I am concerned also about the status of the Law of the Sea Treaty

and the Moon Treaty and I shall pursue these issues with you further

as time goes on.

There is a recent issue of Time magazine in which appear the

following words about President Carter:

He made Americans feel two things they are not used to feeling and will not

abide. He made them feel puny; he made them feel insecure.

My question to you, Mr. Haig, is what actions do we need to take‘

that will change America’s self-perception of inadequacy and, at the

same time, erase the impression other countries have of the United

States, one that has been created in the last 4 years, that we lack will,

that we are weak, that we are not determined, as you so aptly put it,

to master world problems. what are we going to do? What can I do?

What can all of us do to improve that image abroad?

How can we forge a new consensus?

I wish you would comment on that last question.
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General HAIG. Thank you very much, Senator Hayakawa. Of course,

to some degree I attempted to address this in my formal statement.

Senator HAYAKAWA. Yes, you did indeed. When you talked about

consistency, reliability, and balance in our foreign policy, I admired

what you said, and I was very reassured by it.

General HAIG. I think one of the questions you raised by reference

to the periodical is whether or not we are perceived as having lost our

will. Our willingness to bear the burdens of international leadership

is an extremely important uestion, because I am one who does not

believe for a moment that t e American people have lost their will.

Precisely the opposite.

But I do think that we have been confused—confused with respect

to the nature of the dangers facing us and perhaps confused with re

spect to the priorities we should establish to deal with those dangers.

You know, in the final analysis, confusion can be just as dangerous,

orIperhaps more so, than lack of will.

isto has shown that democracies in particular frequently reflect

this con usion. I talked about that in my opening statement. We pro

ject a less than unified and purposeful sense of policies to potential '

aggressors; those aggressors then constantly exceed the limits of demo

cratic tolerance, and the reaction is sometimes the most violent that

history has given to us.

So, our problem, in my view, is to sort out the confusion, and to set

our priorities in an orderly, systematic, unified, bipartisan way.

You know, as I said in my opening statement, sound policies are bi

partisan. If you are right, ou achieve the support of thinking men.

There are no partisan policies in the international arena. We have to

deal with truth.

I hope I have answered that question to some degree, Senator.

Senator HAYAKAWA. I think you have and I believe that your open

ingstatement answers it even more. All I need to say is that I found

your opening statement very inspiring and very thoughtful, with a

real vision of how we can restore our reputation and our strength in

the world. The world must be able to rely upon us. It must be able to

rely upon our commitments. This is what you have said so eloquently

and so well.

I yield the rest of my time, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, indeed.

Senator Sarbanes.

Senator SARBANES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I have one procedural question. I assume that tran

scripts of the preceding day will be made available to members as

quickly as is possible to do in the physical sense.

The CHAIRMAN. We will direct staff to make it available to members

just as soon as it can ibly be done.

I am told by staff t at transcripts will be available the next morning

for every member.

Senator SARBANES. Thank you.

General Haig, first I want to welcome your brother. Frank, who is

a very distinguished member of the faculty at Loyola College in Balti

more and a very strong contributor to our community. He was referred

to earlier and I think we ought to acknowledge his presence.

Second. I want to commend you for two things that you have done

here this morning, which I think are very important. The first is that
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you were sworn in at the beginning of your testimony, and it is my

understanding that this was done at your request.

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct.

Senator SARBANES. I commend you for that, General.

The second is your response on the question of the subpena for the

material which we have been seeking from various sources and your

indication that vou have no objection to that. In fact, I infer from it

that you would welcome our being able to review that material be

cause it would help to complete the record and you see no problems

associated with it.

General IIAIG. Yes.

Senator SARBANES. I am frank to say that I think it would serve the

purposes of a full and comprehensive hearing if the committee were

to go ahead and issue that subpena and to obtain within reasonable

time what is available.

I recognize the arguments that are being made here of the necessity

of having a Secretary of State in office; but it seems to me that it serves

not only the committce’s purposes but vour purposes and the Nation’s

purposes that this review be as full and comprehensive as it can be. In

that light, I commend you on your response to the question that was

put by Senator Tsongas.

General, you are a man of considerable abilities. I think that is

clear. Therefore, I think one of the fundamental questions is of the

goals and objectives to which those abilities will be directed. I think

to ascertain that requires looking at your total record, both at what

you have done in the past and what you project for the future.

In this regard, I am particularly struck by a paragraph in your

statement. You say,

I also believe passionately in the Office of the Presidency and the awesome

ability of that office to inspire its occupant to consider constantly the judgment

of history and to work for the broad public interest.

You conclude that paragraph by saying,

I viewed my overriding duty as one to preserve that office in the national

interest.

The first question I want-to put to you is somewhat tangential.

You have, of course, seriously contemplated, as I understand it,

seeking the Office of the Presidency. That, of course, did not develop,

and you are now being appointed to the premier position in the

Cabinet. Can one assume that you have foresworn political ambitions

in this regard and that, therefore, your administration of the office

will not have that possible dimension to it?

General HAIG. I am glad you asked that question, Senator. I think

it is a very legitimate and pertinent one.

I think if one looks carefully at the paths of former Secretaries of

State in post-World War II America, they would hardly suggest that

the Office of Secretary of State is a path leading to the Presidency.

I can assure you that my acceptance of President-elect Reagan’s in

vitation to be his nominee for this post was made exclusively, in fact,

in spite of. any other political ambitions or hopes I might have held

for myself.

Senator SARBANES. Do you still hold such political ambitions?

General HAIG. Not at all.
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Senator SARBANES. My next question deals with your statement that

you viewed it your overriding duty to preserve the Office of the Presi

dency in the national interest. My question is, does preserving the

Office of the Presidency come ahead of preserving the Constitution

of the United States?

General HAIG. Not at all. They are intimately interrelated in every

sense of the word, and I hope that is the impression that I conveyed

by that statement. Perhaps you would like me to elaborate?

Senator SARBANES. Well, Leon Jaworski, the Special Prosecutor,

in his book, “The Right and the Power,” said, and I am now quoting:

When I commented on Nixon’s seeming culpability in a m-ap-room meeting,

Haig countered by saying, “I am not trying to save the President, Leon, I am try

ing to -save the Presidency.” I shook my head. “You may be destroying the

Presidency.” He just shrugged his shoulders.

What would your comment be?

General HAIG. First, I hope in your citations of Mr. Jaworski’s book

that you will also be willing to explore his overall views on my per

formance during the period that he wrote about.

Senator SARBANES. I have read the interview in the Armed Forces

Journal, and I have noted very carefully what he said. I think it can

only fairly be stated that he gives to you a favorable total evaluation.

General HAIG. Let me comment on the specific question you have

raised by referring to my statement and also to the exchange cited.

You know, I have witnessed four Presidents at reasonably close

range. The point I am trying to make, Senator, is that the Office itself,

the institution of the Presidency, is an extremely important safeguard

for our people. The reverence of our people for that institution, and

the vision they hold for it, represents a safeguard that has led less than

perhaps perfect men Occupying that office to constantly feel the weight

of the Office itself; and has inevitably, in my living memory, induced

ihem to consider how they and their performance will be judged by

istcry.

I make no exceptions in my observation of various Presidents in that

regard. I think that we, as Americans, degrade that Office and lessen

the American People's vision of its importance only at the greatest

risk to the Constitution and to the safeguards that our Founding

Fathers established.

That is the point I was trying to make and I would hope that this is

the context in which we would discuss it.

Senator SARBANES. I recognize that the Office of the Presidency is

part of the Constitution; but it is not the sole or only part of the

Constitution.

Let me put this question to you.

What is the obligation of a member of the executive branch to fol

low or obey a directive or an order from the President?

General HAIG. I think this is a very personal issue, Senator. I think

that if an individual receives an order that he morally and consciously

feels is wrong, he must not only refuse to obey, but he must separate

himself from the conveyor of that order.

Now there are relative levels of severity and gravity. Many bureau

crats, here in this city today, in and out of uniform, face this hourly.

Many say, “I’ll ride along in the hope that I can change or moderate
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the decision for the good of the people, or for the good of my vision

of what the objective should be.” Others gag and walk away.

Senator SARBANES. Would you sa that a Government official should

not obey an order from the President? Under what circumstances

should he or she not obey an order from the President?

General HAIG. I suppose we could discuss this at some length phil

osophically and epistomologically. But I think an illegal order must

be disobeyed.

Incidentally, Senator, what worries me is that your line of ques

tioning might suggest that perhaps you have a feeling that I have

done this. I want you to know that, as I have sworn in the appendix

to my opening statement, I was constantly receiving advice from coun

sel, and on almost any Watergate-related issue you might mention,

my actions reflected advice from counsel or the conveyance of infor

mation from counsel to and from the President. I did not set myself

up as the President’s lawyer.

Senator SARBANES. First of all, my line of inquiry is not intended

to suggest any conclusion. It is simply to try to explore, as I indicated,

the values and goals to which your abilities might be directed and

how you might confront a situation which arose.

Given your responses, was Attorney General Richardson right in

his refusal to fire the Special Prosecutor? As you perceive his situa

tion, is that the udgment he should have made?

General HAIG. That is a difficult uestion.

You know, the Stennis compromise was developed by three attorneys

working for the President of the United States and was presented

to the then-Attorney General, Mr. Richardson, in a series of meetings

that week. There were thus three attorneys who, in general, were IN

full agreement with that plan, and two/I know of who were opposed

perhaps a third if you include Mr. Cox.

Now, this was a matter of the law. It was handled by lawyers and

decided‘ by lawyers along with President Nixon.

If I were to go into the kinds of value judgments your question

implies, I would also convey a role that I did not occupy at that time.

I would hope that this would be understood first and foremost in

the context of your question.

Senator SARBANES. I think that is an important and significant

point for you to make in terms of how you perceived your position.

I will return to this point. I see my time is up. But the real question,

I think, is a question of the obligation you perceive on the part of

subordinates to carry our directives. That is ‘a very important question.

It is, to some extent, touched upon by those people who express con

cern at the prospect of a military man becoming Secretary of State,

since they perceive a difference between a response to that question in

a military context and in a civilian context. I think it is one important

subject area that needs to be explored, as we h-ave started to do.

But now I have a note, I have a red light, and I h-ave the chairman

concerned. So I will defer until we get to the second round.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Sarbanes.

This will fbe the last round before lunch.

Senator Lugar.

Senator LUGAR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Senator S-arbanes has ex- lored a reference from Leon Jaworski.

He also mentioned that he as read, as have I, the remarkable inter

view in the Armed Forces Journal of April 26, 1979. So that the record

might be somewhat balanced at this particular point, I Will -abstain

from my planned line of questioning and read a quotation. I will uote

in full. All of this is from Leon Jaworski -and is on page 60 o the

Armed Forces Journal International of January 1981.

“Now let’s get into more discussion of Haig.” Thus IS the quotation.

I consider Haig, and still do, one of the unsung Watergate heroes. As Nixon

became immobilized by the ordeal around him and consumed by the effort to

save his job, Haig ran the White House. It is not altogether unlikely that in

the final days of the Nixon Administration Haig ran the country. He was our

Thirty-seventh and a half President, the way I described it. It may be quite a

while before anyone knows the extent to which Haig became the acting Presi

dent, but he is owed a debt for being the moving force in convincing Nixon to

resign. I dealt with the General under circumstances that were unique.

This is Jaworski still speaking.

We were adversaries. At times we were engaged in stern and grudging discus

sions. But I recognized the loyalty of an officer serving his Commander-in-Chief,

and I respected him. I do not believe he ever lied to me. He drew some con

clusions that were far afield and I told him so. But he had a goal to keep his

President in office and he tried.

That is the end of the quotation.

I think this is important testimony. I think it addresses, as we were

bound to do this morning, the past, although much of the morning

has been spent profitably in looking ahead.

I want to raise this line of questioning with you, General Haig,

because an analog has been made between this hearing and one that

was conducted by another committee of the Senate 4 years ago;

namely, that -of Bert Lance. It was suggested that in the enthusiasm

of the Senate at that time especially of the majority Members of the

Senate—and, for that matter, all save one of the Senators—wanted

to give the President the people he felt he needed. It has been su -

gested that we were not very probing of Mr. Lance, especially wit

regard to his finances. I want to ask about your finances and I want

to ask questions about your health and questions about your motiva

tions, such as why at this point in your life and under these circum

stances you are seeking this opportunity to serve again.

First of all, for the record, what materials have been made available

to the committee with regard to your personal finances, so that all

questions with regard to conflict of interest or -any ways in which this

office might impinge upon your financial circumstances might be

explored? Can you describe that procedure?

General HAIG. Yes, Senator.

I know that my personal history form is available to members ‘of

the committee; m FBI form to the chairman under very special

arrangements; an , of course, my financial disclosure report, which

is not a very complicated piece of paper since I have spent most of

my life in public service and have had very little, until this past year,

to show by way of financial reward. I have had a very successful year

in American industry. It has been a very pleasant year for me and

my family, and also a very rewarding one. If one looks at my financial

statement, one will see that it was rewarding, although I went into

it with almost nothing.
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Senator LUGAR. I appreciate that these records are in part—maybe

in total—confidential.

The CHAIRMAN. May I ask this question, General Haig? I have re

ceived letters from your doctors. Do I have your permission to share

those letters with members of the committee.

General HAIG. Absolutely, Mr. Chairman. _

The CHAIRMAN. I would then make those available to any member of

the committee who has asked to see those letters. I would just simply

say that I would hope I could get a letter comparable to these as far

as physical fitness is concerned.

Senator LIY,GAR_ Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

With regard to the financial picture, what details can you give to

us? As I recall, there has been mention of the fact that you received a

large salary in your role with the United Technologies Co. Would you

reveal to us the size of that salary?

General HAIG. Well, this is a complex problem for -me, Senator, sim

ply because it is my corporation’s policy not to do this until the time

of the publication of our annual report and the meeting of our stock

holders. But I think the overall sacrifice for my family——not for me

because I am greatly rewarded by public service; I sup-pose I just feel

very strongly that I get great rewards from that, but for my family—

is in the order of magnitude of an 8-to-10 times reduction in pay.

Senator LUGAR. So, in other words, your compensation would have

been in excess of half a million dollars. Is that generally true?

General HAIG. Yes; when you include what I will be giving up in

terms of stock options. when you include what I gave up in the way

of a vested insurance policy for my wife, which is a multimillion dollar

policy, you could, over a 4-year span perhaps put an $8 million to $9

million price tag on it. -

Senator LUGAR. $8 to $9 million.

General HAIG. Yes.

Senator LUGAR. I think this is important. People on this committee

and out in the country are going to wonder why a person with that

prospect for income—and you have committed 35 to 37 years of your

life, as you pointed out in your opening statement, to public service

and you had a minimal net worth—would do this.

All of us in public life have a pretty good idea of why you would be

willing to serve in this capacity at this point. But still, this is a very

outstanding business opportunity that you have had at this point in

life. Why did you decide to break off from that career so abruptly and

accept the nomination of the President-elect?

General HAIG. First, Senator, a very dear friend of mine called me

the day this appointment was announced. He said. “I knew you had

just had a bypass; I did not think you needed a lobotomy.” [General

laughter.]

I think I can only answer that question, however it may sound, by

reiterating my concern about this country and its recent drift, reflect

ing a span of perhaps 15 to 20 years of confusion. I

I suppose one has only one life to give, and for me, my rewards would

come from being successfully able to put some greater clarity, some

greater sense of direction and some greater effectiveness into American

foreign policy. I think that is the greatest legacy I could leave my chil

dren -and my family.
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Senator LUGAR. Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Lugar, I would like to comment. In dis

cussing with General Haig what this would mean to him, I did arrive

at a $9 million figure.

I never questioned why you made the decision, General. You have

served your country almost your entire life and, when the President

elect of the United States asked you to do something, you did not

equivocate.

You have received battle stars in Vietnam and in Korea. As I warned

you, you will deserve another one by the end of this hearing. But I

think the very fact that you are here shows what kind of country this

is, and I hope every member of our audience today appreciates the

fact that financial sacrifice is nothing in comparison to what you think

you can contribute to your country.

Senator LUGAR. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. I want to express deep appreciation to members of

the committee for their full attendance today. I think it is unique in

my 14-year Senate experience that we have started a meeting not only

on time but with every Senator in place. I want to express my appreci

ation also to our audience, which has remained under crowded condi

tions for 4 hours and has been very attentive. We appreciate it.

This hearing is recessed until 2 p.m.

[Whereupon, at 12 :55 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene at

2 p.m., the same day.]

AFTERNOON SESSION

The CHAIRMAN. We will resume our hearings, and I have just a few

announcements.

It will be the policy of the committee to ask all public witnesses who

have requested their testimony be submitted to the committee to sub

mit their statements in writing. All statements of reasonable length will

be printed in the record, and I will read the names of those groups into

the record next week who have submitted testimony so that there will

be public notice.

It is the intention of the committee this afternoon to resume these

hearings on the 10-minute limitation ru.le for Senators. It will be re

stricted this afternoon to Senators of the committee. We will go from

2 o’clock to 4 o’clock; we will take a 10-minute break, and we will re

turn and proceed until 6 o’clock, unless there is any request by Sena

tors to continue after that.

General Haig, if anyone wishes to continue—members of the com

mittee only—after 6 o’clock, would you be prepared to do so?

General HAIG. Yes, indeed, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. All right, thank you.

I think, considering the fact that we are resuming again at 9 o’clock

in the morning, if it is agreeable to the committee, a 6 o’clock adjourn

ment would probably be best.

We will resume our questioning with Senator Zorinsky.

Senator ZORINSKY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General Haig, I am very pleased to know of your concerns with re

spect to the sufficiency of one Secretary of State for the United States

of America. Chairman Percy earlier indicated that I had introduced



60

an amendment to make the National Security Adviser to the Presi

dent subject to the advice and consent of the Senate. I realized full

well all I would be doing is legitimizing a second Secretary of State,

and as I previously pointed out, one is sufficient. That is the reason I

have not pursued that line of action.

The resolution of that problem certainly best lies with the Chief

Executive of this country, that is the President. I hope that you will

continue to make your views known as to the need for only one Secre

tary of State. I understand President-elect Reagan has also indicated

that the National Security Adviser will serve as an adviser to him

personally as a staff member, not of the magnitude of the previous

National Security Adviser.

With that, I would like to ask you a question, General Haig.

Was it truly your suggestion that Ambassador Mike Mansfield be

requested to continue in his capacity of U.S. Ambassador to Japan

under the new administration?

General HAIG. Yes, it was. I discussed this with the President at a

meeting earlier this week. I had followed very carefully over the years

Ambassador Mansfield’s performance in Japan, and having been on the

other side of many issues with him when he was here in this august

body especially during the period of the Mansfield resolution, I was

concerned. And I must say, on every issue that I have been able to

assess, I think he has done an unusually brilliant job in Japan, and I

think it is vitally important that we keep the former Senator in that

post.

Senator ZORINSKY. General, I concur with you and certainly com- >

plement you for that initiative.

I now would like to ask a question of you that is of concern to many

people in this country and one requested by some of my constituents

who are affected personally by the MIA situation that currently exists

with respect to Vietnam. Lt. Gen. Eugene Tighe, the Director of

the Defense Intelligence Agency, testified before the House Subcom

mittee on Asian and Pacific Affairs last December that the DIA has

received since 1975 reports of hundreds of sightings of American

prisoners of war in Vietnam.

Since you are a Vietnam veteran yourself, I know that you under

stand the agony of the families of those Americans said to be missing

in action.

What steps will you take as Secretary of State to substantiate these

reported sightings and to bring about a resolution of this issue?

General HAIG. Senator, I have been very closely associated with this

issue in the past. As you know, I participated in the talks which ulti

mately resulted in the return of some 500 Americans from prison

camps in North Vietnam. and at that time. as I recall, there were in

the neighborhood of 2,500 Americans as yet not clearly accounted for.

Over the years, I have watched very carefully the insistence of many

groups here in the United States—the families of those missing peo

ple-—on maintaining pressure on Hanoi for a full accounting, and I

think it is vitally important that we continue that effort in the period

ahea .

Senator ZORINSKY. Then you will do all in your power as Secretary

of State to continue to pursue the identification of those MIA'S.

General HAIG. Yes, I will ; yes, sir.

Senator ZORINSKY. Thank you.
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One of the most intense foreign policy controversies of recent history

centered on the Panama Canal treaties.

What are your views of the treaties, and how do you assess their

bearing on American security interests?

General HAIG. President Reagan addressed this issue during the

recently-completed campaign, and in doing so, made the categorical

statement that this treaty is law and that he intends to abide by its pro

visions; and I think that is the bottom line of this issue. I will be, and

anticipate that President Reagan will be, a supporter of an agreement

seriously arrived at.

Senator ZORINSKY. Former Secretary of State Henry Kissinger, as

you know, supported the ratification of the Panama Canal treaties in

testimony before this committee October 14, 1977. Dr. Kissinger at that

time observed—

But four successive Presidents and their Secretaries of State, representing

both political parties, have been persuaded over a period of'l3 years that a new

treaty relationship with Panama is more likely to serve the long-term security

and foreign policy of the United States; above all, that it would best assure what

is the essence of our interest: the efficiency, neutrality, accessibility and security

of the Canal * * *.

It is my conviction that the two treaties recently negotiated with Panama do

indeed protect our long-term interest in the canal " * *.

Do you agree with Dr. Kissinger in this regard?

General HAIG. Senator, my mother once told me never to make a

value judgment on an issue which is no longer relevant.

We now have this treaty, and I intend, if nominated by this commit

tee, to support its provisions to the best of my ability. I probably have

more background concerning that treaty than perhaps even Dr. Kis

singer, in that the original negotiations leading to it occurred during

the tenure of President Jack Kennedy and were carried on through the

Johnson years. You know, I may have had some reservations about

timing and a number of other things, but I don’t think it serves any

useful purpose for me in the position I hope to assume to lay out a lot‘

of irrelevant markers.

Senator ZORINSKY. I certainly agree with your mother’s philosophy,

General. I just felt that since your mother had allowed ou to comment

on the Afghanistan issue in retrospect, that ou might have com

mented on this in retrospect. [General laughter}7

General HAIG. Touché, Senator.

Senator ZORINSKY. The Salvadoran Government has been in a state

of turmoil for a year, with violence taking a toll of over 9,000 lives,

including 6 Americans in the last month. This morning’s Washington

Post indicates a guerrilla offensive will begin today and details a num

ber of changes in the Government which generally appear to strength

en the rightist factions. Full-scale civil war would seem to be immi

nent. The Carter administration attempted to strengthen the moderate

middle by supporting reform programs, but it was not very successful,

obviously.

What are your plans for helping El Salvador achieve peace and a

decent government? '

General HAIG. wish mother were here now, Senator. [General

laughter.]

I think you know from my opening statement that I do have some

reservations about our past inclination, though sometimes well moti

vated, to bring about outcomes which in the long run put in jeopardy

72-018 0 — 81 - 5
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the very values we are seeking to expand. Some could argue that per

haps that happened in Nicaragua. Some could argue that perhaps that

is happening today in El -Salvador.

This is an issue which is current, dynamic, and extremely important

to the American people and to our policies and to the stability of the

Caribbean and Central American area. I have not had the opportunity

to steep myself to the depth that I feel is necessary before giving you

the kind of answer such an important question deserves. But, I promise

' you, in the very near future, I will be able to do that.

Senator ZORINSKY. Thank you very much, General. I respect that

answer because the situation requires more than a simple solution. The

fate of a nation is at stake down there. I am sure you, Senator Helms,

and I will have many hours of conversation with respect to that

subject.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Zorinsky.

Senator Mathias?

Senator MATHIAS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General Haig, the office to which you have been nominated is tradi

tionally the first among the e uals who sit around the Cabinet table in

the White House. Now, one o the purposes of my life these days is to

propel Howard Baker into the role of a popular prophet, and so I am

going to now fulfill his prophecy and say that the veneration that is

accorded to the Office of Secretary of State is enhanced by the fact

that the first person to hold that office and to bear that title was

Thomas Jefferson.

But I think it is also important to remember that some of the most

influential Americans in our national history have been Secretary

of State. That list includes John Marshal, Henry Clay, Daniel Web

ster, John C. Calhoun, and William H. Seward, without even men

tioning the giants of our own century. I think that the White House

score of Secretaries of State is perhaps a little better than you esti

mated it to be in your response to my colleague -Paul Sarbanes. It is

no coincidence—and I think it is perhaps not without significance

at this hearing—that a good number, I think something more than

10 percent. of our Secretaries of State have in fact become President.

So it is inevitable that the Senate is going to place great emphasis

on its half of the appointive power, the process of confirmation. If

our questions seem tedious and repetitive to you and to the public, I

hope that you will have patience with our desire to do a thorough

]0 .

During the 1980 Presidential campaign, Governor Reagan pro

pounded a question for the American people, perhaps the question

that won the election. He said, ask yourself whether you are better

off’ today than you were 4 years ago.

In the nature of politics I think that same question will surely be

asked again in 1984. Can you tell the committee what are your inten

tions with respect to changes in the policy and position of the United

States so that the answer to that question in 1984 can be positive

and affirmative?

General HAIG. Senator. I doubt very seriously that I would be sit

ting here today were I not optimistic that I will in fact be able to

contribute, along with countless other public servants, starting with
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the President-elect himself, to the directions that I have outlined in

my opening statement. _

Senator MATHIAS. In your opening statement you have given us

a very serious list of problems, all of them urgent, all of them demand

ing your immediate attention. But even Secretaries of State don’t

get allotted more than the 24 hours a day that the rest of mankind

has. .

Could you give us any sense of your priorities, any sense of the

agenda with which you will attack that long list of problems?

General HAIG. That is hard to do in a rigid sense, Senator, because

frequently some tactical questions of great urgency, although less

profound in the sense of their significance to the national interest, just

require tending. That is the nature of things in government. Some of

the more fundamental questions, the areas of war and peace and

arms control and improved alliance relationships, are dealt with only

in the most evolutionary of ways. So I can’t say exactly, but I could

give you a menu of the areas that I consider to be the most urgent

and dangerous.

Senator MATHIAS. I think that would be helpful.

General HAIG. Certainly the Polish situation at this moment poten

tially poses in my view the most grave consequences for world peace

and for a continuation of efforts to improve East-West relations in

general.

I think the situation in Afghanistan continues to be an important

irritant to improving international stability, especially in an East

West context.

I think our Third World problems—and I use that term only with

regard for the broad concerns that I registered in my opening state

ment—make clear the need to establish a meaningful relationship with

developing nations. I believe those of us who have been at the vanguard

of Western ideals and the heritage that you and I cherish, can do a

better job of satisfying the urgent human needs of these peoples; can

insure at least a compatibility of policy, if not a convergence of policy,

between them and ourselves ; and above all, can manage more effectively

the turmoil in these areas and the conditions that generate it, which

make them -such fertile ground for external fishing expeditions.

In that regard, I think the growth of terrorism worldwide is a mat

ter of increasing urgency for Western powers to address. And I think

international economic and energy problems are also of fundamental

importance.

This is certainly not an all-inclusive list. However, I think these

issues are among the most urgent, and I must add that I give special

priority to our own hemisphere and the Caribbean and Central Ameri

can scene which is so close to us, so vitally important in its -outcome,

and which will influence our relationships with Mexico and our other

Latin American friends for a very long time to come.

Senator MATHIAS. Looking back over the past decade, the decade of

the 1970’s, do you perceive any change in the nature of the threats

to the security of the United States?

General HAIG. Yes; some very fundamental ones. They are not all

bad; some are good. Some add to our risks. but may also make it some

what easier, if we handle it properly, to achieve our interests.
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I have talked in particular about the emergence of multipolarity, the

move from a bipolar world to a multipolar world, with special reference

to the differences between Moscow and Peking; and the opportunities

and dangers that this poses for us.

I have talked about the very fundamental shift in the military

balance in my formal opening statement. We talk about a changing

developing world where human aspirations and relative changes in

power balances and some raw material requirements which have pro

found impact upon Western industrialized societies which were

spawned in an environment where raw materials were relatively avail

able and cheap. We found fundamental changes in the last decade as

raw material prices escalated, especially energy, and the impact that

that has had on Western industrialized societies is profound, and we

are going to have to deal with it, urgently and effectively.

Senator MATHIAS. I think this last point that you raise is one par

ticular concern that I share. The events that we first observed in the

period 1973-74, the years of the Arab oil embargo, which signaled to

the world as well as to ourselves, that for the first time since the colo

nial period the United States was vulnerable because of a lack of

resources, a lack of material resources. We began to depend on other

people for things vital to our survival, to our economic welfare and

the security of the Nation.

Do you think that that condition -does, in fact, present a threat to

our security?

General HAIG. Yes; I think it not only poses a threat. to us, but it,

in a broader sense, poses a threat to world peace as a new set of vital

requirements for all powers becomes increasingly important.

Senator MATHIAS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Mathias.

Senator Tsongas?

Senator TSONGAS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General Haig, I never met you _until this morning, and I called

someone to ask what you were like. He said to me that you were re

markable capable, bright and tough, and I think your performance

today bears that out.

I think your record, which I have had a chance to look at. is very

commendable in many areas, including especially NATO. I think what

you did there was something that you should be very proud of.

But it is the nature of these hearings. as you know, to focus on

areas where you and I may disagree, and that is what I would like

to pursue with you. I do that because I think that you will be the

Secretary of State, and in proper time, and in this nuclear age, the

fact is that the fate of my children rests in your hands.

And when you look across the table at someone who controls the

lives of your children, you take it very seriously. I am dedicated to

that process of inquiry, and you are no stranger to dedication your

self, and I am sure you understand that.

Let’s talk about Afghanistan. if we might, and I will get into the

issues that I discussed with Mr. Califano on the phone 2 weeks ago, and

which you and I discussed briefly on the phone yesterday.

' You said that we should have taken a stronger stand when the Sovi

ets tried to install a puppet regime in Afghanistan, so I take it you

think it was wrong for them to do that.

General HAIG. Yes; I do.
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Senator TSONGAS. And why is that?

General HAIG. I think it represented a fundamental challenge to our

national interest, Senator. I believe the upsetting of a long-standing

international posture for Afghanistan, which was achieved almost a

century ago, primarily by the United Kingdom, represented an‘omi

nous departure from previous post-World war II Soviet activity. Not

just in the context of the employment of force there, but more impor

tantly, in the context of their willingness to directly dabble in a rather

high-profiled way in such an area.

Senator TSONGAS. Well, I agree. I don’t think the Soviets have any

business changing governments around the world.

Let’s talk about Chile.

General HAIG. Yes.

Senator TSONGAS. In 1970.

First of all, now that Senator Helms has arrived, for my own edifica

tion, Senator Helms stated that the women of Chile asked that Allende

be brought down, and you said that’s right, you had spoken with them.

Who were these women?

General HAIG. Well, Senator, I had the opportunity some years ago

in Brussels to speak to one of the leaders of the women’s uprising in

Santiago. She recounted to me a story which I thought had tremendous

credibility from my own ability to recall intelligence reports at the

time. It ran something like this. The Chilean military had a very strong

anti-interventionist bias, unlike many of the other Latin military atti

tudes, and a very small percentage vote—because of the split of the

moderates in Chile—resulted in the ultimate incumbency of Allende.

The women of Santiago watched first the importation of masses of

Cuban-printed textbooks into their schools. They watched the imposi

tion of teachers who had to adhere to Marxist-Leninist philosophic

lines, and during that period, according to this women that you asked

about, the women of Chile were profoundly disturbed. They went to

their husbands, many of whom were in the military at that time, to try

to urge them to take action to prevent the communization of Chile.

Senator TSONGAS. When was this? _

General HAIG. This was during the early—I would say the second

year of the Allende regime. She also recounted that finally the women

banded together and operated to stop the flow of -commerce, food, and

fresh agricultural products into the city. They lay down and became

human barriers. And she then described that at that time the Marxist

government seized the women and threw them into jail, injuring some

0 t em.

And it was at that time that the Chilean military rose up and by

forceful action changed the government.

I don’t know whether this represents a precise articulation of fact,

but this story, along with my own recollections and professional ac

cess to intelligence, has a great deal of credibility with me.

Senator TSONGAS. There was also reference made to the Communists

that Allende was associated with.

Who were those people? You said that was true. Can you indicate

who those people were?

General HAIG. I am sorry. I don’t

Senator TSONGAS. Senator Helms referred to Communists that were

associated with Allende, and you said that was true, and can you tell

us who they were?
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General HAIG. I hope what he asked me, because that is the ques

tion I thought I was answering, was “Were there Marxists introduced

into the country?” There were increased levels of Soviet presence in

Chile, increased levels of Cuban presence in Chile, -to be specific, and

then I suppose you could go into a number of other variations from

Eastern Europe which may or may not have any importance in our

discussion. ‘

Senator TSONGAS. Let me say that your capacity to recall that con

versation with the woman I think is remarkable, and I would hope

as we get into the other issues regarding Chile, that we will have the

same kind of recall.

General HAIG. Well, it was a very moving experience, Senator.

Senator Tsorrons. Some of the dates that I am going to be going

through, obviously not all in this round, concern very profound is

sues, and I think I, in reading through the Church committee report

on what happened, was quite moved as well.

The issue here is not so much Chile, because that is past. Ten years

have passed since then, as you pointed out to me yesterday. The

question is will the Reagan administration bring us back to the days

when we try to overthrow duly elected governments.

The fact is that Allende got 36.3 percent of the vote. Under their

constitution, the issue was to be decided in the congress, as you know.

Do you think that what we did in Chile was in any way improper,

in trying to prevent Allende from taking power?

General HAIG. Well first, as I have sensed from the earlier portion

of our discussion and right until now, you are attempting to draw me

into a very unfortunate position which I do not think would be an

accurate reflection of the role which I played during the Chile period,

and I hope to avoid that, Senator, for good and proper purposes.

Senator TSONGAS. Let me say that your capacity to deal with the

Senators that have questioned you is remarkable, and I am sure you

can do that very well.

General HAIG. Well, in an effort to try to do that, I would like to first

for the record reiterate the position I placed in my annex with respect

to the role I played in Chile at that time, since you seem to be so

interested in it.

It read as follows:

Now with respect to covert activities in Chile, as I indicated, I testified on this

subject to the Senate Intelligence Committee in August of 1975, and that testi

mony is available to the members of this committee. In essence that testimony

describes my limited involvement and confirms that Chile was not a special re

sponsibility of mine, and that I was not deeply involved in either overt or covert

policies toward that country. In general, throughout my service on the National

Security Council staff I had no responsibility to review or approve any CIA covert

activities in Chile. I am aware that the Congrcss—

and this is the pertinent part in response to your question, Senator-—

I am aware that the Congress has established procedures for informing the Sen

ate Intelligence Committee of all intelligence activities, including any significant

anticipated intelligence activity. The Reagan administration, I know, intends to

follow those procedures, and I personally intend to insist that we do so.

Senator TSONGAS. Before my time expires, could you answer the

question as to whether you feel that anything we did in Chile in 1970

to prevent Allende, who was duly elected, from taking power was at

all improper?
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General HAIG. I would be not the one to give you a blanket answer

to that. I was made aware by the Central Intelligence Agency after

the fact of a failed kidnap attempt against General Schneider, which

resulted in his death. General Schneider was a man who I had fol

lowed over the years and had high regard for. I think that was a pro

found and unacceptable mistake.

Senator TSONGAS. But

General HAIG. However, the Central Intelligence Agency insisted

and confirmed that they had not spawned that operation, although

they had worked with the group that per trated it, and they were as

appalled, at least in their reports to the hite House to which I was

made privy, as were we.

Senator TSONGAS. The question is whether it was-

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Tsongas, your time had expired before the

question was asked.

Senator TSONGAS. I would simply say, Mr. Chairman, I am going to

begin my next round with exactly the same question.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much. ‘

Senator Kassebaum?

Senator KASSEBAUM. Thank you, General Haig.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

As much as we would frequently like, I am sure, definitive, specific

answers to foreign policy issues present and future, there is just not

that comfort that I think we can afford at times regarding very com

plex foreign policy issues. And, it would even be inappropriate as a

future Secretary of State to give such answers.

As the new chairman of the African Affairs Subcommittee of the

Foreign Relations Committee, I would just like to'commend you on

the answer you gave this morning regarding the Namibia question,

because, as I am sure you are aware, there is a conference going on

this week in Geneva of a very sensitive nature regarding the future

of Namibia. And, I think it was a very skillful and diplomatic answer.

You touched on an observation in your opening statement regarding

the increasing frustrations that we find in foreign policy decisions

advancing a position at the cost of one interest to the advantage of

another interest of the United States. This seemingly leads us many

times now to a paralysis of decisionmaking.

And, I think an example that is presented to us today is the ques

tion of Somalia and Ethiopia. I would like to ask you what you feel

regarding the obvious need for the strategic advantage that a base

at Berbera would provide us versus the obvious cost of upsetting the

colonial borders that are important to allies. Or is it necessary even

to feel that there should even be tradeoffs?

General HAIG. Well. this is a very complicated question in its own

right. Senator. I think most of us who have watched the situation

and the changing strategic environment not only in the Persian Gulf

but also in the Horn of Africa area itself have been concerned by the

growing Soviet presence along both lit-torals of the African continent.

With the activities in Afghanistan and the successful outcome for the

Soviets there, and the uncertainties in Iran, the concern grows that

the lifelines of Western access to vital raw materials could rapidly

come into serious threat.

Many in this current administration, have looked at the important

needs to increasing the American presence in that area. They have
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sought to gain access to a number of ‘base rights, stretching far to the

East to the island that we had some debate about here in town during

my incumbency years ago, Diego Garcia, to Oman and to the African

continent itself. These moves were designed to enhance American

flexibility to react rapidly in the event the vital oil resources needed

to this Nation were threatened.

And in general, I am comfortable with the current trend to accom

plish that, to include the development and preparation _ of a rapid

reaction force which can -be perceived as available to the American

President and to this committee, should it unfortunately become

necessary to deploy it.

Now, with respect to particular locations from where American ac

cess should be based, I would like to take somewhat greater time to

study what progress has been made by this administration in a number

of ongoing talks in these areas, to know what commitments they would

entail for us in order to achieve these openings, and what the regional

consequences would be.

And one of the great problems of talking glibly about an American

presence in the Persian Gulf area is that it could have precisely the

opposite consequences that we are seeking. It could unite the so-called

radical Arab States against us in a way that I think would be counter

productive.

Senator KASSEBAUM. And I think you would feel that there needn’t

necessarily be tradeoffs, that the two interests wouldn’t necessarily

co-opt each other?

General HAIG. This is the process of policymaking, in which you

have to lay out all of the implications, ramifications, parse them out

and hope that we arrive at the solution which best meets the vital in

terests of the American people.

Senator KASSEBAUM. I would like to ask briefly a question that was

brought up this morning regarding the grain embargo. You answered

it partially, in response to Senator Glenn’s question. I would like to

ask you, in light of the fact there has been thought that there would be

Cabinet decisionmaking and particularly a super-Cabinet created, how

much would you. for instance, involve the Secretary of Agriculture in

a decision regarding the grain embargo, and what weight would you

give to his opinion?

General HAIG. I have discussed this with the new Secretary of Ag

riqplture designee. As you know, he had some earlier comments on this

su ject.

Senator KASSEBAUM. We all did.

General HAIG. I would like to make two points. First, I believe the

Secretary of State must have the ability, in matters of international

agricultural trade, energy, technology transfer. to apply the litmus test

of our political interest first and foremost before policies are pursued.

This is fundamental.

But I equally believe that when we establish policies with respect to

agricultural affairs the Secretary of Agriculture must be a participant

full time, with his full weight of concerns applied to that decisionmak

ing process. And that would be the way I hope—and we are in the

process of starting to do that now—that our interdepartmental mech

anisms would provide for this kind of overall coordination.
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Senator Sarbanes has explored a reference from Leon Jawo-rski.

He also mentioned that he has read, as have I, the remarkable inter

view in the Armed Forces Journal of April 26, 1979. So that the record

might be somewhat balanced at this particular point, I will -abstain

from my planned line of questioning and read a quotation. I will uote

in full. All of this is from Leon Jaworski and is on page 60 o the

Armed Forces Journal International of January 1981.

“Now let’s get into more discussion of Haig.” This is the quotation.

I consider Haig, and still do, one of the unsung Watergate heroes. As Nixon

became immobilized by the ordeal around him and consumed by the eflfort to

save his job, Haig ran the White House. It is not altogether unlikely that in

the final days of the Nixon Administration Haig ran the country. He was our

Thirty-seventh and a half President, the way I described it. It may be quite a

while before anyone knows the extent to which Haig became the acting Presi

dent, but he is owed a debt for being the moving force in convincing Nixon to

resign. I dealt with the General under circumstances that were unique.

This is Jaworski still speaking.

We were adversaries. At times we were engaged in stern and grudging discus

sions. But I recognized the loyalty of an officer serving his Commander-in-Chief,

and I respected him. I do not believe he ever lied to me. He drew some con

clusions that were far afield and I told him so. But he had a goal to keep his

President in office and he tried.

That is the end of the quotation.

I think this is important testimony. I think it addresses, as we were

bound to do this morning, the past, although much of the morning

has been spent profitably in looking ahead.

I want to raise this line of questioning with you, General Haig,

because an analog has been made between this hearing and one that

was conducted by another committee of the Senate 4 years ago;

namely, that of Bert Lance. It was suggested that in the enthusiasm

of the Senate at that time especially of the majority Members of the

Senate—and, for that matter, all save one of the Senators-—wanted

to give the President the people he felt he needed. It has been sug

gested that we were not very probing of Mr. Lance, especially with

regard to his finances. I want to ask about your finances and I want

to ask questions about your health and questions about your motiva

tions, such as why at this point in your life and under these circum

stances you are seeking this opportunity to serve again.

First of all, for the record, what materials have been made available

to the committee with regard to your personal finances, so that all

questions with regard to conflict of interest or any ways in which this

office might impinge upon your financial circumstances might be

explored? Can you describe that procedure?

General HAIG. Yes, Senator.

I know that my personal history form is available to members ‘of

the committee; m FBI form to the chairman under very special

arrangements; an , of course, my financial disclosure report, which

is not a very complicated piece of paper since I have spent most of

my life in public service and have had very little, until this past year,

to show by way of financial reward. I have had a very successful year

in American industry. It has been a very pleasant year for me and

my family, and also a very rewarding one. If one looks at my financial

statement, one will see that it was rewarding, although I went Into

it with almost nothing.
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Senator LUGAR. I appreciate that these records are in part-—maybe

in total—confidential.

The CHAIRMAN. May I ask this question, General Haig? I have re

ceived letters from your doctors. Do I have your permission to share

those letters with members of the committee.

General HAIG. Absolutely, Mr. Chairman. ,

The CHAIRMAN. I would then make those available to any member of

the committee who has asked to see those letters. I would just simply

say that I would hope I could get a letter comparable to these as far

as physical fitness is concerned.

Senator LU-GAR. Thank you, Mr. Chair-man.

With regard to the financial picture, what details can you give to

us? As I recall, there has been mention of the fact that you received a

large salary in your role with the United Technologies Co. Would you

reveal to us the size of that salary?

General HAIG. Well, this is a complex problem for me, Senator, sim

ply because it is my corporation’s policy not to do this until the time

of the publication of our annual report and the meeting of our stock

holders. But I think the overall sacrifice for my family—not for me

because I am greatly rewarded by public service; I sup-pose I just feel

very strongly that I get great rewards from that, but for my family—

is in the order of magnitude of an 8-to-10 times reduction in pay.

Senator LUGAR. So, in other words, your compensation would have

been in excess of half a million dollars. Is that generally true?

General HAIG. Yes; when you include what I will be giving up in

terms of stock options, when you include what I gave up in the way

of a vested insurance policy for my wife, which is a multimillion dollar

policy, you could, over a 4-year span perhaps put an $8 million to $9

million price tag on it.

Senator LUGAR. $8 to $9 million.

General HAIG. Yes.

Senator LUGAR. I think this is important. People on this committee

and out in the country are going to wonder why a person with that

prospect for income—and you have committed 35 to 37 years of your

life, as you pointed out in your opening statement, to public service

and you had a minimal net worth——would do this.

All of us in public life have a pretty good idea of why you would be

will-ing to serve in this capacity at this point. But still, this is a very

outstanding business opportunity that you have had at this point in

life. Why did you decide to break off’ from that career so abruptly and

accept the nomination of the President-elect?

General HAIG. First, Senator, a very dear frien.d of mine called me

the day this appointment was announced. He said. “I knew you had

just had a bypass; I did not think you needed a lobotomy.” [General

laughter.-_\

I think I can only answer that question, however it may sound, by

reiterating my concern about this country and its recent drift, reflect

ing a span of perhaps 15 to 20 years of confusion.

I suppose one has only one life to give, and for me, my rewards would

come from being successfully able to put some greater clarity, some

greater sense of direction and some greater effectiveness into American

foreign policy. I think that is the greatest legacy I could leave my chil

dren and my family.
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Senator LUGAR. Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Lugar, I would like to comment. In dis

cussing with General Haig what this would mean to him, I did arrive

at a $9 million figure.

I never questioned why you made the decision, General. You have

served your country almost your entire life and, when the President

elec_t of the United States asked you to do something, you did not

equivocate.

You have received battle stars in Vietnam and in Korea. As I warned

you, you will deserve another one by the end of this hearing. But I

think the very fact that you are here shows what kind of country this

is, and I hope every member of our audience today appreciates the

fact that financial sacrifice is nothing in comparison to what you think

you can contribute to your country.

Senator LUGAR. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. I want to express deep appreciation to members of

the committee for their full attendance today. I think it is unique in

my 14-year Senate experience that we have started a meeting not only

on time but with every Senator in place. I want to express my appreci

ation also to our audience, which has remained under crowded condi

tions for 4 hours and has been very attentive. We appreciate it.

This hearing is recessed until 2 p.m.

[Whereupon, at 12 :55 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene at

2 p.m., the same day.]

AFTERNOON SF.SSION

The CHAIRMAN. We will resume our hearings, and I have just a few

announcements.

It will be the policy of the committee to ask all public witnesses who

have requested their testimony be submitted to the committee to sub

mit their statements in writing. All statements of reasonable length will

be printed in the record, and I will read the names of those groups into

the record next week who have submitted testimony so that there will

be public notice.

It is the intention of the committee this afternoon to resume these

hearings on the 10-minute limitation ru.le for Senators. It will be re

stricted this afternoon to -Senators of the committee. We will go from

2 o’clock to 4 o’clock; we will take a 10-minute break, and we will re

turn and proceed until 6 o’clock, unless there is any request by Sena

tors to continue after that.

General Haig, if anyone wishes to continue—members of the com

mittee only—after 6 o’clock, would you be prepared to do so?

General HAIG. Yes, indeed, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. All right, thank you.

I think, considering the fact that we are resuming again at 9 o’clock

in the morning, if it is agreeable to the committee, a 6 o’clock adjourn

ment would probably be best.

We will resume our questioning with Senator Zorinsky.

Senator -ZORINSKY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General Haig, I am very pleased to know of your concerns with re

spect to the sufficiency of one Secretary of State for the United States

of America. Chairman Percy earlier indicated th-at I had introduced
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an amendment to make the National Security Adviser to the Presi

dent subject to the advice and consent of the Senate. I realized full

well all I would be doing is legitimizing a second Secretary of State,

and as I previously pointed out, one is sufficient. That is the reason I

have not pursued that line of action.

The resolution of that problem certainly best lies with the Chief

Executive of this country, that is the President. I hope that you will

continue to make your views known as to the need for only one Secre

tary of State. I understand President-elect Reagan has also indicated

that the National Security Adviser will serve as an adviser to him

personally as a staff member. not of the magnitude of the previous

National Security Adviser.

With that, I would like to ask you a question, General Haig.

Was it truly your suggestion that Ambassador Mike Mansfield be

requested to continue in his capacity of U.S. Ambassador to Japan

under the new administration?

General HAIG. Yes, it was. I discussed this with the President at a

meeting earlier this week. I had followed very carefully over the years

Ambassador Mansfield’s performance in Japan, and having been on the

other side of many issues with him when he was here in this august

body especially during the period of the Mansfield resolution, I was

concerned. And I must say, on every issue that I have been able to

assess, I think he has done an unusually brilliant job in Japan, and I

think it is vitally important that we keep the former Senator in that

post.

Senator ZORINSKY. General, I concur with you and certainly com- -

plement you for that initiative.

I now would like to ask a question of you that is of concern to many

people in this country and one requested by some of my constituents

who are affected personally by the MIA situation that currently exists

with respect to Vietnam. Lt. Gen. Eugene Tighe, the Director of

the Defense Intelligence Agency, testified before the House Subcom

mittee on Asian and Pacific Affairs last December that the DIA has

received since 1975 reports of hundreds of sightings of American

prisoners of war in Vietnam.

Since you are a Vietnam veteran yourself, I know that you under

stand the agony of the families of those Americans said to be missing

in action.

What steps will you take as Secretary of State to substantiate these

reported sightings and to bring about a resolution of this issue?

General HAIG. Senator, I have been very closely associated with this

issue in the past. As vou know, I participated in the talks which ulti

mately resulted in the return of some 500 Americans from prison

camps in North Vietnam. and at that time. as I recall, there were in

the neighborhood of 2,500 Americans as yet not clearly accounted for.

Over the years, I have watched very carefully the insistence of many

groups here in the United States—the families of those missing peo

ple—on maintaining pressure on Hanoi for a full accounting, and I

tl}1linl(<1 it is vitally important that we continue that effort in the period

a ea .

Senator ZORINSKY. Then you will do all in your power as Secretary

of State to continue to pursue the identification of those MIA'S.

General HAIG. Yes, I will; yes, sir.

Senator Zonmsxr. Thank you.
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Senator KASSEBAUM. I feel it is very important, and I am pleased

to hear you say that.

How do you generally regard embargoes philosophically? Do you

feel that they have ever really been successful ?

General HAIG. I have a public record on this subject, that I have

repeated most recently. That is, as a eneral rule I am very suspicious

of food embargoes. I think we have ound in the past, and I know we

did during my period in the NSC, that we frequently end up shooting

ourselves in the foot.

And by that I mean we end up selectively burdening one segment of

our society or one segment of the Western community. I am more in

clined to look first and foremost to be sure that before we institute

that kind of selective pressure, we have unanimity among our allies

and the other grain-producing or whatever the commodity-producing,

technology-producing nations are involved, so that we will have a

consistent front. Also, hopefully, to broaden the character of the ap

lication of these pressures to include not just food, but a host of other

interests.

Senator KASSEBAUM. I only have a minute or so. But would you feel

the same about economic sanctions?

General HAIG. I think we have to be very careful, to the degree we

can—we’re- not always imbued with that luxury—to try to share the

burdens of these problems and not to single out one segment of our

society and, above all, to be sure that those of us who are engaged

in it are equally burdened. And I mean that in a multilateral sense,

internationally.

Senator KASSEBAUM. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Kassebaum.

Senator Cranston?

Senator CRANSTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I welcome you before this committee, General. As I told you ester

day, it is my hope that these hearings will establish a basis or the

Senate and the American people to achieve full confidence in you if, as

of course is most likely, you are confirmed as our Secretary of State.

This full sense of confidence would be in the national interest and in

your own interest if you are to be the effective Secretary of State that

we all hope you can be.

You are, as several Senators have noted preceding me today, a man

of demonstrated abilities and achievements. I have a keen interest in

learning how you would use these remarkable abilities and the unique

background that you have acquired to address what I believe is the

most important task confronting the incoming Reagan administra

tion: the need to revent United States-Soviet competition from

escalating into a nuc ear confrontation.

Full-scale nuclear war between us would destroy our security and

all that we value and seek to defend. It would be the ultimate

catastrophe, the ultimate human holocaust.

At the same time, I share with you the belief that what we value

and seek to defend is even more important than life itself. The ques

tion is. how do we prevent that United States-Soviet competition from

escalating into nuclear confrontation, either through design or

inadvertence? '
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Certainly we must—we both agree——upgrade our nuclear and con

ventional capabilities to reduce the danger that adversaries might un

derestimate our strength and our resolve to defend our freedom and

our security.

I trust you agree also that we must match this military effort with \

effective diplomacy to protect our interests, to promote democratic

development around the world, and to address global issues which

threaten our future, issues like poverty and overpopulation.

I want to be sure that I understand your answer to Senator;

Baker’s question on the dangers of nuclear war. Did you mean that i

we run a greater risk of nuclear w-ar, if we indicate any lack of will

to undergo that ordeal, if necessary, to preserve our freedoms? In

other words. General, if we lead our adversaries to believe and to act

on the -assumption that we value our lives more than our liberties,

will we be increasing the danger of nuclear war?

General HAIG. I want to be sure I have the connotation of your 1

question, Senator. I think that what you are asking me is, do I per

ceive international stability and peace are better preserved by pro

jecting an image to potential adversaries, and in this instance the

Soviet Union, that we are indeed prepared to employ the weapons

that we are building. or are we better served to suggest to them that a

nuclear exchange outcome would be an outcome that would be unac

ceptable to us under any set of circumstances?

Senator CRANSTON. That is what I meant. And in effect, do you‘

thus mean that by taking that stance, we reduce the danger signifi

cantly that we will actually ever find ourselves in the catastrophe

of nuclear war?

General HAIG. Yes. And I think you have to be very careful of

cryptic, compressed, glib answers to a question of such a profound

nature. But I think you have to get to it to get to the essence of what

deterrence is all about. Bec'ause after all. I don’t -think there is any

body in this room, and least of all me, who would come up here and

present a rationale which was flirting with the desirability of get

ting into a nuclear conflict. It would be a disaster.

But the problem is, how do you get there? And here there are

differences between very well-meaning thoughtful people. And I,

would suggest my reading of history, my experience in the inter

national community, suggests to me that our deterrence achieves its

credibility by the perception of our willingness to do whatever is

necessary to protect our vital interests if they are challenged. And

that must include the arsenal of nuclear weapons that we maintain

at such great cost today.

It does not mean in any sense that someone that harbors that

view-—-and I think it is the right one—is a proponent for nuclear

warfare or for destabilization. ,

Senator CRANSTON. That is what I thought you meant, and I con-!

our in your judgment.

Do you believe that there is any -acceptable alternative to the

determined, steadfast pursuit of balanced, verifiable nuclear arms

control agreements if our long-term security interests are to be

advanced?

General HAIG. Here again, I think a glib answer could get you into

deep trouble. I would want to make it very clear that I have always



71"

 

been a proponent for arms control, and especially efforts to get the

nuclear genie back into the bottle. That is, to minimize the level of

nuclear weapons, and to minimize nuclear proliferation.

But if that becomes the end in itself, and it is sought at the expense

of other vital national interests, we may end up with a process in

which we put in jeopardy the very process you are seeking. I believe

these are very important, vitally important objectives for the United

States. But they must also and always be pursued as ancillary to our

own vital national interests first and foremost.

For example, I have alwa s believed that we acquire breakthroughs

in negotiations with the Soviet Union in arms control only when

they perceive that the alternative facing them is a willingness on the

part of the United States to match or better what they are willing

to deploy. Why in heaven should they sit down and negotiate limita

tions with us if we’re going to do it to ourselves without such

negotiations ?

Senator CRANSTON. You said the United States should only agree

to arms limitation agreements that are in our interest, and of course

nobody would quarrel with that. You go on to link U.S. support for

such agreements to other aspects of the United States-Soviet come

petition. Is there any reason for the United States to forego any

nuclear arms control agreement that is clearly in our strategic

interests?

General HAIG. Again, that is a very narrowly banded question.

I do not want to suggest to you that we should be in the business

of scrubbing existing agreements. Not at all. The worst thing we can

do as a nation—and I have said this in my opening statement—is to

project an image of unreliability or inconsistency. Where we have

_ made obligations, we must live by them unless the terms of those

obligations provide for escape clauses because of abrogation by the

other partner. '

I hope that’s the answer to your uestion.

Senator CRANSTON. Well, first of a l, I was not thinking of any traps.

I have none in mind. I was thinking prospectively more than to the

present SALT I and SALT II terms. I was thinking of the effort

to achieve further agreements like those which might ultimately lead

to the reductions which you indicated this morning you and Presi

' dent-elect Reagan feel would be desirable.

Is there any reason to forgo arms control agreements that are

_-_.E plainly in our national interest?

General HAIG. Well, again, no. And I sense the same pitfall I sensed

; before. because you are clearly coming up on the concept of linkage

-= from the side. And let me suggest to you that efforts on arms control

cannot be divorced from the overall climate under which those

_. negotiations are conducted.

One need only look at the recent events and our experience with

SALT II, where the whole procedure was derailed by blatant Soviet

intervention in Afghanistan. I was concerned even before Afghanistan

_. that we had not been giving proper attention to illegal Soviet activity

abroad, illegal activity.

Senator CRANSTON. I believe, as I know you do, that competition,

controversy, and confrontation between the United States and the

Soviet Union is inevitable now and in the foreseeable future. I believe,
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and I ask you if you agree that a primary purpose of arms control

agreements is to manage, to use your phrase, and to limit the dimen

sions of these inevitable collisions so that they do not escalate into

nuclear conflict? ‘

General HAIG. No, I think successful arms control agreements that

are verifiable, that are equitable, and hopefully that reduce the levels

of armaments cannot help but be a contributor to improved security

for the United States and the international stability at large.

Senator CRANSTON. What do you see as the limits of linkage? For

example, should we withhold our support for an otherwise desirable

SALT treaty as a means of pressuring the Soviet leaders to show

greater respect for their citizens’ human rights? Or, as another exam

ple, should we attempt to use SALT to pressure Soviet leaders on

Middle East issues, such as their support for the PLO?

General HAIG. Senator, again, I hope I made it reasonably clear in

my opening statement that I do not view linkage as a mechanistic

arithmetic game in which we add u pluses and minues each day and

decide how we are going to proceed) in a number of important func

tional areas——not at all. And in the context of your question, hardly at _ _

all.

But I think it is vitally important for Americans to understand that

the Soviets are not in arms control negotiations with us because they

like the color of our eyes. It is because they see an interest in this

subject too, and it is of importance to them.

Hopefully, if we do it right, that importance is going to be at the

lofty area you and I are discussing. If we are foolish, it is going to be

driven by other incentives as well.

But assuming the lofty outcome, if we find ourselves and interna- ‘I ‘

tional peace endangered, even perhaps to resort to nuclear weapons by

unintended Soviet activity in the international environment, I think

we must deal with these two in sync. We must make it clear to the

Soviet leadership that they cannot expect benefits in a number of func

tiopal areas, whether it be arms control, trade, credit transfer, tech

no 0

worl wide which is endangering international peace.

I know that the leaders of the Soviet Union would understand that

message, and my own past experience in this Government suggests

that they can cope with It in a constructive way.

Senator CRANSTON. Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Cranston.

Senator Boschwitz.

Senator Bosonwrrz. General, I agree with the statement you have

just made, and I want to express my high regard for you and con

gratulate you on your appointment to the Secretaryship, and also to

compliment you on your opening statement with which I agree.

I also believe, as you stated, that the American people have not

lost their will, and that certainly sometimes it appears that they may

have, but I think that is the confusion that comes along with democ

racies that you spoke of earlier.

I heard you testify before this committee or the Armed Services

Committee-—I was on neither at the time of SALT—and also agree

with you on your approach in that regard.

My subcommittee that I head on this committee deals with South

Asia and the Middle East. It goes from Morocco on the west to India,

transfer, et cetera, while they are indulging in activity ' '
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Bhutan and Nepal on the east. I would like to lead you through that

area and ask you to discuss, if not the solutions, at least some of the

problems, as you see them there. I understand that it is difficult -for

you to discuss solutions to particular questions or specific questions

sometimes, but I would like to go from west to east through my region

and ask you to talk about the problems and the solutions, as you see

fit to talk about them.

Incidentally, I would also like to state my agreement to your answer

to Senator Kassebaum’s questions about the grain embargo.

Let’s start with Morocco, General. That is over on the western edge

of the area that comes under my subcommittee.

Could you talk about Morocco, its problems and how you foresee

the United’States participating in them?

General HAIG. Senator, as you know, we have a longstanding histor

ically cordial relationship with the Government of Morocco and His

Majesty there. We know that that situation has been complicated by

the Polisario movement in an area of some controversy in the first

instance.

I have watched over recent months and years efforts by the Moroc

can Government to achieve some assistance from the United States to

deal with that issue. There are related problems with the Moroccan

neighbors which I would hope would be the focus for efforts on the

part of the United States to serve as a catalyst to help resolve, because

assistance from Algeria has from time to time caused great problems

in the ability of the Moroccans themselves to cope with this situation.

I think I had best leave my observations at about that point because

here again it is a dynamic, highly sensitive issue which could be in

fluenced either constructively or unconstructively by what I say here

this afternoon in public session._but I think I am acutely aware of the

situation there and I have some rather strong views about it.

Senator Bosonwrrz. Moving east through Algeria, Tunisia, and

Libya, would you comment on Libya in particular, and its recent

acquisition or domination of Chad?

General HAIG. Of Chad? Yes.

I think this is merely a further extension of what has been most out

rageous international behavior on the part of the Government of

Libya. They have been spawning terrorism, training terrorists; and

they have been inciting difficulties throughout the African northern

tier, and beyond.

Senator Boscnwrrz. And beyond.

General HAIG. I think it is high time that the Western World at

large, not just the United States unilaterally, assess with clarity the

implications of this and hopefully moves in concert to deal With it

more effectively.

Senator BOSCHWITZ. As we think about Egypt and the Middle East

and the Camp David accord, the Camp David agreement and the whole

process, would you comment on that process and if you have any feel

in about whether or not we can include other nations in that process?

eneral HAIG. Sena-tor, it goes without saying that here again we

are in one of the most sensitive, dynamic areas of American and Mid

dle Eastern policy, and I want to be extremely careful not to ‘introduce

counterproductive waves.

But with respect to Camp David, first and foremost, and I think

Governor Reagan agrees, I am highly supportive of the outcome of
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Camp David. I think it is a tremendous achievement for American

diplomacy, and I think it is a great credit to President Carter.

If one would look back at where we were in 1970 and assess that

against where we are today, one could only be pleased with the over

all progress. Now, there are a number of contravening signals on the

horizon that are very worrisome. Soviet inroads have become in

creasingly prevalent, and above all, the destabilization of Iran which

had once been a stabilizing anchor in that part of the world, and had

once served our purposes as a nation very well.

Now, With respect to broadening the peace process, I suppose what

you are referring to is the so-called Jordanian option. Clearly an -

thing of that gravity and that significance must be undertaken only in

the context of the closest consultation with the parties in Tel Aviv

and Cairo, and I would not presume here to cut new ground on that

subject until those discussions and the discussions with the Jordan

ians that must precede any such speculation have taken place.

Senator Bosonwrrz. There were many expectations that the war be

tween Iran and Iraq would be rather short lived, and certainly here

up on the Hill much advice we received and many opinions that were

given indicated that.

You spoke earlier‘ about the possibility of bases in the region with

respect to mobile forces for the purpose of insuring stability.

I understand the difficulty of asking for specificity, but would you

give our views of that war that has dragged on and has increasingly

desta ilized the Persian Gulf area. Also, where you think things will

stand in the foreseeable future?

General HAIG. Well, Senator, a month ago, I would have given you

a full-blown dialog on this subject. I do think one lesson to be learned

from it is that one destabilization begets another, and the profound

change in the orientation and character of the Government of Iran

was clearly a contributor to the outbreak of conflict between Iran and

its neighbor Iraq.

Motives can be attributed, and causal relationships can be estab

lished whether you go into the historic disputes between the two gov

ernments in the straits, or whether you would suggest that there were

efforts to fill vacuums that have just been created.

I think, in the context of this conflict, neither side has either the

stomach or the will for it to be conducted in a decisive way. But

neither side will have the ability to terminate it for a period of time,

perhaps until one side finds the economic burden of it, the energy

impact of it, and other destabilizations already underway in their

capitals unbearable. But I don’t look for peace in the immediate future

between Iraq and Iran.

Now, as you know, it has put in jeopardy 1, or perhaps 2 million

barrels a day for the first 6 months of 1981 in our access to oil, and

this is going to have a very important impact on international markets,

spot market prices, and the overall industrial health and vitality of

the Western World.

Senator BOSCHWITZ. I think there is no question about that. I think

it is even more than 2 million barrels, and we have already seen the

impact on the spot market.

I see my time is up, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very .much, Senator Boschwitz.
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Now, 5 hours later, we are down to our anchor Senators, and if it

is frustrating for them to sit here 5 years as the freshman Members at

the bottom of the line, I can only remind both Senator Pressler and

Senator Dodd that it took Senator Javits and Senator John Sherman

Cooper 13 years even to get on this committee. Senator Pressler has

gotten on in 2 years, and by some magical means in the Democratic

Caucus, ‘Senator Dodd is on in his first year in the Senate.

We are delighted to have both of you. Thank you for your patience.

Senator Dodd will be first.

Senator Donn. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and being a

member of this august body for 4 long days, now, I have enough

patience to wait a little longer for these questions, but I appreciate

your courtesy and your kindness.

General Haig, it is a pleasure to have you before the committee,

and let me just say at the outset—as a person who is a fellow Nut

rIpeger—that I congratulate you on your nomination by President-elect

Eagan.

I would also like to join with other Members of the Senate and this

body who commended you on your fine record over the past 35 years

of serving our country.

Third, I would like to point out to you that while I would hope in

the coming rounds to focus my attention on matters that I have told

you about in personal discussuon—that is, the area of human rights

and nuclear nonproliferation, international energy policies and so

forth—I feel I must at this juncture anyway return to- -a subject that

was raised at the outset of this hearing. The reason I do so is not for

any desire whatsoever to rehash the issue of Watergate or Cambodia

or the covert operations in Chile, but merely to try and address an

issue which I think is entirely appropriate for this hearing, and

that is the issue of abuse of power or potential abuse of power.

So I raise this question for that purpose and no other purpose. I

don’t believe it ought to be the centerpiece of this hearing, but I don’t

know how we can complete this hearing without addressing the prob

lems that are raised by that particular part of our most recent history,

of which you played -at least some part.

As I understand it, when you were Chief of Staff of the White

House, there were some 100 hours of recordings between you and then

President Nixon. Only one of these recordings has been transcribed.

I was wondering, in light of the fact that we may be getting in

volved in the issue of subpenas either later today or tomorrow, if we

might shortcut that process by you requesting of former President

Nixon that he consent to the release of these Presidential materials so

that. we might have direct access to them without going through the

legal proceedings of subpenas. Or maybe you have already asked him

in light of your statements and comments earlier this morning, which

I applaud, by the way, of your desire that this committee have every

bit of information it should have in order to reach its decision.

General HAIG. No, I didn’t ask him, Senator, but you know, since

this question has specifically anisen, I think it is very important for

the committee to know what period we are talking about with respect

to these tapes. I came to the White House on May 8 of 1973. having

served for a period of about 4 to 6 months as Vice Chief of Staff of

the Army, and during the period preceding that, having worked in
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tensel in the negoti-ation of our Vietnamese peace treaty. That in

clude trips to Paris and Saigon and back repeatedly.

When I arrived at the White House on May 8, I hardly even

knew the details of Watergate. Shortly after my arrival, I learned

there was a taping system, that one even existed, but I thought that

it was a manipulated taping system of the kind President Johnson

and, I believe, President Kennedy had. I know President Johnson had.

I learned at the same time the Senate investigating committee

learned, that it was a voice-activated system, and on that very day I

ordered it dismantled. It was dismantled, despite what you may read in

some books by certain ex rts.

Now, we are talking a‘ ut a period of from May 8--a good portion

of which the President was away and in Florida—through the period

of, I think, about July 13 or 14, at a time when I didn’t even know the

details of Watergate.

I just want to be sure the committee understands this issue. There

were no tape recordings following that period. There were no tape

recordings covering the period that seems to titillate so many people

about my advice or non advice to President Nixon. I think that’s impor

tant. Sometimes we forget that as we struggle on issues.

Now, I cannot presume for myself to deal with this issue. I think this

is a problem for this committee and a problem for lawyers, especially

within this committee, because I know for a fact that Mr. Nixon has

been litigating this issue at great expense to himself for a number of

years, and I can’t presume to interpose myself in it. It is not my posi

tion to do so.

But I can assure you, I have no reservations whatsoever about what

may or may not have been on those tapes.

Senator DODD. I know that you have stated that, and I appreciate

that statement. I think that is commendable, and all I am suggesting-~

and I am not titillated

General HAIG. But it is a fundamental issue. I am here under oath,

and if we are dealing with that kind of a problem, then best we know

it, and early on.

Senator Donn. I don’t think it is, necessarily, for my part—and I am

certainly not about to speak for anyone else on this c0mmittee——it just

seemed to me we are talking about a primary body of evidence which

could shed some light, that’s all, on that issue, not the issue of Water

gate per se. It ust occurred to me that I know how strongly President

Nixon feels about your appointment, and understandably so. given

your record, and it just occurred to me that he might be willing, in

light of -this committee’s desi-re to expedite the process, to assist us in

that effort. That is all.

General HAIG. Senator, I am not going to interpose myself in this

question because there are a number of other issues associated with it in

terms of completing these hearings in a responsible amount of time.

Senator Donn. So in response to my inquiry your answer would be

that you would not make that inquiry of him.

General HAIG. No; I won’t interpose myself in an issue of that

importance.

Senator Donn. Let me, if I can, follow up a question Senator Zorin

sky asked you about the Panama Canal treaties. You indicated that you

would support those treaties which are now the law of the land, and as
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such, you would support them. You had some questions about them.

You went back to, I think, Senator Ke-nnedy’s administration where

you had had some experience in dealing with those treaties.

Oftentimes on the floor of the House or the Senate, amendments are

offered that will tend to undermine certain obligations of this country,

usually having to do with the appropriations process.

May I ask of you, in light of your earlier statement about your sup-'

port for those treaties, whether or not you will aggressively oppose

efforts that would undermine the Panama Canal Treaty specifically?

General HAIG. I hope I didn’t leave you with the impression that I

had made a value judgment at all on the Panama Canal Treaty. I

thought I avoided doing so other than to say that we have this treaty

and we certainly must support it.

Senator Donn. My question is that often we find that there are those

Members of Congress who oppose certain treaties, certain obligations,

and they will offer amendments on the floor or in committee which will

in effect obviate those responsibilities by wiping out the appropriations

for them.

General HAIG. That is what concerned me because you had con

cluded that I made a value judgment on the treaty itself, and there

fore would proceed with certain actions in light of that value judg

ment. I hope I didn’t—and by answering that question I have to make

that value judgment, which I prefer to avoid.

You know, I don’t disagree with what has been said here this morn

ing. I made the point that these negotiations started, I believe at least

conceptually, during the Kennedy administration. They were con

ducted beyond that into the Johnson years. I think I recall President

Nixon suggesting we put it on the back burner. Subsequently it was

revitalized by President Ford. There is a long historic tale to this

issue, and we are there, and I would like to keep myself as one who

supports the fact that we are there, and I intend to maintain that

support.

Senator Donn. Let me just ask you one quick question while the

yellow light is on. You may be able to answer it quickly.

We presently have committed some $70 or $75 million to the new

government in Nicaragua.

Have you drawn any conclusions at all about whether or not we

ought to continue that commitment?

General HAIG. No, I haven’t, Senator. I make no bones about the

concerns I had along the way as we got to where we are today.

Senator DODD. Thank you. I see my time has expired.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Dodd.

Senator Dodd, without objection, I will put in immediately after

your closing comments on the subpenas, the letter to me that we re

ceived here last night at 8 o’clock from Senator Pell which attached

the complete appendix of materials that he is now requesting; it is

now much more specific.

Senator Donn. Thank you, Senator. .

The CHAIRMAN. And we will take into account, then, that my reply

to that letter was given in my response this morning during the course

of our colloquy. -

Senator Pressler.

72-018 0 - B1 — 6
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Senator PRESSLER. General Haig, let me congratulate you on your

appointment. I shall be asking some questions that relate to a subcom

mittee I will head in the Foreign Relations Committee, but first I was

interested in your statement that we are almost finished with a bipolar

situation in the world and have moved toward a multipolarity, and

I certainly agree with that.

In the area of foreign aid, it has been alleged that the United States

is doing more than certain other countries, particularly our wealthy

European allies and wealthy Arab OPEC countries, and Japan. In

the taking of refugees, we take refugees and give them citizenship,

but some of these other wealthy countries take them-and give them

a 2-year work permit, which may be renewable, to do tasks that

are needed to be done. I had an amendment in the Senate, along with

Senator Javits, formally asking the President for a study comparing

these aid levels, which is tough to do because some countries count

sales as aid and so forth. .

But in any event, I guess my bottom line is: What, as Secretary

of State, will you do, what steps will you take to insure that some

of our wealthy allies will pay more of the bill in terms of defense,

aid, and other areas?

Let me add that every time I am in Europe, Europeans always

preach to me about how the United States should be stronger and

we should be doing more, but yet I think Europe is, according to

statistics I have seen, lagging behind in defense expenditures.

General HAIG. Senator, I would be a little less than consistent my

self if I joined the totality of your thesis because I think I emphasized

in my opening statement the sterility that I feel that is associated

with the subject. ‘

We all have to do more.

With respect to American aid levels, I have watched them decline

steadily. I think we are probably about 14th today in terms of gross

national product applied to foreign aid and foreign assistance inter

nationally. On the other hand, I have watched certain of our Europe

an partners dramatically increase their levels of support.

For example, in the recent difficulties in Turkey, it was West Ger

many who really bore the brunt of the economic support for our

Turkish allies.

So you have to again be careful not to indulge in glib generaliza

tlions which could be terribly unjust and unfair to those who are doing

t lat.

When you get into the area of defense burden sharing, I am not

happy with our contribution and I am not happy with the contribu

tions of many of our allies. But I think it is important for Americans

to know that in relative terms, the allies have been doing better since

1970 than have we Americans in meeting NATO military needs. They

are spending more relatively.

Now, they started from an incredible base. The United States at the

end of World War II came out of it whole; our European partners

were prostrate, and we were the total bearer of the burden. But in

relative terms, our performance has been declining very, very sharply.

It doesn’t mean there aren’t periodic exceptions to that general state

ment and we have to work. But I don’t want here to leave the impres

sion that I am endorsing all your theses. I am very sympathetic with

your message, if you get what I am driving at.
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Senator Possum. Yes. When we have the final report under an

amendment that Senator Javits and I sponsored,I think we will have

better numbers with which to make comparisons. Certainly in the

military area, other countries are not doing as much as we are. I know

that the Russian grain embargo has been mentioned here by many

others, but the problem with that has been that we haven’t had an

embargo on manufactured goods -at the same time. We are selling the

Russians things to grow their own grain with at the same time we

have a grain embargo.

I was very hopeful that that embargo would be lifted. In fact, the

Senate passed an amendment urging that it be lifted. Also, the Presi

dent-elect pledged that he would move to lift it, but now I am hearing

signals that it may not be lifted.

But if it is continued, would you recommend a total embargo—not

only on grain but manufactured goods? I think the real problem is

that we have asked our Olympic athletes and our farmers to make a

sacrifice, and yet many tourists went to the Olympics, we have sold the

Russians harvesters and machinery to grow their own grain with.

Farmers are not at all hesitant to make the sacrifice provided the

burden is shared.

Would you be prepared to recommend a total embargo if we are

going to continue this?

General HAIG. Senator, this as you know is very sensitive, and the

President has his own track record on it. As I pointed out this morn

ing, this judgment is not as easy as it might have been before the

embargo was applied. It’s greatly complicated by the fact that it is

in place, that we have impending some very worrisome and ominous

threats against Poland, and the continuation of the difficulties in

Afghanistan.

So I would prefer to have the time to very carefully consider this, to

consult with this committee, as I intend to do, on this vitally import

ant issue, and above all to have an opportunity to discuss it with

President-elect Reagan before I bring the issue any further forward

in a public sense.

Senator PRESSLER. Another area on which my subcommittee has

oversight is the State Department. In your statement you mentioned

the career Foreign Service. While we have already mentioned the

importance of appointing more ambassadors from the career Foreign

Service-—what steps would you take as Secretary to improve the qual

ity and capabilities of the Foreign Service?

I might say that we have faced up to the pay problem in the Con

gress. In the ast few years a number of other issues have arisen

for example, t le forming of a union of Foreign Service personnel.

Have you a plan to improve the morale and the quality, although

I think it is now quite high in many instances, of the career Foreign

Service?

General HAIG. As I have reiterated, I have an extremely high re ard

for our career Foreign Service Officers, some 3,400 of them. I t ink

they are the future of our American foreign policy and they are a vital,

crucial American asset.

In recent years I have been disturbed by a host of problems associ

ated with their career patterns. First, their participation in policy

making. I think there has been a growing tendency over the years—

and I don’t give this a partisan tilt at all——to sort of push them aside.
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And when that happens, frustrations develop in well-meaning people

and they’re going to take their talents elsewhere.

Many of them come up to this august body to help serve Senators

and Congressmen, and they usually come up with not a great deal of

reverence for their previous experience.

Second, yes; as one who has just left the private sector, I am familiar

with the remuneration problem. And you gentlemen know even better

than I do, where public service today leaves something to be desired

in that respect. I hope it can be adjusted, at least modestly.

Third, I would hope that a Foreign Service that was plugged into

the action, if you will, would recognize the vital importance of their

profession, as they do today. And you know, there’s another aspect of

this, Senator. As we look increasingly at the service of our Foreign

Service people, the numbers who are under the threat of violence and

who have been exposed to it in recent years has been alarming.

I think we need the best and the most dedicated people that we can

have, and we have to enhance our programs within the Department to

that end. We have the recent Foreign Service Act that was completed,

that I understand——I have not had an opportunity to study it—ofl’ers

great opportunity here, and I’d like to look into it before I could com

plete the answer to your question. But yes, it is a high priority for me.

Senator PRESSLER. You mentioned another subject, linkage. The Law

of the Sea Treaty is coming up, and there are many who strongly

support it. Others feel that we are giving away, under the common

heritage theory, some of our rights to minerals that the great mari

time powers could just take without paying anyone.

Would you link -the Law of the Sea Treaty and the behavior of

other nations in terms of our approval of that treaty? Or do you have

an opinion on that treaty, first of all 2

General HAIG. That treaty, the original negotiations under the

auspices of the United Nations began, I think, in 1970. And I recall

having some nitpicking role in the initial U.S. position.

It is an extremely complex issue and a vitally important issue to

our country, as well as to the world at large. I testified recently on

world minerals before the Subcommittee on Mines -and Mining in the

House. And we are talking about a -document with some 300 articles, I

think about 890 pages worth of negotiated record. It includes every

thing from the right of free passage, exploitation of sea beds, a host of

other crucial areas that are included. I would like very much to ‘have

an opportunity to study this in detail, because I think the final draft

is due in March and action is due as early as June.

It is very important that we know where we are going, and I am not

ready yet to give you a substantive judgment on it, other than to say

that there are aspects of this treaty that concern me somewhat, espe

cially in our ability to exploit the minerals and resources of the seabed

under the common heritage provisions.

Senator Pressman. Mr. Chairman, I believe I have a red light. I have

some more questions, but I will wait.

The -CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Pressler.

We have now completed one round. It does not appear as though,

if we only stay until 6 o’clock tonight, we would even complete two

rounds. It is sti-ll the intention to work toward a recess at 6 o’clock.

But I will pol'l the committee again to see how they feel at that time.
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I certainly would be prepared to stay late enough—and I have checked

With General Haig; he can stay——so that we could possibly finish two

rounds today.

But if by 6 o’clock it seems best to recess, we will pick it up -again

at 9 o’clock tomorrow morning.

Senator BIDEN. Will the chairman yield for -a question?

The CHAIRMAN. Surely.

Senator BIDEN. Might it not be more advisable for us, so that each

Senator, all of whom have other obligations beyond this one, would

indicate how much longer they woulld be questioning? I for one at

least have 3 hours more worth of questions. I expect that there are

others who have roughly the same amount of questions. That means -a

lot of rounds.

It might be more advantageous for both General Haig and for all

of us if we went to 30-minute rounds for each Senator. Other Sena

tors could then leave, go on and do what they -have to do. There would

be continuity in the questioning. We would be able to schedule be

tween now and 6 o’clock. And maybe if you had a straight 30 minutes,

you would end up cutting the time that you had -and wanted to go in

to significantly, because you have to retread the ground, you have to go

back and remember, 5 hours ago I was asking you about such and such,

now I’m back to it.

I wonder if anyone would be interested in that approach? We have

done that on the Judiciary Committee. It seemed to work very well.

And it seems -as though it would also be better for the witness.

The CHAIRMAN. In all my years on this committee we have never

done -that. That is not to say that we should not consider it. We would

have to take into account that we have 17 members—it would take 9

to 10 hours per round. In your case, Senator Biden, I would be very

happy to stay tonight until midnight if you would like to finish up

your 3 hours.

Senator BIDEN. OK, we will do that.

The CHAIRMAN. I think General Haig might be willing to stay with

me.

Senator BIDEN. Well, I am serious about it.

The CHAIRMAN. I am quite serious. I cleared this with my wife.

Senator BIDEN. Maybe we could also at that time allow Senator

Hart and others to question.

The CHAIRMAN. I think, Senator Biden, you’ve made an extraor

dinarily good suggestion. If it is possible for committee members to

give me an idea as to about how much time they will take, we might

take that into account in trying to arrange our program for the future.

I am thinking also in terms of my commitment to try to see that

Senator Hart gets back to Colorado, as he wants to do. He is willing to

stay here until he is able to question. But I am anxious to see that he

maintains his responsibility to his constituents also. So I was trying to

aim to see that he got on, and others who would want to ask questions,

by Tuesday afternoon or something like that.

Fred Tipson, I wonder if you would mind getting an indication from

each of the members as to how much time they would take. I think I

would probably need, I would say, 30 minutes more total. I could cut it,

if need be, to yield time to you, Senator Hart. I could cut it down to

15 minutes.



82

Senator Pell?

Senator PELL.‘I would not want any member to feel bound

‘The CHAIRMAN. They are not bound by this at all. It’s just a rough

approximation to give us some idea.

Senator PELL. Because Mr. Ritch is going to keep a tally of all the

questions that should be asked, and I was going to stay in the back

ground and hope they all will be asked. And if they’re not asked, I

will attempt to ask them myself.

Senator GLENN. Mr. Chairman, I don’t think this has told us an -

thing, because there are many areas that others will get into that Wlll

take away some of the questions I have. Because if I have to give a

time right now, just as far as we’ve gone, I would say 10 hours, and

I’ll probably use 30 minutes. But I don’t think this really accomplishes

anything.

The CHAIRMAN. I’m just following a suggestion of a distinguished

member of the minority and trying to see whether it does give us any

idea.

Senator Baker?

Senator BAKER. Mr. Chairman, I think the whole thing is a bad idea.

I think we ought to continue with what we are doing. As far as my

vote is concerned, I want 10 minutes now and maybe some more later.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Biden, are you willing to admit this is a

bad idea?

Senator GLENN. Mr. Chairman, if I might add another word here, I

think it is good to get a little bit longer questioning period. I agree

with that. But what I was disagreeing with was trying to set a time

that each of us would say is the amount of time that we need. I don’t

think we can possibly estimate that. But I would go for the longer

questioning period. I think it is more productive that way.

The CHAIRMAN. I conclude it is not going to be a productive exer

cise, and I will start in with my questioning.

General Haig, I’d like to get back to Senator Cranston’s subject of

arms control.

.I read 11 words which pleased me very much in your testimony.

They are: “I believe that equitable and verifiable arms control con

tributes to security.” I believe that deeply also. I think it is in our

national security interests that we have verifiable, fair, balanced, and

equitable arms control, and I have worked for that all of my years in

the Senate.

I read yesterday or the day before yesterday some words on the

front page of the Wall Street Journal that disturbed me very. very

much indeed, that simply said: “New Arms Talks Should Wait Six

Months, Caspar Weinberger Says.”

Now, this is a designee for Secretary of Defense. a dear friend of

mine for years, and an outstanding man. What bothers me about the

statement is that first, it looks like policy on arms control. which is the

responsibility of the Secretary of State, is being established by the

Secretary of Defense.

Second, does he speak for the administration or is he just saying

what the Defense Department preference would be? It is in sharp

contrast to everything that has been told to me by the President-elect.

My recent representations to Soviet officials were made with what I
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felt was -a thorough understanding of President-elect Reagan’s posi

tion, and verified by Dick Allen, the designee for Assistant to the

President for National Security.

Because of the importance of the subject, I would like to just read

into the record what President-elect Reagan has said on this subject.

On October 19 in a broadcast Governor Reagan said:

I would assign a high priority to strategic arms reduction. I have repeatedly

said in this campaign that I will sit down with the Soviet Union for as long as

it takes to negotiate a balanced and equitable arms limitation agreement designed

to improve the prospects for peace.

The CHAIRMAN. But that is the pertinent part, about timing.

In a Washington Post story the next day, October 20, with headline

“Reagan Vows To Seek SALT III Pact with the Soviets,” he re

portedly said :

As President, I will immediately open negotiations on a SALT III treaty.

My energies will be directed at reducing destructive nuclear weaponry in the

world and doing it in such a way as to protect fully the critical security require

ments of our nation.

I had fine talks with Governor Reagan during the course of our

campaign travels through Illinois. When the Chicago Sun-Times, the

second largest newspaper in Illinois, endorsed President Carter I felt

there was an erroneous underlying concern about the “warmonger”

image. After talking with Governor Reagan, I wrote to the publisher

of that newspaper and requested that they give comparable prominent

space, which they did, to my own endorsement of Governor Reagan,

which said in part:

In foreign policy, Reagan will bring consistency and resolve to our relations

with our allies and our adversaries. He is committed to me, as ranking member

of the Senate Subcommittee on Arms Control, to pursue meaningful arms control

negotiations with the Soviet Union. He believes that peace can best be assured

by a strong defense.

Now, following up on that and in preparation for my tri to Mos

cow, I met again with Governor Reagan and talked with Dick Allen.

I did not feel, nor did Governor Reagan feel, it would be well to enter

into immediate negotiations. Even though he has used the word “nego

tiations,” it seemed to me, in the current climate, that “talks” was bet

ter. That was his expressed purpose and that of Dick Allen: talks lead

ing to negotiations——meaning that if the climate was right, if there

were no surprises, and if it appeared as thou h it were going to be a

fruitful endeavor, there would be talks first, eading to negotiations.

So in meeting with President Brezhnev, I quoted the exact words

of President-elect Reagan. I determined from them their desire to have

an early meeting; after I returned, Ambassador Dobrynin reaffirmed

that, and I have reaffirmed that to the Reagan administration.

The procedure was that we would have earl talks. Things would

progress from there if it appeared as though t ey would be fruitful

and if the climate was right—-because I made it clear that linkage is a

political fact of life in America and that if there were more surprises

like Afghanistan—heaven forbid if anything was done in Poland of a

forceful and overt nature—everything would be off. >

But if things were going well, then we would start out. The Presi

dent-elect has said, “There is much in SALT II with which I agree.”

You start out with areas of agreement. I suggested, as a Member of the
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Senate, that they start out with the 25 conditions and clarifications

added by this committee before we voted SALT II to the floor of the

enate. .

I then suggested that because Governor Reagan had made it clear

he felt SALT II overall was fault and he could not support it, nor

could many other Senators, certain y not two-thirds of the Senate, it

was dead as far as I was concerned. And I said we’d better start with

those subjects that were raised by distinguished Senators such as Sen

ators Helms, Garn, and others that I named to President Brezhnev.

Then the other side could lay proposals on the table and begin the

negotiating process.

That was all based on the premise that this was a high priority and

that we were going to get underway early. _

My question to you is: Has my distinguished friend Cap Weinberger

spoken for himself personally, has he spoken for the Reagan admin

istration, has he spoken for the designee for Secretary of State? Or

possibly was he simply saying we are not ready for negotiations yet?

agree with that.

But certainly, you can begin to talk on this subject. We've been

talking on it for a decade, and we certainly know where to start.

Fred Ikle, who was with Dick Allen, negotiated the two special

treaties we have before us.

General HAIG. Senator, I believe that Cap Weinberger’s experience

in the confirmation process underlies the great dangers that I face

today if I plow new ground that has not been coordinated. I think

he was talking about negotiations in a formal sense, and I’m quite con

fident that he was, because he called me afterwards and expressed

some concern that it might be reported or interpreted in a different

way.

Second, it was a purely personal observation and was posed as a

personal observation. So I don’t think we are out one way or the

other on that particular thing.

I think the whole issue is a matter of utmost priority for us and_

we’re going to have to address it in the earliest days of the administra

tion. And I certainly intend to see that this happens with respect to my

responsibility.

The CHAIRMAN. In the early days of the administration?

General HAIG. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. So it would be a matter of high priority, then, at

least for beginning talks.

General HAIG. Absolutely. Mr. Chairman. But I do want to talk

again about the problem of negotiations. There have been a number

of proposals in your own deliberations here on this committee about

how—or where we go from here. There have been solutions. as Dr.

Kissinger discussed and put forward, and some that Senator Javits, I

think. discussed and put forward. I think we have to sort this out

and know where we are going and then seek those areas that promise

the greatest progress. while protecting our interest in the process.

The ‘CHAIRMAN. I thank you very much. indeed. And I am sorry that

I have not personally had a chance to call Cap Weinberger about this.

But I think your explanation is satisfactory and I accept it com

pletely. Thank you very much.

I will begin with other questions. Senator Pell?
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Senator PELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to return to the basic question of war and peace, the

degree to which we use or rely on the nuclear deterrent. And I am

delighted that, General Haig, you recall our little conversation in our

office. I did not mean to raise it myself, but I am glad you did.

And my recollection was that your thought was that there were

many things worse than war. Now, I would agree with you that there

are many things worse than perhaps normal war. But what is worse

than nuclear war in your mind, full nuclear war?

General HAIG. Again it is an academic question that leads you into a

number of simplistic responses that are devastating in their

inadequacy.

Senator PELL. The things that are much worse?

General HAIG. There are very few things that I can imagine that

would be comparable to a nuclear holocaust. I do not think the con

sequences of such a holocaust have been adequately assessed. On the

other hand, the question is, how do you prevent the outcome that you

and I are concerned about? And it is there, Senator, that the two of us

would have some differences.

Senator PELL. I think this is a question faced by many people in

Eastern Europe. My recollection is that you thought it was better to

be dead than red. I think many of those nations feel that the system

they are under will eventually be removed, but at least their country

and their children and their grandchildren remain. I think these are

fundamental and very big questions that we tend to put under the

carpet, but they have to be addressed and thought about.

My one reservation or concern—my main concern——about your nomi

nation—was that you would recommend and press in that direction. I

feel somewhat relieved and delighted for any more relief that you can

give regarding that worry.

General HAIG. I’m delighted that you do feel relieved.

Senator PELL. I said “somewhat relieved.” .

General HAIG. I think I had your conditioned response clearly be

fore me as I launched my reply.

Again, Senator, I think the basic problem here is not the ends that

we share, and I feel very comfortable about that—that you and I see

very, very clearly the undesirability, almost the unacceptability—the

un-acceptability——of resort to nuclear conflict.

The differences probably rest, if they exist at all, in how you get

there, and I think we are dealing in a very tough world of imperfect

people and imperfect national leaderships.

Senator PELL. I was relieved this morning when you said there

h-ad been no event that had arisen since World War II that would

have justified the use of nuclear weapons on our part.

But in connection with that, didn’t you say to a group of Wash

ington businessmen, quoted in the Boston Globe of December 2, 1979,

that in connection with the hostages every option should be con

sidered, including “even the unthinkable.” What did you mean by

the “unthinkable”?

_ General HAIG. In the first place. Senator. I am not sure I’m familiar

at all with your reference. In the Boston Globe?

Senator PELL. Boston Globe of December 2. I don’t have it in my

hand, I will get it from the library, but I’m told that this was a

quotation.
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General HAIG. Including the unthinkable? And it said, “including

the unthinkable”?

Senator PELL. Including the unthinkable.

General HAIG. I don’t even recall the incident. It does not sound

like my language—“unthinkable.” I would have been more precise if

I had felt it was ustified. ' -

Senator PELL. Somebody gave -me the article. .

General HAIG. I’m glad. He probably gave you the question, too.

So he’s probably the expert on it.

Senator PELL. Here is what the article said:

Perhaps the most startling aspect of Haig’s Washington speech came in re

sponse to a question of how he would have handled the Iran hostage problem.

After initially calling on Americans to rally around the President, Haig lowered

his voice and said the administration should consider every option.

Then, after a melodramatic pause, he added,

Even the unthinkable. ,

[For complete text of article see appendix in pt. 2.]

General HAIG. Senator, I really don’t recall that.

Senator PELL. Well, good. I’m delighted. And I trust the story is

inaccurate and I’m glad to assume that it was.

Now, on another subject entirely-on human rights—what is your

understanding of the Reagan administration’s approach to the prob

lem of human rights in the world? You touched on it in your testi

mony, but I’d,be interested in a sentence or two as to how your in

terpret your role in the improvement of human rights around the

world, or if you think that is an American responsibility.

General HAIG. I think it is a very important American respon

sibility—vitally important. I think human rights has always been high

on the agenda of American values. Basic human values must be high

on the agenda of a Secretary of State and certainly he must be the

foremost proponent of it in an interdepartmental sense.

I hope no one gets the impression—from the caveat that I have ex

pressed—tha:t I do not support the policy itself, I do, fundamentally

and unreservedly, but it is the manner in which we carry out these

policies, which I think in some regards have been less than productive.

Senator PELL. Do you think that the human rights situation in a

n-ation should be a factor in considering the degree of assistance that

we would give that nation? _

General HAIG. Yes; indeed I do, among a host of other factors.

Senator PELL. But it should be given some priority, not overriding

priority but a priority consideration?

General HAIG. Absolutely.

Senator PELL. If you were asked, would you recommend -that Con

gress modify or repeal those sections of the Foreign Assistance Act

which legislatively link such assistance to human rights records?

General HAIG. I am not sure I understand.

Senator PELL. We have under law now the Foreign Assistance Act

sections that link our assistance to a country’s human rights record.

Do you think that is a good idea or would you like to see it modified

in any way?

General. HAIG. I don ’-t think that particular language is unnecessarily

restrictive. I think it contemplates individual judgments in each case

and I am not necessarily disturbed by it.

Senator PELL. I would agree with you, and I am glad you are not. \
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Should the rel-ations of the United States and -the Soviet Union be

linked in any aspect to the Soviet treatment of domestic d1ss1_dents or

their policy regarding Jewish emigration? _ _ _

General HAIG. This has always been one of the high priority issues

that govern East-West relations, and especially United States-Soviet

relations. I participated early on in measures which got a substantial

increase in -the emigration of ‘Soviet Jewry, and I noted With some

alarm in the post-Afghanistan period that there has been another

sharp dropoff, after we had achieved rather high levels of 50 to 55,000

er ear.p Senator PELL. Actually this is quite an old concern. I think histori

cally we passed the first law in this regard in 1911 when the czarist gov

ernment was persecuting Jews and pogroms were in full flower.

What would be the attitude of the Reagan administration toward the

ratification of the Genocide Convention?

General HAIG. I would like -to reserve my answer on that, Senator,

until I have an opportunity to discuss it with the President and be

really sure I know where this committee stands on it too.

Senator PELL. The Congress has stood rather divided in the past,

to my regret. I have always believed that we should ratify it, I have

been in -the minority, but I would hope that with more encouragement

fi;(;I:d an administration that the Congress and Senate might move

a .

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Pell.

Senator BAKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.

Mr. Haig, a few months ago I had an opportunity to visit with you,

as I indicated earlier, on my way to Moscow to talk about SALT. I had

an opportunity later to return and make a visit to certain NATO

countries. And I have to tell you I came away from that second visit

with a different feeling about NATO than the first.

It seems to me that of late——meaning within the last several months—

that there has been a changed perception among our NATO friends

about the nature, extent, and relevance of the Soviet threat, particu

larly post-Afghanistan. I reported that in my report to this committee

and to the Senate when I returned, and I found that it disturbed a num

ber of our NATO friends. I did not mean to do th-at, I was simply

reporting that it seemed to me that the United States was greatly

concerned about Afghanistan as an evidence or symptom of a new

attitude on the Soviets’ part, and I perceived that our NATO Allies,

or at least some of them, did not share that concern.

I wonder if you would give me your view on that subject from your

unique and special perspective.

General HAIG. Senator Baker, I think a blanket generalization

would be both inaccurate and unjust. I know for example, I spoke

3 months ago with a European foreign minister—one of the major

European powers—-who made it very clear to me that his nation’s

concern was that we Americans did not view Afghanistan with the

gravity and significance that they felt we should.

Now I could find some others.

Senator BAKER. Let me make certain I understand. This particular

Western European foreign minister expressed his concern about the

adequacy of our concern?
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General HAIG. That’s right. And he felt that we had underestimated

its significance and importance and the dangerous aspects of it.

Senator BAKER. That isn’t the same one I talked to, I can tell you

that.

General HAIG. And there are others—-I could probably label them if

we were not in open session—that would come out the other way.

I think this is a problem of communications.

Senator BAKER. The problem, too, it seems to me, with the health

and spirit of NATO, is that if there is a growing difference in the

perception and the nature of the Soviet threat between the United

States and our NATO partners, then that spells trouble for us in

the future.

General HAIG. Very much so. And that really underlies a large

portion of my statement.

Senator BAKER. Do you feel that NATO is still relevant to our de

fense mechanisms and the stability of world peace that we all seek?

General HAIG. Yes, sir.

Senator BAKER. Do you feel that there is a need, then, in the next

4 years, for us to try to repair some of these divergent points of view

and to bring us closer together in more effective collaboration with

our NATO friends?

General HAIG. Very much so.

Senator BAKER. Could you give me some insight, then, sir, how you

believe we might do that. I do not mean, of course, a comprehensive

and exclusive package of remedies, but some suggestions, once again

based on your special experience with NATO, of how we might re

juvenate the alliance and how we -might bring our European friends

and the United States closer together on our interpretation of the gen

eral world situation?

General HAIG. One area that I think is in need of some attention is

the meshing or integration, if you will, of a multitude of functional

policies. .

Senator BAKER. Social policies?

General HAIG. Functional policies. And what I am saying is that

our international economic policies, our monetary policies, our energy

policies, and our nonproliferation policies must be conducted as a

mosaic where the pieces are intimately interrelated.

Now you cannot come over on the one hand and urge them to in

dulge in deficit financing while on the other you suggest that we give

the dollar benign neglect. I think these things cause terrible repercus

sions among our partners.

You cannot, for example, turn your back on Soviet intervention in

one part of the world and then suddenly become vehement in another

part, or in the same place, for the same offense. That is why I spoke

for consistency in our policy—consistency in the way that it is gen

erally understood where we stand on each issue and hopefully can

work on getting the Europeans to join us in that perception.

Sometimes we have to modify ours in order to come to their per

ceptions, which may be more -accurate on a given case. We have no

monopoly on wisdom.

Senator BAKER. President Carter and his Secretaries of State, and

I expect you as well, put us in a position where we were calling on

our allies to make an investment above the inflation rate on 3 percent,
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as I understand it. I supported that, and I still support that, and I

am critical of our friends who do not fulfill that commitment. It would

appear that few of them are right now.

But my question is, do you think we may have made a mistake in

picking a specific figure and trying to adhere to that? It seems so to

me, and I have a tendency to try to answer my own questions, but I

would like your answer as well. It seems to me that we have created

a problem that need not exist by setting a magical and mathematical

formula.

General HAIG. Well, I suppose I have quite a history on this subject,

having been very close to it from the day it was launched in the wake

of the London summit of 1978. At that time I had some reservations

about a fixed number because there are many ways of achieving

numbers. We all know the game.

I was worried about the size of the game.

Senator BAKER. What about the size? It was too big or too little?

General HAIG. Too little. Too little.

Subsequently, in the next 2 years, we Americans, having been

Ehei proponent of that figure, failed to achieve it in our own defense

u get.

Senator BAKER. In our own expenditure.

General HAIG. That had a devastating impact when, again, this

year we asked our allies to do it and when we had finally achieved it,

as a result of a number of things, not the least of which was a lot of

congressional pressure on the executive branch.

So, again, while I share your disappointment that our partners will

not make it this year—some of them in the early period, in 1978, 1979,

did very, very well. We did less well.

Senator BAKER. It seems to me, in conclusion, General, that because

of your experience at NATO and, I believe I can say correctly, the

general respect in which you are held by our NATO allies, that there’s

a special opportunity for you to work in this field. Would it be your

intention, as Secretary of State, to give particular and extensive

attention to the'hea1th and vigor of the NATO alliance?

General HAIG. Well, I wouldn’t want to suggest otherwise. On the

other hand, I wouldn’t want my answer to suggest that I’m going to

have myopia.

I think the real answer to our fundamental NATO problem

today is the manifestation of our ability to deal with a number of

failures in American policy—as perceived in Europe.

One is getting our economic house in order. Two is getting our

energy house in order. And three is dealing effectively with Soviet

interventionism in the underdeveloped world.

Then I think a great number of the problems on the current scene

of our European partners will somehow dissolve in the kind of respect

that I described in our opening statement.

Senator BAKER. General, I thank you. Your answer was better than

my question and I thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Baker. Admiral Haig

excuse me, General Haig. That goes back to my Navy days.

General HAIG. You complimented me, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. We from the Navy accept that compliment.
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I have now found the direct quotations from the transcript and

your surmise about Cap Weinberger was exactly right. I will, if

there is no objection, insert in the record at this point a short colloquy

he had with Senator Cohen in which the word “negotiations” in just

a few paragraphs is mentioned six times. And at no time do they

mention “talks,” which is the word used in the news article.

I will summarize itby one sentence. Cap Weinberger said :

But aside from in a sense getting our own side in order, getting our own

agenda made up, then I don’t think there is any particular problem about timing

and I think it is important that the process continue.

So there’s no conflict, really, between what he said, and I should

have read the transcript before this. But we will have that in the

record, and I thank you very much.

[The document referred to follows :]

Senator COHEN. You mentioned that we should not enter negotiations with

the Soviet Union on SALT II from a position of weakness, and that suggests to

me at least a question of timing. And I raise that because there is an item that

appeared in the Washington Star several weeks ago in which it indicated there

is some disagreement within the Reagan administration, the transition team, at

least, at this point as to when those negotiations should begin. There are some

who are advocating that they should be resumed almost immediately following

the inauguration. There are others who -would urge a 6-month delay so that key

defense decisions could be taken.

I was wondering what your view on that is.

Mr. WEINBERGER. Well, I haven’t any fully formed views as to the timeliness.

Negotiations, of course, require two parties, and we would have to have some

agreement as to the appropriate time, and I am not aware of any overtures or

any discussions that have been initiated by the Soviets.

I would think it is very desirable from a number of points of view, general

things that are going to happen in the next few months, appropriations bills

and authorization bills coming up very soon, for us to have an opportunity to

examine this whole matter from the point of view of being a government as

opposed to a transition.

I would think that it would take a good six months for some formulations of

policies to be made. I don’t think we should enter the negotiations lightly or

unadvisedly, and I think that we should have a very clear idea of the agenda

that we would want to pursue, and the goals, the way in which we would like

to have it come out. And I think that will take a few months. _

But aside from in a sense getting our own side in order, getting our own

agenda made up, then I don’t think there is any particular problem about tim

ing, and I think it is important that the process continue.

Senator Comm. In other words, what you are suggesting is that before we

move into any serious stage of negotiations, that this administration have an

opportunity to formulate what in fact is going to be its overall defense policy.

Mr. WEINBERGER. Yes.

The committee is recessed for a period of 10 minutes, until 4 :15

p.m., at which time we will resume.

[Recess.]

The CHAIRMAN. It is the intention of the Chair to adjourn the hear

ings at 5 o’clock, taking into account that we will be back at 9 o’clock

tomorrow morning.

Senator Biden.

Senator BIDEN. Mr. Chairman, before that buzzer goes on, I had

a very brief discussion with Senator Baker, not that I was empowered

to speak for the minority at all, but he indicated that we might go

earlier today and later tomorrow. I suggested later tomorrow is not

a very good idea, speaking for one minority member. And his re

sponse was, “Well, if we go early today and early tomorrow? Is that
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the deal, or are we adding on tomorrow night ?” Secretary Califano is

shaking his head. I didn’t know he was a member of the committee, but

maybe you can tell us what the story is.

The CHAIRMAN. Wllat are you bidding?

Senator BIDEN. I am bidding tonight.

The CHAIRMAN. I would think we would not want to run unreason

ablg late tomorrow.

e

5 2

nator BIDEN. Is 5 o’clock unreasonably late? Knocking off about

Senator GLENN. I thought we were going till noon tomorrow.

The CHAIRMAN. We had not yet decided about tomorrow. ‘We are

coming in at 9 o’clock. Certainly, I think we ought to be prepared to

stay at least till 1 o’clock. Let’s take a consensus at that time, to see

if there are Senators that wish to stay that would have pressingques

tions. Otherwise, if there are not and it is the will of the committee

that we recess at 1 o’clock, that would be perfectly -acceptable to the

Chair.

Senator TSONGAS. Mr. Chairman, could the chairman indicate what

the outside limit might be tomorrow, so that we can make plans

accordingly 2

The CHAIRMAN. The outside limit would be 5 o’clock, but I think,

just getting a sense and feel, that there may not be too many Senators

around after 1 o’clock. My judgment would be that it would probably

be closer to 1 o’clock. But the Chair is willing to stay here until 5

o’clock or 6 o’clock, if necessary. But if you need a deadline, would

you accept 6 o’clock as an absolute deadline?

Senator BIDEN. Five sounded better. -

Senator SARBANES. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that we ought to

try to get some sense of how we are going to proceed. As I said earlier,

I don’t think there is any desire other than to cover the necessary

ground. It seems to me we can go today, do half a day tomorrow, come

back on Monday. By that time, the proceedings will probably have

shaken down pretty well, and we should know whether we will be able

to finish by the first 2 or 3 days of next week, which I perceive to be

lent .P Th: CHAIRMAN. Is the shared preference to recess at 1 o’clock

tomorrow ?

Senator SARBANES. Yes. It would seem to me that continuing until

5 o’clock does not make sense. I don’t think the members ought to be

put in a position of saying, “Well, maybe it’s going to be 5, maybe it’s

going to be 1.”

The CHAIRMAN. Let’s simply say it will be 1 o’clock tomorrow.

Is there any objection from anyone to 1 o’clock? It will be 1 o’clock

tomorrow, then. And we will start Monday at 10 o’clock. I felt on

Monday, with Senators out of town, we ought to give them time to get

back in town that morning. I would hope that we could start at 9

o’clock Tuesday morning.

Senator Donn. Mr. Chairman, has there been any consensus at all on

the question that was raised earlier by Senators Glenn and Biden, about

the time, the period of questioning. I, as the most junior member on

this side——and Mr. Pressler isn’t here at the moment—but I have no

objection at all. And I appreciate what someone has suggested, some

concern of the more senior members that the more junior members have

to wait very long before they get their crack at 10 minutes.
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But I fully concur with the positions that have been expressed by

others, that having a longer period of time for more continuity to the

questioning, makes more sense. And I wonder if tomorrow we’re going

to proceed on that basis when we begin at 9 o’clock.

The CHAIRMAN. If we did that tomorrow, then it would be obvious

that only a couple of Senators would be questioning and maybe even

show up. I think it really would be better to stay with the 10-minute

rule.

Senator SARBANES. Why don’t we do the 10-minute rule through

another round, that is, through the second round, and then face as a

ccommittee the idea of lengthening times. There may be some members

at that point who -really do not want to pursue questioning; others will.

The 10-minute rule, once everyone has been through it twice, will per

mit us to identify some of the issues that people will not want to pursue.

I think that begins to offer some basis for an orderly procedure.

The CHAIRMAN. I will ask Senator Pell to poll the minority members

as to what their indications for preferences would be. I will do the same

on the majority side, and we will get together sometime on Sunday or

early Monday morning to determine or to come in with a recommen

ation.

Senator PELL. Preferences as to what?

The CHAIRMAN. Preferences -as to whether or not we should

lengthen the 10-minute rule.

Senator GLENN. Mr. Chairman, just to get something positive so

that we know what we’re considering here, I thought one-half hour

was too long, too many people would shove off. I know I would cer

tainly stick around if there were 20-minute time periods. So why don’t

we just double? Twenty minutes is a long time to question.

The CHAIRMAN. Twenty -minutes is a long time.

Senator PELL. Let’s see who we have for the next round.

The CHAIRMAN. I would rather not. We don’t have enough majority

members here to poll. If you poll your members and I will poll my

members, and we’ll see what the preferences would be.

Senator CRANSTON. Mr. Chairman, could we try to decide that to

morrow rather than Monday, so we could plan our own schedules?

The CHAIRMAN. We could decide -about tomorrow afternoon, I would

think, around noon or 1 o’clock.

Senator CRANSTON. Fine.

Senator PELL. Also, speaking for the minority, we may at some

point, in connection with the agreement the lawyers will have nego

tiated tomorrow morning, caucus for 10 or 15 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. I would hope you could do that on your own time

and not the time the committee has set aside for hearings tomorrow,

because we have really a very short time now that we’ve shortened it

down to 1 o’clock. I think 9 till 1 is the period that we ought to hold to.

Senator Biden, do you have questions?

Senator BIDEN. I am prepared to go on, Mr. Chairman. I would like

generally to ick up where Senator Baker has left off, which is often

my habit on t is committee.

As you know better than anyone, our NATO allies supported both

the SALT II -agreement—and I realize you described the reasons

for that support different than I described for that support, but none

theless, we both agreed that they went on the record as supporting

SALT II—-and TNF-——theater nuclear force—modernization.
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Some of them imposed their own linkage, some of our European

allies by coupling the theater nuclear force—or as I am always cor

rected when I speak with Chancellor Schmidt, “Euro-str.at_eg'-ic

force”—decision both to the ratification of SALT II and to the 1n1t1a

tion of European arms control efforts; that is, that we would simul

taneously begin efforts to reach agreement on limiting theater nuclear

force weapons. That was the condition that a number of our Euro

pean allies placed, -both ‘-in their legislative bodies and at an executive

level, to their support for the December 12, 1979, decision to move

forward.

And since you very strongly not only supported but advocated the

decision that there be a modernization of our theater nuclear force,

how, as Secretary of State, would you proceed to satisfy our allies

that there is a continuing commitment to arms control both within

the theater and with the Soviet Union and central systems?

General HAIG. This, Senator, is an extremely complex subject, not

only because of the issues that you raise—-and they are very precise

but also because of a number of other related issues such -as the recent

turn in the international environment, Afghanistan and the concerns

about the situation in Poland, among others.

What you have ascribed to -me is accurate, about my support for

European arms control measures. My great concern has always been

that if these talks were launched before the consensus and the neces

sary implementing steps were launched, then we would be at a nego

tiating table without a single negotiating tool. And we are clearly

looking at both Backfire under the old SALT II and perhaps not

under a modified SALT II or a SALT III, and, above all. SS—20

deployments. which are now literally in the hundreds—these are

5,000-mile missiles.

So I think I am not uncomfortable with your question, but I am

afraid that I cannot give you the kind of definitive answer that it

deserves, the answer that must be given in the very near future.

Senator BIDEN. Well, let me try to help you, General. Implicit in

your answer was the assumption that events in Afghanistan and

possible intervention in Poland have somehow altered, galvanized,

changed the European attitude toward the linkage of arms control

in the theater with deployment of long-range nuclear force in the

theater. And that is incorrect.

General HAIG. No. There is more to it than that. There are other

events. You know we have already launched Hawk. We had the

initial discussion at least between I believe it was Secretary Vance—

it may have been Secretary Muskie—and the Soviet Foreign Minis

ter, which would have launched the theater nuclear discussions.

Unfortunately, again, I had some complaints from European friends

that they had not been consulted very carefully. I don’t mean by

that to suggest that they’ve gotten into substance yet. They have not.

But I think we have to bring all of these things into tandem, and we

have a l-ot of consultations to do in our European capitals to make

sure that we proceed from a single int of departure.

Senator BIDEN. Will you acknow edge that if we fail to proceed

on arms control discussions that relate to the theater with the con

sultation and advice of our European allies, that the decision to

72-018 0 - 81 — 7
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deploy long-range nuclear forces that was taken on December 12,

1979, will -be in jeopardy?

General HAIG. Yes, I believe that and other factors have begun to

unravel or at least put in jeopardy the consensus arrived at last

December.

Senator BIL-EN. Yes. Well, we agree, then. I see the point you’re

driving at: that the December 12 decision is less secure today than it

was December 12. I appreciate your saying that, because I mis

understood. I thought you were implying that there has been a stiffen

ing, and that is, that it was more secure.

So the initiation, or at least a demonstration of an intent on the part

of the Reagan administration to pursue arms control is something

that Europeans still are looking for, will be looking for, and will be

one of the factors that they will put into their mix about whether or

not they will comply with the December 12 decision. Would you not

agree with that?

General HAIG. I would agree that that is an element in a somewhat

more complicated picture, yes.

Senator BIDEN. I agree that the picture is very complicated. And,

believe it or not, I think I understand the complications.

For the record, I would like to insert in the record a series of recent

quotations—recent in that it is November 1980, October 1980, Sep

tember 1980, September 1980, September 1980, September 1980 vin

tage—from six of our European allies, either their Foreign Ministers

or Prime Ministers, that relate to the urgency with which they, pub

licly at least, suggest still exists and with terms of arms control.

[The material referred to above follows:]

German Chancellor Schmidt (in a speech to the Bundestag, November 24,

1980) :

“We advocate with emphasis the continuation of the SALT process. I am

happy to report to the Bundestag from my dialogue with Governor Reagan that

his considerations point in the same direction. We commend the fact that on

October 17 this year talks were opened between the United States and the Soviet

Union on nuclear medium-range weapons. Our alliances’ two-part decision in

December of last year created the prerequisites for these talks. We adhere to both

parts of this dual decision. The West must modernize and strengthen its poten

tial in Europe in view of the dangerously increasing Soviet superiority in the

field of Euro-strategic weapons, yet just as important is that we want mutual

limitations in this field.”

British Forign Secretary Lord Carrington (in a speech to the U.N. Associa

tion, October 24, 1980) :

“As we have consistently made clear, the British government very much

hope the SALT II Treaty can be ratified soon. A world without SALT would be

less predictable, more unstable and more dangerous for us all. I want to see

the SALT process revived and ‘both sides to move on to SALT III.”

French Foreign Minister Francois-Poncet (in an address to the U.N. General

Assembly, September 24, 1980) :

“Last year the signing of the SALT II agreements gave us hope. . . . While I

understand to what extent the international atmosphere affects that agreement,

I would like to state here once again that my country hopes to see it brought into

force as quickly as possible.”

Italian Foreign Minister Colombo (in an address to the U.N. General As

sembly, September 24, 1980) :

“The substantial progress made toward banning chemical weapons and on

nuclear tests encourages us further to hope that ratification of the SALT II

Treaty by the United States will not be further delayed, so that negotiations

may begin on the SALT III Treaty.”
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The Belgian Government (in a statement adopted on September 20, 1980) :

“The Belgian Government hopes the negotiations between the United States

and the Soviet Union on medium-range nuclear arms will be opened as soon as

possible on a reasonable and positive basis and that they will be concluded as

quickly as possible. Belgium expects to be effectively involved in preparing and

carrying out these negotiations. Belgium is prepared to make an appropriate

contribution to the course of negotiations carried out in a responsible way. In

this connection, the Belgian Government thinks that a rapid ratification of

SALT II would be likely to contribute to the success of the negotiations.”

NATO’s Scandanavian Members (in a joint communique from the Foreign

Ministers, September 2, 1980) :

“The Ministers express their anxiety at the consequences for international

peace and security arising from the continued arms race which also reduces

resources for the peaceful buildup and assistance efforts in the developing coun

tries. The Ministers agreed once again that the ratification of the SALT II

Treaty had been postponed and reiterated the importance that the two states’

parties, in the interim period before entry into force of the Treaty, continue to

observe its provisions.”

Senator BIDEN. To put it in the vernacular, they are still saying,

General, “Hey, fellas, if we aren’t convinced in the next little while

that,” as the say in the southern part of my State, “you-all ain’t

going to go orward with arms control, then we ain’t going forward

with deploying long-range nuclear weapons.”

And I think that would be catastrophic. I think that would be ex

tremely detrimental to our interests. But I would ask, while in your

capacity as Secretary of State, you can be assured that I will ask to

consult with you fairly frequently on that point.

The second point I would like to raise with you with regard to

Europe follows on another aspect of Senator Baker’s questioning, and

that is that the question of whether or not our European allies were

shouldering their burden-—that was not his phrase, it’s mine—but

whether or not they were carrying the proper load.

I should note parenthetically that I have literally spoken with every

foreign minister and all but one prime minister of every European

nation. And uniformly, they have a positive view of you, which is an

important factor, I think, in terms of judging your past record on your

performance and your ability as Secretary of State to deal with the

very critical element of our security capability. And that is the

strengthening of NATO.

Having said that, it seems to me that the issue of the 1980’s would

be whether or not we get our European allies to understand the NATO

Treaty which was essentially drafted to stop Russian tanks from roll

ing across the East German border into West Germany, and the al

liance can shift focus. They still have a very mvopic view of the role

of NATO in terms of its precise geographic bounds.

Chancellor Schmidt at length tells me, as we argued in his office,

that: “You understand the Constitution generally precludes a Ger

man flag flying in the Gulf.” And you’ve heard all of the arguments.

And I respond to that, “We’re not going to ask you to fly the flag, but

maybe we’ll ask you to take a bigger chunk of the economic burden of

Turkey, even bigger than you already have, which is big. We may ask

you, Great Britain, to do more in the North Sea. We may ask you,

France, to do more in the northern theater,” and so on and so forth.

My question is: Do you agree that we must begin to redefine the

burdens that each of our European allies should be carrying through
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the decade of the 1980’s in order for the NATO Alliance to remain a

viable security interest to the United States?

General HAIG. I do, Senator. But I want to be very careful, again.

Senator BIDEN. The idea is good enough. '

General HAIG. I do not want to stop there.

Senator BIDEN. I do not want you to caveat it.

General HAIG. I do not want to caveat it. I do not want anybody to

walk out of here and say that General Haig or Mr. Haig or Secretary

Designate Haig is about to launch a program to bludgeon our allies

into greater defense contributions or an enlarged functional area.

But as I said in my statement—and I addressed this very carefully—

we all must do more, and in the process of doing more ourselves we

he re the right to expect our allies to do more. But I also pointed out

in my response to Senator Baker, that one of the great causes of the

loss of European confidence in America has been the European per

ception of our inability to deal with our own problems outside of the

NATO sphere, our economy, our energy problems, and above all our

inability to cope with difficulties in the developing world.

That does not mean they should be excluded from criticisms them

selves. They are not doing that well themselves, either. But I think all

of these things should be put together in a far more sensitive, far more

free-wheeling exchange of ideas and attitudes, in such a way that the

outcome brings progress and not further fragmentation or crystalliza

tion of animositles.

Senator BIDEN. On the next round I will pursue that one with you,

General, if I may.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Helms?

Senator HELMS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Haig, during the recess at 4 o’clock, I went up to my office and

I asked if I could see the mail on one subject, relating to you. On top

of the pile was a letter from a lady that raised the question, and I think

she stated it about as adequately as anybody, and about as frankly.

And I will put it to you just like she put it to me.

Is Henry Kissinger going to be running the State Department if

you are confirmed?

General HAIG. Senator, let me not be flippant in addressing that. Let

me avoid flippancy in answering your questions.

First, I want the committee to know that Henry Kissinger is a very

close personal friend of mine, a man whom I respect, a man whose past

relationship with me has been one that I am proud of, and I hope he

could say the same were he here. .

Now, with respect to the official relationship of Henry Kissinger

with my State Department, should I be fortunate enough to be con

firmed. I would view Henry Kissinger just as I would any other former

illustrious Secretary of State of this Nation—Ed Muskie, Cy Vance,

Henry Kissinger, Dean Rusk, Bill Rogers. I would hope from time

to time to have the benefit of their advice and counsel.

But there would be no question about where the buck stops and from

whom I will be taking my guidance, and that will be from the Presi

dent of the United States.

Senator HELMS. So those people who are concerned about that can

give a sigh of relief.

General HA-IG. Indeed they can, Senator.
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Senator HEIMs. All right. How much concern do you have about

what has appeared to many to be selective application of human rights

standards by the United States?

General HAIG. Well, again, I touched upon this in my opening state

ment. I think it is presumptuous of me to go very much further than

to suggest that I think the problem is not the principle of human

rights, which I fully support-—and I have reiterated that here today

but in the application of that principle I think we have made some

mistakes.

I do not like to think it is naivete or stupidity that caused those mis

takes,.but perhaps an excess of zeal combined with what is probably

an inadequate mechanism for the application of it. Here I want- to look

very carefully at my own Department and the way that the human

rights issue has been given policy consideration, to be sure that that

was not the source of some of this excess zeal and distortion.

You know, I have spoken on philosophic terms to this question, and

it is always dangerous, because it is when you get into those areas that

People's sensitivities are irritated. But I have made the point, and I

will make it again, that authoritarian or autocratic regimes generally

derive their character, as unpleasant as it is to Americans, from en

vironmental forces: a lack of political development, a lack of economic

development, perceived internal or external threats, an historic legacy,

as is true in so many of our Latin American countries.

But because the situation is the product of environment, it lends

itself to an entirely different approach -as you seek to move it toward

a more moderate condition. On the other hand, a totalitarian regime

by ideological conviction rejects the principles and values and ideas

that you and I espouse.

It cannot serve the purpose of social justice nor meet the vital

interests of this country to pursue policies that seek to drive, or have

the practical consequences—No one seeks to do it—of driving auto

cratic or authoritarian regimes, some traditionally friendly to us,

into totalitarian molds. Such a state is fundamentally antagonistic

to all we represent and seek to -achieve in the world.

I really could say very little more than that. But I think we have

been guilty of it in several instances, and some may be debatable.

Senator HELMS. I think you said it well.

I do not want to belabor the subject of Chile and I will just touch

on it one more time. My friend Paul Tsongas -asked you almost in

jest to name the women who prompted the revolution there. Paul is

not here at the moment. But I wish he could go to Chile, as I have,

and meet with the trade union people and the farm groups and the

school teachers and so forth, and all of them unanimously will tell

you the same thing. I do not know whether you have done that,

but I have.

It was not the meddling of the U.S. Government that led to the

overthrow of Salvador Allende; it was the people who were fed u

with what was happening to their country and their system. An

I thought you stated it well and I appreciate your.having.done s_o.

Incidentally, I remember a highly publicized political prisoner im

Chile. I went and investigated that political prisoner. H_e happened

to be a chemistry professor at a university who had_committed a little

misdemeanor of teaching terrorists how to make incendiary bombs,
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- and they put him in jail for it. And the outcry around the world was

that he was a political prisoner.

'He was not a political prisoner. He was a criminal. He was aiding

and abetting the destruction of life and property.

And I hope, as Secretary of State, that we can have some means of

identifying precisely who is violating human rights and who is not.

Now let me touch on one other thing, Mr. Haig. You know of the

widespread concern about the current Law of the Seas negotiations.

.There are claims, and I think they are substantive, that there is a

problem of penalizing U.S. initiative in the area of deep seabed

mmmg, where American firms enjoy an immense technological

_ advantage.

Do you want to comment about it now or do you want to think

about it? Do you support efforts to give American businessmen

assured access to ocean minerals, as mandated by the Deep Seabed

Hard Mineral Resources Act, which was enacted by Congress last

year? Do you want to comment on that?

General HAIG. Senator, I do not want to suggest to you that I am

not acutely familiar with those provisions and with the concerns of

American business, because I just came from American business and

a corporation that expressed itself on the Moon treaty aspects of that

same issue. - .

But I would prefer, if I may, to defer any statement, because of

the importance and complexity of it, until I have had a chance to

read it and be sure I know what position President Reagan will take.

Senator HELMS. I think that is fair. And in light of that, Mr.

Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that I be permitted to file addi

tional questions on that subject with General Haig, to be answered

when he can.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, so ordered. _

Senator HELMS. I yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Helms.

Senator Glenn ?

Senator GLENN. Mr. Chairman, as I indicated this morning, I feel

very strongly that any Members of the Senate who have interest

enough to come here and be part of the hearing should be granted

a hearing. And I know normally we would wait until after this move,

for Senator Hart, after the regular members have had their time

to pursue questioning.

But Senator Hart, who has been here all day, cannot be here to

morrow or the first of the week because of lon-gstanding commitments.

A-nd I would yield my time in this round to Senator Hart.

The CHAIRMAN. On that basis, Senator Hart, we are very happy to

have you proceed.

Thank you you very much, Senator Glenn. _

Senator HART. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank my colleague for his

extraordinary generosity, given the long time delays between periods

of questioning. I greatly appreciate his consideration and the hospi

tality of the committee. _ _

General Haig, do you believe it is desirable and, if so, is 1t'poss1ble

for theUnited States to achieve or seek to achieve strategic nuclear

weapons superiority?
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General HAIG. I think this is another very complex and difficult

question, Senator, that does not lend itself to too many glib answers

because of the visceral reactions generated by such words as superiority

versus adequacy, adequacy versus equivalence or essential equivalence.

I would hope that the policy we pursue in this area would con

tribute to the slowing of an arms race. In that context it’s very im

portant that we not pursue olicies that we think are retarding the

assurance but that are real y contributing to an impasse in arms

control negotiations.

I suppose I’m conditioned by past American history and attitudes,

and there is no simple answer to this question. I am sorry to be

labor it, but I lived with the post-Cuban missile crisis situation, when

we first spoke of parity, equality. And then we spoke of equivalence.

Then we spoke of rough equivalence or essential equivalence. Each

concept represented a weakening of the American posture and, if

you will, a justification for our failure to maintain the strategic levels

of capability we should have -as a nation.

In this hearing I would prefer not to get into whether or not we

are seeking superiority in the narrow sense of that term or simply

adequacy right now. The key issue facing the American people right

now is that we are less capable than we should be in this area, and very

early on into this decade we are going to be seriously less capable than

we should ‘be. And that is a problem of past discussions of the kind

we have had here, and I hope I don’t sound like I am attempting to

avoid your question.

Senator HART. Well, to try to answer my own question, based on

what you said, I take it, as Secretary of State-designate, it is not your

intention to recommend or pursue a policy for this country and Gov

ernment of nuclear superiority?

General HAIG. In general that is right, with the conditions and the

great number of nuances that I suggest or that I suggested in my

response.

Senator HART. General, are there any circumstances under which

you would advocate or support covert operations to destabilize or

overthrow a constitutionally elected government, including an avow

edly Marxist government?

General HAIG. First, let me say, Senator, this is not a forum for

discussion of the kind of questions you suggest, in my view.

Senator HART. \Why is that?

General HAIG. Simply because it is an open forum and it should be

conducted in a closed session, I believe.

But let me just try to answer your question as best I can in open

session. The law now requires that the reporting——a priori report

ing—of all intelligence activities be made to the Select Intelligence

Committee—to the Intelligence Committee. I think they have entered

a relationship with this committee that provides that any significant

action will be reported to this committee.

The very act passed by this legislature, this Congress, the preceeding

one, was one that addresses the sensitive issue of clandestine covert

activity. I think that if you will analyze it, the act endorses such ac

tivity, under the most unusual of circumstances, which are the judg

ments which you gentlemen will share with the executive branch. Now

I intend to live by that regulation and that rule.
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Senator HART. So it’s safe for the Senate of the United States to

conclude that there are no circumstances under which you would par

ticipate in a decision by an administration to undertake such activities

without legal and due notification of the appropriate Members of

Congress?

General HAIG. Absolutely, and we will share that burden together,

gentlemen.

Senator HART. And I take it, based on previous testimony, General,

there are no circumstances under which you would support or advocate

a covert or clandestine military operation in any circumvention of the

War Powers Act whatsoever?

General HAIG. The War Powers Act? No. No, indeed. I think both

of these acts are interrelated and it depends on where the breaking

line of the definition comes—whether it’s a covert activity or an act of

force under the provisions of the War Powers Act. ,

Senator HART. General, what factors would you weigh in a con

sideration as to whether to commit American land forces to reestab

lish supplies of oil from the Persian Gulf, if those supplies were cut

off in appreciable amounts?

General HAIG. Well, as tantalizing as the answer to that question

may be, I think if I’ve ever learned anything, it is when you discuss

American contingencies in an open, public forum you deprive your

self and the President and all involved of the ability to ever conduct

them or even consider them.

Senator HART. Why is that?

General HAIG. I thmk that is a subject that should not be discussed

in a public forum.

Senator HART. So you are not willing to testify in your confirmation

hearings that factors such as an invitation from a host government

for logistics for landing troops or any factors like that are factors to

be weighed?

General HAIG. No, no; not at all.

Senator HART. That is what I asked you.

General HAIG. I thought you asked me what conditions we would

intervene militarily.

Senator HART. No; I said, “What factors would you weigh in con

sidering whether to advocate commitment of land forces?” I don’t

think that is classified information in any way. You are going to be

Secretary of State.

General HAIG. I am not sure I understand the nature of the question.

I’m sorry, Senator. I may be obtuse.

Senator HART. All right. I will repeat.

As Secretary of State, what factors would you consider or weigh

in advocating or participating in a decision to commit American land

forces to the reestablishment of oil supplies in the Persian Gulf, if

substantial amounts of those supplies were cut off?

General HAIG. I suppose there would be a number of the -. not the

least of which would be whether or not such an operat 11 would

succeed.

Senator HART. That’s one. What else?

General HAIG. Whether or not there was another course of action

which would more effectively accomplish what we were seeking, in
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the light of the imponderables of the question, for instance what would

be the consequences of failure to act.

You know, any--and I think I said this in my prepared statement

any application of American commitment or power must be taken with

the greatest reservation and once you do it, you should be aware that

you have done something that must have a prospect of succeeding, not

only an ironclad guarantee. No one can be sure of ironclad guarantees

of success but the probability of success that’s going to be a key factor.

Do I mean to suggest that I am recommending military interven

tion to protect our oil? Well, there are clearly circumstances where

such a recommendation might be made. I am ver concerned today

about the inadequacy of our capability to do the kinds of things that

your question suggests, and I think the Carter administration has

been equally concerned.‘

I think we have a great deal to do to correct that capability. T t is,

some of the military aspects of it. Now I’m talking about airli , sea

lift. I’m talking about staging areas, basing areas, and I am talking

about ready forces, capable to intervene at the level of capability

necessary.

Sentor HART. General, one final question.

You noted, in your prepared remarks, and I think very appro

priately, the need for partnership between the President and the Con

gress on foreign policy. I think you stated it very well.

In that regard, General, let me refer to an exchange that you and I

had about a year-and-a-half ago in a hearing before the Armed Serv

ices Committee on the SALT treaty.

You said, in response to a series of questions which I asked—and I

would be glad to put the entire exchange in the record, but the con

text really is not important—“I am no longer at your beck and call

in uniform. I am a private citizen now, Senator.” I think what you

intended to say was that” I am no longer at your beck and call since

I am not in uniform,” but since I had never, in 6 years, beckoned or

called you personally, I assumed you were referring to the Senate as

an institution.

Now you are no longer in uniform. You will be Secretary of State.

I’m interested in knowing whether that statement in any regard casts

any shadow on the commitment you made in your opening statement

about cooperation with the Senate and with the Con ess.

General HAIG. Senator Hart. I think it means that I m back at your

beck and call. [Laughter.]

Senator HART. General, what will be your attitude toward those in

the Senate who vote against your confirmation?

General HAIG. I’ll still be at their beck and call.

Senator HART. Thank you very much. And thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much indeed, Senator Hart. Sena

tor Hart, if you would like to pursue in executive session some of those

questions you asked, if have such a session, we will invite you to join us.

Senator GLENN. Mr. Chairman, could I ask a question? Would it be

in order to suggest also that Senator Hart and any other Senators who

wish to submit written questions to be replied to before we conclude our

deliberations have those questions submitted to the witness along with

those of the regular members of the committee? I would so move, if

that is necessary.
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The CHAIRMAN. It would not be necessary to move it. We will simply

request staff to advise, through the leadership, all Senators that they

have that privilege and that privilege will be granted to them.

Senator HART. Mr. Chairman, my profound thanks to Senator

Glenn.

The CHAIRMAN. All right; if there are no further comments, the

hour of 5 o’clock having arrived, we will recess the committee until 9

o’clock tomorrow morning.

[Whereupon, at 5 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene at 9 a.m.,

the following day.]
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sen Senate Office Building, Hon. Charles H. Percy, chairman of the

committee, residing.

Present : ~ enators Percy, Baker, Helms, Hayakawa, Lugar, Mathias,

K-assebaum, Boschwitz, Pressler, Pell, Biden, Glenn, Sarbanes, Zor

insky, Tsongas, Cranston, and Dodd.

Also present: Senator Kasten.

OPENING STATEMENT

The CHAIR-MAN. Good morning. ‘No Will begin our roceedings today

with the intention to take a 10-minute break at roughly 11 o’clock and

proceed until approximately 1 o’clock. ‘

I would like to update the committee on action that has been taken

» since the close of the session yesterday with respect to the materials

that the minority members have been attempting to obtain, using the

White House as the focal oint for those materials. After the session

was finished yesterday, I rafted a letter to the President, and trans

mitted it by telephone last evening around 7 o’clock to Deputy Counsel

.Mr. Cardozo, who has been assigned to this work by the President of

the United States. I would like to read into the record the brief letter

that I sent :

President JIMMY CARTER.

DEAR MB. PRESIDENT: In reference to the response of January 8 of your

Deputy Counsel, Mr. Cardozo, to Senator Pell in connection with his request for

materials on the nomination of Alexander Haig to be Secretary of State, the

committee notes that your administration is in the process of responding to this

request.

On behalf of the majority of the committee. I urge you to respond on an

expedited basis in order to make use of this material prior to formal action by

the committee on this nomination. Such material as is submitted must be avail

able to the committee by Tuesday, January 13, at 12 noon.

I asked that all necessary personnel be assigned to expedite this

process, and I do believe we have full cooperation from the White

House on this matter. It is my understanding that a good deal of that

material will be here by Tuesday noon.

Senator Pell, do you have any comments?

Senator PELL. Yes; I do. It should be noted that this letter, while

gratefully and delightedly received by us, does not get to the nub of

the matter, which is the question of these tapes of that 100 hours of

(103)
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conversation between General Haig and President Nixon, with ref

erences to General Haig, from May 4 to July 18, 1973, which will

probably require a subpena.

I regret to say that in the meeting of the lawyers yesterday when

they met, there really was no bottom line as to any item that they

would agree to subpena. ‘

So we are still left, on the minority side, with a decision to make as

to whether we should subpena these documents. And since time is

rolling by—and I recognize the urgency of the hearing-—it would

seem to me we ought to reach a conclusion on our Side today, prob

ably, whether or not there should be a motion fora subpena on these

documents. 1

I would think we would probably want to wait until we have per

haps a more full attendance, but if that motion is made, to be of any

effect, it ought to be made today.

So I think that the letter is one level, but the agreement we had

that the counsels would come back—or I hoped we had—th-at counsels

would come back with some kind of a recommendation has not worked

out, there is no bottom line apparently. And so we are left with no

alternative but either to ask for a subpena or not to ask. And I don’t

know the wishes of the majority of my colleagues, their not all being

here as of now. You may want to wait until -about 10 o’clock and

resume the subject then.

The CHAIRMAN. We will defer that matter until a decision has been

made by the minority members that they can present to the majority.

If there is no other committee business, we will start with Senator

Hayakawa.

Senator HAYAKAWA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Haig, we have not yet had an opportunity to explore your ideas

on East Asia. That area, of course, is of prime interest to me as chair

man of the Subcommittee on East Asian and Pacific Affairs. So per

haps we could begin with China.

What do you see as China’s role in Asia, where Peking is concerned?

That is, Peking is improving relations with Japan and the Asean

countries, which are in conflict with Vietnam and Cambodia and po

tentially at odds with us over Korea. Now, how should we balance our

interest in a stronger China with our absence of interest in creating a

Chinese threat to Taiwan to the rest of Southeast Asia? That is, the

stronger we make China, the more threat it becomes to Taiwan. And

I think we want to remain neutral on this: don’t we?

General HAIG. Senator, as you probably know. I was a participant

in the early efforts to normalize relationships with the People’s Re

public. And as a matter of fact, I made the trip that was the stalking

horse. if you will. for President Nixon’s historic trip some years ago.

I think it’s awfully important that we recognize that the situation

is fundamentally one of strategy. It’s a strategic relationship that is

the underlying motivation for normalization of relationships with

the People’s Republic of China. It doesn’t mean in any respect that we

have a convergence of interests and values.

I have said that the challenge of this decade facing us is the neces

sity on the one hand to conduct our policies in such a way that the

People’s Republic of China recognizes that there is some value in a

normalization of relationships with the United -States, that we are
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reliable, and on the other hand not permit this normalization process

to result in a situation that my European friends describe as “poking

sticks in the polar bears’ cage.’

Clearly, this is a balancing act of some importance. On the one

hand, our relationships with China should be based on our strategic

motivations for that relationship. On the other hand, we must not

get ourselves into a triangular relationship that constantly serves as

an irritant to improving East-West relationships.

Now, with respect to China’s role, the People’s Republic of China,

in the regional area, I think their concern about what they describe

as the search for hegemony by the Soviet Union on their southern and

northern borders has given them a motivation to be a certain stabiliz

ing influence in the area. As evidence—without judging the morality of

it-—I cite their punitive action against Hanoi when Hanoi continued

_ its activities in China.

So I see a compatibility and a convergence, in the strategic sense,

between ourselves and the People’s Republic of China. I think it is

in our interest to continue the normalization process begun durin

the Nixon years, advanced during the Ford years, and advanced stil

further during the Carter administration.

At this juncture I do not see a particular threat to the other nations

of the area as we look at the overall assets of the People’s Republic of

China. For example, they have a long, long way to go before they could

be considered a military threat, in my view, to the people of Taiwan, to

Japan. I would hope there would be a structuring of improved re

lations between Japan and the People’s Republic—-and there is a great

deal underway today that could lead to that—despite historic differ

ences.

Senator HAYAKAWA. Do you see an improved relationship between

the People’s Republic of China and Taiwan, too?

General HAIG. I think this is a question that only time can answer.

It’s a very delicate matter. It came up in the campaign, and I would

prefer not today to add any fuel to the controversy.

Suffice to say I think we have a strategic interest in improvin and

normalizing our relationships with the People’s Republic of hina

on its own merits.

Senator HAYAKAWA. Yes.

General HAIG. We also have a fundamental responsibility to demon

strate American reliability to previous commitments in a historic

sense. And we do, and continue to have an obligation to the people

of Taiwan. .

Senator HAYAKAWA. We are at the present time supplying non

lethal military equipment to the People’s Republic of China, are we

not? Is there any thought of going beyond that to more serious forms

of military cooperation, such as the sale of weapons and training

visits of our naval forces to Chinese ports, joint exercises, or anything

of that kind ?

General HAIG. Well, there again, Senator, you are on the edge of an

extremely sensitive issue, not only in the context of our relationships

regionally, but in the East-West context, at large.

Senator HAYAKAWA. Yes.

General HAIG. I would prefer not to break any new ground on this

subject this morning. It is clearly an area which will continue to be
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reviewed in the light of the international environment and the tensions

and evolution of those elements in the international environment today.

Senator HAYAKAWA. In our relations with the People’s Republic,

should American firms be encouraged to pursue joint ventures with

China in offshore petroleum development or aircraft production or

computers or the manufacture of steel and other areas which could

have military implications? '

General HAIG. I think, Senator, this proposition has to be measured

against the litmus test of practical good sense—and that would include

a measurement of the kind of contribution or potential contribution

such activity would generate or make. In general I think that improv

ing multinational or American investment—American participation in

Chinese economic development, perhaps investment in return for raw

materials—all of these things are constructive in the overall interna

tional climate and would contribute to an improved relationship. It

must be measured against the issue that is clearly of concern to you.

Senator HAYAKAWA. President-elect Reagan talked about a policy

toward Taiwan, and there was considerable press coverage of that in

September. Could you give us your views on what you might recom

mend as a policy toward Taiwan?

General HAIG. Senator, I haven’t had an opportunity to talk to the

President-elect on this subject specifically. Clearly, I would prefer

to have reached a good sense of the President-elect’s views on the sub

ject. I would hope to contribute to that discussion my concerns with

respect to the overall desirability of maintaining a strategic relation

ship with the People’s Republic of China.

Senator HAYAKAWA. I would like to say, in passing, that I see in

the future a kind of cooperation developing between Taiwan and the

mainland, because what the mainland needs very much is technology.

science, applied industrial management, and so on. And these are all

things that Taiwan can supply—without a language barrier. And so

it’s inevitable that the small trade that’s now going on between Taiwan

and the adjacent province in the People’s Republic of China may

develop into something warmer as time goes on.

Well, that’s just a comment in passing. I don’t know if you see such

an optimistic outlook. _

General HAIG. I am not necessarily uncomfortable with that the_s1s.

Of course, it leads to the “one China” concept. But I think

it’s important in the context of that thesis that we, as a government, do

not unnecessarily complicate that process.

Senator HAYAKAWA. Thank you, Mr. Haig.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Hayakawa.

Senator Sarbanes.

Senator SARBANES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General, it’s difficult to evaluate your judgment if, at least on cer

tain matters, we don’t know what it is. And I can appreciate that

where there are matters of pending concern——for example, Poland

or Iran—there is difficulty in stating a view, particularly in an open

session, since there are continuing pressing, emergency situations.

I would like to ask a series of questions to which I think probably

we could get some definitive response on.

First do you support the Camp David accords?

General HAIG. Yes, I do.



107

' Senator SARBANES. Do you support the Zimbabwe settlement that

was negotiated by Lord Carrington and the British? ,

General HAIG. Yes, I do. I discussed this with Lord Carrington

on several occasions at great length. ,

Senator SARBANES. Now, I know you’ve addressed this question

before the committee, but I am still not altogether clear _on your

position. Do you support the Panama Canal Treaties?

General HAIG. I hope I made it clear yesterday that I do and will

continue to.

Senator SARBANES. Do you favor establishing official relations with

Taiwan?

General HAIG. I think that question was one that was just~ touched

upon in a more indirect way. But certainly, it was clearly connoted

in the discussion with Senator Hayakawa, and I think it_ is very

important that I have an opportunity to discuss this issue with the

President-elect at some length before I would want to go on the public

record with respect to that issue. I would prefer that you ask it in

the context of official relationships with the people of Taiwan, for

example.

Senator SARBANES. Well, let me ask you whether you support the

Taiwan Relations Act, which was enacted?

General'HAIo. In general, yes. But there again, I think we have

to look at this whole picture. It is a matter high on my agenda because

of its long-term importance, not only to our relationships with the

People’s Republic of China, but of equal importance in an East-West

context along the lines of my discussion with Senator Hayakawa.

Senator SARBANES. What is your view of the international financial

institutions and the question of U.S. contributions to them, first, with

respect to the amounts of our contributions, and second, with respect

to attaching conditions to our contributions?

General HAIG. Well, this, as well, is an extremely delicate question,

and it is one on which there has been some rhetoric in the recent cam

paign. As a matter of fact, there is some language with respect to it

in t e Republican platform. ,_

As a general rule, there is no definitive generalization that I would

want to make on this. I think it is awfully important as we enter into

multilateral arrangements, that we know specificall what use is

going to be made of our contribution, that we know clearly what in

fluence we are going to have within that mechanism to insure that the

American People's objectives are being met. After all, they are paying

for these contributions.

As a general rule, of course, it is always much easier to insure those

things if we make our contributions in a bilateral framework. Now,

that is not-to say that I am opposed to multilateral contributions and

participation, not at all. But it is a whole panoply of assessments that

have to be made associated with such contributions. And that includes

everything about the issues I have discussed.

It also includes, perhaps, the character of the recipient of this

assistance. what our objectives are and what we are seeking to achieve

by these contributions. It has to have folded into it our assessment

of whether we are doing this to influence other contributors in a con

structive way. And I can see many instances where that would be

the case.
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So it is not something that lends itself to a glib, short answer, Sen

ator. I am sorry.

Senator SARBANES. Well, in light of that answer, what degree of

support can the institutions such as the World Bank or the Interna

tional Monetary Fund, the Inter-American Bank, and the Asian and

African Banks expect -from you if you are the Secretary of State?

General HAIG. I think you can expect that I will remain an advo

cate of support for these institutions. I would like to reserve judgment

on the level to which that support—the level that I would recommend

for that support—-until I have had an opportunity to consider the

matter at great length with advisers in the State Department, with

the members of this committee, and, above all, with the President-elect.

Clearly the question came up because there is some controversy in it.

Senator SARBANES. When the question was broached, you made ref

erence to the fact that issue was touched upon in the platform of the

Republican Party. To what extent, therefore, can one assume that your

views on foreign policy issues will be governed or guided, or that you

will feel an obligation to conform to, the provisions of the Republican

Party platform in this area?

General HAIG. Since I did not participate in any way in the struc

ture or. in the drafting of that platform, I would only be aware that

it exists, and take it into consideration as the judgments are made on

issue to issue. In no way would I anticipate an approach which visual

ized strict adherence to somethin I had no role in drafting.

Senator SARBANES. Should the {Congress have made available aid to

Nicaragua to be used by the President if he determined it served our

interest?

General HAIG. I am sorry, Senator, I did not quite——

Senator SARBANES. Should the Congress have made available to the

President, to be used by him if it was determined to be in our interest,

aid for Nicaragua?

General HAIG. I would like to see the President afforded by the

Congress as much flexibility as he can in the case of Nicaragua or any

other troubled spot.

I suppose I have some reservations as I look back at the evolution of

the Nicaraguan situation. I don’t put it in the same category as, per

haps, I would put my concerns about the evolution of the situation in

Iran, but nonetheless it has many of the same overtones. But, I was

not a participant. I did not follow it minute by minute.

I am not really sufficiently attuned to the pressures and the con

siderations of the moment that shaped our policy. I don’t think that

it would be appropriate for me to cast myself this morning as an ex

pert critique on the thing. I would like to look very, very carefully

at the current situation in Nicaragua, the policies of that Government,

the activities they are supporting throughout the Central American

area, and to assess very carefully whether or not we are, indeed, con

tributing to additional troubles for the American people.

Senator SARBANES. My question really did not go to that point. The

question neither sought an evaluation by you of our past policy in

Nicaragua, or your views as to what the Executive should do now. The

question was whether the Con should have acted favorably on the

request that aid be made avai able to the executive branch for its use

in Nicaragua.
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General HAIG. I apologize because I certainly read more into your

uestion than perhaps you meant, and I think that this is a question

t at only the Congress can answer. I think it is the obligation of the

Congress to make the value judgments with respect to the actions they

take—whether it is the right or the wrong thing to do. Clearly they

felt that it was the right thing to do. ' _

Senator SARBANES. Do you expect not to indicate to the Congress, If

you are the Secretary of State, your view as to whether or not we

should act favorably or unfavorably on various issues?

General HAIG. I think beyond any question I will be an advocate for

executive branch initiatives of a great variety, and this committee will

sense that in very short order.

Senator SARBANES. This is an issue on which we have acted, so it is

behind us. How should we have acted, in your view? I am simply ask

ing for your judgment.

General HAIG. Senator, you are asking me, and what I have told

you is that I prefer not to be an expert on something with which I was

not intimately involved. I made it clear that I have reservations about

the evolution of events in Nicaragua, and the outcome that confronts

us today.

I have also made it clear that I have some strong concern about the

policies of the current Government in Nicaragua, the use to which the

money we are providing is being made, and I think that it is important

that we assess, regardless of the first decision, to provide the money,

whether or not that money is being used in the interest of the Amer

can people.

Senator SARBANES. I take it, then, that it is your view that the Con

gress ought to make that judgment. In effect, what you are saying is

that it was our judgment to make. -

General HAIG. No; I think the provision of funds. of course, was

your judgment to make. I think that it is the executive branch’s deci

sion to make a judgment and by that I mean the President, as to

whether or not to seek that money, and to expend it.

Senator SARBANES. What I draw from my question, and in some way

it is helpful, is that you are not very strong on the idea that the Con

gress ought to give the Executive some latitude to make the judgment,

but that the Congress itself ought to make the basic substantive judg

ment on these questions.

General HAIG. I prefer not to be quoted in the context of your ques

tion. I think that this is a partnership. I made that point clear in my

opening statement. I think that both the Congress and the executive

branch bear a heavy responsibility. I would not want to be quoted as

relieving the Congress of its value judgment responsibilities any

more than I would wish to relieve the executive branch.

I think over the years, especially since the Vietnam experience,

the Congress has increasingly become enmeshed and involved in these

activities to a degree that they have not heretofore, and certainly in

post-World War II American history. That involvement brings with

it additional obligations and responsibilities.

I think your question sort of suggested that you can play the game

without those responsibilities, and I would not want to be quoted

as an advocate of that point of view.

72-018 0 — 81 — 8
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Senator SARBANES. I see my time is up. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Lugar.

Senator LUGAR. T-hank you, Mr. Chairman.

General Haig, during your testimony yesterday, you mentioned

that for the time being you would like to study’ further the embargo

issue. Let me ask this question for the record, a question which I

think is especially urgent in view of that answer.

In the past the members of the Agriculture Committee have worked

with the members of the Foreign Relations Committee, and likewise

the Department of Agriculture with the State Department, to try to

work out a better arrangement for our agricultural attachés and

others to sell grains and agricultural products abroad.

It is an extremely important issue to American agriculture, made

even more crucial by the point that you made yesterday: that ulti

mately the State Department and foreign policy is to take precedence

over normal commercial relationships, and thus we are going to sell

our products only to our friends. If that is so, we really have to move

expeditiously. '

The Congress passed legislation in this area 2 years ago. It has been

the judgment of some of us on both of the committees, who have

two hats, that things have moved tediously. This is not simply an

indictment of the past administration; this has apparently been true

through recent history.

As a part of your confirmation hearin , I would like to have your

personal assurance that you understan the problems of American

farmers and exports, and will do all you can to make certain that laws

already on the books for expediting these arrangements might really

be made sound and whole, and we might make progress in that area.

General HAIG. I think I can give you that assurance this morning,

Senator.

Senator LUGAR. I would like assurance in another area likewise,

and this one somewhat more complex. In the intelligence community

a discussion has gone back and forth for a long time with the Foreign

Service operatives, with the Department of State officials responsible

for making certain that we have the maximum degree of security for

intelligence personnel as they come in contact with our embassies and

our State Department people.

I know that you are fully cognizant of this difficulty, and of some

of the personnel and bureaucratic problems, quite apart from the

intelligence and foreign policy problems. But, as a part of this con

firmation proceeding, once again I would like to draw your personal

attention to this problem, which is of crucial magnitude, I believe,

to the success of our intelligence efforts.

Obviously, you will want to help in this respect, but would you

give some asuramce that this will be a high priority for you?

General HAIG. It clearly will be, and this is one of the subjects

we are seized with now as we are attempting to establish mechanisms

to guarantee precisely the kind of coordination to which you refer.

Senator LUGAR. General Haig, in your testimony yesterday, you

outlined in your opening statement the thought that events are man

ageable, that we need not respond on an ad hoc fashion and need not

be bantered about in this way, that we must try to obtain control.

You suggested that there are ways in which we can actively shape
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events and, as you said, in the process attempt to forge consensus

among like-minded people.

You listed four fundamental tasks: Managament of Soviet power;

reestablishment of an international economic climate; the economic

and political maturation of developing nations; and the achievement

of a reasonable standard of international stability.

I think that these are very important. I would not disagree with

the importance of them. What I want to draw from you today, though,

or at least ask you to think through, is whether there is not generally

one generally overriding difficulty. You touched upon it in your first

objective, but let me approach it in this way.

It seems to me that if there were great dilemmas in President Car

ter’s foreign policy, they came from the fact that there was no focal

point, there was not -a sense of management. As a matter of fact, the

major problem, although seen, was not seen as that important.

When President Carter said that we must get over our inordinate

fear of communism in the Notre Dame speech and then moved in

that direction, it seems to me that he may have overlooked the fact

that all of the situations that you list, and that he might have listed

at other times, finally come back to the perception of others of how

we stand and how -the Soviets stand.

In other words, this may oversimplify things, but it appears to me

that from your unique position in NATO, and in foreign policy for

a long time, you have noted even in Europe people making bets on

how history was going to work out. If one had to make a conclusion as

to who was moving ahead, and who was moving behind, the judgments

in many cases have been adverse for us.

In short, the Soviet Union is the one large power that threatens

our existence and the existence of other nations, and ultimately if

General Zia does not want to accept aid, he does not want to acce t

it because he does not want to aggravate the Soviets. If people in

Latin America are not very responsive, it is because the Soviets are

there now, entering into situations in various ways.

If our European allies are reticent, very frequently it may well be

that they are keeping an olive branch out in that direction. If Saudi

princes now are touching base with Moscow as well as Washington

that is now, and not exactly unexpected.

Is not the fundamental point that you are trying to make—and if it

is not please tell me—that if we are to have management of affairs,

we have to recognize the need for defense policies in this country that

are more credible to ourselves, to our friends, and to the Soviets, and to

begin to tilt the situation back in such a way that the theme of our

foreign policy becomes an America that is credible vis-a-vis the Soviet

Union, one on which everybody can bank. Then if anybody is to make a

judgment as to how history is going, they will make the correct in

ference, and one which makes all of the rest of these problems infinitely

more solvable, whether it is stability or aid to other countries, to

strengthen our alliances, or all the rest.

Would you make a comment on that general thesis?

General HAIG. Well, clearly that is not at all inconsistent with my

formal opening statement. It is not inconsistent with the general thrust

of my articles and public speeches over a period of 5 or 6 years.
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I would like to point out one aspect of that world view that I think

we Americans must keep very, very clearly before us as we assess the

sacrifices we must make in the period ahead to remedy the problems

you have outlined. _We are not facing the inevitable and inexorable

supremacy of Marxist-Leninism as a system. Quite the contrary, it is a

profound historic failure. '

If one measures the success of the Soviet brand of communism, we

find economic shortfalls that are increasing in severity over the last 3

to 4 years. We find an agricultural basket case in the history sense.

Despite the fact that Soviet leadership has driven larger and larger

segments of their population into agriculture, the consequences have

not been remunerative.

We find growing demographic problems with the Soviet system, as

the non-Soviet populations begin to thrust for greater autonomy and a

greater voice in the conduct of Soviet policy. We find that transmitted

into the Eastern European zone of influence.

What I suggest by that is, if we Americans, and we Western nations,

those who share common values, have the values and disciplines to get

our act together and to move in concert, and to manage this very

dangerous period at the far end of a decade or more, I think we are

facing a period of utmost opportunity and promise.

Why is the decade facing us so dangerous? There are two converging

realities. On the one hand, we have this growth in sheer Soviet military

power, which some years ago my friend, Sonnerfeldt, described as in

organic because it was not accompanied by growth and success in the

other segments of the Soviet society, and simultaneously Soviet society

was faced by these pressures, these manifestations of failure described

earlier.

I pointed out, and I think history would confirm that totalitarian

States, when plagued with internal failure, and armed beyond the limits

of prudence and reasonableness, frequently indulge in external diver

sions to insure their incumbency and continuation in power. One need

only look at Africa, the Middle East, Southeast Asia, to suggest at

least there is some flirtations with that kind of diversion underway in

Moscow today.

Senator LUGAR. Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Lugar, at the end of your first question on

agricultural exports, as I understood General Haig’s answer, he

said : “I think I can give that assurance this morning.”

If there is any doubt about it, would you reaffirm that back to the

committee when you have no doubt, or can you change your answer

now or modify it to, “I can give you that assurance this morning”?

General HAIG. I suppose my rhetoric sometimes can be confusing.

Of course, I meant it to be a categoric, “I can give you that assurance.”

The CHAIRMAN. It is categorical '?

General HAIG. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.

Senator Zorinsky.

Senator ZORINSKY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. General Haig, did

you have any involvement in the planning of the recent meeting be

tween President-elect Reagan and President José Lopez Portillo of

Mexico?

General HAIG. Yes, I did.
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Senator ZORINSKY. You previously, in testimony, indicated that you

felt that Latin America, Central America, Mexico, the Caribbean, was

a very important area of concern to this Nation. Are you familiar with

the current situation in which both an Ambassador at Large position

and Ambassador to Mexico position exist?

General HAIG. Yes, I am, in a general sense. I’m not familiar with

the genesis of how we got to where we are, but I’ve been looking at

these Ambassador at Large posts.

Senator ZORINSKY. A booby prize for losing an election is, I think,

the genesis of the Ambassador at Large position. I have spoken with

people in ranking positions in Mexico, and at the time_they felt that

It was less than respectful to have two Ambassadors to Mexico, one

being a politically initiated position. Another Ambassador at Large

position is the Ambassador at Large to the United States of America,

who provides services for mayors and for Governors.

What is your feelin on these Ambassador at Large positions?

They seem to rise out o the atmosphere with no apparent demand or

outcry for them?

General HAIG. Senator, I anticipate eliminating those posts and

going back to square one, if you will. There are certain vitally im

portant, ongoing negotiations, for example, that might justify such

posts, but I think, as a general rule, they have grown to too lar e,

too many. The cause confusion and make life quite difficult or

the incumbent mbassador, and I would think rather confusing for

the host nation. At least the risks of that are there, and that’s no value

judgment on the performance of the fine men who are occuping these

posts today. They have made great contributions and the American

people owe them a great debt of gratitude.

But I would like to reassess and go back to the beginnin and be

sure that in each case we are not retarding rather than a vancing

American policy.

Senator ZORINSKY. I have always felt that the proliferation of these

posts diffused the importance of the ambassadorial position itself in

the diplomatic arena. .

I’d like to ask you now, General, do you intend to recommend that

the current U.S. Ambassadors to El Salvador and Nicaragua be re

placed? Or have you made that judgment?

General HAIG. I haven’t gotten into the process of -assessing our dip

lomatic posts. That is one of my concerns about the process underway

here today, Senator. I’ve got to launch into, first, the manning of the

Department of State. I feel that’s the most important early-on task

‘ ave.

And then, in conjunction with the President, I’ll have to assess our

worldwide diplomatic sts.

Senator ZORINSKY. re you aware of any so-called hit list with the

names of those Ambassadors?

General HAIG. No, and I sometimes shudder at the connotation of

even the word.

Senator ZORINSKY. Well, I suppose you read the same newspaper

articles that I’ve read, using those words.

General HAIG. I can assure you I have no hit list of any kind and

that, for example, I spoke last week to the President-elect about the

desirability of maintaining former Senator Mansfield in his post in
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Tokyo. I think his performance has been unique and remarkably

effective.

fl I:don't anticipate any hit list. I think our country has had enough

0 t at.

Senator ZORINSKY. What standards or u-alifications will you look

at With respect to your -appointments to ambassadorial positions? Will

knowledge of the language of the country by the Ambassador by one

of those prerequisites?

General HAIG. This would be a very hi h priority aspect. It would

not be disqualifying in every case, and I t%link that’s one of our long

term problems as a nation—language training in our schools and the

overall attention we 've to the importance of our ability to communi

cate outside our own anguage. .

If the man is unusually well qualified I think we’d have to discount

that handicap. On the other hand, it’s a very important asset and one

who has lived abroad, as I have, can only underline how important

it is.

Senator ZORINSKY. General, the issue of the grain embargo has been

raised several times by my colleagues on this committee. Do you feel

that members of the State Department have sufficient grasp as laymen

concerning the evolution of products of the agricultural indust ?

Let me clarify that question for you. I attended a code level briefing

concernin Afghanistan by officials of the State Department—high

level mem rs of the State Department. After we finished the discus

sion concerning the Soviet incursion into Afghanistan, I asked a ques

tion concerning the grain embargo. The question was, if the State

Department felt that there was sufficient documented evidence to know

how much grain flows into the U.S.S.R. so that we would be able to

evaluate, to some degree, how effective this grain Embargo has been.

The State Department official said yes, categorically.

I don’t want to cost anybody their job, so the individual shall remain

nameless, but he was a high ranking State Department official. I asked

the following question : Do you keep track of how much flour goes into

the Soviet Union? And he said, no, that’s not on the embargo list. Then

I asked him if he knew where flour comes from because just recently

1.2 million metric tons of U.S. wheat had been shipped to West Ger

many. They milled it to flour, and shipped it into the Soviet Union.

Now the mentality of a professional in the State Department who

can rationalize with an embargo in process that you keep track of

wheat going into an embargoed nation but not flour led me to believe

that he has no conception of what an embargo is all about.

And that’s why I’d like to raise this point to you. It goes deeper

than words, like embargo. It goes to the very heart and essence of

understanding the nature of an entire industry. I would hope that in

your position you would initiate some educational process for those

members of the State Department who need that type of education.

General HAIG. I may need some education myself, Senator. I was

going to answer that everybody has heard of flower gardens. I didn’t

mean that to be flip, of course.

Senator ZORINSKY. No; I understand. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I

yield back the balance of my time.

The C1-:[AmMAN. Thank you, Senator Zorinsky. Senator Helms.
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Senator HELMS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good morning, Mr.

Haig.

General HAIG. Senator.

Senator Helms. Following up Senator Sarbanes’ line of questioning

relative to the Panama Canal treaties, are you aware of President

Royo’s difference with the United States in terms of the interpretation

of the treaty?

General HAIG. No; I’m sorry I’m not, Senator.

Senator HELMS. I will furnish you copies of his letter an.d President

Carter’s response, and I should like for you to give me a memorandum

at your convenience as to your reaction to both.

In essence President Royo said that he did not accept the DeConcini

amendment and the Brook amendment, without which the U.S. Senate

would never have approved those treaties. And this has been laid aside

but I think it’s a question of great moment, given the vital nature of

that canal. So I will furnish you copies of those letters, and I would

like to have your opinion as soon as you can conveniently give it to me.

Mr. Chairman, in the interest of time I think I’me going to yield

back the balance of my time so we can proceed.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Mathias, by the way, will be here soon.

Senator Tsongas.

Senator TSONGAS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good morning, Gen

eral Haig.

General, you are from Philadelphia, I understand.

General HAIG. That’s right, Senator.

Senator TSONGAS. And your home area and mine shares a herita e

and I’d like to read from an article that was published in Philadelphia

and it’s just one paragraph.

But it says, “Governments are instituted among men, deriving their

just powers from the consent of the governed.” That, as you know, is

the Declaration of Independence. And that cormnitment to that prin

ciple was what led to Lexington and Concord, in my own home State.

I would -assume that when the United States signs a treaty that it

pledges its honor and its integrity in that process. I’m sure you would

agree with that.

General HAIG. Yes; I do.

Senator TSONGAS. I think it is important, if we are to live up to those

principles that your State and mine were in the forefront, that that

commitment be pursued.

One of the treaties that we signed was the Organization of American

States [OAS] Charter. Let me read article 18 :

No state or group of states has the right to intervene, directly or indirectly,

for any reason whatever in the internal or external affairs of any other state.

The foregoing principle prohibits not only armed force but also any other form

of interference or attempted threat.

Article 19:

No state may use or encourage the use of coercive measures of an economic

or political character in order to force a sovereign will of another state and ob

tain from it advantages of any kind.

Now those articles of nonintervention are codified in the OAS Char

ter. Do you think that the United States has a responsibility to live up

to those sections?
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General HAIG. Yes; I think in general we have put our signature on

a treaty which incurs obligations for the signatories. And I think yes,

that is correct.

Senator TSONGAS. And so when we sign a treaty, that government

can expect that we will live up to those provisions.

General HAIG. Yes; I think so, unless we were to withdraw or mod

ify. And, of course, the OAS Treaty was spawned and signed at a

time when the basic issues—and I mentioned this in my formal state

ment yesterday——when the circumstances have changed, then these

things have to be either adjusted or reassessed.

Senator TSONGAS. On March 25, 1970, the so-called 40 Committee

met and allocated $135,000 for a so-called spoiling operation in Chile.

In our opinion, did that violate article 18 of the charter?

General HAIG. It really depends a great deal on precedent. For ex

ample, I could cite for you, when you talk about violation of that

charter, recent pressures applied to the Government of Nicaragua,

El Salvador, withholding armaments shipments, and all constitute, in

the spirit of the OAS Charter, some divergencies, I think, from that

spirit.

And I would suppose the same applied to your question on Chile.

Senator TSONGAS. On June 27, 1970, the 40 Committee met again

and upped the ante to $300,000 for spoiling operations in Chile. That

would also be in violation of article 18.

General HAIG. Yes; just as failure to supply armaments paid for by

other nations in treaties under the guise of human rights or some other

violation would be a violation. It constitutes a violation of the spirit

of a treaty of that kind. Yes.

Senator TSONGAS. September 4, 1970, Allende won the election with

36.3 percent. And under Chilean law the matter was then going to go

to the Congress for resolution, very similar to our own situation.

September 8, 1970, the 40 Committee met again and asked then

Ambassador Korry to prepare a ‘cold-blooded assessment as to whether

a coup could be organized prior to October 24.” On September 14, the

40 Committee met again on the so-called Track 1 operation, allocated

$250,000 to bribe members of the Chilean Congress, because they did

not feel that the coup prospects were favorable.

Do you think that allocating $250,000 to bribe members of another

government’s congress violates article 18 ?

General HAIG. I think it’s in contrast to the spirit of it, yes. But,

you know, there are a host of uestions that had to be asked then, and

frankly I didn’t participate in those deliberations in the 40 Com

mittee. I was aware of them. But there are a host of questions that

have to be answered in conjunction with them. Democratic freedom

is involved, not only in that case but just as we have been insisting on

our friends with an almost ruthless pen in recent months, that they

adhere to human rights. We have changed fundamental policies which

they had a reason to expect we would not change.

This is not to say what we have been doing is not justified, but I

think there are many aspects of these obligations that you’ve got to

deal with in the broadest sense of what is in the best interest of the

American people as well.
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Senator TSONGAS. On September 15, 1970, there was a meeting at

the ‘White House. There were four principals——President Nixon, Sec

retary of State Kissinger, CIA Director Helms, and Attorney General

Mitchell. At that meeting $10 million was allocated.

Let me read the testimony or the report of the Senate Committee on

Assassinations. This is testimony by Director Helms:

The impression of the President came down very hard that he wanted some

thing done and he didn’t care how, and that he was prepared to make money

available. That was a pretty all-inclusive order. If I ever carried a Marshall's

baton in my knapsack out of the Oval Office. it was that day.

Let me read the CIA directive that went out after that session—the

cable—from CIA Headquarters to Santiago informing the CIA chief

of station of his new directive, again, contained in the public print

of the Senate report of the Assassinations Committee. ‘

Purpose of exercise is to prevent Allende assumption of power. Parliamentary

legerdemain has been discarded. Military solution is objective.

B. Track 2. This is authority granted to CIA only to work toward a military

solution to problem. As part of authority we were explicitly told that 40 Com

mittee states Ambassador and Embassy were not to be told of this Track 2 nor

involved in any manner.

Would you say that the decision arrived at in the White House on

September 15 to engage in an attempt, a military attempt, to prevent

Allende from -taking power violates article 18 of the OAS Charter?

General HAIG. I’d say the same with respect to your earlier question.

It is clearly not. It is in contrast to the spirit of that charter. But,

again, it has got to be viewed in the context of a host of other counter

vening pressures and other countervening imperatives. And I don’t

think you, Senator, or anyone in this room would want a rigid legal

istic preoccupation which does not assess extingencies of the moment

or particular events which represent American interests.

This is not an endorsement of that activity. In many respects .it’s

a rather, somewhat moot question, because I think new regulations

have been passed in the interim that will place a lot of these anguishing

questions on your plate as well as on the executive branch’s plate.

Senator TSONGAS. Well, I, for one, have no appetite for that morsel

on the plate.

(General HAIG. That’s frequently true of executive branch people as

we .

Senator TSONGAS. Is it true of yourself?

General HAIG. Yes. Of course. On many occasions.

Senator TSONGAS. October 15, 1970, a meeting at the White House

took place with three participants—Secretary of State Kissinger, Gen

eral Haig, and Tom Karamessines, who was a CIA official.

As a result of that meeting, again contained in the public report of

the Assassinations Committee, the following day CIA headquarters

cabled the results of the White House meeting to the CIA station in

Santiago. “It is firm and continuing policy that Allende be overthrown

by a coup. We are to continue to generate maximum pressure toward

this end utilizing every appropriate resource.”

General HAIG. What was the date of that meeting, Senator? I’m

sorry. I missed it.
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Senator TSONGAS. October 15, 1970. Do you think that that cable

violated the OAS Charter?

General HAIG. It’s clear it was an extension of the earlier activity

you described. But I think it is important to point out to the com

mittee that that’s a selective recounting of the committee report with

respect to that meeting on the 15th, because on that meeting of the

15th my recollection was that covert activity with respect to Chile

was turned off, unless my memory is faulty—and I think that there’s

some reference to that in that report. And I think that’s the sworn

testimony of Dr. Kissinger to that effect.

Senator TSONGAS. Mr. Chairman, in pursuit of that issue I would

ask that the entire section involving the covert activities in Chile of

the Assassinations Committee, pages 225 to 254 be inserted in the

record at this point, so that readers of the record can make up their

own minds.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. W'ithout object-ion it is so ordered. Thank you

very much, Senator Tsongas.

[The document referred to follows :]

COVERT AoTIvI'rIEs IN CHILE—EXCERP'1‘ FROM ALLEGED ASSASSINATION PLOTS

INVOLVING FOREIGN LEADERS, SENATE REPORT 94-465, 94TH CONGRESS, 1ST

SESSION

F. SCHNEIDER

1. SUMMARY

On September 4, 1970, Dr. Salvador Allende Gossens won a plurality in Chile’s

Presidential election.1 Since no candidate had received a majority of the popular

vote, the Chilean constitution required that a joint session of its Congress decide

between the first and second place finishers. This constitutional requirement had,

in the past, been pro-forma. The Congress had always selected the candidate who

received the highest popular vote. The date set for the Congressional joint session

was October 24, 1970.

On September 15, 1970, President Richard Nixon informed CIA Director

Richard Helms that an Allende regime in Chile would not be acceptable to the

United States. The CIA was instructed by President Nixon to play a direct role

in organizing a military coup d’etat in Chile to prevent Allende’s accession to the

presidency. The Agency was to take this action without coordination with the

Departments of State or Defense and without informing the U.S. Ambassador in

Chile. While coup possibilities in general and other means of seeking to prevent

Allende’s accession to power were explored by the 40 Committee throughout this

period, the 40 Committee was never informed of this direct CIA role. In practice,

the Agency was to report, both for informational and approval purposes, to the

President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs, Henry Kissinger, or his

deputy.

Between October 5 and October 20, 1970, the CIA made 21 contacts with key

military and Carabinero (police) officials in Chile. Those Chileans who were

inclined to stage a coup were given assurances of strong support at the highest

levels of the U.S. Government, both before and after a coup.

One of the major obstacles faced by all the military conspirators in Chile was

the strong opposition to a coup by the Commander-in-Chief of the Army, General

Rene Schneider, who insisted the constitutional process be followed. As a result

of his strong constitutional stand, the removal of General Schneider became a

necessary ingredient in the coup plans of all the Chilean conspirators. Unable

1Dr. Allende, a long-time Senator and founder of the Socialist Party in Chile, was a

candidate of the Popular Unity Coalition. The Coalition was made up of Communists, Social

ists. Social Democrats, Radicals, and dissident Christian Democrats. Allende was a self-pro

claimed Marxist and was making his fourth try for the presidency. His opponents were

Rodomiro Tomic Romero. candidate of the ruling Christian Democratic Party, and Jorge

Alessandri Rodriquez, candidate of the right-wing National Party. Dr. Allende won 36.3%

of the popular vote: Alessandri was second with 35.3% of the vote, Dr. Allende's margin

of victory was 39.000 votes out of a total of 3 million votes cast in the election. The

incumbent President, Eduardo Frei Montalva, a Christian Democrat, was ineligible for re

election. Chilean law prohibits Presidents from succeeding themselves.
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to have General Schneider retired or reassigned, the conspirators decided to kid

nap him. An unsuccessful abduction attempt was made on October 19, 1970, by a

group of Chilean military officers whom the CIA was actively supporting. A sec

ond kidnap attempt was made the following day, again unsuccessfully. In the

early morning hours of October 22, 1970, machine guns and ammunition were

passed by the CIA to the group that had failed on October 19. That same day

General Schneider was mortally wounded in an attempted kidnap on his way to

work. The attempted kidnap and the shooting were apparently conducted by

conspirators other than those to whom the CIA had provided weapons earlier in

the day.

A Chilean military court found that high-ranking military officers, both active

and retired, conspired to bring about a military coup and to kidnap General

Schneider. Several of the officers whom the CIA had contacted and encouraged in

their coup conspiracy were convicted of conspiring to kidnap General Schneider.

Those convicted of carrying out the actual kidnap attempt and the killing of

General Schneider were associates of retired General Roberto Viaux, who had

initially been thought by the CIA to be the best hope. However, later the CIA

discouraged General Viaux because the Agency felt other officers, such as General

Camilo Valenzuela, were not sufficiently involved. General Viaux was convicted

by the military court and received a twenty-year prison sentence for being the

“intellectual author” of the Schneider kidnap attempt. General Valenzuela was

sentenced by the military court to three years in exile for taking part in the con

spiracy to prevent Allende’s assumption of office. The military court found that

the two Generals had been in contact throughout the coup plotting.

The principal facts leading up to the death of General Schneider (all Of which

are discussed in more detail below) are as follows:

1. By the end of September 1970, it appeared that the only feasible way for the

CIA to implement the Presidential order to prevent Allende from coming to

power was to foment a coup d’etat.

2. All of the known coup plots developed within the Chilean military entailed

the removal of General Schneider by one means or another.

3. United States officials continued to encourage and support Chilean plans

for a coup after it became known that the first step would be to kidnap General

Schneider. ‘

4. Two unsuccessful kidnap attempts were made, one on October 19, the other

on October 20. Following these attempts, and with knowledge of their failure,

the CIA passed three submachine guns and ammunition to Chilean officers who

still planned to kidnap General Schneider.

5. In a third kidnap attempt on October 22, apparently conducted by Chileans

other than those to whom weapons had been supplied, General Schneider was

shot and subsequently died. The guns used in the abortive kidnapping of General

Schneider were, in all probability, not those supplied by the CIA to the con

spirators. The Chilean military court investigated the Schneider killing deter

mined that Schneider had been murdered by handguns, although one machine

gun was at the scene of the killing.2 _

6. While there is no question that the CIA received :1 direct instruction from

the President on September 15th to attempt to foment a coup, the Committee

received sharply conflicting testimony about whether the White House was kept

informed of, and authorized, the coup efforts in Chile after October 15. On one

side of the conflict is the tesimony of Henry Kissinger and General Alexander

Haig; on the other, that of CIA officials. Kissinger testified that the White House

stood down CIA efforts to promote a military coup d‘etat in Chile on October 15,

1070. After that date, Kissinger testlIied——and Haig agreed—that the White

House neither knew of. nor specifically approved. CIA coup activities in Chile.

CIA officials. on the other hand. have testified that their activities in Chile after

October 15 were known to and thus authorized by the White House.8

2 The Committee has not been able to determine whether or not the machine gun at the

scene of the Schneider killing was one of the three supplied by the CIA.

3 The basic issue is whether or not the CIA informed the White House of its activities.

In context. informing was tantamount to being authorized. No one who testified believed

that the CIA was required to seek step-by-step authorization for its activities; rather the

burden was on the White House to object if a line of activity being pursued by the CIA

seemed unwise. Both Kissinger and Haig agreed that if the CIA had proposed a persua

sive plan to them, it almost certainly would have been approved. The CIA did not believe

it needed specific White House authorization to transfer weapons to the Chileans; in

fact. CIA Deputy Director (Plans) Thomas Karamessines testified that he did not formally

approve the transfer. but rather that in the context of the project it was clear that the

Agency had the authorit to tansfer weapons and that it was clear to Karamessines’

subordinates that he won d approve their decision to do so. He believed he probably was

informed before the weapons actually were sent.
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This conflict in testimony, which the Committee has been unable to resolve

through its hearings or the documentary record, leaves unanswered the‘ most

serious question of whether the CIA was acting pursuant to higher authority (the

CIA'S view) or was pursuing coup activities i11 Chile without sufficient com

munication (the Kissinger/Haig view).

2. THE PRESIDEN'I"S INITIAL INSTRUCTION AND BACKGROUND

(_a) Sepember 15 White House meeting

On Stepmber 15, 1970, President Nixon met with his Assistant for National

Security Affairs, Henry Kissinger, CIA Director Richard Helms, and Attorney

General John Mitchell at the White House. The topic was Chile. Handwritten

notes taken by Director Helms at that meeting reflect both its tenor and the

President’s instructions :

One in 10 chance perhaps, but save Chile!

worth spending

not concerned risks involved

no involvement of Embassy

$10,000,000 available, more if necessary

full-time job-—best men we have

game plan

make the economy scream

48 hours for plan of actionv

In his testimony before the Select Committee, Director Helms recalled coming

away from the meeting on September 15 with :

“* "‘ * lthe] impression "' * * that the President came down very hard that he

wanted something done, and he didn’t much care how and that he was prepared

to make money available. * * " This was a pretty all-inclusive order. * * * If I

ever carried a marshall’s baton in my knapsack out of the Oval Office, it was that

day.” ‘ (Helms, 7/15/75, pp. 6, 10, 11)

However, none of the CIA officers believed that assassination was within the

guidelines Helms had been given.

“Senator HART of Colorado. . . . did the kind of Carte Blanche mandate you

carried, the marshall’s baton that you carried out in a knapsack to stop Allende

from assuming office include physical elimination?

“Mr. HELMS. Well, not in my mind, because when I became Director, I had

already made up my mind that we weren’t going to have any of that business

when I was Director, and I had make that clear to my fellows, and I think they

will tell you this.”

The following day, September 16, Director Helms called a meeting at the CIA

to discuss the Chilean situation. At this meeting, he related to his colleagues

his understanding of the President’s instructions:

“2. The Director told the group that President Nixon had decided that an

' Allende regime in Chile was unacceptable to the United States. The President

asked the Agency to prevent Allende from coming to power or to unseat him.

The President authorized $10,000,000 for this purpose, if needed. Further, the

Agency is to carry out this mission without coordination with the Departments

of State or Defense.” (Memorandum/Genesis of the Project, 9/16/70)

Henry Kissinger’s recollection of the September 15 meeting with President

Nixon is in accord with that of Richard Helms.5 Although Dr. Kissinger did not

‘Director Helms also testified that the September 15th meeting with President Nixon

may have been tri gered by the resence of Augustin Edwards, the publisher of the

Santiago daily El ercurio, in Was ington. That morning, at the request of.donald Ken

dall, President of Pepsi Cola, Henr Kissinger and John Mitchell had met for breakfast

with Kendall and Edwards. (Mitche 1 calendar) The topic of conversation was the political

situation in Chile and the plight of El Mercurio and other anti-Allende forces. According

to Mr. Helms:

I recall that prior to this meeting [with the President} the editor of El Mercurio had

come to Washington and I had been asked to go and talk to him at one of the hotels

here, this having been arranged through Don Kendall, the head of the Pepsi Cola Com

pany. ‘ ' ' I have this impression that the President called this meeting where I have

my handwritten notes because of Edwards’ presence in Washington and what he heard

from Kendall about what Edwards was saying about conditions in Chile and what was

happening there. (Helms. 7/15/75. pp. 4-5)

5 The documents, and the officials from whom the Committee has heard testimony. are in

substantial agreement about what President Nixon authorized on September 15. namely

CIA involvement in promoting a military coup d’etat in Chile. There is not. however.

agreement about what was communicated between the CIA and the White House—and

hence what was authorized by the latter——in the week between October 15 and the shooting

of General Schneider on October 22. This matter will be discussed in Part V of this report.
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recall the President’s instructions to be as precise as those related by Director

Helms, he did testify that:

“‘ * " the primary thrust of the September 15th meeting was_to.urge Helms to

do whatever he could to prevent Allende from being seated. (Kissinger, 8/12/75,

D- 13)

1: * It * * * *

“It is clear that President Nixon wanted him [Helms] to encourage the Chilean

military to cooperate or to take the initiative in preventing Allende from taking

office." (Kissinger, 8/12/75, p. 12) _

Operationally the CIA set the President’s instructions into motion on Septem

ber 21. On that day two cables were sent from CIA Headquarters to Santiago

informing the CIA Chief of Station (COS) of his new directive: _

“3. Purpose of exercise is to prevent Allende assumption of power. Parlia

mentary legerdemain has been discarded. Military solution is objective. (Cable

236, Hq. to Sta., 9/21/70)

it * * * 10! II: at

“B. (Track Two)——This is authority granted to CIA only, to work toward

a military solution to problem. As part of authority we were explicitly told that

40 Committee, State, Ambassador and Embassy were not to be told of this

Track Two nor involved in any matter.” (Cable 240, Hq. to Sta., 9/21/70)

(b) Background: Tracks I and II

United States Government concern over an Allende regime in Chile did not

begin with President Nixon’s September 15 instruction to the CIA.“ For more

than a year, Chile had been on the 40 Committee’s agenda. At an April 15, 1969,

meeting of the 303 Committee (the predecessor of the 40 Committee) the ques

tion arose as to whether anything should be done with regard to the September

1970 Presidential election in Chile. At that time, Director Helms pointed out

that “an election operation will not be effective unless an early enough start is

made.” ’ On March 25, 1970, the 40 Committee approved a joint Embassy/CIA

proposal recommending that “spoiling” operations--propaganda and other activ

ities—be undertaken by the CIA in an effort to prevent an election victory by

Allende’s Popular Unity (UP) Coalition. A total of $135,000 was authorized by

the 40 Committee for this anti-Allende activity. On June 18, 1970, the U.S. Am

bassador to Chile, Edward Korry, submitted a two-phase proposal to the Depart

ment of State and the CIA for review. The first phase involved an increase in

support to the anti-Allende campaign. The second was a contingency plan to

make “a $500,000 effort in Congress to persuade certain shifts in voting on 24

October 1970.” On June 27, 1970, the 40 Committee increased funding for the

anti-Allende “spoiling” operation to $390,000. A decision on Ambassador Korry’s

second proposal was deferred pending the results of the September 4 election.

The 40 Committee met twice between the time Allende received a plurality

of the popular vote on September 4 and President Nixon issued his instruction to

Director Helms on September 15.‘ At each of these meetings the question of U.S.

°Covert U.S. Government involvement in large-scale political action programs in Chile

began with the 1964 Presidential election. As in 1970. this was. in part. in response to the

perceived threat of Salvador Allende. Over $3 million was spent by the CIA in the 1964

effort. (Colby, 7/14/75, p. 5)

"This and other references to 40 Committee discussions and actions regarding Chile

are contained in a memorandum provided to the Committee b_v the CIA entitled “Policy

Decisions Related to Our Covert Action Involvement in the September 1970 Chilean

Presidental Electon.” dated October 9. 1970. On August 25. 1975 we subpoenaed all

White House/National Security Council documents and records relating to the effort

by the United States Government to prevent Salvador Allende from assuming office. On

September 4. the Committee received 46 documents from the White House relating to

Chile covering the period September 5 to October 14. 1970.

8 Following the September 4 election. the CIA'S Directorate of Intelligence circulated

an intelligence community assessment of the impact of an Allende government on U.S.

national interests. That assessment. dated September 9. 1970. stated :

Regarding threats to U.S. interests. we conclude that :

1. The U.S. has no vital national interests within Chile. There would. however,

he tangible economic losses.

e world military balance of power would not be significantly altered by an

Allende government.

13. Ar; Allende victory would. however. create considerable political and psychologi

ca cos s:

a. Hemispheric cohesion would be threatened by the challenge that an Allende

government would pose to the OAS. and by the reaction that it would create in other

countries. We do not see, however. any likely threat to the peace of the region.

b. An Allende victory would represent definite psychological set-back to the U.S.,

and a. definite psychological advance for the Marxist ideas (Intelligence memorandum)

“Situation Following the Chilean Presidential Election." CIA'S Directorate of Intelli

gence (9/7/70)
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involvement in a military coup against Allende was raised. Kissinger stressed

the importance of these meetings when he testified before the Committee:

“I think the meeting of September 15th has to be seen in the context of two

previous meetings of the 40 Committee on September 8th and September 14th

in Which the 40 Committee was asked to look at the pros and cons and the prob

lems and prospects of a Chilean military coup to be organized with United States

assistance.” (Kissinger, 8/12/75, p. 5)

According to the summary of the 40 Committee meeting on September 8, the

following was discussed:

“* * * all concerned realized that previous plans for a Phase II would have to

be drastically redrawn. * * * The DCI made the point, however, that congres

sional action against Allende was not likely to succeed and that once Allende was

in office the Chilean opposition to him would distintegrate and collapse rapidly.

Whie not advocating a sepcific course of action, the Director further observed

that a military golpe against Allende would have very little chance of success

unless undertaken soon. Both the Chairman and the Attorney General supported

this view. * * * At the close of the * * * meeting the Chairman directed the

Embassy to prepare a ‘cold-blooded assessment’ of :

" (1) the pros and cons and problems and prospects involved should a Chilean

military coup be organized now with U.S. assistance, and

“(2) the pros and cons and problems and prospects involved i_n organizing an

effective future Chilean opposition to Allende.” (CIA Memorandum/Policy Deci

sion Related to Our Covert Action Involvement in the September 1970 Chilean

Presidential Election, 10/9/70)

Ambassador Korry responded to the 40 Committee’s request for a “cold-blooded

assessment” on September 12. He stated that “We [the Embassy] believe it now

clear that Chilean military will not, repeat not, move to prevent Allende’s acces

sion, barring unlikely situation of national chaos and widespread violence.” The

Ambassador went on to say that “Our own military people [are] unanimous

in rejecting possibility of meaningful military intervention in political situation.”

He concluded by stating: “What we are saying in this ‘cold-blooded assessment’ is

that opportunities for further significant USG action with the Chilean military

are nonexistent.” (Memorandum/ambassador's Response to Request for Analysis

of Military Option in Present Chilean Situation, 9/12/70)

The CIA'S response was in the same vein. Kissinger’s assistant for Latin Amer

ican affairs on the NSC staff' summarized the CIA'S “cold-blooded assessment” in

a memo to his boss: “Military action is impossible; the military is incapable and

unwilling to seize power. We have no capability to motivate or instigate a coup.”

(Memorandum for Dr. Kissinger/Chile—-10 Committee Meeting, Monday—Sep

tember 14, 1970)

On September 14, the 40 Committee met to discuss these reports and what

action was to be taken :

“Particular attention was devoted to a CIA prepared review of political and

military options in the Chilean electoral situation based on the Embassy and

State's ‘cold-blooded assessment.’ The Committee focused on the so-called

‘Rube Goldberg’ gambit which would see Alessandri elected by the Congress

on October 24th, resigning thereafter to leave Frei constitutionally free to run

in a second election for the presidency.

“Ambassador Korry was asked to go directly to President Frei to see if he

would be willing to commit himself to this line of action. A contingency of

$250,000 was approved for “covert support of projects which Frei or his trusted

team deem important.” It was further agreed that a propaganda campaign be

undertaken by the Agency to focus on the damage of an Allende takeover?”

(CIA Memo-Policy Decision Related to Our Covert Action Involvement in the

September 1970 Chilean Presidential Election, 10/9/70)

Following the September 14 Forty Committee meeting and President Nixon’s

September 15 instruction to the CIA, U.S. Government eflforts to prevent Allende

from assuming office proceeded on two tracks.10 Track I comprised all covert

“The $250,000 appoved by the 40 Committee was never spent. The only proposal for

using it which arose—-bribing Chilean congressman to vote against Allende——was quickly

perceived to be unworkable.

1° The terms Track I and Track II were known only to CIA and White House officials

who were knowledgeable about the President's September 15 order to the CIA. The Com

mittee sent letters to various senior officials inquiring if they were, in fact. not knowledge

able of the Track II activities. Those letters were sent to Secretary of State William

Rogers, Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird, Deputy Secretary of Defense David Packard,

Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs U. Alexis Johnson, Chairman of the Joint
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activities approved by the 40 Committee, including the $250,000 contingency

fund to bribe Chilean congressmen as well as propaganda and economic activities.

These activities were designed to induce the opponents to Allende in Chile to pre

vent his assumption of power, either through political or military means? Track

II activities in Chile were undertaken in response to President Nixon’s Septem

ber 15 order and were directed towards actively promoting and encouraging the

Chilean military to move against Allende. In his testimony, before the Committee,

Kissinger stressed the links between Tracks I and II :

“* " * There was work by all of the agencies to try to prevent Allende from

being seated, and there was work by all of the agencies on the so-called Track

I to encourage the military to move against Allende * * * the difference between

the September 15th meeting and what was being done in general within the gov

ernment was that President Nixon was encouraging a more direct role for the

CIA in actually organizing such a coup.” (Kissinger, 8/12/75, p. 13)

Tracks I and II did, in fact, move together in the month after September 15.

The authorization to Ambassador Korry, who was formally excluded from Track

II, to encourage a military coup became broader and broader. In the 40 Commit

tee meeting on September 14, he and other “appropriate members of the Embassy

Mission” were authorized to intensify their contacts with Chilean military offi

cers to assess their willingness to support the “Frei gambit”-—a voluntary turn

over of power to the military by Frei, who would then have been eligible to run

for President in a new election. (Memorandum/Policy Decisions Related to Our

Covert Action Involvement in the September 1970 Chilean Presidential Election,

10/9/70)

In a situation report to Dr. Kissinger and Assistant Secretary Charles Meyer

on September 21, Ambassador Korry indicated that in order to make the Frei

gambit work, “if necessary, General Schneider would have to be neutralized, by

displacement if necessary.” “ (Situation Report, Korry to Meyer and Kissinger,

9/21/70) In testifying, Kissinger felt the Korry report indicated “the degree to

which Track I and Track II were merging, that is to say, that individuals on

Track I were working on exactly the same problem as the CIA was working on

Track II.” (Kissinger, 8/12/75, p. 21)

Ambassador Korry’s activities in Chile between September 4 and October 24

support Kissinger’s view that the line separating Track I and Track II often be

came blurred. For example, the Ambassador was authorized to make his contacts

in the Chilean military aware that if Allende were seated, the military could

expect no further military assistance (MAP) from the United States. Later, in

response to his own recommendation, Korry was authorized to inform the

Chilean military that all MAP and military sales were being held in abeyance

pending the outcome of the Congressional election on October 24. On October 7,

Ambassador Korry received the following cable from Washington, apparently

authorized by the 40 Committee: ‘

“2. "‘ * * you are now acthorized to inform discreetly the Chilean military

through the channels available to you that if a successful effort is made to block

Allende from taking office, we would reconsider the cuts we have thus far been

forced to make in Chilean MAP and otherwise increase our presently program

med MAP for the Chilean Armed Forces. * * * If any steps the military should

take should result in civil disorder, we would also be preprared promptly to de

Chiefs of Staff Admiral Thomas Moorer, NSC Staff Member for Latin America Viron P.

Vaky, Director of the State Department’s Bureau of Intelli ence and Research Ray S.

Cline, and the Deputy Chief of Mission in Santiago Harry W. hlaudeman. The Committee

has received written responses from Messrs. Moorer, Johnson, Vak , Shlaudeman and

Cline. All exce t Cline have indicated that they had no knowledge of t e Track II activity

at the time; line indicated he heard of the activities in a general way, from his sub

ordinate who handled 40 Committee work and from former associates at the CIA. In

oral communications with Committee staff members, Secretaries Rogers and Laird have

indicated they were unaware of Track II.

11 In this same situation report, Ambassador Korry related a message that he had sent

to President Frei through his Defense Minister indicating the economic pressures that

would be brought to bear on Chile should Allende assume office :

Frei should know that not a nut or bolt will be allowed to reach Chile under Allende.

Once Allende comes to power we shall do all within our power to condemn Chile and

the Chileans to utmost deprivation and poverty. a policy designed for a long time to

come to accelerate the hard features of a Communist society in Chile. Hence, for Frei

to believe that there will be much of an alternative to utter misery, such as seeing

Chile muddle through. would be strictly illusory.

The use of economic instruments as levers on Frei and the Chilean military was a

persistent subject of White House-CIA discussions and of instructions to the field.

Helms’ notes from the September 15 meeting with the President included the notation

“make the economy scream.” Economic leverage was the primary topic of a September 18

White House meeting involving Kissinger, Helms and Karamessines. '
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liver support and material that might be immediately required.” (Cable 075517,

Hq. to Sta., 10/7/70)

The_essential difference between Tracks I and II, as envisioned by instruc

iions to Amabssador Korry during this period, was not that Track II was coup

oriented and'Track I was not. Both had this objective in mind. The difference

between the two tracks was, simply, that the CIA'S direct contacts with the

Chilean military, and its active promotion and suport of a coup without Presi

dent Frei’s involvement, were to be known only to a small group of individuals

in the White House and the CIA. Kissinger testified that Track II ma.tters were

to be reported directly to the White House “for reasons of security.” (Kissinger,

8/12/75, p. 14) Thomas Karamessines, the CIA'S Deputy Director for Plans at

the time and the principal CIA contact with the White House on Track II mat

ters, testified on his understanding of why State, Defense, the 40 Committee and

Ambassador Korry were excluded from Track II :

“That was not a decision that we made. But the best I can do is suggest that

there was concern about two things. Number one, that there might be serious ob

jections lodged, for example, by the State Department particularly if Track II

were to be laid out at a Forty Committee meeting. And the only other thing I

can contribute to that is that it was felt that the security of the activity would be

be better protected if knowledge of it were limited.” (Karamessines, 8/6/75, p.

122) -

(0) CIA views of difficulty of project

On one point the testimony of the CIA officials who were involved in Track II

is unanimous: they all said they thought Track II was unlikely to succeed. That

view ran from the working levels of the Agency to the top. They all said they felt

they were being asked to do the impossible, that the risks and potential costs of

the project were too great. At the same time, they felt they had been given an

explicit Presidential order, and they tried to execute that order.

A few excerpts from the testimony follow:

Richard Helms, CIA Director—

* * * my heart sank over this meeting, because * * * the possibility of bringing

off something like this seemed to me that time to be just as remote as anything

could be. In practical terms, the Army was constitutionalist. * * * And when

you look here at the time frame in Which the man was suddenly asking you to

accomplish something. it seemed really almost inconceivable. "‘ * *

What I came away from the meeting with the distinct impression that we were

being asked to do almost the impossible and trying to indicate this was going

to be pretty tough. * ‘ *” (Helms, 7/15/75, pp. 6-7)

Chief, Chile Task Force

* * * it [was] my feeling that the odds [were] unacceptable, it [was] some

thing that [was] not going to work, and we [were] going to be burned if we [got]

into it * "' * what [were] the chances of pulling off a coup successfully, or in any

way stopping Allende from assuming the presidency? * * * we never even got to

two chances out of 20. ( Chief, Chile Task Force. 7/31/75, p. 16)

“* * * I assure you that those people that I was in touch with at the Agency

just about universally said, my God, why are we given this assignment?” (Chief,

Chile Task Force. 7/31/75, p. 53)

Deputy Chief, Western Hemisphere Division—

“There was just no question that we had to make this effort, no matter what the

odds were. And I think that most people felt that the odds were just pretty long.”

(Deputy Chief/WH Division, 7/15/75, p. 20)

Further, CIA officials believed their judgment of the project's difficulty was

known to the White House. Helms commented on the September 15th meeting:

“So realizing all of these things, I’m relatively certain that day that I pointed

out this is going to be awfully tough.” (Helm-s, 7/15/75, p. 16) Karamessines re

called pointing out to the President that “the Chilean military seemed to be dis

organized and unwilling to do anything. And without their wanting to do some

thing, there did not seem to be much hope.” (Karamessines, 8/6/75, p. 10)

3. CIA’S IMPLEMENTATION OF TRACK II

(a) Evolution of CIA strategy

The President’s instruction to the CIA on September 15 to prevent Allende’s

assumption of power was given in the context of a broad U.S. Government effort

to achieve that end. The September 15 instruction to the CIA involved from the

beginning the promotion of a military coup d’etat in Chile. Although there was

._ 4:
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talk of a coup in Chilean military circles, there was little indication that it would

actually take place without active U.S. encouragement and support.

“There was much talk among Chilean officers about the possibility of some kind

of coup . . . but this was not the kind of talk that was being backed by, you

know, serious organizational planning.” (Karamessines, 8/6/75, p. 32)

(i) The “constitutional coup” approach

Although efforts to achieve a political solution to the Allende victory continued

simultaneous with Track II, the Agency premised its activities on the assumption

that the political avenue was a dead end. On September 21, CIA Headquarters

cabled its Station in Santiago :

“Purpose of exercise is to prevent Allende assumption of power. Paramilitary

legerdemain has been discarded. Military solution is objective.” (Cable 236, Hq. to

Sta., 9/21/70)

The initial strategy attempted to enlist President Frei in promoting a coup to

perpetuate his presidency for six more years. The Agency decided to promise “help

in any election which was an outgrowth of a successful military takeover.”

(Memo, Helms to Kissinger, 11/18/70) Under this plan Frei would invite the

military to take over, dissolve the Congress, and proclaim a new election. Thomas

Karamessines, the Deputy Director for Plans, testified:

“So this was in a sense not Track II, but in a sense another aspect of a quiet and

hopefully non-violent military coup. * "' * This was abandoned when the military

were reluctant to push Frei publicly * * * and, number two, Frei was reluctant

to leave on his own in the absence of pressure from the military. * * * There

was left as the only chance of success a straight military coup.” (Karamessines

8/6/75, p. 6)

At the same time, the Station in Santiago reported :

“Strong reasons for thinking neither Frei nor Schneider will act. For that

reason any scenario in which either has to play an active role now appears utterly

unrealistic. Overtures to lower echelon officers (e.g., Valenzuela) can of course

be made. This involves promoting Army split.” (Cable 424, Sta. to Hq., 9/23/70)

(ii) Military solution

President Frei’s failure even to attempt to dissuade his own party convention

on October 3-4 from reaching a compromise with Allende ended all hope of using

him to prevent an Allende presidency. (Memo, Helms to Kissinger, 11/18/70, p.

16) Thus, by the beginning of October, it was clear that a vehicle for a military

solution would have to be found in the second echelon of Chilean officers, and that

the top leadership of the Armed Service, particularly General Rene Schneider,

constituted a stumbling block. (Cable 424, Sta. to Hq., 9/23/70; Cable 439, Sta. to

Hq., 9/30/70) The Agency’s task was to cause a coup in a highly unpromising

situation and to overcome the formidable obstacles represented by Frei’s inaction,

Schneider's strong constitutionalism, and the absence of organization and enthu

siasm among those others who were interested in a coup.

A three-fold program was set into motion:

“a. Collect intelligence on coup-minded officers;

“b. Create a coup climate by propaganda,12 disinformation, and terrorist activi

ties intended to provoke the left to give a pretext for a coup: (Cable 611, Hq. to

Sta., 10/7/70)

19 A cable sent from CIA Headquarters to Santiago on October 19 focused on creating

an appropriate justification for a coup. The cable stated :

1. It still appears that Ref A coup has no pretext or justification that it can offer to

make it acceptable in Chile or Latin America. It therefore would seem necessary to create

one to bolster what will probably be their claim to a coup to save Chile from com

munism' " ‘ You may wish include variety of themes in justification of coup to military

for their use. These could include but are not limited to: (A) Firm intel. that Cubans

planned to reorganize all intelligence services along Soviet/Cuban mold thus creating

structure for police State. ' ° ‘ (B) Economic situation collapsing. ' ' ‘ (C) By quick

recognition of Cuba and Communist countries Allende assumed U.S. would cut off material

assistance to Armed Forces thus weakening them as constitutional barriers. Would then

empty armories to Communist Peoples Militia with task to run campaign of terror based

on alleged labor and economic sabotage. (Use some quotes from Allende on this.)

2. Station has written some excellent prop guidances. Using themes at hand and which

best known to you we are now asking you to prepare intel report based on some well

known facts and some fiction to justify coup, split opposition, and gain adherents for

military group. With appropriate military contact can determine how to “discover” intel

report which could even be planted during raids planned by Carabineros.

3. We urge you to get this idea and some concrete suggestions to plotters as soon as

you. Coup should have a justification to prosper. (Cable 882, Hq. to St. 10/19/70.

72-018 0 - 81 - 9
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“c. Inform those coup-minded officers that the U.S. Government would give

them full support in a short of direct U..S military intervention.” (Cable 762,

Hq. to Sta., 10/14/70)

(b) The Chile take force

Because of the highly sensitive nature of the operation, a special task

force was created in the CIA'S Western Hemisphere Division to manage it.

The task force was placed under the daily direction of the Deputy Director

for Plans, Thomas Karamessins, and a group of the Age_ncy’s most experienced

and skilled operators were detailed to the task force. One experienced CIA

officer was summoned back to Washington from an overseas assignment to head

the operation. With the exception of the Division Chief, William Broe, his

deputy and the head of the Chile Branch, no other officers in the Division were

aware of the task force's activities, not even those officers who normally had

responsibility for Chile. The task force had a special communications channel

to Santiago and Buenos Aires to compartment cable traffic about Track II.

(Memo, Helms to Kissinger, ~11/18/70, p- 30) Most of the significant operatio'nal

decisions were made by the Chief of the Chile Task Force, Broe and Kara

messines, who met on a daily basis.

-It should be noted that all those involved with the task force described the

pressure from the White House as intense. Indeed, Karamessines has said that

Kissinger “left no doubt in my mind that he was under the'heavi“est of pressure

to get this accomplished, and he in turn was placing us under the heaviest of

pressures to get it accomplished.” (Karamessines, 8/6/75, p. 7) The Deputy

Chief of the Western Hemisphere Division testified that pressure was “as tough

as I ever saw it in my time there, extreme.” (Deputy Chief/WH Division 7/'18/75,

p. 20) Broe testified that “I have never gone through a period as we did on the

Chilean thing. I mean it was just constant, constant, * “ " Just continual

pressure. ‘ " * It was coming from the White House.” (Broe, 8/4/75, p. 55)

(0) Use of the U.S. military attache and interagency relations

The CIA Station in Santiago had inadequate contacts within the Chilean

military to carry out its task. However, a U.S. military attache in Santiago knew

the Chilean military very well due to his broad personal contacts among the

Chilean officers. Following a proposal by the Chief of Station, the CIA decided

to enlist the attache in collecting intelligence concerning the possibility of a coup

and to use him as a channel to let the interested Chilean military know of U.S.

support for a coup. Karamessines described this procedure for the Committee:

“We also needed contact with a wider segment of the military, the senior

military which we had not maintained and did not have, but which we felt

confident that our military representative in Chile had. * * * And we got the

approval of the DIA to enlist the cooperation of the attache in our effort to

procure intelligence.” (Karamessines, 8/6/75, p. 6)

To obtain the attache’s services, CIA officials prepared a suggested message

for the Director of DIA to send to him in Santiago through CIA communications

channels. Because the DIA Director. General Donald V. Bennett, was in Europe

on official business. the Deputy Director of Central Intelligence, General Cush

man, invited DIA Deputy Director Lt. General Jamie M. Philpott to his office

on September 28, 1970.” During that meeting, General Cushman requested the

assistance of the attache, and General Philpott signed a letter which authorized

transmission of a message directing him :

“* * * to work closely with the CIA chief. or in his absence, his deputy, in

contacting and advising the principal military figures who might play a decisive

role in any move which might, eventually, deny the presidency to Allende.

“Do not, repeat not. advise the Ambassador or the Defense Attache of this

message, or give them any indication of its portent. In the course of your routine

activities. act in accordance with the Ambassador’s instructions. Simultaneously,

I wish—-and now authorize you—to act in a concerted fashion with the CIA

chief.

“This message is for your eyes only, and should not be discussed with any per

son other than those CIA officers who will be knowledgeable. CIA will identify

them.” (Cable 380. Hq. to Sta., 9/28/75)

For this and all subsequent messages intended for the attache, the secret CIA

communications channel was used.

1‘General Bennett returned to the United States on the evening of October 10, ‘1970.

General Philpott was Acting Director in Bennett's absence.
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Both General Philpott and Thomas Karamessines testified that initially the

attache would be used only to “obtain or procure" intelligence on Chilean mili

tary officers." (Philpott, 8/5/75, p. 11; Karamessines, 8/6/75, p. 6) The Septem

ber 28, 1970 message to the attache, however, did in fact trigger his deep in

volvement in the coup attempt. According to the attache’s testimony, he received

ay-to-day instructions from the Chief of Station, and on occasion, the COS

show him messages, ostensibly from Generals Bennett and-or Philpott,

im to take certain actions. The COS also transmitted messages from

 

General Benn testified that he never had knowledge of Track II and that

he never received any communication relating t.-hereto, nor did he ever authorize

the transmission of any messages to the attache. General Philpott also testified

that he had no recollection of anything connected with Track II after his initial

meeting with General Cushman on September 28. (Philpott, 8/5/75, p. 16)

U.S. Army Colonel Robert C. Roth, who in September and October 1970 was

the Chief of the Human Resources Division, Director of Collection, DIA, testified

that he recalled working for Generals Bennett and Philpott on “a priority re

quirement to identify Chilean personalities who might be helpful in preventing

the election of Allende as President of Chile.” (Roth, 8/14/75, p. 6) Though

Roth recalls no mention of Track II as such, the goal of this mission was identi

cal to that described in the message of September 28 hearing Philpott’s signature.

Beginning on October 15, Roth kept a chronology of his activities connected with

Chile. This chronology reflects that there was a meeting on October 21 regarding

the preparation of biographic material on Chilean generals which focused on

their willingness to participate in a military coup. Generals Bennett, Philpott,

and a CIA representative attended. The chronology also shows that on October

21, Roth delivered a message to Mr. Broe to be sent by CIA channels,15 A message

was sent to the attache that same day, ostensibly from General Bennett, which

authorized:

“FYI: Suspension temporarily imposed on MAP and FMS has been rescinded.

This action does not repeat not imply change in our estimate of situation. On the

contrary, it is intended to place us in a posture in which we can formally cut off

assistance if Allende elected and situation develops as we anticipate. Request

. up date on situation.” (Cable 446, Sta- to Hq., 10/21/70; Ref.: Cable 762. Hq. to

. Sta.. (Cable 934, Hq. to Sta. 19/21/70)

-. Roth testified that this DIA project ended on October 23 when he followed

'= Philpott’s instructions to deliver biographic information on Chilean figures to Mr.

L__ Broefat CIA. Philpott also instructed him that “any further action on the sub

‘ ject would henceforth be the responsibility of the CIA and that DIA would per

~ form normal support functions.” (Roth, 8/14/75, p. 8)"

Both_ Bennett and Philpott testified that the activities described by Roth were

=, routine DIA activities. However, Colonel Roth testified:

E “I believe my impression at the time, or my recollection. is that I was informed

' that there was concern at the highest U.S. Governmental level over the possible

election of Allende, that DIA then had a priority responsibility of coming up with

the identities of key Chilean personalities that would be helpful, and so forth.

I have nothing specific as to the nature of the instructions or the channels through

which they came.

“Q. It was your sense at the time that you were working on a project that if

it had not been initiated by, at least had the attention of or concern of, the

highest level?

“Colonel Ronan. That was my impression at the time.

“Q. You understand from your work in the Defense Department that the highest

level of government usually indicated the President of the United States?

“Colonel Ronan. I would assume that.”

The CIA produced copies of several messages which identify Generals Ben

nett and Philpott as either the sender or recipient. Among these documents is

14 In this connection it should be noted that when questioned about this letter. General

Philpott testified that he recalled signing an authorization such as that contained in the

first paragraph of Headquarters 380 but that he did not recall the authorizations and

_ instructions in paragraphs two and three.

-_ 15 Roth believes that General Philpott directed him to deliver this message and also

pressed him on several occasions to seek a response-from Broe to an earlier message to

the attache. (Roth. 10/7/75. p. 53)

1' Roth's chronology also indicates that Philpott had asked that Broe be queried on two

or three occasions regarding a report from the attache and that Philpott instructed that

only he (Philpott) would communicate with Cushman if the need arose.(Roth. 8/14/75.

p. 11) Roth also testified that Philpott advised him that communications with the attache

would be by CIA channels. (Roth, 8/14/75, p. 41)



a message relating to Track II which bears Philpott’s purported signature. (Un

dated message, 10/14/70) General Philpott admitted that the signature appears to

be his but doubted that it was and he could not recall signing it, or having seen

it. (Philpott, 8/5/75, p. 22) CIA also produced messages of October 14 (Cable

762, Hq. to Sta., 10/14/70) and October 21 (Cable 934, Hq. to Sta, 10/21/70)

conveying instructions from General Bennett tothe attaches. General Bennett

testified he did not authorize these messages :

“It is beyond the responsibilities which I had in the military assistance area.

It goes beyond the responsibility which I had in terms that I would have to get

the authority or the approval of the Secretary through the Chairlllim fo!' covert

action of this magnitude. The message would not have been signed by me."

(Bennett, 8/5/75, p. 21) -

According to Karamessines, only the White House had the authority to issue

the directives contained in those messages. ( Karamessines, 8/6/75, p. 84)

The Department of Defense was unable to provide any documents bearing on

the issue of the attache’s Track II instructions or responses. A DOD file search

under the direction of General Daniel 0. Graham, Director of DIA, produced no

copies of communication documents for the September-October period. (Graham,

8/5/75, p. 6) However, Roth testified that detailed memoranda for the record

which he prepared on his activities are missing from the files. (Roth, 10/7/75,

11- 58)

CIA officials maintain that they acted faithfully in transmitting messages to

Generals Bennett and-or Philpott and in never sending a message without proper

authorization. Mr. Karamessines was particularly forceful in this regard:

“* * ' I can recall no instance in my experience at the Central Intelligence

Agency in which a message was received for an individual. an officer of the

government anywhere, in whatever department, which was not faithfully, di

rectly, promptly and fully and accurately delivered to that officer, or to his duly

authorized representative. (Karamessines, 8/6/75, p. 79)

“We may have played tricks overseas, but it stopped at the water’s edge, and

we didn’t play tricks among ourselves or among our colleagues within the Agency

or in other agencies. ( Karamessines, 8/6/75, p. 79)

“We could not remain in business for a day * * * if this had been the practice

of the Agency. It would have been no time at all before we would have been

found out, a single instance of the kind of thing you are suggesting might have

taken place would have put us out of business.” (Karamessines, 8/6/75. p. 80)

Dr. Kissinger denied he was ever informed of the attache’s role or that he

authorized any messages to be sent to the attache. (Kissinger, 8/12/75, p. 22)

The investigation to date has not resolved the conflict between the statements

of the senior CIA, DIA and White House officials. There are four possibilities

that could explain the conflict. First, Generals Bennett and Philpott were cog

nizant of Track II and communicated their general instructions to the attache.

This possibility would be contrary to their sworn testimony. Second, General

Bennett was not aware of Track II but General Philpott was and communicated

general instructions to the attache. This possibility is supported by Roth's tes

timony but would be contrary to Philpott’s sworn testimony and his duty to keep

General Bennett informed. Third, the CIA acted on its own, and, after receiving

initial authority from General Philpott, co-opted and ordered the attache with

out further informing any member of the Department of Defense or the White

House. This possibility would be contrary to the sworn testimony of the Chief

of the Chile Task Force, William Broe, Thomas Karamessines, and William

Colby. Fourth, members of the White House staff authorized the CIA to convey

orders to the attache on the -basis of high or highest government authority. Fur

ther, that the White House staff directed that the attache’s superiors in the

Pentagon not be informed. This possibility would contradict the sworn testimony

of Dr. Kissinger and General Alexander Haig.

(d) Agents who posed as third country nationals

In order to minimize the risks of making contact with dissident Chilean officers.

the task force decided in late September to send four agents to Chile posing

as third country nationals to supplement the attache’s contacts with Chilean

military officers. Headouarters felt this was necessary because “We don’t want

to miss a chance.” (Cable 363, Hq. to Sta., 9/27/70) The agents were compart

mented from each other and reported separately on their contacts to an opera

tive in Santiago. who in turn reported to the Station. According to the testi

mony of the Chief of Station, they received their instructions from Washington

and not from the Station.

is?
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(e) Chief of Station

Although most of the Station officers in Santiago did not know of Track II,

the Chief and Deputy Chief of Station were knowledgeable and the Chief of

Station initiated contacts on his own with Chilean officers. The COS has

testified that he regarded Track II as unrealistic :

“I had left no doubt in the minds of my colleagues and superiors that I did

not consider any kind of intervention in those constitutional processes desirable

" * * And one of the reasons certainly for my last recall [to Washington] was

to be read the riot act-—which was done in a very pleasant, but very intelligible

manner. Specifically, I was told at that time that the Agency was not too

interested in continuously being told by me that certain proposals which had

been made could not be executed, or would be counterproductive.” (Chief of

Station (Felix), 8/1/75, p. 10)

The Chief of State's objection to Track II did not go unnoticed. The follow

ing instruction to the COS was sent on October 7 : “Report should not contain

analysis and argumentation but simply report on action taken.” (Cable 612,

Hq. to Sta., 10/7/70) Very simply, Headquarters wanted the Station to take

orders quietly as was the Agency itself. ‘ ~

Three examples of the Chief of State's reporting bear out his claim to have

dissented:

“Bear in mind that parameter of action is exceedingly narrow and available

options are quite limited and relatively simple. (Cable 424, Sta. to Hq., 9/23/70)

“Feel necessary to caution against any false optimism. It is essential that we

not become victims of our own propaganda. (Cable 441, Sta. to Hq., 10/1/70)

“Urge you do not convey impression that Station has sure-fire method of

halting, let alone triggering coup attempts.” (Cable 477, Sta. to Hq. 10/7/70, p. 2)

4. cm arrows TO mouorn A cour

(a) The Chilean Conspirators

Anti-Allende coup plotting in Chile centered around several key individuals.

One of these was retired General Roberto Viaux, the General who had led the

“Tacnazo” insurrection a year before." Following the “Tacnazo” revolt, and his

dismissal from the Army, Viaux retained the support of many non-commissioned

and junior officers as well as being the recognized leader of several right-wing

civilian groups. (CIA Briefing Papers, “Special Mandate from the President on

Chile,” 7/15/75) Another individual around which plotting centered was General

Camilo Valenzuela, Commander of the Santiago Garrison, who was in league

with several other Chilean officers. (CIA Report on Chilean Task Force Activi

ties, 11/18/70) These officers, with one possible exception, were in contact with

Viaux as well.18

There was considerable communication among the various plotting elements.

As Thomas Karamessines testified:

“* " ‘ I might add that it seemed that a good dozen or more Chilean senior

officers were privy to what was going on * * * they were all talking to one

another exchanging views and trying to see how best to mount the kind of coup

that they wanted to see take place.” (Karamessines, 8/6/75, p. 10.)

(1)) Contacts prior to October 15 '

The CIA'S initial task in Chile was to assess the potential within the Chilean

military to stage a coup. It recognized quickly that anti-Allende currents did

exist in the military and the Carabineros (police), but were immobilized by

“the tradition of military respect for the Constitution” and “the public and

private stance of General Schneider, Commander-in-Chief of the Army, who

advanced strict adherence to the Constitution.” (CIA Report on Chilean Task

Force Activities, 11/18/70), p. 17) The Agency‘s task, then was to overcome “the

apolitical, constitutional-oriented inertia of the Chilean military.” (Ibid, p. 2)

17 This revolt was engineered by Viaux ostensibly for the purposes of dramatizing the

military's demand for higher pay, but was widely interpreted as an abortive coup.

1” The record of meetings between Viaux and the active duty military officers is incom

plete. The record does show. however, that several met with Viaux during the Track II

period. One high ranking oiilcer may have been a member of Viaux’s inner circle of

conspirators. Although a distinction can be made between the Viaux and Valenzuela groups,

as CIA witnesses did throughout their testimony before the Committee. the principal dis

tinction between the two was that the latter was led by active duty military officers. The

two groups were in contact with each other. The record also indicates that they worked

together in at least two of the three Schneider kidnap attempts.
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Since the very top of the Chilean military, embodied by .General Schneider

and his second-in-command, General Prats, were hostile to the idea of a coup

against Allende, discreet approaches were made to the second level of general

officers. They were to be informed that the U.S. Government would support a

coup both before and after it took place.19 (Cable 611, Hq. to Sta. 10/7/70)

This effort began in earnest on October 5 when the attache informed both

an Army General ("State's priority contact”) and an Air Force General of

the pro-coup U.S. policy (Santiago 469, October 5, Santiago 473, October 6.) 2°

Three days later the Chief of Station told a high ranking Carabinero official

that “the U.S. Government favors a military solution and is willing to support

it in any manner short of outright military intervention” (Task Force Log,

10/9/70) The official informed the COS that there was no chance of a coup by

the Chilean Army high command. (Task Force Log. 10/10/70)

On October 7, the attache approached members of the War Academy in San

tiago who in turn asked him to provide light weapons. This was the attache’s

first contact with the Army officer to whom he would ultimately pass three

submachine guns on October 22.21 At this meeting, the Army officer told the

attache that he and his colleagues were:

“ * "‘ * Trying to exert forces on Frei to eliminate Gen. Schneider to either re

place him, send him out of the country. They had even studied plans to kidnap

him. Schneider is the main barrier to all plans for -the military to take over the

government to prevent an Allende presidency.” (Cable 483, Sta. to Hq., 10/8/70)

The next day, October 8, Headquarters cabled the Station in response to the

attache-Army officer meeting. Headquarters took note of Schneider’s resistance

to coup plans and stated:

“ * “ *. They would make it more important than ever to remove him and to

bring this new state of events . . . anything we or Sta-tion can do to effect

removal of Schneider? We know this rhetorical question, but wish inspire

thought on both ends on this matter.” (Cable 628, Hq. to Sta., 10/8/70

During the first week of intensive efforts chances of success looked bleak. The

Chile Task Force Log commented:

“ * "' * the highest levels of the armed forces unable to pull themselves together

to block Allende. The Chilean military’s tradition of non-intervention, Frei’s re

luctance to tarnish his historical image, General Schneider’s firm constitutional

stand, and most importantly, the lack of leadership within the government and

military are working against a military takeover.” (Task Force Log, 10/8/70)

The following day the Station made reference to -the “rapid (ly) waning chances

for success.” (Cable 487, Sta. to Hq., 10/9/70) This pessimism was not dispelled

by their simultaneous judgment: “Station has arrived at Viaux solution by proc

ess of elimination.” (Cable 504, Sta. to Hq., 10/10/70) Three days later the Task

Force agreed: “We continue to focus our attention on General Viaux who now

appears to be the only military leader willing to block Allende.” (Task Force

Log. 10/13/70)

If Viaux was the CIA'S only hope of staging a coup, things were bleak indeed.

His own colleagues. including General Valenzuela, described him as “a General

without an army.” (Cable 495, Sta. to Hq., 10/9/70) Yet in the first two weeks

of October he came to be regarded as the best hope for carrying ou-t the CIA'S

Track II mandate.

Although the U.S. military‘ attache was instructed not to involve himself with

Viaux because of the high risk involved (Cable 461, Sta. to Hq., 10/5/70), he

19The military officers were told, for example, that should Allende be prevented from

taking office, “The Chilean military will not be ostracized, but rather can continue to

count on us for MAP support and maintenance of our close relationship." (Cable 075517,

Hq. to Sta. 10/7/70)

2° According to the CIA'S wrap-up report on Track II, between October 5 and October 20.

the CIA Station and the attache— or the most part the latter—-made 21 contacts with key

military and Carabinero officials. (CIA Report on Chilean Task Force Activities. 11/8/70)

21 In his testimony, the attache indicated that the Army officer was affiliated with an Army

general. (U.S. military attache. 8/4/75, p. 52) In a cable sent to Headquarters on Octo

ber 18, in which the Army ofilcer’s request for three submachine guns was made, the Station

indicated that the attache believed the officer, and his comnanion, a Navy officer were in

league with a Navy admiral. (Cable 562. Sta. to Hq.. 10/18/70) At another point in his tes

timony. the attache stated. “There was Valenzuela here and the Navy officer and the Army

officer and the Air Force General over here.” (The attache, 8/4/75, p. 107) The Committee

has been unable to determine the exact affiliation of the Army officer. However. as previously

stated. _both the Army general and the Navy admiral were affiliated with General Valen

zuela and the Navy admiral was in contact with General Viaux.
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served initially as a contact to Viaux through a military attache of another

country. This attache reported on October 5 that Viaux wanted several hundred

paralyzing gas grenades to launch a coup on October 9. (Cable 476, Sta. to Hq.,

10/6/70) Headquarters turned down the request, concluding that a “mini-coup

at this juncture would be counterproductive” and Viaux should postpone his

plans, “while encouraging him in a suitable manner to maintain his posture

so that he may join larger movement later if it materializes.” (Cable 585, Hq.

to Sta. 10/6/70)

The primary purpose of the CIA agents who posed as third country nationals

was to contact Viaux, and they very rapidly relieved the attache of his indirect

role in that task. Viaux reiterated his demand for an air drop of weapons to

one of these CIA agents, and again the response was the same: reject the de

mand for arms, but encourage him to keep planning. In essence the Agency was

buying time with Viaux: “We wish to encourage Viaux to expand and refine

his coup planning. Gain some influence over his actions.” (Cable 689, Hq. to Sta.

10/10/70) To achieve this latter purpose, Headquarters authorized passing $20,

000 in cash and a promise of $250,000 in life insurance to Viaux and his associ

ates, as a demonstration of U.S. support. (Cable 729, Hq. to Sta., 10/13/70

On October 13, Headquarters again indicated its concern over Schneider by

asking: “What is to keep Schneider from making statement in early hours which

will freeze those military leaders who might otherwise join Viaux?” (Cable 729,

Hq. to Sta., 10/13/70.) The State's response later that same day was “Viaux

intends to kidnap Generals Schneider and Prats within the next 48 hours in order

to precipitate a coup.” (Cable 527, Sta. to Hq., 10/13/70) This Viaux kidnapping

of Schneider was reported by the Station “as part of a coup that included Valen

zuela.” (Cable 529, Sta. to Hq., 10/13/70)‘

At about this time the Station began to receive encouragement from its other

contacts. On October 14, ten days before the Chilean Congress was to vote, the

Task Force Log concluded:

“Now we are beginning to see signs of increasing coup activity from other mili

tary quarters, specifically, an Army General [deleted] and Admiral [deleted], and

the forces in conception and Valdivia " ' *” (Task Force Log, 10/14/70)

(c) October 15 decision

To summarize, by October 15 General Viaux had advertised to his contact a

desire to proceed with a coup, had indicated he would deal with the Schneider

obstacle by kidnapping him, had met at least once with General Valenzuela and

had once postponed his coup plans.’2

On October 15 Thomas Karamessines met with Henry Kissinger and Alexander

Haig at the White-House to discuss the situation in Chile. According to the

Agency’s record of this meeting, Karamessines provided a rundown on Viaux, a

meeting between two other Chilean military coup conspirators, and, in some detail,

“the general situation in Chile from the coup-possibility viewpoint.” (Memoran

dum of Conversation/Kissinger, Karamessines, and Haig, 10/15/70) A decision

was made at the meeting “to de-fuse the Viaux coup plot, at least temporarily :”

“It was decided by those present that the Agency must get a message to Viaux

warning him against any precipitate action. In essence the message should State:

‘We have reviewed your plans and based on your information and ours. we come

to the conclusion that your plans for a coup at this time cannot succeed. Failing,

they may reduce your capabilities in the future. Preserve your assets. We will

stay in touch. The time will come when you with all your other friends can do

something. You will continue to have our support.’ ” (Memorandum of Conversa

tion, Kissinger, Karamessines, Haig, 10/15/70)

The meeting concluded, according to the Agency’s record, “on Dr. Kissinger’s

note that the Agency should continue keeping the pressure on every Allende weak

spot in sight—now, after the 24th of October, after 5 November, and into the

22 The reason for Viaux postponing his coup plans was the subject of a cable from

Santiago to Headquarters :

We discount Viaux's statement that he had called off his coup attempt because

of the CIA agent’s impending visit. Other reporting indicated Viaux probably not able

or intending move this weekend. (Cable 499. Sta. to Hq. 10/10/70)

There is also reason to believe that General Valenzuela was instrumental in persuading

\ iaux to postpone. According to the Chile Task Force Log :

Station reported that on 12 October General Valenzuela met with General Viaux

ia:)1;l1;i/t_t;(2)1)11pted to persuade him not to attempt a coup. (Chile Task Force Log,
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future until such time as new marching orders are given. Mr. Karamessines stated

that the Agency would comply.” 2’

The following day CIA Headquarters cabled the results of the White House

meeting to the Station in Santiago:

“2. It is firm and continuing policy that Allende be overthrown by a coup. . . .

We are to continue to generate maximum pressure toward this end utilizing every

appropriate resource.

“3. After the most careful consideration it was determined that a Viaux coup

attempt carried out by him alone with the forces now at his disposal would fail.

Thus it would be counterproductive to our Track Two objectives. It was decided

that CIA get a message to -Viaux warning him against precipitate action.” (Cable

802, Hq. to Sta. 10/16/70)

The message was supplemented by orders to “continue to encourage him

(Viaux) to amplify his planning; encourage him to join forces with other coup

planners.” (Cable 802, Hq. to Sta., 10/16/70) The message concluded: “There

is great and continuing interest in the activities of Valenzuela et al and we wish

them optimum good fortune.” (Ibid)

(d) Coup planning and attempts after October 15

The decision to “de-fuse” General Viaux was passed to a Viaux associate on

October 17. The associate responded that it did not matter because they had de

cided to proceed with the coup in any case. (Cable 533, Sta. to Hq., 10/17/70)

At the final meeting of the CIA agent and the Viaux associate on October 18,

the Agency was informed that the coup would proceed on October 22, “and that

the abduction of General Schneider is the first link in chain of events to come.”

(Cable 568, Sta. to Hq., 10/19/70) An “emergency channel” of communication

with Viaux was maintained. (Report on CIA Chilean Task Force Activities,

11/18/70, p. 21)

As previously stated, by mid-October things suddenly looked brighter for a

coup being mounted by the high-level Chilean military contacts?‘ A CIA overview

statement on Track II stated:

“Coup possibilities‘afforded by the active duty military group led by General

Valenzuela and Admiral [deleted] had always seemed more promising than the

capabilities of the Viaux group. These military officers had the ability and re

sources to act providing they decided to move and organized themselves accord

ingly.” (CIA Briefing Paper, “Special Mandate from the President on Chile,”

7/15/75, p. 5) ‘ ‘

By mid-October the Chilean military officers appeared to be moving in this

direction.

On the evening of October 17, the U.S. military attache met with the Chilean

Army officer and the Navy officer. They requested 8 to 10 tear gas grenades,

three 45-caliber machine guns and 500 rounds of ammunition. The Navy officer

said he had three machine guns himself “but can be identified by serial numbers

as having been issued to him. Therefore unable to use them.” (Cable 562, Sta.

to H., 10/18/70) The attache and the Chief of Station have testified that the

officers wanted the machine guns for self-protection. The question, of course, is

whether the arms were intended for use, or were used, in the kidnapping of

General Schneider. The fact that the weapons were provided the Army officer and

the Navy officer and that Viaux associates were convicted of the Schneider killing

suggests that the guns were not involved.

The machine guns and ammunition were sent from Washington by diplomatic

pouch on the morning of October 19, although Headquarters was puzzled about

their purpose: “Will continue make eflfort provide them but find our credulity

stretched by Navy officer leading his troops with sterile guns. What is special

purpose for these guns? We will try send them whether you can provide explana

tion or not.” (Cable 854, Hq. to Sta. 10/18/70) The first installment was delivered

2“Secretary Kissinger’s recollection of the October 15 meeting is not in accord with

that of Mr. Karamessines or the cable (Headquarters 802) that was sent the following

day to the Station in Santiago. This matter will be discussed in Part V of this report.

2‘ Two coup plotters. both Chilean generals, made one last attempt to persuade General

Schneider to change his anti-coup position on October 15. The Station reported that the

meeting turned out to be a “complete fiasco. Schneider refused to listen to their eloquent

presentation of Communist action in Chile ' ' ' and [remained] adamant in maintaining

his non-involvement stance." (Cable 548, Sta. to Hq., 10/16/70).
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to the Army officer and the Navy officer late in the evening of October 18 and

consisisted of the six tear gas grenades intended originally for Viaux.25

That same day, General Valenzuela informed the attache that he and three

other high ranking military officers were prepa-red to sponsor a coup. (CIA Re

port on Chilean Task Force Activities, 11/18/70) Their plan was to begin with

the kidnapping of General Schneider on the following evening, October 19, at

a military dinner being given for Schneider,” after which Schneider would be

flown to Argentina, Frei would resign and leave Chile, one of Valenzuela’s col

leagues would head the military junta, and dissolve Congress. With respect to

the kidnapping of Schneider, the cable reported :

“General Viaux knowledgeable of above operation but not directly involved

He has been sent to Vifia to stay with prominent physician. Will be seen in

public places‘ during 19 and 20 October to demonstrate fact that above opera

tion not his doing. Will be allowed to return to Santiago at end of week. Military

will not admit involvement in Schneider’s abduction which is to be blamed on

leftists.” (Cable 566, Sta. to Hq., 10/19/70)

The kidnapping of the evening of October 19 failed because General Schneider

left in a private vehicle, rather than in his official car, and his police guard failed

to be withdrawn. The Army officer assured the attache that another attempt

would be made on October 20. (Cable 582, Sta. to Hq. 10/20/70) The attache was

authorized to pay Valenzuela $50,000 “which was the price agreed upon between

the plotters and the unidentified team of abductors,” but the attache insisted that

the kidnapping be completed before he paid the money. (Task Force Log, 10/20/

70) At the same time General Valenzuela assured the attache that the military

was now prepared to move. (Task Force Log, 10/20/70) The second abduction

attempt on the 20th also failed and the Task Force concluded

“Since Valenzuela’s group is apparently having considerable difficulty execut

ing even the first step of its coup plan, the prospects for a coup succeeding or

even occurring before 24 October now appears remote.” (Task Force Log,

10/2/70)

(e) The Shooting of General Sch/neider

In the early morning hours of October 22 (2 a.m.), the attache delivered the

three submachine guns with ammunition to the Army officer in an isolated section

of Santiago.27

At about 7 am that day the group intended to kidnap General Schneider

met to discuss last-minute instructions. According to the findings of the Chilean

Military Court which investigated the Schneider killing, neither the Army officer

nor the Navy Officer were there. Shortly after 8 am, General Schneider's car was

2~'>As previously stated, after October 15 CIA efforts to promote a coup in Chile focussed

on the active duty military officers——Valenzuela, et al.—rather than Viaux. An example of

this shift in focus was the decision to provide the Arm officer and the Navy officer the

tear gas grenades originally intended for Viaux. A ca le from Santiago explained the

purpose of this action :

Station plans give six tear gas (grenades to the attache for delivery to Armed Forces oili

cers (delet on) instead of having IA agents posing as third country nationals deliver them

to Viaux group. Our reasoning is that the attache dealing with active duty officers. Also

CIA agent leaving evening 18 October, and will not be replaced but the attache will stay

here. Hence important that the attache credibility with Armed Forces officers be strength

ened. (Cable 562, Sta. to Hq. 10/18 70 °

2' The CIA agent who was 11 contact with Viaux at the time the Valenzeula plan was given

tg ttlég attache apprently understood that Viaux was involved in the October 19 attempt. He

s a :

Q. Were you told any of the details of how the (Viaux) kidnap ing would be carried out?

Mr. SARNO. The indicated it was going to be at some sort of a anquet which the General

(Schneider) woul be attending. (Sarno, 7/29/75, p. 37)

2" Although the attache’s testimony and the cable traffic do not clearly establish the iden

tity of the group to which the Army officer was affiliated (see page 240 of this report) two

CIA statements on Track II tie the weapons and therefore the Army officer, to the Valen

zuela grou :

' ' " The only assistance requested by Valenzuela to set the plan [of October 19] into

motion through Schneider’s abduction was several sub machine guns, ammunition, a few

tear gas grenades and gas masks (all of which were provided)! plus $50,000 for expenses

(which was to be passed upon demand). (CIA Report on Chilean Task Force Activities,

11/18/"!0',r£ 22)ree sub-machine guns, together with six gas cannisters and masks, were

passed to the Valenzuela group at 2 a.m. on 22 October. The reason why they still wanted

he weapons was because there were two days remaining before the Congress decided the

Presidential election and the Valenzuela group maintained some hope they could still

705-lt th-e-ir plans. (CIA Briefing Paper, “Special Mandate from President on Chile,”

, P- .
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intercepted on his way to work by the abductors and he was mortally wounded

when he drew his handgun in self-defense. The Military Court determined that

hand guns had been used to kill General Schneider, although it also found that

one unloaded machine gun was at the scene of the killing.28

The first Station reports following the Schneider shooting said “Military Mis

sion sources claim General Schneider machine gunned on way to work” (Cable

587, Sta. to Hq., 10/22/70) and “Assailants used grease guns.” (Cable 589, Sta.

to Hq., 10/22/70). The submachine guns had previously been described by the

Station as “grease guns.” Thus the initial reaction of the Station was that

Schneider had been shot with the same kind of weapons delivered several hours

earlier to the Army officer. Santiago then informed Headquarters “Station has

instructed the attache to hand over $50,000 if Gen. Valenzuela requests” (Cable

592, Sta. to Hq., 10/22/70), thus indicating that the Station thought the kidnap

ping had been accomplished by Valenzuela’s paid abductors. Later that day, the

Station cabled Headquarters:

“Station unaware if assassination was premeditated or whether it constituted

bungled abduction attempt. In any case, it important to bear in mind that move

against Schneider was conceived by and executed at behest of senior Armed

Forces officers. We know that General Valenzuela was involved. We also near

certain that Admiral, [deleted], Army officer and Navy officer witting and

involved. We have reason for believing th-at General Viaux and numerous

associates fully clued in, but cannot prove or disprove that execution or attempt

against Schneider was entrusted to elements linked with Viaux. Important factor

to bear in mind is that Armed Forces, and not retired officers or extreme rightists,

set Schneider up for execution or abduction. * * * All we can say is that attempt

against Schneider is affording Armed Forces one last opportunity to prevent

Allende’s election if they are willing to follow Valenzuela’s scenario.” (Cable 598,

Sta. to Hq., 10/22/70)

(f) Post October 22 events

The shooting of General Schneider resulted immediately in a declaration of

martial law, the appointment of General Prats to succeed Schneider as Com

mander in Chief, and the appointment of General Valenzuela as chief of Santiago

province. These measures, and others taken, caused the Chile Task Force to make

the following initial judgment :

“With only 24 hours remaining before the Congressional runoff, a coup climate

exists in Chile. "‘ * * The attack on General Schneider has produced developments

which Closely follow Valenzula’s plan. * * * Consequently the plotters’ positions

have been enhanced.” (Chile Task Force Log, 10/22/70)

On October 23, Director Helms reviewed and discussed Track II:

“It was agreed * * * that a maximum effort h-as been achieved, and that now

only the Chileans themselves can manage a successful coup. The Chileans have

been guided to a point where a military solution is at least open to them.” Task

Force Log, 10/24/70)

Although it was not immediately clear to CIA observers, the State's predic

tion of October 9 that the shooting of Schneider (as a result of an abduction

attempt) would “rally the Army firmly behind the flag of constitutionalism” was

correct. (Cable 495, Sta. to Hq., 10/9/75) On October 24 Dr. Allende was con

firmed by the Chilean Con-gress. General Schneider died the next day.

5. CIA/WHITE HOUSE COMMUNICATION DURING TRACK II

The testimony given to the Committee by Henry Kissinger and General Haig

conflicts with that given by CIA officials.

Kissinger and Haig testified that on October 15, 1970, the White House stood

down CIA efforts to promote a military coup d’etat in Chile. Both testified that

after that date they were neither informed of, nor authorized, CIA Track II

activities, including the kidnap plans of General Schneider and the passage of

weapons to the military plotters.

2" The Military Court determined that those who participated in the shooting of General

Schneider on October 22 were part of the Viaux-led conspiracy. The Court also found that

this same group had participated in the October 19 and 20 kidnap attempts.

In June 1972 General Viaux was convicted for complicity in the plot culminating in the

death of General Schneider. He received a 20-year prison sentence for being “author of

the crime of kidnapping which resulted in serious injury to the victim,” and a five- ear

exile for conspiring to cause a military coup. General Valenzuela was also convicte on

the latter charge. He received a sentence of three years in exile.
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By contrast, "CIA‘o'fiicials testified that they operated before and after Oc

tober 15 with the knowledge and approval of the White House.

The conflict pertains directly to the period after October 15, but it bears on

the degree of communication between the White House and the CIA in the

earlier period as well. For instance, Henry Kissinger testified that he was in

formed of no coup plan which began with the abduction of General Schneider. He

was aware of General Viaux’s plan—which he and K-aramessines decided on

October 15 to try to forestall—but did not know that it was to begin with

Schneider’s abduction.

CIA officials, especially Thomas Karamessines, stated that there was close

consultation throughout Track II between the Agency and the White House.

Karamessines testified that he met with Kissinger some six to ten times during

the five weeks of Track II (Karamessines, 8/6/75, p. 66); and that he kept

Kissinger generally informed of developments. (Ibid., p. 56) The Committee has

records of two meetings between Karamessines and Kissinger’s deputy, Gen

eral Alexander Haig. Karamessines’ daily calendar indicates that three other

meetings with General Haig took place—but does not establish with certainty

that the topic was Track II. The calendar also suggests that Karamessines and

Kissinger met on three other occasions and so might have had the opportunity

to discuss Track II.

Henry Kissinger’s testimony before the Committee difiers from Karamessines

in two respects: he believed Track II was “turned off" on October 15,” and, after

that date, he was informed neither of the coup plans of the Chilean conspirators

nor of the passage of weapons to them. He said that Track II was:

“In the nature of a probe and not in the nature of a plan, " * ' no plan for a

coup was ever submitted to the White House. So my recollection of events, this

was a request by President Nixon for Track II which led to two or three meetings

which then on October 15th led to being turned off by the White House, after

which Track II was dead as far as my office was concerned, and we never

received another report on the subject. (Kissinger, 8/12/75, p. 15)

“In my mind Track II was finished on October 15th and I never received any

further CIA information after October 15th on the basis of any records that I

have been able to find.” (Ibid., p. 59)

General Haig’s testimony generally coincided with Kissinger’s recollection:

“I left [the October 15th meeting] with the distinct impression that there was

nothing that could be done in this covert area that offered promise or hope for

success. I had the distinct impression that was Dr. Kissinger’s conclusion, and

that in effect these things——and I wasn’t even really familiar with what these

two groups were to do and how they were to do it, but they were to cease and

desist. (Haig, 8/15/75, pp. 26-27)

“My recollection would be that we had no hope for a viable covert plan of

action. That is the impression I got.” (Ibid., p. 29)

The following pages present the Committee’s record of communication be

tween the White House and the CIA from September 18 through December 21,

1970:

(a) September

September 18.-—Helms and Karamessines met with Kissinger at the White

House. As Helms’ notes of the September 15 meeting indicate. Kissinger wanted

a plan within 48 hours. In the meeting on the 18th, according to CIA records,

there was little discussion of a military coup. Rather the conversation focused

on “what economic leverage could be exercised in the Chilean situation.” (Memo

randum/Meeting with DDP, 9/18/70) The efficacy of economic pressure con

tinued to be a subject of concern during the last days of September. Apparently

that pressure was viewed as another inducement to Frei to opt for the “Frei

gambit.”

September 21.—The 40 Committee met. The Committee has no confirmation

that Chile was on the agenda at this meeting. Karamessines’ calendar confirms

that he attended; presumably Kissinger, the 40 Committee chairman, also at

tended, although the Committee has not been able to review his calendar. All

that can be said about this meeting—-and the meetings of the Senior Review

2°Secretary Kissinger, in a written response to a Committee question, stated that he

had not been able to find any "written instruction from the President to discontinue

efforts to organize a coup. The President did, however, convoy this decision to me orally

in mid-October, 1970.”

11:; date, the Committee has been unable to question former President Nixon on this

po .
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Group, which Kissinger also chaired-—is that the meetings afforded Kara

messines and Kissinger an opportunity to meet privately and discuss Track II

if they desired. In all these instances save the 40 Committee meeting on Septem

ber 22, the Committee has no evidence to confirm that such a private Kissingerf

Karamessines meeting actually took place. That the CIA prepared a ,memo

randum of conversation for the private meeting on the 22nd but has been able

to find none for other meetings may provide some support for the argument

that no other such private meetings occurred.

September 22.——Kissinger asked Karamessines to stay behind after a 40 Com

mittee meeting called to discuss Track I. The two men also discussed Track II

actions. ‘According to the CIA record of the meeting, Kissinger told Karamessines

that “our handling of the problem during the earlier meeting had been perfect

and he added we were doing fine and keep it up.” (Karamessines Memorandum

for the Record-Chile, 9/22/70)

(b) October

October 5.—A cable sent to Santiago, released by Karamessines, requested a

report on how the Station planned to contact the three Chilean Generals, includ

ing Valenzuela, named in a cable of September 30. (Cable 449, Hq. to Sta.,

9/30/70) The October 5 cable indicated that the report was needed for a discus

sion with Kissinger on October 6.30 (Cable 556, Sta. to Hq., 10/5/70) Karamessines

presumed such a meeting had taken place, although he had no specific memory of

it. (Karamessines, 8/6/75, pp. 69-70) His calendar for October 6 indicates that he

attended a 40 Committee meeting on Chile. (Karamessines calendar.) Kissinger

chaired that meeting.

October 6.—The Station reported that General Viaux was “ready to launch

golpe evening 9 October. or morning 10 October.” (Cable 472, Sta. to Hq., 10/6/70)

In response, CIA Headquarters labeled the prospective coup one “with scant

chance of success which will vitiate any fur-ther more serious action.” The Sta

tion was directed to try to “stop ill-considered action at this time.” (Cable 585.

Hq. to Sta., 10/6/70)

Kissinger testified he had not been informed of the Viaux plan, supporting his

recollection with the fact that the CIA memorandum of an October 10 conversa

tion between Karamessines and Haig (see below) makes no mention of any pre

vious plots. (Kissinger, 8/12/75, p. 24) Similarly, Kissinger did not remember

having been informed that the CIA had called off a coup it regarded as premature.

He stated:

“My perception at that period was that if they had a coup they would come * * *

back to us before triggering it * * * at no time during the period did they, in fact,

tell us * * * that they had a coup that might be ready to go. And, indeed, they gen

erally told us the opposite.” (Kissinger, 8/12/75, pp. 25-26)

As Karamessines’ calendar indicated, there was a 40 Committee meeting on

October 6. He attended this meeting, along with Richard Helms and William

Broe of the CIA. According to the minutes of that meeting, CIA efforts to pro

mote a military coup in Chile were not discussed. However, in an exchange with

Charles Meyer, who was then the State Department’s Assistant Secretary for

Latin American Affairs, Dr. Kissinger stressed the desire of “higher authority”

(President Nixon) to prevent Allende’s assumption of office. According to the

minutes:

“Mr. Meyer pointed to the need to determine a post-Allende position such as

proposed in NSSM 97. It was agreed that an early NSC meeting was desirable

on that subject. Mr. Kissinger said this presumed total acceptance of a fait

accompli and higher authority had no intention of conceding before the 24th;

on the contrary, he wanted no stone left unturned.” (Memorandum for the

Record/Minutes of the Meeting of the 40 Committee, 10/6/70, 10/7/70)

October 8.—Karamessines met for lunch with General Haig. (Karamessines

calendar.)

In his testimony, Haig recalled being aware that the CIA was in touch with

two different groups of military plotters. He believed there must have been

another meeting in which the CIA informed him of its on-going contacts.

“It seems to me, although the records don’t reflect it, that there was a meet

ing in September, a very brief one, in which I must have been told that there was

a specific program going underway. That probably would have been by Henry

30 In a written response to a Committee question, Kissinger stated that he was never

informed that these contacts had been made.
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(Kissinger) and perhaps with Karamessines there. I am not sure.” (Haig,

8/15/75, p. 12) , -

October 10.—Karamessines discussed the Chilean situation by telephone with

General Haig. He indicated that the Station had “made direct contact with a

number of the senior military officers, especially those who had been reportedly

very activist-minded and had received pessimistic reactions from all.” (Memo

randum/FUBELT, by William Broe, 10/10/70)

Haig recalled the telephone conversation with Karamessines on the 10th. His

recollection accords with the CIA memorandum of conversation.

“I do know, and I know that from looking at the record this morning, that

Karamessines made a telephone call to me in which he gave a progress report.

I recall that, It was in effect a negative progress report, that they were just

not coming up with it.” (Haig, 8/15/75, p. 12)

Haig indicated to the Committee that he would have passed along the sub

stance of that conversation to Kissinger, and that in general his role at the

time was one of -a conduit to Kissinger :

“I am quite confident that, given my own conception of my role at that time,

that I would have conveyed that information to Henry, "‘ * *. (Haig, 8/15/75,

.13p “Q? If Mr. Karamessines was unable to see Dr. Kissinger, and talked to you,

what degree of latitude did you have concerning what you would pass on to

Dr. Kissinger ?

“General HAIG. At that time I would consider I had no degree of latitude, other

than to convey to him what had been given to me.” (Id., p. 15)

October 1./;.—A cable to Santiago for the attache, ostensibly from General

Bennett, authorized the attache to select two Chilean general officers and

convey to them the following message: “High authority in Washington has

authorized you to offer material support short of armed intervention to Chilean

Armed Forces in any endeavors they may undertake to prevent the election

of Allende on October 24.” (Cable 762, Hq. to St-a., 10/14/70) Karamessines

testified that in this case “high authority” would have been Kissinger or the

President, for no one else could have given the attache such broad authoriza

tion. Karamessines presumed that the message had been drafted in, or -at least

cleared with, the White House. (Karamessines, 8/6/75, p. 91)

However, Kissinger did not recall having authorized the October 14th cable.

He found the sequence of events puzzling; having been told on the 10th that

little was happening, he would h-ave expected in the meeting on the 15th (see

below) to have discussed the results of the October 14th message. But the CIA

record makes no mention of any such discussion. (Kissinger, 8/12/75, p. 53)

The 40 Committee met to discuss, among other topics, Chile. In addition to

the 40 Committee principals (Kissinger, John Mitchell, David Packard, Alexis

Johnson, Admiral Moorer), the meeting was attended by Karamessines, Willi-am

Broe and General Robert Cushman of the CIA, Charles Meyer from State, and

Ambassador Korry, who had returned to Washington from Santiago for a short

period of consultation.

According to the minutes of that meeting, Kissinger asked Karamessines to

give a rundown on the latest developments and present situation in Chile.

Karamessines pointed out that “a coup climate does not presently exist.” He

noted that “the unpredictable General Viaux is the only individual seemingly

ready to attempt a coup and * " * his chances of mounting a successful one

were slight.” Ambassador Korry agreed with Karamessines’ assessment and

stated that “as of now it seemed almost certain that Allende would be voted into

office on October 24th.” Kissinger then observed that “there presently appeared

to be little the U.S. can do to influence the Chilean situation one way or

-another.” Other participants at the meeting concurred. (Memorandum for the

Record-Minutes of the Meeting of the 40 Comm.ittee, 10/14/70, 10/16/70)

October 15.—Karamessines met with Kissinger and Haig at the White House

to discuss Track II. According to the CIA memorandum of conversation,

Karamessines gave a run-down on Viaux, a meeting between two other Chilean

military conspirators and “the general situation in Chile from the coup-possi

bility viewpoint.” It was concluded that Viaux did not have more than one chance

in twenty—perhaps less—to launch a successful coup. Kissinger ticked off the

list of negative repercussions from an unsuccessful coup. The CIA record of the

meeting continues:

“5. It was decided by those present that the Agency must get a message to

Viaux warning him against any precipitate action. In essence our message was
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to state: ‘We have reviewed your plans, and based on your information and ours,

we come to the conclusion that your plans for a coup at this time cannot succeed.

Failing, they may reduce your capabilities for the future. Preserve your assets.

We will stay in touch. The time will come when you with all your other friends

can do something. You will continue to have our support.’

“6. After the decision to de-fuse the Viaux coup plot, at least temporarily, Dr.

Kissinger instructed Mr. Karamessines to preserve Agency assets in Chile, work

ing clandestinely and securely to maintain the capability for Agency operations

against Allende in the future.

“8. The meeting concluded on Dr. Kissinger’s note that the Agency should con

tinue keeping the pressure on every Allende weak spot in sight—now, after the

24th of October, after 5 November, and into the future until such time as new

marching orders are given. Mr. Karamessines stated that the Agency would

comply.” (Memorandum of Conversation/Dr. Kissinger, Mr. Karamessines, Gen.

Haig at the White House, 10/15/70) ~ - . ' ‘H - ‘ '

Kissinger, in his testimony before the Committee, regarded the CIA memo

randum of conversation as substantially correct, although somewhat more de

tailed than he would have remembered. (Kissinger, 8/12/75, p. 52) He believed

the Agency had been told to “stand down and preserve your assets.”

Kissinger believed that the gist of the October 15th meeting as recorded in the

CIA memorandum was incompatible with the order the CIA issued to its Station

the next day, an order ostensibly based on the October 15th meeting. And, he

noted, in writing its memorandum of the meeting of the,15th, the CIA had a

“high incentive to preserve the maximum degree of authority.” (Ibid., pp. 55—56)

The October 16th order indicated that Track II had been reviewed at “high

USG level” the previous day, and stated:

“2. It is firm and continuing policy that Allende be overthrown by a coup. It

would be much preferable to have this transpire prior to 24 October but efforts

in this regard will continue vigorously beyond this date. * " ‘

“4. There is great and continuing interest in the activities of Valenzuela et al,

and we wish them optimum good fortune.” (Cable 802, Hq. to Sta., 10/16/70)

Kissinger recalled the October 15th conversation as “turning off the coup

plans rather than giving a new order to do them.” (Kissinger, 8/12/75, p. 56)

Haig agreed in his testimony.

‘The conclusions of that meeting were that we had better not do anything

rather than something that was not going to succeed. * * "‘ My general feeling

was, I left that meeting with the impression that there was nothing authorized."

(Haig, 8/15/75, p. 13) ‘ _

October 10 to October 22 (appr0.z-imatc).—Karamessines and one or two

others went with Kissinger to speak with the President, after a larger meeting.

Karamessines believed this meeting took place between October 10 and 24.

(Karamessines, 8/6/75, p. 89) According to Karamessines, the “President went

out of his way to impress all of those there with his conviction that it was

absolutely essential that the election of Mr. Allende to the presidency be

thwarted."i As they were leaving the Oval Office, the President took Kara

messines aside to reiterate the message. (Karamessines, 8/6/75, p. 8)

October 19

Station cabled Headquarters early in the morning, advising that the tear gas

had been passed and outlining the Valenzuela coup plan, beginning with the

kidnap of ‘Schneider. In testimony before the Committee, Karamessines indi

cated he certainly would have reported the Valenzuela plan to Kissinger “very

promptly, if for no other reason than that we didn’t have all that much promising

news to report to the White House. "' * * ” (Karamessines, 8/6/75, p. 72)

In the afternoon of the 19th, Karamessines met with General Haig at the

White House. (Karamessines calendar.) By then, Karamessines would have

had in hand the cable outlining the Valenzuela plan, since the cable had arrived

that morning. However, General Haig had no recollection of the meeting with

Karamessines on the 19th. Nor did he believe he had been informed of the

Valenzuela plan. “This is all very new to me. I hadn't seen any of this, and

81 If the meeting with the President occurred after October 15. that would lend credence

to the testimony of CIA officials that they were not directed to end their coup efforts in

the October 15th meeting. Unfortunately, the Committee has not had access to the daily

calendars of President Nixon or Secretary Kissinger, which might pinpoint the date of the

President’s conversion with Karamessines.
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I was not familiar with this particular plan * * * or $50,000, or any of the

characters that are described in here.” (Haig, 8/15/75, pp. 38-39)

Similarly, Kissinger testified that he had not been informed of the Valenzuela

plan. He said he “was informed of nothing after October 15th. (Kissinger,

8/12/75, p. .65) He indicated that, according to his daily calendar, he had no

conversation with either Karamessines or Helms between the 15th and the 19th.

(Ibid., p. 53) He indicated that he never knew that the CIA was in the process

of passing guns and tear gas to Chilean military conspirators. He said “there was

no further meeting on that subject. In anybody’s record, mine or theirs [the

CIA'S], none of the information from the 16th on was familiar to me.” (Ilrid.,

. 62p Ki)ssinger further testified he did not know that the United States was dealing

with Chilean officers who plotted a coup which involved the abduction of Gen

eral Schneider:

“Senator HART of Colorado. I am not sure that the record clearly shows your

answer to the direct question of whether you knew or did not know that we

were negotiating with military officers with regard to a plot that did involve the

abduction of General Schneider. '

“Secretary KISSINGER. I said I did not know.” (Kissinger, 8/12/75, p. 86).

Nor did General Haig believe he had been informed of any abduction plans

before the fact.

“Q. Were you aware during that period of time of the plans to kidnap General

Schneider?

“General HAIG. I was aware after the fact. . . .

“Q. But you were never informed prior to his attempted abduction?

“General HAIG. I don’t believe I was at all.”

October 20.—A cable to the Station indicated that “while awaiting word on

whatever events may have occurred 19 October, Please let us know what you

can on interim basis. * “ * Headquarters must respond during morning 20 Octo

ber to queries from high levels.” (Cable 883. Hq. to Sta., 10/20/70) Karamessines

testified that the references to “high levels” in the cable of the 20th meant White

House-officials, probably Kissinger. He felt quite certain that Kissinger would

have been briefed in advance about Valenzuela’s plan for the 19th and so would

have been expected to ask what happened on the morning of the 20th. (Karames

sines, 8/6/75, p. 73) In contrast. Kissinger interpreted that cable in precisely the

opposite light. HE felt it indicated that he had not been informed of the Valen

zuela plan in advance. When news of the Schneider kidnap reached the White

House. Kissinger believed he would have had “somebody pick up a telephone and

say, ‘What is this all about?’ ” (Kissinger. 8/12/75, p. 68)

October 22.—Karamessines met with Haig at the White House. (Karamessines

calendar) General Haig remembered that word of the shooting of Schneider came

as “a great shock” to him, and he believed that Karamessines had told him about

it in their meeting on the 22nd. He thought that Kissinger either was present at

the meeting or that he, Haig, had gone immediately in to Kissnger’s office to re

late what Karamessines had told him‘. (Haig, 8/15/75, p. 36)

(c) December

December 2.-—A memorandum, dated December 2. 1970. from Helms to Kissinger

stated that Helms had given a recapitulation on Track II to Attorney General

Mitchell. who would deliver it personally to Kissinger. A handwritten note on the

memorandum read: “sent to Kissinger via DCI [Helms].” (Memo, Helms to

Kissinger, 12/12/70) The report, which was dated November 18, 1970. contained

a full account of CIA activities during Track II, including the several plans to

kidnap Schneider and the passage of weapons to the Chilean conspirators. (Re

port on CIA Chilean Task Force Activities, 15 September to 3 November 1970,

10/18/70)

In his testimony to the Committee. Kissinger did not recall receiving the report,

although he doubted that he would have read such an “after action” report in any

case. He testified that he could not find it in his files. in contrast to his finding a

CIA report on Track I, dated November 19. 1970. Kissinger was puzzled by a

number of aspects of the memorandum and report: why there were two reports.

why the report of the 18th apparently was only called to his attention on the 2nd

of December. and why it was‘to be delivered through Mitchell. (Kissinger,

8/12/75, pp. 71, 74)
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(d) Did_ Track II end?

The Committee also received conflicting testimony about whether Track II

ever ended, formally or in fact. As noted above, Kissinger indicated that Track

II was supposed to have ended, as far as he was concerned, on October 15. It

was formally terminated, according to Kissinger, by a new Presidential march

ing order issued prior to the October 24 vote of the Chilean Congress. The Com

mittee does not have this new “marching order” in its possession. However, CIA

officials from whom the Committee took testimony believed that there had been

no such definitive end to Track II. It merely tapered off, to be replaced by a

longer-term effort to effect a change of government in Chile. Karamessines’ testi

mony was most explicit: . .'

“Mr. KARAMESSINES. I am sure that the seeds that were laid in that effort in

1970 had their impact in 1973. I do not have any question about that in my mind

either. (Karamessines, 8/6/'75, p. 26)

“Q. Was Track II ever formally ended? Was there a specific order ending it?

“Mr. KARAMESSINES. As far as I was concerned, Track II was really never

ended. What we were told to do in effect was, well, Allende is now President. So

Track II, which sought to prevent him from becoming President, was technically

out, it was done. But what we were told to do was to continue our efforts. Stay

alert, and to do what we could to contribute to the eventual achievement of the

objectives and purposes of Track II. That being the case, I don’t think it is proper

to say that Track II was ended.” ('Ibid., pp. 128-129)

When informed of Karamessines’ testimony that Track II was never ended,

Kissinger testified :

“The CHAIRMAN. Would you take issue with that, with the [Karamessines]

testimony? ,

“Secretary Krssmcnn. Totally. * * * It is clear that * * * after October 15th

that there wa sno separate channel by the CIA to the White House and that all

actions with respect to Chile were taken in the 40 Committee framework. There

was no 40 Committee that authorized an approach to or contact with military

people. no plots which I am familiar with, and all the covert operations in Chile

after Allende’s election by the Congress were directed towards maintaining the

democratic opposition for the 1976 election. And that was the exclusive thrust

and if there was any further contact with military plotting, it was totally un

authorized and this is the first that I have heard of it." (Kissinger, 8/12/75, pp.

75-77)

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Mathias.

Senator MATHIAS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

General, in your opening statement you say that the U.S. Govern

ment must speak with a single voice. And I agree very completely

with that. But then you add. a line or two later, that, “the authorita

tive voice must be the President’s.” _ ‘

I listened very carefully when you said that, and I think I know

what you are saying. And I would agree also that the President and

Secretary of State are and should be the spokesmen of our Nation on

foreign policy matters. But this touches on a very sensitive point. And

it seems to me that it is worth exploring to be sure that we mean the

same thing by the same words.

Although the President and the Secretary of State——_and you were

too modest to include the Secretary in your formulatwn—alt_hough

the President and the Secretary may be the appropriate officials to

enunciate policy, the policy that they publish is the policy of the _U.S.

Government—-and at least in my mind, that means the coordinate

policy decided upon, agreed upon by the legislative and the executive

branches. ' _ O _ ”

So when you describe the President as "The authoritative voice.

I would hope you were describing the perception that his words Wlll

create in the minds of people. particularly abroad, and not to the

method of formulating that policy.
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General IIAIG. I agree with that concept, Senator, as you have

articulated it.

Senator MATHIAS. I would hope that you do.

You said yesterday that you believed passionately in the Office of

the President.

General HAIG. Yes.

Senator MATHIAS. Well, I believe equally passionately in the Con

gress of the United States and its awesome responsibility to be the

trustee of the rights and liberties of the American people—passion

ately. And I think that these two great institutions should work

together in a coordinate way for the American people.

Of course, one of the difficulties is that there is no exact definition

of this shared responsibility for the making of policy. It has varied

historically from period to period. There were strong Presidents and

weak Congresses, weak Presidents and strong Congresses, and the

Executive has at times been dominant, sometimes the Congress has

been dominant.

But one important element, one constant in all of this shifting of

weights, in the formulation of sound foreign policy to enhance the

security and well-being of the country is the availability of accurate

and timely information about events around the world. And, of course,

as you know from your experience in the White House and your

experience at NATO, unless policymakers are well informed and

informed in a timely way. in season. then theories about the world

may be very wide of reality. and the theoretical consideration of

foreign policy can have very-disastrous consequences for the security

of the United States.

On October 14, 1980, the President signed Senate bill 2597. which

provided the Congress, through the intelligence committees, full access

to information concerning the most sensitive and important secrets

that this country has. And that statute, after a long period of search

ing and discussing, institutionalized the sharing of information to the

security and policy interests of the country. But that statute also

provided the Foreign Relations Committee with the-means of access

to any intelligence where it is relevant to foreign policy considerations.

Of course, there are a great many less fragile, less sensitive kinds

of information in the realm of foreign policy. And I would hope

the Department of State would share those, as well.

So that leads me to ask you if you will assure the committee that

you will provide the information required by this committee for the

conduct of its jurisdictional responsibilities?

General HAIG. Senator, I am in complete agreement with the com

ments you have made and the concerns that you have expressed. I

do not believe that it serves any useful purpose for us not to be operat

ing from the sa.me basis of fact, at least insofar as we can determine

those facts. That always contributes to partnership and convergence

of view. I would hope to be a very strong advocate of the kinds of

exchanges you’ve raised.

Senator MATHIAS. As you know, there is already a statute requiring

the Department of State to supply to the Foreign Relations Commit

tee a record of all treaties and executive agreements. including secret

executive agreements. the purpose being to assure the people of the

United States that the United States won’t enter into any binding

72-018 0 - 81 - 10
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agreements with a foreign power without the full awareness of the

appropriate committees of Congress.‘

Is it your intention to assure the Foreign Relations Committee

that it will be fully and promptly informed of any treaties or execu

tive agreements, including secret executive agreements?

General HAIG. Absolutely, in accordance with the obligations that

you’ve cited. -

Senator MATHIAS. In the past, the foreign policy of the United

States has, in some instances, been affected by departmental rules and

by regulations and by Executive order. It’s amazing What you can do

with internal regulations, Executive orders. And in the past, this

committee has not been aware of changes in rules and regulations Or

of the promulgation of Executive orders.

Can you assure this committee that it will be informed of any and

all changes in rule, regulation, or Executive order? _

General HAIG. My instincts are: absolutely. I am not sure that I

understand precisely the nature of that question and the obligation

I am incurring. _

Senator MATHIAS. Let me suggest that in the operation of the State

Department, which will be committed to your care, various policies in

relation to specific programs may be affected by internal decisions

within the Department. To the extent that those decisions affect the

operation of the Department and its relationship with the rest of the

world, I think that this committee would want to be informed.

General HAIG. I think, as a general rule, I am very comfortable with

that. But I would hate to find ourselves in a position where we were

just inundating you with a lot of trivia that might or might not fit

into that criteria in a subjective assessment. I just don’t want to make

too sweeping a statement here, not because I am in any way uncom

fortable with the objective you are seeking.

Senator MATHIAS. The purpose of this line of questioning has been

to make clear, from the outset, the kind of shared relationship that

ought to exist between the Foreign Relations Committee and the De

partment of State under your direction. A close and effective working

relationship between the executive branch and the legislative branch

can best be assured by a. very full and complete understanding of the

problems that this country faces in the world.

I don’t disagree with you that it’s very difficult to adopt some equa

tion between us at this moment that is going to satisfy every kind of

contingency that may arise in the next 4 years. But I think we ought

to have an understanding of the spirit of that shared responsibility and

the willingness to share the information.

The purpose of my question has been to make it clear that it’s not

only a legal obligation on you, a burden imposed upon you by law, but

that it is the sound policy of the Government in order to share

information.

General HAIG. Well, I couldn’t agree more with that, Senator. I

think it’s become so, even if it were not historically so. And I think it is

also historically so, with a dialectic curve here and there. I just think

it’s a fundamental aspect of the successful conduct of foreign policy

in the modern day. -

Senator MATHIAS. Thank you.
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Mathias.

Senator Cranston.

Senator CRANSTON. Thank you very much.

And good morning, General.

General HAIG. Good morning, Senator. _

Senator PELL. I would just like -to say that in the recess period the

Democrats will be caucusing in room 1223 for the period of the recess.

The CHAIRMAN. That is at 11 o’clock, approximately. And the Re

publican members will be caucusin at 11 o’clock in room 4219. One

elevator will be held for you, so p ease move expeditiously down to

the center of the building.

Senator Kasten, because of your faithful attendance at these hear

ings, we would be very pleased to have you join our caucus.

Senator PRESSLER. Mr. Chairman, could we complete the round of

questioning before recessing? I think it is going to be very close to

11 o’clock.

The CHAIRMAN. Would you be able to?

Senator PRESSLER. I am going to ask if we could complete the round

of questioning. It will probably take us to 11 :10 or 11 :15.

The CHAIRMAN. There is no possibility of that, I don’t think. We

will certainly move it along, but it looks like it Will be tight. Let’s

see if we can do it, though. If we are reasonably close, we will do so.

Senator CRANSTON. We are meeting in room 1223?

Senator PELL. 1223.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Cranston.

Senator CRANSTON. General, in my judgment, there is no compelling

reason why a professional military man should not be confirmed as

Secretary of State, witness the outstanding performance that is so

often cited of Gen. George C. Marshall. Nonetheless, the nomination

of a lifelong professional soldier, who quite naturally would bring

the special views and perspectives of the military to the helm of the

Department of State, inevitably raises certain concerns that need to

be allayed. The Secretary of State is probably the most important

and powerful appointive officer in the executive branch, holding great

authority directly affecting the safety and security of our Nation and

our friends and our allies, and dealing with fundamental issues of

war and peace.

So it is only natural for us to seek assurances that such a nominee

understands not only the use of military force as his training demands,

but also its limits, that he is sensitive to distinctions between proper

and improper use of military power in the furtherance of the U.S.

national interest and protection of our national security, that his

grasp for the power of peaceful diplomacy is at least equal to his

grasp of the power of naked force.

In your statement you assert that, “Our commitment to peace

will not be furthered by abdicating the right to use force.” I would

like to ask if you believe that we actually have abdicated our right

to use force in recent years? '

General HAIG. No, I don’t believe so at all, Senator. Especially in

recent months, there has been increasing reference to the threat, and

there have even been some manifestations of it, if you consider the

raid in Iran. I think the point I am trying to make in the formal

statement is that any assessment of history is a tide of historic dialec
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tic, if you will. And in the post_-Vietn_a.m era in_America there was a

great tendency to abhor anything m1litary—w1th good and proper

reason. And I understand that. ,

But I think history is not necessarily generous in understanding

such things. For a er_iod,- it appeared that the United States had

perhaps abrogated a most any consideration of the employment of our

military resources. We were also perceived to be withdrawing within

our own shell—and I am giving you the perspective from abroad.

And so these are all issues of relative balance that I_have listed in

my statement, and I hope I have put some perspective into why I

have included it and what my concerns were.

Senator CRANSTON. Yes, you have. Have there been occasions in

recent years since Vietnam where you feel we should have employed

force, but did not?

General HAIG. In no particular place, no. I think there have been

places where we have not applied our power, and when I use that term

I mean in its broadest sense: economic, political, moral, and t-he whole

host of other assets we have, available, to challenge breaches of inter

national law. You can’t seek international stability and civility if you

unilaterally ignore breaches of it.

Senator CRANSTON. Looking into the future, then, I would like to

explore your views concerning the appropriate circumstances under

which we could exercise our “right” to resort to force.

Do you believe that clarifying our deterrence policy, committin

ourselves to sustained defense budget increases, pre-positioning U. .

forces in troubled regions and like measures, along with firm pro

nouncements of our determination to use force, if necessary, to protect

our interests, should be enough to convince those who do not share

our interests and our values, that “we are indeed prepared to employ

our strength? , -

Or do you believe that an actual demonstration of American will

ingness to use force, which many have suggested has increased since

Vietnam, is necessary to make the point?

_ General HAIG. Well, I would certainly hope that it wouldn’t be

necessary to make the point. On the other hand, we shouldn’t delude

ourselves, either, that we now have a situation in which our credibility

is in question in a number of these areas, and it’s going to take time.

We’re¢not going to reverse attitudes that have grown up since the

conclusion of the Vietnam conflict merely by spending more money

for defense and doing the things you sa‘ . "

I think whether we’re talking about friend or foe or potential foe,

America’s day-to-day actions on the international scene really con

stitute the bonafides of our credible beliefs and policies. High defense

budgets or rhetoric are no substitute; it’s got to be day-to-day con

sistent performance. And I think we have Some problems here that

are going to take some time to correct—along with all the other

things, which I highly recommend.

Senator CRANSTON. If it does turn out that the steps we are now

taking. declarations like those that we have made and the steps that

are being taken to prepare us for the use of force, if need be, don’t

suffice, do you believe that there are any steps that we can take to

limit the dimensions of whatever conflict might arise? What steps

might be taken to reduce the danger that any such exercise of force

could lead to a major engagement, a major confrontation?
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General HAIG. I think the use of force, Senator—just like our

dialog yesterday in the nuclear area—is in itself a. profound step. It’s

awfully important that we Americans know and recognize that once

a drop of American blood is shed in a foreign conflict, a chain of

actions -and counteractions are unleashed which we must always be

prepared to face before we take the first decision. If that does any

thing, it makes us increasingly cautious about such a decision in the

first instance.

I have no monopoly on the solution to your question, which is a

difficult question. I sensed you were asking earlier whether or not we

should undertake something in a demonstrative way to correct prob

lems that confront us. I would hope not.

Senator CRANSTON. Generally, would you advocate the use of force

to advance our political and economic interests, or only to deal with

direct threats to our security and the security of our treaty allies?

General HAIG. In general, I think the latter is the only tenable sus

taining objective in the modern world.

Senator CRANSTON. Going back to the matter of SALT which Sen

ator Baker and I expressed particular concern about yesterda , in

reviewing your opening statement, I noted that you only devote one

sentence to the specific subject of arms control and that you did not

mention SALT. I welcomed, however, your endorsement in principle

yesterday of mutual balanced nuclear arms agreements and reductions.

I am concerned that the Reagan administration may make the same

mistake which I believe the Carter ad-ministration made very early in

its incumbenc ; namely, to set aside a nearly complete arms control

agreement an to insist on major reductions as the next stage of the

SALT process.

I totally share your desire, and that of President Carter and that of

President-elect Reagan, to achieve reductions in nuclear arms levels.

But the ultimate effect of the Carter administration’s early insistence

on major reductions was a 4-year delay in SALT.

Therefore, I want to ask this: Do you agree that it may be desirable

and necessary, first, to achieve agreement on a treaty, not necessarily

SALT II, but on a treaty, placing ceilings and subceilings on nuclear

arms levels, and that it may not be in our national interest to set im

mediate achievement of major arms reductions as a condition for the

next SALT Agreement?

General HAIG. I want to be careful and not jump in too rapidly to

assent to your question, although I am not basically discomforted by it.

I would like to refer to one of the comments I made yesterday, Sen

ator, that there are a number of ways of skinning this cat, and I know

of at least three that have been discussed right in this committee and

in the arms control family. I have not had the opportunity to consider

which would be in the best interest of our country and our people and

the best interest of advancing real arms control progress. Nor have I

had a chance to discuss it with the President.

So I would like to defer on the commitment requested by your ques

tion. It isn’t because I am discomforted by it.

Senator CRANSTON. I understand that. And I appreciate the fact that

you are placing these matters high on your agenda.

My time is up. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Cranston.
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If we can hold to the 10-minute limit, we will be able to finish -the

first round of questioning by the time of the recess.

Senator Kassebaum.

Senator KASSEBAUM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.‘

General Haig, I would like to follow up a little bit on some of the

thoughts that Senator Cranston was expressing. Perhaps one answer

to your colloquy might be a quote from the Chinese military philoso

pher Sun Tzu. I am sure you are far more familiar with his work than

I am.

But one quote was that,

The supreme excellence is not to win 100 victories in 100 battles, but the

supreme excellence is to subdue one’s enemies without even having to fight.

I think this speaks to strength not only militarily, but diplomati

cally.

I am sure that you are very aware there is concern abroad that you

might turn to military options more quickly than to diplomatic alter

natives. I frankly think you have shown a great deal of diplomatic

expertise here before this committee.

But I would like for you to address your own views of the role of

diplomacy in these situations, and perhaps speaking specifically to

some of the areas with which you had to deal as commander of NATO;

for example some of the extremely important negotiations involving

Greece and Turkey that would help allay some of the fears that there

might be.

General HAIG. First, Senator, I am glad you gave me an opportunity

to comment on this subject, because I think I have been on the public

record repeatedly with respect to my personal assessment of the role

of force and the role of military power in the conduct of American

foreign policy and national security policy.

What I have said is that it is diplomacy that is the core of successful

American operations abroad, that military power merely provides

the credibility and the bona fides for an effective diplomacy.

We cannot ask our Ambassadors or our negotiators either to sit

down at the negotiating table or to deal with foreign powers, some of

whom may not be friendly, unless they have a credible military base

behind them. But the core of it is, of course, the political—an_d I use

that in the broad sense, not in the domestic sense.

And it is in that sense that every asset that America has must be

integrated and assessed: economic, political, moral, military, tech

nological. All of these things have to be" brought into the core of the

political assessment, and that is the role of the Department of State,

as I see it. It is the role of successful diplomacy to bring those assets to

bear effectively to achieve our ends.

Now, in my experience in NATO, I have said that that was as much

a political job as it was a military job, although the military responsi

bilities_were heavy, because I was also the commander of U.S. forces in

Europe. But in the political area it involved a number of things: De

veloping consensus for tactics and strategy in a multinational forum,

developing a multinational consensus to force contributions, for modi

fications in strategy, some of which were highly sensitive political

issues—the Greek-Turkish situation, and I am very pleased that the

formula that I left for General Bernie Rogers, which would have
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permitted the reintegration of Greece‘ back into the unified command

structure of the alliance, was ultimately successful, thanks to General

Rogers’ persistence and brilliant work with both parties.

I suppose I could go on and on through the tactical nuclear issue. I

worked with great vigor for the consensus that was discussed yester

day. These are essentially political questions. Frankly, I think we lose

sight of the fact that military responsibilities frequently, by their

very nature, involve political action and at least familiarity With the

political nuance.

I recall in the beginning of the Kennedy administration——I served

in the Pentagon at that time~—that a great debate arose as to what our

military people were to advise the Secretary of Defense and the Presi

dent. There was one school of thought that had a fundamental bias

against military men ever indulging in the political aspects of the issue

in their policy recommendations.

President Kennedy said, “No, I want their views. Of course, they’re

primarily military. Their background orientation will take care of

that. But I also want to hear what their political concerns are.” And

I think it was a very sage and wise solution to the problem.

Senator KASSEBAUM. Yes, I think so too. I feel very strongly that

it takes both skills: The strength of one’s military resources and an

understanding of those strengths, certainly, which I think you bring;

and the diplomatic, if you will, or political-—I think I prefer “diplo

1;)atic” as a term—skills as well. I appreciate your speaking to those

th.

I would like you briefly, if you could, to give us your assessment of

the current situation in Angola and specifically what your thoughts

are regarding the Clark amendment, which bars any covert activity

there on our part.

General HAIG. In general, while I understand the purposes of the

Clark amendment, I think it is self-defeating and an unnecessary

restriction on the executive branch in its attempt to carry out a suc

cessful American foreign policy. I say that in the context of the

highly dynamic situation in Angola. I don’t think it ever serves a

use ful purpose as a general rule to lay out prior restrictions and

thereby alread , by that very act, begin to influence the ebb and flow

of events Whic may not be to our liking or in our interests. That is

just a general comment.

In An ola, UNITA elements are still going strong and are func

tioning. everal years ago I felt that we could have done something to

prevent the outcome that confronted us there.

As modest as it probably was at the time, I think that was the start

of the slippery slope that brought about subsequent Soviet risk taking

in Ethiopia and the Ogaden, in the Horn in general, and Southern

Yemen and Northern Yemen. And at least in calendar terms, you

could have linked it to that initial activity in Angola, undertaken

by Cuban proxies of the Soviet Union and with some direct Soviet

assistance as well.

Senator KASSEBAUM. Regarding the Clark amendment, I would

generally agree with you, given the background of why it was felt

it was necessary at the time. But I think now we realize that it has

perhaps placed us in a bind and has strapped, or will strap our deci

sions of the future particularly, and I would like your thought on this,
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what Nigeria’s reaction will be,‘ which is very important to us, if in:

deed there is now an attempt to repeal the amendment. There are

ramifications there that would be, of course, I think, significant.

General HAIG. Senator, it’s like the grain embargo in many ways.

We’re there now, and now we don’t just have to deal with the right

or wrong of whether we should have been there, but more importantly

we have to deal with the impact of a change in status quo. This is why

every action generates its own momentum and climate.

I haven’t had an opportunity to study that sensitive issue with the

care I would like to before I comment.

Senator KASSEBAUM. Thank you. I realize that it is one you couldn’t

necessarily answer with great specificity now.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Kassebaum. Senator Dodd.

Senator Donn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good morning, General.

General HAIG. Good morning, Senator.

Senator Donn. I’d like to, this morning in my first opportunity to

speak with you, talk about nuclear nonproliferation.

During the 1980 Presidential campaign it was quoted that President

elec_t Reagan said at one point nuclear nonproliferation is none of our

business. During the Presidential debates President-elect Reagan

quarreled with that quote and mentioned then that he thought that

nuclear nonproliferation ought to be a very high priority in his

administration.

Without getting into the question of whether or not the first state

ment was actually made or not, which of those two statements do you

feel more comfortable with?

General HAIG. Well, I think I’ve touched upon that here. I think

nonproliferation is a very important objective for American foreign

policy. It must not be the exclusive one. And above all it must be dealt

with in a context in which our other activities and policy don’t generate

the incentives which bring—that drive have-not nations into a posi

tion that they want to be nuclear powers.

For example, you must keep consistency in a regional sense. Policies

toward India should be consistent with policies toward Pakistan.

Senator Donn. I presume you are familiar with the Nuclear-Non

proliferation Treaty of 1968 and the Nuclear Nonproliferation Act

of 1978. Could I ask you to comment on whether or not you support

both that treaty and that act as passed by Congress?

General HAIG. Oh, indeed. I spent a great deal of time in the execu

tive branch while in the NSC laying out strategies and supporting

efforts to broaden the signatories.

Senator Donn. And you accept the full-scope safeguards provision

of the 1978 act?

General HAIG. With the 1978 act I would like to study it with a

little greater care than I have, but I know of No reason not to say

yes, with the caveat that I have to study it, because I was abroad

during the period that that was consummated.

Senator Donn. You sort of touched upon it a little bit in your.

response to my second question with regard to -India. As you will

recall, in 1974 India detonated- what it called a peaceful nuclear

device. India has, of course, also refused to sign the Nuclear Non

proliferation Treaty of 1968 and has -indicated that it would not ac

cept any international inspections and so forth.
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' I am remembering what you said about your mother yesterday in

rehashing events past, but I wonder if you might make an exception

and comment on whether or not you think the present administration

was correct in its decision to export nuclear components——materials-—

to India despite the fact that they have refused to sign or agree to

the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty.

General HAIG. Here again, Senator, the basic answer to that ques

tion is one that is a rather misinformed one in the context of the ques

tion itself, and I want to be sure I caveat that.

Clearly the remark I made a moment or two ago was in reference

to that very subject. So basically I was not comfortable with the deci

sion. But I was not in on the give and take of the motivations for the

action taken, and I think it’s highly ill advised to indict a particular

course of action without having all those facts.

The last linkage that you created at the end of your question is one

that I am more sensitive to and would not want to endorse.

Senator Donn. That is the failure to sign that treaty should not

necessaril preclude the decision to sell '2

Genera HAIG. I would not necessarily endorse that. That certain

ly must be a major factor in decisions related to this subject. But it

must not be rigid. There may be other courses of action or the very

act of doing that may further contribute to nonproliferation objec

tives. A priori, you cannot establish that. That’s the point I made

about the Clark amendment. I think we have to be very careful. We

have a great tendency to do that. Perhaps it’s our legal mentality.

Senator Donn. Could I ask you to comment just generally, under

standing your response. Take Argentina, Brazil, South Africa

three nations, in addition to India, have refused, to sign the treaty.

And understanding the context of your response to my previous ques

tion, what sort of assurances would you want to have, or how would

you try to insure, as Secretary of State, assuming that we decided to .

sell nuclear components to those three countries, that they would _not

be used for the production of nuclear weaponry?

General HAIG. Well, I think we’d have to insist on ironclad as

surances. Now what the nature of those would be I couldn't spell out

beforehand. One of them clearly might be signature commitment.

Senator Donn. But not necessarily inspection?

General HAIG. Well, you know, I think everything is relative here.

You can speak to some of our friends abroad and they think they’re

being inspected on a 24-hour basis and we haven’t been very generous

with them in this particular area.

We should be careful as we establish policies in this crucial area

that we are not creating ramifications or impressions that are counter

productive to our broader interest. I saw this in Europe some years ago

when we came over and threatened to cut off enriched uranium if West

Germany and France continued with contracts that they had made—

one in Brazil and one in Pakistan, as I recall.

Well, you can imagine the impact that has on a trusted ally. It was

devastating. And from that point on America’s ability to do business

in the European market in the nuclear area began to decline. One

should take a look at the contract for American industrv in the nuclear

power area, which used to average about 300 a year in Europe. They

are now down to a handful.
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We’ve abrogated this whole industry, this whole technology, to

other nations. Now I think that is a product of some kind of myopia

that we want to be very, very careful about.

Senator Donn. I wouldn’t disagree with you on that. but I do think

it is sort of intriguing to note that, for instance, the Canadians, who

were also involved in the sale of nuclear components to India, immedi

ately ceased any relationship with India after the nuclear test.

The Soviet Union is far more stringent than we are on the restric

tions it places on the sale of nuclear components. I am not going to dis

agree over the idea that we want to make sure that American industry

does well. However, the whole issue of nuclear nonproliferation is so

threatening that those nations which presently possess the ability to

exercise a degree of control have an inordinate responsibility to see to it

that those nations which refuse—blatantly refuse—to impose any kind

of safeguards or allow any kind of inspection is something that we’ve

got a very great responsibility on.

General HAIG. I couldn’t agree more, Senator. And I think I failed

to carry it the next step as I explained why I was concerned. Why was

I concerned? Because that technology is transferred abroad now, and

we are, instead of being the core of it, these nations are not going to be,

perhaps, as scrupulous as we would like to be in this area.

So we have circumvented our own objectives. That’s the point I was

really trying to make—not the need for American business to—

Senator Donn. Let me move to another area, if I can, quickly, and I

guess I see I have time for one question.

‘Do you believe that it would be in our interests to try and improve

our relationship with Cuba, ‘and what conditions would have to be

present, in your mind anyway, before such an undertaking could

gin ?

General HAIG. It would be very, very difficult for me to support

efforts toward the normalization of relationships with Cuba just so

long as they are spawning, instigating, manning, and conducting

terrorist activities in this hemisphere designed to change, by force,

legitimate governments. _

Senator Donn. Thank you, sir. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Dodd. And I might say in

reference to your question on the Tarapur nuclear fuel‘ shipments,

that anytime you have a lunch available Senator Glenn and I, who

coauthored the Nuclear Nonproliferation Act and who came up with

diametrically opposed positions in interpreting that same act, would

be happy to debate this issue with you.

Senator GLENN. That lunch may give us indigestion, but we’d be

glad to have it. [Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Boschwitz.

Senator Boscnwrrz. General, I appreciate your answer to Senator

Kassebaum’s question and I share Senator Lugar’s approach with

respect to foreign policy and intelligence.

I also concur with Senators Lugar, Kassebaum, and Zorinsky in

their questions about the grain embargo. You always talk a out

the grain embargo somewhat in future, and without dealing with the

current grain embargo and its lifting. I can understand the sensitivity

of that issue. While I am a firm opponent of the embargo, I hope that
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in the event it is lifted that it will be lifted with some quid pro quo, par

ticularly in the -area of agricultural knowledge. We don’t have -much

agricultural knowledge of what’s going on in Russia. We certainly

should improve our onsite inspection as well as the formulation of

bilateral agreements. The Russians seem to come into our marketplace

and raid and upset it unlike most of the countries that we trade with.

General, would you comment on your assessment of the lifting of

this embargo ?

General HAIG. Senator, for a host of reasons which I’m sure are

evident to you, I would prefer to refrain from answering that.

Senator Bosonwrrz. In that case, let me ask ou to comment on

something else you touched upon. You commen on the success and

failure of the Russian system in response to Senator Lugar. It is

interesting, in the area of agriculture, that 52 percent of the Russian

population live on the farm——a situation that hasn’t existed in our

country for 100 years, since 1880—and that the oss national product

of the free nations was approximately $5.4 trillion in 1979 as opposed

to $1.2 trillion in the case of the Russians and their satellites, which

is about a 41/2 to 1 ratio.

So that, indeed, if we had the will to go forward in our own defense,

we can effectively do so.

‘You spoke about the inorganic growth of Russia that Hal Sonnen

felt spoke about: That the military has grown at the expense of other

economic sectors. Would you give us a longer view of how long you

feel t-l}:eé Russian society will tolerate and support such inorganic

growt .

General HAIG. Senator, I think we have been invariably wrong in

estimating the limits of toleration among suppressed people at large.

And I. think it would be very difficult for me to fix a bracket. But in my

own calculations and the readings I have made, I would anticipate

that these failures, these difficulties, are going to become increasingly

difficult for this leadership in the Soviet Union or the one soon to

follow to manage effectively.

I look almost at a span of 10 years before the consequences of these

failures will become unmanageable in the sense of status quo.

One could draw a number of scenarios as to where that would lead.

Some would be rather pessimistic. Some, hopefully, would be less so.

This will depend on the enlightenment or the lack of enlightenment

of Soviet leadership.

Senator Boscnwrrz. You also spoke about the growing demographic

problems of the Russians. The Russians themselves are becoming a

minority in their own country. Would you expand upon that as well as

project what impact that will have on their foreign policy and on our

relations during the 1980’s.

General HAIG. Yes. I think we know that since the day of the

revolution, Lenin, through Stalin, to today’s Soviet Union. that the

Russian elite, if you will, have been rather careful in protecting their

control of the apparatus of power in the Soviet system.

Now I suppose today roughly 50 percent of the Socialist Republics

are non-Russian in ethnic background. That figure is going to change

rather dramatically in the period ahead as you assess the burgeoning

birthrate of the non-Russian populations, especially the Moslem re
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publics of the southern Soviet Union. You look at the declining birth

rates of the elites—'of the Russian populations. It’s a rarity today to

find'.1l1. Soviet family with more than one or two children—a Russian

am y. -

Senator Boscnwrrz. That’s something of a reflection of the in

organic growth. _

General HAIG. Yes. So the ratios are going to change and, as I said,

that’s going to result in pressures for greater autonomy by those non

_Russian populations, for a greater voice in the conduct of Soviet pol

icy. \

These difficulties, combined with the failures we talked about in the

economic, agricultural, and energy field will be shared very generous

ly with the Soviet Union’s Eastern European partners. These failures

are going to stimulate already virulent centrifugal pressures existent

within Eastern Europe. We have there the genesis for considerable

difficulty within the Soviet Union and its sphere of influence.

Senator Bosonwrrz. Has any of that been seen within the Russian

presence in Afghanistan, among their troops, that you are aware of?

General HAIG. No, sir. I’ve seen some reports which suggested the

performance of certain troops were not up to snuff in the initial ac

tivity. They had to shift forces to get more reliable performance. There

is some suggestion of that in the very strategy that’s being conducted,

which is sort of a peripheral Soviet presence—the avoidance of pres

ence and activity in the mountainous and more remote area.

Senator Bosonwrrz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would yield back

the balance of my time so that Senator Pressler can get on.

The CHAIRMAN. We’re grateful for that. Senator Pressler.

Senator PRESSLER. Good morning, General. The recent outbreak of

anthrax in the Soviet Union has raised again the question of Soviet

compliance with the Biological Weapons Convention and the whole

issue of biological weapons. But more deeply it raises the question of

the whole arms control process.

uwhat do you believe about that outbreak of anthrax in the Soviet

nion 2 .

General HAIG. Senator, I’m sorry.‘I have read the reports and the

speculation about it. It worries me a great deal. It would not surprise

me in the context of the posture of unilateral prohibition that we’ve

accepted for ourselves.

But I have no evidence to support that it is either true or untrue,

and I prefer not to project myself as an expert.

Senator PRESSLER. I guess this is the problem with arms control.

Everybody’s in favor of it, but it is so difficult to verify. Indeed, I’m

going to be chairing the Arms Control Subcommittee in the Foreign

Relations Committee and this seems to be a stumbling block.

Let me ask you another arms control question regarding what is

your view of the results, or do you feel there have been results, of the

mutual balanced forces reduction talks in Vienna? Do you feel there

have been results, first of all, and second of all, do you think we should

continue with those talks?

General HAIG. I think the progress has been Extremely disappoint

ing. But when you go back to the genesis of those talks, the purpose

for which they served alongside the simultaneous development of the
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Helsinki discussion, then perhaps you could not be quite so disap

pointed.

The formulas I have seen which would seek the reduction of mutual

combat power in the central region or in the guidelines area have not

progressed at all. And I watched them for almost 5 years in Europe

and it’s been disappointing. As a matter of fact, I personally recom

mended in the last ear of the Ford administration that we reassess

the whole conduct 0 these talks. But that can’t be done simply or glibly,'

and it can’t be done unilaterally, and it requires very careful discussion

with our partners in Europe.

Senator PRESSLER. So basically the arms control process, you would

recommend that it would go on, but perhaps on a more limited basis?

Is that correct? I mean, do you intend to initiate areas in arms control?

You advocate continuing SALT talks at some level. What are the

possibilities of a SALT III, or how do you view the process, or is it

a process in futility so long as there are Russian troops in Afghanistan?

General I-IAIG. I want to be careful not to immediately remove any

sense in a forum of this kind of the gravity with which we must view

the Soviet presence in Afghanistan. And for me to speculate on that

issue in an open forum I think could have a counterproductive effect

to do it unilaterally without discussing the issue with our allies,

as a new administration comes in and has to establish or reestablish a

dialog. I certainly intend to be a strong advocate for such a dialog.

Senator PRESSLER. OK, then, removing Afghanistan, let me try to

be a bit more specific. You have stated that global power balance may

be shifting against us, and I think you are sort of an advocate that,

if we negotiate, it should be, perhaps, from a position of superiority.

But under the present analysis of things, we certainly can’t claim

superiority absolutely.

Must the United States always negotiate in arms control from a posi

tion of superiority, in your view? ‘

General HAIG. We had a very lengthy exchange here yesterday on

that subject. I suppose I don’t like the term because it’s like domino

theory a few years ago. It became a codeword that generated visceral

reactions on two sides of a spectrum and frequently, when it was in

duced, rationality left the discussion. Pm inclined to think superiority’s

beginning to generate that kind of a reaction.

Let me just say that I think we are totally ill-prepared, under the

current menu of decisions that have been made. to negotiate success

fully, in my view, the kinds of arms control breakthroughs I’d like to

see. I would like to see some rather dramatic improvement in our over

all posture as an incentive for greater breakthrough. It doesn’t mean

that until that’s done we are not able to talk. Not at all. It does mean

that we’ve got to change the backdrop under which those talks and

ultimately the negotiations themselves can be conducted successfully.

Senator PRESSLER. Another area of arms control regards satellites—

the increasing use of communications satellites. We’re depending more

and more on satellites. We’re told the Russians are way ahead of us in

killer satellites and in the ability to turn off our satellites. At first

glance that mav not seem to be a serious matter. but I think it’s a very

serious matter. I don’t know how you get verification if one went into

such talks. ,
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Do you plan to push for arms control initiatives in the area of killer

satellites ? =

General HAIG. I think disarmament in outer space is a very desir

able objective, of course. As you probably know and I suppose this

is in the public venue. that we started both late and we are perhaps

even today lagging badly Soviet capabilities in this area.

Senator PRESSLER. Yesterday I did not have a chance to ask a fol

lowup question. More specifically, I was talking about what the United

States spends, per capita. on defense compared with Europe. And my

staff tells we that the United States now spends about $700 per capita

on defense with the new figures. This is almost twice as much as West

Germany and more than twice as much as the NATO average per

capita spending.

And these figures are exclusive of veterans’ programs. They appear

to be real spending on defense. Yesterday you agreed with me in gen

eral with these figures, but specifically what, as Secretary of State,

will you do to persuade our allies? You mentioned that in the arms

control area you’d be talking with our allies.

Increasingly our allies are saying we should be stronger, and so

forth, but they’re just giving a lot of rhetoric. it appears to me. They’re

not doing their share in the area of defense. What specifically can you

do about that?

General HAIG. Senator, what I don’t want to do is leave you with

the impression that I’m completely comfortable with your thesis. As

you know, I’ve been a proponent for a more balanced view and a pro

ponent for the view that both the United States and our European

partners have done less than they should do.

You know, I think it’s awfully important for the American people

to recall once in a while what we get out of the NATO Alliance and

the basic level of contributions——not in monetary terms, because these

are very dangerous measures if taken exclusively and alone. But, you

know, I’ve said if we went to war tomorrow, as a NATO commander

I would have gotten 90 percent of my ground forces from the Euro

pean nations, 80 percent of my naval forces, and about 75 percent of

my air forces.

It was some years ago that Jim Schlesinger conducted a study in

the Pentagon which suggested that were we not a partner to the NATO

Alliance. and if we did not have the benefit of the defenses contributed

by our European partners, that we would have to double the alloca

tion of gross national product we currently employ to get a compara

ble security shield for the American people.

So I think it’s awfully important we not go into this thing with a

chip on our shoulder and with the attitude that we are the only guys

. doing the job. You know. if Helmut Schmidt were sitting here today

and you said why don’t you do more, Mr. Chancellor, he’d say, Sena

tor‘, I maintain about 500.000 men under arms today, full time, which

constitutes a 12-division force on the line, ready to go. If you Ameri

cans were bearing a comparable burden you’d have 42 divisions in

Europe instead of the 6_-plus you maintain. -

So you have to be very, very careful. And I would hope that the

emphasis that we would place on this important issue is the one to

which I spoke. Both of us have to‘ do more. Since 1970, our European

partners have been on an upward trend of defense spending, I think
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somewhere in the neighborhood of 22-percent increase overall, to

NATO defense.

Ours has been on a declining 10-year curve. It wasn’t until there

last 2 years, primarily because of the American Congress, that our

defense spending has turned around. I welcome that.

Senator PRESSLER. I very much appreciate this exchange. I see I

have a red light, but I might say part of my answer might be that the

divisions are in German territory, which means they are defending

German territory also.

General HAIG. Absolutely. Absolutely.

Senator PRESSLER. Mr. Chairman, I have a red light. I have more

questions but I’ll wait until my next turn.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Pressler. Senator Helms has a

unanimous-consent request.

Senator HELMS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to insert

in the record portions of a report from the Church committee with

reference to the Schneider assassination. My unanimous-consent re

quest relates only to the yellow-overlined portions.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, so ordered.

Senator HELMS. I thank the Chair.

[The information referred to above follows :]

Fornos or THE CHURCH COMMITTEE, NOVEMBER 20, 1975

* * * 1: * 1: *

(b) Schneider

We find that neither the President nor any other official in the United States

Government authorized the assassination of General Rene Schneider. The CIA,

and perhaps the White House, did know that coup leaders contemplated a kid

napping, which, as it turned out resulted in Schneider’s death.

:0: 1|: :0: -I: Q o t

(ii) Schneider

As explained above, there is no evidence that assassination was ever proposed

as a method of carrying out the Presidential order to prevent Allende from

assuming office. * " *

10: * =0: * * at 1

(iii) Schneider

" * "‘ Rather, the issue posed is whether White House officials were consulted,

and thus given an opportunity to weigh such matters as risk and likelihood of

success, and to apply policy-making judgments to particular tactics. The record

indicates that up to October 15 they were; after October 15 there is some doubt.

# * * * * # ‘

However. the absence of any substantive memoranda in CIA files-——when con

trasted with several such memoranda describing contacts with the White House

between September 15 and October 15—May suggest a lack of significant com

munication on the part of the CIA as well as a lack of careful supervision on

the part of the White House.

The CHAIRMAN. The majority will meet now in caucus in room 4219, '

the minority in room 1223.

We are recessed for 15 minutes.

[Recess.]

The CHAIRMAN. The hearings will resume. I’ll call u 11 Senator

Pell because the caucuses were held at the rinitiative of t e minority

and I understand they have a request to put to the committee.
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Senator PELL. I thank the chairman very much for his courtesy in

recognizing me at this time in behalf of the minority.

We appreciate too that the majority of the committee has urged

President Carter to respond on an expedited basis to our request for

those materials now under his possession and control and needed by

us to satisfy our constitutional responsibility in this matter. I regret

that the majority did not join this request prior to the start of the hear

ings so that they might have been received in a more timely manner.

I hope that the majority will now join in our request for a subpena or

otherwise assist us- in obtaining the tapes of conversations between

General Haig and President Nixon during a limited but highly con

troversial period of time.

So that the reasons for this request and need for these materials will

not be misunderstood, let me make the following points. One, we are

not seeking to rehash Watergate nor are we seeking to listen to an

unreasonable number of tapes. All we are seeking are those taped

conversations of General Haxig and others which consists of 100 hours

or less of tape time.

Two, since there is an index or log of these conversations, our coun

sel or other persons designated by the full committee could further

limit the tapes needed.

Three, since the requested tapes are generally of good quality

- and have already been gathered together, this material is readily avail

able to us, and a good faith effort at working out the logistics need

not delay these proceedings.

Four, most importantly, it is my understanding that, contrary to the

suggestions of yesterday, these-conversations of General Haig during

this critical period of time have not been listened to or otherwise in

vestigated, nor are they readily available.

Five, we understand the only tape, June 4, 1973, which has been

transcribed, may raise a question which might be resolved by the op- _

portunity to listen to the actual tape.

Six, while General Haig has been questioned by various individuals

and bodies about a variety of matters, questions have not focused upon

the contents-of the questioned conversations because the contents of the

conversations have been and continue to be unknown.

Seven, we certainly have the means of discriminating between the

relevant and irrelevant, and there are ample means to handle the

tapes in a discrete, responsible manner and materials would be treated

as confidential.

Mr. Chairman, if there are matters on the tapes which would dis

qualify General Haig then he should be disqualified. On the other

hand, if these tapes do not reveal an such information, then we will

all be more comfortable with General ¥Haig's confirmation.

In any event, I do not see how, as U.S. Senators, we can ignore or

refuse to examine material available to us which could be important

in exercising our constitutional duties.

Furthermore, our request represents a significant reduction in the

quantity of materials sought and a reasonable effort to accommodate

the need for information on the one hand and the need for an expedi

tious proceeding on the other.

For these reasons, and on behalf of the minority, we would respect

fully move this committee issue a subpena for the following limited
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materials. All tape recordings and indexes and logs of conversations

between Alexander M. Haig, Jr., and President Nixon and others in

volving General Haig during the period of May 4, 1973, through

July 18, 1973.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Pell. I appreciate also your

reiteration of our avowed intention to see that the proceedings go

forward in an expeditious manner so that the President can have a

Secretary of State when he assumes office on January 20.

To review what has transpired, I did agree that any time the min

ority decided it needed material I would issue a similar letter asking

for that same material so that it would be available to the commit

tee on both sides of the aisle.

At the time the initial letter was issued by you it was considered by

our counsel and by me as so vague and obscure that I simply could not

issue that same letter then. At no time did the majority in any way

obstruct your attempt to get that material, which you have every right

to do as a U.S. Senator and the ranking member of this committee.

However, the White House apparently took the same position—

that it was too obscure and vague—and after a series of discussions

with the counsel at the White House, I understand, you have rede

fined your request and made it much more precise. That was done in

a letter by you to the President dated January 9, where you listed

a great deal of material that you Wished to obtain.

Having read that letter--—

Senator PELL. Excuse me, December 30.

The CHAIRMAN. December 30. But the last letter that I have is

January 8, giving the concise group of material‘ that you desire.

Senator PELL. That was letter to you. But the letter to the President

was -on December 30.

The CHAIRMAN. I see. My notification was January 8 and on Jan

uary 9 I issued a letter to the President requesting that every effort

be made to expedite this material and in fact I tele honed the letter

last night to the counsel to the President so that t ey would be on

notice immediately and not have to wait for the letter to arrive

there this morning. We wish to cooperate in every way possible.

With respect to your present request, it is our feeling that we should

at this time develop a committee resolution to provide for the issuance

of a subpena or subpen-as for any material, tapes, documents, or

materials that would be relevant to these hearings. Obviously when

we take into account the 6,000 hours of tapings and so forth we all

recognize it would be impossible. Even the 100 hours is highly prob

lemmatical. but certainly if counsel. between them, can determine that

this material is relevant, we would issue that.

The material that you mentioned would take one person hours

just to listen to, .much less transcribe; we must recognize that this

material would not be available to the committee in time for full

processing, thorough analysis and study, without unduly delaying the

proceedings. It is our feeling that we should approve the resolution

of -the committee—-approve it, I would hope, unanimously—agree that

subpenas will be and shall be issued, but proceed with the hearing

and come to a vote at a time that would enable us to make a report,

have the 3-day waiting period and have the nomination on the floor of

the Senate in time for a vote on January' 20.

72-018 0 — 81 — 11
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We would suggest the hour of 4 p.m. on Wednesday, January 14,

be established for that vote and that in the meantime the subpenas

would be issued on relevant material. I have already been assured by

the White House that a great deal of this material that has been re

quested by you can be available here by the deadline that I set of

Tuesday the 13th. So that you would have a good deal of it in here

for a day and a half. And some of it, I would hope,_would start to

arrive now.

Senator PELL. At first blush that sounds enticing. But when thought

through I really believe we ought to vote on the motion that is before

us and, hopefully, affirmatively, because we’ve already tried this busi

ness of leaving it to counsel to speak for us as a committee, and the

majority counsel was not able to come up wit'h a bottom line of any

tapes on which a subpen-a would be issue-d. And I don’t think we should

tie ourselves into la specific date.

We all share in wanting to get the hearing through as quickly as

possible for the sake of the country and for our own sakes too. But, by

the same token, I think we‘ would not have any great problem if this

subpena was issued. There-’s certainly an adequate staff to listen to 100

hours. They can divide it up amongst them and listen to 10 hours each,

5 hours each, and we Senators can divide it up amongst us, if there’s

anything relevant. And we hope there will be nothing relevant.

So, speaking for myself, I would be concerned, but I would be in

terested in the views of other minority members.

The CHAIRMAN.‘ Senator Pell, I would like to recognize Senator

Baker first, who has a good deal of knowledge of Watergate and then

we’d be happy to recognize Senator Tsongas.

Senator BAKER. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. I really do not

i know what finally will result here.

I had thought that this proposal made by the chairman would be

so attractive and so obviously in the best interests of this hearing that

we1pould proceed to refine the details of it and get on with the business

at and.

I, for one, have never been enthusiastic about any subpenas because

I think the last thing on Earth we need is a replay of Watergate and,

least of all, the Watergate tapes, 100 hours or 6,000 hours or any por

tion of them. But I agreed to that only on the basis of relevancy, and

only on the basis that procurement of those tapes will not delay this

proceeding.

I believe every person on this committee on both sides has said they

do not wish to delay the hearings. But when the first subpena is issued

it will trigger things that are beyond our control. It is not just up to

President Carter or President Nixon or the Achivist or a half a dozen

other people to decide whether that subpena will be issued or not. It

may be up to countless U.S. district judges and courts of appeals and,

finally, the Supreme Court, over a period not of days or of weeks or of

months but perhaps years.

The balancing judgment we have to make, it seems to me, is whether

or not a subpena, which would trigger those mechanisms, is in the best

interests of this committee, of the Senate, and of the country.

I think the proposal of the minority would have the inevitable ef

fect of leaving us without a Secretary of State for months at a serious

time in this country’s history and at a dangerous time in the world.
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‘So, in attempting to make some sort of balancing accord, I con

--gratulated the chairman for coming up with this proposal.

‘ Let me reiterate the proposal as I understand it. No. 1, that subpenas

would issue.for.relevant material. I say again I had not favored this.

I still fear it-will lead us down a labyrinth of pathways that may be

-endless. But I agree to it on condition that we set up some mechanism

to decide, in the first instance, that material is relevant.

I suppose the way that would be done, as a practical matter, is not

greatly divergent from the suggestion made by Senator Pell. That is,

counsel on both sides would listen to this tape or look at those logs

or make some preliminary judgment on what was relevant and what

was not. I Expect that they would agree in every ‘case or virtually every

case. I would hope so. I would encourage them to. '

And then to issue subpenas for those things that could not be pro

. cured otherwise. Keep in mind that some of it, surely, would be avail

able without subpena and I would favor that first.

By the way, I notice the remark that -Senator Pell made that he

wished that our distinguished chairman had joined earlier in the

request to the President. I find it startling that they think on the

minority side that we have more influence with President Carter than

they do. [Laughton] ' '

But in any event, I visualize that procedure—that is, there would

be a preliminary ascertainment by the staff;-this is not part of the

agreement; this is my visualization in my mind’s eye of how the

chairman’s proposal would work'—on the relevance of this material.

Following on after that, if it could not be obtained voluntarily, that

subpenas would indeed issue on the signature of the Chairman.

But be ond that, then. I. think it would be necessary, and I believe

-it is imp icit in what the chairman has stated, that the committee

adopt a resolution that would continue that inquiry beyond the time

of the confirmation of the Secretary of State. We have done‘ that

before; there is precedent for that. And I must tell you I would

support such a resolution and vote for it—that is, that the proceeding

would continue, because otherwise the effort to subpena the docu

ments might be moot in the eyes of the courts after the confirmation,

if indeed General Haig is confirmed as Secretary of State.

We would have to provide that mechanism, but I am convinced that

we-should get on with the business at hand. If indeed every person

on this committee who has asserted they do not wish to delay this

hearing will think about the consequences of what we are about to

do we must make some provision for proceeding -apace and savin

the inquiry past the time of confirmation. Otherwise, it does inde

' become a fishing expedition.

So I think that Senator Percy has made a generous proposal. I feel

that it is in the best interests of the committee, of the Senate and

of the country. And I ur ,e that we accept it.

Senator Tsomms. Mr. hairman ?

The CHAIRMAN. I would like to comment on Senator Baker’s re

'marks. In my opening statement, I said that everything should be

covered and nothing should be left uncovered. And I have maintained

that pledge. '

I’d like to add that the investigators, who have been hired by the

committee at the initiative of the majori'ty—-Chief investigator Phil



160

Manuel, who was the chief investigator for Senators McClellan, ‘Sam

Nmm, and Abe Ribicoff ;_ his qualifications are unblemished—-is under

direction that if he finds anything in all of the material he is reviewing

relevant to the fitness or character or qualifications of General Haig

to serve as Secretary of State, he is directed to notify immediately

minority counsel, ari‘d‘we have a counterpart agreement on the part of

the minority. So we have tried to work very closely together.

Before Senator Tsongas asks his question, I’d like to put one question

to Senator Pell. Suppose it was decided by the majority and we asked

permission of the committee for the chairman to issue a subpena—and

I can issue a subpena with the approval of the committee—to Presi

dent Carter for all matters relating to the Huyser mission—General

Huyser’s mission—to Tehran, General Huyser being a general who

was subordinate to and reported to General Haig. It was a mission

on which there has been public speculation about whether or not Gen

eral Haig had approved of it. It was a mission that was prior to the

taking of hostages, of course. It was before Khomeini seized power.

If I issued such a subpena, is there anyone on the minority side that

could give the chairman assurance that President Carter would honor

that subpena and deliver such material under proper classification to

this committee?

Senator PELL. That is a question that I would have to refer to Presi

dent Carter. I do not know the answer to it. Maybe some of my col

leagues would care to comment.

Senator SARBANES. Mr. Chairman, it is an interesting question, but

the only point that I would make is that the request to which Senator

Pell has now directed our attention is extremely limited and concerns

only the tapes for that limited period-—which I understand are in the

Archives——pertaining to General Haig and President Nixon.

It seems to me that it is clear that those may indeed be important.

They are important in two respects. They may be important for what

they show and they may be important for what they do not show. . '

It is clear that the one tape which was available, of which a transcript

was made, was of sufficient consequence that it required considerable

attention and explanation. It was addressed directly by General Haig

in his appendix to his testimony and has been commented on by a

number of observers.

It seems to me that the request that is now before the committee has

greatly whittled down the original request. It now deals with a very

finite and manageable body of material, some of which, upon inspec

tion and review, probably can clearly be set aside. I think it is very

important that that point be understood.

We can engage in all kinds of speculation and hypotheticals about

seeking other materials and about a whole range of other matters, but

I think it is important to know exactly what was embodied in the re

quest, not only its reasonableness but its potential relevance. Therefore,

I think it is a request now which really deserves the very serious atten

tion of the committee.

I do not think it carries with it the problems that you have just

indicated with respect to another subject matter, or the problems that

might arise from a request that was broader in terms of going into

other subject areas.
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The CHAIRMAN. What I would want to make clear is, if the com

mittee determines that the material is relevant, then the sub ena

would be issued even if it may be challenged by someone else. We ave

passed laws that prevent us from receiving materials that can be ob

jected to by President Ford and President ixon and President Carter.

Senator CRANSTON. Mr. Chairman, we cannot determine the matter

of relevance without reviewin the material.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator ranston, I did say I would recognize

Senator Tsongas. If he wants to yield to you, he can.

Senator CRANSTON. Just very briefly, I want to say that we cannot

determine the matter of relevance without seeing the material. Based

on our present knowledge, the relevance is determined by the people

and the time—the people being General Haig and Richard Nixon-»

and the time beingMay 4, 1973, to July 18, 1973.

The request for the material involving these people in that brief

time span represents a significant reduction of the original request.

Senator TSONGAS. Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Tsongas.

Senator TSONGAS. Mr. Chairman, I would like to address the concern

raised by Senator Baker, which I think is legitimate. That is, if we

engage in a process simply of delay and President Reagan does not

have a Secretary of State when he is sworn in. I don’t think anyone is

served in either minority or majority, and least of all the country.

And I think that is a real concern. I think he’s correct and I think

we should all be mindful of it, but I would ask, in listenin to the

proposal by the majority, as I understand it, if the difference etween

that of Senator Pell and that of the majority is that in the majority_’s

proposal the question of relevance would be determined by counsel?

And in essence, then, what happens is that the majority counsel has

- ' veto power.

Senator BAKER. Mr. Chairman, would the Senator yield at that

point?

Senator TSONGAS. Yes.

Senator BAKER. That is not what I meant to say and I apologize

for not saying it clearly. What I meant to say is I visualize in my

mind’s eye that counsel would make the first cut at deciding relevance.

At any point that matter could be presented to the committee for de

termination. The committee has the authority.

Senator TSONGAS. If I may, with all due respect to counsel—coun

sel was not elected to the U.S. Senate, has no constitutional mandate

to advise and consent, and I would not want to allocate my responsi

bility to counsel.

Senator BAKER. The point I was trying to make, Sern-ator Tsongas,

is that we are not delegating any authority to the staff to make any

judgment except to make a recommendation, -and that, if -there is a

disagreement on the question of relevance, then that matter would

be submitted to the committee to decide, not to counsel.

Senator TSONGAS. In that case, the question of relevance would be

decided by the majority of the committee?

Senator BAKER. It would be decided by the committee; yes.

Senator TSONGAS. It seems to me that—how do we decide rele

vance on documents we haven’t seen?
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Senator BAKER. Mr. Chairman, may I answer?

The CHAIRMAN. If you would, please, Senator Baker.

Senator BAKER. The very concern that I have is cornered on the

observation just made by the Senator from Massachusetts. We are on

a fishing expedition unless we have some mechanism to review these

matters. Whether we are speaking of 1,000 hours or 600 hours or

100 hours or tapes or documents or the like, someone has to decide

that are or are not relevant. ‘

You know, when you get right down to the fundamentals. it seems

to me that at least in the parlance of a law suit—litigation-—the

question at hand here is not a fishing expedition but to test the credi

bility of this witness. This witness is the best evidence. He has given

the best evidence and he has done it under oath administered by his

own request. He asked to be placed under oath.

The only question at hand, it seems to me, then, is the credibility

of his testimony. And in that view anything that is on those tapes

that b-ears on what he has testified about would be relevant.

Senator TSONGAS. Could I offer a compromise to the Senator?

Senator SARBANES. Why don’t we subpena the ta-pes—the limited

tapes for that period?

Senator BAKER. That is what I am offering you if you will accept

it.

If I may say so, in all deference and respect, it is harder to give

up on this issue than any issue I ever saw. We are offering, it seems

to me, a mechanism by which all of the tapes can be listened to and

a determination could be made only on the question of relevance.

Are they relevant? If they are not relevant then it is a pure fishing

expedition.

Senator TSONGAS. Would the Senator yield?

Senator SARBANES. I understand that in order to get the tapes and

in order to make that recommendation, you are prepared for the

committee to issue a subpena, is that right?

Senator BAKER. Absolutely.

The CHAIRMAN. Absolutely, that is the assurance we gave you.

Senator GLENN. Would the Senator yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Glenn.

Senator GLENN. You would not prohibit a Senator who wanted to

go and work with counsel from hearing anything he wanted?

Senator BAKER. Of course not.

Senator GLENN. Well, that takes care of Senator Tsongas’ problem.

The CHAIRMAN. We just don’t want to impose a burden of 100 hours

of listening for every Senator. We would like the screening to be done

by counsel.

Senator GLENN. I’m willing to turn that job over to counsel, but I

wouldn’t preclude somebody who wanted to get into this from going

and sitting with counsel and doing this.

The CHAIRMAN. Absolutely not; we also have the further assurance

that has been reiterated by General Haig. He has no concern about

anything that is on those tapes and you heard his agreement yesterday

that the subpenas can be issued. All we want is to be sure that we don’t

end up having a lot of tape recordings played that are irrelevent, nor

do we want the proceedings delayed.

Senator Glenn.
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Senator GLENN. I would like to ask, ‘what was the time agreement

for receiving this; was that part of this agreement?

The CHAIRMAN. That is always subject to a reasonable time period.

We were simply suggesting one which takes into account the 3-day

layover rule, and takes into account the desirability of preparing a

report. I don’t see how we could put a report together, have the 3-day

layover, and have it available for a vote, unless we set a time around 4

p.m., Wednesday, the 14th.

Senator GLENN. I was a little hestitant about agreeing to the time

thing. Have we decided yet whether we want a committee report prior

to the vote?

Senator BAKER. I can speak in a different role. other than as a mem

ber of the committee. When I was the minority leader, I used to insist

on the 3-day rule. Now that I am in the majority, I have suffered a

great transformation.

[General laughter.]

Senator CRANSTON. I would think the 3-day rule might possibly be

waived in this case.

Senator BAKER. I would hope so, and I think the surest way to do

that is to see that the committee does not, in fact, file a written report,

which would obviate the provisions of the 3-day rule.

Senator GLENN. There are two reasons. One is, if we are looking

into additional information, I think the report would not be com

plete without whatever additional information might or might not

be turned up. So I would hate to see us agree to a Wednesday date,

and maybe come up to Wednesday with a ti-me certain to vote, and

still have a lot of additional questions some of us have not had a

chance to answer yet.

Senator BAKER. May I speak for a moment?

The CHAIRMAN. Having a report is desirable, but we at this stage

are quite prepared to say, if Wednesday is too soon, Thursday, Fri

day, and if it can be done, even on Saturday, the majority will co

operate in waiving any ruling.

Senator GLENN. I agree with the desirability of it, but I think

there has been so much attention focused on General Haig and this

whole proceeding, that I don’t think any Senator who has an inter

est in following this is going to lack information on which to make

his judgment.

While on some more obscure issues in the Senate we do need a

report to inform people, I think that this is probably not going to

be as necessary in this case as it might be in some others.

Senator BAKER. I think that is right.

If the Senator would yield to me. One of the elements of the pro

posal that the chairman made, as I understood it, was the committee

adopt a resolution that would continue the inquiry for the purpose

of receiving information under subpena or by request after the date

of confirmation. We have done that in the past, and I think we should

agam.

The question is, will that hobble the Secretary of State in his per

formance of duty, and my answer is an emphatic, “No.” I think we

have .a good track record in that respect. These matters would go

routinely and regularly, and it would not be a serious impediment.

Senator PELL. Mr. Chairman, just in connection with the report, I
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would add here that I have had colleagues who have requested that

they not be put in a position of having to vote without having a writ

ten report, and hearings. I would be remiss if I did not relay their

concern.

We all want a Secretary of State in place by January 20; we agree

on that. But, if there was a delay of a day or two, we should not think

that the Republic would fall apart. Wc have David Newsome who has

been Acting Under Secretary in the past, and who could be Acting

Secretary again. He has been in this job for 30 years and is perfectly

competent for a day or two. [Laughter.]

While the confirmation is pending, he would be perfectly compe

tent to carry on. .

Senator SARBANES. Could I ask Senator Baker a question?

As I understand it, the procedure you are outlining is, one, that the

committee would issue a subpena for the tapes that Senator Pell re

ferred to. Second, the committee would adopt a resolution to the

effect that efforts to obtain that material, and the inquiry associated

therewith, would continue after the confirmation, and not become

moot. Third, that a date and time certain be set to vote on this nomi

nation, and that time certain would be sometime at the end of the next

week, or toward the middle or end of next week.

Senator BAKER. Mr. Chairman, Senator Sarbanes states it correctly

with one minor exception. I also provided that if access could be gained

without a subpena, that staff counsel make a first determination of

relevance before any subpena is issued, so that we are not subpenaing a

great mass of material, but that the subpena is limited to those things

that the committee requires.

Senator SARBANES. It seems to me that the request has been whittled

down now, to asking simply for this particular period of tapes, and

that we must have them in order to say that this is relevant and this

isn’t. It seems to me that this would only delay the process further.

The proposition put forward which does not contain that element

has the potential of permitting the committee to arrive at a committee

agreement, which I think is important. I understand one concern of

the Senator from Tennessee. I think it is legitimate to hold that sub

penas not be issued and then be contested and litigated for months and

months. and that it then be asserted on the basis of that, that consider

ation of the nomination cannot take place. I recognize that concern. I

think it is a reasonable concern not only for him to have, but for

members to have.

The problem in setting the time certain is that something may de

velop in the next few days that may create a problem, and we would be

forced to a vote anyway. It would seem to me that that part of the pro

posal ought to be modified to say that the fact that the subpenas have

not been responded to, as we approach a decisionmaking, ought not

itself to constitute a basis for delaying action, but at the same time

ought not to put us in the position where, if something does in fact de

velop, we are nevertheless programed for a time certain. That would, in

effect, preserve the existing situation in terms of moving to dispose,

and would insure that the issuance of the subpenas would not const1

tute a basis for delaying action on the nomination.

The CHAIRMAN. In order to move this along. Senator Pell, with

his usual courtesy, had informed the Chair informally of what liis
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recommendation would be, and of the general proposition that could

come forward-—-not in the exect terms that it did, but the general form

0 it.

The majority not only took a position that was favorable to the

thrust of it, but has a substitute motion that it will offer whenever the

minority would be prepared to yield for that purpose.

Senator Tsongas, do you want to say something?

Senator TSONGAS. I would say to Senator Pell, just speaking for

myself, I think the majority has gone a long way in trying to meet

the concerns. I think that we could arrive at an agreement; I think

we are very close in any case. I think if there is agreement as to what

Senators Sarbanes and Glenn have said, I for one would be quite pre

pared to vote favorably. .

The CHAIRMAN. I can assure again all of my colleagues that there

is no attempt, and there will be no attempt, to move these proceedings

in any way that does not give every committee member, and hopefully

noncommittee members, an opportunity to question General Haig

completely on every aspect of his work that is necessary for us to make

the judgment that must be rendered as to his fitness for this position.

The date by which we vote must be a decision of the Chair, based

on a judgment as to when we have really completed this hearing in a

satisfactory fashion. The date that we suggested was simply one that

would allow for a report and a 3-day layover. If we now have the

approval of the majority leader that that will be waived, we can cer

tainly dela that vote.

Senator onn. Mr. Chairman, I wanted to follow up on what Sena

tor Sarbanes was inquiring of, and his possible suggestion.

Since January 20 seems to be the date that most people are most

concerned about, the inauguration date, it might not be a bad idea to

use that date, rather than something next Tuesday or Wednesday. So

that even if we had not completed the hearings by that date, we might

be able to use that as sort of a benchmark, rather than talking about

something next Tuesday or Saturday. I would be uneasy about that.

I completely concur with Senator Tsongas that I feel very com

fortable with the majority leader’s suggestion, with just that one ex

ception, the fixed date. That worries me a bit.

Senator SARBANES. I tried to address that, and I think I have, at

least as I understand the concerns of the majority leader. I can under

stand that he would not want the issuance of the subpenas to con

stitute the basis for delaying committee action. That, as I understand

it, is the concern he has expressed. I welcome the fact that the resolu

tion would go forward, so one inquiry would continue. It would seem

to me the suggestion I made earlier, that it would not constitute such

a basis, solves that problem.

The CHAIRMAN. Could I ask this question of you, though. Would it

solve the problem with respect to any other Members of the Senate

who, knowing the subpenas have been issued, might attempt to hold

up the vote on the floor until such time as all of this material has come

in, which as we well know could run into a matter of months.

Senator BAKER. Mr. Chairman, could I be heard?

Senator SARBANES. That problem would exist even under the pro

posal that Senator Baker has made. We have tried to respond. 1 thmk

we can close an agreement here.



166

Senator BAKER. I think we are very close, Mr. Chairman, if you will

let me make a couple of other observations.

I am not hung up on the Wednesday at 4 time, and I understand why

you are concerned that if something else turns up it might alter

circumstances.

Let me do it this way instead. When the time comes to make a motion,

I would presently feel that I would omit that part. In good conscience,

though, I must say to the committee that at some point next week it

would be my hope that I could make a motion to proceed into executive

session for the purpose of reporting the nomination of General Haig.

You can do that anyway. At some point, we will make that motion.

I wanted my friends to be on notice that I will probably do that on

Wednesday, unless there are other circumstances that intervene, sort of

like the justice of the peace in Tennessee who heard a law suit for 2

weeks, and then wanted to sound pontifical, and he said: “Gentlemen, I

will take this case under advisement until next Wednesday at which

time I will find in favor of the plaintiff.” [General laughter.]

Senator CRANSTON. Mr. Chairman.

Senator BAKER. Could I say one other thing, Senator Cranston, be

fore I finish? '

I can solve that problem by omitting it, and I think Senator

Sarbanes’ point is well taken.

The other point that I want to make sure is clear, though, there will

not be in this formulation an immediate issuance of a subpena for all of

this material. What will happen is that there will be a first cut by staff

to decide what is relevant on the basis of that which we can now get, or

already. know about.

If there is agreement on that, a subpena will be issued. If there is a

dispute about it, the committee will decide. If it is unknown or unavail

able, then that would be the basis for the issuance of a subpena. But the

ultimate question at hand is whether there will be a blanket subpena

issued, and the answer, under my formulation, is that there would not.

The CHAIRMAN. The relevance would be determined first by counsel,

and ultimately by the committee itself.

Senator CRANSTON. I think you have the assurance of the majority

leader that the 3-day rule and the report would be waived.

Senator BAKER. I am so happy in my new position that I would not

sully it by offending the minority leader who is not here, but no doubt

is listening. ‘

The CHAIRMAN. That is why I wanted to ask the question.

Senator BAKER. I cannot do that without him.

The CHAIRMAN. Taking into account that we did walk in the shoes of

the minority for so many years, can you speak on behalf of Senator

Byrd as to whether the request that the 3-day rule be waived would be

honored by the minority leader as well?

Could you, in your capacity as assistant minority leader, possibly

answer that. or you would want to refer it to Senator Byrd?

Senator BAKER. If Alan -Cranston answers that, he is a braver man

than I am. [Laughter.]

Senator CRANSTON. All I am empowered to say on that point is that

I would do my best to see that the -minority would waive the 3-day

ru e.

Senator BAKER. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
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Senator CRANSTON. I also want to say, I think what the minority is

now suggesting is a promising approach, and a reasonable approach

to what we are seeking to accomplish. As far as any concerns that may

exist about any effort to delay matters on the floor because a subpena

has been issued, but the material we are after has not been produced,

under the circumstances that are being suggested, I think it very un

likely that any such effort would be made, and if it was made, I don’t

think that it would have any significant support.

The CHAIRMAN. I think that that assurance is very important, in

deed. Thank you, Senator Cranston.

Senator Pressler asked for recognition.

Senator PRESSLER. Let -me say that this agreement pleases me very

much. I just had one question about it. Is there a time? Could the ma

terials lead to other subpenas that would go on for several months,

and would this put the Secretary of State in some jeopardy in per

forming his duties?

The -CHAIRMAN. I think that this is the essence of what we are trying

to accomplish now. The proceedings would go on, the subpena would

be issued, but the confirmation process would be completed. We would

report the nominee out, and we would take it up on the floor of the

Senate, it is hoped, by the 20th.

Senator SARBANES. Mr. Chairman, I have to pursue this matter with

Senator Baker, because I misunderstood his earlier formulation, if I

understand his latest one.

Senator BAKER. They are the same. _ _

Senator SARBANES. It does not correspond with the way I formulated

it.

My understanding was that with respect to the limited materials

contained in the Pell request, which are simply those tapes involving

General Haig and President Nixon for that limited period from early

May until the middle of July

The CHAIRMAN. That is May 4 to July 18, 1973. ..

Senator SARBANES. Correct. The committee would issue a subpena

for them. The premise of that is that in order to examine them, and

see which ones bear on the matter before us, we must have them.

Are they being requested then simply out of whole-cloth? No, there

is one tape that is available -and a transcript has been made of it,

which has required some explanation. I don’t put that forward as any

sort of exhibit, but it has required explanation; therefore, obviously,

it has some pertinency and relevancy. The amount of information be

ing sought is greatly reduced.

My impression of what we discussed earlier is that the committee

would go ahead and authorize that subpena, and that that action would

carry with it the resolution to continue on beyond. Counsel would take

the response to that subpena and examine it. The members could par

ticipate if they chose. Counsel would then weed out materials which

may bear on factors pertinent to this nomination. This would then put

it in place, and we could proceed with our business. ~ .

Furthermore, I recognize that the chairman can move to act on this

matter when he chooses. I Sought to indicate that the request for the

subpena which I am talking about was not being put forward as the

basis for asserting the necessity of a delay in proceeding in this matter,

and therefore it seems to me to meet the concern that Senator Baker

expressed with respect to action on this nomination.
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That seems to me to be an effective, forthright way for the commit

tee to discharge its responsibilities in every respect, both to carry out

its inquiry and also to leave open one path for acting on the nomina

tion in a proper manner and at a proper time to address the problems

which Senator Bakerhas indicated.

It seems to me that we ought to decide today to authorize the chair

man to go ahead and issue the subpena with respect to that limited

amount of material. This does not now constitute seeking an enormous

range of materials. I think that it would enable us to act together as a

committee. Afterwards we would be able to take some measure of satis

faction that we had done our inquiry as we should do our inquiry. I

think that that is an important consideration for this committee, for

the Senate, and for individual Senators.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Hayakawa.

Senator HAYAKAWA. Mr. Chairman, may I call attention to the fact

that we are talking about the confirmation of the Secretary of State,

and not the Secretary of Agriculture, or the Secretary of Commerce,

or any other department that deals only with internal affairs.

We are dealing with the Secretary of State, whose impact will be on

the whole world. Therefore, how expeditiously we act upon his con

firmation, and what we say about his confirmation is being observed in

Germany, France, ‘Britain, Japan, Iran, and elsewhere around the

world. The longer we take hemming and hawing about his confirma

tion, the more do we subtract from his authority and strength when

he deals with foreign affairs.

I say in all seriousness that Senator Percy has made a generous con

cession to the demand of the minority that the tapes be examined. It

is a general concession in the sense that many of us on this side do not

feel that the tapes should be reexamined at all. On the other hand, if

they want them reexamined within the limits of the time available,

Senator Percy has made an offer that meets those ti-me requirements,

and at the same time meets the request of the minority to hear those

tapes, or to examine their contents. '

So I urge my distinguished colleagues on both sides of the aisle to

' accept the proposal made by Senator Percy, and let’s get on with it.

Senator BAKER. Mr. Chairman, could I say one last word, or at least

I hope that this is the last word. [Laughter.]

' The CHAIRMAN. I doubt it, and I hope it is not. *

Senator BAKER. It will be the last word until the playoffs start.

[Laughter.]

I really hope that we do not bog down on this agreement because

there should be an agreement. The committee should move in unison on

this subject. I hope we do not bog down .on the question of the blanket

subpena versus the relevant subpena. Let me tell you why, Mr. Chair

man, if I may for just a moment.

Think for a second about the request as it has been refined, and indeed

it has been refined. We are now down from 6,000 hours of tape to about

100 hours of tape, but 100 hours is 5 days, 24 hours a day, if you are

going to listen to it, and 12% days if you listen_to it on anything like a ’
". i t.

humane basis. That is the first point. '

The second point is, certainly there are parts of that time frame from

May til July that have nothing to do with anything that would relate

to the duties of Al Haig as Secretary of State, and certainly we should
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not engage in a fishing expedition to get into that. So it seems to me

,that absolute reasonableness requires that we have some sort of

relevancy test.

As a practical matter, what is going to happen, I suspect, is this:

Some of this material is probably going to be available without sub

pena. Counsel is going to go over that carefully, and decide where that

leads them. It may lead them immediately to subpena some data, some

tapes, perhaps.

Then counsel, I-suspect, probably will get into the logs—there are

logs, at least according to the information we have at hand, and they

are described in Senator Pell’s letter—the logs of those ta es. I suppose

that from that log you can probably tell something a out whether

the material is relevant or not relevant. So that will form the basis for

a decision to issue subpenas.

Finally, we will get to the question of whether or not you can get the.

material without a sub ena, 1-ncluding tapes. Incidentally, almost cer

tainly you will not get t e tapes without a subpena, and maybe you will

not get them then. As I understand, the archivist has very strong views

of the basis on which these things are to be released.

In any event, at each stage it seems to me there should be a good faith

judgment on whether or not it has something to do with this proceed

mg. It was my suggestion that there be a test of relevance.

Once again, I am not suggesting that we delegate anything. Senators

ought not to do that in a matter of this importance, and perhaps we

cannot under our constitutional duties. But I am suggesting that in

stead of each one of us spending 121/2 hours listening to tapes, or ex

amining logs and the other data, that we mandate that to our bipartisan

counsel . our counsel on both sides. -

Incidentally, in collaboration with Senator Javits, who is the com

mittee’s consultant, we should establish: (1) What you really need;

(2) whether you can get it without subpena or not; and (3) whether

it is relevant to this inquiry. If it‘ meets those three tests, then I have

no doubt but that the chairman will issue a subpena without ever

consulting the committee. If he fails to do that, I am sure that it could

be brought before the committee, and I will assure that there will be

members on this side who will insist that a subpena be issued in ques

tionable cases.

I think we h-ave the basis for an agreement, and I hope that we can

proceed on a unified basis to do this matter.

My final concluding remark is that I really do not feel that the res

olution to continue this inquiry will damage the potential performance

of Al Haig as Secretary of State. I have an extraordinary respect for

General Haig. I have come to know him very well in the last few days

and Weeks. I have known him before that. He is a strong man. He is

going to be a historic Secretary of State.

I cannot believe for one moment that the continuation of this in

quiry will demage his prestige abroad, his standing at home, or his

effectiveness in that role. Everybody here ought to understand that

we are not ‘trying to‘ cripple the Secretary of State. We are simply

trying to perform the duties of the Senate committee and, indeed, the

Senate as a whole. -

To provide against the termination of an inquiry by the act of con

firmation, I said a moment ago that there was a precedent, and there
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is a precedent for this committee continuing it. That precedent did not

in any way diminish the effectiveness of that Secretary of State. It

concluded promptly, and I think in a reasonable way. _

So I hope, Mr. Chairman, that we will get on with this, and that it

will not be necessary to even vote on it. I would hope that we could

have a unanimous agreement that this procedure will work. It is the

best way to deal with this aspect of the problem.

The CHAIRMAN. I had romised to yield to Senator Pell.

But I want to respon to Senator Baker that not only will those

subpenas be issued, but if we have an agency of government that says

that it cannot give the material to us even if the subpena is issued,

and we feel there is a reasonable reason for getting them, we will issue

the subpena anyway; I have been tol-d in the past by agencies such

as even the Justice Department that they could not release certain

material even if a subpena were issued. We issued the subpena, and

we got the material. ‘

So we will lean over backward to get the material.

P I promised to recognize first the ranking minority member, Senator

e. .

Senator PELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

First, I apologize to Under Secretary Newsome, if there is any

thought that I didn’t think he is competent. He has been, I believe,

Acting Secretary of State before, and is competent to run the State

Department not only for a couple of days but a couple of months.

[Laughter.]

vorces. Years.

Senator BAKER. They’re talking about 4 years over here, Mr. Chair

man. I overheard it.

Senator PELL. Second, it seems to me that, in essence, this resolution

of the chairman puts us about where we were yesterday, because as a

result of yesterday’s decision by the committee the two counsels met

and they discussed what we were after. And the majority counsel took

the position at that time, I am informed by minorit counsel, that

none of these tapes of that 100 hours were relevant. o if that’s the

position which they have already taken, I don’t see why or how we’re

doing anything different.

I think what’s needed is to examine the tapes and let our counsel also

determined whether they’re relevant. And I would hope that we could

hold firm in trying to get the tapes, at least the logs, to determine it,

because it is already a predisposition on the part of the majority to

say they’re not relevant.

If we pass this amended resolution, that would mean we’d find out

on Monday or Tuesday that we’d be in the same position where we are

toda .

Senator TSONGAS. Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, Senator Tsongas.

Senator TSONGAS. Counsel has indicated to me——and it is disquieting,

if what Senator Pell has just indicated is true—I wonder whether

counsel for the majority would indicate whether it is his position, be

cause if his position is that nothing is relevant——

Senator PELL. Of these 100 hours.

Senator TSONGAS [continuing]. Of those 100 hours, then I think

we’re really engaged in a fool’s errand here. Can we get the deter

mination? If it was made last night, I think that would be important

to know.
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The CHAIRMAN. Does any other member wish to make a comment

now before I call upon Senator Baker? '

Senator GLENN. “You asked for comment.

Senator TSONGAS. I was quite prepared to be supportive, as I indi

cated earlier. Then I am told that counsel said last night that nothing’s

relevant. ‘

Senator PELL. Of these 100 hours. ~

Senator TSONGAS. Of those 100 hours. And‘ if that’s the case, I would

like to know it now, because it certainly has, I think, implications as

to whether the resolution has weight. ‘

Senator BAKER. Mr. Chairman, if you would permit me. We can

ask counsel to speak for himself, but it is my understanding that spe

cial counsel has said that as of this moment nothing has been shown

to be relevant. On the other hand. you don’t yet have the logs, you

don’t have the information on which to make that judgment.

I am not suggesting an idle thing. I am not suggesting that you are

walking in to a trap where counsel will immediately say, “Nothing

is relevant, and to heck with it.” I am saying, in good faith, that there

will be a careful examination on the basis‘ of every material piece of

evidence or circumstance that could be ascertained, to determine

whether or not there is probable cause that something is relevant—

it does not even have to be proven it’s relevant, because you do not

have the material—but there is a reasonable basis for believing that

something is relevant to this industry. ‘

Senator SARBANES. Mr. Chairman, it seems to nie that to determine

whether most tapes bear on the issues before the committee, the tapes

must be available to us to be examined by counsel and by the members

if they choose to do so.

Some of those tapes may discuss matters that have no bearing; others

may discuss matters that do have a bearing. It seems to me that the

committee should go ahead and issue the subpena for those tapes, allow

counsel to do their work; and as Senator Baker suggested, proceed on

the assurances that have been given that if the subpenas are not re

sponded to, that fact will not constitute basis for the committee is

delay to action on the nomination before us; and endorse the resolu

tion which would continue that line of inquiry. Then we have covered

the question of doing a full and proper inquiry.

We-have tried to recognize some of the problems that Senator Baker

alluded to. Senator Baker himself in his earlier statement indicated

that the archivist would need a subpena to be forthcoming with

respect to the tapes. And it seems to me that we ought therefore to go

ahead and authorize that subpena for the limited purpose which

Senator Pell has indicated.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Tsongas, would you yield for a question

there at that point? If we assume, as General Haig has testified, that

90 percent of his time was devoted to managing the problems of the

Presidency and the White House and problems of the world as well

as this country, and only 10 percent was relevant to Watergate mat

ters and other such matters, wouldn’t it be wise to go through the logs

made by the Archivist and determine whether or not there was any

material relevant to the matters that we’re discussing? If it is deter

mined that there were, then they would be subpenaed.

Senator GLENN. Would the Senator yield on that point?

The CHAIRMAN. Of course.
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Senator GLENN. You need thesubpena even to get the lists. That’s

the point. You get nowhere. You can’t go through the Archivist’s

list; you,can’t go through the Archivist’s list to even find out what

the listings are of where anybody was in these things without a sub

pena. That’s the point; "

Senator BAKER. I do not think there is any doubt that that is clear

ly available.

The CHAIRMAN. There’s no question about that. _ _

Senator BAKER. Clearly if anything on Earth is relevant, it ought

to be -the index to the tapes. '

The CHAIRMAN. That would be the first thing we would subpena.

Senator GLENN. We’re suggesting that counsel get together to dis

cuss what’s relevant, and we don’t even have a list to go over for

counsel of what is relevant. And that is what the subpena is needed

for, No. 1. Then you go beyond that point to see if you do find some

thing that’s relevant, which ones they are, to pull out. But we can’t

even go that first step without a subpoena.

The CHAIRMAN. What we’re reluctant to do only is to issue sub

penas for material we clearly know have no relevance whatsover

Senator GLENN. How do we know whether it’s relevant or not?

The CHAIRMAN. [continuing]. And then have to transcribe that

material, hundreds or thousands of hours.

Senator GLENN. Oh, I agree with that.

The CHAIRMAN. Certainly, the first subpena that’s issued will be for

the logs to find out what is relevant. Whatever is relevant, I can

assure that subpenas will be issued and signed by the Chairman.

Senator SARBANES. Well, then,is the chairman prepared to issue

a subpena ri ht now?

Senator LENN. Would the chairman issue a subpena for the list?

Senator SARBANES. Right now?

Senator BAKER. Mr. Chairman, I am not prepared to vote for a

subpena for anything until we go through the procedure. Now, it is

my opinion

Senator PELL. We get nowhere.

Senator BAKER. Wait a minute, Claiborne, you do get somewhere.

I am prepared to say that it is my opinion that the very first subpena

that would issue, if a subpena is necessary, is the list of the tapes or

the index, which exists. But what I am really saying is that the real

difference between what you’re talking about and what I am talking

about is whether right this minute we issue a fishing-expedition sub

pena for 100 hours of tape and sit around and gorge ourselves on it

or whether we make a reasonable effort to try to find out what’s there.

Now, I do not think we are going to get an agreement, Mr. Chair

man, and I think that we might as well get on with the matter at hand.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Baker and Senator Pell, unless there is

objection, the Chair will issue subpenas today for the indexes and the

logs so that we can immediately begin this weekend to go over this

material and determine its relevance.

Do you see any problem with that?

Senator PELL. I am delighted and would agree.

The CHAIRMAN. We have only one suggestion from counsel, and

I think it is wise: We should assume that we would not issue a sub

pena if we can determine it is not necessary. I did not say, in my
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discussion last night with President Carter’s counsel on this matter,

that I was going to issue subpenas to them. I simply said we are

joining together as a committee and asking you to expeditiously deliver

this material to the committee and do so‘ by noon Tuesday.

If we ascertain by a telephone call in the next hour that we can

obtain the material without a subpena, then why go through the pro

cedures of issuing a subpena? If they say to me, “We cannot issue

it without a subpena,” I am prepared to sign a subpena, unless there

is objection.

Senator CRANSTON. Are you referring to the index?

The CHAIRMAN. That is the index and the logs, so we can deter

mine the relevance.

But I do come back to Senator Baker’s reaffirmation of what I had

originally said. There must be shown relevance, because we don’t

want a fishing expedition. We can certainly narrow this down in

focus so that we get material to review that is relevant to these hear

ingiland not just so vague that once again we go back to the original

pro em.

Senator TSONGAS. Mr. Chairman, I think if you are prepared to do

that, that would certainly vitiate my concern about last night’s deter

mination. I would be prepared to live with that.

The CHAIRMAN. That’s fine.

Senator SARBANES. I understand the chairman, and I think it was

a response to a reasonable argument. You are prepared to issue a sub

pena for the index and the logs with respect to the tapes today.

The CHAIRMAN. I would again say that if in the next hour or so

we can determine that the Archivist will see that they are delivered

to us promptly without a subpena, then I see no reason to issue a

subpena.

Senator SARBANES. I am not out to get a subpena issued just for the

sake of issuing a subpena.

The CHAIRMAN. A telephone call can be accomplished more quickly

than a subpena.

Senator SARBANES.BUT if the telephone call is not enough, then the

chairman would issue a subpena for the logs?

The C HAIRMAN. If it is necessary, the chairman will issue a sub

pena today for that material.

Senator GLENN. Will the chairman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Senator GLENN. I would suggest, too, that right from the word

“go,” when we’re going down this track, that we make this material

confidential and not releasable without vote of the full committee. I

do not want to see us off on some wild witch hunt with people making

press releases and so on of whatever may be on the list and not on the

list and whatever follows as far as tapes or whatever.

I share the views of others already expressed of the importance of

getting this thing through by the 20th. And I respectfully disagree

with my colleague from California who felt that this detracted from

this, that extended hearings detract.

I think it adds to your authority, General, that we get into all of

these things, for several reasons. I think during the campaign there

were so many changes in the views ex ressed by the candidate on for

eign policy, whether..we’re going to b ockade Cuba as a result of Af

ghanistan, whether we have official or unofficial relations with Taiwan,

72-018 0 - 81 — 12
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and that nonproliferation is none of our business versus making it

high priority, that I think spelling out all of this and giving you your

opportunity to make all of your points here strengthens your position.

And that is one reason that I want to get through all of these things,

because I want to see you fully prepared to hit the ground running

on January 20. So I don’t think that this detracts from your authority

here at all In any shape or form.

One thing I was concerned about was that in Senator Baker’s pro

posal here that we not be setting a time limit for next Wednesday

or anything like that—and that is understood, as I understand it.

Senator BAKER. It is understood, except the Senator from Ohio will

understand I also said that, barring unforeseen circumstances, next

week I propose to make a motion to proceed into executive session to

consider the nomination. That is not part of the agreement; it’s just

a simple statement that if at some point the chairman recognizes me, I

intend to make that motion.

Senator SARBANES. Since the Senator has the.authority, I assume

that he will do it at the time when it is reasonable to do so.

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct. I have discussed it, and I will not

recognize him for that purpose until such time as we have mutually

determined that it is an appropriate period.

I would like to close this particular phase of our discussion, if we

could. We will determine within the next hour whether or not a re

quest——and I will work with the ranking minority member on this—

signed by the chairman to the Archivist will produce the logs. And if

not. the Chair will issue a subpena for that material today.

Senator SARBANES. The index and the logs.

The CHAIRMAN. The index and the logs.

Senator TSONGAS. If I could make one final observation, I would

like to say for the record that I do not disagree with anything that

General Haig has said in the last hour and 15 minutes. [Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN. Yes; Senator Lugar.

Senator LUGAR. Could I ask Senator Baker, what is the formula

tion the chairman just gave—that within the next hour, the Archivist

is going to be asked whether on the motion of this committee the logs

will be offered and if not that he will issue a subpena? At least as I

heard the formulation earlier on, that would not have fit. I ask the

question simply to get an interpretation.

Senator BAKER. Mr. Chairman. that was not what I described in

itially, but I am willing to agree to it. As I also said. I believe, I can

not imagine that there is anything more relevant to this inquiry than

the index or the logs so that you can decide what is relevant.

I also indicated, I think, that I was sure that counsel for both the

majority and minority would agree that an index or a log would be

relevant to their continuing inquiry, because that is the access point,

the beginning.

Now. beyond that. the question then is whether or not a tape or a

transcript is relevant. And that is where the judgment of the com

mittee. initially on the recommendation of counsel. will have to be

made. But I fully concur in the remarks of the chairman in that re

spect. I would say.

Senator GIENN. Will the Senator yield? Is it understood that part

of your amendment to our substitute amendment includes the confi

dentiality of all of this information?
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Senator BAKER. By all means. Incidentally, the Chairman has pro

vided that all of the material that is delivered to the custody of this

committee or any member or stat]? member of this committee should

be kept in a central repository, which is the Office of Classified Na

tional Security Information that George Murphy maintains, which is

locked in room S-406 of the Capitol. There is tight control on access, a

prohibition against taking material out except under very tightly con

trolled circumstances. And I would suggest to the Senator from Ohio,

if he is agreeable, that you make a part of this agreement that any

material that is received be kept in the custody of that facility.

Senator GLENN. That would be fine with me, and I would hope

that—well, I think probably I will request some time next week that

we go into executive session, because there have been some areas, and

quite justifiably so, that the -witness has chosen to say that hethinks in

overall interest he should not discuss in public. And I think we want to

have an executive session some time to go into some of this in a more

background nature.

I would suggest a discussion of the committee on any of these tapes

or logs, documents, whatever, be taken care of in executive session at

that time. .

Senator ZORINSKY. Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that the high

placed sources are almost never identifiable. But I agree with you.

The CHAIRMAN. Any other comments from committee members?

Senator BosCHwITz. Mr. Chairman, are we now going to run into

some problems with people objecting to the subpena; for__ example,

former Presidents?

The CHAIRMAN. There isn’t anyone outside of ourselves who can ob

ject. You are the only ones who are empowered to object.

Senator BOSCHWITZ. President Nixon or his counsel can object?

The CHAIRMAN. He can’t tell whether he’ll be on it or not, ob

viously.

Senator BAKER. I do not know whether President Ford said any

thing or not, but so far we have an-objection from President Nixon.

We have an objection to the Iranian material from President Carter.

We have an objection from the Archivist who said to us that he does

not know for sure whether we can get anything or not. But I do not

believe we can resolve that. '

I believe we must do what we must do, and that is to depend on the -

authority of the Congress to try to compel the production of docu

ments that we deem to be relevant to this inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The roblem that we run into is that of issuing

subpenas for material w ich the Congress itself has prohibited access

to without certain prior approvals. And we’re bound by our own laws. ._

I hope we will observe those laws; weare bound by them, but we don't'*i'

always do it.

Senator BOSCHWITZ. I am very concerned, Mr. Chairman, that we

are going to become involved in delays. And I am sorry that you -took

the specific time for voting out of the resolution_ on which we’re going

to vote, or we’re not going to vote, or the manner in which you’re going

to proceed, because that can always be set back by another vote as well. ._

I think it’s most important that we don’t hobble our new Secretary

of State and, most important, that we get him expeditiously confirmed

or at least reported out of our committee. I am most concerned that

there are going to be ramifications that we haven’t yet envisioned
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that are going to come up and that are going to prevent us from mov

ing forward.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, it is the authority of the Chair to establish

a time certain, a date by which we vote. There isn’t any committee

member here who would challenge that. We have honored that au

thoiity when it belonged to the Democratic Party, and they will do so

wit us.

However, in keeping -the, tradition of this committee, working to

gether in comity, the Chair will not call for such a vote until such time

it is determined that we have had a reasonable chance to cover all of

the relevant ground. And we have obviously now lost a chance to start

on a third round because of this very important colloquy.

But we will proceed expeditiously in this area. We have been, I

think, helped a great deal by having the 3-day rule and the report

waived by the majority; I hope it will be true of the minority. And if

Snator Cranston would ascertain from Senator Byrd his position

on that—and telephone me—I would appreciate it. '

..That gives us several more days. We will proceed with dispatch.

But we will also proceed in accordance with the rules laid down in my

opening statement, that the hearing will be thorough, exhaustive, and

complete from every standpoint.

. Did somebody else want to be recognized? Senator Glenn?

Senator GLENN. For a new subject, just temporarily? F '

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, of course. And I would tell the committee now

that we have finished our second round, it is now my turn to question.

General you will have all weekend to think about what ques

tions I would-have asked you—provocative questions on the Middle

East, on NATO, et cetera. We will start that round on Monday.

Senator GLENN. I agree with that. -

The CHAIRMAN. So we have a few minutes left.

Senator GLENN. I agree with our distinguished chairman, and I am

sure that his questions will be very good. ~‘I am sure also that they

will require amplification and followup. And I would, therefore, like

to bring up the matter of whether,since we’re just getting into the

third round, it would not be the appropriate time to start 20-minut

sessions. And I would so move: 20-minute question periods.

The CHAIRMAN. Will we have-‘a substitute motion, then, that some

one would care to offer on this side?

Senator BAKER. Mr. Chairman, I do not think I am prepared now

1 to agree to that.

I might >Monday. Let me think about it; I might'bfi'er you‘ 15

minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Would you like to settle that right now? The

majority‘ would be prepared to settle on 15 minutes right now. And

otherwise, I am prepared to call for a vote on it right now.

» -‘Senator SARBANES. Why don’t we think about it over the week

end? we might be able to move it along faster if we have longer

periods, and On the other hand there may be reasons not to do that.

Senator BAKER. If we agreed while I was not watching on the sub

stitute proposal, do we need to take a procedural Step -in that respect?

--Senator SARBANES. I though we agreed on the proposal that was

put forward by the chairman. _
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Senator BAKER. Just for the record, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous

consent that that proposal be adopted. .

Senator HAYAKAWA. I prefer that we maintain the 10-minute rule.

Senator BAKER. No; this is on the arrangement on the tapes.

The CHAIRMAN. The objection has been withdrawn.

Is there any objection to the proposal by Senator Baker?

[No response.]

The CHAIRMAN. If not, so moved. '

The committee will resume its hearings at 10 a.m. on Monday. It

will be the intention of the Chair to call hearings at 9 a.m. on sub

sequent days.

This meeting is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 12 :59 p.m., the committee adjourned, to reconvene

at 10 a.m. Monday, January 12, 1981.]
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Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Charles Percy (chairman of the

committee) presiding.

Present: Senators Percy, Helms, Hayakawa, Lugar, Mathias,

Boschwitz, Pressler, Pell, Biden, Glenn, Sarbanes, Zorinsky, Tsongas,

Cranston, and Dodd.

OPENING STATEMENT

The CHAIRMAN. The hearing will come to order, please.

Let me review what has transpired since our recess on Saturday.

At that time, it was made apparent after the caucuses of both the

minority and the majority and after a unanimous decision by the ma

jority members that it was not possible to act on the motion of the

minority, which had asked that subpenas be issued for all tapes in

volving conversations between General Haig and former President

Nixon that had occurred between the dates of May 4, 1972, and July

18. Inasmuch as that motion could not be supported, after the discus

sion, it was the unanimous view of all members of this committee, mi

nority and majority, that a request should be made of the National

Archivist to provide to this committee the Archival log, which ac

curately has indexed all of the tapes in question with, in general—al

though I have not seen it—the subject matter involved in those tapes.

The Chair had indicated that an attempt would be made to have

this material given voluntarily this Archival log; and that, if after a

reasonable effort had been made to obtain the material ‘in this way, it

could not be done, the Chair_would then issue a subpena with the

full authority of this committee.

The Chair contacted the National Archivist, put him on notice that

the committee would be requesting the Archival logs, and requested

that a meeting be set up between the National Archives and its repre

sentatives and representatives of former President Nixon. That meet

ing was set for 1 p.m., at the National Archives on Sunday.

After several hours of meetings, in which none of us here partici

pated—these were entirely between representatives of the National

Archives and Mr. Nixon’s representatives and lawyers-—it did not

appear as though the request of the committee could be granted, or a

voluntary agreement reached on it. Apparently some progress was

made. A degree of cooperation was evidenced, but not enough to

satisfy the requirements and the request of this committee.

(179)
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Therefore, at 6 o’clock last night, in the presence of Senator Pell

who, thoughtfully, on a few moments notice, came down with me to

the Senate, issued a subpena to Dr. Warner. I had arranged that a

subpena would be served on him at his home in McLean; it was served

last night.

I talked with Dr. Warner this morning inasmuch as the subpena

requires that he appear before this committee at 2 p.m. He has advised

me that he will be here at 2 p.m. and will be prepared to give the re

sponse of the National Archivist as to what is within his authority

and power under the statutes of the Congress of the United States by

which he is bound.

So, GeneralHZaig, we will question you this morning. But we will

call the National Archivist before the committee at 2 p.m. I hope that

will take about half an hour. We will then resume with your testimony

in the afternoon.

I would like to advise the committee that we would hope to conclude

our questioning of General Haig this afternoon at 5 p.m. We will con

tinue from now until 1 p.m. and will take a 10-minute break at 11 :30.

We will resume again at 2 p.m. with Dr. ‘Warner, and following his

testimony we will continue questioning General Haig until 5 p.m.

At 5 p.m., immediately after we conclude our open hearing, we will

have an executive session of the committee in room 4221 of this build

ing, the regular committee hearing room. We will be in executive

session to discuss any confidential material that has been revealed to

the committee by General Haig in accordance with the requirements of

the confirmation proceeding. We will also have any other discussion

that any member would wish to have on any of the classified material.

General Haig, if you could stay with us for a while at that time,

we will provide adequate office facilities here for you. We hope that

any committee member would wish to use that occasion to question

you on matters involving national security. which would have to take

place in closed session. This would probably be the best occasion to

do that.

In response to the minority request that we extend the questioning

period, the Chair cannot, in good conscience, extend the period to 20

or 30 minutes per Senator, because we will have a shorter day than had

originally been planned. But the Chair would extend the questioning

period to 15 minutes so that Senators may have a slightly longer

period.

The second round of questions having been completed. I myself

will commence the questioning for the beginning of the third round.

Before I begin my questions, however, I wish to say that the under

standing was made very clear in this committee, and was reaffirmed by

Senator Pell to me yesterday, that the discussions of Saturday with

respect to procurement of the Archival log, would not be a condition

precedent to the committee’s formal action on General Haig’s nomi

nation. I expect that the vote on confirmation in-committtee can, and

should, take place some time Wednesday afternoon or evening, Janu

ary 14, which would be necessary if the Senate is to be able to act on

the nomination by Inauguration Day and still provide for the 3-day

rule which has not as yet been waived by the minority leader.

I do wish also to say that our decision to seek this log from the

National Archives should in no way be taken as casting doubt, any
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doubt, upon the testimony given under oath, voluntary oath, already

by General Haig to this committee, or to suggest that we have any

reason whatsoever to suspect that there is anything in these conversa

tions with former President Nixon to justify committee concerns.

General Haig himself has said that he has no concerns about what

might be on those tapes. We simply wish to be sure that we have

taken every reasonable effort to obtain the materials that may be rele

vant to the qualifications of General Haig to be Secretary of State.

As I have outlined before, General Haig, this is the responsibility

that this committee has to the Senate of the United States, to the

President, to the American people, and to you, yourself.

I would like simply to say that as a result of the 2 days of hearings

we already have had, though I have been privileged to have known

you for a number of years and I have dealt with you on many matters

of concern to our national security, your 2 days of testimony, concise

and precise in every respect, fully answering every question put to

you that you possibly could answer, reaffirms my judgment that you are

a man of extraordinary intelligence and background, with the nec

essary military background that the circumstances of the world call

for today. This is balanced off, however, I think, by an understanding

of world affairs, as has been evidenced by the testimony that you have

given. My own confidence has not been shaken one bit. But I have the

duty and the obligation to take every reasonable step that is necessary

to be certain that this hearing is thorough and complete and that

everything has been covered and brought forward that should be

uncovered.

We will aim for Wednesday, January 14, as the date, as previously

mentioned. But we will discuss this further at our executive meeting

today. That is not a firm date. It is subject to discussion in executive

session. That is still the goal, however, that I originally established and

is still the goal if we do not waive the 3-day rule. As I understand from

my conversations over the weekend with Senator Cranston, Senator

Byrd has not yet made a decision on the 3-day rule. Any Senator can

object to waiving it and the 3-day rule would hold. Senator Byrd him

self has not yet made a definitive decision as to whether he will waive it,

although the majority leader already has said that he would.

Senator CRANSTON. Mr. Chairman, may I speak just -briefly to that?

It will take me only 30 seconds.

The CHAIRMAN. Of course.

Senator CRANSTON. I spoke to Minority Leader Byrd at your request.

He said that with the change in the power in the Senate, his views and

those of Senator Baker have somewhat reversed on the 3-day rule.

He did not wish to make a commitment at this point to waive that, but

he would consider it and talk to us later.

I want to point out that if there is no report by the committee, there

is no 3-day problem. If there is a committee report, it would create a

3-day problem. These would create a 3-day problem or an opportunity

for delay.

We might be able to reach an agreement among ourselves, if need be,

that there would be no committee report, no majority report, no mi

nority report, and then we would not have that 3-day problem.

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct. I think, in general principle,- it is

desirable to have a report so that all of our colleagues can have the
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benefit of our conclusions, both minority and majority conclusions.

But, as I believe Senator John Glenn has mentioned, I would be rather

surprised if most of our colleagues are not keeping up with these pro

ceedings. We have invited them to appear with us. It is the expressed

hope of the Chair that we will, certainly by Wednesda afternoon, be

able to have an open session for other Senators to have t e opportunity

to question General Haig. I hope we can move right along. Certainly,

if we do not have to have a report, this does give us a little more time.

Senator SARBANES. Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Senator SARBANES. Are there other witnesses who are going to be

testifying before this committee?

What is the agenda?

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Weicker, Senator Goldwater, and former

Senator John Sherman Cooper have requested to testify. Other pub

lic witnesses have requested to testify. I have had to rule, regrettably,

that we simply do not have the time to take their testimony. But we

will insert their full testimony in the record.

Senator SARBANES. Have statements been received yet from such

groups? I take it they will be made available as soon as they are sub

mitted. Is that correct?

The CHAIRMAN. May I ask staff to make available, immediately upon

receipt, any testimony from any outside groups, to members of the

committee.

I think it might be well to insert that testimony into the record

just as soon as it does come in, so that we will have maximum time to

study it.

Senator SARBANES. I understand that the two Senators and the for

mer Senator whom you mentioned will appear before the committee at

some point. Is that correct?

The CHAIRMAN. They will. I have ascertained at a meeting with

Senator Weicker this morning that he simply cannot be prepared

until Tuesday afternoon. So we tentatively agreed to aim for 3 o’clock

on Tuesday afternoon. He would be followed by Senator Goldwater

and by former Senator John Sherman Cooper.

Senator GLENN. Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes; Senator Glenn.

Senator GLENN. Have any other Senators indicated an interest in

being here so as to ask questions themselves rather than to give testi

mony from the witness table?

The CHAIRMAN. I have notice only from Senator Gary Hart and,

due to your thoughtfulness, he already has asked some questions. He

certainly has the privilege of coming back.

I have sent a handwritten “rush” note to Senator Byrd this morn

ing asking if he knows if any Senator wishes to ask questions. If so,

I would like to be notified immediately.

At this time I would ask, by public notice, that any Senators who

do wish the privilege of asking questions advise me immediately of

this fact. We would see that they are given a proportionate amount of

time. It is the intention of the Chair to set aside a block of time and

to rather equally divide it among all of those Senators who have asked.

So, the fewer Senators there are making this request, the more time

each would have available to him. ~
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Senator GLENN. I appreciate that and it is fine. I would go even

one step further because I do feel very strongly about what I view

is a right of Senators to come and participate in hearings after the reg

ular committee members have finished their qustioning. If there are

Senators—and;.-,J- think most of them are‘ probably represented b

staff either here or watching these proceedings on PBS in their o -

fices—who wish to have questions submitted to the witness instead

of appearing here themselves personally, I would hope we would be

glad to accommodate that. I think this is a very important principle

that we are maintaining here. '

The CHAIRMAN. Absolutely.

I cordially invite my colleagues to do so. It is a right that we would

want to preserve. We just hope every Senator recognizes the need to

keep these proceedings moving along. Otherwise, the time may come

out of time desired by members of this committee, who are the first

to have the responsibility for asking questions as they are the only

ones who have to vote on this nomination before it goes to the Senate

floor. -

Senator Pell.

Senator PELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

To follow up on that thought, I have some questions here offered

by our colleagues, Senators Proxmire and Baucus. I would suggest

that we start this proceeding now and would ask you to insert these

questions into the record and ask the witness to respond to them in

writing.

The CHAIRMAN. I would suggest that you put them in the record

and that henceforth all minority questions be put into the record by

you, Senator Pell. I will put into the record all questions from the

majority. We will also ask General Haig to respond to these.

I realize, General, that you have limited staff. But to the extent that

these questions can be answered, please do so in order that they can

be inserted into the record of this committee at the earliest possible

time. We are taking into account the fact that you have many respon

sibilities to this committee. We will try to get the questions to you as

expeditiously as possible.

enator PELL. I would add that the questions and answers should

appear in the written hearing proceeding so that it will be available

to all members at the time of the vote for confirmation.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. I thank ou.

Now, General Haig, we wil begin our questioning of you this

morning.

Again, we welcome you to this committee.

Senator Baker made reference to his own trip to NATO and a report

that he filed with this committee and with the Senate, which I found

extraordinarily interesting. He said in that report that for the first

time in its history, the primary threat to the security of the Western

Alliance may not be a frontal assault in central Europe; but the

primary threat may now be to NATO’s oil supply in the Persian

Gulf. This is a concern that I have shared with Senator Baker for

many, many months.

What steps do you see as necessary to insure international rights

of passage in the Persian Gulf, which is essential to the economies

of til; United States of America, Europe, Japan, and the entire free

wor ?
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SECRETARY or STATE

General HAIG. Mr. Chairman, you touched upon the NATO aspects

of this question and I would like to touch upon those first.

For the 4% years I served this country under both President Ford

and President Carter in NATO, I insistently and consistently drew

attention of our rtners to the fact that the dangers facing the alliance

were no longer ose confined to the central region of NATO Europe,

but rather underlined the concerns that your question itself conveyed:

That we would likely be facing problems in the developing world,

such as access to raw materials—and not just exclusively oil, but vital

minerals, which also sustain the economies of Western industrialized

societies. That broadens the focus of concern not only for the gulf

but into the continent of Africa as well.

I think the committee should be aware that it is my assessment that

the alliance, per se, will not develop-the consensus that would permit

an extension of the formal boundaries of the alliance visualized at the

inception of that alliance. What we must seek, and where we have had

some success already, is a growing level of consultation, both within

the alliance framework, and beyond—bilateral or trilateral or some

other form. This is necessary if the alliance itself cannot formally

come to grips with these essential issues—I would use the term

“peripheral” issues; although they are not peripheral in the context of

their importance, they are outside the formal boundaries of the alliance.

I think we would be deceiving ourselves if-we anticipated that in the

foreseeable future the alliance would somehow broaden its formal

boundaries by consensus. _ >

Now, with respect to the resources and to petroleum, the second part

of your question, I think we know that while we are highly dependent

upon Persian Gulf sources for petroleum and mi], our European

partners are even more dependent, as is Japan in the Pacific. There

fore, it is clear that an intensive level of consultation must be under

taken, and I am confident this has already been undertaken by the

current administration. Hopefully, such a consultation would develop

a consensus that would enable us to deal with these vital lines of mari

time access to our oil needs. 1

Were that not to occur, then I think, certainly, as a nation we must

be prepared to act. even unilaterally, to insure access to these vital

resources.

The CHAIRMAN. Some time ago, President Carter sent Clark Clif

ford, an eminent lawyer, to India. While there. Mr. Clifford implied,

or stated, that if there were an interruption of the oil supplies, that

would mean war. "

Would you care to comment on Mr. Clifford’s statement or make

your own statement? Knowing that the best way to deter war is to

have adequate strength, would you feel it wise to, and how should we,

strengthen U.S. forces in the gulf region?

General HAIG. I suppose evervone has his own way of conveying in

tentions, determination, and will. Mine would not be to make threats.

I think what we do rather than what we say is even far more im

portant in conveying American will. It has been my experience. for ex

ample, with the Soviet Union, that American rhetoric has far less
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significance in their decision making calculations than what they meas

ure to be the expenditure of American resources or Western resources

as the bona fides of our true intentions.

I would hope, in the period ahead, with respect to that vital area, that

we could continue to expand some of the steps that already have been

undertaken by the current administration to demonstrate our will.

The CHAIRMAN. There has been the suggestion that the United

States, with the cooperation of powers in that area, actually could

establish a base in that area. Would you care to expand on that sug

gestion and what your own judgment is as to whether we should pro

ceed in that direction and, if so, how we should proceed?

General HAIG. I think, again, Mr. Chairman, that in the light of

recent events and shifts which have occurred, geopolitically, If you

will——such as the changes in Iran, a nation that formerly played a ,

very strong stabilizing role—and in the light of the withdrawal of. ,

resence—not a total but a rather substantial withGreat Britain’s

drawal—and in t e light of the step-up of Soviet activity, manifested

by activities in the Horn, Southern Yemen, and Afghanistan, there

is a clear requirement for the United States to evidence increased con

cern, interest, and commitment.

Now, whether that lends itself specifically to a permanent base

arrangement or intermittent presence of clear significance is a question

that must be dealt with in the eriod ahead in a very sensitive way as

we carry on discussions with w at would be the host nations involved.

It is clear that the United States does not have Carte Blanche to move

into areas and establish bases in the current international environment.

So, I would -prefer to hold off detailed comments, other than to

answer your estion generall : Yes; I think an increased presenceu

b the United States in a mi itary sense is necessary in the period

a ead.

The CHAIRMAN. What would be your thought with respect to the

United States establishin a base in the Sinai, where Israel is with

drawing from major, In em military facilities? Are there any con

ditions under which this might be acceptable to Egypt?

General HAIG. Well, there are a number of pros and cons to this

issue, not the least of which is the attitudes of the nations most im

portantly affected, Egypt and Israel, distance and time factors with

respect to areas of likely contingency or difficulty, and the general

attitude of other Middle Eastern nations, Arab States wh.ose good will

and, ho efully, convergence of policy we would seek in the period

ahead. So I would prefer not to lay down a definitive m-arker this

morning on that in open session, but would assure you that it is an

area that would be considered, along with a host of other options.

The CHAIRMAN. I know that President-elect Reagan looks u n

peace in the Middle East as one of his highest priorities. I know It is

also one of your own highest priorities.

Would you be pre“ ared to let the Palestinians know in some way

that their chances of aving any‘ kind of homeland will be indefinitely

delayed unless they renounce terrorism, unless they recognize ublicly

Israel’s right to exist as a sovereign state with defensible bor ers and

with the right of its people to live in peace and security in that area—

to indic-ate that, in act, in a sense the ball is in their court now to

respond? For 6 years I have indicated that in my judgment there will
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be no peace in the Middle East unless we settle this question, and no

real chance to settle this question until the Palestinians themselves

recognize what other Arab States have done. Israel is here to stay.

That is an avowed national policy of the United States. It is of the

United Nations itself. They must, then, come forward and recognize

that right and be realistic about it if their legitimate rights, as they

would term them, are to be given adequate consideration.

General HAIG. Well, Mr. Chairman, I could do little beyond reaffirm

ing your comment. -

There were two American Presidents who established the conditions

to which you referred for dealing with the Palestinians.

I would want to look very carefully before I would go beyond what

already is in the public record and the diplomatic record among all

parties on this issue and what has been reiterated repeatedly, and again

this morning in this very important forum. _

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. .

In a meeting which we had with the President-elect at Blair Hous

some time ago, I reiterated that I felt—important as our relationships

with the allies are and with all of our other friends around the world—

really our first responsibility is at home. Our next door neighbors are

the ones with whom we must have the strongest bond, as are the ones

in our own hemisphere, the Western Hemisphere.

I urged the President--elect to visit both Mexico and Canada; regret

tably President Carter has not been able to visit Canada and meet with

its leaders. . .

I am gratified by the meeting that has taken place with Mexican

President Lopez Portillo, and I understand that President-elect Rea

gan has made an attempt to meet with Canadian Prime Minister Tru

deau and that this will be pursued. I am very gratified. - ,

Crucial to an improved relationship With Canada, which is, I be

lieve, one of your priorities, would be to work with this Committee—

and might I have the attention of the distinguished ranking member

because this is a crucial question to him which we have discussed many

times—to find a basis for reaching agreement on the East Coast

Boundary and Fisheries Treaty, an agreement which would be accept

able to both Canada and the U.S. Senate.

Would you pledge to work closely with the members of this com

mittee to see if we can resolve this issue so that we can get this matter

behind us quickly to our mutual satisfaction?

General HAIG. Mr. Chairman, I am very conscious of the recent con

troversy that has been added to some long-standing difficulties on the

subject.

Incidentally, the committee should be aware that I have had a Euro

pean head of State, who shall remain unnamed, suggest to me, “How

in Heaven’s name do you Americans expect to get along with us if you

don’t even get along with your nearest neighbor?

I know that President-elect Reagan has placed as first priority for

his international communications what would constitute earl meet

ings with the leaders of both our northern and southern bor ers. As

you know, he had a very successful initial meeting with the Mexican

President along the border last week. I expect an early meeting with

Prime Minister Trudeau. I can assure the committee that it will be a

matter of priority for me to try to remove not only the fishing irritant
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but a number of other energy-related and trade and monetary-related

irritants between us and our very important northern borders.

The CHAIR_MAN. My final question deals with arms control. a matter

of deep interest to all of us, and particularly to Senator Glenn.

. Do you expect the Reagan Administration to continue the negotia

tions to reach a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, negotiations which

appear now to be stalled? Do you think it would be helpful if this

committee acted on the Threshold Test Ban and Peaceful Nuclear

Explosion Treaties which were negotiated by‘ the Nixon‘ and the Ford

Administrations, treaties signed by both of our’ former Presidents,

one of them banning any explosions in excess of 150 kilotons?

Finally, do you support continuation of a stringent nuclear non

proliferation policy? ,

General HAIG. Let me answer the second question first with an un

equivocal yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

General HAIG. With respect to the first question, it has been almost

a year and a half since I was intimately involved in my duties in

Europe and have held discussions with a number of European leaders

and heads of state and government as well as on this subject. I knew

at that time there were some reservations in certain capitals. I had

some myself with respect to threshold levels and‘ verifications of those

levels, to say nothing of restrictions that me might impose on our

selves in the area of necessary testing to modernize and improve our

own nuclear capability.

I would like to have the opportunity to review the current status

of those talks in greater detail before I would commit myself in this

forum. But ‘I can assure you, that will be done in very short order

once these proceedings are concluded and I can get to my work.

The CHAIRMAN. I would very much appreciate that.

Do you have any idea -as to when it might be possible, how long it

would take for you to formulate a jud ent on that?

General HAIG. Well, clearly I won d like to commit to a very, very

early date. But I would also caveat that with the understanding that

this is an interdepartmental issue in which Secretary-designate Wein

berger and the NSC at large will have to carefully assess it. But I

think in the context of the question, time will press us.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.

For my _colleagues—and I think I speak on behalf of all of my col

leagues—'I express deep regret that Senator Baker’s absence today

is necessary because of illness. I talked with him twice yesterday and

he knows that we express our feeling for a quick and complete re

covery to both him and Mrs. Baker, who is in the same hos ital.

I want to express appreciation to Senator Pell for taking time out

yesterday so that we could fulfill the will of the committee. and again,

to all of my colleagues on the minority side for their continued coop

eration in these-confirmation hearings.

Senator Pell.

Senator PELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I was very glad to be with you yesterday at that rather historic

moment.

Let me follow up your thought on the Fisheries Treaty for a mo

ment. 1 would just like to remind the Secretary of State-designate that
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not one Senator from‘any of the areas affected supports the treaty.

We think it is a poor treaty and that it should be renegotiated. That

view is very firm and without exception.

Second, I would like to follow u on Senator Pressler’s question of

yesterday. I regret that we do not ave the transcripts. I would hope

that transcripts could always be made available the next day to each

member.

The CHAIRMAN. I’m sorry, Senator Pell, but I had a copy of the

transcript delivered to me. It was available to ‘both minority and ma

jority counsel yesterday and it should have been available.

May I ask the majority counsel why I was provided. a copy of the

transcript yesterday and it was not made available to the minority.

Mr. THOMPSON. I believe it is available.

The CHAIRMAN. Apparently one copy is available and has been avail

able -to the minority. ,

Senator PELL. I thank the chairman. I would ask the staff to take

it on itself the responsibility of insuring -that each Senator has the

transcript at his pl-ace at his desk here for the next day’s hearing.

In any case, my recollection of Senator Pressler’s question was that

he asked the Secretary of -State-designate under what circumstances he

believed SALT could ‘be resumed, and the nominee replied that he

thought there should be a dramatic improvement iI1 our military pos

ture before resuming SALT conversations.

Is that a correct analysis?

General HAIG. I think, Senator, I wouldn’t want to suggest that I’m

saying that these improvements should be in place.

As you know, many decisions made today will require as many as

5 to 8 years, in general terms, between what we used to refer to as

“womb to boom,” the time of a decision and the time a system can be

produced and deployed.

The point I was making and which I hope to reiterate this morning

is that decisions, decisions on allocation of resources to programs de

signed to enhance our strategic posture are the precondition that I sug

gested, -as I did a year ago in SALT testimony.

Now, some of those already have been taken and they are formulated.

But clearly, with this new administration and these new Defense

budget submissions, we have the need to give recognition to the im

plication of those submissions, to be able to anticipate the kind of suc

cess that we are seeking in SALT III and, above all, hopefully to be

able to achieve some genuine reductions in armaments.

Senator PELL. Now the improvement in posture means an improve

ment in our strategic posture or in conventional posture?

General HAIG. It means really the entire posture, but with primary

focus on our strategic posture.

Senator PELL. May I follow up that thought for a second and ask

you what is your thinking with regard to the idea to which I always

have subscribed, that is, that if you can destroy your opponent once,

if you can inflict unacceptable damage on your opponent, it does not

matter if you can multiply that by a factor of 2, 3, or 4, as I think

it was Khrushchev who once said to make the rubble bounce.

Don’t you believe it is more a question of will ? Are we able to use the

force we have in a crisis rather than just having a larger amount to

make the rubble bounce?
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General HAIG. Well, I don’t anticipate that what you are suggesting

to me is a so-called MAD concept within the connotations of your

remarks. If it were, my answer to you would be I would be stringently

opposed to a MAD concept for American strategy. As a matter of

fact, the outgoing administration clearly departed from that in its

recent decision memorandum which it made public.

I think to answer your question in dialectic-strategic terms, it is

really not quite so simple as to suggest that merely the perception of

overkill or adequacy in the con-text of damage to populations, cities,

or both is the essence of our strategic need. I think it is vitally i-m

portant for Americans to recognize that the perceived balances be

tween us and the Soviet Union, as a backdrop to the conduct of all of

our relationships with the Soviet Union, are a vitally important as

pect of our anticipated success.

You know, in crisis management, at lower levels of tension in which

probably, certainly hopefully, the rattling of nuclear sabers will not

engaged, this backdrop serves to strengthen American diplomacy,

to enable the American President to speak authoritatively at these

lower levels, and hopefully to bring about a resolution without resort

to higher levels of tension and potential conflict. That certainly had a

role to play in President Kennedy’s successful management of the

Cuban missile crisis in 1962.

What I am suggesting is if you slip into the exclusive mentality

that it makes no difference what our levels of strategic power are be

cause we have enough to register what we presume to be an unaccept

able damage, then you tend to discount all of these other factors.

I’d suggest another thing that you discount by such a theory, and

that is the incentive, as we sit down to negotiate with the Soviet Union,

to achieve real breakthroughs in reduction of nuclear armaments, an

objective you and I share very, very strongly.

You cannot unilaterally apply restrictions to American arsenals

while ignoring unbridled and unchecked growth of Soviet Union

arsenals in the nuclear area without at some point providing a dis

incentive for breakthroughs in arms control and, above all, to provide

a backdrop that could be extremely dangerous in the management of

a}111_r day-to-day crises, inevitable as they are, with the Soviet leader

s ip. -

I hope I have shed some light on my thinking with respect to your

question.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Pell, would you yield 30 seconds on my

time for me to put into the record exactly what General Haig said on

Saturday ?

Senator PELL. Certainly.

The CHAIRMAN. He said:

It doesn’t mean that until that’s done we are not able to talk. Not at all. It

does mean we've got to change the backdrop under which those talks and

ultimately the negotiations themselves can be conducted successfully,

Thank you.

Senator PELL. I guess what bothers me is the question of the

response of the man on the other side of the negotiating table. I

think it was Talleyrand who once said that the mark of the real

diplomat is the man who spends 10 minutes of every 60 thinking he

is in the skin of his opponent. If you know that you are threatened

72-018 0 - 81 — 13
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by someone with a small bore gun or a_-cannon and it was pointed right

at you, it would seem to me that then the factoring in your decision

is what is the likelihood of this man pulling the trigger. In the case of

a nation for example, in World War II, Switzerland and Sweden were

faced with that gun, yet they retained their freedom because they had

tremendous will; but France, with its great Maginot line, succumbed.

I would have thought there would be more emphasis not on the

size of the backdrop but on the state of the will, the national

character of the participants.

What would be your reaction to that thought?

General HAIG. Well, I think beyond a shadow of question that is

an important aspect of the overall mix that we are talking about.

But also, as you get into the discussions we are talking about,

Senator, I think it is important for the American people to recognize

that America’s strategic ballistic nuclear capabilityincreasingly is

in jeopardy, based not on negotiating mistakes but primarily unilat

eral decisions made over a period of years here in the United

States; and it is a matter of some importance that we rectify that.

That is what this MX debate is all about. That’s what led to this

administration submitting, or at least preparing -a deployment plan

for the MX.

We find, as we look into the decade of the 1980’s, that the United

States, for a host of reasons, has permitted itself to be exposed in

this vital area of first strike vulnerability in the ballistic missile

area—fixed silo capability. I think that is an unacceptable position

for us to in. I have felt that way. I think now that most of the

experts have come to believe that and I think it is an area, among

several others, that has to be corrected.

Senator PELL. I want to be sure I understand what you are saying.

Are you saying that if the present trends continue there could be

a nuclear exchange in which only the United States would be

destroyed? I thought that would be incorrect because of the

Trident, the third leg of the Triad, which is always there to render

the unacceptable damage if such occurred.

General HAIG. It really isn’t so simple as who is destroyed and

who isn’t destroyed. There are a number of unfathomable and

unmeasurable calculations that have to go into that: what level of

damage would American leadership accept versus what the Soviets

might accept. I think there could be some substantial differences

there.

That is one issue.

Another issue of overriding importance is after the first exchanges,

what residual capability remains on both sides with which to influence

ultimate outcomes. It can be rather substantial under current trends

with respect to assets available to the Soviet leadership. Now we have

to deal with that problem and I think it is important that we do. We

are beginning to do so. >

Senator PELL. I had always understood that the Trident is a pretty

secure secondary, followup weapon system. I had always inclined to

the old triplet: “Put the weapons out to sea, where the real estate is

free, and far away from you and me.” I think that is how it goes.

General HAIG. Yes; we all like that jingle.
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Senator PELL. To me it makes a good deal of sense. Yet the weapons

remain there.

Would that not give you the followup that you are talking about

if, God forbid, such an exchange occurred? .

General HAIG. Well, there are a host of reasons why I wouldn’t

endorse that jingle unreservedly. One is unforeseen technological

breakthroughs available to the Soviets which might, in very quick

order, enable them to neutralize, given the overwhelming number of

submarines they maintain today, our undersea delivery capability. The

second aspect that would give me pause is the current accuracy in

what I call silo-busting capability of our current submarine launched

systems. While they are improving tremendously, they are in no way

comparable to heavy silo-based missiles of the kind the Soviet Union

has deployed in large, large numbers, and continues to modernize.

You know, some years ago, we Americans pursued a philosophy

that technological accuracy and precision could compensate for the

yields of Soviet weapons which we largely relegated to free run.

Now we have been faced with what I would call the imprecision of

that -attitude as we see the Soviets not only merge these huge yields

or not only develop them—but to merge them with an alarmingly

improved technological‘ capability which is enhancing the accuracy

as well -as the yield.

And so, we find ourselves today in a very serious dilemma that must

be dealt with, and it must be ballistic in character to be an appropri

ate counterweight. It must also be of the yield and the accuracy that

is necessary. And, above all, its response time must be comparable in

deterrent terms.

There is another problem with our undersea delivery systems. There

are some lags in response time, recycling time, which our silo-based

systems would not have.

' Now please do not misunderstand what I have said as a reflection

of skepticism on my part about the desirability and the incalculable

role that our undersea delivery systems contribute to our overall deter

rent. But we have maintained a Triad in the American strategic

inventory to assure a redundancy, to be sure that one system wasn’t

neutralized and we found ourselves totally without an alternative.

I feel very confident that we have been well served by this so-called

Triad concept and we should not abandon it.

Senator PELL. Thank you for your response.

My time has expired.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Helms.

Senator HELMS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I know all members of the 'committee send their best wishes to our

distinguished majority leader. I asked that a check be made about his

condition. I am not particularly pleased by what I hear, that he may

be out as lon as a week. He has diverticulitis, which is a very uncom

fortable con ition, to say the least.

Howard, if you are looking, we are thinking about you. We are not

quite as uncomfortable as you are.

Good luck. ‘ "

Mr. Haig, I was out of the room on Saturday morning when you

responded to an inquiry about the Republican platform.
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I asked for a copy of the proceedings Saturday and I have them

before me. What I read that you said does not entirely square with

some of the perceptions of what you said publicly. But, notwith

standing that, I wonder if you would walk me briefly through the

way you feel about the provisions of the Republican platform. “

General HAIG. I am very pleased you asked for this clarification,

Senator, because after reading some of the media reports of what I

said or did not say, I think it is very helpful to get the record straight

this morning.

The CHAIRMAN. General Haig, may_I just comment that I also have

said that I do not feel bound by certain provisions in the Republican

platform. .

General HAIG. I want to assure all of the members that I spent a

great deal of time over the few hours I had this weekend to review

that platform with some care.

Senator BIDEN. With all due respect, Mr. Chairman, that is more

expected coming from you.

[General laughter.] .

General HAIG. I did not find that I could, on the surface, take excep

tion with very much of it. 5- :

I do feel that the American people at the ballot box clearly regis

tered their support for the broad outlines of that platform and that

any official of the executive branch must feel obligated to give it the

greatest weight in the conduct of policies that ensue.

On the other hand, I do want to make it clear that I don’t feel this

is so literal a. mandate that we must feel totally confined and con

strained to live accordingly to the platform as we would be were it

the Great Tablets brought down from Mount Sinai by Moses some

years ago.

Senator HELMS. Well, for one thing, circumstances change.

General HAIG. Absolutely. "' '

Senator HELMS. But principles don’t.

General HAIG. True. -'

Senator HELMS. If I read what you said, that is what you meant.

General HAIG. I hope that’s what I conveyed, but clearly I did not

do so to all. It is important that you asked this question and that I

reiterate my support for that platform. But I would again caveat

that circumstances do change, and once you find yourself in a posi

tion that has been set into motion, it is not the same as though you

were debating whether or not you should have done something in

the first place. _

Senator HELMS. Let’s take a look at two or three things in the plat

form. I have some small, proprietary interest in the platform. I

didn’t do much, but I did make a ‘few contributions to some of the

provisions. \

With respect to Asia and the Pacific, the platform‘ States, and I

quote:

A new Republican administration will. restore a strong American role in Asia

and the Pacific. We will make it clear that any military action which threatens

the independence of America's allies and friends will bring a response sufficient

to make its cost prohibitive to potential adversaries.

Do you find any fault with that ?
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General HAIG. No; I find no fault with that, Senator, and I think it

is the essence of our commitments, not only in Asia, but worldwide

where we have made them. ~

Senator HELMS. Let’s talk about Korea a‘ little bit.

In particular, I would like for you to address yourself to rather

massive North Korean buildup and the outline of whatever steps you

may have in mind if you choose to discuss them now to be taken in

the light of that North Korean buildup.

General HAIG. Well, Senator, first I think it is important that we all

recognize that we have almost habitually underestimated in our of

ficial intelligence estimates the gravity of that buildup over the years,

just as we have underestimated in large measure the strategic buildup

of Soviet nuclear power.

I would make no bones about the concern I felt 4 years ago, when we

committed ourselves to a withdrawal of American ground forces in

the current environment from the Korean peninsula. I am very

pleased that in the subsequent months that decision was modified and

reversed, and I think as a consequence of some of the concerns regis

tered right in this committee.

Now, with respect to the future, I think we continue to march or con

tinue to proceed with an obligation to help Korea, whose own economic

resources have improved tremendously over the years, to maintain an

environment in which this miracle of economic resurrection, rebirth,

has been able to proceed. It is an unusual testimony of our free enter

prise and our free democratic system, despite whatever “warts” one

may attribute to the current regime in Korea.

There is no Eastern counterpart—none. So I think it is vitally im

portant for the projection we are trying to convey around the world

that we insure the security of the Korean Peninsula. That means the

maintenance of at least current levels’ of ground, air, and naval forces.

It means, hopefully, that we are going to succeed in strengthening the

region at large by increased capabilities on the part of Japan.

, I do not see any justification in the current environment for a

reduction of any kind in the American presence in Korea.

Senator HELMS. How about the Kim dae-Jung issue over there, the

dissident political figure? That’s a sticky wicket for us in terms of

public psychology. But that would not have any particular effect on

your overall view of the importance of South Korea. Is that correct?

General I-Luo. Well, that importance is a strategic reality, and it

will not change. It has certain universal overtones, permanent over

tones in the context of threats to Japan and the whole stability of the

region.

I think what you are referring to is the Kim situation, is that cor

rect, Senator?

Senator HELMS. That’s correct.

General HAIG. Well, this is a situation of such sensitivity and im

portance that I would prefer not to discuss it in an open session. I

think Mr. Reagan has made his position clear on this through Mr.

Allen some weeks ago.

Senator HELMS. He and President Carter alike agreed on that.

Mr. Chairman, why don’t we reserve that for discussion in our

closed session. I can recognize the danger of saying too much pub

licly about it at this time.



.1194

The CHAIRMAN. We can try to take that up this afternoon at our

5 o’clock session.

Senator HELMS. Thank you.

Continuing on the platform, you have touched on Taiwan several

times and with satisfaction to me. The platform, as you know, says

that the United States will give priority consideration to Taiwan’s

defense requirements. I take that to mean that we will continue to

furnish Taiwan with defensive weaponry it feels it needs to provide

for its defense. >

Now, how do you feel about sales to Taiwan of defensive fighter

aircraft, like the F-16?

General HAIG. Well, here again, Senator, if you had just said “de

fensive fighter aircraft,” I might have been more easily able to respond.

Senator HELMS. Well, then, put the question mark after “aircraft”

and leave out the F-16.

General HAIG. I think we have made a public ‘record on that issue

which we are going to have to maintain.

Senator BIDEN. Excuse me, but what is that public record? I am

afraid that I am not aware of it.

General HAIG. It is that we have certain obligations to be of assist

ance to the people of Taiwan in a defensive, purely defensive sense.

We have certain ongoing commitments.

Now, when you get down to the degree of sophistication and what

ha.ve you, that is where I would want to be far more measured and

would want to consult, indeed with this committee, on the character

of what might be done. The same would apply for the People’s Re

public on technology transfer and other things.

Senator HELMS. Senator Biden will follow up I am sure on his own

time. ‘

Senator BIDEN. Thank you. .

Senator HELMS. How about the provision in the_platform which

says we do not support U.S. assistance to any Marxist government

in this hemisphere and we oppose the Carter administration aid pro

gram to Nicaragua? .

General HAIG. I think, in general, that is representative of my view.

I do not want to make a priori commitments which might bring a con

tradiction or two to that, taking certain action might bring about the

outcome that leads to that objective more effectively than some other

outcome.

Senator HELMS. We are talking about circumstances and principles

again, General.

General HAIG. The principle would be fine.

Senator HELMS. I took a very strong position on the Senate floor

on this question, but I can see that circumstances would change. So

did the platform. I did you an injustice, sir. I didn’t finish reading

the sentence before I allowed you to comment. The platform further

stated: “However, we will support the efforts of the Nicaraguan peo

ple to establish a free and independent government.” That puts a

totally different cast on the whole question.

General HAIG. Absolutely.

Senator HELMS. I apologize for not finishing the statement.

The Panama Canal treaties we have talked about.

Did I use that much time?
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Senator BIDEN. The Senator is welcome to have a minute of my

time.

Senator HELMS. Thank you, but I won’t impinge upon the Sena

tor’s time.

You feel that implementation of the treaties should be based on

what the Senate meant when it approved the treaties, is that correct?

I’m talking about the DeConcini amendment, for example.

General HAIG. Yes; in general, yes.

Senator HELMS. I am going to send down to you a copy of Presi

dent Royo’s letter in which he takes exception to the whole thing. I

will not draw you out on that, however.

There is one final thing. Much has been said here in these hearings

about Chile. That is the basis of some of the opposition to your nom

ination, General. .

Would you care to state to me what would have occurred if Allende

had continued in office in Chile? What would have been the effect

on the United States, among other countries?

General HAIG. Well, I wouldn’t presume to speak with infallibility

on the subject, Senator. There are many, many uncertainties that

would be hard to address.

One point I would like to make. now that this question again has

resurfaced—and I think it is vitally important that we all recognize

that the demise, if you will, or the expulsion of the Allende regime in

Chile was the consequence of action taken by the Chilean people.

That sometimes gets lost in these exchanges in which we have been in

dulging at length; that is the first point.

The second int is I cannot speak with certainty as to what would

have happen . But, really, a country of the size and demographic

significance of Chile, in the Marxist mold, as a platform for further

expansion of Cuban subversion in this hemisphere and a very crucial

area of this hemisphere, is not something that I would view with

anything but the most profound concern. I think that was true of our

national leadership for an extended period, not unlike the period when

I served President Kennedy to President Johnson. They were equally

concerned about subversion in the hemisphere and they launched a

number of highly important, some covert and some open, programs,

designed to deal with this issue.

Senator HELMS. General, we can continue with this on my next

round of questions. But I think it ought to be borne in mind, for ex

ample, that the inflation rate in Chile at the time of Allende’s down

fall was 1,000 percent. That ought to tell us something about the kind

of government he was running.

General HAIG. He was a failure.

Senator HELMS. Right.

We will continue this later.

Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Helms.

Senator Biden.

Se-nator BIDEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General. let me begin by apologizing for not being here on Sat

urday. Friday evening a member of my family was rushed to the

hospital. Everything is fine now, but I was called back to Wilmington.

So I apologize for not being here.
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But I sat with my father in the hospital and watched the proceed

ing.:£_ so I don’t think I missed much except the opportunity to

qu I ion.

I was going to begin -by further fleshing out what I think to be a very

useful discussion that you have undertaken, that all of us have under

taken here with you, concerning your view of strategic policy. Let

me see if I can follow on with Senator Helms’ point for a few moments

and maybe help him a little bit.

_I that you may be, in answering these questions, as they

might say in some parts of my State possibly between a rock and a

hard spot. But I am going to see if I can help alleviate that.

There has been a great deal of discussion, General, by President

elect Reagan and much more, and very articulate, discussion by Sen

ator Helms and members of the majority party that we should keep

our distance from Marxist Governments.

As a matter of fact, all of us observed at this last election that there

were even organizations that made their involvement in political cam

paigns directly based upon what I would call the Marxist quotient:

whether or not a Senator voted for aid to a country that had or

espoused or was thought by some to have a Marxist government.

The point that Senator Helms made is that circumstances may

change, but principles don’t. It is very important for us to understand

what your principles are under any circumstances.

In that regard, the Republican platform States, as I just heard, that

any Marxist government in this hemisphere should not be supported,

with the caveat that we will obviously work for whatever the people

want in those various governments. -

General, can you see any circumstances, without nailing you down

to any particular country, where it ma be in the best interest of the

United States of America to give bot economic and even military

aid to flatout, old-fashioned Marxist regimes?

General HAIG. Well, first, Senator, let me say that I haven’t really

determined whether you are the rock or the hard place. [General

laughter.]

Senator BIDEN. I haven’t figured that out, either. But maybe you

will have a judgment on that after I finish my questioning. [General

laughter.] '

General HAIG. I think, as you know, that we have quite a history of

dealing with the Government of Yugoslavia, although I think Mr.

Djilas might contest whether it is a model of Marxist-Leninist social

1SII1.

I think the point I would wish to make is that in general we must

be concerned about the nature of the regime we are supporting. If it

is a regime which pursues policies that violate the values that we

cherish, then really we can only go into supporting actions with great

reservation. I think those reservations are going to have to include an

assessment of whether that particular action at that particular time

and that particular junction of history in that particular recipient

country would, in the long run, make a contribution to the ameliora

tion and elimination of the problem that concerned us in the first place.

Senator BEEN. As I understand your answer, General, you would

put it in the same framework as you did the question regarding Ihu-man
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rifghts. You said human rights is a consideration, but it should be one

o a number of considerations.

_I thmk it IS very important that the American people who watch

th1s—-and they are watching, I was amazed to learn over the week

end—understand this clearly. They tend not to be given a picture

by us in public office—not you, but those of us in the Senate, the White

House, and in the -Congress‘ genera1ly—that is easy for them to under

stand. They are very bright and they are very deep, and we many

times tend to be fairly shallow. The shallow perception of the Con

gress ‘has been to argue the question of military or economic aid based

on Either human rights, whether they have thumb screws or don’t, or

whether or not they are Marxists or call themselves Marxists.

As I understand your answer, you would reject both of those as

absolute tests in terms of whether or not aid would be forthcoming

from the United States.

General Ham. Of course.

Senator BIDEN. We do, in fact, aid Marxists governments now and I

assume it will be the continued policy of the administration.

Gen_eral HAIG. Well, I think you can anticipate, Senator, that we

are going to take a very, very hard look at those policies which we have

inherited with respect to that issue.

Senator BIDEN. Sure. But you are not going to stop relations with

China, the People’s Republic, are you?

General HAIG. Of course not. Not at all. We are going to proceed

in the other direction, I would hope.

Senator Bmmr. Hopefully to build up relations, economic and other

wise—correot?

General HAIG. Precisely.

Senator BIDEN. So you are anxious to have more relationships with

lg\marxists in Chma because it is in the U.S. interest to do that.

i t .

eneral HAIG. It is in our strategic interest to do so.

Senator BIDEN. It surely is. I completelly concur. '

I assume u also suggest that We should maintain a relationship

with Yugos avia and do all we can to kee Yugoslavia from coming

under the direct hegemony of the Soviet -nion, even if it means, once

again, aidiing a Marxist government, economically or politically, as

circumstances would warrant.

General HAIG. I don’t disagree with that.

Senator BIDEN. I am really not trying to trap you, General, but there

are a number of people who have been characterized as on the right,

for whom I have a great deal of respect, as on the left. As a matter of

fact, one is sitting behind you. I have a great deal of respect for you

and I wasn’t referring to your wife. [Laughter.]

General HAIG. You may have been, Senator. [Laughter.]

Senator BIDEN. I may have been, but I wouldn’t want to insult her.

I was referring to Secretary Califano. And the point is that I think

that opinion is significant since it comes from you as opposed to from

Joe Biden or John Glenn or anyone on the Democratic side, a man of

your military bearing and background, with what is characterized in

the press as -a hard-line position, being tough. And I’m not being

sarcastic.
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I think it is very important that the American public hear you say

what you just said, so that we can put a rest to some of this diatribe

that goes on on the far ri ht, this malarky that if you hate anyone,

if you vote for anything t at in an way enhances a Marxist regime

for whatever reason you are some ow less than American. And I

thank you for your answer, General.

I’d also like to ask you, speaking of the Republican platform,

another question. There’s a line in the Republican platform that says

we must harmonize economic policy with foreign policy. And with

regard to that economic policy, there are various schools of thought.

For example, let’s talk about United States-Soviet relations for a

minute. And I’m going to try my best not to get you into specifics,

because ou need as much flexibiliy going into this new job on bilateral

and mu tilateral relations as you possibly can be afforded. But we

talked a little about linkage in this committee, General, and you were

very forthcoming on that subject. And I’d like to s eak in terms of

linkage as it relates directly to nited States-Soviet bilateral economic

relationships.

There seem to be about three schools of thought. There may be more.

Some feel that Western capital, trade and technology, and grain and

agriculture products simply keep a faltering civilian Soviet economy

afloat. It’s subsidizing, allowing, the continued high military levels.

By our giving this aid, all we’re doing is really aiding the Soviet

leadership by allowing them to put more money into guns, because

we’re helping them out on the butter side.

Another school of thought is that if we just would isolate economi

cally and inch the Soviet Union more, rather than less, we would

be apt to ring about a more chastened attitude on the part of the

Soviet Union and lessened military expenditure.

There’s a third school of thought that says if we pinch the Soviet

Union economically and technologically we’ll just increase their ap

petite for adventurism. Instead of diminishing it, we’ll increase it. As

you know, I am aware, as a member of the Intelligence Committee and

you, as a former Supreme Commander in Euro e, are aware of some

of the relationships we have with the Soviet nion that, in fact, if

curtailed could seriously impact upon some of their market economics

as they involve themselves With international trade.

This school argues that if we somehow affect their ability to get oil

out of the ground in the Soviet Union, we’ll probably send them into

the Persian Gulf area—increase their appetite for that region. If we,

in fact, diminish their access to certain technologies, we’ll increase

their appetite to move into other areas.

Now in terms of these three—-and I assume you could come up with

four or five or six different schools of thought—I am, believe it or not,

trying to be fair in outlining the broad policy kinds of dilemmas that

we’ll be faced with as a nation shortly-—in light of these presently

raging and prevailing schools of thought with regard to the Soviet

Union, and the dictum in the Republican platform to harmonize our

economic policy with our foreign policy, would you give us some sense

of our views on trade and technology. I’m not talking about the grain

em rgo and I think you’re right not to say whether you are for or

against it and lifting it. Obviously that’s the President’s decision and

that should be left to him in concert with you.
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to sophisticated computer tec

But in trade and technology generally, everything from pipelines

ology to agricultural products-tell

us how the use of trade and technoo fits into the overall foreign

policy that your administration would Likely pursue.

General HAIG. Well, Senator, that’s a very thoughtful and very im

portant question. And there are some variations of the models that

you have set up.

Senator BIDEN. Yes; I acknowledge that.

General HAIG. Some of them have already been labeled and attrib

uted to personalities. One of them is that we don’t want the Soviet

Union to languish in failure because it may be forced then to take ag

gressive aotion—-the last one you mentioned. I’ve heard that.

There is another set of contradictions on this overall issue. Some

economists, for example, believe that the essence of conduct of inter

national reality, historic evolution of events, are essentially and almost

exclusively driven by the economic factors. -

Senator BIDEN. What’s your view of that school of thought?

General HAIG. M view of that is that it’s a highly simplistic and

unrealistic view, alt ough it has some overtones of truth, as do all such

views.

There is a belief also that I think should be aired, since this pro

found question has been raised. And that’s the belief that economic

interface with the Soviet Union builds bridges which will drag other

political relationships into a more favorable light and therefore they

should be undertaken on their own right, regardless of the interna

tional climate and regardless of corresponding Soviet activity in that

climate. I reject that thesis. .

Now I think the Republican platform spoke of harmonization in the

context of the core of the United States-Soviet relationship, which is

political, and I use that term in its broadest sense—political. And that

all of these other factors—technology, technological transfer, agri

cultural support, credit transfer, trade, aid, military relationships,

disarmament, the whole range—are ancillary to that core political

ISSUE.

Senator BIDEN. General, how can we stop the SALT negotiation or

seriously inhibit it because of the antisocial behavior in an interna

tional sense of the Soviet Union in Afghanistan, and still aid them

significantly in gettin oil out of their ground, which they use to pro

pel those tanks into A ghanistan.

General HAIG. I think you’ve asked a very important and a very

good question.

Senator BIDEN. I’m anxious for a very important and good answer.

General HAIG. That is precisely what I think the general connota

tion suggested by the phrase, harmonize our relationship. I touched

on it, I believe, on Friday, when I said——

Senator BIDEN. Isn’t SALT more important than oil in terms of

the context of their oil?

General HAIG. Well, in exclusive value judgment terms, probably.

But in the context of United States-Soviet relationships and the polit

ical core of that relationship, no.

Senator BIDEN. Well, I guess my time is up. I’ll come back to this.

I don’t understand, as they say in the southern part of my State, how

y'all can use Afghanistan as a reason not to make a full-blown effort
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on SALT, and still allow U.S. corporations to make tens of millions

of dollars by going through with an oil deal that allows them great

profit and significantly en ances the Soviet Union’s military capabil

ity by allowing the oil to continue to flow to fuel those tanks.

General HAIG. I think this has been a bipartisan policy, Senator.

Senator BIDEN. I agree. It has. I guess I don’t understand it. I don’t

see how you do one and not the other, and I don’t see how we can use

one and not the other. I find it very disturbing in the Carter adminis

tration, very disturbing in the Congress, and if it continued I would

find it very disturbing in the Reagan administration. But I will pursue

that when I get back.

The CHAIRMAN. On that disturbing note, thank you very much,

Senator Biden. [Laughter.]

Senator Hayakawa.

Senator HAYAKAWA. Good morning, Mr. Haig.

In response to a question from Senator Lugar, you talked. about the

growth of military ower of the Soviets in the western Pacific. And I

wonder if you won (1 elaborate on this with particular reference to

the Far East. That is to say, do you perceive the Soviet presence there

as a threat to U.S. interests in that region? Are U.S. bases and forces in

the area adequate to any contingency that might arise?

I’m concerned, -for example, about the apparent patrolling of the

western Pacific by Soviet naval vessels, I understand, and I’m reall ,

really curious as to why Soviet troops are in the Kuriles in considerab e

numbers. And is there a threat to our interest in all this kind of Soviet

activity in the Pacific?

General HAIG. Well, Senator, I think there is indeed a threat, and

it’s a growing and an increasingly important one, especially in post

Vietnam America.

Your reference is to growing Soviet military presence in the western

Pacific and, indeed, in the eastern Pacific as well--around Hawaii I’m

talking about subsurface—-increased density of subsurface Soviet

presence, increased surface combatants, utilization of bases, for exam

ple, in South Vietnam, which is of such concern to Peking. Above all,

from a Japanese point of view, the growing ‘Soviet presence in the

northern islands.

You can attribute a number of objectives to that expansion. You can

say that it represents a manifestation of a growing Soviet capability.

It is going to make their foreign policy and their influence far greater.

That’s the more benign concept and it, by itself, is sufficient to require

a reassessment on our part, together with our allies, of their current

state of military preparedness.

You can, of course, attribute to the Soviets much more modest ob

jectives. I’m not so sure it is a relevant issue in any event. The im

portant fact is that we’re going to find ourselves at an increasing dis

advantage in diplomatic and policy terms if the perception of in

evitable Soviet supremacy in the military sense in that area goes

unchecked.

Senator HAYAKAWA. Well, I continue to be puzzled by the apparent

lack of alarm in Japan about the Soviet presence in the Pacific, and

especially Soviet troops in islands adjacent to Japan in t-he north. Is

Japan going forward in any way to protest or to monitor or survey

what the Soviets are doing?
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I’ve_argued with several Japanese newsmen on this subject and

asked if there was any alarm on the subject and they seemed to indi

catethere wasn’t. I can’t understand why, when Soviet troops in some

cons1derable_numbers—some people say 10,000, some people say 50,

000—are up in the islands adjacent to northern Japan. Isn’t it a cause

for Japanese alarm and aren’t the Japanese strictly limited in their

defense policy by treaty to land forces?

Should they not be patrolling the Pacific, southern Pacific, in order

to protect their oil lanes from the Middle East?

neral Hare. Well, again, Senator, I want to be careful in an open

forum not to indulge in the bludgeoning of friendly nations. I think

it goes without saying that we Americans would like to see Japan

increase its level of expenditures for defense. They’re still below 1

percent of their gross national product.

I know, in a dialog between the Carter administration and the

Tokyo Government that the commitment this year, again, has been

described as disappointing by Hal Brown.

Senator HAYAKAWA. I felt that way, too.

General HAIG. I would also want to suggest that there are limits

to this. Again, I don’t think it ever serves a useful purpose, unless it

is a very calculated one, to conduct these observations in public, un

less you’ve tried all of the official private channels available to ou.

- I would also suggest that the government orientation in To 0,

which is now very strongly pro-Westem—pro-American—and which

I am very, very pleased about could change. A mishandling of our

relationships with that government could replace a pro-Westem lead

ership with an essentially neutralist leadership. And then all of these

issues we are arguing and anguishing over would become moot and

the damage done would be far more serious.

I think suffice to say that Japan is the pillar of our policies in Asia

and a strong, healthy, participating Japan and a Japan that bears

its share of the security needs of that area are vitally important with

in the provisions of the constitution which we Americans were so

active in drafting and helping them draft.

Senator HAYAKAWA. Thank you. I was very reassured by your reply

to Senator Helms on the subject of Korea. And I continue to worry

about that country. I attended the funeral of President Park and got

into considerable discussion about their problems with some officials

there at the time. 0

What are the prospects of continued stability in the Korean penm

sula? That is, is there any likelihood of a repetition of the Kwangju

riots that occurred last spring? That was a very disturbing event.

General Hue. Senator, I am very optimistic that we are going to

see a return to stability in Korea in the period ahead. I recognize I’m

putting my neck out on that one. But I am very optimistic that that

will be the consequence that we are going to see.

There are already signs, certainly, in the economic area that the

turnaround is underway. I certainly hope that will be the case.

Senator HAYAKAWA. Well, the are doing well economically.

Since American interests are tied up in Korea with North Korean

boys just above the DMZ, what are the prospects of future strengthen

ing of Korean defenses, and what are the prospects—what are we
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likely to do in order to strengthen and encourage that defense, because

the Koreans are living constantly under that threat from the north.

I would hope that we maintain that kind of relationship that we now

have and perhaps strengthen that relationship.

General Ham. Well, that would certainly be a key aspect of policies

that I would recommend to President-elect Reagan. And I caveat

that with the recognition as well that the Korean Government is able

to do more for itself than historically has been the case. But I think

it is awfully important that their defenses are maintained at the

highest peak of efficiency and technology capability, because they are

indeed facing a very cruel and clearly insatiable negihboring regime

that has not lost its willingness to cross the demarcation line to conduct

subversive activities in the neighboring southern area.

Senator HAYAKAWA. Are there any prospects of talks between North

and South Korea in the near or distant future? Or are they just not

on speaking terms ?

General HAIG. Well, I would have to refrain from giving you a

definitive answer on that. As you know, there have been flirtatious

off and on and suggestions off and on for the last 15 years.

I’m not aware that there is any promising prospect, and I would

again suggest that such prospects are enhanced to the degree that

South Korea is perceived by the north to be ready, willing, and able

to meet whatever defense requirements are necessary, brought about

by the threat from the north.

The CHAIRMAN. May we have order, please, among the staff. It is

difficult for us to hear up here.

_ Thank you. Please proceed, Senator.

Senator HAYAKAWA. So long as that condition exists, then, we have

an uneasy stability there for_the time being.

May I pass on into a question about the Philippines? I have also

visited the Philippines and was terribly impressed with one thing—"

the enormous friendliness of the rank and file of common people

toward the United States.

_ I was told that, I think, we admit something like 500 or 600 Fili

pino young men to the U.S. Navy every year, whereas the number of

applications go into 5,000 or 6,000. And in a little restaurant that my

staff and I went into, the manager learned that I was U.S. Senator,

and he came over to introduce himself, and the first thing he said is,

“Can you help my son get into the U.S. Navy?”

At the same time as we have this warmth, the feeling among the

common people, there is an enormous amount of official distrust of

the Government of the Philippines because of alleged violations of

civil rights and so on going on there. And if we offend them enough

there is a real danger that we may ultimately be denied access to our

bases in Clark Air Force Base and Subic Bay.

Is there any danger of our losing that access?

General HAIG. Well, I think this has been a danger for a number

of years, Senator, not only as it is a reflection of the attitude of the

Philippine people, if they perceive an unreliable, inconsistent or per

haps less than willing United States to bear its continuing burden,

but also if we mismanage our relationships with the incumbent re

gime and, even more importantly, if we mismanage our overall policies
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in that area in such a way that the change of power occurred in which

unfriendly influences were to prevail.

Senator HAYAKAWA. Well, whatever the defects of the Marcos re

gime, that regime is friendly to the whole idea of our having bases

there, is it not? ‘

General HAIG. It has been. Yes, sir. ‘

Senator HAYAKAWA. When you say it has been you see a danger of

their changing their views on that?

General HAIG. Well, you can never discount it, and I think, clearly,

it is an asset to be used by an incumbent regime also to help that re

gime. I think President Marcos has been sensitive to that, as he prob

ably should be.

Senator HAYAKAWA. This disaffection among the Philippine people,

or some of the Philippine people, themselves against the Marcos re

gime, how serious is that threat to the regime?

General HAIG. Well, I don’t want to portray myself as an expert

on internal Philippine affairs at this moment. I have always had a

very keen interest in that situation, but I’ve been away from it for 61/2

years and I would like to reassess and refurbish, time permitting, my

knowledge on that subject before I pop off.

I know clearly there’s -been a longstanding and virulent dissidence in

various geographic locations and, on occasion, externally supported.

Senator HAYAKAWA. Thank you very much.

I regard our relationship with the Philippines as one of utmost im

portance and the presence of our bases there as protecting the entire

Indian Ocean and western Pacific in a very important wa , so I am

glad that you are concerned about these matters and will be back to

studying them, as soon as you get settled into office.

Thank you very, very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Hayakawa.

We will resume our questioning, then, with Senator Glenn. If the

members of the audience and the press would please remain seated for

just a moment while I make an announcement, this will give also Gen

eral Haig, Mrs. Haig, and their colleagues a chance to leave the room

without being stopped too many times.

We will recess until 5 minutes to 12. The Democrats, as I under

stand it—the minority—will be caucusing in room 4221. The Repub

licans will be meeting in room 4219. And we will resume our question

i at 5 minutes to 12.

A brief recess was taken.]

The CHAIRMAN. I would ask, until our witness arrives, if any Mem

bers of the Senate present have a statement they would like to make,

this might be a good time to do so.

Senator LUGAR. Pardon me, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is, while we are waiti for Gen

eral Haig’s return, if there are any members present who ave state

ments they wish to make they may do so at this time.

Senator LUGAR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, but I do not.

Senator HAYAKAWA. [Nods negatively.]

Senator BOSCHWITZ. [Nods negatively.]

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Helms has volunteered to answer any ues

tions that you would like to put to him about North Carolina. [%en

eral laughter.]
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General Haig, in accordance with an understanding with Senator

Pell, if the minority has not returned by the appointed end of the

recess we would continue with the next questioning from a member

of the majority.

Senator Lugar.

Senator LUGAR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General Haig, this morning, during the questioning by both Sena

tor Helms and Senator Biden, considerable mention was made of the

Republican Party platform. This brings to mind not only the formu

lation of that platform, but the very spirited election campaign that

came afterward.

You pointed out that the American ople drew some conclusions on

the basis of the candidates for Presi ent, and for the Congress, and,

likewise, the expressions of the parties in their platforms. And, as I

recall, after a very serious question by Senator Helms, you came to an

agreement with Senator Helms that principles remain constant, that

circumstances change, that you as Secretary of State would not want

to be bound today or tomorrow by particular circumstance. Nor would

Senator Helms.

But at the same time there are some themes in that platform. And

these were illuminated by Senator Helms and, likewise, by my col

league Senator Hayakawa. Now I make this point in the form of a

short statement as opposed to a question, because it seems to me that

it is im rtant in this hearing that we come to an understanding of

what this hearing is about. The fact is that the American people spoke

on November 4, with regard to a whole gamut of issues.

Elections are never determined, nor would any of us conclude that

they are determined, on a specific issue of foreign policy or domestic

policy. But the Republican platform was markedly different than

the Democratic platform'—markedly different. So were many of the

candidates for Senator and, indeed, the one for the President.

The decision of the people was conclusive. The majority of the

people of the United States voted for Ronald Reagan for President.

He has asked you to be his nominee for Secretary of State. He has

done so, we are told, on his own testimony and by a great deal of testi

mony by his advisers and even more by press analysis, because you

share his point of view. And his point of view is one that is shared

essentially by the Republican platform in terms of principles.

Now the point of view of Governor Reagan and now President-elect

Reagan is markedly different from the opposition party in other re

spects. Indeed, it appears to me that the American people said two

general things. First, they wanted changes in the ways in which we

were perceived by ourselves, by our allies, and by our potential ad

versaries. And they wanted a change in our domestic policy with re

gard to inflation and high interest rates. Indeed, they want growth in

our economy again; they rejected a No-growth or greening of Amer

ical theme. They came down clearly on the side of growth.

I think it is instructive that at this stage in the confirmation pro

ceedings some of the most exciting testimony has been in your own

hearing. You hearing is attracting a great deal of attention.

I am’ advised that the ideas that are being presented by Mr. Stock

man with regard to potential budget cuts, the reordering of priorities,
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and the sacrifices we shall have to make are taken by some as shock

ing and unconventional, even though he is acknowledged as very well

prepared.

And I understand that Mr. Watt is attracting some attention with

his thoughts on the environment and economic growth. Now it a -

pears -to me that to a very great degree the focus of attention in this

interim period has come down to your hearing, to Mr. Watts’ and to

Mr. Stockman’s. And for good reason: There are changes that are in

the air—changes that you represent.

The opposition party, as a matter of fact, would prefer that the

nominees had been persons who shared more their point of view. I

think that is understandable. They would feel more comfortable with

someone who was much more like a Secretary of State in the past

administration. _

Clearly they are staggered by Mr. Stockman and I suppose likewise

by Mr. Watt. But I think that in these hearings we as a public are

coming to an appreciation of what an election means. People make

points of view known in the aggregate, and President-elect Rea an

is following through on that. He is suggesting that people meant w at

they said. They want a stronger America.

I have a fairly firm conviction that Mr. Stockman and Mr. Watt,

even though there may be extended hearing and discussion on the floor

of the Senate, will be confirmed. And they will go forward. There will

have been an honest locking of horns, people will have been very com

petitive in their ideas, there may even be parliamentary maneuvering.

But ultimately the majority rules, and there is a majority of Repub

licans in the Senate.

And the majority of the people in the count , I think, stand behind

the opportunity of Ronald Reagan to express imself and his party’s

viewpoint. -

I have no doubt that, given the good will of the minority on this

committee, that you will be confirmed. There is, I think, unanimity of

viewpoint that we need a Secretary of State and that we need one

promptly. This country faces grave danger.

There is unanimity about the need to have a Secretary of State, even

if there is not unanimity on you as the person.

I do not predict the testimony of the Archivist, when he comes this

afteroonn. His testimony has been telegraphed ahead. But my under

standing is that he will indicate that he has some problems which he

expressed to the chairman, Senator Percy, yesterday, as to voluntarily

giving up a log that we as a committee requested unanimously.

That request was made in good faith on the part of Republicans and

Democrats alike. Senator Baker said the other day he was opposed to

a fishing expedition. We really ought to zero in on those elements of

evidence that might be most useful to us and direct our attention to

prompt consideration of General Haig.

Now maybe the Archivist will surprise me and say that since he

received a subpena, he brought the log. My understandin is that he is

unlikely to do that, and as a matter of fact may very well indicate some

legal problem and some problems of precedent.

Therefore, we are going to have a dilemma which I lay out in this

portion of the hearing, because I am hopeful that my colleagues on the

72-01'-’ 0 - 81 - 1H
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other side of the aisle will try to share this burden too. There will be, I

think, a temptation to prolong the confirmation of Alexander Haig

forever, if necessary, leaving open not only the record, but the possi

bility for review. '

But I hope we are going to look very carefully at the legal position

and the possibilities for success. It is not at all clear that the tapes that

we seek are going to be available in the next few weeks or the next few

months. As a matter of fact, there are some legal scholars, I am told,

who predict that this situation might linger on for a matter of years.

This means that, unlike Mr. Stockman and Mr. Watt, who I believe

are going to be confirmed even after controversy, you may be con

firmed and still have an open hearing—an exploration of a situation

over which you have no control. I think is not only your problem

but our problem as a country. And this is why I raise it.

I think very serious thought is going to have to be given as to how

your effectiveness is impaired by having an ongoing trial and what

amounts to not a replay of Watergate but a nonplaying of it, or the

possibility of a playing of it 5 months, 12 months, 2 years, or 3 years

down the trail. It may arise again at a time of very sensitive nego

tiations in which you are involved on behalf of all of us. And sud

denly, out of the blue, a court somewhere says “here are the tapes.”

And this committee then comes back and has another try at it.

That is not a pleasant prospect for this country, quite apart from

yourself and your effectiveness. I think this is something we are going

to have to wei h very carefully as a committee, something I am weigh

ing very care lly as I think this through.

t seems to me that as a group of people——of rational people—we’re

going to have to try to come together in -some comity as to how we

ischarge our duty of trying to find those things that are relevant

and at the same time not impair a Secretary of State.

Now I am mindful that the action that we took on Saturday was

generally applauded throughout the country. There is no stomach in

the country for coverup in this committee, for the arbitrary use of

maljlority power, or for a whitewash. And I don’t appeal for that

eit er.

I am eager to expedite these hearings, and as far as I am concerned

a vote could be held at 4 o’clock this afternoon, not 4 o’clock Wednes

day, Friday, Saturday, Monday or whenever we get to it. I think the

issues are well known. But I respect the rights and privile es of my

colleagues and they will exercise those to go into exhaustive detail

and to other parts of history as they play out the time.

But the central issue, I think, is how we have an honest controversy

and at the same time come to a conclusion with confidence in you,

with the country having confidence in you, and without a Sword of

Damocles hanging over us all. That would be historically a very

unfortunate situation.

I apologize for taking time that you might have given in response

to questions to make this comment. But we on this committee can use

the time any way that will lead to productive results.

I would simply add that I appreciate the points of view you have

expressed, the remarkable way you have attempted to reassure those

who oppose you while not undermining those who strongly support

you.
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I am one of the group that strongly supports you and hopes to see

your confirmation quickly, without strings attached, and without

things hanging over the future that will jeopardize not only your

effectiveness but likewise our ability as a power that needs greater

respect in the world.

Thank you very much,

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Lugar, on my time I would like to say

thank you for those comments.

Senator Baker said he supported the action taken by the committee

because there is precedent for it. At that time, when it was in the case

of Dr. Henry Kissinger, it was the intention of this committee to

investigate several matters that the committee members felt had to be

investigated, but do so in such a way as not to undercut or impair his

authority, nor to interfere with the carrying out of the country’s

foreign policy, and to bear uppermost in mind the national interest.

I can assure on behalf of every member of this committee those same

principles will adhere in this case. In the case of Dr. Kissinger the

committee issued a report promptly stating that it had looked into

those matters, and that there was nothing in the investigation review

that would h-ave changed its decision to confirm his nomination. We

will carry out this inquiry, and I believe I speak on behalf of all the

committee, we would walk in your shoes and recognize that we want

no cloud hung over your head. And I again thank the Minorit for

their willingness to go right ahead with the confirmation procee ings.

Thank you, Sen-ator Lugar, for your comments.

Any comments you would care to make, General Haig, we would

be happy to have them.

General HAIG. I really have no comment on these issues at all, Mr.

Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. We will now resume our regular order.

The Chair will recognize first Senator Glenn and then Senator

Sarbanes.

Senator GLENN. I don’t think in listening to this the last few min

utes, I don’t think anybody on either side of the aisle disagrees with

much that was said here. I certainly don’t and I somewhat resent our

side being placed in the position of having to respond as though we’re

in the dock for having done something wrong. I don’t think that is

the case at all.

Although there are legitimate questions, I’ll probably vote for you,

General Haig—that’s not a firm commitment at this point—but there

are a lot of very serious questions here. And we are trying to get into

them. And we have been thwarted in not being able to get what ma

terial there is in trying to bring these things out.

And we are talking about very serious matters. We had procedures

in the White House at that time concerning these very sensitive mat

ters of who would be assassinated, what governments were goin to

be toppled, and there were procedures set up. And we don’t have -a rm

substantiation of exactly how some of those things were decided and

carried out.

General Haig was right in the middle of all that over there. I

don’t know whether he acted under orders. I don’t know whether

somebody turned to him sometime and said, Al you handle that. And
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he went and handled it. And on his own decision, bypassing the com

mittee of 40 and other folks, he made decisions that may have meant

People's lives or nations rising or falling.

What disturbs me, is that we are being cast over here as a group try

ing to get some information which is irrelevant, we are trying to de

lay this, it is going to be an orgy-of Watergate. Horse feathers! That

is not what we are trying to do. This is no orgy of Watergate. We are

talking about a man that is going to be the foreign policy spokesman

for the United States. And I want ‘him to go into that job as clear as he

can possibly be. I want to be able to back him with every fiber in my

body in what he is doing, because we need somebody in there.

It is not necessarily of his making that we need a man that has

opinions on these matters. During the campaign the campaign state

ments were anything but clear on foreign policy. We are going to

blockade Cuba. Well, what a poppycock bit -of nonsense that is.

But we are going to do all sorts of weird things here, and the Presi

dent-elect has said that this is the man that is going to set and deter

mine much of forei policy and deal with these nations around the

world. And I want im to go into that job as clear as he can possibly

be, with no taint of Watergate. I want to get it behind us as much as

anybody on this committee, that side of the aisle and this, because

we’ve got nations hanging on his every word. You can bet that there

isn’t an Embassy in Washin n that isn’t tuned in to PBS right now.

And I’ll bet the cable traffic as gone up 50 ercent in the last 3 days.

And I want him to go into this able to set orei policy. And that’s

the reason we want to determine what some of t ese big matters are.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Glenn, you are not hanging out alone on

this and this is why it was the desire of the Chair not to move on the

original motion but to move on a motion where we could stand together

unanimousl . And we did.

Senator GLENN. I would hope that we would have unanimous ob

jectivity here, that we would ask for those tapes, we would all fight as

_ a committee to get them as a congressional right so we could get this

stuff behind us once and for all.

We are into all sorts of little niceties here and I think we’re going

to ‘be all stymied because Nixon isn’t about to give up his right to keep

those tapes from ettin out anyway. It would be a 6-month deal

getting them out t roug the courts or whatever, and so I think the

likelihood of getting them out is retty remote.

Senator MATHIAS. Would the ‘enator yield for just a second?

Senator GLENN. Yes.

Senator MATHIAS. You said there he sits. He is going to be the for

eign polic of the United States. We spent some time on Saturday

trying to fay that out although the President and the Secretary of

State May be the spokesmen for his Nation’s policy. That policy is

the product of coordinate decisions of the legislative and executive

branch. General Haig agreed to that. And lest that subject get mud

died, I thought we ought to reaffirm that understanding.

Senator GLENN. Very ood.

A new subject, General

The CHAIRMAN. We will yield to you an extra 2 minutes.

Senator GLENN. All right. Thank you very much.
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Gzeneral, does the idea of Qaddafi having a nuclear arsenal disturb

ou .

General HAIG. Greatl .

Senator GLENN. Well, it disturbs me greatly, too. In some of your

answers in response to Senator Dodd, who introduced the NNPA

legislation, as Senator Percy and I did here on this side-—he intro

duced it in the House at that time. some of your answers to him both

ered me a little bit, and I wanted to follow up on them.

You indicated first that policies toward India must be our poli

cies toward Pakistan. That was in the testimony the other day, I

believe. Or they should be very similar. Now if we go back, Qaddafi

has been the one who had been furnishing dollars, as well as yellow

cafieghipments to Pakistan, hoping to get an Islamic bomb, as they’ve

ca e it.

Ye5, in your recent article in the Chief Executive magazine you

state ,

The present administration has made matters worse by using blackmail

against Germany and France, its own allies, by using threats to cut off uranium

shipments if they proceeded to build nuclear facilities in Brazil and Pakistan.

Now the Republican platform came out against the shipment of

nuclear fuel to India because of past abuses. I fought that one on

the Senate floor, and I lost 48 to 46. I am still sorry we lost. I think

it was a mistake of this administration and I think the Senate was

wrong, although I got voted down fairly and squarely—48—46 vote.

Now let me point out that it was the Ford administration, with

Kissinger as Secretary of State, which began exerting. pressure on

France to break its contracts—firm contracts—-to supply Pakistan

with nuclear equipment and technology, and that they knew Paki

stan was trending toward a bomb. And that pressure was continued

in the Carter administration.

Now you, on other subjects, have very much come down in favor

of linkage, linking an overall package with what we do around the

world. Now the linkage of U.S. nuclear cooperation, including ex

ports, to adoption by other countries of nonproliferation controls over

their nuclear activities was mandated in the 1978 NNPA—the Nu

clear Nonproliferation Act.

Your statement the other day, and the statement of yours I read

just a moment ago, suggest you don’t agree with that policy. And

let me state this, what we tried to do with the NNPA was we made

a very conscious decision—are we going to have business just go all

around the world, and are we goin to have business be as involved

as possible and hope to control nuc ear matters that way, or are we

going to make it a government-to-government operation?

We debated this for about 2 years here before we finally passed the

NNPA. And the decision was it should be government to government.

We stood before the world saying that if safeguards went in, if NPT

was there, then we would then cooperate with these 108 NPT nations

in the benefits of nuclear matters benefiting electrical generation and

medical experiments and so on.

But what we tried to prevent was the flow of plutonium unrestricted

around the world. We tried to prevent reprocessing going around the
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world, and uranium enrichment going around the world that are key

toward buildingbombs in ever smaller and smaller nations.

Now, I gathered from your statements the other day that you do

not agree with that approach, and I would like to know what your

approach is toward controlling nonproliferation.

eneral HAIG. Well, I wou (1 hope, Senator, that you didn’t draw

the conclusion that I did not agree. I think you will find that the

launching of the nonproliferation talks occurred during a period when

I was a contributor to that policy. I think I have reiterated several

times before this committee that I am stringent] opposed to pro

liferation of nuclear weaponry throughout the world).7

I think the point I tried to make—I did in my opening statement—

was that it is very easy to wrap yourselves around these very impor

tant and desirable objectives, but that if the policies you pursue in a

link e sense generate an appetite for these weapons, then you may

have en indulging in a very counterproductive set of ancillary poli

cies with respect to your basic objective.

I probably would have voted with you, had I been sitting in your

chair, on the India issue for precisely that reason. The point I tried

to make early in the article you cited-—I’m delighted you read it be

cause I didn’t know anybody had—was that early on in this adminis

tration, after two governments, with the acquiescence of the preceding

administration, had launched into talks for commercial employment

of commercial nuclear-power capabilities, with some transfer in tech

nology. We were suddenly confronted with a straight up-and-down

stone wall, with a threat—with a threat—to terminate the shi ment

of enriched uranium to two of our major allies, who are high y de

pendent on the development of peaceful nuclear energy in their society.

Senator GLENN. Well, how do we control things if we don’t link

filifllgl to something like that? We get no handle on it unless we do

General HAIG. Everything is nuance. Everything is—a lot of very

fine judgments with a number of contradictions being counterbalanced

against others.

I hope that you don’t misread my concerns about that as listed

in that -magazine iece to suggest that I am in favor of nuclear

proliferation. Hardly at all. Nothing can be more dangerous to all

_ of us.

But I would again underline that nations seek such weaponry in

the context of their own subjective assessment of their security needs.

And When we preside over a world and contribute to a world where

terrorism, wars of liberation, regional disputes, go unchallenged by

the United States, we have frequently created a climate and an at

mosphere which is going to make your good motives and mine on

nonproliferation almost irrelevant.

Senator GLENN. Would you favor a nuclear weapons freeze on the

Mideast, knowing that there is s ulation and rumor that Israel

already has nuclear weapons? W0 (1 you advocate a nuclear weapons

freeze zone in the Mideast and try and keep everything out of that

area? ,

General HAIG. Well, I would like to look at it in the context of

the reality. It doesn’t serve a useful purpose for the United States
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to be on a soap box on an issue for which we are going to lose pro

foundly because of perhaps the very reason you mentioned.

Senator 'l‘here’s been a speculation that that new Reagan

adimmstration might create a position of Assistant Secretary of State

for Nuclear Export Matters. Are you considering that?

General Ham. Well, I haven’t had an opportunity, unfortunately,

to look at very much departmental business, as urgent as it is. l’m

sorry.

Senator GLENN. OK. The obvious follow-on to -that is we have

an independent check on nuclear export licensing matters now run

through -the NRO—the Nuclear Regulatory Commission—-and I think

it was a good safety check for us there with regard to this fuel ship

ment to Tarapur. Now it didn’t work out the way they voted nor the

way'I hoped it would here, but it was—I think we ought to think

very carefully before we undo that safety net that we have established.

I might point out also we have a GAO re-port that I doubt if

you’ve had the opportunity to read. But it has been recently com

pleted, and indicates that -we have not identified a single reactor order

that was lost as a result of our nonproliferation policy with NNPA.

I may want to come back with some other questions on this later.

In what little time I have left, let me get back on another subject,

and that is the relationship between China and Taiwan.

The People’s Republic of China have rejected the Taiwan Relations

Act as the basis for U.S. relations with Taiwan and instead point

to the joint communique signed at the time the United States and

China normalized relations. This is extremely important to what is

going on in that part of the world. Do you believe the Taiwan Rela

tions Act, the Shanghai Communique, and the Joint Communique,

signed -at the time the United States and China normalized relations

to be compatible—workable? '

I guess two questions. One, do you think they are compatible? And,

No. 2, do you recommend any chanegs in that whole order of things

with regard to China and Taiwan?

General HAIG. In general I think they are compatible, Senator.

That is a great—it will ultimately be translated in terms of style

and rhetoric and ancillary and outflowing policies.

I think this is an extremely sensitive subject that doesn’t lend it

self to further elaboration in a public forum.

Senator GLENN. I would tend to agree with you and I am glad-—

it is our job to ask the questions. It is your job to refuse to answer them.

I will et into this area again when we schedule an executive session.

The HAIRMAN. It is scheduled for 5 p.m. today.

Senator GLENN. OK. Good.

On the extent of our securities ties to the People’s Republic of China,

and with regard to the transfers of dual use technology and nonlethal

military equipment, what do you believe to be the existing nature and

scope of our relationship with China, first, and how should we imple

. ment that——with what equipment?

General HAIG. Well, this clearly also falls into the category of the

preceding uestion.

Senator%LENN. All right.

General HAIG. As I mentioned on Saturday, I think our basic rela

tionship with the People’s Republic of China is strategic, to say
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nothing of the longstanding historic relationships of friendship with

the people of China.

Senator GLENN. One reason I am concerned about it a little bit, in

the U.S. News & World Report in an interview at the time of your

departure for SACEUR, you stated, if quoted correctly and I trust

you were, that

The advantages of the Chinese relationship will continue only if the

reality rather than pure dogma, is going to be capable of accepting just so many

disappointments from the West.

And then more recently, in the Washington Quarterly, you wrote:

The advantages of the Chinese relationship will continue only if the Chinese

leaders are convinced that ties with the West ameliorate their existing weak

nesses vis-a-vis the Russians.

I gues my question is, What kind of time constraints do you see on

this? I tend to agree with you. There has to be something in it for

everybody—us, them—or the relationship tends to deteriorate—ex

tremely important relationship that we need to nurture along some

how. This is one-fourth of the human race that we’ve opened up con

tact with, in which process you played a vital role.

I don’t know whether you want to save that for executive session

or not, but do you wish to comment on it? What types of time con

straints are we operating under?

What I am interested in is the timetable, if there is such a thing,

because there has been a great deal of misunderstanding. The Presi

dent-elect first said he wanted official relations with Taiwan. I don’t

think when he made that statement he knew what official relations

meant in that context. That was a buzzword that really set the diplo

matic cables humming. And then he modified his position a little bit

later to indicate his olicy toward Taiwan would be based on the

Taiwan Relationship ct.

At the same time the People’s Republic of China does not recognize

the Taiwan Relations Act, so he got himself in deeper. And you are

going to have to dig him out. How are we going to do that?

General HAIG. Well, Senator, I have great confidence that we are

going to be able to further the improvement of our relationships With

the People’s Republic of China. It has been a longstanding and well

known objective of mine, as evidenced by the two quotes you Cited

here. .

And I don’t mean to suggest in the context of the People’s Republic

being able to accept just so many disappointments that perhaps they

are suddenly going to go on a conver nt path.

But I think their basic contribution to international stability and

with some convergence in polio areas, it would be in jeopardy as the

first manifestation. And I thin that would be a net loss for all of us

and for international stability at large.

I don’t think it serves any useful purpose to parse out here a number

of nuances that your question deserves simply because It can put in

jeo rdy the objectives that you and I apparently share on th1s_1ssue.

enator GLENN. I’m sure we do share them, and I would like to

get into that some in executive session. _ _ _

Do you believe that the commercial economic relationshlp between

the United States and China should be allowed to proceed as It has,

or should it be accelerated, slowed down?
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General HAIG. Well, there are a number of constraints on those

policies over which we as Americans ‘have very little control. I have

suggested to American business leaders on occasion that it isn’t just a

question of opening up the door to the People’s Republic and suddenly

finding a vast and extensive new market for finished American

products.

In the first place, I don’t think our Chinese friends, the People’s

Republic, would permit themselves to become overly dependent on any

one regional or national entity.

Senator GLENN. They have one a very independent course. That is

true in the past and I agree wit that.

Let me ask one other thin here. Ma be you could be thinkin

about this and I will get back into it when my turn comes around

again. In your opening statement you talked about some items of

rmanent bedrock of foreign policy and you indicated some very ’

undamental world problems. You listed some of those——difi‘usion of

power, socioeconomic challenges that we all face, Third World rob

lems, Soviet imperialism, hunger, poverty, free flow of goods and ideas.

Do you see an other—I want to get into this later because my time

is up and the r light is on—but are there other big tides flowing that

are sort of worldwide items that you could list for us that you see as

being very formative of forei n policy? I have some of my own ideas,

but I won’t put those out rig t now. I would, however, welcome this

because they are going to form much of what you are able to do in

formulating foreign policy and working with other nations around

the world.

There are some big tides running in this world that are changing

international -relations and foreign diplomacy to a drastic degree

and they’ve come up just in the last few years and I would welcome

any additional addenda remarks along that line to your opening

statement that you might wish to make.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Glenn.

Senator Sarbanes.

Senator SARBANES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General Haig, I followed the exchange you had with Senator Helms

earlier with considerable interest. It actually brought back to my

memory an article that appeared in early December reporting that

you and Senator Helms had met in his office and that you had as

sured him that if nominated for Secretary of State you would not

pursue the policies of your former mentor, Henry Kissinger, and

that you also promised to clean out the State Department and place

conservatives in key policy positions.

First, is this an accurate summary?

General HAIG. I would say that it is characteristic of many of the

press reports that we read from day to day and hour to hour. And it

would not be completely representative of that discussion.

Senator SARBANES. Let me then ask you this question. What private

assurances have been given by you to Senators with respect to your

prospective performance in office?

General HAIG. Senator, I would suggest that there are few who have

come before this committee for the office of Secretary of State whose
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public record is as complete as mine on a host of areas about which

you are interested and concerned.

_I have made no commitment to any Senators on any topic. But I

think there are a number of Senators who have read both my speeches

and my articles over a number of years who have reason to be com

fortable that our views either converge just as some might be con

cerned that they might diverge.

Senator SARBANES. I have no problem with that, and I’m not really

trying to lead you down some path. All I want to be certain of is that

your undertakings are either expressed before this committee in the

course of this hearing, because obviously Senators ask questions and

they 30 in fact get undertakings from you, or otherwise on the public

recor .

My question is whether you have made any undertakings in the

course of discussing your nomination with Members of the Senate

which are not publicly known and which ought at least in my view,

to be placed on the public record?

General HAIG. I think there were two issues that you referred to,

and I think I have addressed them in my opening statement and in

my formal comments, and, I suspect, in the few actions I have been able

to take with respect to the Department of State. I can offer no more

than that with respect to my high regard for our professional diplo- ,'

matic cor s, our Foreign Service officer asset.

And With respect to any other aspect of my policy reviews, I think

we are getting a very frank, open and balanced expression of it. I

would have to suggest that you make your judgments on your assess

ment of my responses here.

Senator SARBANES. How do you expect that personnel decisions will

be made at the Department of State if you are the Secretary?

General HAIG. Personnel selection?

Senator SARBANES. Personnel decisions. How will those decisions be

made if you are the Secretary of State?

General HAIG. Well, it depends, of course, on the level to which we

are referring, but the key levels of Under Secretary and above,

Assistant Secretary, Under Secretary, Deputy, agency chiefs, I would

expect to make a recommendation to the President-elect based on my

best assessments of the best man for that job within the constraints

of public service. I run into that from time to time, unfortunately.

I would anticipate that President Reagan would approve my recom

mendations. Where he did not I would anticipate that we would have

further discussion. I have had enough experience with the President

elect to know that first he listens, he welcomes dissent, should there

be some, and I would feel constrained to re ister that dissent if I

were uncomfortable with the individual selection that might be sug

gested to me.

Senator SARBANES. I take it, then, that you feel it is important

to the successful conduct and leadership of the Department that you,

as the Secretary, be able essentially to make the personnel decisions

for the Department.

General HAIG. As a general rule, yes.

Senator SARBANES. Is it your intention to remove yourself from

decisions that mi ht come to you as Secretary that would mvolve

United Technologies?
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General HAIG. Absolutely.

Senator SARBANES. And also the Chase Manhattan Bank, of which

you were, as I understand it, an outside director?

General HAIG. Absolutely. But I want to broaden that response

to make it clear that I will disassociate myself totally from both

United Technologies and my current limited duties as a member of

the board of Chase Manhattan Bank.

Senator SARBANES. I understand that, and that’s in the statement

from the Office of Government Ethics. I was taking the question a step

further, and asking whether you would make decisions or rescue your

self from making decisions for instance, on export licenses that involve

the State Depatrment and your former companies.

General HAIG. I can assure you I will bide completely and

thoroughly by the provisions of existing laws and regulations in that

regard. Absolutely.

Senator SARBANES. Well, even if it does not require it as a legal

matter, would you think it well advised that in those instances you

allow that decision to be made by the Under Secretary, for example ?_

General HAIG. Well, that would be especially true with United Tech

nologies because of my intimate involvement in the management of

that corporation.

I can’t foresee where it would not also be true with Chase National

Bank. But there is a parsing out aspect to the financial matters of some

of our complex banking organizations and I just don’t want to give

you a blind response here that you would later be able to say well I

ad given ou assurances over and above good sound practice provided

for in regu ation and law.

Senator SARBANES. Well, I think that is a satisfactory answer.

General, will you maintain existing State Department policy for

respondin to congressional requests for information? ere is an

establishe policy now that I think is very forthcoming, and sensi

tive to the needs of Members of the Congress for information. It is

inlplage. I want to know whether you will maintain that existing

po IC .

General I-Luo. Well, I am sorry I am not familiar with the precise

aspect of that policy of which you speak. You mean to respond within

a certain number of hours to a request? Or in general?

Senator SARBANES. It is a policy statement that Secretary Vance is

sued a few years ago and is, in effect, a directive to all Department

personnel on responding to congressional requests for information. It

outlines a procedure to be followed, and I think it has been viewed by

most as being highly responsive to congressional desires for informa

tion and has, to all accounts, worked well. That is obviously a matter

of great concern, I would think, certainly to all members of this com

mittee and probably to all or most members of the Congress.

General HAIG. Senator, I’d like to look at it and if I would find

some reason for being uncomfortable with one or more of its provi

sions I would commit myself to discussing that with the committee

here to be sure that you would understand why.

The reason I answer the way I do is that I just haven’t read i-t and

it puts me at somewhat of a disadvantage. I might, I would hope, have

some suggestions for even enhancing and improving and expediting

that consultation and information responsivene$.



216

The CHAIRMAN. General Haig, at any point that you are ready to

respond to that, I will recognize you for that purpose. We will insert

it in -the record with any comment you wish to make.

Senator SARBANES. That was the point I was -about -to make. I don’t

want to add to General H-aig’s work burden, but I do think that in this

instance it would be helpful for him to review this policy and let us

know his view of it before these hearings conclude.

Would you place any impediment to or restrictions upon the access

of this committee to the views of officials of the Department and of our

ambassadors—in other words on our ability to have them come before

the committee in either open or closed session, and for committee mem

bers to have the benefit of their views on policy issues ?

General HAIG. As a general rule not at all. That gets close to the

sensitive subject of Executive privilege and I think you—I know that

I don’t have either the authority or the prerogative to exercise that.

That is the decision of the President.

I have in the past been required to adhere to such a decision and so

I would not want to suggest that should he make such a decision I’m

going to circumvent it by some arrangement here. I think also the

caveat of understanding that there are certain discussions between any

executive and his subordinates which are informal and not any more

than preliminary to decisionmaking which must be kept in the con

fines of those conducting that discussion. If we were to do otherwise we

would find ourselves soon posturing each other for public disclosure

of sensitive isues in which one seeks recommendations and honest ob

jectives to the best of one’s ability.

With that caveat, of course.

Senator SARBANES. In recent years the State Department has noti

fied this commi-ttee on a confidential basis in advance of all significant

international agreements authorized for negotiation, indicating

whether they will be conducted -as treaties or executive agreements.

That has been an -advance notice, confidential, and so kept the com

mittee of significant international agreements authorized for nego

tiation.

Can we anticipate that this practice would continue during your

term of office?

General HAIG. Absolutely.

Senator SARBANES. What is our view on the types of important

agreements, if any, which can be concluded as executive agreements

rather than treaties?

General HAIG. Well, as you know, Senator, this is a very, very fuzzy

area, both in practice and in written clarity and has been over the years

and over the history of our country. I think, if anything, the trending

has been in the direction of erring on the side of treaty.

I think I understand the reason for that and I feel, as a purely prag

matic step, as a member of the executive branch seeking both legisla

tive—essential legislative--and essential popular su port that I would

be inclined to lean in that direction, to parse out w at really lends it

self to executive agreement or formal treaty.

_ I don’t know that that is as responsive to your question as you wanted

it to be, but I say in general—

Senator SARBANES. Well, of course, there’s been congressional con

cern expressed in the past that a number of arrangements are entered
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into as executive agreement, precluding the type of congressional re

view which, of course, a treaty would receive. We need to know how in

general you view that problem, without asserting that everything need

be a treaty.

General HAIG. Well, I think you would be as burdened, as would we

in the executive branch, were we to accept that as the thesis.

On the other hand, I think our a priori obligations that you touched

upon earlier are going -to be invaluable in sorting out what is the best

approach to take on a particular issue.

Senator SARBANES. Would you expect to shift the division of the last

few years between executive agreement and treaty?

General HAIG. No. In fact perhaps I would move even further to the

treaty route, for the reasons I 'ust cited.

Senator SARBANES. One final question along this line. Do you have

any problems or reservations with strict compliance with the Case Act,

which provides for transmitting to the Congress the text of any inter

national agreement entered into by the United States?

General HAIG. No. I have none. I would intend to abide by our exist

ing obligations.

Senator SARBANES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Sarbanes.

Senator Mathias is next in order. I understand that he wishes to

yield to Senator Boschwitz, who desires to ask questions before the

recess. Is that correct?

Senator MATHIAS. I think since there is obviously not time to finish

a round, I would prefer to start off at 2 o’clock so that I can have an

uninterrupted round of questions. I believe Senator Boschwitz just

wants -to make some brief remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. If you just wish to make a comment, then we will

adhere to our 1 p.m. recess.

Senator BOSCHWITZ. I want to make a brief comment, Mr. Chair

man, about Senator Glenn’s comment to Senator Lu ar in response

to Senator Lugar’s comment. I will wait a second for fiator Glenn’s

attention.

Senator Glenn, I want to answer your comment on Senator Lugar’s

comment.

I spoke to him after you made your comment. Briefly, Senator ~

Lugar was not trying to cast any aspersions -or establish any blame

on anybod present with respect to the difficulties he foresees. He, as

I, as all 0 us, are very anxious to et as much as we can before us.

But I think he was reflecting on w at he perceives the Archivist is

going to say this afternoon, and that is that we probably are not going

to get a look at the index or the log of the tapes, and then there is

going to be a delay, and then there will be some further delays, and,

unfortunately, we may send a Secretary of State out with a cloud of

some sort hanging over him. As you said in your earlier remarks dur

ing these hearm , the Secreta is not going to have any option for

a 60- to 90-day Learning peri ; he has to hit the ground running.

And, to hit the und running with an existin cloud is not particu

larly desirable. his committee will have to eal with that matter,

and I think that will be an important aspect of part of the confirma

tion hearings.
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As you pointed out, those kinds of lawsuits take time. Senator

Glenn, you used a figure of 6 months. Probably it could be even a year

or more than a year. Senator Lugar pointed out that erhaps in the

middle of some rather delicate negotiations suddenly t e tapes could

become released and the attention of the press and the Senate could

then be focused away from the important aspects of world negotiation

and world policy back into this investigation. We have to carefully

consider as a committee what we are doing by sending a Secretary

of State out with some question as to whether or not we are going to

continue an investigation.

As a matter of realit , of course, a Secretary of State, just like any

other Cabinet officer, a ways is subject to recall for whatever reason

as evidence and matters of importance come up.

Again, I don’t think Senator Lu ar was trying to cast blame or

aspersion or in any sense has any esire, other than to get the evi

dence before us.

Senator SARBANES. Would the gentleman yield on that point?

Senator Bosonwrrz. Yes.

Senator Snnmnns. I think it is very important to understand that

the problem arises, and it is not of our creation, because General Haig

was the Chief of Staff for 15 months to President Nixon, the end re

sult of which was that the President left office under threat of

im achment.

Fizhink it is a reasonable, in fact a necessary, inquiry on the part

of this committee to seek to ascertain the role which General Haig

played during that period.

I don’t really think that he disagrees with that proposition because

he has indicated he has no objection. to our trying to obtain these

conversations, which, of course, would be the best evidence for that

period on the nature of the counsel and advice that was being given

at that point.

We are intelligent enough to appreciate the circumstances in which

General Haig found himself—something that Prosecutor Jaworski

has referred to in that interview. On the other hand, it seems to me

that this committee would be remiss if, in the face of having before it a

nominee who was the Chief of Staff to a President who had to leave

office in the face of a certain impeachment, it did not seek to obtain

the best evidence available with respect to the nature of the relation

shiIp and the counsel and advice that was being given.

11 fact, if we do that, and it establishes no improprieties in the

relationship, it is to General Haig’s advantage. To su gest that the

committee ou ht not to do that, ought not to seek to obtain that in

formation to I able to answer those questions, would be to suggest

that the committee be derelict in our responsibility.

The CHAIRMAN. The record is quite clear from Saturday that the

committee does not intend to do that.

Senator Bosonwrrz. We do not say that it is not unreasonable or

not necessary to obtain that, Senator Sarbanes. We only feel that it

will be necessary for our committee also to consider the fact we may

send a Secretary of State out with a cloud into a perilous world, into

a world where he will have to act, and act decisively, and we don’t

want to undermine any of his abilities in that regard.
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The CHAIRMAN. I would like to make an announcement about Sena

tor Baker. Senator Helms has been advised directly, I believe, that

the Senator is better. The perforation has been contained. They do not

believe they will have to operate and he is being treated with anti

biotics. We are very grateful, indeed, for this.

This hearing is recessed until 2 o’clock promptly, at which time

Senator Mathias will be reco '

[Whereupon, at 1 :03 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene at

2 p.m., the same day.]

AFTERNOON SESSION

The CHAIRMAN. The meeting will come to order.

This afternoon we will hear from Dr. Robert Warner, Archivist

of the United States, who is appearing in response to the committee’s

subpena which he received at his home last evening. The subpena

directed Dr. Warner not only to appear before the committee at this

time, but also to bring with him for delivery to the committee the

Archivist’s log of Presidential conversations which we have been

seeking.

I understand that Dr. Warner is not presently prepared to make

that log available to the committee, but he is appearing at this time to

explain to this committee why it is not possible to do so.

Dr. Warner, we welcome you, and I would extend to you the privi

lege first of introducing your colleagues Mr. Garfinkel and Mr. Jacobs.

STATEMENT OF MR. ROBERT M. WARNER, ARCHIVIST OF THE

UNITED STATES, ACCOMPANIED BY RICHARD JACOBS, ASSIST

ANT TO THE ARCHIVIST OF THE UNITED STATES; AND STEVEN

GARFINKEL, ESQ., COUNSEL TO THE ARCHIVIST OF THE UNITED

STATES

Mr. VVARN;ER. Thank you very much.

I should say, Mr. Chairman, that when I assumed the duties of

Archivist of the United States 6 months or so ago, one of m goals

was to raise the public visibility of the National Archives and ecords

Service, but I didn't quite envision it taking this form.

I am pleased to introduce my two colleagues, Mr. Garfinkel, who

is counsel to me in this matter; and Mr. Jacobs, who is on my staff,

and both of these gentlemen have worked with the legal and technical

problems of these records for several years. I am pleased to have

them here to help us in our deliberations today.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.

You may proceed, Dr. Warner, with your statement.

Mr. WARNER. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Mr. WARNER. My name is Robert M. Warner, and I am the

Archivist of the United States. Yesterday evening the committee,

through its Chairman, served me with a sub na which called for me

to appear before you at this time. The su pena also called for me

to produce at this time the archival log of tape-recorded Presidential

conversations between President Richard Nixon and Gen. Alexander

Haig which took place while General Haig served as Chief of the
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White House Staff during the Nixon administration. I regret that,

on the ad vice of counsel With which I concur, I am unable to produce

the subpenaed log at this time. However, I intend to produce the log

as soon as it is lawful for me to do so.

In the hope of clearing the remaining legal impediment as quickly

as possible, I delivered to the counsel of former President Nixon the

first thing this morning a letter, enclosing a copy of the subpena, and

stating as follows:

In accordance with the special access regulations that implement the Presi

dential Recordings and Materials Preservation Act, I am hereby notifying you

that I intend to produce these materials to the committee as quickly as the

regulations permit. The regulations provide former President Nixon 5 working

days in which to notify the Administrator of General Services of any claimed

rights, privileges or defenses which may bar the production of these materials

in response to the subpena. In order that the National Archives and Records

Service may release the materials to the committee at once, I ask that you

consider a waiver 01' these time limits.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, before I further

address the legal problems of producing the subpenaed log at this

time, permit me to relate to you a synopsis of events at the National

Archives which preceded my appearance here.

By letters dated January 5 and 6, 1981, the White House requested

that the National Archives survey its holdings in response to letters

addressed to the President on December 30, 1980, and January 6, 1981,

by Senator Pell of this committee. In accordance with the same legal

requirements which are at issue today, I immediately notified Presi

dent Nixon’s counsel of the Vvhite House requests. Although he

objected to my announced intention to commence the surveys within a

matter of hours, and threatened to seek injunctive relief in order to

prevent them, our archivists completed the survey of the Nixon pa

pers on January 7, and the surve of the Nixon tapes on January 8.

Counsel for President Nixon received copies of these surveys on those

dates, along with requests that he consider waiving the 5-working-day

time frame during which he could object to their release to the White

House. Mr. Nixon s counsel has not as yet responded.

Simultaneous with the survey of the Nixon tapes and papers, our

archivists searched other collections within the National Archives to

find materials responsive to Senator Pell’s request. I am pleased to re

port that this morning I transmitted to the White House co ies of

pertinent materials from amon the records of the Watergate pecial

Prosecution Force. I further a vised the White House that I had no

objection to the immediate release of these documents to the committee.

I should note that on the advice of counsel I ordered the processing

archivist to excise those portions which are restricted from release by

bars such as outstanding court orders or the Federal Rules of Criminal

Procedure. In my opinion, these excisions will not seriously affect the

value of these materials to the committee. The White House has notified

me that it will release these documents to the committee as soon as the

Justice-department advises that it is lawful to do so.

_ Mr. Chairman, following the committee meeting on January 10, you

contacted me and ask if I would voluntarily turn over the archival log

of the recorded Nixon-Haig conversations for the period May 4

through July 12, 1978. I replied that I would be happy to do so if I

first received the concurrence of the former President’s counsel.
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My representatives met with him yesterday, but this meeting failed

to produce an agreement. When you were so notified, you issued the

present subpena on behalf of the committee.

The logs at issue are a portion of the complete listing produced by

our archivists in the course of their continuing preparation of the

Nixon tapes ultimatel for public access. The processing archivist

prepares these logs as e or she listens to the respective tapes for the

first time. The logs include the following information: The date, time

and location of the recorded conversation; the participants in the con

versation; a brief listing of the subject matter of the conversation;

information designed to assist the Archivist in locating the conversa

tion on the tape reel; and the Archivist’s preliminary observation of

which portions of the conversation may require special protection

against premature public access, as, for instance, topics pertaining

to national security.

The extracted log of the Nixon-Haig conversations for the White

House Chief of Staff period total 680 pages. The 338 conversations to

which it pertains adds up to approximately 100 hours of conversation.

The relevant time period commences May 4, 1973, and ends July 12,

1973, after which time there were no more tape-recorded conversations

pr’i7or to the dismantling of the White House taping system on July 18,

19 3.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the National Archives

assumed custody of the Nixon tapes and papers under the terms of

the Presidential Recordings and Materials Preservation Act which

Congress enacted in 1974. -This act required the Administrator of

General ‘Services, who heads our parent agency, to issue implementing

regulations which adequately protect the rights, privileges, and de

fenses of persons, including President Nixon, who may be adversely

affected by the premature disclosure of these materials. Despite litiga

tion which continues even tod ay, both the Congress and the courts

have scrutinized these regulations, and endorsed their validity. It is

these regulations which require that I may not release an Nixon tapes

or papers or materials expressly derived from them wit out first giv

ing the former President an adequate opportunity to object. The reg

ulations establish 5 working days as the necessary time frame when

the demand is a subpena. It is this time frame that I have requested

Mr. Nixon’s counsel to waive. Unless and until he has responded favor

ably, I have no alternative but to obey the legal requirements of the

statute and our own regulations. The Foreign Relations Committee

subpena marks the 44th time our special access regulations have come

into play, including numerous court subpenas and orders. Not once

has the National Archives done other than to follow the same rules I

am following today.

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for the opportunity to explain the Na

tional Archives’ position on this issue to the committee, and I will

attempt, with assistance of my colleagues, to answer your questions

that you or the members of the committee may have

Thank you. ~

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Dr. Warner.

As I have told you in our several telephone conversations, we would

be the last to ever ask you to do anything other than live within the

72-018 0 - 81 — 15
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lqetter and the spirit of the laws passed by the Congress of the United

I tates.

Mr. WARNER. I appreciate that.

The CHAIRMAN. Particularly in this case when, to my knowledge,

there has not been a single request to amend or abridge the law enacted

by the Congress in 1974, a law which came from the Government Op

erations Committee on which I have served, as have Senator Javits,

and Senator Glenn. And we participated in the entire proceedings,

all of the hearings. We felt this law best exemplified the care and at

tention that this country has always given to preserve the individual

rights of all of our citizens, whether they be Presidents, past Presi

dents or just ordinar 1 citizens.

We now are working within the provisions of that law. We will be

prepared to go through the procedures that are prescribed in the law

to attempt to obtain the material which we feel is necessary in the full

performance of our constitutional duties.

Just as a technical question, could you state your -address, Dr.

Warner? I do not believe you mentioned that in your opening state

ment.

Mr. WARNER. My home address is 6440 Gerard Court, Falls Church,

Va.

The CHAIRMAN. And by our understanding yesterday, you were

served with the subpena at your home address.

Mr. WARNER. That’s correct, last evening.

The CHAIRMAN. And could you describe in some greater detail the

nature of the duties of the Archivist of the United States of America?

Mr. WARNER. Surely. The Archivist of the United States presides

over the National Archives and Records Service which has as its re

sponsibility preserving and making available the documents of the

Government of the United States permanently valuable. The two most

famous documents, of course, of which you are all aware are the Con

stitution and the Declaration of Independence. In addition, the Na

tional Archives and Records Service maintains Presidential libraries

and a series of Federal Records Centers located throughout the United

States, publishes the Federal Register, and provides government-wide

records management assistance.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Pell has suggested that you pull the micro

phone closer to you so that everyone in the audience can hear.

Mr. WARNER. Surely.

Particularly when I get to talk about the National Archives, we

want that heard loud and clear. Thank you.

So it is a very large undertaking that we carry on on behalf of the

Government of the United States, Congress, the executive branch, and

the courts.

The CHAIRMAN. And what is your chain of command to the Presi

dent of the United States and your relationships with the Congress

of the United States?

Mr. WARNER. I think, as I say, being new on the job, I would refer

that question to Mr. Jacobs who has carried out these contacts regu

larly for many, many years.

Dick, do you want to respond to that?
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Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, we are a part of the General Services

Administration, so Dr. Warner reports to the Administrator of Gen

eral Services and the Administrator in turn reports to the President.

The CHAIRMAN. And could you describe again which committee then

in,’ say, the Senate, has oversight, and also what your relationship is

with other committees in the Senate? I believe—well, I will let you

state who has oversight over the Archives.

Mr. JACOBS. The oversight committee in the Senate is the Commit

tee on Governmental Affairs.

The CHAIRMAN. Governmental Affairs, yes.

Mr. JACOBS. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. The same committee that drafted this legislation?

Mr. JACOBS. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. And you work with the Appropriation Committees

and seek your funds from them through GSA?

Mr. JAcobs. Yes, sir.

Mr. WARNER. That is correct.

The CHAIRMAN. I would like to put the question to you again,to complete the record: You do have in your possession the materials,

in your possession and under your control and authority as delegated

to you by the Presidential Recordings and Materials Preservation Act

that has been mentioned in the subpena, do you not?

Mr. WARNER. These materials are in the possession of the National

Archives and Records Service, yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. And for the record, I will simply reiterate also that

on January 11, 1981, on behalf of this committee, I issued a subpena

requiring your presence today and requiring you to produce the ar

chival log of Presidential conversations between Richard M. Nixon

and Alexander M. Haig which took place while General Haig served

as Chief of Staff in the Nixon administration from May 4, 1973 to July

18, 19 3.

Do you have possession of that log?

Mr. WARNER. That material is in the possession of the National Ar

chives and Record Service, yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Are you prepared to turn that log over to this

committee?

Mr. WARNER. Under the stipulations as I have mentioned that we

have asked for a waiver so that we can do so. If we receive that waiver,

we would be prepared to do so most expeditiously.

The CHAIRMAN. This committee has also requested certain tapes

and materials which also come under the act. I understand from a

letter of January 8, 1981, from Mr. Michael Cardozo, Deputy Counsel

to the President, that these materials are being reviewed, and that

notice has been given to attorneys for former President Nixon.

Could you report any further on the status of that matter?

Or you can stand on your statement unless you would like to ex

pand on it, or perhaps Mr. Garfinkel would like to comment.

Mr. GARFINKEL. Mr. Chairman, we still consider those requests to

be operative unless we hear that the subpena issued by the committee

last evening has superseded those requests. Assuming they have not

been superseded, the timeframes for responding to the National
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Archives notification continues to run with counsel for former Presi

dent Nixon.

With respect to the survey that we did of the Nixon papers, today

marks day 3 of the 5 working days. With respect to the survey we

did of the Nixon tapes, we are only on day 2 inasmuch as we can’t count

weekends. ‘

The CHAIRMAN. Will you, Dr. Warner, report immediately to this

committee the position which the lawyers of former President Nixon

take in this matter?

Mr. WARNER. Yes. Again, Mr. Garfinkel has worked most closely

with those people, and perhaps instead of my filtering this informa

tion through, you might present that.

Mr. GARFINKEL. Certainly. As soon as we have word of some reac

tion on the part of counsel for former President Nixon, we will convey

that information to the committee and we will notify the committee

of What actions we are taking in response to the information we

receive from counsel.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chairman, ranking member, and many members

of this committee have publicly stated that we have no intention or

interest or desire to have a rerun of a Watergate hearing. That is the

last thing that this committee wishes to do.

However, we do have a constitutional duty and responsibility, and

there Ihas been a request by this committee for relevant material that

pertains to the fitness and character of the nominee for Secretary of

State. The important thing is it must be relevant. An important thing

also is that we will do everything humanly possibly to protect privacy

because we believe in it deeply. That is why we wrote this law as

carefully as we did, and why we ourselves are delayed in our proceed

ings by adhering to the procedures that we correctly set up and would

not want to change. _

Mr. WARNER. We appreciate that.

The CHAIRMAN. Is It possible for you or any of your colleagues,

without going into any of the detail of this particular case, but in

eneral indicate what we would find if we had access to this log just

in general categories? Would we be able to identify those tapes and

those portions of tapes and quickly locate those sections on the tapes

that pertain to subject matter that has been dealt with in this commit

tee, that have some bearing on the nomination of General Haig?

Mr. WARNER. Surely. I did elaborate in some detail in my testimon

of the nature of that material that you might find, but I would like

to ask Mr. Jacobs to comment further in answer to your question.

Mr. Jacobs.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much. If you would, sir.

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, the documents we refer to as logs are

for our information at the National Archives to gain intellectual con

trol over this extensive body of taped conversations amounting to

6,000 hours in total. We have staff listen to the conversations and write

down on paper in a certain format information about the conversa

tions: first of all, the time of day, if it is available; second, the partici

pants in the conversation; third, the topics that the participants en

gaged in and fourth, as indicated in Dr. Warner’s remarks, indica

tions were the listening archivist sees a problem such as national

security.
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The logs are in such detail-—I find it hard to phrase this. The topics

such as we have been asked to examine here by Senator Pell consti

tute a very large part of certain periods of time, such as the one that

is of interest here, from May until July. For us to try to narrow down

to a very specific relevance I think is not possible.

The CHAIRMAN. So that this may be a somewhat time-consuming

matter?

Mr. JAOOBS. I would say it would be, yes.

The CHAIRMAN. It would be. Then assuming there is a good possi

bility that we would have access to this archival log, we as a committee

will have to prescribe, and you probably do recommend that we pre

scribe, procedures that we would follow to safeguard the confidential

ity, to preserve it in any way that we can and to specify that we are

only seeking matters that are strictly relevant to our inquiry as part of

fulfilling our duties and our responsibilities. .

I think that we would be very dependent upon our special counsel

on both sides to work with us on this. I assume we can have the co

operation, Dr. Warner, of you and your colleagues in attempting to

work this out.

I’m very happy to yield to Senator Pell for whatever questions he

may wish to direct.

Senator PELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

One oint of information.

Mr. ARNER. Yes?

Senator PELL. I think you may have misspoke, Dr. Warner. The

subpena I don’t believe supersedes the request. It is a separate item

from the request; isn’t that correct? I think you used the word

“supersede.”

Mr. GARFINKEL. That is not how we are treating the subpena at this

time. We are treating it as an additional request until such time as we

are instructed by the committee that it is otherwise.

Senator PELL. In other words, it doesn’t supersede it; it is an addi

tional request.

Mr. GARFINKEL. And we will continue to treat it as an additional

re uest.

enator PELL. And also, for the information of us all, could you con

firm to us that, if Mr. Nixon’s counsel says he has no objection, there

is no other barrier to your turning those logs over to this committee;

is that correct?

Mr. WARNER. As I understand it, that is correct, turning that over

to you. I ~*

Senator PELL. And if he says, I do object, at the end of the 5-day

period, then what is your position?

Mr. WARNER. We have discussed this among ourselves as to the

proper recourse. Perhaps, Steve, you might outline.

Mr. GARFINKEL. Right. I will address the alternatives which ma

occur at such times as we receive a response from Mr. Nixon’s counse .

Assuming that he does object to the release of these materials, he will

have to specify the bases for these objections, for example, Presidential

privilege, personal privacy, attorney-client privilege, and the like.

It becomes our responsibility to reply to these objections to him as

quickly as possible. We will either agree with him, in which case we

will then notify the requester, in this case the committee, that we
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have agreed with his statement of privilege or whatever. In that

event the next action will be up to you.

Alternatively, we may disagree with his claimed rights or privi

leges, in which case we are obligated by the same regulations to re

frain from producing these materials for an additional 5 working

days. The purpose of refraining from producing these materials dur

ing that 5-day working period is to afford the aggrieved party an

opportunity to go into court and seek injunctive relief to prevent

release of these materials.

Senator PELL. And if there is injunctive relief pressed for in the

courts, then that is an indefinite period of delay; would that be

correct?

Mr. GARFINKEL. Yes, sir.

Senator PELL. If the administration has changed in this period and

instructions came down to you not to move ahead, you would then

feel bound, would you not?

Mr. GARFINKEL. Not to move ahead in defending the litigation, do

you mean?

Senator PELL. No. If instructions came down to you to agree with

the interpretation of Mr. Nixon’s lawyer, you would have no alterna

tive but to agree, would you?

Mr. GARFINKEL. I am not sure, Senator Pell. There would be some

question, given the delegation of authority from the Congress to the

Administrator of General Services through the Nixon Materials Act,

about which authority could overrule the actions of the Administra

tor of General Services in implementing that law.

Arguably, the President could do so, because the President is in

deed the boss of the Administrator of General Services. I believe

however, there is some difference of opinion among some lawyers of

how the delegation of authority flows when the Congress names the

head of an agency in a specific piece of legislation.

Senator PELL. Thank you. Thank you, Dr. Warner. Thank you for

a very forthcoming statement, for which we are very gratefu .

Mr. WARNER. Thank you. I’m glad to work with t e committee.

The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Warner, I’d like also, if I could put my other

hat on, as a member of the committee that has oversight responsibili

ties for the GSA and the National Archives, to express my apprecia

tion to you and your colleagues for making yourselves available day

and night, at any hour, to expedite this matter throughout the week- .

end. And I also express appreciation to former President Nixon, and

to his attorneys, who responded to our request that they expedite this

matter and meet over the weekend so that we could have a full report

for this committee on Monday as we opened our proceedings. I ap

preciate that very much.

As I understand it, the only member of the majority who would like

to ask questions is Senator Lugar.

Senator LUGAR. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Warner, ou mentioned in your testimony that the request of

the Foreign Re ations Committee marks the 44th time the special

access regulations have come into play.

Mr. WARNER. Yes; that is correct.

Senator LUGAR. How would you characterize the other 43? From

whom did you receive communications?
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Mr. WARNER. We thought that might come up, and I think we have

a listin of those. And we will let Mr. Garfinkel go to that point.

Mr. ARFINKEL. Senator Lugar, we would be happy to provide for

the record a copy of the listing of the other 43 special accesses. I could

summarize by stating that probably 75 percent of those previous spe

cial accesses have come in response to court subpena, court order, or

some other judicial demand. The remainin 25 percent have come in

response to demands brought by officials o the executive branch for

the purpose of proceeding with ongoing Government business.

T is is the first occasion where a subpena has actuall been issued

by a congressional committee for access to these materia s.

Senator LUGAR. Without being tedious on this subject, what had

been the nature of the court orders? Which cases are involved in this

and who is attempting to get to the tapes? ‘

Mr. GARFINKEL. I could cite a few of the cases. For example, the

case of Fitzgerald v. Butterfield, in which A. Ernest Fitzgerald was

seeking damages for what he alleges was his unlawful‘ removal from

the Air Force. The case of Dellums v. Powell and a number of other

related cases concerning the May Day arrests in May of 1971. We had

the case involving the Kent State killings. That was settled, of course,

about 2 years ago.

We have a number of cases involving economic claims. For example,

there are several cases involving helium companies which are suing the

Government for damages over alleged breaches of contract when the

Government cancelled the contracts for the recovery of helium. We had

a lawsuit brought by the Michelin Tire Co. on a claim over counter

vailing duties in the U.S. Customs Court.

It has been quite a variety of cases that has kept us occupied in this

area.

Senator LUGAR. Do these requests come to you with regard to specific

conversations, specific time eriods, or is there any characterization

you can make of the nature 0 the request?

Mr. GARFINKEL. Well, the first characterization I could make would

be that most of them involve the Nixon papers instead of the Nixon

tapes. The Nixon tapes, being a far more sensitive subject, have not

been the object of as many of these demands.

Senator LUGAR. Why would that be the case?

Mr. GARFINKEL. Well, a couple of reasons. First of all, counsel for

President Nixon has been far more active in opposing requests to get

into the tapes than he has been with respect to requests to get into the

a ers.
P Another very good reason, I believe, is that frequently it is easier to

locate the subject matter of requests by using the papers first rather

than the tape recordings. Until we had produced an archival log of the

Nixon tape recordings, there was no single finding aid for these record

ings and their quantity was so voluminous they were not always an easy

resource to search.

And of course, the fact that the Nixon tape recordings only go to a

somewhat limited period of the Nixon Presidency, from early 1971

through mid-1973.

Mr. WARNER. That is an important point. The papers cover a larger

period of time.
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The CHAIRMAN. Could you again, Dr. Warner, use the microphone?

Mr. WARNER. The papers cover a longer period of time and are prob

ably more substantive than the tapes.

Senator LUGAR. Has there been a successful request of these first 43

in which any one of the Nixon tapes has been produced?

Mr. GARFINKEL. There have been some transcripts produced. The

case in which the most extensive copies of transcripts were created are

the cases involving the May Day arrests. That matter remains in litiga

tion. They have not been produced and Mr. Nixon’s counsel continues

to challenge the production of these documents.

In the A. Ernest Fitzgerald case, there was a limited number of

transcripts produced. I cannot recall. There may have been one or two

other instances where limited numbers of transcripts have been

produced.

Senator LUGAR. What defense did the Nixon attorneys use in the

May Day cases, which you indicate have gone on for some time? For

how long has that litigation proceeded?

Mr. GARFINKEL. That litigation has been going on now for almost

10 years, since shortly after the incidents of those arrests.

What defenses has he been using? A number of defenses. For exam

ple, in the May Day case he has made a strong defense that the scope

of the production is far too broad and, therefore, many if not most of

the transcripts at issue are immaterial or irrelevant to the litigation.

He frequently makes the claim of Presidential privilege, that is, by

talking to his aides he is dealing with privileged conversations between

himself and his advisors.

Senator LUGAR. Now, on the defense of a privileged conversation

between himself and his advisors, how have the courts been ruling

on that? _

Mr. GARFINKEL. Well, the district court in the May Day case has

apparently decided against his claims on that ground. That is why

he has appealed its decision.

Senator LUGAR. Where is the appeal now?

Mr. GARFINKEL. I believe it is in the U.S. Court of Appeals for the

District of Columbia Circuit.

Senator LUGAR. Right.

And finally, you have said that this is the first attempt by a con-‘

gressional committee to obtain access to the log, although you pointed

out that the log has come into being only fairly recently.

For how long has the log been in existence? _

Mr. GARFINKEL. Well, the archivists started producing the log, If

I am not mistaken, about May of 1978. They have not yet completed

the log. There are so many thousands of hours of conversation that

the log remains at only 68 percent completion.

However, the portion of the log at issue today has been completed

by our archivists.

The CHAIRMAN. Is it correct that it takes about 250 hours to tran

scribe 1 hour of taping?

Mr. WARNER. We use the estimate of about 200 hours because of the

extreme difficulty in the transcription of these.

The CHAIRMAN. 300 hours?

Mr. WARNER. 200 hours.
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The CHAIRMAN. 200 hours, I see.

Mr. WARNER. These are, of course, not done professionally in a

difficult situation, so the transcription poses special problems. It does

take special time.

Mr. Jacobs, do you want to comment further on that?

Mr. JAcobs. There is, of course, a difference between producing the

log, which doesn’t take that much time

The CHAIRMAN. Oh, yes, and transcribing.

Mr. JACOBS [continuing]. And producing transcripts, but trans

scripts are very expensive to produce. A 200 to 1 ratio is perhaps con

servative. In soine instances it has been as high as 600 to 1 when it

is difficult to understand the conversation on tape.

Senator LUGAR. If this is-—

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Lugar, please go ahead.

Senator LUGAR. If this is the unique instance, the first time a con

gressional committee has issued a subpena of this sort, is it fair to

say that one reason why congressional committees have not gone

this route before, is that in informal conversation with the Archivist

or his associates the opinion has been rendered that you could not

comply? That is, congressional committees perhaps not as persistent as

this one decided essentially that since you couldn’t comply, ou

couldn’t comply; in other words, there was no way, given the May ay

matter and 10 years of litigation, that you could get the truth very

ra 1 y.

Ecould you characterize that situation at all, or give your own legal

opinion as to what sort of advice was offered?

Mr. GARFINKEL. Mr. Lugar, it remains unsettled whether a congres

sional subpena is a valid means of access to the Nixon tapes and papers

under the terms of the Presidential Recordings and Materials Preser

vation Act. Different commentators have reached opposite conclusions,

although this does mark the first occasion when we actually have the

issuance of a subpena which may force the executive branch to take

a firm position on this matter. This will not occur, however, unless and

until former President Nixon interposes an objection to the release

of the logs on the basis that the subpena is invalid.

Because we must reasonably consider Mr. Nixon’s prospective posi

tion on this point, it would be both unfair and prejudicial for the

National Archives to express its position before the argument has been

recited by Mr. Nixon. '

But the reason for the difference of opinion arises from what many

consider to be the ambiguity of the language of the act itself. The

act provides special access to the Nixon materials “for use in any judi

cial proceeding or otherwise subject to court subpena or other legal

process.” It is arguable whether the words “other legal process” are

modified and controlled by the antecedent references to the judiciary

or encompass other processes, including congressional subpena.

I should emphasize, however, that even if we assume that a con

gressional subpena is valid, we are not relieved of the requirement of

following our regulatory scheme in producing the demanded materials.

Senator LUGAR. Let me just get this straight in my own under

standing. In the event that Mr. Nixon or his attorney within 5 work

ing days files an objection, then the administration must determine

its position. You have described the chain of command as you, the
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General Services Administrator and the President, presumably ad

vised by the Attorney General. I would guess that somebody must

make a decision then as to what to do, is that not correct?

Mr. GARFINKEL. That is correct.

The decisionmaking requirement is on the Administrator of Gen

eral Services, who has delegated it to the Archivist of the United

States. That doesn’t mean that we won’t consult with the Depart

ment of Justice if we feel consultation with the Justice Department

is necessary under these circumstances.

Senator LUGAR. How soon would you then have to make that

kind of a decision, given the rules of the game as you are spelling

out today? How soon would the administration respond? Or would

it have to respond under the law?

Mr. GARFINKEL. The regulations don’t really cite a time frame in

which we are required to make a response. We have had cases in the

past when we were dealing with hundreds of documents that were

to be produced in which Mr. Nixon raised individual defenses to

many or most of those documents which required even months to

respond to his legal claims.

Suffice it to say that we are not anticipating that situation in the

present case. We are aware of the prospective legal claims that he will

be making or may make, and we are even now in the process of formu

lating positions in our minds, although we really haven’t had an

opportunity to hear his recent arguments on this point, and certainly

he is entitled to raise those ar uments with us.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator ugar, could I just state bluntly what

is on my mind. ,

Is the buck going to stop on President Carter’s desk or is it going

to be on President Reagan’s desk, in your judgment?

Mr. GARFINKEL. Weare talking about a week from-—

The CHAIRMAN. Tuesday.

Mr. GARFINKEL. A week from Tuesday.

, The CHAIRMAN. We all remember that.

Mr. GARFINKEL. Assuming we do not hear from Mr. Nixon’s counsel

until the end of the day on Friday

The CHAIRMAN. Is it Friday or Saturday? Today is the first day.

Mr. GARFINKEL. Today is the first day.

The CHAIRMAN. So it would be the end of business on Friday.

Mr. GARFINKEL. That is correct.

I think that gives us sufficient time in order to respond to Mr. Nixon

with our answer to his objections before Tuesday.

The CHAIRMAN. I know they are very much on notice. I talked to

Lloyd Cutler yesterday. They are aware of this and they are thinking

about it, obviously.

Thank you very much, Senator Lugar.

Senator PELL. Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Senator PELL. One further point. I would like to join in thanking

the Archivist and Mr. Nixon’s lawyers and your lawyers for working

all day Sunday, yesterday. We appreciate it.

And I would like to ask one further question.

Has permission been given in any case by Mr. Nixon’s attorneys?

You said there were some 40 cases that had come to your attention.

Has he given permission in any of those for access?
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Mr. GARFINKEL. On any number of occasions, Senator Pell, includ

ing requests by congressional committees that did not reach the serv

ing of a subpena. In those instances, he usually invoked his own right

of access under the statute. Mr. Nixon has an absolute right of access

to his tapes and papers, and under those circumstances he would first

invoke t at right of access to himself, and through that authority, _,to

the requester.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Pell, in response to your question yester

day, in my several conversations with Mr. Warner, it became apparent

that there was a possibility that President Nixon’s attorneys would

voluntarily make available some tapes to the committee. I just took

it upon myself, because of the pressure of time, to reject that offer. I

did not feel it would satisfy the committee, it would not satisfy the

chairman to have just a few tapes made available to the committee.

The obvious question would then be where are the rest of the tapes,

and it would seem to me that we should carry right straight through

with the request made, and issue the subpena to get the log which

would give the complete description of the tapes that are available

and then let the committee decide.

The Chair next recognizes Senator Glenn.

Senator Biden did ask for 30 seconds which I will, when he comes

back. arbitrarily double to 1 minute.

Senator Glenn ?

Senator GLENN. My question will be very short.

I was just curious as to how you establish the security classification,

how you protect that. and the more I sat here thinking about it, the

more important it became. There may be things on this that do affect

relations with foreign nations. It might be highly, highly embarrassing

if it would come out. -

Now, is this established pursuant to regular security classification

procedures where someone makes it, at their discretion, makes it code

word level or top secret, secret, confidential, whatever, or is the security

classification you refer to on this a special security agreement just for

this sort of Presidential tapes, papers, memorabilia and whatever, and

are all your people cleared to code word level, for instance?

Would you comment on that?

Mr. WARNER. Surely, Senator Glenn.

Senator GLENN. And just to complete this, that would affect whether,

if in the unlikely chance we got some of this material, it would then be

incumbent on us to make certain we protected it at the proper level if

we did -get it.

But I am overall curious as to how this is protected so it doesn’t affect

international relations in an adverse way.

Mr. WARNER. I think we would be pleased to outline our.proce_dures

in this area, and perhaps, Mr. Jacobs, you have worked With this for

some years, you might comment in some detail in answer to Senator

Glenn’s query.

Mr. JACOBS. Senator Glenn, all our people that work on the tapes

are cleared to the necessary levels, and that has meant code word level

in the past. '

Senator GLENN. Code word, all of them ? .

Mr. JAOOBS. The conversations on the tapes are not yet classified. The

conversations may involve national security topics, and in those cases

where we encounter that, we code the conversation so as to red flag it
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for future treatment, but they have not yet been examined by people

responsible for classification of national security topics.

Senator GLENN. Have you recommended that be done?

Mr. JACOBS. Of course, it will be done, but we have not et moved to

that stage of processing the tapes, as we are still in the rst phase of

logging the tapes. We have not yet moved to the phase where we are

doing that kind of work.

Senator GLENN. I would think that would be very important to

get because you should have someone, before these things go any

where, someone who is very experienced in what is or is not classi

fied, CIA, NASA, or whatever combination thereof you might want.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. Garfinkel has a comment on that point.

Senator SARBANE. Could I just follow up?

As I understand it, though, the protection you are placing around

them is the most extensive, so to speak. In other words, if the tape

has on it any matter pertaining to national security, regardless of

what classification might be given upon analysis, it is marked -as na

tional security material. You have in effect flagged that material

even though its level of classification may be low or high; you have

not made that distinction, but you have distinguished it as being a

national security matter; is that correct?

Mr. GARFINKEL. If I might address that point, then, I think it sup

plements the answer to Senator Glenn.

We have made progress in this area. We have received from the

National Security Council instructions on how to initially proceed in

classifying. Actually, while the material is classified if it deals with

national security information, the problem is that it has never pre

viously been reviewed and marked for classification.

Senator GLENN. That’s the exact point, archivists are not neces

sarily normally trained in security matters. You may get into it from

time to time there, but I wouldn’t think necessarily there that your

own archivists, lower level archivists, I presume, working there would

necessarily know every time what was a security matter and what

was not.

Mr. GARFINKEL. It will not be the archivists who will be making

the ultimate decision about classification; rather, the NSC is provid

ing guidelines to the achivists so they can establish parameters of

materials that may be security classified. At some point in the fu

ture, that material will be referred either to the National Security

Council or to whatever agency has subject matter interest in the

material for the application of proper security markings.

In the meantime, of course, that material will be retained in strictest

security.

Senator GLENN. Make errors on the side of safety if you make

them in either direction.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Glenn, at this point, I will insert into the

record a letter of direction that I wrote to Mr. George Murphy, Di

rector of the Senate National Security Office, outlinin the procedures

that the committee will use in connection with the ho ding of all such

documents, materials that have been received by this committee for

this purpose. They will be logged in the Senate National Security

Office. Only members of this committee and staff members cleared for
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top secret will be allowed access to those materials.that Office also

’has facilities for code word materials.

[The letter referred to follows :]

U.S. SENATE,

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN REI.AARONS,

Washington, D.0., January 2, 1981.

Mr. GEORGE F. MURPHY, J1‘.,

Director. Senate National Security Office,

Washington, DC’.

DEAR MN. MURPHY: The Senate Foreign Relations Committee confirmation

hearings on the nomination of Alexander Haig to be Secretary of State are tenta

tively scheduled to begin January 9, 1981. In this connection a number of classi

fied and other sensitive documents may be provided to the Committee. The

Senate National Security Office (Room S-406) has been designated as the focal

point for this documentation.

All Members of the Committee will. of course, have access to these documents.

In addition, staff members listed in Tab A will also be granted access to these

documents. All staff members listed have been granted Top Secret clearances.

The classified information your office receives in connection with the Haig

hearings will be logged in. and standard classification control procedures should

be observed. Other sensitive documents should also be controlled in an appropri

ate manner. Classified documents that are received by your office will not be

removed without the approval of the Chairman or the Banking Minority Mem

ber of the Foreign Relations Committee. Copies of sensitive documents that have

not been reviewed to determine if they contain classified information are not to

be removed from the National Security Office without proper authorization.

In the event of any question relating to the handling of these documents, please

contact Mr. Fred Thompson, Special Counsel to the Foreign Relations Committee

for the Haig Hearings.

Sincerely,

CHARI.ES H. Pmzcr.

TAR A

MAJORITY

Ed Sanders Fred Gipson

Fred Thompson John Walsh

Mike Madigan Frank Satta

Phil Manuel

MINORITY

Henry Schuelke Geryld B. Christiansen

Robert Bennett Carl Ford

David Johnson Janice O'Connell

Senator GLENN. I think it is ood we have done that. I was con

cerned, though, beyond our own andling of it here, in the event we

would et some of this material, on how you are protecting what

might e very touchy information within your own organization

_ _ there now, whether we ever see it or not.

Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. I believe Senator Zorinsky has a question?

Senator ZORINSKY. Yes.

Mr. Warner, you have previouslv stated that because of your rules

and regulations, you are prohibited from releasing the indexes to the

tapes which were requested. I quote from your communication to us

with respect to your notifying former President Nixon, “as quickly

as the regulations permit. The regulations provide former President

Nixon 5 working days in which to notify the Administrator of GSA.”

Are these regulations that were promulgated as a result of the Gov

ernmental Affairs Committee legislation in 1974, or are these statute

and part of the statute?
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Mr. WARNER. These of course are based on the statute, but as far as

their stemming from them, Mr. Jacobs, do you want to describe the

procedures which they stem from?

0 Mr. JACOBS. Yes. The regulations were written by the General Serv

ic_es Administration and sent to the Congress, and the Congress re

viewed them. A period of time, I believe 90 days is provided for re

view by the Congress before the regulations go into effect.

Senator ZORINSKY. Well, in all due respect, sir, I am very suspicious

of any regulations written by the GSA concerning the future of this

coun ry.

I would like to ask Senator Percy, our Chairman, inasmuch as you

were on the.Governmental Affairs Committee which originated that

piece of legislation, whether the committee had any oversight as to

the implementation of those regulations?

The CHAIRMAN. May I just ask you, Senator Zorinsky, as a member

of the Governmental Affairs Committee—-you are a member?

Senator ZORINSKY. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. You are not?

Senator ZORINSKY. No.

The CHAIRMAN. Have not been in the past?

Senator ZORINSKY. Never have been, never will be.

The CHAIRMAN. The committee never has held any hearings on the

regulations, to my knowledge. The regulations are available. So far as

I know, staff has looked at them, did not feel that it required any over

sight hearings or any questions, so this is the first time they have been

questioned.

Senator ZORINSKY. Well, on numerous occasions we as U.S. Sen

ators raise the argument that frequently we enact le islation, and the

rules and regulations promulgated are 180 degrees rom the original

intent of Congress. I am sure had this instance been visualized at that

time, somebody would have said something concerning this specific

regulation.

We, as an extension of the will of the American people, are put in a

position where we are responsible through the democratic process at

the ballot box. The Archivist and his associates certainly can adhere

to those rules and regulations, and well they should, but I think this

situation certainly illustrates the dichotomy that many times, often

times exists between the intent of legislation and how it actually is

implemented by those empowered to interpret that legislation.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Zorinsky, in this case, the procedure that

was followed is the exact procedure as any other agency. They pro

mulgated the regulations. They were available for inspection, for com

ment for 90 days, and when there was no adverse comment, they were

implemented.

Now, in this particular case, I happen to know that apparently

either we were of such like mind or the committee actually did write

a good piece of legislation that was not subject to a lot of misinterpreta

tion because, as I recall it, the regulations are similar to or exactly the

same as the language of the statute itself.

Is that correct?

Mr. WARNER. Mr. Garfinkel might want to comment on that.

Mr. GARFINKEL. This is a little bit more complicated than it may

initially appear. The Nixon Materials Statute contains the require
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ment that the public access regulations proposed by the General Serv

ices Administration under that statute be placed before the Congress

in a one-House veto situation for 90 legislative days. Those particular

regulations or proposed public access regulations came up to the Con

gress on four separate occasions, and on the first three of those occa

sions, either both Houses of Congress or one House of Congress vetoed

all or portions of those regulations.

Counting both the Senate and the House, we probably appeared be

fore congressional committees on those particular regulations on a

half dozen different occasions.

I might add, though, to -be absolutely correct, that the particular

provision that we are dealing with today, while it is very similar to the

public access regulation that has been scrutinzed and indeed vetoed by

the Congress before they were somewhat changed, it is not in our public

access regulations, but in what we call the special access regulations.

While these -particular regulations are not subject to the one-House

veto situation of the statute, the congressional committees which were

considering the public access regulations also scrutinzed the special

access regulations and had opportunities to comment upon them to us.

As a matter of fact, the initial version of these regulations was chan ed

in response to comments that we received, not only from Congress ' ut

from other interested parties who objected to portions of the original

version.

The CHAIR-MAN. Is it true that the .access provisions pertaining to

former President Nixon, executive agencies, and the judiciary are

practically the same?

Mr. GARFINKEL. Yes; the provisions are the same.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Zorinsky?

Senator ZORINSKY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. And I believe our final question is from Sena

tor Tsongas.

Se-nator TSONGAS. Thank you. Dr. Warner, let me quote from your

testimony. With regard to the subpena, you say that: “I am hereby

notifying you”—this is in a letter to Mr. Nixon-—“that I intend to

produce these materials to the committee as quickly as the regulations

permit.” And you request a waiver of the 5-day rule.

Mr. WARNER. Yes.

Senator TSONGAS. In reference to Senator Pell’s request, you say:

I further advise the White House that I have no objection to the immediate

release of these documents to the committee.

Is it fair to restate that literally one person stands between this

committee and the materials that were unanimously subpenaed for

yesterday, and that one person stands between this committee and hav

ing those documents by Friday, and that one person is Richard Nixon?

Mr. WARNER. There, of course, is the statute and the regulations, but

vou do hit at the heart of the matter. If the President or the former

President would waive his objections, yes, we could go ahead and re

lease those materials.

Senator TSONGAS. I raise that for one reason, that if we are for some

reason just articulated unable to get these before January 20, it should

be clear as to the reason why we were not so able to obtain the

documents.
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Cranston?

Senator CRANSTON. I have one, possibly two, very brief questions.

You spoke of the 200 hours it takes to transcribe 1 hour. Has that been

done with regard to the material we are requesting? Have the tran

scripts been made?

Mr. WARNER. Some have been transcribed, and maybe Mr. Jacobs

can tell you the exact amount of transcribing that has been done. This

is an ongoing process, you understand, Senator, so it is continuing.

Senator CRANSTON. I do not need the details beyond that.

Let me ask one other question. In doing the transcribing, with the

great difficulties that you confront, have you had available the most

sophisticated equipment to extract the sounds and seek to ascertain

what is actually being said by whom?

Mr. WARNER. I have not examined that, but I would hope that the

Government has provided us with the resources to have the most

sophisticated equipment available. Maybe Mr. Jacobs can describe

the kind of equipment.

Mr. JACORS. We have obtained equipment that enables us in both

duplicating the tape recordings and in transcribing them; yes. In

answer to your first question, we have not transcribed any of the sub

ject tape recordings being discussed here.

Senator CRANSTON. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Is it not true, just to finalize this, then, that even

though if a favorable decision is made by former President Nixon, the

buck still stops on President Carter’s desk, because he must make a

decision before you can release the material? Is that correct?

Mr. GARFINKEL. Could you repeat that question, Senator Percy?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. Senator Tsongas asked whether it is true that.

if former President Nixon makes an affirmative decision, says I have

no objection, you are free to release this material to the committee. It

is my understanding that that decision must be referred to Presi

dent Carter, who then makes a determination of what can be done.

Or is it perfectly clear that, if I can use that expression———

[Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN [continuing]. That once former President Nixon

makes a decision, if it is a favorable decision, you are free on your

own authority, without referral to the White House, to release that

material to this committee?

Mr. GARFINKEL. We are free to release that material to this commit

tee as soon as we hear favorably from former President Nixon.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Tsongas, for that question.

And I thank my colleagues.

Senator HELMS. Mr. Chairman. Dr. Warner, am I correct in sup

posing that you know what is on these tapes?

Mr. WARNER. No, sir, I do not know what is on the tapes.

Senator HELMS. How do you know that there is nothing of national

security significance?

The CHAIRMAN. I think maybe what we are talking about is the

material which we have subpenaed. We have not subpenaed any tapes.

We have subpenaed only the archival logs, and that is the only ma

terial that can come to this committee. We have subpenaed no tapes

whatsoever.
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Mr. GARFINKEL. If I might add to that comment, Senator Percy,

we are concerned about whether the log itself might contain security

classified portions, and so we have reviewed the log for purposes of

trying to identify anything that an archivist might have inadvertently

written down without knowing he was giving something away which

may be classified. And we would follow up on that at all times before

we produce any material.

The CHAIRMAN. But you’re following up on that now?

Mr. WARNER. Yes, that is correct.

The CHAIRMAN. But even if it is classified, you have the authority

to release it to us, just providing it is under classification? We have

assured you now where it will be held in the depository which has the

highest security safeguards in the Senate. .

All right. Thank you very much, indeed.

Senator LUGAR. I -have one question.

The CHAIRMAN. Surely.

Senator LUGAR. Let me just raise this question again. My under

standing is that if President Nixon and his attorneys give the go sign,

that the administration—that is, President Ca.rter——must also agree

as a matter of administration policy. Is that not so?

The CHAIRMAN. We have been told it isn’t.

Mr. GARFINKEL. We have no indication from the White House they

intend to overrule any decision that we might make lawfully under

this statute. To the contrary, my instructions from the White House

Counsel’s Office is to proceed under the law and make our decisions

as required under the law.

Senator LUGAR. But the President, as with the Huyser materials,

would not follow it here? In other words, the administration cannot

have one last look even after President Nixon has said go ahead? He

can’t intervene at this point and say no as a matter of executive privi

le e or executive policy?

%\IIr. GARFINKEL. I think we would state that should Mr. Nixon have

no objection to the production of this material, it remains unsettled

whether a congressional subpena is a valid means of gaining access.

In effect, Mr. Nixon will be giving us the go-ahead and it would be

argued that that go-ahead exists under his right of access to his own

materials.

Senator LUGAR. Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. I’m sorry, I was talking with staff. Did you et a

clarification on that that they do have authority on their own wit out

reference to President Carter?

Senator LUGAR. Well, I gather that then the status of the subpena

comes into uestion and you have to make a decision on that at that

point. Isn’t t at right? In other words——-—

Mr. GARFINKEL. No. At that time we would not have to look behind

the legal validity of the subpena. As long as -there is going to be no

party objecting to it, we will produce the material as requested.

Senator LUGAR. And the administration could not object?

Mr. GARFINKEL. We have no indication that the administration

would object at this time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question was, Can the administration object?

Mr. GARFINKEL. I guess that is a very tough legal question.

The CHAIRMAN. That is why we asked you.

72-018 ’) — 81 — 16
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Mr. GARFINKEL. The question would be, can the present administra

tion object to the release on privile e grounds to the materials pro

duced in a previous Presidential administration?

The CHAIRMAN. Which is the same question that President Reagan

would face after he takes office.

Mr. GARFINKEL. I think the answer would be that there is no absolute

bar to prevent a current administration from seeking to invoke privi

lege to bar the release of documents produced in a previous administra

tion. I think it would be quite unusual. While I am not a scholar on

executive privilege, my guess would be that there would be circum

stances when the executive branch would want to reserve that right to

itself.

The CHAIRMAN. I can take it that the unequivocal answer offered

before is somewhat equivocated. And on that note we will thank you.

Senator GLENN. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. All right, of course.

Senator GLENN. In your testimony, you stated you have transmitted

the other materials to the White House, that they will check with the

Department of Justice and see if it is lawful to give those to the

committee.

Mr. WARNER. That is correct.

Senator GLENN. Can you tell me, though, are any of those which you

entitled “pertinent materials,” are an of those classified and have all

of them been made public already, or is there new material in that that

has never been released that you sent to the White House today?

Mr. WARNER. Perhaps, Mr. Jacobs, you could describe more precisely

the content of those materials in answer to the Senator’s questions.

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Garfinkel might have better information on that.

Mr. GARFINKEL. From our examination of these materials, we found

only two documents that had one word in each document that we felt

was probably security classified. The word is completely irrelevant to

the inquiry of the committee and so we deleted it before we referred

that to the White House.

Senator GLENN. But have all of these documents already been re

leased in times past or have they been subject to public comment?

Mr. GARFINKEL. These are not documents that have been made pub

licly available in the past, no. These documents ‘have been withheld

from the public in the past and it was for that reason that we placed

them before a rather intense scrutiny before making them available

even to the White House. There were a number of excisions that we had

to make before we could even produce them to the counsel for the

President.

Senator GLENN. So some of the material you sent to the White House

today will be new material that has never been made public?

Mr. GARFINKEL. That is quite correct, almost all of it-.

The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Warner, if there are other questions the Sen

ators have for for, they will submit -them in writing and you will

please respond as promptly as possible.

Mr. WARNER. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. I thank you very much indeed for your appearance.

I would like to say for the record that the Governmental Affairs Com

mittee did hold extensive hearings on the Nixon tapes ,of course, in car

rying out its functions and duties in drawing up the legislation which

is now law.
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We thank you very much for your appearance and we appreciate

it very much indeed.

The Chair will now recall General Haig. And Senator Mathias will

be reco 'zed first as soon as General Haig has taken his place.

The HAIRMAN. General Haig, we welcome you back. This afternoon

it is our present intention to run until 5 o’clock and then go into execu

tive session. We will make comfortable quarters available to you if

you could remain. We will try to schedule first classified national se

curity material, so you can come in an answer those questions.

And I put all members on notice that we will give precedence to

General Haig to answer such matters as are under classification, so

we can do this, and have this the one session we do that in. .

And my distinguished colleague, the ranking minority member,

would please notify all members when they return that at 5 o’clock

we will give precedence to General Haig to answer any questions in ex

ecutive session that involve national security issues. Then we will go

01111 and proceed -to committee business and not retain him unnecessarily

t en.

Senator Mathias, you are up for questioning now.

Senator MATHIAS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General Haig, on the first day of these hearings I asked you to try

to give some sense of priority to the long list of problems that you

mentioned in our opening statement. You cited the difficulty of tryin

to give speci c priority -to each of these problem areas. But you di

offer us what you called a menu of areas that you considered to be the

most urgent and the most dangerous.

And then you mentioned Poland and you mentioned Afghanistan,

and then you said this: “I think our Third World problems—and I use

that term only with the broad concerns that I registered in my opening

statement—-but the problems of the developing nations, the. need to de

velop a meaningful relationship with them, and which those of us who

have been at the vanguard of western ideals and heritage that you and

I cherish can do a better job of satisfying the urgent human needs of

these People's developing states to insure at least a compatibility of

policy, if not a convergence of policy, between them and ourselves. And

above all, we can manage more effectively the turmoil and the condi

tions th-at enerate turmoil, which make it such a fertile ground for

external fishing expeditions.”

I certainly would agree that these are problems that should be given

a high priority. And in light of this fact, as well as the fact that the

United States has been in a large part the creator of some of the

multinational development banks, I wonder if we could explore a

little bit at this time our intentions with regard to those institutions

the World Bank, the Inter-American Development Bank, for ex

ample-and how you feel that the Reagan administration would want

to treat some of the urgent problems that are crowding us in this area.

The first of these, I think, is the question of replenishing the funds

of the International Development Association by $12 billion for 1979

81, with a reduced U.S. share of some 27 percent. Have you or has the

administration been able to study this particular problem and adopt a

position with regard to it?

General HAIG. Senator, I’m very conscious of the urgency of fixin

on a position with respect to this re lenishment. But we have not had

an opportunity yet to analyze it wi the care that would enable me to
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make a comment here. Certainly, above all, I have not had the oppor

tunity to discuss it with the President-elect.

As you know, there is some langua e in our Republican platform, a

subject which we discussed earlier to ay, which expresses a preference

for bilateral as o to multilateral arrangements. And on the sur

face, of course, t at s gests that we have greater influence over the

use to which those fun s are made, and perhaps U.S. interests may be

better served in that form. It is certainly easier to manage.

I think the question of how our national interests are best served and

what is the best in the context of the expenditure of our taxpayers’

money with respect to these activities, I think clearly we have a re

plenishment problem we have to focus on, I think, by March if my

memory serves me correctly.

Senator MATHIAS. Well, thinking of rtisan doctrine with regard

to these institutions, I would just recal that some of them, I believe

IDA and the Inter-American Development Bank, were in fact Repub

lican initiatives. They were established during Republican admin

istrations. They have the imprimatur of the Republican Party on them,

and I would hope that the Republican Party would not back away

from that very positive kind of contribution that it has made in the

international financial field.

Another pressing question with which you and we will have to

deal is the proposal that has been made by the current administration

to double the capital of the World Bank, to enable it to continue to

expand its lendin , but with very little budget impact on the United

States. This can ave very important consequences, positive conse

quences for the United States. For example, the proposal of the World

Bank to encourage the production of oil in non-OPEC countries, is

dependent upon contributions by many nations to that program. It

is estimated that this program should result in as much as 11/2 million

barrels of non-OPEC oil daily.

Again, could you comment on that replenishment or doubling of

the capital of the World Bank?

General HAIG. I am very familiar with this, Senator. A.nd I, in

cidentally, found it was indeed the World Bank that responded dur

ing that critical period of Turkey’s financial dilemmas, which un

fortunately continue. But we did have great assistance from the

World Bank at that time. .

I am not one who approaches this new responsibility without a

keen sensitivity to the importance and desirability of maintaining these

institutions and doing so, I think, within the concept of the party plat

form. Each case must be looked at with great care, and I can commit

myself to do precisely that.

Senator MATHIAS. I am glad you mentioned the case of the World

Bank’s assistance to Turkey, because that is a very good example of

the interrelationship of the financial needs of countries such as Tur

key to the whole security problem. Turkey is a very important

member of NATO whose loss, if it had fallen into complete chaos and

disorder, would have been a problem for all of the NATO countries

and the United States in particular.

There has been an agreement to complete the replenishment of the

Inter-American Development Bank and the Asian Development

Bank. That agreement was negotiated, but it was not fully authorized
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by Congress last year. I am sure that the attitude which the adminis

t;;ation takes will be important in the considerations of the Congress

t is ear.

Ar)'7e you prepared to make any statement on those two institutions?

General HAIG. Well, I think basically I am conscious there is some

controversy here in this body and in the Congress at large on this

su j ect.

Senator MATHIAS. That controversy is headed for your desk.

General HAIG. Precisely. One thing I do want to be certain of is,

hopefully we don’t lose too often, that hopefully, when we come for

ward with a proposal from the executive branch, we have reasonable

assurance that we will muster the necessary support here, certainly

in the committee, but more broadly based from the Congress itself.

Because those kinds of situations where the executive branch forwards

and that proposal or initiative is not sustained by the Congress I

think represent a rather perplexing dilemma for us, and they have

ramifications worldwide which probably exceed in impact the par

ticular issue itself in significance.

Senator MATHIAS. I do not want to continue to put forward ques

tions that are awkward for you to answer. I understand the reasons.

But I think it is useful to at least get some sort of sense of the urgency,

some sense of the complexity of the problems that lie just ahead of us.

On the 1st of March, less than 2 months away, it is my understand

ing that IDA will become unable to make further loan commitments

because of the absence of U.S. legislation to provide the American

share of the funding for the Sixth Replenishment. That is less than

60 days to adopt some policy position with regard to IDA. I assume

that the same answers that you have given with respect to the other

institutions would apply to that problem.

I am not pressing you. I simply say that that 60 days is going to

pass very, very fast. [Pause.]

What would your estimate be of the impact of the failure of the

United States to fulfill the economic commitment we made last Octo

ber on our effort to obtain increased military spending by the

NATO allies in support of their defense commitments? Will this fail

ure be used by NATO allies as a basis for slowing down their related

commitments to defense expenditures?

General HAIG. Well, I think clearly—-and I think I commented on

this on Friday—that poor performance on our part has a very, very

profound influence on European attitudes with respect to their obli

gations. And we had some of that in fiscal year 1978-79 American

defense spending, after the London conference and after the commit

ment for 3-percent real term increases.

I would also point out an additional problem comes with the worsen

ing of the economic situation in Europe. They are lagging somewhat

behind the experiences that we have been wrestling with here for

months and their situation is just now taking a very, very serious turn.

And on the socialist-based governments, a slackening or a decline in

economic -growth rates has a far more pervasive impact than it does

in our more free market economy systems.

So these are terrible dilemmas for our European partners and I

understand them.
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And third, and this is a new aspect to the issue I did not raise before,

but I think sometimes we think “made in America” guarantees infalli

bility when it comes to defense programs and defense spending. There

is some of that is associated with the long-term defense program. As

desirable as it was, it clashed head on with long-term planning that

had been conducted in Bonn, for example, and also in Whitehall. in

London. It made it very difficult for them to shift their priorities to

priorities that were made in America.

Now, I think that can be resolved by more careful planning, coordi

nated planning, and consultation. But all of these factors contributed

to what looked like a somewhat slackening European enthusiasm for

the 3 percent increased levels of spending across the board. I hope we

can work that problem together. _

Senator MATHIAS. I would agree. Now, you have already addressed

yourself to the philosophical problems in choosing between multilat

eral programs and bilateral programs. I would hope in resolving these

difficulties you would recall the generally accepted figures that with

respect to mutilateral programs, that other countries contribute $3

for every dollar contributed by the United States; and also that for

every dollar that we pay into the multilateral program we generally

generate about $3 of economic activity, adding to our gross national

product. '

I hope that these facts would be taken into account.

General HAIG. No; I am glad you raised that, Senator. I was not

familiar with those statistics, but like so man things, when you get

really down into it and bore into it, you fin that It is not what it

appears to be in every case.

Senator MATHIAS. I will be glad to provide you those figures and

some supporting data.

My time is up, but I want to take this opportunity in talking about

assistance to other countries. I hope you would be sympathetic with

the work that research centers abroad have done. Research centers,

for example, sponsored by the Smithsonian Institution in Egypt, Italy,

Israel, Turkey, India, Lebanon, which contribute to the cultural un

derstanding between countries.

Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Mathias.

Senator Tsongas.

Senator Zorinsky, you are next. Do you want to pass at this time?

Senator Tsongas.

Senator TSONGAS. We have had a mdxup of schedules here. We will

try to proceed.

General Haig, one question which I would like to ask you to think

about, and then answer perhaps the next time we are in executive

session. You have had extensive experience with European leaders

and are very close to most of those.

Could you name me five or six so-called Third World leaders who

you are comfortable with, on whom you would feel free to call for

advice? And I will give you time to think about that.

General HAIG. Well, I think there are a number. Li Kwan Yiu of

Singapore, whom I have known in the past and with whom I have

discussed the Asian situation. I don’t know that that is the correct

term, to refer to Singapore as a developing State, but it is another
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one of the economic miracles of the free world, where the free enter

prise system has had free play and where the consequences have been

remarkable in the context of the people of Singapore.

I think there are a number of Latin American leaders that I would

feelf very free to have discussions with, and not all necessarily in

um orm. \

I know a number of the—some of the leaders in the northern

African sphere.

Senator TSONGAS. Why don’t I give you a chance to reflect. The

reason I asked you now and to perhaps think about it is you might

have a chance to ponder the question, and we have our executive

session later on, and you could perhaps give it to me at that point;

General HAIG. Well I think it is somewhat presumptuous to put

those men on the public line.

Senator TSONGAS. The reason I asked that question is I was once

dealing with an official who told me about his extensive experience

in African affairs, and that he was very close to one African head of

state and therefore understood the dynamics that Senator Glenn was

talking about in black Africa. I asked him who that was, and he said

Ian Smith. That gave me some pause as to how much he really did

understand about what was going on.

And I want you to have enough time, so that you would have a

chance to think about my question.

Senator Helms raised the question about Dr. Kissinger which seems

to keep coming back, and he was assured that you would not follow

the Kissinger foreign policy, and I must admit I feel the same way,

but from a different pers tive.

Can you list some of t e areas of disagreement that ou might have

with Dr. Kissinger? I can’t offhand think of any. Where would you

be likely to-—

General HAIG. Well, that would be juicy grist for the next edition

of the Washington Post, wouldn’t it?

Senator TSONGAS. Is it a fair question?

General HAIG. It is a question I would be happy to—well, I am not

uncomfortable with bringing out some general comments right now.

I would say that my world view is somewhat more optimistic than Kis

singer’s has been in general over the years, and we discussed it at length

when I worked for him.

I would say initially during the period I worked with him we had

fairly divergent views on the subject of strategic affairs. He has sub

sequently come closer to my view, and has admitted it, I think, in an

article written in the European press about 2 years ago.

I suppose we had a number of differences from time to time on the

Southeast Asia situation, and since we were in a hierarchial relation

ship, I expressed my reservations and concern, and there was no ques

tion about it in Dr. Kissinger’s mind that I disagreed.

Now, we didn’t always maintain those differences; we worked them ‘

out, and I would take exception to your comment that I said I would

not pursue the Kissinger foreign policy. I don’t want to suggest that

I would pursue anybody’s foreign policy but President Reagan’s.

Senator TSONGAS. I was simply restating what Senator Helms had

said.
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General HAIG. Well, you understand here, I am not—I don’t think it

serves any purpose for me to sit up here and talk about the past in the

context of whether or not I differed with Kissinger. There are probably

a number of differences between us and a number -of agreements and

I hold him in very, very high regard. '

Senator TSONGAS. Let me indicate the areas that I disagree with

him on, and perhaps we could explore those.

One of my predecessors from Massachusetts, John Adams-that

wasn’t quite how I intended it to come out. [General laughter.]

But I’ll let it go at that—said in the Declaration of Rights of the

Massachusetts Constitution, that we are a nation of laws, not men. And

you often hear that quoted, and I think it is very important. And

speaking for myself, I am not sure that Dr. Kissinger exactly felt that

way, and let me review two instances.

One is the issue that I have raised with you before, and that is the

US. involvement in Chile, specifically, the September 15, 1970, and

October 15, 1970, White House meetings that Dr. Kissinger partici

pated in, where the subject matter was the prevention of Allende

from assuming power that he had won in the election. You and I

then had a discussion, and I think we agreed that there is a question

in your mind, at least, and certainly in mine as to whether article 18

of the OAS Charter had been violated.

The second issue that was clearly under his responsibility was the

bombing in Cambodia, and I would contend that certainly the bomb

ing that took lace there post-March 1973 when all Americans were

out of Cambodia was in violation of the Defense Appropriations Act.

And what happened in my mind is really quite simple, and that is

that Dr. Kissinger and President Nixon decided that they would not

be constrained by the laws of this Nation.

And I think the issue at that point was that we became a country

in which we were a nation of men, not laws. And I think that 200

years of a tradition in the United States where we followed the Adams

dicta is very im rtant.

What I wou d like to do at this point is to ask you your view

on three areas that involve foreign policy for which there has been

either legislation or Executive orders, and see whether you would .

be comfortable with those.

The first—and I really hesitate to raise it because it is such a nasty

subject, but it is precipitated by this book which I was quoting from the

other day that is the issue of assassinations. There is an Executive

order—and I will read it, “No person employed by or acting on behalf

of the United States Government shall engage in or conspire to engage

in assassination.”

"7I‘hat was issued by President Carter, as you know, -on January 24,

19 8.

Would it be fair to say that you have no problem with _ that

Executive order?

General HAIG. Well, Senator, just to reassure you, I would like to

suggest that before that order, in my living memory, that has been an

anathema to any responsible American official, and it would be and

continues to be to me.

Senator Tso cms. I appreciate that, and I commend you on your

statement.
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The second would be the issues embodied in article 18 of the OAS

Charter, and that is the overthrow of a democratically elected

government.

d Would you be willing to state that you would not be in favor of so

oing.

General HAIG. Yes; but in so stating it, I think it is necessary to

qualify democratically installed government. I think you know this

in the past in our country has been a very subjective issue, and the

criteria applied frequently either distorted or misunderstood or ill

portra ed.

Wit in the context of what, I am sure, is the benign intent of your

statement, I think that I would be very comfortable with that.

Senator TSONGAS. You saved me my third question. Would you have

the same sentiments on governments that were not democratically

constituted?

Would you draw a distinction between one where a head of state

came to power by an election and one where——

General HAIG. I think some question

The CHAIRMAN. General Haig, Senator Pell has suggested you pull

that mike forward a little bit more. Someone might have pushed it

back. It is hard-—-I see people straining in the audience to hear.

General HAIG. Yes. There was a lot of pushing and shoving here

today.

The CHAIRMAN. Just pertaining to the mike, you mean. [General

laughter.]

General HAIG. Fine, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

General HAIG. Would you please repeat the question so I am sure

that I have it, and we can pick up from there, please?

Senator TSONGAS. We went through the issue of the United States

engaging in the overthrow of a democraticall elected government

which you responded to, and I asked you whet er you had the same

feelings if there was a government that was not democratically elected

but came to power through whatever other process.

General HAIG. Well, I think as a eneral rule that intervening in the

internal affairs of other states is a%dgh-risk policy for our Nation to

pursue under almost any set of circumstances, whether it be of the

direct kind that you are speaking of, or indirect kind of the sort we

have seen recently with a number of our friendly governments in Latin

America, through a cessation of support that they had reason to antici

pate would be forthcoming.

There are many ways to skin a cat. I don’t like either of those you

mentioned, such as intervention in the internal aifairs of states, whether

they are democratically derived or came in through a more unfortunate

route. In the final analysis, however, I think the American people ex

pect you and me--and we are going to have to share these burdens to

gether under -the_new -regulations, and I am very pleased that that is

so—-we are going to have to be satisfied that we have taken actions that

best meet the vital interests of our people, and not exclusively that of

some set of legal standards which, as important as they are, must also

be measured against the vital interests of our people.

Senator TSONGAS. Would you think if we en age in actions that are

contrary to law, that we should change the law rst?
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General HAIG. Well, I think as a general rule, yes, absolutely.

Senator TSONGAS. Let me say that when you said there are a number

of I;w:)a}y;s to skin a cat and you object to both, I suspect the cat objects

to t .

General HAIG. He probably more than anyone.

Senator TSONGAS. That’s right.

Well, why don’t we talk about some cats while we are on the subject.

My major concern with your nomination is not vis-a-vis Europe or

Japan. I think you have that down cold, and would probably be as

effective as anybody has been in recent years, nor so much with the

Soviets. I think the Soviets are tough customers, and you are, too. I

think it is a rather even match, and I think you will do well.

My concern is the Third World because that has not been your area

of experience, nor the concern of a Henr Kissinger who viewed the

world in East-West terms, that Third orld countries should either

be “for us or again us” and that is all that counts.

Now, that was his view, I would argue and I would also argue that

it is not their view, that most Third World countries need to feel that

they are their own people.

Now, I was very encouraged by what you said about Japan and

China. Remember the discussion earlier, I forget with whom it was,

about Japan’s commitment‘ to defense spending. You said be careful

what you do because if you don’t handle it correctly, they may form

a neutralist policy. And then on the issue of China, you also indicated

that if we don’t handle ourselves correctly, and give them a reason to

come in our direction, that we might just close that door.

I would argue very strongl that that is exactly the case in places

like Nicaragua, Namibia, Zim abwe, and I would like to get your re

sponse to that.

I respect what you said to Gary Hart that you will be at the beck

and call of even those of us who may vote against you. I am sure you

said that in all honesty. I suspect, however, that my phone calls will be

answered a bit slower than perhaps some others. So if I could get that

on the record at this point.

General HAIG. No; I would eagerly answer any telephone call from

you, Senator, I can assure you. I would look forward to it.

Senator TSONGAS. I will test you on that.

General HAIG. Please do.

Senator TSONGAS. Could you respond to that issue of leaving the

door open, in places like Angola especially, since you have mentioned

Savimbi, and UNITA? If you close the door on “Marxist” govern

ments and give them no one to go to except the Soviets, isn’t that ex

actly the issue you are raising with China and Japan, especially

China?

General HAIG. Well, first, let me say ‘I think that is not inconsistent

with some of the dialog we had this morning on that very subject.

Senator TSONGAS. I agree.

General HAIG. And second, let me suggest to you that with respect

to the Third World and I would rather say developing world—

even in my European experience I think you will find I was the first

American, in fact, the first European in an official status, to start to

relate the future vitality and security of the NATO alliance to the

developing world problem. I spoke to it, and I have for the last 5 years,
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and I refer you to almost any speech I have made in the last 5 years

in which there was an overview.

Now, let me suggest to you also———

Senator TSONGAS. Could you send some of those to me?

General HAIG. I would be happy to do so, Senator. .

Let me suggest to you also that in the period 1962 to 1965, I worked

intensely on Third World problems, indeed, in this hemisphere, Cen

tral America, the post-Cuban missile crisis, where I worked for Cy

Vance when he was the Chairman of the Interdepartmental Coordi

nating Committee for such affairs as Secretary of the Army and sub

sequently as Deputy Secretary of Defense. I worked in the Army staff

as a planner, at which time I made the first survey for Jack Kennedy

of Iran, and contributed to the recommendations that went to Presi

dent Kennedy for the initiation of the first 5-year program of the

United States for the development of Iran, a program which, inci

dentally, was highly successful.

I don’t feel self-conscious about my developing world credentials.

I wish they were greater, but I suspect they are as high as any man

that has appeared before this committee to be endorsed as potential

Secretary of State, and so I am somewhat puzzled by your statement.

Senator TSONGAS. That was the reason for my first question as to

which leaders you feel comfortable with.

General HAIG. Yes; and there are quite a few, and many, unfortun

ately, have passed from the scene, which is also an indication of the

great turmoil and danger in this developing world.

Senator TSONGAS. I spent some time looking at the materials of the

House Impeachment Committee earlier, and most of those members

have passed from the scene, too. So that process goes on here as well.

General HAIG. Well, that’s true. It is a fact.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Tsongas.

Senator Pell has a unanimous-consent request.

Senator PELL. I would ask unanimous consent, Mr. Chairman, that

some questions offered by the Interreligious Task Force on U.S. Food

Policy and also by the International Human Rights Law Group be

submitted in writing to General Haig with a request that he would

reply in time so the exchange could be included in the printed hearings.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, so ordered.

Senator Boschwitz.

Senator BOSOHWITz. Mr. Chairman, I have no questions at this

time.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Pressler?

Senator PRESSLER. First of all, I might say I think General Haig’s

wife, Mrs. Patricia Haig, has been very attentive throughout these

hearings. I had the pleasure of having General Haig and his

wife to lunch at my office this noon and we are getting an extra bonus

in her as the wife of the Secretary of State, and I wanted to share

that with the committee members.

We left off our questioning in my discussion with you last Saturday

when the red light came on. I was talking about our commitment com

pared to some of the other nations. And we were talking in particu

lar about comparisons with some of the NATO countries. You said

that if we went to war tomorrow 90 percent of the ground forces,

80 percent of the naval forces, and about 75 percent of the air forces
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available initially to the NATO commanders would come from the

NATO nations.

Indeed, you went on to say in a very gracious way that some of our

allies are doing their best. You also pointed out that if Helmut Schmitt

were here he would make some population comparisons. But I would

question some of those statistics because his divisions are largely in

his own country. ‘

Also, we discussed the trend of defense spending. And I think we

need to point out that the United States, because of the Vietnam war,

perhaps has not had the same kind of an increase that some other

countries have had. But nevertheless, I have the overall figures, which

concern me and which concerned the Armed Services Committee in the

report they did.

In 1979 European NATO countries spent 3.6 percent of their gross

domestic product on defense items, while the United States spent 5.2

percent. In 1980 the United States had increased this percent to 5.5

percent. And our spending by per capita and other measures suggest

we do seem to be bearing more of the burden.

Also, in Japan', it has been pointed out, there’s quite dramatic

difference. Of course, a part of that is a Constitutional prohibition

Part of it is traditional. But part of it is also a decision on the part of

the Government of Japan. And the same may well be true in terms of

and again, you can debate these figures, the basis for them.

And I might say that the State Department is doing an extensive

study. I had an amendment last year asking that there be a study

of the dollar value of all official development assistance, security as

sistance, international disaster assistance, refugee assistance, inter

national narcotics control assistance, provided by each government of

a country which is a member of the Organization for Economic Co

operation and Development or the Organization of Petroleum Ex

porting Countries, in other words the countries that can and should

be doing more. r

Now, granted, with the allowances for the use of different statis

tics and the allowances for some differences of opinion, we continued

to be in the forefront in most of these areas, particularly security and

particularly in the care of refugees and so forth.

I guess my question to you was, what steps will you take as Secre

tary of State to seek a greater burden sharing by other countries,

particularly Japan and some of the European countries?

General HAIG. Senator, clearly in my earlier exchange my pur

pose was to emphasize to you that I would not be happy with the

current levels of either European or American or Asian contributions,

both to our common defense and to the burdens of the human needs

of the developing world, and that is a simple fact and I continue to

feel that way.

These questions all concern the issue of how to elicit a greater level

of support both abroad and here at home, whether the problem is a

lack of support for defense as it has been up until recently or whether

it is a lack of support for perhaps our aid programs and our security

assistance programs. I think the most fundamental answer to your

question is to develop a common view, consensus, if you will, with

respect to the dangers we face if we fail to meet these needs and the

priorities we must establish together to deal with -them.
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That is the primary task of the Department of State and American

diplomacy. I would engage above all in that kind of a quiet, consult

ative dialog with our friends rather than public bludgeoning about

burden sharing, which in my experience has proven to be counter

productive.

We both want it to come out the same way, and I think the reason

I am saying this, the reason I am answering the question this way,

is that I think there is room for a little more guarded American di

plomacy and a little quiet dialog with our allies.

Senator PRESSLER. I found my note that Japanese defense spending

in recent years has failed to meet even 1 percent of GNP, while U.S.

defense spending has regularly exceeded 5 percent of GNP. And in

per-capita terms, Japan spent less than $100 per person and in fiscal

1981, the United States will be spending about $700 per capita. But I

think those figures have been gone over. -

I might move on, unless you have further comments in that area.

I have three questions regarding the Middle East. Since the general

election, Governor Reagan has labeled the Palestine Liberation Orga

nization as a terrorist organization. In the past the State Department

has refused to explicitl identify the PLO as a terrorist organization.

Do you view Presi ent-Elect Reagan’s statement as requiring a

change in State Department policy?

General HAIG. I am going to be very careful about this because I

have not had a chance to discuss the issue with Governor Reagan. I

think it is awfully important that we are careful of our labels. If you

are talking about the PLO, I think that encompasses a number of

forces, influences and attitudes.

If you are talking about the Fatah wing of the PLO, for example,

then you are talking about a pretty tough, hardcore group of terror

isbts. So I think this is a question you have to be extremely careful

a out.

I do not foresee any fundamental change in our labels. There may

be some changes with respect to elements that we deal with and how.

Of course, that broad issue is very clearly delineated in current Ameri

can policy and I do not see any change there.

Senator PRESSLER. OK. Under what changed circumstances do you

envision the inclusion of the PLO in negotiations?

General HAIG. Well, I could not think of anything today that would

more profoundly undercut the courageous positions taken by Presi

dent Sadat, his current relationship with the State of Israel or the

credibility of the U.S. Government, if we did not meet the conditions

on this issue that have been laid out, unless the parties concerned were

to agree to change those conditions.

Senator PRESSLER. IN regard to the Middle East, the inflated price

of oil has not reflected the true value of this commodity. What we

have here is what Hobart Rowen calls a forceful transfer of wealth

from the Western Nations and developing nations to the oil producing

countries. The Third World nations have been put in a permanent

state of arrested development by OPEC oil prices. And in this area,

OPEC aid abroad has really been minimal. If you analyze it, it is

mainly loans to buy oil.

What would you do to convince OPEC to commit a larger share of

assistance to developing nations?
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- General HAIG. I suppose our level of influence on OPEC policies

leaves something to be desired, because we ourselves are suifering with

the consequences of these escalating petroleum costs. And I know that

were OPEC members here to answer your question they would high

light the fact that they are caught in the same cyclical escalation of

worldwide inflation and have to pay more for the finished goods of

the West, and therefore they have to charge more for the oil. There is

some truth in that as well.

It is tragic that the most severely damaged by this escalation of

cause and effect or effect and cause—and that is a very debatable, tough

uestion—are the developing states themselves, who are least able, have

t e least resiliency within their economic structures to cope. Many of

our developing states today are caught between a wrench of the es

calating oil cost and the debt service associated with the benefits that

have to come to the developing states in order to buy the oil in the

first place. So it is a very horrendous problem for all.

This is not a question that lends itself to a simple answer. It involves

a multiplicity of get-well programs and policy, priorities if you will,

not the least of which is certainly to go to other sources for our energy

needs, some shift in priorities from petroleum to natural gas and coal

extraction and coal, some stockpiling, hopefully, and more caution in

the conservation area, some unleashing of market systems so we can

get a better exploitation and development outside the OPEC area,

the issue Senator Mathias raised about looking in other areas and

supporting that kind of exploration.

I think that through all of these factors, in a supply and demand

world economy, which is essentially what we have, by Western stand

ards, we can get and anticipate some relief. But we have got a long

way to go and it is a horrendous and most difficult problem before us.

Senator PRESSLER. As you know, since 1973 the United States has

provided substantial assistance to help Israel maintain its defense

capability and economic viability. Last year $2 billion in aid for fiscal

year 1981 was approved.

What will your recommendations be in regard to this type of aid

and in what other ways do you think we could utilize Israel’s friend

ship, stability, and strategic capability to enhance U.S. interests in

that area?

General HAIG. I cannot answer that question with precision at this

'uncture, Senator. I think one thing is clear, that we have longstand

1ng obligations to Israel, reiterated by seven American Presidents

since the founding of the State of Israel. I think it is vitally important

that we never be perceived to be wavering in those obligations, espe

cially in this dangerous climate, where the U.S. word is in some doubt

in various regions of the world.

Senator PRESSLER. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Pressler, very much.

Senator CRANSTON. Excuse me. Senator Zorinsky?

Senator ZORINSKY. As lon as we are not doing it alphabetically.

The CHAIRMAN. I think since we have just three members left—all

three are members of the minority—we will just go straight down the

line, and I think we can finish certainly before 5 o’clock.

-Senator ZORINSKY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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General Haig, are you familiar with the codeword “Clawhammer”?

General HAIG. Would you repeat that?

Senator ZORINSKY. Are you familiar with the codeword

‘_‘Clawhammer” ?

General HAIG. Clawhammer?

" f._ Senator Zonmsxr. Yes, sir.

General HAIG. It has a vague recollection for me, something like

“searchlight” or some similar codeword. -

Senator ZORINSKY. Well, I would like to have your comments with

respect to the following: Is is commonplace for conversations of Air

Force 0m to be monitored, or does one have the capability to speak

in code back to Washington? »

General HAIG. Well, it depends a great deal, Senator. There are

some classified capabilities. At least there was when I was in Wash

ington on Air Force One. But there were a host of communications

which were conducted from that aircraft which did not justify utiliz

in that expensive and highly technical system.

Senator Zonmsxr. Let me read you some quotes from an article

which appeared today in the New York Times. Much of the same

information was in a program by NBC Friday evening. I am sure

you are well aware of it.

General HAIG. No, frankly, I am not and I am eagerly anticipating

your question.

Senator ZORINSKY. Let me refresh your memory as to what it quotes

you as saying aboard Air Force One in answer to a question posed to

you, by a fellow named St. Clair—James St. Clair. And that is: Haig,

quote:

This is Clawhammer. Nobody is giving out any tapes until I get back and

can talk turkey about whatever it is. Nobody, I repeat, nobody is to have access

to any tapes, any tapes until we get back and can discuss it and see what the

problem is. Over.

The White House reply was:

Al, one other problem. The red safe is now open. The lawyers are ploughing

through the materials. Should we put the safe in custody? I do not know what

is in it.

My question to you is, does this ring a bell in any way with respect

to any——

General HAIG. Frankly, it does not, because I do not know what a

red safe is. But what appalls me most of all is the lack of security in

which I would use the term “searchlight” and my respondent would

refer to me as “Al.” That would be rather frightening to me.

Second, I don’t know what the issue was, but if it was an issue that

the President felt strongly about, just as we may even be faced with

here today, I do not know what would be troublesome about an ex

change of the kind to which you referred.

Senator ZORINSKY. There is no problem with the exchange. I was

trying to find out what a red safe was m self.

General HAIG. I do not know, fra ly. I wonder who picked up

this startling piece of information.

Senator Zonmsxr. An individual named Michel Gurdus-—

G-u-r-d-u-s—a radio monitor for Israeli radio and television in Tel

Aviv. And he made the tape available to the New York Times, and I
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assume also to NBC, inasmuch as it was played on the network Friday.

I am amazed that you are being insulated to such an extent that you

have not heard about this, because everybody in the corridors in the

building that I am in has been talking about it though no one has

raised this matter in the hearings.

And so the question I ask is: Do you renounce the allegation that

this conversation was yours?

General HAIG. It would be very hard to renounce or to affirm. Very

frankly, Senator, it could have happened. I do not know whether the

voice—was this my voice speaking?

Senator ZORINSKY. I do not know if it was your voice. That is why

I was askin if it was your voice.

General ' AIG. I do not recall the incident. That does not mean it

could not happen. I do not know what would be so startling about it.

That is what surprises me about the interest in it if it did happen.

Senator ZORINSKY. I think the general public of this country would

wonder, No. 1, about the availability of the easily monitored radio

broadcast from Air Force One. If that is monitored, what else is moni

tored of a higher degree of confidentiality? No. 2, with respect to red

safes, I am sure many people in this country reading this article or

hearing the term on television would wonder what red safes are. Or,

No. 3, what you mean by “so I can et back and talk turkey.” It was

not in a proximitable time to T anksgiving. Maybe that might

have———

General HAIG. Or maybe a geographic location, Senator.

Senator ZORINSKY. That leads me to this question. Can you foresee

situations where you, as Secretary of State, should be excluded from

decisions bearing on the foreign policy of the United States of

America?

General HAIG. Not at all.

Senator ZORINSKY. You feel there are no circumstances or no in

stances which should preclude you from having input or being aware

of decisions made with respect to the foreign policy of this country;

is that a fair statement?

General HAIG. I cannot conceive of one.

Senator ZORINSKY. Do you think Congress has legislated exoes- ‘

sively in foreign affairs? And that is a question I am throwing right

down the center of homeplate for you to hit out of the ballpark, be

cause there are a hundred instant experts on foreign policy, as I am

sure you have become aware, in the U.S. Senate alone.

General HAIG. No; and I think it is a very important question and

I have written on this subject this past year. I taught a course on this

subject at the University of Pennsylvania a year ago. I think I pointed

out in both my courses and in my writing that historically this has

been a dialectic process in this country, where the pendulum of in

fluence between the executive and the legislative branch has swung

back and forth. I do not think we, as Americans, are necessarily ill

served by that. ~

_ In a recent paper. I wrote that I thought this had happened again

in a post-Watergate, post-Vietnam America, but on this occasion it

was accompanied by a certain breakdown in discipline within the leg

islative branch, which I thought tended to complicate the problem and
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make it somewhat more dangerous in the context of our consistency

and reliability abroad.

But I didn’t decry the fact. And I said also in that article that the

worst thing -that the executive branch could do would be to try to

muck around in the Congress and improve their discipline. This is

something for the Congress to do and I think that is‘ underway now.

Senator ZORINSKY. Do you favor the repeal of any specific statutory

provisions or legislative veto procedure that is now in effect?

General HAIG. A reversal of something?

Senator ZORINSKY. As you, I think, are aware, there are some spe

cific statutory provisions and legislative veto procedures now in effect

with respect to overriding a foreign policy decision. My question is,

Do you feel any of those should be repealed?

General HAIG. I am not aware of any, Senator, -at this juncture, and

I do not come here today with some nagging -craw or something stuck

in my craw in that area. No, I think we can function within the limits

of our existing procedures and regulations.

Senator ZORINSKY. The next question I would like to ask you re

gards a situation which has arisen within the last 24 hours, and that

is the attack perpetrated upon eight jet -airplanes in Puerto Rico by

terrorists. Today I am sure many Americans are wondering, -how can

that happen.

Does Puerto Rico have a monetary responsibility to assure the safety

of equipment that is given to it? I am concerned as well about many

areas of this world where we have equipment on loan or we have equip

ment leased. I '-might add that the leasing of many of these items has

served to circumvent laws that the Congress put in place in order to

require the administration to notify the Congress when materiel is

being sent to other nations. The executive branch can say no, we are

not selling it to them, but the leasing aspect is not -a part of the law

requiring notification. Until the last session of Congress, that is, when

I proposed an amendment to the law, which was adopted, providing

for the notification to the Congress in the case of such leases.

But my question to you is, do you feel that other countries or even

in a U.S. territorial situation where the National Guard is responsi

ble to the Governor, as the National Guard in Puerto Rico is responsi

ble to its Governor, that these nations and territories should have a

vested interest financially in the security of the taxpayers’ investment

on their behalf. .

I believe there will be a lot of people laughing in other nations to

day, thinking that if the United States of America cannot assure the

security of 10 of its jet ai lanes in Puerto Rico, then how' can they

assure the safety of any U. . equipment anywhere in the world.

And I think there are going to be -a lot of taxpayers today asking

the question: Who is going to pay for it. The already know the an

swer: They are going to pay for it. That is w y I would like to have

your views with respect to c anging our polic to involve the responsi

' le people in sharing the financial interest a ong with us.

I am informed that there were two people -assigned to provide for

the security of millions of dollars of jet aircraft in this particular in

stance where eight aircraft were blown up. I think that not only makes

us a laughingstock; it also introduces a degree of apprehension con

72-o1s 0 - 81 - 17
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cerning our own ability to provide for the security not only of National

- Guard airplanes, but other aircraft as well.

Could I have your views with res ect to indicating to other nations

that they share with us the responsi ility of maintaining security for

our investment?

General HAIG. Well, Senator, in the first instance I have not received

all the facts on the incident which you cited, which I think and share

with you is an appalling turn of events. You know, I have had a first

hand experience of my own with this international terrorism, of what

ever its origin. In my formal opening statement I emphasized that

international terrorism and the return to international civility must

be very high on our priority of objectives in this coming period.

I have also said that in many respects nations who train, fund and

spawn these activities bear a major responsibility for them, whether

or not they were the participant in the particular event, which prob

ably was not the case in Puerto Rico because there is a strong local

issue. .

Clearly, we as a nation have to move in concert with those of us

who -have been brutalized, threatened, and victimized by this kind

of international activity to insist that that kind of support—training

manning, and equipping—-is to no longer an acceptable mode of opera

ti}<1>n.dI would lay that first and foremost as the priority for the period

a ea .

Now, with respect to the specific course of monetary culpability, I

would suspect our Puerto Rican friends are as appalled as we, because

tghey toodcertainly must share our embarrassment that such a thing

-appene .

Senator Zonmsxr. Thank you, General Haig.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Zorinsky.

Senator Cranston.

Senator CRANSTON. Thank you.

General, while stating your view that we must make plain to the

Soviets our willingness to resort to nuclear weapons, if need be, you

have also made plain your reco ition of the great dangers that would

face us all if we actually lan ed in nuclear conflict with them. Do

you therefore agree that the more frequent and the more severe our

confrontations with the Soviets, the eater or more likely the dan

ger that the confrontation could esca ate, by either inadvertence, de

sign or mistake, into a nuclear confrontation?

General Ham. Senator, I would say the answer to that question

would depend fundamentally upon the source of that confrontation.

If that confrontation was a consequence of our callin to account So

viet leadership for indulging in illegal internationa behavior, then

I would suggest precisely the opposite.

But if it came from accidental sources, then I would be inclined

to be sympathetic with your premise.

Senator CRANSTON. Whatever the source, if we had direct conflicts

with the Soviet Union, whatever the reason for it, the more likely the

prospect would be that we would get into nuclear confrontation.

General HAIG. Again, I am merely underlining the thesis that if we

ignore illegal international behavior on the part of the Soviet Union

and turn our other cheek, so to speak, to avoid confrontation, then we
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are sooner or later goin to be confronted with the kind of risk-taking

on their part that will {Dramatically increase the risks that ou and I

seekhto avoid. It is awfully important that we keep our thin ing clear

on t is.

Senator CRANSTON. I would agree with that. If we appear to be turn

ing the other cheek and appear to accept anything and not resort to

appropriate means to defend ourselves, we increase the danger of

reaching the point where we need to revert to the nuclear weapons.

However, given the fact that we are in conflict with them on many

matters now, due to their behavior, and to the fact that that is going to

be the case for the foreseeable future, I believe the purpose of arms

control and SALT is to seek to contain the dimensions of whatever

collisions we have with them so that they do not become nuclear.

I would assume that you agree with that general purpose.

General HAIG. Absolutely.

Senator CRANSTON. Because on the other side of that,-certainly we

would not come to the conclusion that the greater the insecurities of

the United States or the Soviet Union or the more severe or frequent

the confrontations between us, the less we need arms control.

General HAIG. No. Again, I think it is important that we recognize

that this is part of a broad interrelationship in which vital American

interests are at the core. I include in that the avoidance of nuclear

conflict as a vital American interest.

Senator CRANSTON. It is certainly one of our prime interests. How

ever, I accept the position that you expressed in prior dialogs on the

need to make plain our willingness to pursue that course if necessary.

And I accept that view of the way of reducing the danger.

What I am drivin at is a question that comes out of the fact that

we need arms contro all the more with a nation we don’t get along

with, like the Soviet Union. We don’t need arms control with Canada

or the United Kingdom or our allies with whom we do not have such

conflicts. But given the matter of linkage, then I question the validity

of applying the traditional concept of linkage—denying benefits -to the

viets in one area because they misbehave in some other -area—to the

problem of effective and verifiable nuclear arms agreements.

It would seem to me that the conventional linkage doctrine must be

-applied and is very appropriately applied with special appreciation of

t e importance and uniqueness of the problem of nuclear arms control.

It may be much more appropriate to apply it in lesser areas than to

arms control.

General HAIG. I think that in relative terms that’s probably true.

On the other hand, I would want to make it clear that the reserva

tions I’ve expressed here about SALT II, and you heard me express

them in the past; I know you were there, Senator—were not exclu

sively related to the linkage issue. I recall that it was one of several

factors I had mentioned that had to be sorted out before SALT II

could be assessed. , -

I still feel that way today. I think it’s awfully important that we

sort out all of -the concerns I had in the arms control area as they per

tained to SALT II. First -and foremost is, is it a agreement? I

know that very honest, serious people differed on t is, and I perhaps

am on a different side of the fence than you. -
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Senator CRANSTON. Going on from that, I want to make sure that

I understand fully a matter that’s been gone into several times. The

10--minute rule has tended to prevent us from pursui questions on

this matter, as on others. I want to understand more fully than I pres

ently do your views on what is and what should be the relationship of

United States and Soviet nuclear power—-tactical, theater, and stra

tegic.

If I understand the testimony that you’ve given this far, you were

concerned—and I share this concern fully with you-—,th-at the change

from original, unquestioned American nuclear superiority to the ac

ceptance of equality and parity should not, under an circumstances,

lead to a situation where the United States is second: And I assume

that you mean that to extend to strategic, theater, and tactical—each

category, in other words.

General HAIG. Well, again, I think we’ve indulged in our strategic

thinking and I’m turning now not to the American triad, which we

talked about this morning but the NATO triad which is a three-ele

ment, central strategic force, regional nuclear forces—or tactical nu

clear weapons—and conventional power. In the past, we have accepted

-deficlilencies in one area with the knowledge that we had supremacy in

amot er.

That has permitted us, for example, in the post-World War II peri

od, to -accept fundamental discrepancies in our conventional capabili

ties under the umbrella of the overwhelming strategic nuclear power

that the United States has maintained. That was also true as we made

our assessments with respect to theater nuclear capability.

Now here is the danger that we Americans are facin today. The

picture has changed. We are not only facing a period tween 1981 _

to perhaps 1987 in which we are deficient in regional nuclear power,

and in conventional power, but, for the first time in post-World

War II history, we will be vulnerable and deficient in central strategic

nuclear power. Now that poses some very important dilemmas for all

0 us.

I hope I didn’t leave you the other day with the impression that I

was discounting the desirability of superiority and rejecting that

thesis. What I was trying to do—and I think this is clear if my words

are carefully read in their entirety—was to suggest that in this triad,

together with our -allies, we have to be unquestionably superior, in the

broadest sense of that term.

That does not necessarily mean, in the context of our other arithme

tic, the assured contributions by other nuclear powers—Britain and

France-that the arithmetic of the balance has to be laid out in a

1 equals 1, or they have-we have context. There are many value judg

ments that make up an assessment of overall relative nuclear power.

Of course I recognize that we don’t want to provide incentives for

runaway Soviet arms building, but the simple facts are that despite

10 years -of American restraint in our strategic programs, the Soviets

have continued to build weapons at the maximum that our best techni

cal estimations suggest they are capable of buildin . We see no signs

of a letup in that construction program despite SALT.

That should give us cause to pause, Senator, and I think it requires

a very careful assessment by this administration of where we’re going

'3
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in the period ahead in this area of arms control and I certainly intend

to articipate in such an assessment.

enator CRANSTON. Well, I understood you to suggest that we face a

period on into the mid-1980’s of deficiency and danger in strategic

strength. Did you say that we need to establish or reestablish superi

ority there, or that we need to achieve a balance?

General HAIG. Well, what I said the other day, and what I repeat

today, is that I am not go' to fall into the trap of visceral codewords,

such as domino theories. ou know, I can remember a few years ago

when the very uttering of the word drove serious people into diametri

cally opposed corners. That same thing can ‘happen with the term “su

periority” in the Washington environment today.

I think that it is vitally important that we have sufficient nuclear

power to be sure we have an invulnerable retaliatory capability vis-a

ms the Soviet Union and that they will perceive from the first moment

of growing crisis or confrontation that the risks associated with enter

ing into nuclear conflict are unacce table to them.

enator CRANSTON. Well, I th' you have stated it clearly. Where,

in your view, do we stand in theater and tactical systems, compared to

them presently?

General HAIG. Well, first let’s turn to tactical or theater systems.

Many Americans have tended to overlook this, and I don’t mean that by

way of criticism but perhaps by result of the failure of our own leader

to highlight it for them.

ome years ago we were vastly superior in Europe in theater

deployed systems. Today I think the latest arithmetic would suggest

we are somewhere between 2- to 3-to-1 inferior to the Soviet nion,

especially in the critical area of medium-——-and long-range systems,

With the deployment of the SS—20, unchallenged as yet by the West,

and the deployment of the Backfire bomber.

Senator CRANSTON. In your testimony, when we were together at the

time of the SALT hearings in July of last year, you criticized what you

called the “never-never land of essential equivalence” and you en

dorsed the concept of “total equalit ” in United States-Soviet strate 'c

forces. What do you mean by tota equality and how does that di er

from essential equivalence?

General HAIG. Well, the point I was making in that testimony—and

I think you’ll agree that there was some extended comment on my

part——is that I have been a participant in the Washington scene and

the strategic jargon associated with it for some 20 years, and at the

end of the Cuban missile crisis, as I said the other day, we started

talking about the desirability of mutual restraint, to never again per

mit us to be faced with the kinds of dangers that many saw in the

Cuban missile crisis.

At that point we started unilaterally to restrain our strategic build

ing program, with the hope that there would be some compensatory

restraint on the part of the Soviet Union. We were simply wrong.

Now, in that process we started to talk first of arity. That was the

jargon of the mid-1960’s. Then we went to equiva ence. Then we went

to essential equivalence. Then we went to rough equivalence. And each

iteration provided an excuse or a formula for us to permit our strategic

forces to fall into some disarray.
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Now, today, we are faced with a situation where indeed equivalence,

or whatever you want to call it, did not rovide for the American

people, for the Congress, for the executive ranch, the understanding

of what was necessary in the face of the continuing growth of Soviet

strategic nuclear power.

That is why I used those terms and that is why I say we’ve got to

get away from that and I think we should, because we delude ourselves.

Senator Cnansron. Thank you very much. My time has expired.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Cranston.

Senator Dodd.

Senator Donn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. General Haig, I’m the

last one today, so you can breathe a sigh of relief, I guess.

The other day, when Senator Sarbanes was asking you whether or

not you had any political plans in rumling for the residency, since

you voluntarily placed yourself under oath, and since we’re both from

the State of Connecticut I was tempted to ask you whether _or not you

had any political plans in Connecticut. But I didn’t ask that question

and I’m not going to today. I won’t put you in that spot.

I’d like to go over a couple of things that you’ve been over already,

but just for my own purposes to see if I understand your position

correctly.

In response to questions by Senator Helms and Senator Biden, in

talking about Marxist regimes or those that receive economic, political,

military support and so forth, it’s your position, as I understood it

and you correct me if I’m wrong—that the presence or the assistance

of economic, military, political sup rt from Cuba, Eastern bloc na

tions, the Soviet Union and so forth?would not, in and of itself, pre

clude maintaining a relationship between that country and this coun

try, or ‘preclude assistance from this country to that country. Is that

correct

General Hue. Well, Senator, in a blind sense, yes. Each case would

have to be judged very carefully on its own merits, in my view. We

must consider what would contribute to the outcome that we all seek,

which would be a change in that regime from a system which we con

sider to be totalitarian and unacceptable to one that we hope will be

more democratic.

Senator Donn. With regard to some questions that were raised by

Senator Sarbanes concerning the multinational development banks,

again let me see if I understood what your position is, and you correct

me if I’m wrong.

Generally you would oppose the idea that the United States attach

strings to our financial cmmnitment to those multinational develop

ment banks. There are certain conditions under which you would ac

cept those strings, but as a eneral proposition you oppose the idea.

General HAIG. Yes; but t ere are a number of criteria that I think

must be applied in each instance where the American taxpayers’ money

is ut into a multinational forum.

enator Donn. I understand that.

General HAIG. First is the viability. Is it a viable proposition?

Senator Donn. The burden would shift. What I am trying to get at is

that generally the proposition would be we should not, -and then if

conditions warrant it might.
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General HAIG. But I think Americans are increasingly worried about

the prospect that their voting power in many of these bodies is sub

stantially less than the contributions they are making. Many Ameri

cans have. such a reservation—understandably so. _

As a rule, I think again we have to look at each case. I certainly would

not suggest that we should suddenly pick up our marbles in a number

of activities we have been involved in, many of which have been ve

important and very valuable to our foreign policy. Not at all. I think

that would be a mistake.

Senator Donn. I would presume you would not consider the United

Nations to be a multinational devel-opment bank.

General HAIG. No; not -at all, although some of the -same frustrations

that I mentioned exist with respect to many Americans’ attitudes with

respect to the United N-ations.

Senator Donn. The other d-ay the President’s nominee to be our Am

bassador to the United Nations, Jeanne Kirkpatrick, gave a speech to

the B’nai B’rith in which she suggested—and I am paraphrasing her

remarks—that we ought to selectively reduce or eliminate our financial

commitments to certain subdivisions within the United Nations.

Do you agree with that proposition?

General HAIG. Senator, I am not about to agree to it, because I do not

know what subdivisions Ambassador Designate Kirkpatrick is talking

about. I would hope that this committee would ask her to report here

at the earliest possible date in the process of her confirmation. It wor

ries me that the process has not begun yet. You will have an opportu

nity to talk to her firsthand.

I have talked to her in general about that speech, but not in the kind

of detail necessary as a prerequisite to answering your question.

Senator Donn. It is just overall proposition again, and I am not

equating the two. There -are distinctions to be made. And certainly,

there are those who advocate that we ought to stop all funding of the

United Nations or reduce it. It is the idea of selectively picking sub

divisions, the problems that that can create, recognizing that every

other nation that participates could apply the same standard and you

would create chaos, obviously.

And the United States, being in a leadership position, has an obliga

tion to set an example in these areas, and that is what I am generally

trying to drive at.

General HAIG. Yes, sir, Senator. I do not think we Americans have

any reason to be self-conscious about our performance. From the incep

tion of our Republic we have been at the leading edge of these world

wide movements.

It was the United States that led the anticolonial movement at the

end of World War II. It was the United States that, through the

Marshall plan, rebuilt Western Europe. And sometimes we perhaps in

recent years have been too willin to indulge in self-flagellation about

the inadequacies of what is still t e greatest Nation on Earth.

Senator Donn. I was not implying to anyone that I might suggest

that.

General HAIG. I know that, sir.

Senator Donn. It was suggested earlier, I think on the first day of

questionin , that possibly former Senator Muskie, the resent ‘Sec

retary of State’s conditions that he would place upon e National
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Security Adviser about having .a press secretary and so forth. Would

you apply that same standard to your Ambassador to the United Na

tions, or at least require Secretary of State prescreening of speeches

before they are given? .

General HAIG. Well, I think in the first place our United Nations

Ambassador will look to me for day-to-day guidance on operational

matters in the conduct of her policy articulations. As you know, she

will participate in our Cabinet and NSC meetings as a Cabinet mem

ber, or at least enjoy Cabinet status. And I anticipate that policy

would be pretty clear to her in that context.

I have discussed this with her. She intends to come down here to

Washington -and will spend 1 or 2 days a week to be sure that we are

in tune. -

As you know, in the past I sat in the White House and used to deal

frequently and directly as a member of the NSC staff' with our U.N.

Ambassador. It is a very fast-moving, tough environment, and it is

not very well structured, despite the way it appears. They do need

some help with the press up there on a day-to-day basis, and I think

our Ambassador will continue to have that.

But I do expect that our Ambassador will speak with the same voice

that I speak and be totally consistent with my -articulations, and I

intend mine to be totally consistent with those of Governor Reagan.

Senator Donn. Let me move into another area if I can, and I am

not trying to unnecessarily pin you down here, but I would like to get

some sense of your view of certain events that have occ_urred over the

last several years internationally while we have been directly involved

or could have been. ’

And I realize—and I think in every one of these——in fact, I know

in every one of these you were not, as I understand it anyway, directly

involved in policysetting, so you were not privy to the internal discus

sions that led to U.S. decisions. But either as our Commander at

NATO. the Allied Commander at NATO, or as a private citizen, I

would like you to, to the extent that you feel comfortable doing so,

comment on whether or not you supported or did not support certain

actions that I am going to describe to you.

One was -the decision by the present administration not to _support

President Somoza at the time of the revolution or just prior to it. Do

you think that was a mistake? And I would like for you to be as spe

cific as you‘ can be with me, General. And if you cannot be, we will

move to something else.

General HAIG. Well, let me just build a counterthesis. because I do

not know what position I would have taken at the time when the

situation got rather intenselv debated here in Washington.

But I would suggest that Somoza was a 30-year friend of the United

States, a man who had supported American policy for better or worse,

a man who had been trained in our schools, a man who I think would

have been amenable to some rather direct tough talk about the need

for reform. And I could be wrong. I am just not sure.

I suspect that kind of tough talk did not precede some of the screws

that were turned on that leader which ultimately resulted in his in

ability to conduct a sound defense against the Sandinistas in his

country.

Yes, that is a source of great concern to me, and with the caveats

I have laid out.
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Senator Donn. I appreciate your candor.

The President’s decision to sell F—15’s to Saudi Arabia?

General HAIG. The President’s decision to do so? »

Senator Donn. The President’s decision to sell F-15’s to Saudia

Arabia, a very controversial decision.

General HAIG. I will just give you a personal view that I would have

been in favor of it had I been asked.

Senator Donn. OK. The decision to allow the Shah to come to the

United States for medical treatment after the revolution.

General HAIG. I suppose I could not answer that one in a clear li ht

unless I took about 30 minutes of your time to suggest the whole thing

could have been handled somewhat better from my point of view, and

it is admittedly not necessarily an educated one.

Senator Donn. OK. There was an article that appeared in the Wash

ington Post—and before getting into this, let me tell you I have no

desire to rehash the military significance of the action. I am talking

about the bombing of Cambodia. You stated unequivocally you think

that was strategically a wise decision, and I have no intention of pur

suing that line of uestioning with you.

It has more to 0 with the question of secrecy. I am little bit hesi

tant, I suppose, because President-elect Reagan was asked whether he

thought there was any useful purpose in questioning you on this, and

he said not very much. And later in the interview he said, “Well, I

think there are certain elements of extremism th-at et into questioning

that do not really have any bearing on whether ‘ e is going to be a

good Secretary of State.”

Do you think we have been extreme? Do you think there has been

ap elemgent of extremism in the questioning here over the last couple

0 days

General HAIG. No; I have been delighted with the questions that

have been asked here. I think they have been objective and serious and

very much to the point. And it has been a great opportunity for me to

lay out my views to the American people, because, as you know, these

hearings have been televised. I was absolutely deluged over the week

end with reactions, most of which I found favorable to the dialog

that ‘has been conducted here?

I am extremely pleased at the way it has been conducted and the

nature of the questions that have been asked. I do not mean by that

to suggest that I did not sense that some Senators profoundly dis

agreed with me. But my lord, that is what democracy is all about.

That is why we have elections.

Senator Donn. OK. Let me try quickly, because time is running

along here, to get into some of the direct questions I have about the

secret bombing in Cambodia. And again, I really do not care to pursue

the military questions that were involved, whether or not it made good

military sense, but rather the policy questions of consultation with

Congress and all of the actions that preceded it.

Can you tell us why the decision was to keep that operation secret

from not only the American public, but even this committee, and

Whether or not you participated or recommended that action?

General HAIG. Senator, if I May, let me refer back to the annex to
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the statement that I submitted to the committee on Friday of last week.

In that statement I said:

President Nixon’s decision to bomb the sanctuaries of North Vietamese troops

along the Cambodian border and to keep that bombing secret was made in March

1969. I supported the President’s decision to order those raids and I was in

volved in planning them. The bombing was focused on North Vietnamese troop

encampments within 5 miles of the North Vietnamese-Cambodian border, where

there w-as virtually no civilian population.

This operation was carried out as a secret military mission of the

kind we have conducted historically and traditionally in time of con

flict against enemy forces.

I added that last paraphrase. _

I was aware that congressional leaders were notified about it at the

time, although I had no personal responsibility for conducting that

notification. I was not aware of any subsequent inaccurate statements

that may have been provided to the Congress in some reporting which

was the subject of great investigation in this town, some reporting by

the Pentagon, which was a consequence and a followup.

Now, I think it is important again——

Senator Donn. If I could—the efficacy of the action militarily is

something I understand. It is more the issue of whether or not the

decision to keep that mission secret——and I recognize what you are

saying in terms of certain military actions.

But as I understand it—and you correct me if you think I am

wrong—this was a significant expansion of our involvement there, to

decide to bomb targets in Cambodia. ’

General HAIG. Now that is a very tough question. Our American

boys were (1 ing at the rate of 400 a week as the result of ferries com

ing across t at border from sanctuaries in Cambodia. We had reason

to anticipate—or at least those who made the decision did—that the

Cambodian Government favored the bombing. As recently as a year

and a half ago Prince Sihanouk said it was the right thing to do.

Senator Donn. OK, we are drifting again. I do not argue with you

over the military decision. My question is whether or not that decision

that was reached -at the White House, and of which, as I understand

it, you were a very integral part, should have been kept secret from this

committee other than selected Members of Congress?

General HAIG. Well, let us again be sure we have the record straight

on this, Senator. The way that was done—and I had nothing to do

with it and I would not want to suggest that I set policy one way or

the other for it, but I was aware of it—was consistent with earlier

practice in the executive branch with respect to such operations.

Now, in some respects it is a totally irrelevant question today. Why?

It is irrelevant because of the War Powers Act. It is irrelevant because

of the agreements promulgated by the Senate Intelligence Commit

tee that require a prior notification to that committee of covert opera

tion—if you would have termed the bombing covert.

One way or the other, it is an irrelevant question in the context of

the future and tomorrow.

Senator Donn. Our time is up. I would strongly disagree with you

over the relevancy of the question. But since -the red light is on, I will

pick this up again tomorrow.

General HAIG. Fine.

Senator Donn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Dodd.
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With 2 of the 10 minutes which Senator Boschwitz has thought

fully yielded back, I would like to read to the committee a letter that

I have received from one of the two greatest diplomats I have ever

known. I put him in the same category as David Bruce, and that is

Ambassador Ellsworth Bunker.

I think we are privileged in our lifetimes to have had these two

great diplomats, and I presume, with Ambassador Carol Laise, Am

bassador Bunke‘r’s wife, we have the reatest diplomatic couple this

Nation has ever had, because she herself has distinguished service. And

I know she joins in the sentiments that Ellsworth Bunker has ex

pressed.

Ellsworth Bunker did serve as the principal negotiator on the

Panama Canal on some of the most difficult aspects.

He was Ambassador to Vietnam when I visited him a number of

times, for 5 of the toughest years of that war. He was a special Presi

dential envoy to the Dominican Republic. He negotiated the Yemen

settlement in the early 1960’s. He was a distinguished Ambassador to

India, to Argentina, and has had a lifetime of devotion to this country

in diplomatic service.

He writes as follows:

I am taking the liberty of writing you as Chairman of the Senate Committee

on Foreign Relations in support of the nomination of General Alexander Haig

to be Secretary of State. I am impelled to do this because of the high regard I

have developed for General Haig’s ability as a result of the close relationships,

both personal and official, I have had with General Haig over a considerable

number of years. _

To my mind, General Haig would bring to the office of Secretary of State a

unique combination of experience and talent. As a military man with a distin

guished combat record in Vietnam and later as Supreme Commander of NATO,

he won the admiration and respect of his peers, not only his military colleagues

but also those in civil and political authority.

Certainly our NATO allies hold him in highest regard. Their confidence and

trust in him is an important advantage he will bring to the office of Secretary.

I believe this to be so because I think that our ability to shape foreign policy

in ways we would consider most desirable for us has been affected by our failure

to achieve our objective in Vietnam, in eroding the confidence of our allies in

our determination and consistency as a leader of the free world and the en

couragement it ha given to our adversaries to pursue their expansionist aims

more freely.

I believe these are factors which our foreign policy will have to contend with

in the 1980’s. I would hope, though, through a calmer and more dispassionate

reappraisal of our objectives and failures in Vietnam, we could once again

develop a bipartisan foreign policy which would make clear -to both friends and

adversaries that we have the determination, that we have the resources to enable

us to once again assert effective leadership in the free world.

I can think of no one better able to take the lead in -this than General Haig,

for he is aware not only of the military and security aspects of the problem,

but also the diplomatic and political aspects as well. It is on this latter aspect

of the problem on which I should like to dwell very briefly.

During my period as ambassador to Vietnam, General Haig made many visits

there in connection with the peace negotiations. There be dealt with President

Thieu and other high officials of the Vietnamese Government with the greatest

skill and sensitivity, gaining their confidence and trust and, because of this,

finally their agreement in solving difficult and delicate problems. It was an out

standing problem of the practice of the art of diplomacy.

I have cited only a few of the reasons—there are many others—why I believe

that General Haig, because of his ability, character and integrity, is eminently

equipped to serve as Secretary of State. I may add that personally I have always

felt the people of the United States owe General Haig a debt of gratitude for the

skilled way in which he handled the ensitive problem of President Nixon’s

resignation.

Sincerely,

Euswonrn H. Bon xmz.
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General Haig, I should like to say to you, on a very rsonal note

in the confidence of this room, that for 3 days I have sat ere listening

to your answers, and visualizing the men in the Kremlin that I sat

opposite for 9 solid hours over a period of 3 days. They were tough,

able, determined men.

President Brezhnev himself has dealt with 4 or 5 Presidents; and

Gromyko, 14 or 15 Secretaries of State; Ustinov as Chief of Staff, half

a dozen Secretaries of Defense. They have seen them come and go.

When I reached Brussels after Moscow I called President-elect Rea

an, and I said to him: I do not see how any man or woman in the

nited States of America, knowing what this country is up against,

could turn down an office in which you ask them to serve in the na

tional interest.

We are gratified that you have seen fit to accept your call. And I

'ust said to my distinguished colleague Senator Helms that for 3 days

have pondered whether there is anyone in the United States I would

rather have at a table opposite these very capable and very able and

determined adversaries—who are people with whom we sometimes are

able to work in common cause, but certainly -are people who have a

ride in their country and a sense of determination as to their role

in the world.

I cannot think of a single other person in whom I would have

greater confidence for copin and dealing with those problems. And

when I consider that you a so possess the ability to work with our

allies and have demonstrated in this room a sensitivity to the lesser

developed nations of this world and place a high priority on our prob

lems right here in this hemisphere, you have almost persuaded me to

begin thinking in terms of casting a vote for your confirmation.

We will withhold that vote until the date and time has been set for

that vote. You have freely said that no matter where the chips fall,

the information should be made available to this committee.

But I find myself more impressed today even than on previous days.

And I thank you very much indeed.

The committee will now meet at 10 minutes after 5 in executive

session in room 4221. Our first order of business will be to ask General

Haig to join us, so that any committee members ma put to him mat

ters that could not be dealt with in open session t at deal with na

tional security.

The committee members will have -available to them confidential

disclosures or communications from his doctors, and conflict of in

terest statements. Mr. Manuel will be available to answer questions on

investigations he has run independently on those matters, and of

course his own financial disclosure.

We will excuse General Haig when he has completed all of that

questioning and go into business that deals strictly with the com

mittee itself. We will ask for a closed session. The first session will.

have to be cleared for top secret. And if at any time, General Haig,

you get into codeword matters, we will clear the room of all of those

other than those that are cleared for codeword.

Is there any further questioning?

Senator TSONGAS. Does the chairman ‘have any idea how long that

session will go?
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The CHAIRMAN. It depends entirely on the committee. General Haig,

are you prepared to stay as long as it is necessary for the committee?

It is the intention of the Chair that this would constitute, having put

everyone on notice earlier today, the onl closed session. Obviously,

if any other committee member who cou d not be here today wants

another closed session, I feel confident that we can arrange a convenient

time. But this is the time to have that closed session and to complete

as much as possible any decisions that the committee itself must make.

If there is no further business, this hearing is recessed until 9_ a.m.

tomorrow, at which time we will go until 1 o’clock, with a 10-minute

break at 11; and then we will proceed again until 2 o’clock and break

into the questioning of General Haig at that time, so that Senator

Weicker can testify, followed by Senator Goldwater, followed by

former Senator John Sherman Cooper, at which point we will again

resume the questioning. We have now completed three rounds of

questioning. . _

I thank the minority for their suggestion that we lengthen the

period. My own judgment is the 15-minute rule today worked

out much better, much more satisfactorily than the traditional

Senate 10-minute rule which has always governed this committee. I

think in this case it was much more satisfactory and I thank you and

my colleagues for that s gestion.

The heart is recessdf

[Additiona questions and answers follow :]

Rnsrorzsn or ALEXANDER M. HAIG, JR., TO QUESTION FOR THE Rsconn FROM

SENATOR John HELMS

Question. 1. Is it true that there is an excess of Foreign Service personnel and

that, as a consequence, many are being assigned to other agencies?

Answer. We do not believe there is an excess of Foreign Service personnel. The

Foreign Service was larger in 1960 (3,717 Foreign Service officers) when we had

80 missions_ and embassies, than it is today (3,603 Foreign Service officers) when

the number of our missions and embassies has increased to some 144.

But this is not the whole -story. During this period, and without any augmen

tation in personnel, we have also seen a quantum jump in the amount of Consular

work required and the assumption by the Department of new responsibilities,

which have been legislatively mandated, in such areas as narcotics, science and

technology, anti-terrorism and refugees.

There are currently 285 Foreign Service officers on assignment to other agen

cies in the U.S. Federal and State Government (including 119 in the new Foreign

Commercial Service) out of a total of 3,603 FSOs.

We do not believe that the fact that Foreign Service officers are assigned to

other agencies should be interpreted as evidence that the Foreign Service is over

staffed. In fact, Foreign Service assignment to other agencies is the result of

deliberate and we believe, wise personnel policies since such assignments serve a

useful purpose. They provide relevant Foreign Service expertise and a knowledge

of foreign countries and overseas environments needed by a variety of govern

ment agencies. It is also a broadening experience for the Foreign Service per

sonnel and helps the Foreign Service to be more familiar with the needs of the

other agencies and the various public interests that they serve including, for ex

ample, the business, energy, and defense areas.

We would also note that the assignment to other agencies is not a one-way

street. The Department also finds it useful, particularly in the politico-military

field to benefit from the knowledge and expertise of U.S. military personnel.

There are, for instance, some 19 military officers currently on assignment in the

Department. In toto, there are some 105 persons from other agencies current

ly on assignment to the Department of State, including such agencies as Defense,

Energy, AID and ICA.
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RESPONSE or ALEXANDER M. HAIG, JR. TO QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD FROM

Ssnxron VVILLIAM PROXMIRE

1. UNITED TECHNOLOGIES CORPORATION

Question (a). How will General Haig insulate himself from major weapons

decisions affecting United Technologies Corporation?

Answer. I will disqualify myself from any decisions concerning the sale of

major weapons systems by the United Technologies Corporation.

Question (b). Has General Haig had any post-employment discussions with

any employee or officer of the United Technologies Corporation?

Answer. I will termin-ate my employment with the United Technologies Cor

poration on the date my appointment takes effect. I have not dis-cussed employ

ment arrangements for the period after serving as Secretary of State with any

one, including employee or officers of UTC.

Question (0). Please provide a list of all the major defense products produced

by United Technologies and their current DOD funding status.

Answer. This information has been supplied by the Department of Defense

to Senator Pell.

Question (d). What arrangements are being made for any financial interests

General Haig may now have in the United Technologies Corporation?

Answer. I will make a complete divestiture of all stock holdings and other

interests in the United Technologies Corporation. Arrangements for this dives

titure are being made at the time and will be concluded as expeditiously as

possible. .

11. PROMOTIONS

Question (a). Please detail each promotion for General Haig from Colonel to

4-Star General, indentifying whether or not the promotion was by promotion

board or by direction of the President?

(1)) If any promotion was pressed by Presidential directive in lieu of the

normal procedures, please indicate the circumstances of each including the

names of those in the White House recommending the promotion; any mis

givings voiced by promotion boards to this nomination; any misgivings voiced

publicly or privately by high ranking Service personnel in the Army?

(0) What effect did these romotions have on other officers in the same

(c) What effect did these promotions have on other officers in the same

promotion zone but not promoted?

Answer. The following information, was supplied by the Department of the

Army to respond to all three parts of this question:

“General Haig was selected for promotion to brigadier general by a normally

constituted promotion board which met during the period 11-26 August, 1969.

, He was promoted to brigadier general on 1 November 1969.

General Haig was selected for promotion to major general by a normally

constituted proomtion board which met during the period 27 April-7 May 1971.

He was promoted to major general on 1 March 1972.

Department of the Army does not conduct promotion selection board above

the grade of major general. 10 USC does not require any such board action.

“Regarding 3- and 4-star generals, Section 3066(a), 10 USC States, “The Presi

dent may designate positions of importance and responsibility to carry the grade

of general or lieutenant general. He may assign to those positions officers of the

Army on active duty in any grade above brigadier general. While he holds one

of those positions an officer has the grade specified for the position if ap

pointed thereto by and with the advice and consent of the Senate.

“Thus. on 7 September 72. using the aforementioned powers granted him.

President Nixon nominated General Haig for promotion to general (4-star) and

assignment as Vice Chief of Staff, United States Army. On 9 October 1972, the

Senate confirmed this nomination, and on 4 January 1973. General Haig was

promoted to 4-star general and assumed his duties as Vice Chief of Staff.”

With respect to my promotion to 4-star General. it is my understanding that

it was recommended by Secretary of the Army and the Secretary of Defense.

III. BUDGET

Question ( a). What size budget does General Haig anticipate recommending

to the Congress for the State Department :

(1) ‘as amendments to the 1981 budget ;
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(2) for the fiscal year 1982;

(3) and for the five year plan

Please compare all figures in 1981 dollars.

Answer. As you know, Congress appropriated $1,378,015,000 for the State

Department for Fiscal Year 1980. No decisions have been taken by the Reagan

Administration on an amendment to the Carter Administration's Fiscal Year

1981 request for the State Department llor on the size of our Fiscal Year 1982

request. As soon as these figures are available. they will be transmitted to the

Congress.

Question (b). How many personnel does General Haig intend to recommend

to the Congress for staffing all the functions of the Department of State in

1981, 1982 and 1983 compared to those on duty in 1980?

Answer. At present, there are approximately 21,800 employees of the State

Department, of which 6,418 are stationed in the United States and the remainder

abroad. No decisions on staffing all the functions of the State Department for

1981 and beyond have been made. In making these decisions, however, care must

be taken to end and in some instances perhaps reverse the reduction of our

vital diplomatic presence around the world.

Question. (0) If the State Department were forced to economize by reducing

expenditures by 10_ percent, which areas, by program, would be cut back? Your

priorities should include entitlement programs. '

(d). If the State Department were forced to economize by reducing expendi

tures by 20 percent, or 30 percent or 50 percent, which areas, by program, would

be cut back? Your priorities should in-clude entitlement programs.

Answer (c). and ((1). Although the State Department, like other departments,

will cooperate with measures by President-Elect Reagan or the Congress to

limit overall Federal spending, it would be premature to determine how spending

cutbacks, of 10 percent or more, would affect existing State Department pro

grams.

IV. U.S. AID PROGRAMS

Question (a). Does General Haig favor providing foreign economic aid to the

following countries: Cuba, Panama, Vietnam, South Africa, Nicaragua, Poland,

Yugoslavia, India, Pakistan, People’s Republic of China, Syria, Iraq, Uganda?

Answer. -The decision to provide foreign economic aid to any particular gov

ernment, and the amount of such aid, is one that depends on a host of different

factors: the need of the country, its ability to make good use of foreign assist

ance, its compliance with various U.S. statutes such as the Nuclear Export Con

trol Act, the amount of assistance available from other sources, its behavior to

ward its neighbors. its treatment of its own people and the role it plays in over

all U.S. foreign policy objectives. Each of these cases must be decided on an in

dividual basis and in view of the concrete circumstances that apply to it. Abstract

principles can provide guidance, but they do not provide mechanical answers. I

anticipate working closely with the Congress to develop an aid program that has

the strong support of both the Legislative and Executive Branches and that

serves U.S. foreign policy objectives effectively.

Question (b). Does General Haig favor providing foreign military aid in

cluding FMS credits to the following countries: Panama, South Africa, Nicara

gua. Yugoslavia, India, Pakistan, People’s Republic of China, Syria, Iraq,

Uganda?

Answer. As with the preceding question, this is one that is impossible to an

swer in the abstract, and will require a case-by-case review of individual aid

proposals.

Question (0). Does General Haig favor continuing a cap on foreign military

sales as a matter of U.S. policy? If not, what level of foreign military sales does

the General foresee as a reasonable objective of U.S. policy?

Answer. In"general, I am uncomfortable with rigid quantitative caps in areas

where actual policy requirements may be highly dynamic—particularly if such

caps convey a false impression of the key factors influencing U.S. policy.

Question ((1). Does General Haig favor cutting off U.S. economic and military

assistance to any country which deliberately establishes :1 nuclear bomb pro

duction capability or tests a nuclear device?

Answer. As I understand it, the Glenn Amendment to the Foreign Assistance

Act would require a cutoff of such assistance to non-nuclear states that explode

a nuclear device. Under that Act, a Presidential waiver would be required to

permit economic or military assistance in such a case. and I would have to

examine the desirability of recommending such a waiver in light of the particular

circumstances.
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vn. ARMS CONTROL

Queston. -Does General Haig favor:

(a) Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty?

(b) Extension of SALT I and the ABM Treaty?

(c) Continuing negotiations with the Russians over conventional arms re

ductions in Europe? .

((1) Exploring the possibility of an arms free zone in the Indian Ocean?

(e) Continuing the agricultural embargo against the U.S.S.R.?

(f) Providing aid to dissident rebel forces in Angola?

Answer. With respect to topics (a), (b), (e), and (1'), I addressed these issues

extensively in my open testimony before the Committee. I believe my testimony

sets out my views in full.

With respect to topic (c) : The negotiations on so-called mutual and balanced

force reductions between NATO and the Warsaw Pact states have been under

way in Vienna since 1973. We will actively examine this and other negotiating

approaches that hold out the possibility of lowering the risk of war in Europe.

With respect to topic ((1) : We will examine carefully any arms control pro

posal that might protect American interests and enhance stability. In con

sidering proposals that would limit outside military deployments in the Indian

Ocean, the important role of American forces in protecting sea lines of commu

nication and responding to the growth of the Soviet military presence along the

Indian Ocean littoral must be recognized.

VII. EFFICIENCY

Question (a). What specific paperwork burdens do you propose reducing at

the Department of State? Do you have a plan to make such reductions and

could you report on your successes by quarter?

(b) What regulations imposed on the Department of State or by the De

partment of State could be eliminated or curtailed without any negative effect on

U.S. policies? When do you plan to review and take such corrective actions?

Answer. I share the desire to minimize unnecessary paperwork. Needless to

say, there are certain reporting requirements, including those which are re

sponsive to Congressional requests, which serve a useful purpose. Through the

years I have found that the best approach to eliminating redundant effort is

to appoint good managers, individuals who are sensitive to the efficient use of

their resources and who will take the initiative to streamline administrative

procedures. I also believe that both the number and scope of internal regulations

must be reviewed frequently to preclude unnecessary reporting. At the same

time, I tend to find less valuable attempts to eliminate paperwork which in the

very process generate an additional administrative burden. You may be assured,

however, that efficient administration will be a leading goal in my management

of the Department.

VIII. GENOCIDE CONVENTION

Question (a). In view of the fact that the Genocide Convention has been sup

ported by every Secretary of State and every President since the Truman

Administration, do you intend to recommend that the Senate give its approval

to the Convention?

Answer. I understand that no formal action is required by the Executive

Branch on the convention. We will, of course, be prepared to resubmit the neces

sary implementing legislation at the appropriate time. The Convention has

been before the Senate since President Truman requested advice and conent in

1949. President Nixon’s renewal of that request in 1970 was made as a matter

of policy and was not legally necessary.

Question (b). In addition to the reservations land amendments proposed by

Senate Foreign Relations Committee, do you recommend any additional changes

to the Convention before passage?

Answer. The Committee has recommended that the U.S. ratification be accom

panied by three understandings concerning the interpretation of the Convention

and one declaration concerning the need for enactment of implementing legisla

tion before the U.S. instrument of ratification is deposited. None of these state

ments would involve any change in the Convention: they do provide useful

clarification of U.S. obligations. Although I have not studied the matter care

fully, I do not anticipate a need for any further recommendations in this regard.



269

Question (0). Will you formally request the advice of the American Bar Asso

ciation, the Defense Department, and the various organizations representing

ethnic, religious and racial groups, as part of your review of the Genocide

Convention?

Answer. The American Bar Association, the Defense Department and nu

merous organizations of ethnic, religious, and racial groups have endorsed

U.S. ratification of the Genocide Convention. Their views are on record with

the Committee.

Question (d). Do you believe that passage of the Genocide Convention will

enhance the image of the commitment of the United States to basic individual

rights in the various international forums in which we participate?

Answer. Ratification of the Genocide Convention would unquestionably be

helpful in various international fora where the United States has been criticized

for its failure to ratify the Genocide Convention. This is ironic because the

United States was a leader in the post-World War II effort to conclude this

Convention as an expression of revulsion to the Holocaust and as a deterrent to

recurrence of such crimes against humanity.

Question (e). Will you agree to send your recommendation on the Genocide

Convention to the Senate early in this year‘?

Answer. Subject to the approval of the President-Elect, the Administration

will submit formal recommendations at the earliest possible date.

Rasronsn or ALEXANDER M. HAIG, JR., TO Qunsmons roa rm: Rncoan

FROM Smvxron Max Bxocus

Senator Max Baucus, in his letter to Senator Claiborne Pell of January 5,

1981, raises seven questions on our relations with our neighbors. Each question

is well taken and they are all interrelated. Rather than running down the points

one by one. I would prefer to address the main elements of our relations with

Canada and Mexico in a single answer.

President-elect Reagan made the North American Accord a key proposal of his

speech announcing his candidacy for the Republicannomination. After receiving

that nomination, in his major foreign policy address on national television (Octo

ber 19, 1980), he reiterated the main message, namely that no area of the world

should have a higher priority than the place where we live, the Western Hemi

sphere.” The North American Accord “would take the form of broadened, more

open lines of communication between us to seek ways in which we can strength

en our traditional friendships. If Canada and Mexico are stronger, our entire

Hemisphere benefits.”

I have not yet had the opportunity to discuss these proposals with the Presi

dent-elect. But I do know that the new Administration will make a major effort

to widen these communications. President-elect Reagan has taken the first key

step during his trip to Mexico and visit with President Lopez Portillo earlier

this month. Relations with our neighbors are generally satisfactory, and will,

I am confident, improve over the next four years.

The Canadian government is pursing a National Energy Program ( NEP), which

the Prime Minister announced on October 28, 1980. The Program seeks to increase

Canadian ownership and control of the energy industry in Canada, hold down

domestic oil prices, increase procurement in Canada by oil companies. Some points

of this Program may cause difficulties with American interests. I am aware that

State Department officials have already discussed possible differences with

Canadian authorities in Ottawa. Thus, a dialogue is already underway. I will

actively participate in such discussions in the future.

I am also aware of the East Coast boundary and fisheries treaties with Canada,

which were negotiated by Lloyd Cutler acting as special negotiator, signed by'

President Carter, and submitted to the United States Senate on May 3, 1979. The

ratification process has been held in abeyance, and the Senate Foreign Relations

Committee has not taken formal action. I will be working with the Committee to

elicit the Members’ views before making my recommendations to President

Reagan on the future of those treaties.

Finally, our bilateral relations with Canada certainly involve security con

siderations as a central element. As to whether Canada is contributing its fair

share to the Western defensge, as I have pointed out repeatedly, we must all do

more.

‘
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With respect to Mexico, the question of illegal migration is obviously sensitive

and complex. Before making a final determination on this issue, I would await

the outcome of studies by the U.S. Select Commission on Immigration and Refu

gee Policy, the Mexican Labor Secretariat and the public discussions which will

ensue once these studies are made public.

I am pleased that Mexican-American trade is expanding at such an impressive

rate. Total trade in 1980 reached almost $30 billion which is almost 50 percent

more than the 1979 figure. This places Mexico as our third largest trading partner,

after Canada and Japan.

We are monitoring Mexican policies in the areas of export subsidies, industrial

performance standards, and export requirements. President-elect Reagan’s call

for and beginning of a closer dialogue with the Mexican government is partially

designed to head off potential problems before they become unmanageable. I be

lieve it will succeed in these areas——if there are indeed problems which do arise—

and in others which cannot be foreseen at present.

As for the Congressional Bipartisan North American Trade Caucus, I am aware

of its creation under Senator Baucus, who shares Co-Chairmanship with Senator

Domenici. There is a similar group in the House. As with all foreign affairs

matters, I will be consulting actively with interested Representatives and

Senators.

The question of State Department reorganization is best handled in a compre

hensive manner, rather than piecemeal. The proposal for a North American

Affairs Bureau will be taken into consideration during part of my deliberations

on Departmental reorganization in general.

RESPONSE OF ALEXANDER M. HAIG, JR., TO QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR

PELL FROM THE INTERNATIONAL HUMAN RIGHTS LAW GROUP

Question 1. Every President since Harry Truman and every Secretary of State

since George Marshall have endorsed U.S. ratification of the Genocide Convention.

This Committee was unable to consider taking action on the Convention this

year due to a number of other important issues. Whether or not we will be able

to consider the Convention this year, we are of course interested in your views

on the U.S. becoming a party to the Genocide Convention as well as the four

other human rights treaties which President Carter submitted to the Senate

in February 1978. These are the International Covenant on Civil and Political

Rights and the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights,

the Racial Discrimination Convention and the American Convention on Human

Rights. DO you endorse ratification of the Genocide Convention and these other

human rights treaties?

Answer. I have addressed the question of the Genocide Convention in response

to a written question from Senator Proxmire.

The other human rights treaties submitted to the Senate may also contribute

to the development of the rule of law in international relations. Their provisions

are, for the most part, entirely consistent with our own Bill of Rights and U.S.

law. As with the Genocide Convention, U.S. ratification would be helpful in

international fora where we have been severely criticized for our failure to

become a party to these treaties. and would permit us to help shape this area of

the law. These treaties also contain provisions for review of compliance by the

States parties. I find such provisions to be generally helpful, but I am concerned

whether the actual implementation of the treaties by means of the compliance

review procedures. particularly those at the United Nations. has been fair and

impartial. We will study those procedures and the actual practice under them

before formulating our position on these treaties.

Question 2. President Gerald Ford signed into law provisions of the Foreign

Assistance Act which provide that assistance may not go: “To the government

of any country which engages in the consistent pattern of gross violations of

internationally recognized human rights (except where such assistance), will

directly benefit the needy people of such country.”

This remains the law today. What are your views regarding this provision?

Answer. In general I support this provision of the Foreign Assistance Act.

I do not believe we should, other than in the most exceptional circumstances,

provide aid to any country which consistently and in the harshest manner violates

the human rights of its citizens.
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__ However, in drafting this legislation it was recognized that exceptions might

arise. Indeed, the provision cited in the question was subsequently amended to

provide for such exceptional circumstances. Under such exceptions, the legisla

tion now States, the President can certify “in writing to the Speaker of the

House of Representatives and the chairman of the Committee on Foreign Re

lations of the Senate that extraordinary circumstances exist warranting pro

vision of such assistance.”

I believe it is important for those conducting our foreign policy to have such

flexibility to act in the best interest of our country.

Question 3. Throughout its history, the United States has striven to be a

symbol of liberty and justice. This is what our country symbolizes for the

world, apart from its role as a nation with economic and military might. In

competition with an ideology and a political system which suppresses individual

freedom, isn’t the democratic concern for human rights in our foreign policy a

significant weapon in that competition? Doesn’t it tarnish our image and weaken

our appeal to freedom-loving peoples when we give aid and comfort to regimes

which deny human rights to their people?

Answer. The United States ‘and a relatively small number of countries

throughout the world have been fortunate enough to develop in social and eco

nomic circumstances contributing to the protection of human rights on a broad

scale. Our own commitment to human rights is a central aspect of our society

and the'way in which we present ourselves to the world. We must seek to pursue

policies that will contribute to the enjoyment of human rights in other nations

as well. This is one of the key principles on which our foreign policy should be

conducted.

Nevertheless in formulating our foreign policy, we continuously balance a

wide range of other fundamental interests and values as well, including our

security and our economic well-being. I believe this process of balancing com

peting interests and arriving at policy decisions which promote the long term

and fundamental objectives of the United States is at the heart of foreign policy.

We must have underlying principles but how we turn these principles to action

in specific circumstances requires continuous judgment and reassessment.

Question 4. While there may be specific criticism or alterations of the current

human rights policy which may be justified, isn’t it important to recognize as

well the accomplishments and benefits of that policy that were not minor. Par

ticularly with regard to developing nations, the United States has become more

identified with ideals such as liberty and justice. In this hemisphere alone, Peru,

Ecuador and the Dominican Republic have established democratic governments.

In Panama and Honduras, steps have been taken in that direction. In the long

run, shouldn’t the United States he identified with the trend toward democratic

developments instead of with those governments that suppress the growth of

democracy by harsh and cruel methods?

Answer. I believe that U.S. support for the principles of liberty, justice, and

human rights has contributed to the favorable political developments illustrated

in the question by helping to create an atmosphere conducive to democratic de

velopment in Latin America and elsewhere in the world. I agree that the United

States benefits by identification with democracy. I do not consider it an either/or

proposition, however. Identification with democratic development, which flows

from our beliefs and traditions, should not in itself preclude association with

governments whose views on this issue differ from ours. For one thing, there

are numerous considerations that enter into any determination as to the kind

of relations we should have with any given country. For another, it should

be borne in mind that by deciding a priori not to have relations with any gov

ernment with whose policies we might not agree, we risk diminishing—some

times to the point of lo.sing—our ability to influence change in the direction

we seek.

In sum, I certainly believe we should remain true to our own traditions, and

encourage democratic development wherever we can. But in determining the

nature of our relationships with any government, we should look very carefully

at the full range of our interests in that country, including national security

and other considerations, and act on the basis of that overall evaluation.

Question 5. Last year a federal court held that a foreign national in the U.S.

could seek the assistance of U.S. courts in obtaining a judgment against a police

official of Paraguay who had tortured to death a Paraguayan youth. (Filartiga

v. Pena, 00 F. 2d. 00 (2d Cir. 1980)). The Department of State in an advisory
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ca-lly stated-its position—, which was adopted by the.'c'ourt' that "Today a nation

has an obligation underinternationa-l law to respect the rights of its citizens to

be free of official torture.” (Brief p..-~3.).._:mns tenet reiterates one of the bases

of U.S. legislation restricting economic and military assistance ,programs.'.,It is

also a theme raised by officers in the field when approaching governments'_which

violate this international law of human rights. What policies would you con

tinue to ensure respect for this statement of the law?

Answer. I believe that international legal scholars generally agree that all na

tions have a legal obligation to refrain from ‘torture, including torture of their

own citizens. Negotiations are presently under way to develop a multilateral

treaty affirming this obligation. I favor the participation by the United States

in efforts to protect human rights through such international cooperation and

advancement of the rule of law. With respect to U.S. assistance to other coun

tries, I agree that human rights is an important factor to be taken into account

in determining whether the national interest is served by providing particular

assistance to a particular country. At the same time, I believe it is important that

the United States not attempt unilaterally to impose rigid standards which dis

regard realities and our own interests.

RESPONSE or ALEXANDER M. HAIG, JR., ro QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PELL

FROM THE TASK FORCE ON U.S. Foon POLICY

Question 1. Discussions, presently stalemated, are under way in the United Na

tions on the framework and agenda for global negotiations on international eco

nomic issues such as energy, trade, and monetary reform. In your view, would

it be in the U.S. interest to participate in global negotiations on international

economic issues, and if so, under what conditions? If not, why not?

Answer. I have fully discussed this question in my open testimony before the

Committee.

Question 2. What is your reaction to the approach reportedly recommended

by the foreign policy transition team, namely, that U.S. policy toward develop

ing countries should focus primarily on key actors (such as Brazil, Mexico, South

Korea), the major oil exporters, and strategically located countries allied with

U.S. foreign policy objectives?

Answer. It is clearly important that we play close attention to those countries

in the developing world which are of particular economic or strategic importance

to the United States. Some of these countries are among our most important ex

port markets, the source of oil and other critical raw materials, or are in areas

which are threatened by the Soviet Union or its surrogates. Recognizing their

importance is not simply a matter of giving financial assistance. In many cases

that is not even an issue. It often means consulting more closely with those coun

tries on issues of mutual interest, ranging from security matters to trade prob

lems. It may mean bringing some of our resources to bear on their problems on

a reimbursable basis. It does mean not taking these countries for granted, but

treating them more like partners.

Paying particular attention to keep countries, however, certainly does not

mean ignoring the rest of the developing world. After all, Cambodia, Laos, Af

ghanistan, Vietnam, Ethiopia, and Somalia are among the twenty poorest coun

tries on earth. Yet we have committed considerable attention and resources to

each in the past decade. Countries which -are not of direct economic or strategic

importance to the United States can suddenly occupy our attention because they

turn out to be potential footholds in a region for Soviet influence, because they

occupy a geographical location which may be important logistically in reach

ing or protecting some other country, or because the people there are threatened

by natural or other disaster which leads us,’ in keeping with our deep humani

tarian concerns, to seek to help save hundreds or thousands of lives.

We should remember that our long range objective is a world which is hos

pitable to Western economic and political values, in which the independence of

all countries is respected, and in which respect for the life and health of indi

viduals is maintained. To work toward that goal requires that all countries are

aware of U.S. views, and that we assure them that the United States does have

an interest in their welfare and future and is prepared to act consistently with

that interest.
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_ Question 3, Does the United States have an obligation -to help" poor countries,

regardless of their economic and political systems, eradicate hunger and poverty

within the foreseeable future? If so, what kinds of U.S. policies and programs

would most effectively contribute to the achievement of these goals?

Answer. Our own political, economic, and security interests are best served by

helping poor countries. I have discussed these topics at length in open testimony

before the Committee.

Question 4. In terms of development. assistance policy, it has been suggested

that bilateral aid is preferable to multilateral aid because it allows better account

ability and greater political leverage, Do you agree with this view? If so, should

the United States also continue its support for multilateral institutions such

as the World Bank and the development programs of international organiza

tions? What position should the United States take on its outstanding commit

ments to the multilateral development banks, such as the sixth replenishment of

IDA?

Answer. I have discussed these topics extensively in open testimony before the

Committee.

RESPONSE or ALEXANDER M. HAIG, JR., ro COMMITTEE QUESTIONS REGARDING

FINANCIAL MATTERS

Question 1. Under 1980 Income from UTC is shown “Conn. General Dis-ability

Comp. $41,250.” Is is not clear whether this entry refers to income received

from a disability compensation insurance policy while actually disabled or to

premiums paid for such a policy by UTC for General Haig’s benefit or to some

thing else.

Answer. The above was income paid to me while I was disabled for the 6 week

period following by-pass surgery.

Question 2. General Haig mentioned in his testimony substantial life insurance

coverage for the benefit of his wife. No mention is made of this in the submission

and clarification is indicated as to whether this or other insurance packages are

being picked up by the UTC. "

Answer. The form submitted does not require any place to indicate such

information. '

UTC has maintained a life insurance policy on my life for the benefit of

Mrs. Haig. When I leave UTC, the Corporation will cease paying tihese premiums.

I have the option to convert it or a portion of it to a personal policy for which I

will pay premiums.

Question 8. The submission form does not provide for details as to whether

company financed life and disability insurance, stock option plan, bonus plan

and deferred compensation are continued after General Haig ceases employment

by UTC.

Answer. Company payment for life insurance ceases. Stock options--I will

exercise in accordance with the terms of the option between February 5 and

14, 1981. Bonus plan and deferred compensation will terminate when I depart

UTC.

Question 1;. Under assets listed by General Haig is an item indicating he is a

limited partner in a real estate venture called Professional Park Associates. It

is suggested that consideration be given to asking the General to identify gen

erally the nature of the real estate involved and who his partners in this ven

ture are.

Answer. Professional Park Associates is a professional ofilce building site in

Farmington, Connecticut. The Office of Government Ethics has reviewed this

limited partnership and has advised that it creates no possible conflict of

interest.

Question 5. It is -also noted that General Haig does not indicate in his financial

submission any personal ownership of real estate and it is suggested that he

be asked to verify that he does not have any real estate interests including his

place of residence.

Answer. The form submitted specifically asks for property “excluding your

personal residence.” For the record, I own my home, but no other real estate,

other than the limited partnership in Professional Park Associates.

Question 6. General Haig lists a directorship and stockholdin-gs in “Con Agra.”

It is suggested this be more specifically identified.
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Answer. I resigned from Con Agra (1979). It was inadvertently included-on

the form. There were no payments received from Con Agra in 1980.

Question '7. With respect to corporate directorships, including but not limited

to United Technologies : '

a. Has General Haig resigned from all of them ?—or from any in particular?

b. Please identify which directorships have been resigned, to date?

c. What does he intend to do in this regard hereafter, assuming that his

nomination is confirmed by the Senate?

Answer. I am on the Board of Directors of UTC and subsidiaries of UTG,

Chase Manhattan, Crown Cork & Seal. Upon appointment I will resign from

them all.

Question 8. General Haig should be asked what disposition he has made or

intends to make, if any, of his stockholdings. '

Answer. I will liquidate all holdings that create a conflict of interest or the

appearance of such a conflict. '

[Whereupon, at 5 :03 p.m., the hearing was recessed, to reconvene at

9 a.m. Tuesday, January 13, 1981.]
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TUESDAY, JANUARY 13, 1981

UNITED STATES SENATE,

COMMITTEE ON _ FOREIGN RELATIONS,

Washington, D.0'.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9 :05 a.m., in room 1202,

Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Charles H. Percy (chairman of

the committee) presiding.

Present: Senators Percy, Helms, Hayakawa, Lugar, Mathias,

Boschwitz, Pressler, Pell, Biden, Glenn, Sarbanes, Zorinsky, Tsongas,

Cranston, and Dodd.

Also present: Senator Kasten.

OPENING STATEMENT

The CHAIRMAN. The hearings will come to order.

General Haig, we welcome you again for this third day of hearings.

I thank you for the 11 hours you spent with us yesterday, 10 hours

being under intensive questioning by members of the committee.

I would rather imagine that these are the most extensive hearings

that have ever been held, probably, for this office. Whereas Gen.

George Marshall might have been the first General of the Army to be

Secretary of State, you are certainly the first General of the Army in

the history of America to ever have made “Doonesbury.” I don’t know

whether to congratulate you or not.

Certainly the interest in the hearings has been extensive. Mail and

phone calls to my office have been extensive and heavy, virtually all

of them reflecting the fact that these hearings have focused to a great

extent u on major issues. I think the extensive coverage provided by

written journalism on those aspects of your hearings that relate to

the problems of war and peace, that relate to the posture of the United

States of America in the world today, has been extraordinary fine

coverage. ,

Though it has been a heavy strain on you, I think it is a part of your

job in educating America as to the role we have today. You have really

done an outstanding job.

I would like to report, not to the members of the committee who

were there but to those who could not participate with us in the classi

fied session that was held last night, that the committee was here until

9 :45. General Haig was in executive session with us for about 4 hours

and answered any and all questions that pertained to classified mate

rial or sensitive areas that could not be discussed in public session.

Those sessions deal, first of all, with personal aspects of his life, med

ical reports, financial aspects, conflict of interest records. There seems

(275)
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to be no problem whatsoever in that area. The committee also exten

sively questioned General Haig on a broad range of foreign policy and

national defense issues which required answers that either were classi

fied or sensitive.

I also read into the record, and there is no reason why I should not

make it available for everyone now, a letter that has been brought to

my attention, dated March 7, 1975, addressed to a valued constituent of

mine, Ma]. Gen. Julius Klein of Chicago, from Leon Jaworski. In a

letter dated January 12, 1981 addressed to our special counsel, Fred

Thompson, Mr. Jaworski indicates that what he said in that letter 5

years ago he stands on today.

I Wlll put the ent1_re letter, without objection, into the record.

[The letter referred to follows :]

FULBRIGHT & Jawonsxr,

Houston, Tea.-., March 7, 1975.

Maj. Gen. JULIUS KLEIN,

One East Wacker Drive,

Chicago, Ill.

DEAR GENERAL KLEIN: The transcript of excerpts of the conversation I had

with Kup on his show is incomplete, as you point out. However, it does indicate

what my comments have been in general regarding Alexander Haig and also

it gives an indication of my high personal regard for him.

I made it clear on a number of occasions to members of the news media and

to Congressmen as well as others that there was nothing in General Haig’s con

duct at the White House during the Nixon administration subject to adverse

criticism, in my judgment. I dealt with General Haig for almost a year. There

was hardly a week that we were not in contact with each other and sometimes

several times a week. I found him to be honorable in his own conduct and cer

tainly fair in all of his dealings with me.

Naturally, General Haig owed his allegiance to President Nixon and he dem

onstrated this allegiance until the very end. He and I disagreed on some aspects

of Watergate, which was to be expected. Following Nixon’s resignation, I talked

with Senator Stennis, Chairman of the Armed Services Committee, and I made

it ever so clear to him that I not only found nothing improper in General Haig’s

conduct but that I personally admired and respected him greatly.

Of course, the cause for some of the criticism rests in the fact that some peo

ple are naturally vindictive and have little regard for ascertaining the facts.

Others labor under mistaken beliefs. What is overlooked by critics is that so

long as General Haig served as Chief of Staff he had no alternative than to be

loyal to his commander in chief. (In my own view, General Haig is a great

soldier, who performed in the highest and noblest tradition.)

Thanking you for your letter and with every good wish, I am ,..

Sincerely yours,

LEON Jxw asxr.

The CHAIRMAN. I would like to read a few quotations from it. Leon

Jaworski was the Watergate special prosecutor who spent a year on

it and knows more about it than anyone else. Some members have said

that these are complex matters and asked if we have the time to look

into it. We at least can draw on the one man most knowledgeable in

this entire field. This is what he had to say about the conclusions he

came to at the end of this entire proceeding, which on 5 years reflec

tion he would not change a word of.

He said in 1975, “I made it clear on a number of occasions to mem

bers of the news media and to Congressmen as well as others that there

was nothing in General Haig’s conduct at the White House during

the Nixon administration subject to adverse criticism, in my judg

ment. I dealt with General Haig for almost a year. There was hardly

a week when we were not in contact with each other,—and sometimes

several times a week. I found him to be honorable in his own conduct
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and certainly fair -in all of his dealings with me * * * In my own view,

General Haig is a great soldier who performed in the highest and

noblest tradition.” _

" One other excerp-t might be of interest because it involves one of

our distinguished colleagues. He said, ‘

I talked with Senator Stennis. chairman of the Armed Services Committee.

and I made it ever so clear to him that I not only found nothing improper in

General Haig’s conduct but that I personally admired and respected him greatly.

It has been mentioned by other Senators before. that the bottom

line of Leon Jaworski’s statement was that if there was a hero of

Watergate, it was General Haig.

General, I do think we owe you a great sense of gratitude for the

duty that you performed for this country at a time of tremendous

crisis. to prove to the world that though we had an internal problem

that had to be handled within the constitutional framework of this

country, it was done so in an exemplary fashion.

I would like just to indicate on our schedule for today the following

information. General Haig, we will ask you to be available for ques

tioning until 1 o’clock; we will take a 10-minute break at 11 o’clock,

so we will virtually work another full 4 hours. We will then break

for lunch, and—ra.t-her than at 3 o’clock—we will have at 2 o’clock a

panel consisting of Senator Weicker, Senator Goldwater, and our for

mer distinguished colleague and a long-time member of this commit

tee, one of our most respected colleagues, John Sherman Cooper. They

have all asked ‘to testify.

They have agreed to serve as a panel. Each will testify. Then each

will be subject to questions that the committee might put to them.

If you. sir, could remain available—it would give you a little longer

lunch than usual—but if you would stand available to return to the

committee at the conclusion of their testimony -and questioning, we

will at that time, hopefully, finish questioning you.

I already have been notified by Senator Lugar this morning that

he has no further questions. and by Senator Boschwitz that he has no

further questions. Senator Hayakawa has said he may make a very

short statement but that he will have no further questions. As other

Senators have determined that they have no further questions, if they

will let me know. we can determine in the meeting that I will call at

the conclusion of the general’s testimony this afternoon the time and

date of a definite vote up or down on this nomination.

The recommendation of the Chair right from the outset has been

that we should aim to have that vote at 4 pm. on Wednesday after

noon. That would still make available an entire day of testimony today

and, if necessary, another entire day tomorrow, so that nothing will

be left unasked that should be asked.

General, you have indicated your willingness and readiness to make

yourself available for reasonable periods of time, and certainly we

will not impose on that time because you have the tremendous job now

of organizing the Department of. State and getting things underway.

But, we would hope you would on occasion come back to meet with

this committee and consult with us and discuss with us some of the

problems with which you are grappling so that we may develop 'a

partnership.
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This afternoon, in open session, we will discuss when we will hold

this vote so that we can lay out a future schedule. A confirmation

hearing on the designee for U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations

will follow. I think we are the only Nation on Earth that does not yet

have a confirmed Ambassador there. The session starts on January 15.

It is urgent that we have our Ambassador in place. Committee mem

bers have indicated they would like a full day for those hearings. It

_would be preferable if‘ we can schedule it for this week. ‘Ye would

like to do that.

Senator Pell, you are recognized for whatever comments you might

wish to make.

Senator PELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am sorry but I was a

little tziistracted. Did you say we would have a meeting at 5 o’clock

to ay.

The CHAIRMAN. As we had previously announced several times and

agreed to last night, Senator Pell, instead of having the session in

executive session to discuss the time and date for a final vote on Gen

eral Haig’s confirmation so that we may send it to the floor of the

Senate in order that it can be dealt with by the Senate in its wisdom

on January 20, that meeting will be held following General Haig’s

testimony this afternoon, hopefully around 5 o’clock, but it will be

in open session right here. We will not have to go into executive ses

sion for that purpose.

Senator PELL. Thank you.

As you know, my view is that I, at least, do not believe we should

tie ourselves down to a time and date certain except to say that when

ever all Senators have had the opportunity to ask their questions, then

we should vote. I know how the chairman feels about it and I know

the importance of getting a Secretary of State in place.

I recognize the international situation for what it is; but I do feel

there is a sense of pressure here—railroading may be too strong a

word—but there is pressure that we feel. I don’t think it would be

the end of the world if, -as I have said before, the excellent and

qualified present Under ‘Secretary, David Newsom, runs the Depart

ment for a while.

The important thing is to make sure that General Haig, if con

firmed, be confirmed with the maximum goodwill possible, the maxi

mum confidence of this committee in him. I think that is the i-mportant

thing, and not the question of one day or another; but we agreed

yesterday to discuss this question the latter part of this afternoon.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. I am glad you did not use the word

“railroading” because I can’t conceive that anyone who has partici

pated in these hearings feels that there is any of that happening. If

anything, the hearings have been exhaustive.

I do feel that the term “railroading” implies that you ought to

run something on time, and I think it is about time we do run things

on time and do things in a timely fashion, just as we are breaking all

precedent by starting all of our meetings on time and, hopefully,

ending them on time.

It is the intention of the -Chair to adhere to the policy established

and laid out by the chairman, and in concurrence with all the ma

jority members. We have the votes and we are going to have a time

certain set for this vote. We did not push those votes, though we had
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them, ‘last night simply to give an extra day at the re uest of he

minority, but we intend to run these hearings in an or erly and a

timely fashion.

I did announce already, Senator Pell, in case you did not hear,

that three members of the minority have said they have completed

all of their questioning. There may be others, as well. I would re

spectfully request you, as you determine from other Senators that

they have completed their questioning, to please let the Chair know

so that we can bring this to a conclusion.

I think we can be exhaustive but not exhausting in this area. I

think we have to take into account that General Haig has responsibili

ties other than appearing before this committee. In the Governmental

Affairs Committee, I learned that one director of intelligence spent

60 percent of his time for 3 years—that is Mr. Colby—preparing for,

testifying, and celaning up after testimony before many Members of

Congress. '

That is when we reorganized things so that he could run the CIA

and not just be at the constant beck and call of Congress for over

lapping hearings. We should allow General Haig to recognize that he

must organize. You, of all people Senator Pell, the only Senator who

ever has been a Foreign Service Officer, must reco ize the chaos that

goes on in a bureaucracy when you do not have eadership in place.

We cannot have chaos. Neither you nor I would want to have that.

Senator Biden, did you wish recognition?

Senator BIDEN. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.

First of all, let it be known that your generosity is duly noted and

we are impressed with the time you have given us.

Second, I would point out that Mr. Colby had a few other problems

none of which superseded the responsibility that he had to come to

the Congress, I might respectfully suggest.

Third, I would like to ask a question before the railroad leaves the

station.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you mean the train leaves the station?

Senator BIDEN. Well, I have a feeling the railroad is leaving the

station.

[General laughter.]

Senator BIDEN. Would the distinguished chairman please tell us—

I am sure he mentioned it, but I would like to hear it again—the date

of the letter from Mr. Jaworski that declares General Haig the hero

of Watergate?

The CHAIRMAN. That is not a letter; that is a public statement. I

will be happy to have staff research and give you within the hour the

exact time and quotation.

Senator BIDEN. Do you happen to know the date of the letter?

The CHAIRMAN. The date of the letter that he originally wrote to

Maj. Gen. Julius Klein, One East Wacker Drive, Chicago, Ill., was

dated March 7, 1975. The letter he wrote to Fred Thompson is dated

January 12, 1981, in which he stands by the earlier letter.

Senator BIDEN. I would suggest that you read a letter dated April 12,

1974, to you. I am not sure whether or not it is still classified, however.

It is from Mr. Jaworski. I don’t mean at this moment, but I mean at

your leisure.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
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Are there any other comments from anyone?

[No response.]

The CHAIRMAN. General Haig, we have completed our third round

of questioning. I have just 10 questions left and I will have completed

all the questions that I intend to ask, unless something occurs in the

next day or the rest of this day that would bring something to mind.

The first question that I would put to you involves the matter of

South Korean troops, which you mentioned esterday. As you know,

President Carter did make a campaign ple ge that he would with

draw all the ground troops from South Korea.

I am personally interested in this because there has been a long dif

ference of opinion between me and President Carter and my friends,

the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense, on this matter.

I have discussed it at great length with them. I felt it would greatly

endanger the peace of that area if we were to move those forces out

when Kim I1-Sung has not changed his tune.

Do I understand from you that you yourself do not feel it advisable,

at this time, at least, to move those American forces out of South

Korea? If we did move them out, what might likely be the conse

quences of such a move? What kind of wrong signal would it send at

this time?

STATEMENT OF GEN. ALEXANDER M. HAIG, J'R., TO BE

SECRETARY OF STATE

General HAIG. Well, Mr. Chairman, I would be opposed to any

such move at this time, and I think the first impact we would have

to consider would be the impact on Japan, which in strategic terms

has historically viewed the Korean Peninsula as a dagger pointed at

the heart of Tokyo. For Korea to be in unfriendly hands or even

disputed hands would be very unsettling in Tokyo.

Second, such a move would have a comparable impact throughout

the ASEAN area; and perhaps most important of all, I -think it

would convey to the People’s Republic of China a message which

would be very self-defeating at this juncture.

The CHAIRMAN. I thank you, because it is my conclusion also. At

one point it was necessary for me to offer an amendment to that effect

on the floor. It carried by a vote of 81 to 7, and unanimously in the

House. So the Congress would certainly stand strongly behind your

posiltéon not to destabilize -that very vital and important area of the

wor .

General Haig, if improved relations with the People’s Republic of

China is -a priority, as you have indicated, would you be prepared

to let China know that we can do a lot of business in mutual interest

so long as it is understood that we would not tolerate the use of

force against Taiwan?

General HAIG. Well, Senator, not to suggest that what you say is

not the essence of our concern, but I think this subject is so sensitive

that it is best not aired extensively in public.

The CHAIRMAN. We debated this at great length on the floor of the

Senate during the debate on the Taiwan Relations Act. The pro

posed bill contained language that we would view with “grave con

cern” the use of force——if other than peaceful means were used in

dealing with Taiwan.
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I proposed to substitute stronger language. I felt the People’s

Republic of China are very realistic. They should know exactly

where we stand; a problem we have had as a country is being some

what fuzzy about how we would look upon a certain act by some

outside power.

I felt it would be much better if we substituted the words that we

would view it as “contrary to the security interests of the United

States.” That failed by only six votes. It was opposed by the adminis

tration, obviously, but I think the message was there.

Would you have preferred to see that expression used? Do you

consider that it would be contrary to the security interests of the

United States if force were used by the People’s Republic of China

against Taiwan?

General HAIG. Well, I think any use of force is a matter of utmost

concern to the United States. I would prefer not to go into this

again in public session. Frankly, I just think this issue has bwn

sufficiently discussed in recent days and during the campaign, and

I don’t think it helps to -air it further here.

The CHAIRMAN. I will respect that; but I wanted it understood on

the record and by our friends in the People’s Republic of China, and

I consider myself a friend of the new relationship, especially when we

have a new administration, how strongly we feel that the use of force

would irreparably impair the relationship. I tried to make it eminently

clear in the Kremlin, for example, that any movement into Poland

would irreparably injure those relationships.

Inasmuch as the Strategic Arms Limitation is one of your stated

priorities also and the negotiation of a revised SALT treaty would

be very prolonged, would you feel it well to work for an interim agree

ment which might either contain the less controversial provisions of

SALT II—and President-elect Reagan has said there is much in

SALT II with which he agrees—-—or which would bind both parties

not to take irreversible actions inconsistent with SALT I and SALT

II until and unless a SALT III is acutally negotiated?

General HAIG. Well, I don’t necessarily reject that course of action,

but I would again prefer to have a detailed discussion with the Presi

dent-elect on the strategy and objectives of any revised approach to

the arms control issue.

The CHAIRMAN. I will look forward to discussing this further with

you, then.

Does the Reagan administration intend to ask that the SALT II

treaty be withdrawn from Senate consideration or simply that it re

main pending before this committee?

Geenral HAIG. I would have to answer that as I did the preceding
question. i

The CHAIRMAN. All right. Would you determine that and let this

committee know?

In your testimony before this committee in 1979 you said,

and I would like to quote your words, “The heavy missile exclu

sion is the centerpiece of my concern about SALT H.” I wonder

whether you would propose that this concern be addressed by elimi

nating the exclusion or by reducing the 308 limit for the Soviets.

Again. if that is a technical question and you would prefer to consult

with your people, you could defer an answer, but I would like it at

some time. .
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General HAIG. Well, I would feel better able to address it after we

have had a chance to look at it, and at our new defense budget and the

programs it encompasses.

The CHAIRMAN. On behalf of both the minority and the majority,

I would like to ask you this question. Would you agree to provide

this committee access to State Department cables, memoranda, and

studies that are judged by the chairman and ranking minority mem

ber to be important to the committee’s oversight responsibilities, with

the understanding that they would always be placed under proper

classification for security purposes?

General HAIG. Of course.

The CHAIRMAN. I would welcome your views on international trade

policy. As a former businessman——I might say a fellow former busi

nessman in view of your recent experience in business—-I have found

our commercial efforts in other countries woefully weak. I have tried

to strengthen our efforts by sponsoring legislation to create the Office

of Under Secretary for Economic Affairs and put economic and po

litical affairs on a coequal basis in the State Department.

In Illinois, agriculture is a major business. We are the largest agri

cultural exporting State in the Nation. We are paying for our gaso

line today with the exports of agricultural products. We are a leader

in the export of manufactured goods.

Often it has been alleged that the State Department really is not

well organized to facilitate trade promotion through our missions

abroad. Do you agree that the State Department should be strength

ened in our export promotion activities? It is essential, in my judg

ment, for strenghtening the dollar and for strenghtening our position

in theworld.

General HAIG. Yes, I feel rather strongly about that, Mr. Chairman.

I have already addressed it with those individuals we are considering

for key economic-related posts in the period ahead. I think it is totally

consistent with my opening statement, in which I emphasize the re

lationship of the economic aspects of our international and domestic

affairs with our overall viability, security, and effectiveness in the

international environment.

I think in the past we have had a number of problems that we can

do a better ob of managing.

The CHAIRMAN. We must recognize. as you have implied in your

statement, that this Nation is dependent more and more on imports for

raw materials. We are becoming increasingly a have-not nation in

petroleum and other things.

We also depend more and more on exports for jobs in America. That

is why the stability of the world is absolutely crucial for every single

American here at home. I can’t imagine anything better than having

someone head the State Department who has a strong business back

ground. Obviously, a strong economy makes possible a strong national

defense establishment. It is all intertwined.

The charter of the Overseas Private Investment Corporation expires

next September. New legislation will be required to extend it. Last

year Senator Javits. who has -‘been a strong promoter of this agency.

Senator Ribicoff, and I introduced a bill for this purpose and we added

a trade promotion mandate.
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Would you give me your view of extending the charter of OPIC,

which is a wholly owned, self-sustaining Government Corporation,

to provide political risk insurance for the investments of U.S. corpora

tions overseas? .

General HAIG. Well, in general, I am very much in favor of its ex

tension; but again, I would like to caveat my personal response will

be the requirement to discuss this with the President-elect at an ap

propriate time early on in our administration.

The CHAIRMAN. General Haig, the term of the U.N. Secretary Gen

eral expires at the end of this year. We on this committee would be

interested in knowing whether the President and Secretary of State

will consult with this committee before their preference is made

known. This position is not subject to the advice and consent proce

dure but certainly would fall within the province of an area that

deeply affects us because of our relationship with the U.N. and our

strong general interest. We would like the privilege of working

with you on this in the spirit of your opening statement in which you

talked about a partnership, a true partnership with the Congress of

the United States and particularly with the Senate Foreign Relations

Committee. .

General HAIG. Well, Mr. Chairman, I think this will depend in large

measure on the degree to which we as a nation are engaged in the

process of selection. I can assure you that I will keep you fully abreast

of that issue and how it develops in the months ahead.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

My final question is a broad one. Would you tell this committee

what your first and highest priorities will be when you assume the

office of Secretary of State?

General HAIG. I think the most urgent and therefore my first prior

ity is to staff the Department and our embassies abroad with the very

best people available, both from the professional diplomatic corps

and from the private sector.

If we are not manned properly, we are going to have some difficulty

in achieving the excellence which I hope we can. Now, that sounds like

a very technical, bureaucratic answer, but the sense of urgency that

I feel to get to this task is growing hourly. In view of the necessity

not onl to be functional on January 20 but also to have men who

will bring to the task what the American people mandated in this

last election, I think it is a ‘fairly urgent problem for me.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, General Haig.

I yield back the balance of my time. As I indicated, these are the

final questions. I hope during the course of the morning and the after

noon we will be able to complete our questioning.

Senator Pell.

Senator PELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

There are a couple of specific questions that I would like to ask.

Then I would like to get back to the matter of congressional relations.

In 1978, General Haig, the Senate unanimously adopted Senate

Resolution 49, which called for the negotiation of a multilateral treaty

requiring the preparation of international environmental assessments

on projects and activities that could cause substantial transboundary

environmental damage. The present administration supports this idea
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and has supported it, and was pursuing through the—UNEP—U.N.

Environmental Program.

What do you believe would be the policy of the new administration

toward this environmental treaty?

General HAIG. Well, I think again I will have to caveat my response.

Personally, I think statements of environmental impact are vitally

important both here at home—an-d we have extensive ‘legislation in

place for that now—and in the international environment as well.

If realistically and appropriately constructed, I think these serve

a great purpose not only for the American people but for mankind at

large.

Senator PELL. The question I am driving at here is if, for example,

you knew of an action that one nation was taking that could be of

harm to the global commons, such as to the ocean or to another nation,

do you think there should be some kind of international law set up

so that this action could be inhibited?

General HAIG. Yes. Broadly, I think it is very important to recog

nize that irresponsible damage to the environment not only affects the

nation which perpetrates it but also those who have not engaged in

such abuses. Mechanisms designed to police, control, and if necessary,

to provide sanctions against such abuse could serve a very useful

purpose.

Senator PELL. I thank you for that answer.

Let me go to another subject, that of refugees. We seem to have a

very mixed policy here. There are refugees from Haiti and Cuba and

apparently we ask them not to come, but when they do come we pick

them up and we don’t know what to do with them. We have a mixed

policy as far as admission goes.

What are your own thoughts? Would you give us your views on

how we handle the question of refugees? As you know, the numbers

increase every year, and it is an international, not just an American

problem. '

General HAIG. Well, clearly this is a problem of the utmost impor

tance and currency. It is also a very anguishing problem, because our

Nation has been the refuge for generations who voted by their feet

to leave societies where individual liberty or freedom was constrained

by condition of birth or government fiat.

I think we have flourished under open door policies of that kind.

On the other hand, I also think we have to be extremely conscious, in

a changing world in which population is exploding, of the need for

an equitable sharing of this problem among nations capable of allevi

ating it, so that there is some evenhandedness in a broad, interna

tional sense.

I further think it is important to examine in functional terms, the

reasons for a refugee problem, to insure that we are not really con

tributing to a further aggravation of that - roblem by the policies we

pursue. Southeast Asia and the boat peop e offer an example. I felt

that we had, of course, an obligation to take care of those who left

their homeland; but we also had an obligation to bring forcibly to the

attention of the Government in Hanoi the need to rectify the policies

which were resulting in -people willing to risk their lives to find -refuge

outside of their own shores.
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Senator PELL. I would like to follow up that thought for a moment.

You said you felt we had an obligation to correct the policies of the

governments that produce refugees?

General HAIG. To advise the Government of Hanoi and to pursue

policies with respect to that Government which made clear our view

that Hanoi itself was the source of the fundamental problem; and us

ing every leg-al, moral, economic, and other suasion that we might

have, bring this to its attention in an unmistakable way.

Senator PELL. Touching for a second on that part of the world and

going back a little bit, you may recall the private or secret assurances

that were given to President Thieu at the time of the Vietnam war in

connection with the resumption of the bombing. Those assurances were

not made known to the Congress.

What was the reason for that, and do you think that was a correct

action?

General HAIG. I am not sure I understand your question.

Senator PELL. On November 14, 1972, President Nixon sent Presi

dent Thieu a letter promising swift and retaliatory action if the North

Vietnamese failed to abide by the proposed peace accords, and this

policy was done outside of consultation with the Congress.

General HAIG. Unless my memory ill serves me, that President Nixon

made very similar remarks in a public speech not onl to the Congress

but to the American people, and I would anticipate t at under similar

circumstances, if a clear intention is presented, then maybe that would

explain the issue sufficiently clearl .

Senator PELL. This brings up the question that I mentioned earlier

on which I wanted to end up my questioning period, the matter of the

congressional relations which ou will have as Secretary of State.

As Senator Sarbanes broug .1; out yesterday, the present policy is a

very good one. It says that in keeping with this administration’s com

mitment to openness, candor and maximum cooperation in its relation

with Congress, it shall be the policy of the Department of State to

extend the full resources of the Department so as to provide Congress

with the information it requires to fulfill its constitutional role in the

formulation of foreign affairs.

Yesterday you indicated your complete concurrence with that policy.

General HAIG. Yes, Senator. I had an opportunity to get a copy of

Cy Vance’s memo overnight and to review it, and I feel very com

fortable about endorsing its contents and assuring you that similar, if

not more rapidly responsive, procedures will be followed, regarding

telephone calls and things of that kind.

Senator PELL. Thank you.

Then, on the other hand, you recently wrote an article in the Wash

ington Quarterly, that “no cabinet officer can spend all or even much

of his time testifying before a plethora of congressional committees

and other subcommittees and still properly discharge the many other

responsibilities of cabinet office.”

What do vou define as too much time?

General HAIG. Well, that is a hard question to answer without having

been a Cabinet officer, but I think previous Cabinet officers, some of

whom I know. have written extensively about this. I think the chair

man mentioned Mr. Colby’s dilemmas. I think there has to be responsi

ble moderation in this.

72-018 0 - 81 - 19
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It is a very burdensome task to handle an executive department the

size of the Department of State or Defense or Treasury. You will recall

a former Secretary of the Treasury made quite an issue of the amount

of time he spent on the Hill. I think it is an observation that is worth

recalling today.

Senator PELL. What is your own view, General, as to the role of

Congress in not only the concurrence in but the formulation of foreign

policy? Do you believe it should be a role? What would be your

thoughts on this subject?

General HAIG. In the same article that you quoted, Senator, I made

the point that I think the Congress has the right to expect to be in on

the takeoff as well as the landing. That means early consultation during

the formulation of policy. Now, that does not mean that the executive

branch must in every instance succumb, if you will, or conform its

policy to divergent congressional views—and there are always many

divergent views, as we have seen in these hearings.

I think the important part is that the Congress role is clear and it

should be a priori and not after the fact. I intend to live by that

perception.

Senator PELL. As you pointed out in your article, you say that con

sultation should occur between the President and Congress before

Presidential action is taken or announced on major contentious issues.

What would be your view as to how that consultation takes place?

Would it be just a private call between you and the chairman of the

committee, or would it be more widely based consultation? What would

you define as a major or contentious issue?

General HAIG. Well, I think it is important as a rule to seek biparti

san support for foreign policy. I think I made the point that if a policy

is right, it will garner bipartisan support. There cannot be a partisan

approach to dealing with universal problems. You are either right or

you are wrong.

In that context, I would hope that in a major issue of that kind, we

would insure either full committee participation or at least bipartisan

participation. It will be up to you gentlemen to decide how broadly

you would want that issue promulgated, both in terms of discussion

and participation.

Senator PELL. For example, a change in policy with regard to the

Polisario in the Sahara: would that be a major and contentious issue?

General HAIG. Well, that would be something I would have to con

sidgp Iam not really sure whether it would be. I haven’t been wrestling

wit it.

Senator PELL. Would you give me an example of the level that you

would consider major or contentious issues?

General HAIG. That is very hard to do. I think we all recognize in

our own nerve centers those issues which have major impacts. Some of

them have very little significance in the context of the national inter

est but nonetheless have a very high public volatility and sensitivity

or are intensive issues of philosophy, perhaps.

Senator PELL. In connection with the influence of the executive

branch. I think you also said that the growing influence over the

executive branch of the Congress is dismaying, to say the least. Does

that mean to say that you believe we have encroached too much in

the foreign policy field at this time?
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General HAIG. No. I think the theme of that article is an accurate

one. As I mentioned yesterday, we -have had a dialectic historically,

and that isn’t bad at all. In other words, influence and power have

shifted from the executive to the legislative and back again to- the

executive in c cles during American history, and there is a very clear

pattern to it historically.

I made the point that unfortunately on this occasion, as power

swung over to the legislative, it did so at a time When the discipline

and the formality and internal arrangements of the Congress seemed

to have collapsed in the post-Watergate era; therefore t e Congress

began to assert increased authority at the very time it became less

able to exercise it efficiently.

That resulted in a lot of mixed voices coming out of here. In turn,

that raised equally difficult problems for our friends abroad who really

weren’t sure what they could count on in the way of American policy

or how long they could anticipate a particular policy would endure.

Senator PELL. Along that same line, you stressed in the article the

problem of individuals in the executive branch who would try to de

velop a policy, were frustrated in that and then would come on con

gressional staffs. Do you feel that is a very real problem?

General HAIG. It has been, yes, sir, of some ma itude, and this is

aggravated by the fact that these individuals, having left their previ

ous professional posts at a fairly modest level of responsibility, fre

quently are reintroduced at more exalted levels.

Senator PELL. By reintroduced, you mean into the State Depart

ment at exalted levels.

General HAIG. Yes, back into Government; and I think it is a bad

signal to those in our professional corps, who begin to wonder whether

it is better to stay and serve or to find some other route.

Senator PELL. I guess the simplest way to do it is the way I did it,

to leave as a vice consul and come back as a Senator.

General HAIG. Well, nobody could challenge that thesis Senator.

d Senator BIDEN. It may be a better way to do it the way the General

i it.

General HAIG. Perhaps.

[General laughter.]

Senator PELL. On September 18 of this last year, you mentioned that

the blow that we suffered when we withdrew the support of the Legis

lature of America—presumably the Congress—from the American ex

ecutive branch at the time of the call for help in Angola was a real

calamity for the United States. Wh do you feel that way, General?

General HAIG. Well, I think we discussed this at some length yester

day, and again in the session last evening.

enator PELL. Yes, we did yesterday.

General HAIG. I think it was a signal to Moscow that post-Vietnam,

post-Watergate America was not going to challenge this kind of activ

lty, either directly or by proxy, activity which over a period of time

included Ethiopia and Yemen—-Southern Yemen and Northern Ye

men—and the overrunning of Cambodia, and which was relatively

mildly challenged by the United States and our allies.

Senator PELL. I see my time has expired. I will just leave you with

the thought that perhaps the Soviets will -become the heavies there, as

O
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they already have in other African countries. We will see what history

shows us in the next couple of years.

General HAIG. Yes; I think that is a very important issue that is

worth exploring. It has been touched upon by Mr. Young in the past

and I would be prepared to discuss it at length.

Senator PELL. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Pell.

For the benefit of committee members who had to leave before we

adjourned last night, at around 9 or 9 :30 we worked out an agreement

and I issued corresponding instructions, for the safeguarding of all

classified and sensitive material that is now being made available to

this committee.

We have already received a body of material from the White House.

At this time I would simply request that all of that material be given

back by staff' and by Senators. It has not yet been logged in accord

ance with the instructions issued last night.

I would ask Mr. George Murphy, who has responsibility for that

material, to take it back to the Senate National Security Office, prop

erly log it in, and from that point on control the material in accordance

with the procedures established last night.

Senator PELL. Mr. Chairman, I think it would be a good idea, for

the edification of all of us, to know the agreement. What is that agree

ment with regard to the sensitive material?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. All material received by the committee would

be received and logged in by the National Security Office. No material

could be taken out that was not logged out. No material could be taken,

other than read in the room itself, without the express written ap

proval of the chairman and the ranking minority member.

George Murphy has worked out a procedure where either he or his

deputy, to facilitate the work of the Senators, would make themselves

available to take such material as is required by a Senator to whatever

designated place has been worked out—for example, the Senate For

eign Relations Committee office, either in the Capitol or in the Dirksen

Senate Office Building——and remain with the Senator or his staff' while

gif%t material is studied, and then take it back to the National Security

ce.

We feel this procedure is essential so that we can safeguard all

classified or sensitive material.

Senator PELL. There is one specific question. If a Senator wishes to

read the material in the back room here during the questioning period,

because we are here questioning the witness for 7 to 10 hours a day,

wouldn’t that be perfectly acceptable?

The CHAIRMAN. He may do so, providing either George Murphy or

his deputy is there with the material. I am holding them personally

responsible. They cannot maintain that responsibility without being

there themselves. They have demonstrated their willingness to be

available virtually around the clock for this purpose, so as to facilitate

the work of the Senators.

Senator BIDEN. Mr. Chairman, may I make a brief comment? I

hope this does not come out the wrong way. I have just determined one

of the things that has been bothering me -about these hearings. I guess

it is the aura of the office of the chairman of the committee. But Mr.
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Chairman, everything you say is said in such a profound way—and I

am not being sarcast1c—that it tends to give an impression different

than what the facts are, even though you do not mean it.

For example, with regard to the so-called classified material if I

were sitting out there listening, I would assume that national secrets

were sitting back here and I would begin to worry about whether or

not they were guarded. The fact of the matter is, to the best of my

knowledge, little if any of the material is classified in terms of national

security questions. Some of it may be politically embarrassing.

The CHAIRMAN. The chairman has always said “classified” or

“sensitive.” '

Senator BIDEN. I understand that. But for example, everyone would

assume perhaps that the letter which I gave you, which was from Mr.

Murphy’s file, was very classified or sensitive. I ave that to the chair

man and I hope he ave it back to you, Mr. urphy, because I no

longer have it. I gave it to the Chairman.

But that same letter appears on page 7103 of the Congressional

Record of 1974. Yet it is marked and treated as if it is something that

is supersensitive—not by you, Mr. Chairman; but I think it is import

ant that we let the folks out there who are listening to this on national

public radio understand what we are dealing with.

The time bombs have not yet been delivered. The national security

uestions are not yet sitting back there. There is not a matter there

t at we need armed guards to watch our Senators as we read it. We

are not talking about that scope yet.

I fully concur with the procedure. I will fully comply with the

procedure. I think the chairman is right to set up the procedure. But

I think it is important that we put it into perspective.

Mr. Murphy and I have worked together for many years. I have been

on the Intelligence Committee since its inception. And George, let me

say that this ain’t nothing compared to what you guard upstairs. So

I think we should put this into perspective. It is not quite the way it

sounds. It is not as if somehow one of us trips in the hall and the

aper falls out of our hands, the Nation would be in ieopardv. It is

just not that way. .

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Biden, may I simply remind you that the

chairman is carrying out an agreement that the committee has made

with our President, your President and my President, President

Carter.

Senator BIDEN. I fully concur.

The CHAIRMAN. The conditions under which we have received this

material were laid down by the White House. We have agreed to those

conditions. The Chair was simply attempting to reaffirm that we in

tend to abide by the rules that have been laid down and protect such

material as they say they are releasing to us that may be classified or

sensitive.

Senator SARBANES. Mr. Chairman. may I correct that point?

The CHAIRMAN. There is no question, they have told us we would be

getting highly classified material.

Senator BIDEN. But they have also told us that what we have gotten

thus far. with the exception of a single document. as far as they are

concerned could be made public. Now, I am not saying we should

change the procedure. But there is another example of what I mean.
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There is no “great agreement” with the White House. The White

House said “there is one document we do not want made public, but

you guys can do what you want to do with the rest of it.”

I am willing to keep it all secret. I am used to dealing in spooky

ways with this material. Being on the Intelligence Committee, I am

very adept at that. But I just tell you, I just think we should put it in

perspective. It is not that kind of material that we have.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Biden, you are quite right in that respect.

I have no objection at all, nor would I intend to have, because it is my

correspondence—I would be happy to read into the record, if neces

sary, if we want to take the time to do it. the correspondence that we

had with General Haig and Leon Jaworski on this particular subject.

There is no problem about it whatsoever.

Senator BIn]-ZN. I just wanted to put this thing into perspective. I

wanted to tone down the notions about how significant the material is

that we have back there so far. For example, if I were the general sit

ting out there I would not want the impression abroad that somehow

a truckload of material has been delivered and, oh my God, I wonder

what is in it.

It is not that kind of thing that we have back there.

Senator SARBANES. Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Sarbanes.

Senator SARBANES. I agree with the thrust of what Senator Biden

said. I think a mountain is being made out of a molehill. We received

some material from the White House. The White House, as I under

stand it, says, in effect “You can do with it as you please, but there is

one item that we think ought to be held in confidence.”

The committee, in an abundance of its own caution, I think, agreed

that we would hold this material in confidence and review it. And the

purpose for doing that is not to create needlessly a furor where none

may well be warranted.

It was my understanding, though, that the material would be put

upstairs in the committee room, making it more readily available and

accessible to the members of the committee. I understand from Mr.

Murphy that that will work fine from their point of view, that they

can log it, that it can be reviewed there, and that if and as items con

tained therein are needed by the members for purposes of questioning

or any other purposes, they can be brought here or made available.

The CHAIRMAN. I concur, this is much ado about nothing. So let us

end it right here. The chairman did not even mention this in his open

ing comments. I did‘ not think it worthy of mention. It is an internal

committee matter. But I did mention it at the request of Mr. George

Murphy, who felt we should put on the record that there are documents

out among committee members that have not yet been logged and he

wished a request be made that they be logged.

Senator Helms?

Senator HELMS. Mr. Chairman, I have no questions. But I am just

sitting here thinking of the days when Jim Allen and I used to engage

in colloquy on the Senate floor just to consume time. I have decided

that it is a lot more fun to throw the grenades than to catch them. I

commend the Senator of Delaware. ,

In that light, I yield my time to the distinguished Senator of Dela

ware, so that he may have 30 minutes to question the General.
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Senator BIDEN. I appreciate that a.nd I hope you have your catcher’s

mitt on.

If that means that it is my turn to question, Mr. Chairman, I would

like to begin

Senator Boson wnz. Mr. Chairman, can one Senator yield his time

to another Senator for expanded questioning?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Senator BIDEN. I will not take it if it is a problem. I will come back.

The CHAIRMAN. Whom did you want to have yield to you?

Senator BosCHwI'rz. I thought we were going to question at 15-min

utes a stroke, not a half hour. Then my first stroke will be 15 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. I believe under the rules of the committee, if Sen

ator Helms wishes to yield to another member of this committee he can

do so. If he wishes to yield to another Senator who is not a member of

the committee, it would take unanimous consent of the committee itself

for that purpose.

Senator BIDEN. I appreciate the generosity. But in the interest of

comity, I do not accept. I will come back a second time. Thank you

very much Senator Helims.

General Haig, on the matter of national security information, we

read a considerable amount of press reporting about apparent at

tempts of members of the transition team to influence Presidential

policy—I assume that was the reason—-by leaking information and

documents. It was roundly criticized by all, Democrats and Republi

cans alike. But nonetheless, important information, information that

should have been more closely held, was leaked.

No. 1, if and when you assume office—and I fully expect you will

be confirmed by this committee shortly, today or tomorrow-—what

action if any will you take to stop this kind of action by members of

the transition team or members of the State Department?

General HAIG. Well, with respect to the transition team, I was not in

town when these various leak events occurred. But they are not uncom

mon ‘in an environment where many public officials feel they have a

right to protect the President from himself by indulging in direct

discussions with the press about unauthorized material.

We have seen this problem for some time here in Washington,

probably dating from the start of the Vietnam conflict and the con

troversies associated with it. At least it seems that that is when it

became most intensive, and it has continued. ‘

I think the only thing that can be done on that is to argue that if

an individual is found to have violated the security aspects of his

responsibilities, he probably should be terminated in most cases.

Senator BIDEN. But should we not attempt to find them? How do

we terminate them without finding them? That is a very thorny

question. I would be interested to know what actions you will take

as Secretary of State to assure that those kinds of leaks do not occur.

They offend me. They offend every member of this committee. I

assume they offend those who are in positions of authority in the

administration.

What will we do to stop it?

General HAIG. Well, I think you establish a policy early on; and

hopefully, if you have a tightly knit, well-functioning organization,

the likelihood of that kind of thing is reduced somewhat.
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If there are inherent frustrations in the mechanism, where peo le

have strong views that have not been considered, then I think the risk

of leaks grows. I do not think there is anything in particular that a

Secretary of State can do, other than to make clear what his policies

are, to try to develop a team that is disciplined and loyal in the broad

est sense of those terms, and to be sure that those responsible for con

tributing to the policy mechanism feel their voice has been listened to.

That of course does not mean their views will be accepted.

Senator BIDEN. Well, that would seem to imply tojme——and I do

not disagree with it—that there should be some sense of homogeneity

in the makeup of the highest levels of the State Department, that there

be a continuity of views and opinions. Is that one of the mechanisms

that you would use to in fact thwart the prospect of this?

General HAIG. Not in the sense of your question. As a matter of

fact, I think one is best served by insuring by conscious policy some

divergence of views in the mechanism, to be sure that the hard ques

tions are asked as you engage in policymaking.

Senator BIDEN. But in your experience, is that not where the trouble

us_ually comes? In my experience watching the Carter administration

and the Ford administration and the Nixon administration, the times

when there have been those leaks of secure information

General HAIG. And the Johnson administration.

Senator BIDEN. Well, I was not here during the Johnson admin

istration. I was still in college.

But one of the problems that exists is when there are those divergent

views and those who hold a point of view different from the one taken

by the administration do not succeed, they then go to the press. That

is how it has occurred in my experience in this body for 8 years.

So if you want that divergency of opinion, which is a value I can see,

and you also want to keep national security questions closely held. there

must be some other mechanism you will use to deal with it, because ob

viously, unless something changes overnight. especially if there are

ideologues and there are liberal, conservative, left and right, they will

find an access to grind their ax.

Now, how do you propose to get the two desired goals together, the

desired goal of keeping things closely held or the desired goal of hav

ing a divergency of opinion? -

General HAIG. I think I have touched upon the essential aspects of

your question insofar as executive leadership is concerned.

Senator BIDEN. I beg your pardon?

General HAIG. I have touched upon the leadership elements needed

in this area. In other words. hopefully you build a professional dis

cipline, a loyal team in which there are healthy outlets for participa

tion, and in which policy is explained.

You know, Senator, this comes up all the time in the military sphere:

When are people responsive to their constitutionally designated lead

ers? The real question is how you perform day to day. If you perform

day to day in a way that reinforces your subordinates’ and your team’s

confidence in you. then you will find that on those rare occasions when

time or sensitivity does not offer 'you the opportunity to engage in a

full-blown discussion, they will give you the benefit of the doubt be

cause they have confidence in you.
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Senator BIDEN. Well, General, you know, military men and women

come up through the ranks with a different approach. I think, to their

credit and to your credit as a military person, they tend to be a good

deal more disciplined. It is the nature of the beast. It is the nature of

the process. It is the nature of the indoctrination in the best sense of

the word, the chain of command.

But that has not been the nature of politics. Those very people

about whom you are concerned, as am I, who make the leap from State

Department or agency to Senate or House committee get very deeply

embroiled in the politics of the day, and then go back to the agencies,

are people who do not come from that milieu. They do not come from

that background, that ethic. Consequently, you are going to have a

very serious problem.

Let me put it another way. If in fact the leaks to which I referred—

and without reading them, I would ask that they be put into the

record at this point, the Washington Post article of December 10,

1980. regarding El Salvador and the leaks to Christopher Dickey, in

the New York Times December 9 article. And I will find for the

record the particular person who wrote that. I will get the page num

ber. And the New York Times article, Sunday, December 7, by Richard

Burt, “Reagan Aides Diagnose”—and it goes on from there.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it is so ordered, unless of course

they are classified or sensitive.

Senator BIDEN. Well, the probably are if the are in the New York
Times. They are probably c assified. [Laughter.]Y

[The articles referred to follow :]

[From the Washington Post. Dec. 10r 1980]

Ezwox AssArLs REAGAN Anms ON EL SALVADOR

(By Christopher Dickey)

SAN SALVADOR, Dec. 9.—U.S. Ambassador to El Salvador Robert E. White to

day accused President-elect Ronald Reagan’s advisers of “weakening my au

thority to carry out the policy of [the Carter] administration” in the midst

of a crisis that threatens to destroy the U.S.-backed Salvadoran regime and

could lead to expanding armed conflict and an extremist takeover.

“When civil war breaks out in this country, I hope they get their chance to

serve,” said White, his hands gripping the arms of the chair as he talked to

two American reporters this morning.

His anger was focused on the leak to the press last week of a so-called “hit

list,” prepared by members of the Reagan transition team, that named White

as one of several ambassadors accused of improperly acting as “social re

formers” and slated for removal soon after Reagan’s inauguration Jan. 20.

White, 54, a career diplomat, is also concerned about the unannounced pres

ence in El Salvador last week of Cieto Di Giovanni Jr., a conservative Cen

tral American analyst with ties to several members of the Reagan transition

team. White and other U.S. officials here said Di Giovanni had presented him

self as being on an official mission for the incoming administration.

The message he carried, said a embassy official who met Di Giovanni during

his visit, was that the Reagan team’s public denials of support for a rightist

military coup should be disregarded.

A spokesman for the Broad National Front, a leading right-wing organiza

tion, implied Di Giovanni was here to gather information for Reagan that would

balance that provided by the Carter administration.

Reached in Washington, Reagan -State Department transition team head

Robert Neumann, repeating last week’s denials, said today that the leaked

“hit list” was neither policy nor official team recommendation. ‘He said the

documents were “a collection of individual papers” written by team members
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and represented “the first cut” of opinions that may be part of the final recom

mendations sent to Reagan.

Also contacted in Washington, Di Giovanni said that he had gone to El Sal

vador on personal business and that he "did not represent Reagan nor have I

ever represented Reagan” in this or any other mission. A former CIA official

who served six years in South America, Di Giovanni said he currently operates

a “security consultants” firm that helps Salvadoran businessmen learn to pro

tect themselves against terorist atacks.

Neumann also said that Di Giovanni “certainly wasn't sent by us” on a trip

to El Salvador or anywhere else. Apparently referring to similar reports that

have plagued the Reagan team over the past several weeks, Neumann said

“we have half a dozen pretend emissaries all over the world who are complete

hoaxes.”

Another transition team member said that Di Giovanni, who has published

a number of articles critical of Carter’s policy in Central America, including

one in the current edition of The Washington Quarterly coauthored with Rea

gan foreign policy advisor Roger Fontaine, informed the team he was traveling

to El Salvador and asked if he could carry message.

“Not only was he not authorized” to speak for the incoming administration

the team member said, “he was strongly discouraged” from making the trip

because it was “thought perhaps he would be misunderstood.”

The vehemence of White's charges indicate both the extent of the tension

here and the depth of policy disagreements between the outgoing and incoming

administrations in this part ofthe world. The situation also illustrates the

strong belief of the right here that Reagan will abruptly change U.S. policy

in the region.

After a year of widespread political violence and uncertainty, the current

Salvadoran crisis began with the murder last month of five prominent leftist

political leaders. It became extremely grave a week ago when four American

women missionary workers were savagely tortured and killed.

U.S. aid to the government was suspended pending an investigation of the

murders, and a special high-level U.S. diplomatic mission was sent here to look

into the question of institutionalized violence and the government’s stability.

The team left El Salvador today and is expected to report to Carter later in the

week.

The entire government of El Salvador is in the process of restructuring it

self, and its final composition could be decisive not only in determining the im

mediate future of El Salvador but of the entire Central American region, because

of the danger of the conflict of the danger of the conflict here spilling over into

other countries.

The Carter administration has sought to establish and nurture a moderate

coalition government of civilian and military men, which as instituted sweeping

reforms in the 14 months since the ouster of Gen. Carlos Humberto Romero’s

corrupt conservative regime.

U.S. backing of the government, a five-member junta composed of two Christian

Democratic politicians, an independent and two military representatives, has been

largely successful White believes, in undercutting what was a growing threat of

leftist insurrection.

But both the left and the right have sought to undermine this policy. The

orientation of the regime has become increasingly conservative, and since early

November the extreme right has been marshalling forces both inside and outside

the government to launch a coup to take control.

“Right now,” White said, “in this critical juncture when there is clearly a lot

of pressure -being placed on military officers to move this government to the

right, the various mixed and contradictory signals coming out of various people

who think they speak for the Reagan administration have accentuated this

problem and made the crisis much sharper.”

White called a statement during a television interview by Reagan's top foreign

policy adviser, Richard Allen, a helpful step in clearing up some of the mis

perceptions and confusion.

Allen, acting indirectly on a request by White, said on ABC's “Issues and

Answers” that the Reagan administration will follow “a balanced policy . . .

In the case of El Salvador the alternative to the existing junta today is ex

tremism on either side.”

But White said that the leaked report about ambassadors. reportedly prepared

by Reagan State Department team member Pedro San Juan, “has struck a
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heavy blow at the Christian Democrats and moderate milit-ary officers" strug

gling to avoid a coup by undermining White’s ability to reinforce their position.

This, White believes, will ultimately play into the hands of the radical left.

“Progressive elements in the government, with our solid backing, have sought

to defeat the violent left by instituting profound reforms designed to improve

the terrible social conditions in this country that foster insurrection,” White

said.

These policies, which included one of the most sweeping land reform programs

in Latin American history, the nationalization of the banks and of foreign com

merce, “have succeeded,” White said, “to the extent that the chances are over

whelming that the next administration will not have to confront the type of

lefist threat ‘that the Carter Administration h-ad to confront over the past year

“The policy of supporting a new model, a non-Marxist, prodemocratic model

of profound social, political and economic changes has been successful in

defeating the leftist drive,” White said.

About attempts to put an end to "Officially sponsored or tolerated violence”

by the government White was less optimistic following the murders of the

churchwomen and “six leftist leaders in broad daylight in the middle of El

Salvador.”

“This has brought into question whether there exists authority, will and

ability to control these terrible abuses and this is the critical question before

us,” White said.

[From the New York Times, Dec. 10, 1980]

U.S. ENVOY IN SALVADOR Crmncns REAGAN TEAM Is UNDERCUTTING HIM

SAN SAVADOB, Dec. 9.—The American Ambassador here charged today that a

report by President-elect Reagan’s transition team that urged a reduction in the

influence of human rights advocates in the State Department was undercutting

him in El Salvador.

The Ambassador, Robert E. White, said the report, prepared by Mr. Reagan's

State Department transition team, was making it difficult for him to influence

moderates and was encouraging right-wing elements in the country, who he said

were organizing a coup.

“When civil war breaks out in this country, I hope they get their chance to

serve,” Mr. White said in an interview, alluding to the Reagan aides.

REPORT ADVISED REPLACING WHITE

In another report prepared by the transition team, Mr. White was on a list of

ambassadors to be replaced because of their outspoken positions on human rights

and social change.

Mr. White, a 54-year-old career Foreign Service diplomat, was directly criti

cized for supporting land redistribution and nationalization of the banking

system.

Last March, a few days before Mr. White assumed his post here, the civilian

military junta converted the largest estates into peasant cooperatives and took

over ownership of 51 percent of the banks. The junta has also nationalized for

eign export trade.

Declaring that the plans “have been opposed every inch of the way by million

aire exiles in Guatemala and Miami who have sponsored, hired and directed

death squads,” Ambassador White said the changes were “designed to improve

the terrible social conditions in this country that foster insurrection.”

José Napoleon Duarte, a leader of the anti-Communist Christian Democratic

Party and a member of the junta, said yesterday that the changes, which began

with the overthrow of a right-wing general in October 1979, are part of a “revo

lution” that he described as being “nonviolent, non-Marxist” and “not being

against the United States.”

Mr. White said today that “the policy of supporting a new model, a non

Marxist, pro-democratic model of profound social, political and economic cahnges

has been successful in defeating the leftist drive here,” and has given the coun

try “a basis on which to reject the Marxist-Leninist program.”

Not everyone here agrees that the land redistribution program has been suc

cessful or that the leftist insurgency has been defeated. A Latin-American diplo

mat said, for example, that land policies have not hurt the left. He explained

that the Government had not yet implemented the most significant phase, giving
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ownership to 150,000 Peasant families who are currently tenant farmers or share

croppers.

LEE1'IST THREAT SAID TO DECLINE

But Mr. White said today that the American policies here "have succeeded

to the extent that the chances are overwhelming that the Administration will

not have to confront the type of leftist threat that the Carter Administration

had to confront over -the past year.”

He said, however, that the transition team report and the fact that his name

appeared on a “hit list” of “supposed social reformers, struck a heavy blow at

the Christian Democrats and moderate military officers seeking a centrist solu

tion to the problems of El Salvador.”

On Saturday, a liberal, Col. Arnaldo Majano, was ousted from the junta. Colo

nel Majano blamed extreme rightists who “hold key positions in the Government

and the military.” Earlier this week Mr. Duarte said the “extreme right is right

now training for a coup they will execute within three weeks.”

“The danger is very real,” Ambassador White said in this morning’s interview.

“There is a lot of pressure being pl-aced on military officers to move this Govern

ment to the right.”

Significantly, Ambassador White revealed today that retired Maj. Robert

D’Aubuisson is now in the country. The 37-year-old former Salvadoran Army

intelligence officer has been accused by the State Department of being a “leading

figure in an organization suspected of association with violent actions in El Sal

vador and is believed to have played a role in two attempted coup d’états.”

Mr. Duarte said yesterday that a takeover by the right would in the long run

benefit the left, which would gain more support from Salvadorans and the inter

national community. “The right would impose totalitarianism, a dictatorship,”

that would eventually lead to civil war “in which 200,000 people will die,” he

said.

Intense American pressure has blocked two right-wing coup attempts here, but

Ambassador White declared today, “the transition team attack on our policy in

El Salvador” has undermined “my ability to influence events and keep making a

policy which has worked reasonably well over the last nine months.”

Adding to the confusion about what Mr. Reagan's policy toward El Salvador

will be is the current visit here by Cleto DiGiovanni, Jr., a former Central Intel

ligence Agency officer.

In a recent article written with an adviser to Mr. Reagan, Roger Fontaine,

that appeared in The Washington Quarterly, Mr. DiGiovanni said that “a pro

U.S. military Government in El Salvador which had been economically viable

has been replaced by a center-left Government. . .” that has “brought the country

to near economic ruin by desperate and sweeping reforms.”

[From the New York Times, Dec. 7, 1980]

SOVIET'S MILITARY BUILDUP A MAJOR Issm: roe REAGAN

(By Richard Burt)

WASHINGTON, Dec. 6.——The steady growth of Soviet military power, a matter of

prime concern to the incoming administration of President-elect Ronald Reagan,

has emerged as one of the most troubling problems facing the United States and

its Western allies.

Moscow’s military buildup, in the view of some American specialists, could sig

nify an ideologically inspired drive for political domination. In the view of others

it reflects a sense of insecurity deeply rooted in Russian history.

Also not easily answered is the question which country is the more powerful:

the Soviet Union, with 3,658,000 in the armed services, based on conscription for

two or three years and an obligation in the reserves to the age of 50; or the

United States, with its force of 2,050,000 volunteers.

AN ISSUE OF NATIONAL CONCERN

In the area of nuclear weapons there is agreement that the Soviet Union has

attained ‘“strategic parity” with the United States.

In conventional forces, the Soviet Union is ahead in numbers of weapons and

troops. But this superiority is viewed as offset by American technological su

premacy. The Soviet Union is trying to catch up and in such categories as

ground-combat vehicles is said to have surpassed the United States.
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As the Presidential election campaign illustrated, the debate over Soviet mili

tary power has become an issue of national concern. '

In part the focus on Moscow’s military might reflects concern in the Pentagon

and in Congress over the status of the American military, with some asserting

that American forces have declined in size, quality and readiness.

However, the Soviet Union’s buildup has also fostered questions over its stra

tegic goals in the last 15 years it is said to have pursued a sustained program of

expanding its nuclear deterrent and its conventional forces.

Four years ago a debate was stirred in American intelligence circles after a

group of academic specialists was asked by George Bush, then Director of Cen

tral Intelligence and now Vice President-elect, to appraise Soviet military poten

tial and intentions. The group, known as Team B, concluded that the C.I.A. and

other agencies had underestimated the Soviet buildup and that Moscow was bent

on achieving strategic superiority.

DEBATE ON SOVIET INTENTIONS

On one side of the present debate, specialists such as Richard E. Pipes, a Har

vard professor who advises Mr. Reagan and who directed the Team E effort,

point to Moscow’s buildup to assert that it harbors aggressive designs.

Other specialists, including Arthur Macy Cox, a former State Department and

C.I.A. analyst, contend that there is a danger of exaggerating the Soviet buildup.

They assert that Moscow, from its point of view, faces threats from nearly every

direction and feels it must rely on military power.

As much as a fifth of the Soviet military budget, it is estimated, is directed

not against the West but against China. And Soviet forces in Europe have

another peripheral function: keeping the Eastern European allies in line.

Most of the Soviet units added to the area since 1967 were sent in during the

Warsaw Pact invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968. Soviet forces in Eastern Europe

would also be likely to participate in any intervention in Poland that the Soviet

Union might decide to make.

Moscow’s nuclear potential is constrained, in some respects, by Soviet-Ameri

can arms agreements.

The 1972 treaty on antiballistic missiles puts limits on these defensive systems,

and both sides appear willing to continue to comply with the 1972 interim ac

cord on long-range offensive missiles, which set existing arms totals as ceilings:

2,358 for the Soviet Union and 1,710 for the United Sta-tes. That accord did not

cover long-range bombers.

The Reagan Administration, Republican leaders say, will scrap the 1979 treaty

that was signed by President Carter but has not been ratified. I-t calls for limit

ing each side to a total of 2,250 missiles and bombers. However, Republican

aides have indicated that talks on a new agreement, possibly containing lower

ceilings, could begin soon after Mr. Reagan en-ters the White House.

The 1962 crisis over the Soviet placement of missiles in Cuba, which ended

when the Russians, confronted with superior American power, agreed to with

draw the missiles, is thought to have marked a turn in the Soviet-American

arms competition.

Although the United States was building up at a faster rate in the early

1960's, the Soviet Union soon began to take the initiative Intelligence Specialists

believe that, after the 1962 crisis and the ouster of Nikita Khrushchev from

power in 1964. Moscow’s leaders vowed that never again would the Soviet Union

allow itself to be humiliated by the United States.

Consequently, during Leonid I. Brezhnev’s tenure, the Soviet military budget

is estimated to have grown by 3 or 4 percent annually in the late 1960’s and in

the 1970’s. *

Noting this growth, William R. Perry, Under Secretary of Defense for Research

and Engineering, said recently that Moscow had outspent Washington on defense

by $240 billion in the 1970’s.

DISTORTION OF MANPOWER COSTS

This and other estimates are challenged by Mr. Cox and Franklyn D. Holzman,

an economist at the Harvard Russian Research Center. They contend that the

C.I.A.'S practice of calculating the size of the Soviet military budget in the equiv

alent dollars it would cost the United States exaggerates the cost of manpower,

which is paid less in the Soviet Union.
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Mr. Holzman and other experts agree that, with an economy 60 percent that of

the United States, the Soviet Union now spends at least as much for the armed

forces as the United States, or the equivalent of $165 billion a year.

Secretary of Defense Harold Brown said early this year that the balance be

tween the United States and the Soviet Union should not be viewed in isolation but

rather in the context of the respective allied military efforts.

According to Pentagon experts, the allies in Western Europe spent $76 billion

for defense last year compared with $20 billion by the East Europeans. The Inter

national Institute for Strategic Studies says that the Atlantic alliance’s total

spending thus slightly exceeds that of the Warsaw Pact.

At the same time, the institute contends that the Soviet bloc spends its military

funds more efficiently because it uses standardized Soviet equipment.

Interviews with American intelligence aides, defense officials and academic

specialists indicate that Moscow has increased its power in nearly every military

sector. ‘ ~

NUCLEAR ARMS

Whether the Soviet Union will be satisfied with strategic parity is a subject of

debate. In the view of Professor Pipes and of Paul H. Nitze, who has held high

level posts at the Pentagon and the State Department, the Soviet Union is well on

its way to superiority.

Last month, however, Soviet officials told visiting Americans, including several

Reagan advisers, that strategic parity was all they wanted. They said the Soviet

Union would _not allow the United States to achieve strategic superiority.

While the Soviet Union had fewer than 500 land-based and submarine-launched

missiles in 1965, it now has 1,398 intercontinental missiles and 1,003 submarine

based weapons. It also has 156 long-range bombers.

Included in its array are 600 SS—18 and SS—19 missiles. These are thought to

have enough warheads and to be accurate enough to pose a threat to American

land-based missiles : the 1,000 Minutemen and the 54 Titans.

The United States’ arsenal also includes 656 submarine-based missiles and 338

long-range bombers.

Pentagon aides have confirmed preliminary Soviet testing of a new generation

of land-based missiles, including one roughly the size of the United States’ pro

posed MX mobile missile.

The Russians are also reported to be working on systems for finding and attack

ing American nuclear-missile submarines. But Pentagon officials believe that ‘the

submarines will be invulnerab-le through the 1980's.

In the area of strategic defenses, the Soviet Union is reportedly modernizing

its force of 64 antiballistic missiles around Moscow and is also said to be develop

ing laser weapons for use against orbiting satellites.

Although analysts disagrees over the effectiveness of the Soviet civil-defense

effort, most accept Secretary of Defense Brown's estimate that it is 10 times

larger than the American program.

AIR AND LAND FORCES

While expanding its strategic arsenal. Moscow has maintained an advantage

in conventional land and air forces. Since 1967, it has added five divisions, more

than 50,000 troops, for a total deployment of 30 divisions against Western Europe.

In 1967, there were 25 Soviet divisions along the Chinese border, now there are 46.

The expansion of Soviet air might has also been impressive.

Although Moscow has long had more fighter planes than the United States and

its Western European allies, most of these planes were designed for defense and

lacked the range and payload of Western models. In recent years. the Soviet

Air Force has added new multirole fighters, such as the MIG-27 and the sukhoi

19, which are thought to rival Western jets.

The Russians, according to the International Institute for Strategic Studies,

have 5,000 planes assigned to tactical missions, compared with 3,700 United

States planes.

Both air forces maintain most of their planes in Europe. In addition, the So

viet Union maintains three tactical air units along the Chinese frontier. The

Americans have the Fifth Air Force in Japan, Okinawa and South Korea and the

13th Air Force in the Philippines.

In Europe, the quantitative advantage is with the Warsaw Pact forces, which

have deployed 1,350 fighter-bombers, 2,050 interceptors and 550 reconnaissance
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planes. The Atlantic alliance has 1,602 fighter-bombers, 386 interceptors and 263

reconnaissance planes. _ _

On the ground, the Soviet Army is said to be eroding the West’s technological

supremacy. Pentagon aides say the United States‘ new XM—1 tank is the finest

in the world, but they praise the Soviet T—72 and add that the Soviet BMP

armored personnel carrier is unmatched in the West.

Over all, the Soviet Union has 50,000 tank-s, the United States 11,759.

In Europe, the NATO-Warsaw Pact balance again favors the Soviet side. The

Soviet Union and its East European allies have 19,500 tanks compared with

7,000 Western tanks.

United States officers note that while the Army has unsuccessfully spent almost

a decade seeking funds for a new generation of chemical weapons, the Soviet

chemical arsenal has been modernized.

NAVAL FORCES

Virtually a coastal defense force until 1958, the Soviet Navy now outnumbers

the American fleet in major surface warships, 289 to 173. But the American fleet

has 13 aircraft carriers, compared with two in the Soviet Navy, and the United

States Navy is still judged to be superior in firepower, logistics and the ability

to operate for extended periods.

John M. Collins, an expert at the Congressional Research Service, recently

concluded that, for the Soviet Union, “lengthy large-scale operations would be

next to impossible in sea areas remote from friendly port facilities.”

The Soviet Navy is gradually acquiring such facilities, including the former

American base at Cam Ranh Bay in Vietnam and a port in Ethiopia’s Dahlak

Islands in the Red Sea.

SACRIFICES FOR SECURITY

Will Moscow be able to sustain this effort through the coming decade? Some

analysts, such as Mr. Holzman at Harvard, assert that if it threatened, it

would take whatever steps were judged necessary to match a Western buildup.

The experts note that the Soviet military sector has higher and more advanced

standards of production than the civilian economy and that the Soviet leader

-ship possesses the political power over the population to compel sacrifice.

According to Brig. Gen. William E. Odom, a former military attaché in Mos

cow who became a national security aide in the Carter White House, Soviet

society has become “militarized” in many respects.

Writing in the Government periodical Problems of Communism in the fall of

1979, General Odom said: “An enormous military-educational complex is emerg

ing in the Soviet Union today. It holds a commanding position in graduate as

well as undergraduate training; it permeates the civil secondary-school system

and ties up more than one-fourth of the population in voluntary work in support

of military skill ‘training, and it touches every Soviet citizen by en-tangling him

in the nationwide civil defense structure.

Many specialists caution that such military strides must be measured against

internal and external constraints. For instance, there is‘agreement that Moscow

will face several obstacles in increasing its military effort in the 1980's.

Among these problems are the shrinking size of the population group of military

age, a potential energy shortage, declining industrial productivity and persistent

farm problems.

Listing these problems in a recent issue of Problems of Communism. Seweryn

Bialer, a professor at Columbia University, concluded: “As growth of the Sov-iet

economy slows in the 1980’s, the leadership of the country will have smaller

increments of the gross national product to allocate to investment expenditures.”

In campaign speeches, Mr. Reagan and Mr. Bush said the shifting military

balance created opportunities for Moscow to project its power in third-world

areas such as Afghanistan and Angola.

Henry A. Kissinger, former Secretary of State, and Alexander M. Haig, Jr..

former Supreme Allied Commander in Europe, have also suggested that Moscow

is in a position to achieve political gains through its military buildup by forcing

concessions from weaker conutries.

A different perspective is offered by George F. Kennan, former Ambassador

to Moscow and an expert in Soviet history and political affairs. Early this year

he said the Soviet drive into Afghanistan reflected “defensive rather than offen

sive impulses.” He based this on the view that the Soviet Union has been forced
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to confront a succession of real and potential threats, ranging from the 1941

German invasion, to the creation of the Atlantic alliance in 1949 and the emerg

ence of a hostile China in the 1960’s. _

Moscow’s most serious concern is said to be the growth of a four-sided global

alliance consisting of the United States, Western Europe, Japan and China.

“The Soviet Union has thus encountered some serious contradictions,” accord

ing to Helmut Sonnenfeldt and William G. Hyland, who served as aides to

Mr. Kissinger. In a monograph published by the International Institute for

Strategic Studies, they said:

“On the one hand, Moscow’s military power has grown both absolutely and

relatively. Moscow’s reach has made itself felt in distant places, and favorable

tides may be running on the U.S.S.R.'S southern rim.”

“On the other hand, there is a budding relationship among the Soviet Union’s

principal adversaries——Western Europe, Japan, China and the United States.

The Soviet Union seems to recognize this, but how she will handle it is far

from clear.”

LIMITED NUCLEAR WAR: THE Moscow APPROACH

Moscow, Dec. 6.—Does the Soviet Union’s doctrine contemplate fighting, and

winning, a limited nuclear war, as some Western specialists contend?

A Soviet military expert who consented to be interviewed on the subject said

Moscow’s doctrine did not.

The expert, Lieut. Gen. Mikhail A. Milshtein, director of the Political-Military

Department of the Institute on the United States and Canada, a research and

policy-advisory organization, said in an interview Aug. 24 that those Western

experts who thought otherwise were citing obsolete Soviet writings. He said they

had been superseded by unambiguous Soviet documents and statements of recent

years.

General Milshtein, who is retired from the army, said it would be wrong in

particular to rely on the book “Military Strategy” by Marshal Vasily D. 'Sokolov

sky, Chief of Staff in the 1950’s. Terming the book obsolete. General Milshtein

said it was written “at the dawn of nuclear weaponry.” He added :

“Soviet doctrine regards nuclear weapons as something that must never be used.

They are not an instrument for waging war in any rational sense. They are not

weapons with which one can achieve foreign policy goals.

“Of course. if we are forced to use them, in reply to their first use by an aggres

sor, we shall use them, with all their consequences, for the punishment of the

aggressor.” ,

Senator BIDEN. I am sure you must be familiar with the substance

of the articles. So assume that such a leak takes place the day after

you take office. What do you do, before you have had a chance to instill

this esprit de corps, this sense of command and loyalty?

I am not being facetious, General. I think it is a real problem. <~

General HAIG. Of course it is, and it has plagued many Presidents.

It plagued President Carter.

Senator BIDEN. That is right. and each has attempted to deal with

it in a different way. I am interested in what your way of dealing

with it will be.

General HAIG. Well, I think my way of dealing with it will be above

all to work within the organizational structure along the lines I spoke

to you about.

Incidentally, the comments I made are not peculiar to the military.

I just spent a year in corporate life, and I found that in a happy, well

managed organization of 200.000 people were were not plagued with

these things. So it is not peculiar to the military.

The point I was making about the military was, people say, What

is leadership, what really makes an effective leader? Well, albove all

what makes an effective leader is to establish credibility and confidence

among his subordinates, so that, when they are not able to be given
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the kind of explanations we would hope to provide day to day, they

will nevertheless give him the benefit of the doubt and will follow him.

Senator BIDEN. General, in spite of your command presence, you

wfjill probably have difficulty imbuing that within a day after taking

0 ce.

General HAIG. Maybe even within a year. -

Senator BIDEN. By the way, one of the up sides of you so far as I am

concerned is I really do think, all joking aside, that you really do have

a command presence. You do have a sense of force. You do have the

ability to communicate what you think and how strongly you feel. And

you do communicate the sense that if in fact you were crossed there

would be real -problems. I think that is all good.

Now, having said that, you are not likely to be able to communicate

that instantaneously. There are still going to be these folks running

around establishing their own little kingdoms. And if you doubt that,

ask your good buddy sitting behind you, who dealt with it for years

as the Secretary of another agency that had less classified secrets, but

more problems. You know, everybody is building up -his own little

fiefdom. '

Now, what happens if, a week after you are in, these kinds of leaks

come out? What do you do, you, General Haig?

General HAIG. I think I would express my concern about those

leaks. I think I would make it clear to our subordinates that they are

not tolerable.

Senator BIDEN. Do we go look for them?

General HAIG. I do not know how that can be done very success

fully, Senator. I think there are others who might wish to look for

them. I know President Carter launched several investigations. I know

President Ford launched several investigations. And you know Presi

dent Nixon did. [Laughter.]

But that is the problem of the domestic agencies which are charged

with those responsibilities.

Senator BIDEN. Would you call in the FBI, for example?

General HAIG. Well, I think the FBI has a responsibility for internal

security.

Senator BIDEN. I do too. I would hope you would call them in. That

is what I am trying to get to. '

General HAIG. Oh, sure. But that is not my task.

Senator BIDEN. It sure is. It happens on your watch, General. You

are the guy who has to make the decision.

Gentral HAIG. Well, then, I would make those very, very clearly

known to the White House or to counsel. And if they sought to

indulge in investigations of leaks in a formal sense by established

authorities, and I was convinced -and my counsel were convinced that

abuses would not result, why sure.

But I think my area of responsibility as Secretary of State is to

manage a Department, with the ‘help of a sound deputy, and to estab

lish and encourage conformance with procedures which will enhance

professionalism and not result in this kind of leakage.

Senator BIDEN. One of the big problems we have—and I am going

to be leaving this hearing -and coming back, because a man named

Casey is going to be director of another very important Government

agency, of which I am on the comparable Senate Committee and am

72-015 0 - 81 _ 20
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the No. 3 Democrat. I have been very involved in the Intelligence

Committee since its inception.

One of the things we are grappling with over there is whether or

not we should write a law that deals with this whole question by fi r

ing that maybe if we cannot get to the leaker we can get the lea ee.

That is, if we cannot nail down the person within the agency who gave

the information to the press, then we should go after the press.

That is, that there should be legislation like the Official Secrets Act,

which says that the press cannot print material that it knows to be

classified, but is yet given to them in an unauthorized manner.

What is your view on that subject?

General HAIG. Well. I gather you are referring to something on the

model of the British Official Secrets Act or something of that kind?

Senator BIDEN. That is correct.

General HAIG. My own view, Senator, has always been that the

press will print what it is given. And the problem is not with the

press, but with those who give.

Senator BIDEN. But what if the press is given a document that is

marked “top secret, classified” and it is in fact very secret. We cannot

determine who gave it to the press, but we know that Reporter X on

the New York Times was given it because he or she reprints it in full.

Should we take action against that reporter or that paper?

General HAIG. As a general rule, it is my view that the written press

in America, which has evolved over some 204 years, is a self-policing

mechanism. And when a member of that press corps indulges in irre

sponsible reporting, his colleagues, his contemporaries and all with

whom he works soon label him for what he is and he pays his price.

I think the worst thing we can do is to butt in from the Federal

Government side on issues of constitutional freedom of the press.

Senator BIDEN. So what you are saying, if I understand it, because

my ti-me is up, is you believe we should not attempt to write a law that

would make that reporter criminally liable for publishing that

document?

- General HAIG. I would prefer not to get myself wrapped around

an issue that I haven’t studied. And concerning the dialog that is

going on in your committee, if you are discussing such a thing, I just

do not have access to it. I gave you as a general rule my feelings that

the written press in America is best at policing itself.

Senator BIDEN. My time is up. And you are very good, General,

because general rules do not make much difference, because the only

time we get in trouble is during those exceptions. I will be back to

find out what your specific rule is on your general rule.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

General HAIG. OK. Same time, same station.

Senator BIDEN. Yes, public radio.

The -CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Biden.

Senator Hayakawa.

Senator HAYAKAWA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Haig, during these many hours we have spent in this hearing

room you have answered dozens and dozens of questions about what

you feel is the proper U.S. policy for dealing with virtually all of the

major nations of the world. There have been times when you have

refused to commit yourself to a position and there are times when
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you have let us know that the subject is too sensitive to discuss in

an open forum.

In other instances you were forthright in saying that these are

things you ought to discuss with the President before discussing

them publicly. There have been hours when you have sat patiently,

Mr. Haig, while members of this committee debated among them

selves about the necessity of examining your past even more closely,

for example, -to subpena or not to subpena. You have been through

this with patience -and understanding, Mr. Haig, which I have

admired.

You have behaved as a gentleman, as a soldier, as a statesman. I

sh-are the feeling, I am sure, with the rest of my colleagues that you

have done a damn good job during these long days of very difficult

circumstances.

I think the time has come for us to ask ourselves, why are we

having these hearings. The purpose, as I understand it, is to learn

whether or not you have the background, the grasp of the issues, the

intelligence and the integrity to become our next Secretary of State.

I believe your opening statement, coupled with your long hours

of testimony and our knowledge of your background and accomplish

ments, have given the members of this committee, as well as the press

and the American public, a very clear view of where you stand and

what you stand for. I am quite sure there are hundreds ‘more ques

tions that could be asked about what our country’s foreign policy

should be in the years ahead.

But to be honest with ourselves, as we very well know, the dance

of diplomacy is not a solo dance. It -is a very delicate one, to be per

formed in coordination with other states and other statesmen. Obvi

ously, you are not able to predict any more than we what forms

many of our relationships with other nations are going to take in the

years or even in the months ahead.

In few nations of the world does the baton of power pass as easily

as it will in the United States on January 20. We can only wonder,

for instance, who will be leading Iran a year from now or even a

few months from now, and what goals and policies the Iranian

Government will have at that time.

All we can really talk about here with any sure knowledge is the

past. And that past can be, as you have said, entirely irrelevant to

the future.

So far as I am concerned, Mr. Haig. we have done our duties. We

have examined your credentials. And Mr. Chairman. in general terms

we have learned what. you foresee for the current policy of the United

States. We could go on with this for days, weeks, even months, but

we would be no closer to knowing what you will bring to the job of

Secretary of State than we know today.

So. Mr. Secretary-designate, while I have found these sessions to be

both informative and interesting. I for one do not think you can give

us any more time than you already have. I would like to hear more

from you on such important subjects as our relations with our very

close and old allies, Australia and New Zealand, with the ASEAN

nations of Malaysia, Thailand, Singapore, Indonesia, and the Philip

pines, and with the newly independent island nations of the Pacific.
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I am concerned about our relations with Mexico, a nation for which

I have the warmest feeling. I hope in the future months and years

ahead We 'shall have the opportunity to discuss these issues at length.

But as far as I am concerned, Mr. Secretary-designate, on will

make an outstanding Secretary of State. I believe that, working with

President Reagan, you will restore strength and honor to this coun

try’s foreign policy and to its image abroad. I am sure at least that

that is what your goals will be.

Yet none of us can be naive enough or arrogant enough to believe

that you can know at this time all of the solutions to all of the prob

lems that lie in wait for us.

As I said last Saturday, Mr. Chairman, I believe we must act ex

peditiously on Mr. H-aig’s confirmation, since to do otherwise would

0 nothing to facilitate the performance of his tasks.

Therefore, Mr. Haig, I do not plan to question you further. I thank

you again for the forthright manner in which you have responded to

our questions.

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of my time.

General HAIG. Thank you, Senator Hayakawa.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Hayakawa, for that excellent

statement. I concur with every single word of it.

Senator Glenn?

Senator GLENN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General, first 1 want to congratulate you on bearing with us throu h

out all of this. It is a long -and tiring experience going on day a er

day, trying to do other things in the evening, getting briefed, getting a

team together. I think you are to be congratulated on bearing with us

on this. We do persist because it is an important matter.

In your statement, I guess you were anticipating many of the mili

tary questions that would be asked of you. I for one look at it as

good that we are going to have a military man with this finger on the

nuclear trigger, as it was put yesterday. I do not look at that as being

bad, because I think you know the horrors of war. I do not think you

are liable to be panicked into doin something that would be stupid

in a moment of duress. So I wants to make that point first.

The concentration on military questions, to which you concentrated

to some extent in your openin statement, would indicate to me if we

ever get to a really military so ution, it could indicate a failure in our

diplomacy.

As I mentioned to you yesterday, I think that we perhaps live in a

time—and I would say that my questioning in this round is going to

be of a far more philosophical and longer-term bent than we have

addressed so far. I indicated to you at the end of my questioning

period yesterday that I would appreciate your views on what you see

as some of the longer-term tides of history that may be abroad or

rampant in the world right now. And I think that there are such tides

that may do a great deal more toward determining foreign policy for

our Nation and many others along with us than many of the day-in,

day—out usual problems on which we have concentrated through 99

percent of the hearings.

Do you have any comments on that, as to what you see developing

in the world in the longer term and longer-term trends that have come

up in the last few years, for instance?
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General HAIG. Yes, sir, I do. I will put aside the fundamental for

eign policy issues I had touched upon in my opening statement, which

I would certainly include as both short- -and long-term problems. _

I think perhaps the largest, the most pervasive problem by which

mankind will be increasingly wrenched is our declining ability to meet

human needs in the areas of food, raw materials and resources, coun

terpoised against what are clearly rising expectations of growing

populations. I think this is the grist from which many of the con

troversies in the period ahead will evolve.

I have made the point that the challenge facing executive leaders

in free nations throughout the world, to justly and responsibly dis

tribute the product of the success of our system among our peoples,

is perhaps our most pervasive day-to-day dilemma.

Another key trend is the explosion in communications, and the im

pact that has had on politics at large and in particular, in reinforcing

the populist, as distinguished from the Burke-an model, where we

find politicians who put their finger to the wind every day, each

morning assess what Mr. Cronkite said the night before on the tube,

and rush to the legislative trough to respond to the current mood of

their constituents.

I would hope in the period ahead that American politicians would

reread Edmund Burke and recognize that they must be influenced not

only by the will and mood of their electorate, but also by the dictates

of their conscience. I think this is an increasing challenge in a modern

world of exploding communications.

Clearly, technology is both the most promising and most worrisome

phenomenon of the modern age, not just because of the devastating

impact of nuclear weapons, but beyond that into the opportunities of

medicine, human research, even to the sometimes troublesome aspects

of the shaping of our Creator’s own blessings to mankind.

I think all of these things have to be very high on the agenda of our

attention, our concern and our willingness to deal with them in a forth

right and honest way.

Senator GLENN. Well, I think those are good and those are three that

I had on my own little list.

Let me add a cou le of others to you and discuss them with you.

\What role does religion play? Let me give you my views on this. First

let me disagree completely. In thinking about what is going on in the

world in religion, we look back on the Children’s Crusade, and things

such as that in history and find that some of the blackest pages in his

tory have been written in the name of religion.

I think if we see one thing rampant in the world today, that affects

so many nations, it is some of the changing religious thoughts and pat

terns. We see an arc of crisis across the subcontinent of Asia, as it has

been called, that could also be termed an arc of religious crisis.

There are some 650 or 720 million people of the Islamic faith. They

extend from Morocco to Mindanao in the Philippines. The differences

in religious viewpoints between the Jewish faith and the Arab world

are at the heart of those difficulties, long-term-Wise I am speaking about

now. as to what created Israel and so on.

The Pope goes to Warsaw. He goes all over the world. He is a very

conservative Pope. In Russia they say there is no God. In Iran they say

we are the great Satan in this country.
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I read an article the other day that was interesting. Even African

tribes with comparatively little contact with the outside world, some of

them are returning to a more fundamentalist view of animism from

days past. And we have the moral majority in our own country, who

called for fundamentalist values and so on.

I do not think we can say this is some freak occurrence. There is

something big going on all over the world, it seems to me. I do not know

what tack this -takes, but I think it is vital in the formation of foreign

policy. In many nations, in fact, it is the fundamental factor. Iran’s

and Iraq’s differences are even in part due to fundamental values within

one religious faith.

In thinking about this a little bit over the weekend, I even thought it

might be good to have an Assistant Secretary or an Under Secretary of

Comparative Religions in the State Department. Maybe we need a pas

tor, priest, rabbi, mullah, somebody in the State Department to bounce

ideas off of with religions, because the religious beliefs of people are so

fundamental and so basic that it just seems to me they determine much

of foreign policy or are going to, regardless of what we do with regard

to nuclear nonproliferation that we discussed yesterday, and all of

these different areas.

The three areas that you mentioned I agree with completely. I also

would see whether you agree with me in this area of religion. What

do we do about this? This is so fundamental that it will determine

foreign policy regardless of what we do in other areas, whether we

give aid or do not give aid and so on. But if there is a rising change

in religious thought in some of these areas it will determine their

foreign policies.

What do we do about this? How can we use this to our advantage?

Are there commonalities through this on which we can base some

policy that will help us to understand these things?

General HAIG. Well, I do not disagree. The religious awakening

in a global sense is very observable in today’s scene. That brings with it

both welcome blessings and risks. We have seen both.

I do not know that we can move effectively to shape it.

Senator GLENN. Can we use it? Are there some common threads

running through all of these?

General HAIG. Well, it is certainly vitally important that we recog

nize that human frustrations at this juncture in history may offer

opportunities. I hope they will. Again, you can go into various sociolo

gical theories and find, for example, the dialectic of the sensate age,

the idealistic age, various ages that people process throughout history.

I am not sure there isn’t a great deal of wisdom in those observations.

I think the important thing is for us to recognize it, as you have

suggested, and be prepared to deal with it, to analyze it, and hope

fully use it for the advantage of good. _

; Senator GLENN. I do not like to look upon this as a negative thing.

Well, let me first give you a little personal background. Years ago I

traveled in Japan with a fellow who became a very good friend of

mine. He was Japanese, a devout Buddhist, a member of one of these

sects. I forget which one it is now.

Over the days we traveled throughout Japan together, I had my

family with me. He gradually opened up from the normal Japanese
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reserve and became more forthcoming about things. We were talking

about family life, and 1 finally got around to the question of what

Buddhism teaches him to teach his children.

He opened upon this and when we got down to the basics of how

they live with each other, the relationship of one human being to

another, it sounded more like me teaching Presbyterian Sunday

School years ago. It was very little different, except he was calling

it Buddhism, I was calling it Presbyterian Protestantism. Yet the

basics that we were talking about, what we teach our children about

how to live with other folks are very similar.

Are there some common threads like that through most of the

great religions of the world that we possibly can build on? I know that

is a very ethereal and unspecific question. But I think it is something

that we should very'carefully consider.

General HAIG. I think there is much merit to that, Senator, provid

ing that we are not indulging in activities which in any way could be

misinterpreted as an effort to either restrain or influence freedom of

religious thought.

Senator GLENN. You mentioned communications. Let me shift gears

a little bit. That is the next subject I was going to mention. How do

we use this? We have such a communications explosion and capability

around the world. It seems to me that our story since World War II

has been very poorly told.

In the long term, the success of American foreign policy in general

since World War II has been absolutely mindboggling. It has been

great, far above anything that I think could have been expected at the

time. Post-World War II ‘we set out to help nations, and just look

at what has happened to Japan, Korea, West Germany, to those na

tions that followed our role model in this, though not exactly the

same. They are now outcompeting us.

This goad to the individual that free enterprise provides, collec

tively put together with millions of people, just springs nations ahead

of anything in the socialist camp. And on the contrary, starting from

the same base time point, the Soviets, look at their situation and what

has happened. They have monstrous problems today. We may be

seeing the disintegration of the Communist world beginning.

How do we tell our story better in communications, and in this ex—

plosion that has occurred? I do not think we have done a good job of

it. I think it has been very poor. And yet, that could be a very major

long-term determining factor in American foreign policy.

General HAIG. I agree with that, Senator. I think we can do a better

job. Unfortunately, it is like every other endeavor. It requires re

sources, money and funding, and also a clarity and balance in ap

proach, so that we do not put at risk, as we did in earlier years, the

very validity of the concept itself.

Senator GLENN. You mentioned technology. I agree with that one.

I think you will get into it, at least in part, in the State Department.

I think we are now losing our research capability lead that we have

had. It will have drastic effects in the long run on foreign policy, in

Oliver relations all over the world, in the long run if we do not recoup

t at.

As a percentage of GNP, we have gone down 26 percent in the last

year of our money devoted to research, whereas West Germany has
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gone up 45 and Japan up 74 percent. Of course, with our greater

GNP we are still ahead. But the trends are all wrong and we are be

ginning to see other nations outcompete us in the world.

The Third World nations will follow us, who are technologically

ahead of other nations, because they want some of the benefits of that

too.

Do you see that as part of your job at the State Department, to fur

ther research? It is not really thought of as a State Department job.

General HAIG. I think it is a very important aspect of our interna

tional affairs, Senator.

Senator GLENN. The fourth one is resource interdependence, molyb

denum or cobalt or something from wherever, which determines

whether a nation has jet engines or not. And we are all tied together

here. We are becoming increasingly interdependent.

Oil, I guess, is the greatest example of resource interdependence. I

think that is another big tide that we are seeing right now that is

going to do much in determining foreign policy, rather than be a

maneuverable issue of a particular instance that we have been ad

dressing here mainly on the committee.

I see that my time is up. I would only mention one other question,

and I will not ask for your comments, although perhaps we could get

back to this later.

I think in our time we have seen a fantastic change in the economic

and military alinements that normally in the past have gone hand in

hand. Now we have seen Japan come up as the No. 2 economic power

in the world, with virtually no military power, although it has a few

self-defense forces. And so we have assumed that load for them in

part.

We also see the most fantastic transfer of wealth in the history of

the world into the Mideast. It was $45 billion 3 years ago, $62 billion

last year, and $90 billion in 1980,-We do not know what it will be this

year. It is the most monstrous transfer of wealth in history.

How on earth do we repatriate those dollars? How do we get them

back into world circulation again? And at the same time, they go

to an area which, while it has economic independence, has not pro

gressed militarily.

So here we are, once again sort of assuming that overall military

safety net for those nations, at the same time we keep on transferring

more and more wealth in there. That is a fifth area as I see it. I will

not ask for your comment right now. We may want to get back to this

a little bit later on.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Glenn.

General HAIG. You commented on the extensive coverage that pub

lic radio and television, the networks, and the written press have

given these hearings, which I think have contributed immensely to

public understanding of these issues.

I did fail to mention that the Cable News Network is providing live

coverage to more than 4 million households.

Senator Mathias?

Senator MATHIAS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General Haig, a number of us who are members of this commit

tee have at earlier times in our lives served as uniformed members of
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the armed forces. You, of course, have been in uniform more re

cently than we have. This has been cited as an objection to your

nomination.

But in some respects it seems to me your recent military service may

prove to be an advantage, since you will be called upon to preside over

an organization which is as dedicated and, in these days, perhaps as

dangerous as service in the armed forces. You are, therefore, familiar

with some aspects of the lives of Foreign Service personnel.

I have welcomed the presence in this room day after day of Mrs.

Haig, who must be well aware of conditions under which the families

of Foreign Service personnel live.

In your opening statement you made a very welcome tribute about

the competence and the ability of the Foreign Service. But it has been

my observation that the morale of Foreign Service officers is dependent

to some degree on the living conditions of their families.

Let me, therefore, touch on some very mundate and simple questions.

One that has troubled me, for example, is the question of children’s

travel between the post in which the family is living and the school

which the child is attending in the United States. As an army officer,

you are certainly not unaware of this problem. I am sure Mrs. Haig is

not unaware of such problems.

Several years ago the Congress enacted some legislation which would

provide a more generous travel allowance for the children of Foreign

Service officers. Unfortunately, that effort ended up on the cutting

room floor of OMB.

I am just wondering what your attitude would be to such housekeep

ing problems, which in my judgment can play a very major role in

the ability of Foreign Service officers to attain their highest potentials.

General HAIG. Senator, you have touched on an area that has been

a very' important concern to me as the commander of American forces

in Europe. Any concerns in that regard were not exclusively for our

military personnel, but also for those at our isolated displomatic posts.

I have been concerned that we have not done well enough for our

uniformed people in the area that you are speaking of, but even more

important, our diplomatic posts in isolated locations where there is

no school, and where the family must accept a separation in order to

accept a duty, which is frequently hazardous in its own right. And

then they are pla ed with a number of interlocking regulations that

make it practical y impossible, except at their own expense, even to

see their children and families as a unit, except, as I said, at their own

expense.

We tried with our Military Airlift Command and with the help of

General Huyser, to make it easier to use Government transportation or

priority lift to help these posts take care of their family units.

I am glad you have raised that subject. As one who has just come

from the private sector, I can tell you there is a real difference between

Federal service and private service in America, in corporate life where

.,I have some experience. And I do not mean to suggest to you that every

civilian is the president of a wonderful corporation as I was.

But I think we have some work to do across the board on pay, emolu

ments and remunerations for public service, despite all of the carping

based on the popular assumption that it is very juicy.
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Senator MATHIAS. Then you can assure this committee that if we

would renew our efforts to improve the conditions of Foreign Service

and if we could get our friends on the Appropriations Committee to

renew their commitment to the Service, you will go to the mat with

us with OMB and try to do something which makes life tolerable?

General HAIG. Progressively.

Senator MATHIAS. And which really will allow people to use their

talents on the ob and not hassle all the time with housekeeping prob

lems that ought to be taken care of ?

General HAIG. That is absolutely correct, sir.

Senator MATHIAS. On another somewhat related subject, it is inter

esting to walk down the corridors of an Embassy of the United

States and look at the names on the door. You see the representative

of the Department of Commerce, the representative of the Depart

ment of Justice, the_representative of the Defense Department.

I believe that in the average Embassy today, at least according to

Secretary Muskie, the ratio is about 26 percent State Department per

sonnel as against 74 percent of other department personnel. This

means that other departments are having a major impact on the exe

cution of the foreign policy of the United States. These are people

who are not directly subject to the direction of the Secretary of State.

This may be good, it may be bad. But it seems to me it has to be a

problem for the Secretary to have some means of coordinating what

people are saying or‘ doing in the Embassies of the United States all

over the world, to make sure, to use your phrase, that a single authori

tative voice is heard.

How do you intend to wrestle with this particular aspect of the

problem? .

General HAIG. I think it is interesting, Senator, that today our

State Department manning, our Foreign Service personnel, are at the

same level that they were in 1960, although we have since almost

doubled the number of nations with which we have to have represen

tation, almost 150. Clearly this has been at the expense of American

presence.

I have watched consulates closed in whoesale fashion throughout

our host nations in Western Europe. The impact of that on America’s

ability to influence events, especially in the commercial area, enhanc

ing our American business’ ability to be successful in a highly com

petitive market over there, is devastating.

Now, of course, the Department has a responsibility, too, and that

is to sharpen its level of skill and familiarity with other than the

purely political aspects of our foreign affairs. That means a stronger

expertise—and I do not like that word—in the business and the econ

omy and energy, so that we are not accused, as we have been histori

cally accused, of ignoring all of those things.

When an American businessman visits abroad, our Embassy should

be an asset to help them open doors and achieve what is necessary for

the overall good of the American people and our economy. So it is a

two-way street, but it is a street that I think needs some very rapid

and urgent tending, and I intend to do that.

Senator MATHIAS. Would you like to see State Department person

nel take over some of the jobs that other Departments are now per

forming in embassies around the world ?
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General HAIG. Well, Senator, I would have to take refuge by saying

that I have not studied it to the degree that I should before I pop off.

I do think we have to speak with one voice.

Senator MATHIAS. ‘Veil, when three out of four people in embassies

are not State Department people, it seems to me that that is a situation

that needs some attention.

General HAIG. It does not sound right to me.

Senator MATHIAS. In your opening statement, on pages 13 and 14

you issued a call for consistency, reliability and balance in foreign pol

icy.& do not think you are going to get a debate from anybody here

on t at.

But I think it might be useful to explore what you mean by relia

bility. You say that American power and prestige should not be

lightly committed, but once made a commitment must be honored.

Now, what in your mind constitutes a commitment?

Gen_eral HAIG. Well, of course, Senator, there are many ways that

commitments can come.

Senator MATHIAS. That is right.

f(‘general HAIG. Such as a letter from the President to the Secretary

0 tate.

Senator MATHIAS. If you put one serviceman on a beach, that be

comes a commitment.

General HAIG. Absolutely.

Senator MATHIAS. Commitments are not necessarily verbal.

General HAIG. Not at all. An action can be a de facto commitment.

A formal piece of,correspondence, a speech, an executive agreement,

a treaty—all can incur commitments.

I think when we deal with this issue, unlike so many others in hu

man affairs, there is very little difference in relationships between

states and relationships with one’s neighbors. It is the pattern of day

to-day performance upon which assessments of fundamental reliability

are made.

Senator MATHIAS. By which you lead another party to believe that

it is a commitment?

General HAIG. Exactly.

Senator MATHIAS. In your judgment, when a commitment is made,

whether it is by an act or by a formal document, is that commitment

to individuals in power in a nation or is to the nation? This becomes

a very troubling question.

General HAIG. Well, I suppose it could be to both or either, in the

sense that with autocratic or authoritarian states you are dealing with

one kind of problem, whereas with more democratic States, clearly the

most important commitment is to the people.

I am talking about this not in value terms, but in terms of purely

objective observation. In the final analysis. commitments must be to

people, in my view. in both models.

Senator MATHIAS. So then you would say if the nations with whom

we are dealing change the individuals in power with whom we made

our commitment or to whom we made our commitment, the commit

ment might not then be binding?

General HAIG. That could be the case, yes, sir.

Senator MATHIAS. Suppose the policies of the individuals with whom

we made the commitment are changed. Does our commitment Ihold in
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the case of drastic change of policy? I am not talking about some day

to-day variation, but drastic changes.

General HAIG. No, and I think most international agreements, com

mitments, treaties or anything else have escape clauses which provide

for that in the case of formal agreements; while diplomatic practice

provides similar grounds in the more informal cases. '

Senator MATHIAS. But no matter what the individual does within

his own country, the commitment in your judgment would be a firm

commitment?

General HAIG. Oh, no. I think if the basic conditions under which

a commitment was undertaken were to chan e, a committed nation

has every right to reassess whether or not it is still binding.

Senator MATHIAS. I am happy I asked that followup question. I

guess I had misunderstood you.

General HAIG. I am sorry if I had conveyed that impression.

Senator MATHIAS. My time is up. But I do think, Mr. Chairman,

if I could explore this final question. What should be the extent of

commitments? Certainly every commitment we make shouldn’t require

us to fight World War III tomorrow. Some would require more of us

than others.

How do you differentiate between commitments and the degree of

trouble they are going to lead us into?

General HAIG. WVell, again, this is a philosophic question. Referring

to my formal statement, a commitment must be entered into with

great care, and with the understanding that once made, we are

bound. I think as a general practice, whatever the commitment is, we

should assume that if something can go wrong it will.

Senator MATHIAS. Th-at is the answer I had hoped you would give.

That is, you decide, if you make the commitment, what kind of trouble

it will get you into and not have to decide that somewhere down the

road after you are already on the hook.

Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Mathias.

Senator Helms has yielded back his time, but has asked for 1 minute

to respond on this particular subject. He has such time as he desires

for that purpose.

Senator HELMS. General, I just wanted to clear ‘up one thing in‘ my

mind in reference to Senator Mathias’ questions concerning Foreign

Service officers and the shortage of them. Is it not the fact that there

is a surplus of them and right now a vigorous campaign is going on

to place these surplus Foreign Service officers with the Commerce

Department and with the other departments? Is that not a fact?

General HAIG. Well, Senator, I think that has to do with grade creep,

probably, and we may have an excess of people in higher grades. But I

would have to get very familiar with the facts, the details, and the

analysis. It is a dangerous thing for me to pop off without that

information. -

Senator HELMS. Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to make my own under

standing of this matter part of the record. Thank you, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Helms.

Senator Sarbanes?

Senator Bosonwrrz. Were we going to recess at 11, Senator?
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The CHAIRMAN. Yes; we did call for a recess. Thank you, Senator.

We will recess for 10 minutes.

[Brief recess.] _

The CHAIRMAN. General Haig, we will resume our questioning With

Senator Sarbanes.

Senator SARBANES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General, I want to address fora few moments the topic of the Gov

ernment’s responsibility to tell the people the facts and the truth. First,

do you perceive a difficulty in a democracy in reconciling the People's

right to know with the need to undertake deliberations and actions

which cannot be made public?

General HAIG. I think from time to time we have had difficulty sort

ing out this contradiction, and I think it is a sensitive issue that must

be dealt with with great care and thoughtfulness.

Senator SARBANES. What are your guidelines for addressing that

difficulty ? -

General HAIG. I think in general, democracy is best served by shar

ing, again based on judgments that only political leadership can take

and will be held responsible for concerning what they consider to be in

the best public interest; but in general, openness is a contributor to the

essential support that our people must give to policies that are some

times controversial.

Senator SARBANES. In that regard, how important is it that Govern

ment decisions be made through regularly established channels?

General HAIG. I think very important. I think we cannot permit

ourselves to be frustrated by the realities of the current environment

in Washington of the kind Senator Biden talked about, that is, the

leakage problem. Sometimes that takes a great deal of persistence and

re-uires a number of failures and disappointments.

enator SARBANES. In view of that answer, what would your think

ing be on the way the Cambodian bombing and the Chile Track II

operation were handled ?

General HAIG. Well, with respect to the Cambodian bombing, I think

it was very much in line with past practices in American history.

Senator SARBANES. Did those practices trouble you at the time?

General HAIG. Not as long as 1 was assured, as I was, that the ap

propriate leaders of the Congress were informed. I think in the con

text of past practices, no one is perfect. No administration is impec

cable in these areas, and I don’t suppose the Nixon administration was;

but I think there is not a great deal of reason to question that aspect of

the problem.

NOW, you can question whether or not the program itself should

have been launched. There I am on the side of being very muclrin

favor of it. I fought in that conflict, I know what those sanctuaries

provided to the enemy, and I thought it was self-defeating for us to

permit them to enjoy those sanctuaries in that narrow strip of land

adjacent to South Vietnam.

Senator SARBANES. Now, what about the way the Chilean Track II

was handled?

General HAIG. Well, again, everybody’s perception is conditioned

by level of involvement. I knew a great deal more about Track II

after the event as I prepared for required testimony in 1975 than I

think I knew at the time.
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I think in hindsight that that is something that is not ever going

to happen again: in other words, that there were established mech

anisms, a 40 Committee designed to deal with covert activity, and

there was a separate track established; but, you know, there were

“tracks” developed in other administrations.

So again, I want to be sure that we don’t single out one particular

phase in our history and suggest that it was unique and, as a con

sequence, something very different. There were tracks in Mr. Ken

nedy’s administration on the Cuban problem, outside of the old 303

Committee, that is clear, and history has confirmed it.

Senator SARBANES. It is my understanding that the Secretary of

State at the time was not aware of the Chilean Track II operation. Is

that your understanding?

General HAIG. I think that is probably true, yes.

Senator SARBANES. What do you think of a decisionmaking process

that excludes from it the Secretary of State with respect to an action

of that sort?

General HAIG. It had better not happen on my watch.

Senator SARBANES. What did you think of it then?

General HAIG. I wasn’t in a position to focus on it in the context of

your question.

Senator SARBANES. Did you make a value judgment about it then?

General HAIG. I wasn’t really sensitive to whether I should or

shouldn’t because I was not a functionary in the formal development

of Track II. My recollections of the situation are that I was asked to

take some reports from the Central Intelligence Agency, and I served

as a conduit for a number of reports that were received, which I

learned later were under the format of Track II.

I didn’t sit in on the 40 Committee meetings. Frankly, it wasn’t

an issue that I focused on, Senator. I think it is very important that

that be understood here.

Senator SARBANES. Well, that echoes something you said the first

day, when you remarked,

If I were to go into the kinds of value judgments your question would sug

gest, it would also convey a role that I did not occupy at that time. I would hope

that would be understood first and foremost in the context of your question.

I then responded to that and said, “I think that is an important

point for you to make in terms of how you perceived your position.

I will return to this point.” Then my ti-me expired.

I said at the very outset that you had considerable abilities but

that I was interested in the values and goals to which those abilities

would be directed, and that therefore we need some sense of your

value judgments with respect to the matters which you address in

your appendix to your opening statement.

What are your value judgments about them?

General HAIG. Well again, in the context of the conditions that I

stated earlier and reiterated a moment ago, I think if a government

is properly organized and established and procedures are correctly

put into place, then as a rule those procedures should be followed.

Senator SARBANES. Let me go through this in sequence here. In terms

of your own value judgment, do you think that the wiretaps should

have been put on for, first, your fellow staff members of the National

Security Council ?



3L5

General HAIG. I think my first answer to that question is to refer

you to my statement in the annex dealing with the subject of wire

tapping. I would like to read it to you, Senator.

This committee has considered the issues raised by this program twice, once

in 1973 and once in 1974. The first time, this committee voted 16 to 1 to confirm

Dr. Kissinger as Secretary of State, noting: "Mr. Kissinger’s role in the wire

tapping of 17 Government officials and newsmen did not constitute grounds to

bar his confirmation as Secretary of State.”

Later this committee held a special hearing solely to review the events sur

rounding those wiretaps. Based on this investigation, this committee voted again

that the wiretaps provided no basis to question the propriety of Dr. Kissinger’s

serving as Secretary of State, and said: “The committee reaffirms its position of

the last year that his [Dr. Kissinger’s] role in the wiretapping did not con

stitute grounds to bar his confirmation as Secretary of State.” If the committee

knew then what it knows now, it would have nonetheless reported the nomina

tion favorably to the Senate.

Now, I think you know, Senator, that I have testified extensively

before this committee on this subject and all the issues related to it.

I think you know that in a recent civil suit, the judge concluded that

my role was an inactive one and that I had a lack of oversight author

ity and therefore I was eliminated from the list.

Senator SARBANES. General, let’s proceed on the premise that you

were not there and had absolutely nothing to do with it. My question

is: What do you think about it? What is your value judgment about

that practice?

General HAIG. I think in today’s environment, largely as a result

of all of the controversy associated with that incident, it no longer

would make good sense unless you had some very firm evidence

that a member of the staff was engaged either intentionally or accident

ally in putting the vital interests of this Nation at risk, in which case

you would then follow the procedures established, which I believe in

clude going to a court of law to obtain from a judge ‘a warrant to

execute the tap.

Senator SARBANES. Well now, does that mean you think it was right

to do these wiretaps then?

General HAIG. In a practical sense it was a very damaging thing

to do.

Senator SARBANES. I understand the practicalities. I am trying to

find out whether you think it was right or wrong, and under what

circumstances you think it is right or wrong.

General HAIG. I think under unusual circumstances it is a course of

action that must be considered.

Senator SARBANES. In this instance, since we know those circum

stances, was it right or wrong?

General HAIG. It is hard for me to answer that question since I did

not make the decision. I do know this: that the very issue that Senator

Biden talked about this morning, the hemorrhaging of vital national

security information, clearly by people-—and there were only a select

few——who had access to that information, would be a contributor to

that kind of decision made by the President, the Attorney General,

and the Director of the Federal Bureau of Investi ation.

Now, I did not contribute to that decision. I ha no role in it other

than to know that it was in conformance with procedures which I was

assured had been followed up to that time by every American admin

istration and every American President since World War II.
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Senator SARBANES. What I am still trying to get at is whether you

think it was right or wrong. Let us concede that you had nothing

General HAIG. It is really a question that I can’t answer for you,

Senator, because I just wasn’t in the vortex of the pressures under

which a constituted political authority had to make the decision.

I think you know what I feel on the practicalities of it.

Senator SARBANES. Well, that raises the next question, and that is

whether your notion of the limits upon the use of power and authority

relate to whether they will produce successful results, or whether there

is another applicable standard which leads you to make the judgment

as to whether it should or should not be done.

General I-IAIG. Well, I think I have commented at length on my views

on that. I just did a few moments ago when I spoke about the dangers

and pitfalls of modern populism, where politicians play only to head

lines instead of to the dictates of their conscience. I think one’s con

science is the deciding factor, and if a particular course of action

affronts that conscience, he has either to oppose it or to separate him- .

self from the decision.

Senator SARBANES. You indicated that on the opening day. I am con

cerned about the reports, at least, about your reactions to people to

whom orders were given to do certain things during this period which

they refused to do. Were they not acting on the basis of their con

science ?

General HAIG. You would have to be somewhat more specific, Sen

ator.

Senator SARBANES. Well, Attorney General Richardson and De uty

Attorney General Ruckelshaus, to name two, who then resigned rom

office. Was that not an honorable course of conduct for them to follow?

General HAIG. I think it was the ultimate of an honorable course of

action. I don’t think you would ever h-ave found me to say otherwise,

unless you have some information that I am not privy to.

Senator SARBANES. Weren’t you upset that they did not adhere to

your order or your instruction to them?

General HAIG. Not at all, Senator, and I am glad you raised this issue

because I think this committee should be aware of precisely wh-at hap

pened. There has been so much distortion, so much dishonesty, so much

libelous reporting on this situation in our press, so much.

On the day Elliot Richardson decided, for his own reasons, as a mat

ter of conscience that he could not execute the President’s order—and

that was a Saturday morning—he called me on the phone and told me;

and since he had participated in the formulation of the plan itself, a

plan which the lawyers developed and the lawyers dealt with on both

sides of the issue, I said, “Elliot, it is important that you come down

here and speak to the President himself and inform him of your

decision.”

He did so, and -in the context of informing the President of that

decision, he said. “Now. that is also the view of Mr. Ruckelshaus. and

if Mr. Haig will go to his office and call Mr. Ruckelsh-aus and tell of

this decision and ask him if he is ready to serve, he will answer no.

He should then call the Solicitor General, Mr. Robert Bork, and Mr.

Bork will answer yes.”

That is precisely how that situation occurred.
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Senator SARBANES. Would you have done what they did if you were

in their position?

General HAIG. If my conscience told me that I couldn’t in good

conscience carry out that decision, I would have refused, of course.

I just did something similar, incidentally, in resigning my NATO

ost.p The CHAIRMAN. General Haig, may I ask a clarifying question?

Was Elliot Richardson as Attorney General in a sense an architect

of the plan that had been developed and he knew exactly what the

responses would be and helped to formulate the procedures that were

followed?

General HAIG. He participated in that plan. Now I must say, in

fairness to him, that his agreement the day before to implement

that plan——in fact, he helped to construct it, from my reco lection,

and I sat there as the attorneys discussed this at length—was as an

alternative to something that was far more drastic.

Senator SARBANES. Do you think his discharge of the Special

Prosecutor would have been in violation of the commitment he had

made earlier to the Senate Judiciary Committee at the time of his

confirmation?

General HAIG. I am sorry, sir; I missed that.

Senator SARBANES. Do you think that his discharge of Special

Prosecutor Cox would have been in violation of the undertaking

he had made to the Senate Judiciary Committee at the time of his

nomination? -

General HAIG. I really can’t answer that. I don't think he felt

necessarily that it was, or he didn’t the day before, and our attor

neys did not feel that it was. Now, this is -a matter of law by experts.

Even to this day, I would rely on an attorney to make that judgment.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Sarbanes, your time has expired, but

because of -the line of uestioning, Senator Helms did yield some time

that was not used, and the Chair would, with the permission of your

colleagues, let you continue this line of questioning if you would

like to at this time to keep continuity. I think the point you are

on is an important one.

Senator SARBANES. I will come back to it.

Senator Donn. Mr. Chairman, let me just follow up one question.

You just said, Mr. Haig, “I did i-t” a minute ago, and I wasn’t sure

what you meant by that. Before you leave this, I would just like to

know the answer to that question. General, in response to Senator

Sarbanes’ last inquiry regarding Mr. Richardson, you just said, “I

did it.” The question was, would you have done the same thing?

General HAIG. No. I found my conscience couldn’t permit me to

continue on my st in Europe recently because I was in such pro

found personal isagreement with the policies of our Government,

so I discontinued that tenure.

Senator SARBANES. How do you distinguish that action, then, from

continuing on in the White House at the time of these very serious

abuses of power?

General HAIG. Would you please repeat the question, Senator?

Senator SARBANES. How do you distinguish that decision, which you

assert is one of conscience, from continuing on at the White House at

the time of these very serious abuses of power?
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General HAIG. Very simply. If everyone were to indulge in the op

tion of refusing to serve in a unique period when our Republic, I think,

was in danger, heaven help us all. I felt an obligation to do the best

I could. I did that.

Senator SARBANES. Accepting that response for the moment, what

was your value udgment -about the thin that were happening?

.dGeneral HAIG. I found tremendous a uses on both sides, on both

si es.

Senator SARBANES. On both sides?

General HAIG. Yes.

Senator SARBANES. Meaning what?

General HAIG. I think that was a period comparable in history to

the worst of the so-called McCarthy era in many respects. Unfortu

nately, there were many abuses that justified it, as well. The real

problem was to sort out and continue on an even keel -as best we could

within the dictates of one’s conscience and the rules of law, and I

never made a move without checking with White House counsel.

Senator SARBANES. I understand the assertion in your statement

that in each instance you acted pursuant to counsel’s advice that the

course was, at least as they saw it, le al. The more fundamental ques

tion is again your judgment as to whether what was happening was

right or wrong.

General HAIG. Is that a statement or a question?

Senator SARBANES. It is a question.

General HAIG. I think the overriding problem during the Watergate

period was, as I said during my statement, to give the duly elected

President of the United States an opportunity under established pro

cedures to establish his guilt or innocence, just as we would provide for

any other American citizen; to be sure above all that this country con

tinued to function effectively in a very dangerous international climate

and in a growing economic crisis here at home; to attempt to work with

this Congress to keep it responsible, and never flirt with solutions

which would have been extraconstitutional. It did, thank God, thanks

to the leadership of some very fine Senators.

To be sure, in every step along the way, the American people

had a right to know and to make their judgments. I think they did.

I think, above all, I wanted to be sure that our system had an oppor

tunity to work, and that populist or extraordinary measures driven

by emotion or hate or bias, for whatever reason, did not become the

standard of the land. It did not, and I thank God for that, Senator.

Senator SARBANES. Why wouldn’t the overriding objectives have

been to ensure that the Constitution and laws of the country were

rnaintalined?

General HAIG. There is -nothing that I said that isn’t totally con

sistent and, indeed, reinforcing of that fundamental premise.

Senator SARBANES. I am interested to note that it has not been put

forward as the most essential objective at the time.

General, I will come back to that. It would obviously be helpful if

one could get a sense from you of your value judgments about certain

of these incidents. It helps to give one some ability to project how

you might use power and authority in the future; therefore, I think

it is a highly pertinent and relevant question.
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It is very difficult to get that from you. You say, “Well, it wouldn’t

have ha pened, this is the way it happened, the lawyers said to do it. I

am real y asking you what you thought about what was hap ening,

and the only real response I think I have gotten is that you t ought

there were some tremendous abuses on both sides and that you likened

it to the McCarthy period.

General HAIG. Well, I hope that is not what you derive from the

extensive comments I made, Senator. If you did, then it is not going

to be very easy for me to answer your questions ever—to your satis

faction. I hope that is not what you derived from what I said.

Senator SARBANES. Is that your view, that it was an era? What is

your value judgment of that era and those events?

General HAIG. I think in a public forum I would have to be some

what constrained to answer in totally frank terms the nature of that

question. I am inclined to think that is the right position to take. On

the other hand, I can go far enou h to suggest to ou that mistakes

were made; clearly they were ma e. No one has discounted the fact

that they were made.. I didn’t make them. I wasn’t there when they

were -made.

I had to inherit the situation and the consequences of those mistakes

and to do my best to keep the country on an even keel to the degree

that my authorities and responsibilities provided, to count heavily on

counsel and advice from those who were trained in the law. I did that.

I never—and this must answer your question or you have an

other problem I am not aware of—I never willingly, consciously

or unconsciously, participated in an act that I considered to be im

moral and, above all, illegal. I didn’t do it then and I haven’t done it in

37 years of military service to our country, including fighting in combat

in two wars; and I am somewhat surprised at your persistence on this

subject in the light of the questions I have answered repeatedly for

3 days before this committee, including last ni ht.

Senator SARBANES. I don’t think you shou d be surprised and I

understand your assertion that you didn’-t. I indicated earlier in asking

you a question that you could remove yourself totally from the situa

tion in terms of the assumption of the question, be completely outside

of the scene, and then offer your value judgment of what occurred.

The difficulty is that every time that question is asked, you interpret

it to mean that you then ha-d some involvement in what occurred.

I want to know what you thought about what occurred. Let’s assume

for the moment that you were not there at all.

General HAIG. Well, I think it is probably one of the greatest

tragedies that ever has befallen our country. I thought that about it,

and I think it would be an equal tragedy to try to resurrect it, to have

it reborn. If I thought that were the issue, I wouldn’t be sitting here

today, Senator.

Now, what do you expect me to say? What is it you are after, some

thing that you want me to say that you have been unable ‘to get from

somebody else with respect to that tragic period in our history?

Senator SARBANES. What I am asking you for is some indication

of your value judgment of what took place.

General HAIG. I think I have answered the question completely. I

have not ever indulged in something that was wrong or ille - 1. I did

not during that period. Others did. That is clear. The recor is clear.
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We saw the volumes of it. What is my observation going to contribute

to this? Do you think I am oing to endorse what was done? In no

way, on either side. I want to sure that balance is kept because there

were tremendous abuses on both sides, honest differences between

honest men. That is what government is all about, even when tlhere are

seamy aspects of government. Nobody has a monopoly on virtue, not

even you, Senator.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Sarbanes.

Senator GLENN. Mr. Chairman, might I ask just one question along

this line?

The CHAIRMAN. Surely.

Senator GLENN. I think the uestion is whether you passively ac

cepted what was goin / on aroun you as opposed to -actively opposing

it. The question woul be did you ever at any time state to the Presi

dent, Mr. President, or Dr. Kissinger: That s wrong, it’s illegal, it’s

immoral, I object, I am not going to resign because I want to stay on

in the White House? Did you ever do that.

General HAIG. No, no, no, not at all. Not in the way you put it. I

never went along with, recommended, supported anything I believed

to be illegal. I can assure you on occasions such proposals came up

from one source or another, and in every instance I fought it, rejected

it, and prevented it. I think the record IS very clear on that.

Senator GLENN. Did you ever say to the President or to Dr. Kis

singer: That’s wrong, Mr. President, it’s illegal, it’s immoral because

I think that would get to the heart of what Mr. Sarbanes has been

pushing for.

General HAIG. Why, of course; but it wasn’t because Mr. Kissinger or

the President were concocting some illegal course of action. It is in the

conduct and flow of things that appropriate and inappropriate sugges

tions and proposals are made. They are in your office, I am sure, every

day of the week. My position, to the best of my ability, would always be

just that, and I don’t know of any incident that has been raised here

or in the past that suggests to the contrary. If you have something,

please, let’s hear it.

Senator SARBANES. General, you keep putting the question in terms

of placing on you the decision for the activities. That is not the question

I am asking you. The question I am asking you is your value judgment

of the activities. I think we have probably gotten as much from you

as we are going to.

General HAIG. Well, let me please repeat again my answer. I worked

to the best of my ability to preserve the Constitution of the United

States, the law of the land and the freedoms of our people. That has

been my motivation throughout 37 years of public service. It didn’t

change during that brief 18-month interlude, which perhaps had I been

sufficiently smart I would have turned down the President’s request

to come and serve. There was nothing in it for me, Senator. I was

enjoying a four-star billet as vice chief of staff in the U.S. Army, the

one position I had aspired to for a good part of my professional career.

So please keep your questions in context.

Senator SARBANES. General, let me make one other thing very clear,

and that is that I don’t believe any person has a monopoly on virtue.

General HAIG. I hope not.

Senator PELL. Mr. Chairman, I have one question.

The CHAIRMAN. I yield to Senator Pell.
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Senator PELL. I have one question for clarification. When you say

“the other side,” are you referring to this committee, Senators Ful

bright, Case, Church, Cooper, McGovern, myself and others of us who

fought that war very hard and thought it was wrong?

General HAIG. No, not at all.

Senator PELL. Who do you mean “by the other side”?

General HAIG. Now, you see, I suppose I could accuse you of what

you just accused me of.

Senator PELL. But who is the other side? That is my uestion.

General HAIG. Senator, the newspaper reporting, t e charges that

were flowing back and forth during that period, were mindbo gling.

You know, there was enough in its own right to worry peop e, but

what was added to the milieu was absolutely outrageous. You know,

I can remember a Friday night getting a call from a very well-known

American news publication which was going to press that night and

we had an hour to answer the char e that President Nixon had built

a toll bridge from Florida to Paradise Island and he and Bebe Rebozo

were collecting all of the tolls, you know; and that was reported re

sponsibly, I must add. [General laughter.]

That is the kind of climate I am trying to describe. I think we were

all victimized by it. I think you were, and I know I was, and I hope you

all understand that that is the demeanor. If it had turned out the other

way and everything had proved out to be a total fabrication, you

might be sitting here and I would be up there charging you with dis

ingenuous attitudes or suggesting immoral actions.

The CHAIRMAN. General Haig, maybe we could resolve this with just

a possible one-word reply to a simple question, the question of moral

value. Taking into account that you did not know what had gone on,

you discovered what was occurring—the break-in, the coverup, and all

of the other things. Did you feel as a moral value that

General HAIG. If the Senator wants my comment that I think the

break-in was an atrocious affront, I will say that yes, I think it was

terrible.

The CHAIRMAN. My question simply is, did you feel as a moral

judgment that what went on on both sides was wrong?

General HAIG. Both illegal and stupid.

The CHAIRMAN. But it was wrong?

General HAIG. Wrong, of course, but I knew nothing about that

until after the fact.

The CHAIRMAN. I think that answers it forthrightly. Thank you

verv much. indeed.

General HAIG. I think President Nixon, if he were here, would have

said it was stupid. [General laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Boschwitz.

Senator Bosonwrrz. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. But I will

yield to Senator Pressler, who does have questions.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Pressler.

Senator PRESSLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

If I complete this. my last round of questions, I will yield to Sen

ator Kasten. I would like to complete the issue of arms control now.

The CHAIRMAN. To yield to the distinguished Senator from Wiscon

sin, a nonmember of this committee, would require unanimous consent.

Without objection, within your time period, at the point of your
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Senator from Wisconsin.

Senator PRESSLER. I will likely use most of my time. If so, perhaps I

could yield to him on the next go-around if he has more questions. But

I will take care of that later.

Senator ZORINSKY. Will the 15-minute time limit be utilized?

The CHAIRMAN. The 15-minute limit will be adhered to. There has

been no time yielded, as there was in the last case when Senator Helms

yielded to the minority.

Senator Pressler.

Senator PRESSLER. This is my last round of questions on arms control.

I would like to go through, just very quickly, some questions that I have

not covered. One is on Presidential Directive 13, which President

Carter set on “Guidelines and Prohibitions for U.S. Arms Transfers,”

and so on.

Do you intend to seek a revision of Presidential Directive 13? Do you

believe there should be firm guidelines, like those in Presidential

Directive 13, to be used in making judgments about individual arms

transfers?

General HAIG. In general, I think every arms transfer action should

be very carefully considered. That is not a suggestion that they are

wrong, in general; but I think they bring certain obligations and de

facto commitments that require careful thought.

It’s a great asset, incidental] , for our foreign policy.

Senator PRESSLER. Specifically, will you seek a revision of Presiden

tial Directive 13, which President Carter issued, which laid out seven

prohibitions on the transfer of arms? I don’t know if it even is being

followed, some of it is so vague.

General HAIG. Well, I think it needs a complete restudy and probably

a major modification if we are to continue it in the books.

Senator PRESSLER. To what extent will a country’s human rights

performance be used to determine U.S. military aid and arms transfer

polio toward that country? Can you conceive of circumstances in

whic you would recommend military aid be cut off for human rights

reasons ?

General HAIG. I don’t discount that possibilit at all. I think it has

been overused and it must be carefully considered: along with a number

of other desirable, and sometimes essential, considerations.

Senator PRESSLER. As NATO Commander, you supported a large

military aid program for Turkey. Congress has, in the past, resisted

a larger program, especially when the assistance was grant in nature.

In addition, Congress has tried to establish the principle that military

aid to Greece and Turke be provided on a 7-to-10 ratio. I guess this

uestion is also addresse to the total Turkey-Greece-Cy-prus question.

0 you think Turkey should receive grant military assistance? Do

you think that the U.S. military aid to Greece and Turkey should be

provided on a 7-to-10 ratio? What do we do about Cyprus?

General HAIG. That is an extremely delicate question and I know

how delicate it is because I have worked with it intensely for the last

5 ears.
yIncidentally, I am extremely pleased that a recent decision by the

Government of Greece and the Government of Turkey is going to

per-mit the reintegration of Greek forces into the command structure.
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I have been a strong proponent for the necessity of providing both

military and economic assistance to Turkey. I worked with the Fed

eral Republic of Germany to get them to fill the gap—and they did——

when the U.S. Government’s official position was not to do enough

for Turkey.

Greece is an absolutel indispensable partner in the overall Alliance.

If the Greeks, too, needya degree of help and assistance, I would not,

in general, endorse any particular prorated formula, but rather would

hope that we make our judgments on the context of need and the abil

ity of the nation to provide, plus a number of other, perhaps less quan

tifiable, litical considerations.

The yprus situation, as you know, is one of long standing, and

I would hope that in the period ahead the parties would themselves

recognize the vital importance of continued allegiance to the West. I

a-m pleased to see that Greece has just joined the Economic Com

munity and will have the wisdom, the prudence, and the patience to

work out a justly responsible, step-by-step improvement in the Cyprus

situation.

Senator PRESSLER. In concluding my questions on arms control,

there is a feeling that the arms control process will be slowed down

substantially hnder the new ad-ministration. I know that you said

that you want to continue the process. But I want to get just a final

comment in the arms control area from you before I close and yield my

time, with unanimous consent, to Senator Kasten. Would you just

make a statement on your feelings overall toward this process in the

next 4 years? Presumably you will be Secretary of State during

that time, and hopefully longer. The arms control process will con

tinue, I am sure. The Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction Talks

will go on, as they have gone on, for a long time and there will be

new initiatives. But there is a feeling that this administration will

substantially take a step back unless we have superiority. There is a

feeling -that this is your approach, that actually arms control will kind

of have a much Ilower priority in fact.

Would you make sort of a final statement on how you see arms con

trol, how you feel about it over the next 4 years?

General HAIG. I think arms control is an extremely important, high

riority item for the Department of State and for our entire Federal

ureaucracy associated with national security affairs. I think Presi

dent-elect Reagan has commented on that explicitly during the cam

paign. I know it will be a high priority on our agenda for the future.

It is too important work to be otherwise.

Senator Pnnssmn. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to yield

the remainder of my time to my colleague and friend from days in the

House, though he is not a member of this committee, Senator Kasten,

of Wisconsin.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the request is granted.

Senator Kasten, we welcome you to the committee.

Senator KASTEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

While I am not a member of this committee, I have taken a special

interest in these confirmation hearings because of my responsibil

ity as chairman of the Foreign Operations Appropriations

Subcommittee.
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I want to thank the chairman and the minority very much for the

opportunity to join you, and I thank Senator Pressler for yielding a

portion of his time.

General Haig, your performance before this committee has served

to underscore and reinforce my strong belief that President-elect

Reagan’s nomination of you as his Secretary of State was a superb

choice. I look forward very much to working closely with you, es

pecially in my capacity as chairman of the Appropriations Sub

committee. .

It’s clear that recent events have caused the American people to

feel that our allies, especially our European allies, have not been very

forthcoming with their support of a number of our initiatives. During

the summer, at the plant gates while campaigning, this was a ques

tion that kept coming up among average people, who were wondering

what is happening in our world.

I listened with interest to your response to Senator Pressler’s ques

tions a couple of days ago on NATO contribution and the fact that

if you could switch places with some of the leaders in Germany, they

would point out the sacrifice they are making. But I am not talking

about the military contributions.

It is the feeling that I guess was expressed when we tried to get a

united front on the situations in Iran or a united front on the situation

in Afghanistan—-the whole array of foreign policy initiatives and

decisions.

To the extent that this lack of support is real—and I would assume

that you would agree that yes, there is a lack of support, or at least

a change in the levels of support over the past several years——do you

ascribe it simply to the recognized failures of the current administra

tion or does it go more fundamentally to our allies’ current views of

us, as a nation, to their commitment to us, and to our overall relation

shi with them?

f that is the case, that it is a fundamental change that is taking

place, what can we do to, once again, make this alliance a meaningful

one, a strong one, one that will respond with a tough and unified voice

if, in fact, that is called for, as I think it was in the situation in Iran

and Afghanistan?

General HAIG. Senator, I think first that this alliance, which has

been the vehicle for preserving peace, stability, and progress in Europe

for some 36 years now, always has been plagued with the kinds of con

troversies and criticisms that we feel today. It is correct that we

should feel them more sharply because the world’s situation has become

less tolerant of those past frictions and difficulties.

In answer to your question. I think the first and foremost conclusion

that Americans must recognize is that in a post-Vietnam and post

Watergate America. confidence worldwide in America is badly shat

tered; and that whoever occupied the Oval Office during that critical

period had to be both extremely sensitive to that fact and to pursue

policies which would tend and hopefully mend and ameliorate those

concerns.

That required what I put in my opening statement: a reaffirmation

of American consistency of policy, reliability, relevance to global

events wherever they occurred, but to do so in a way in which there was
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a greater partnership and burden sharing because America, in a new

world, can no longer carry the burden alone.

Many of the policies instituted in 1966 were diametrically opposed

to that. By and large, I think they aggravated the problems, although

they got better in subsequent months and years. I don’t attribute any

thing to that but misreading the environment. I don’t attribute bad

motives. They were honest men, honest mistakes.

Senator KASTEN. To misreading the environment. In other words,

the were just honest people making honest mistakes?

eneral HAIG. Yes. But I think the American people have felt that

these mistakes must be rectified. I think we here have a clear mandate

to seek to improve our performance abroad, and I intend to participate

in that if I am given the opportunity.

Senator KASTEN. Thank you.

In earlier testimony, you indicated a general support of the World

Bank and the other multilateral development banks. One deep concern

that I have with respect to the activities of a number of these institu

tions—frankly all of these institutions—is the growing indebtedness

of the recipients of these loans and their increasing inability to, in fact,

repay. We keep rolling over the old debts and we kind of look the other

way. And, at the same time, we are hearing a cry for more and more

ai .

Could ou give us your thoughts on this problem and particularly

the prob cm of just rolling over these debts and seeing this ever

increasin potential roblem with no apparent solution?

Genera HAIG. I t ink it is an extremely serious situation, whether

it is multilateral or bilateral. We look today at the consequence of the

debt-servicing obli ations of recipient nations which are increasin ly

caught in the crunc of escalating energy costs, and the prospect in %he

future of sorting this mess out is very grim.

We heard Senator Glenn quite correctly talk about the recycling

of OPEC funds, which I think was somewhere in the neighborhood

of $120 billion last year. These are horrendous problems. I don’t have

a solution for them but there is one thing of which I am convinced:

they are not going to be solved unless those of us who share common

values, our allies in Europe, our allies in Asia and in this hemi

sphere—we have to pool our collective energies, resources, talents,

skills, and policies in an effective way to try to work out this problem.

That is the essence of the term “interdependence.” Like it or not, we

are in an interdependent world.

Senator KASTEN. One of‘ the questions that is raised by a number of

critics of the multilateral development banks is that more and more the

decisions are being made by a group of people who are referred to as

international bureaucrats and at the expense of the interests and the

positions of the United States and others. Would you comment on

the increasing activity of this group of “international bureaucrats.”

Are they making too many of the decisions? Should we be doing things

to limit their scope? How would you formulate and set policy, par

ticularly in the multilateral development banks, so that we can see a

more consistent and pro-American point of view? .

General HAIG. Well clearly, in general, although Senator Mathias

corrected me with some very impressive statistics the other day on the
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subject, it has been my impression that our voting power has never

matched our contributing power. That is true in almost every multina

tional operation we have indulged in. I don’t think that is all bad

because, clearly, when many of these things were launched, we en

joyed an unusual economic superiority.

Those days are gone. We don’t enjoy that superiority anymore. I

think it is important for us to assess and reassess very carefully our

voting weight, the kind of voting that the body itself indulged in as a

consistent reflection of its consensus view, and our contributions. There

has to be some balance among all three.

Senator KASTEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Once more, I appreciate this opportunity.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Kasten, would you wish to request addi

tional time to complete your line of questioning?

Senator KAs'rI~:N. I was very pleased with the final response and I

think I will stop while I am ahead.

Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.

Senator Zorinsky.

Senator ZORINSKY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General Haig, one of my initial questions yesterday concerned an

article that had been printed in the New York Times and the same

matter was aired on NBC network television. The article and the tele

vision program referred to the name “Clawhammer.”

Yesterday you informed me that it was the first time you had heard

of that article’s appearing and the network’s airing of that particular

item. But today it should not be new because yesterday you heard of

it from me. I don’t know if you have done any research in the interim.

Upon returning to my office after the questioning yesterday, I

received numerous phone calls from throughout the United States.

Those people who called said that I, and they, had not received a yes

or no answer from you as to whether you had denied or affirmed that

you made comments alboard Air Force One to the effect that the tapes

should not be given to anyone until you get back.

So my purpose today is not to judge the propriety of the statement

but to get an aflirmat1ve or negative answer. My colleague, Senator

Tson as, remarked just the other day on the significant memory that

you emonstrated when it came to a Chilean woman talking to you

about an event. You indicated that it was an emotional event, and you

remembered every word of it.

General HAIG. And it just occurred recently. It happened within

the last 2 years.

Senator ZORINSKY. Would you be able to remember whether you

made those comments aboard Air Force One?

General HAIG. No; I don’t recall ever making such comments, and

I am highly suspect of the source of those comments.

I don’t know whether you have had an opportunity to check that,

Senator, and I am sorry that our discussion trailed off in such a way

that you didn’t get an answer to your question.

Senator ZORINSKY. Then the answer is no? Is that what you are

saying ?
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General HAIG. The answer would be a flat No—unless a lawyer or

a President had ordered a temporary hold on something for some

reason.

But I don’t even recall the incident, and I’m not sure it even hap

pened. I was accused of something last week categorically here, in the

current milieu, which is just tota ly outrageous.

Senator ZORINSKY. It would be difficult for me to ask you, “Is that

your voice on tape?” without you hearing the tape. In the event that

1. do obtain that tape, would you be amendable to listening to it to

see if you could identify your own voice?

General HAIG. Of course.

Senator ZORINSKY. With respect to those comments about the releas

ing of tapes your answer is a categorical no, that you did not make

those comments?

General HAIG. That I would not order anyone to withhold taking

of the tapes. Now the President might have ordered this. He had the

authority to do that at the time. But if it were a temporary hold

because of some fast-moving situation—and I couldn’t conceive of its

‘being anything else if it were a telephone call from an aircraft to the

ground—I just say that all of these things, as questions are asked,

have to be put into an appropriate context.

Senator ZORINSKY. Also, you answer negative to the term “Claw

\ hammer” ever having been ascribed to you?

' General HAIG. Oh, no, no. That was my code name, but it was well

known around town.

For telecommunications, as they do today, everyone had a code name.

But it was unfortunately well known. It used to be written about in

social columns, as were others.

Senator ZORINSKY. But generally, only one person at a time aboard

Air Force One had a particular code name. The names were not

duplicated. So, in effect, when this transmission said “Claw Ham

mer,” there couldn’t have been two Clawhammers.

General HAIG. Oh, no. There could only be one that I would know.

Senator ZORINSKY. OK. Thank you.

On another issue, I would like to read from the Washington Star

of October 26, 1980, with respect to comments made by President-elect

Reagan’s experts on the foreign policy transition team. Jeanne Kirk

pat-rick, one of them, made a comment that Cuba, at some time, at some

point, must pay the price for working with the Soviets on a success

ful policy of subversion and destabilization in this hemisphere.

Havana must pay the price for its policies of supporting ideological and high

ly unsavory dictatorships around the world. The embargo will be maintained.

Dissidence will be encouraged and defections of Cuban military units will be

promoted.

That is a worthwhile goal given the mischievousness of the Cubans

around the world. How will you reconcile that philosophy with the

statement made by President Jose Lopez-Portillo on a recent visit to

Havanna,

Any action taken by the United States of America against Cuba will be

considered an action taken against Mexico.

General HAIG. Well, it would be hard for me to reconcile it. Un

fortunately, I hadn’t seen the Mexican President’s statement. As a
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matter of fact, I hadn’t seen the article you referred to, which was

attributed to our transition group.

I think it is very important to say, in support of the transition group

comments—although they are not policy—that most Americans re

gard the recent activity of the Cuban Government, its 40,000 troops

and mercenaries operating in the continent of Africa, its work in

Nicaragua and perhaps in El Salvador today, as just a grave danger

to the American interest. That is going to require some ve careful

thought, some very firm, and hopefully effective policies to deal with

Cuba in the period ahead.

I don’t like to lay out a formula or certainly to get into a dispute

with the head of a neighborin state whose comments I never have

read or had an opportunity to think about.

Senator ZORINSKY. You cite the fact that Cubans presently are in

Nicaragua. Does it disturb you that Americans also are invited to go

to Nicaragua but some feel they should not go, possibly because of the

mentality that it is too late for the development of democracy there?

Would it disturb you if we no longer afforded the choice to Nicaragua

jzlolbeewith our type of society, thereby forcing them to rely on Cuban

e .

eneral HAIG. Well, I wouldn’t be comfortable with that premise.

Senator ZORINSKY. Many people are not aware that President Carter

was invited to speak at the first-year anniversary of Nicaraguan inde

pendence on July 19, 1980. He declined, and Fidel Castro went there

and spoke. We certainly could have had our President speaking, and I

think he would have stolen the show had he gone there.

My comments to you, hopefully Mr. Secretary to be, are that we have

to compete in the area and afford a choice to those people who do want

a democratic society to prevail down there.

General HAIG. I think that is correct. There must be a choice. Hope

fully, we are also going to insist that the conditions be maintained

under which a free choice can be made. That’s also important.

Senator ZORINSKY. Do you believe that one of the better methods of

. enabling the military of this country to communicate with the military

of another country is to afford the other country the opportunity to

purchase military equipment from our Nation? That would provide

for our military advisers’ instructing the military of that country with

U.S. weapons, rather than Marxist advisers’ instructing the military

of that country with their weaponry.

General HAIG. I think that applies not only to military equipment

with special pertinence here in the hemisphere, it applies to educational

programs for the young officers and enlisted men of our sister republics

III the South.

Senator ZORINSKY. Then do you disagree with the action taken by the

Congress to preclude the executive branch from offering any military

equipment to the Government of Nicaragua?

General HAIG. I’d be hard pressed this morning, Senator, to take on

such a distinguished body as the majority of the congressional vote on

a}p lSfiil6 I have not had a chance to study with the thoroughness I

s ou .

Senator ZORINSKY. Let me go to another item.

On a visit to Rome last year with Senator Biden and Senator Baker,

we were informed by the Prime Minister of Italy of some peculiar
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circumstances with respect to the U.S. request to Italy to participate

in the economic sanctions against Iran. I would like to bring to your

attention at this time that the foreign relations policy of this Nation

always has seemed to be unilateral in nature. When we request some

bocdiy to do something, we expect them to do it or they are not accom

m ating our position.

The Italian Prime Minister asked our congressional delegation when

we arrived, the four Senators who were there, the following——and I am

paraphrasing: “Are you aware that we have 1,600 Italians in Iran?

That nation owes us $3 billion for work that we have done there. ‘We

do not have the assets in our country to cover that amount of dollars,

simd your Nation has asked us -to impose economic sanctions against

ran.

He went on to say, “How about using naval bases here, or how about

using airbases, or other ways we can help your Nation? But don’t ask

us to forfeit $3 billion.”

This is my concern. You have been involved in that area long enough

to realize that there are circumstances unique to each nation. There are

reasons they can do some things to accommodate this country and rea

sons why they cannot do others. But they are not necessarily in opposi

tion to us because of their inability in some instances to accommodate

us.

Now, will it be your philosophy and your policy to treat these re

quests for accommodations on a nation-by-nation basis rather than

taking the view which I believe we historically have taken that you are

either with us or against us, re ardless of what peculiar circumstances

ma restrain you from being a le to accommodate our wishes?

eneral Ham. I think that is essential—to make policy fully cogni

zant of the very special concerns and problems and limitations on one

of our partner nations.

Senator Zone sxr. Were you aware that this type of philosophy has

been guiding our foreign policy?

General HAIG. Well, I think that was one of the reservations that

I expressed about the 3-percent solution. You know, there are nations

in Europe, partners such as Turkey and Greece, who spend well over

10 percent of their gross national products for defense. We don’t want

these nations to spend so much for those things. So, yes, there are all

kinds of contradictions and differences that we must manage in our

po icy.

Senator Zoamsxr. General Haig, what are our interests, as you per

ceive them, in Latin America and the Caribbean? What are the U.S.

interests in that area?

General HAIG. I think, above all, it is to do what we can—and I am

speaking in a national interest point of view—so that we insure that

that territory does not fall under the control or influence of those who

do not share our values, or worse, who are seeking, in a competitive

sense, to do us in; to contribute in whatever way we can to the realiza

tion of human needs in a developing environment, rich in resources,

human resources, and raw materials in many instances; to be sure that

the principles that are outlined in our Constitution, moral and human,

somehow increasingly become, without pedantic approaches to it, a

part of the overall evolution of direction in this hemisphere.

Senator Zonmsxx. Thank you, General Haig.

72-018 0 - 81 - 22
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Mr. Chairman, I would like to use my last few moments of time to

make a comment to you, as the chairman of this committee.

While driving to work this morning, I had my car radio tuned to the

station which is broadcasting this hearing. I heard you make a com

ment. I think you were discussing bringing Alexander Haig’s nomina

tion to a vote. You used the phrase, once again, “the majority has nine

votes,” or “has the votes to get this done.”

Now, in the 2 years that I have been on the Foreign Relations Com

mittee I have never heard the chairman of the Foreign Relations Com

mittee threaten the rest of the committee. Frank Church never said

we’ve got the votes to do this to you.

I feel offended because maybe I would like to be one of those votes

and your phraseology precludes me from doing that.

So I would like to put on record my request that you not use as a

lever how many votes you have on your side versus how many there

are on this side. All of us are quite capable of counting, and I don’t

think it is in keeping with the demeanor of this committee.

The CHAIRMAN. I certainly do not want in any way to imply that

we would use that power if it were unnecessary.

Senator ZORINSKY. Last night you did it in executive session to us,

too.

The CHAIRMAN. That power has been used many times by the major

ity in the past. It has been used to frustrate our efforts to get tax re

ductions and in many other areas.

The chairman faced a particular roblem last night in that he had

a message from the majority leader rom his hospital bed. He felt last

night that that motion should be brought to a vote.

It is true that for those members who were there and intended to

vote for it and for those who were absent and had given the chairman

their proxies we could have brought it to a vote. But in the spirit of

comity in which we have tried to work it seemed to the chairman that

it was not wise to push it to a vote last night. I sent a message back to

Senator Howard Baker, that as chairman of the committee I did not

feel it proper to do so. I’m certain that if he had been there in the

iroom, he would not have wanted it brought to a vote at that particu

ar time.

Obviously, the majority will have to use its power on occasion.

But always, just as in the question of the tapes, if it is at all possible

to work out an agreement where we are unanimous instead of divided,

we will do so because I think it is in the interest of the country that

we try to work in a bipartisan spirit.

Senator ZORINSKY. Mr. Chairman, I agree with you, but I feel

comity can be obtained without the threat of how many votes you

have. In every vote I have ever seen taken in this committee, the clerk

reads the names, the vote is tallied, and the chairman announces the

votes—pure and simple. I can find out soon enough, when the chair

man announces the results, just how many votes there were on either

side without the chairman, in advance, using that as a lever. This is

what democracy is all about: You call a vote. If you have the votes,

you win. But you don’t have to use that as a threatening position

prior to any vote or any action.
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I applaud you and commend you for how you ultimately worked out

last night’s loggerhead. But it could have been done without telling

us how many votes you had.

The CHAIRMAN. If I have advanced too much information to m

distinguished colleagues, I will restrain myself in the future. But

just felt, in a spirit of candor that there was a consensus on the ma

jority side—that we had at that point reached the stage where we

could give General Haig some guidance as to when he would be free

to go about the job of organizing the Department of State.

I think it was quite ap arent to him, as he sat and listened to some

of those deliberations and to his counsel, that it would not have been

wise to go forward last night, and we reached that decision.

Senator ZORINSKY. There are times I would like to vote with the

majority side, and I feel offended when you imply that’s it, we have

enough, and this is the way we are going,

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Zorinsky, I am well aware of the fact that

there are members of the minority that possibly in this case will vote

for confirmation. I did not feel it wise in any way to breach that con

fidence or to speak on behalf of any member of the minority. I felt

authorized to say that without any equivocation the members of the

majority did want to bring it to a vote last night. That was the purpose

of the meeting. But we did not do so, and I think wisely so. I appre

ciate your comments very much indeed.

Thank you.

Senator Tsongas.

Senator TSONGAS. How many votes do you have? [General laughter.]

I guess this is not my year for responses. [General laughter.]

I was going to commend you on the way you handled this, but I think

I’ll wait for my next round to do that. [General laughter.]

On the question that Senator Zorinsky raised about that transmission

on Air Force I, which there apparently is a tape of, as I understand

it. I have not heard that tape. I have heard of the account.

When you were asked as to whether you had said that, I was a little

unclear as to the response. -

General HAIG. I don ’t recall having said it._I don’t know whether it’s

an accurate report. I don’t know if the tape is accurate. It could be.

If I did say it, it would have been a reflection of a momentary set of

instructions in a fast-moving tactical situation that the President

would have wanted implemented. I think it was also clear in that con

versation, as it was described to me, although I don’t recall it, and I’m

suspicious of it, that it had to do with withholding some action until

vylenglpt on the ground and discussed it. That was the essence of it, I

t .i

Senator TSONGAS. I don’t want this to sound like a multiple choice

test. but you basically have three choices. You can either say, “I didn’t

do it.” or you can say, “I don’t recall.” or you can say, “I may have

done it if those were the instructions.”

You have been very careful when you answer questions on a broad

range of issues not to get yourself caught in a statement that subse

qutlaptly you have to explain. I think you have certainly done that very

we .
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So, I get the impression that what you are saying is that you may

well have done it, but if you did it, the reasons were because you were

given those instructions.

General HAIG. The first statement is that I don’t recall the incident

at all and am suspicious that it is a valid portrayal of an accurate

tape. That wouldn’t be the first time.

Secondly, if it did occur-—and this is more in the line _of Mr.

Zorinsky’s uestion to me, apparently from some of his constituents,

because we id leave it hung up a little bit—-to try to explain if it did

occur, how it might have occurred. That’s all. That’s it.

Senator TSONGAS. I have sat here for hours watching you, trying

to understand your approach. I think you are very careful in terms

of your answers not to mislead, or to be in a situation where you

would have to be reversed subsequently. I think there is a major dif

ference between saying, “I didn’t do it,” and saying, “Well, I don’t

think it is valid, but if it is valid, I did it because of instructions.”

General HAIG. Well, I just don’t remember.

Senator TSONGAS. I was curious about the comment you made about

resignation. You suggested that you resigned from your post at NATO

because of what I think you said were your profound disagreements

with this administration.

What disagreements were those? To whom did you express them?

General HAIG. There are a host of them, and it doesn’t serve any

purpose in open session to go beyond that point. I think the point

I was trying to make was because Senator Sarbanes was trying to

determine in value terms, as he said to me, whether or not that was

even in my lexicon.

Senator TSONGAS. Did you express the reasons for your resignation

to the President?

General HAIG. I beg your pardon?

Senator TSONGAS. You said you resigned because of your differences.

General HAIG. Over an extended period, I had said that I had

intended to leave. I think that was enough. My disagreement on

various issues, where I was asked, was reasonably clear. On some

others, I suppose, I can’t say the President was aware of them. I never

knew what he was or wasn’t aware of.

Senator TSONGAS. The reason I raise that is because you talked

about conscience being the ultimate decisionmaker, that if you dis

agreed, you had the responsibility, including resignation, and you

said, “I did that recently,” and yet you did it without indicating that

to the President.

General HAIG. Oh, no. I’m quite confident the President knew that

I was resigning because of disagreements, failure to consult, and if

you want me to be specific, I shall: SALT.

Senator TSONGAS. Communicated through whom to the President?

General HAIG. Well, in two instances, probably to the President

certainly to Harold Brown. I hope it was in an elegant and under

standable way, and I think that is the way we should conduct our

business if we can.

Senator TSONGAS. It seems to me if I ever resign from this body

over an incident, I will do it in a much more dramatic way than you

did to make the point.

Let me get into the issue of justification on the wiretaps.
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You stated on July 30, 1974, before this committee, in response to

the chairman who would have been—whom, -at that time?

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Sparkman, No, it was Senator Fulbright at

that time.

Senator TSONGAS. The name is not here [indicating]. You referred to

the legality and the justification of the wiretaps, even though you said,

“We did not like to have to participate in that.”

Do you _still feel that those wiretaps were both legal and justifiable?

General HAIE. Well, I think we are back at the same question that we

had earlier land the same series of questions.

If I may, I would like to refer again to my statement.

With respect to wiretaps, during 1969 and 1970, the FBI conducted

wiretaps and other surveillance on a number of individuals, primarily

Government officials and newsmen. President Nixon instituted this

program in the spring of 1969 because of his concern about leaks of

national security information, including the minutes of National

' Security Council meetings and U.S. bargaining options on upcoming

SALT negotiations.

The facts about my role are very straightforward, Senator. The de

cision to use wiretaps and surveillance to detect the source of the

leaks was made by the President, in consultation with the Attorney

General and the Director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation. I

was not involved. I was assured that the program was legal. I never

decided which individuals were to be tapped. On several occasions, I

was asked by Dr. Kissinger to identify individuals who had had access

to information, and specific information, and I did so.

To my knowledge, these were straightforward responses to a

straightforward question.

My responsibility was to convey to the FBI the names of the individ

uals who were provided to me, Either by the President or by Dr. Kis

singer. On many occasions, the summaries of the results of these taps

were delivered to me for Dr. Kissinger.

Now, I _think, in effect, they were legal. Had they not been, there

would have been a great deal of controversy before now in the context

of those taps for national security. I know there is some controversy

about some other taps that were not involved in the framework of the

so-called wiretaps for national security.

Senator TSONGAS. You said earlier—and I quote you—that you “were

not involved in anything that was wrong, immoral, or illegal.” I be

lieve that you mean that and that you believe those wiretaps were not

'ustified.

] Can we assume that in a similar circumstance we will not see the

same thin happen again?

Generafhme. I think there has been a different set of procedures

provided for under law which, as I pointed out, require receiving from

a judge an authorization to institute a wiretap.

Incidentally, I guess it should be understood that from the Second

World War, phones in the Pentagon, phones abroad had been habitu

ally wiretapped to insure that there were no security leaks. I think you

remember the sign that used to be on the telephones: “Shhh, some

body’s listening.” That used to be reinforced by indiscriminate and

random wiretapping by Federal agencies responsible, security person

nel in military organizations. I suspect some of it still goes on abroad.
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So I think you have to know how these things can happen and how

people who have any participation in it may not necessarily feel the

same aversion that you apparently do.

It doesn’t make either of us right. I know what the law is today; -

I thought I did then. I lived by it then. I intend to do it in the future.

STREttOI'.TSONGAS. I think the reason it comes up is this. This is now

my fourth time in questionin you and we have spent a lot of time on

Chile. As I indicated to Mr. alifano on the first day, I have not gone

into any detail in your involvement in Cambodia or Chile, as you know.

General HAIG- Right.

Senator TSONGAS. The reason I haven’t done that is that would be

the easiest way to embarrass you, to simply rehash that stuff ad

nausem. That was the past. It was 10 years ago. What is the point

of going through it again ?

What I was trying to get from you was a sense of, all right, we

did it. those were the ethics of the time, you cannot have retrospective

morality, but we are not going to see that kind of thing again. You

have had innumerable examples and instances where you could have

reassured the committee.

General HAIG. I think I just said that, Senator. I think that’s what

I just said.

Senator TSONGAS. Let me introduce into the record today’s Washing

ton Post editorial page. There is one article in favor of the nominee

and o(;ie against. In fairness, we ought to have them both put into the

recor .

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it is so approved.

[The articles referred to follow 2]

[From the Washington Post, Tuesday, Jan. 13, 1981]

Ham-Yns

(Andrew Knight)

Once upon a time there was a two-bit colonel who couldn’t speak English but

knew what he wanted. One day this colonel found himself on a battleground he

came rather to relish . . .

Dad.

Yes, son.

I’m sleepy.

The battleground. son, was Kissinger’s suite of offices on the ground floor of the

West Wing of the White House, and the time was Nixon’s first presidency.

I think I’m waking up, Dad.

You’d better son. This colonel became a general, thanks to barely credible

promotion by Nixon.

Hey, Dad, is he the one Nixon calls a mean son of a bitch ?

Yes, son, it’s Nixon’s way of being nice to him. The general’s done a whole lot

since then. And now Reagan’s nominated him to be his secretary of state. And

Haig [that’s the guy’s name] wants the job because he reckon it’s the best way

he can succeed Reagan when Reagan poops. So we’ve got to stop him.

We, Dad‘? The voters have just landslid you out of the Senate and the friends

who survived you on that committee of yours don’t have a majority any more.

No matter, son, we’ve got Satire, we’ve got Lewis, we’ve even got the press.

Dad, you’ve always said that Safires’ just a Nixon castoff, that Lewis is just

a (‘/anonbury square, and that the press are just rats.

They were. son. they were.

It’s a bit late. Dad. Haig’s almost got confirmed. He rocked them in the aisles

at the hearings again yesterday.

Then we’ll get him later.

But why, Dad, why?
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Come, on son. You read the papers too. Cambodia. Christmas bombing. Allende.

Watergate. Archibald Cox. The pardon. I tell you, son, we can’t have that guy.

America can’t afford Haig.

Dad, when Ford put Haig in charge of NATO forces, what happened?

.The Europeans were furious, son. Took his appointment as an insult. I told

you, we can’t have . . .

How’d it work out, Dad?

You’ll never believe it. That mean Old Sonofabitch had the Europeans eating

out of his hand inside a year. The commanders got to like him. Then—astonishing.

this—he got Schmidt and the Germans and Callaghan and Thatcher and Giscard

and all those other funky' Europeans eating out of his hand too. Just shows,

never trust a European.

How’d he do it, Dad?

He was tough, son, and mean and direct—told them how it was. And political.

Goddammit, yes, Haig’s nothing if he's not political.

Came across as an all-American, Dad?

’Fraid so, son.

Tough but trusty, Dad? Sort of Eisenhower?

Meaner face, son.

Dad?

Yes, son.

If America gets into another war, Dad, what should it do?

Make damn sure it wins, son.

Bomb ’em to hell, if necessary, Dad? Like’ you said in your Abbotsville Plaza

speech when your campaign was going down the . . . er, when your campaign

was drawing to a close, Dad?

Absolutely, son. Don’t wait, get on with it, as I said. Take the War Powers

Act’s second option, consult, sure, but consult after the event.

Like Cambodia and Hanoi at Christmas time, Dad?

Don’t be cheeky, son.

Truce, Dad. Carter—you remember Carter, Dad?

Just, son.

Remember what you told the county chairman privately, Dad, at dinner after

the Abbotsville speech: how Carter had‘ allowed foreign policy to become a

muddle, left hand not seeing the right, friend and foe alike finding an unreliable

America, leaks galore? Chaos costing every Democratic senator like you a

bundle of votes—remember Dad?

Sure, son. I’ll tell you one thing. Old Sonofabitch won’t let that happen at

State. Why, he even put Halperin and that crowd up for FBI wiretaps in his

White House days.

That’s what I was getting ’round to, Dad. Was he right to do that, Dad?

Of course not, son. I mean maybe. Oh heck, I dunno, son. But for God’s sake

don’t tell your mother I said so.

Hell no, Dad. But Dad?

Yes, son.

Seriously, Dad, why don’t we Americans leave all that to-the historians and

get on with business? You kept saying at Abbotsville that we must put the past

behind us, that we need a return to experience, a coherent State Department, a

cogent policy to contain Russia and manage change.

Indeed, son.

Let bygones be bygones, Dad? Pardon the pardoners, Dad?

We in America can’t do that, son. We’re not cynical Europeans, you know.

Perhaps we’d be better, in this respect, if we were, Dad.

They’ve never had a Watergate, son.

You’re growling -again, Dad. When was the‘ Watergate break-in, Dad?

Nine years ago, son.

I was hardly born, Dad, and you're still fighting about it. With the Russians

at the gates, Dad. Why, Dad?

It, er, matters, son.

But Dad?

Yes, son.

I can just remember you, when I was little, hurring into the kitchen and telling

Mom that the only guy keeping America going single-handed while Nixon

wallowed in Watergate was a guy called Haig. Same one, Dad?

Sure, son, but that was before Cox was fired, and the files were sealed up, and

the scales dropped from my eyes.
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Dad, I see Old Sonofabitch said on Friday that he did that because be believed

passionately in the office of the presidency and in the President's right to be

considered innocent until proved guilty.

Al's nothing if not political, son. And smart. And, dammit, he’s got the courage

tozi1ydwl(i1a2t if I said it your Mom would shoot me for. Al’s smart all right.

, a

HAIe—No

(By Lewis H. Lapham)

During the few weeks before Ronald Reagan named Gen. Alexander M.

Haig Jr. to be his secretary of State, the rumor in knowledgeable circles ran

as follows:

“Of course the man’s treacherous, but he’s familiar with the issues, and

besides, there’s nobody else.”

Now that Haig has been appointed, the rumor has congealed into -the received

opinion, accepted by partisans on both sides of the argument in the Senate, -as

to the general’s qualifications for an office still associated with the hope of

honor. Haig’s critics object to him on ethical grounds, saying his flaws of

character compromise his undoubted capacity for bureaucratic intrigue. The

general’s admirers, among them Richard M. Nixon, concede the ruthlessness and

single-minded ambition of their man but applaud these attributes as virtues

States requires the services of a villain. “The meanest, toughest, most ambiitious

s.o.b. I ever knew,” Nixon has called Haig, “but he'll make a hell of a secretary

of State."

The agreement on the general’s character raises the unhappier question as to

what kind of country—-and what kind of President—would think it necessary

to employ Alexander M. Haig Jr. What is meant by the reasoning that there is

saying, in effect, that -the world has become so dangerous a place that the United

“nobody else” to be secretary of State?

In a country of 225 million people, among whom at least several thousand

possess a knowledge of international politics and diplomatic history, obviously

it is absurd to say that only Haig (or perhaps one or two others of Reagan’s

Republican acquaintances)‘ could perform the duties of the secretary of State.

The lack of candidates bespeaks a lack of candor about what the -task entails.

Haig’s qu-alities define the accomplished courtier. He is eager, smiling, willing

to deny or distort the truth for an expedient purpose, loyal to power in whatever

person or institution it makes itself manifest, as cruel or compassionate as the

circumstances might warrant. Oasting himself in the role of the indispensable

valet or aide-de-camp (first for Gen. Douglas MacArthur, then for patrons as

different as Robert McNamara, Henry Kissinger and Richard Nixon), Haig

made his career by saying to a succession of masters, “Make of me wh-at you

want; I am what you want me to be." The general proved himself useful, a silent

and dependable man who could be relied upon to tap a telephone or arrange a

bombing in Cambodia.

Nothing in the general’s record indicates the qualities of a public man accus

tomed to making his own decisions or writing his own speeches. He gives a poor

speech, the banality of the text unrelieved by any talent for humor or eloquence.

His manner betrays a cold egoism as well as the court Chamberlain's habitual

air of contempt—for his employer, for everybody else in the throne room, for the

rabble beyond the gates.

Who would trust a man so schooled in the art of subservience to formulate

a policy? As secretary of State, how will the general excuse and justify himself?

On whom will he blame his failures ?

The explanation of this appointment arises from Reagan’s ignorance of

foreign affairs and his lack of enthusiasm for anything unpleasant. “Society,”

said Justice Holmes, “is based on the death of men,” and Haig’s military

education presumably has taught him to look impassively upon the spectacle

of human suffering. Since the end of World War II, the United States has

raised up two generations of civilian officials who flatter themselves on their

mauve sensitivity-to the environment, to human rights, to the deathi of

newts and whales. The pale cast of good intentions inhibits their appetite for

action ; on the brink of the abyss it occurs to them that their advice might prove

fatal. Thus their wish for a Praetorian Guard.
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For 15 years Haig has been close enough to power to remark the weakness,

the vanity and-the corruption of his nominal overlords. Maybe it is easier to pay

court to men one despises, and it is understandable that Haig, having seen

with what little wisdom the world is governed, should have formed an excessive

opinion of his own. What remains less understandable is the way the political

and intellectual gentry fawn over what they imagine to be the general’s strength,

the general’s patriotism, the general’s self-discipline, the generals moral beauty.

Nothing in the soothing charm of Ronald Reagan's voice indicates that he

means to do anything other than preside, in the anable and ceremonial way of

a retired chairman of the board, over the cruelties of government. Like the later

Roman emperors, who allowed the business of the state to fall into the hands

of eunuchs, he confers the powers of office on the gamekeeper in order that he

might not be offended by the sight of blood.

Senator TSONGAS. I think the article by Lewis Lapham really goes

to what troubles me, and what I suspect troubles a number of the com

mittee members. it is not your capacity. Your capacity is extraordi

nary. Anybody who has sat here, watching you, as I have, has to walk

away impressed. The question really is one of parameters: How far

do you go ; how far don’t you go.

A number of us have been pressing you on that. And the more we

press you, the more we get into the glaring back and forth across the

table that you have done with me and today with Senator Sarbanes.

On several occasions there has been an obvious way for you to say

it was wrong, it will not happen again. But we don’t get that. At

least I don’t get that, and it troubles me because you are a very strong

individual. You are going to dominate this administration, if I may

say so. You are, by far, the strongest personality that is going to be

in there. Given the tendency of the President-elect to be the sort of

chairman of the board, 1 think in many respects you are going to be

America. I think that is very important to understand. that the person

who will de facto play that role—and I think you have the capacity

to do it extraordinarily well—-have a sense of where those limits are,

at which point you don’t abuse the power, at which point, like Chair

man Percy, you don’t push for that vote because you happen to have

the numbers. '

I think that is the major question. In a judgment of crisis, in a

point of tension, does the conscience of General Haig come forth and

dictate policy for 220 million Americans in a way that perha s was

not the case before, and can we assume that what happened efore

was because of instructions, because there was no policymaking respon

sibility? Can we assume that from this point on the jud mental value,

judgmental core of what America is all about is somet ing that you

are comfortable with, and we are not going to see the United States

going into Angola with covert activity just because, say, we want to

go back and redo that, and we are not going to have wiretaps because

there is a leak, and we are not going to have these kinds of things, that

really have stained America happen again?

We are almost beseeching you, constantly, for that reassurance,

somehow like unre uited love. We are not getting reassurance. It is

our one shot, and i we don’t get it now, I don’t know when we are

going to get it.

General HAIG. Let me say somethin , Senator. I generally appreciate

your frankness. But I think some of t re premises may be questionable.

We have a duly elected President, Ronald Reagan, who I am ab

solutely confident he is going to be the Chief Executive of this land, in
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practice as well as in description. I intend to do all that I can to make

him the most effective President we could conceivably have.

Now I’m very sorry that in our exchange I have not sufficiently in

dulged in the kind of “mea culpa’s” that you were seeking and hoped

to have to reassure you that I could do my job responsibly. That’s a

matter of some regret to me. But I don’t think it’s either in the con

text of the experience that I had, the sacrifices I made during ‘the

period in question, the motivations that drove me at that time, as they

drive me today, to indulge in the kind of “mea culpa’s” that you, and

perhaps Senator Sarbanes, are seeking.

I don’t think it would serve any useful purpose either to the overall

objective of justice and fairness or the best interests of this country to

have me do it at the onset of what may or may not be an incumbency of

Secretary of State. It would be far more comfortable for me to stay

where I was in Connecticut, making 10 times more money and enjoy

ing life than for me to come down here and subject myself to the

kinds of discussions I have gone through for the last 3 days.

I give you gentlemen the greatest credit for sincerity, for knowing

what you are about, and for sticking by your guns to persist in the

kinds of questions that I think you have a right to demand be an

swered. But the kinds of “mea culpa’s” that I sense in your question

ou want I just can’t give because I don’t feel them. I would be delud

1ng you and deceiving you were I to do so.

Senator TSONGAS. Let me say, General, that if all I were interested

in were that, I would not have telegraphed my questions to you 3

weeks ago, through Mr. Califano when he called me. I would also say

that what I intended to ask you about today was Angola and Namibia.

If you look at my notes here, they are all scrambled because I was not

prepared to get into this present line of questioning. But listening to

this exchange was very troubling. I think it is important for you to un

derstand it not so much from a point of view of who votes for you or

against you because this concern is coming out in a number of places.

If you can put that to rest, given the mandate the President enjoys,

given your personality, the strength of your personality, you could

be an extraordinary Secretary of State and, in the terms of the chair

man, an historic one. We are trying, though you ma not perceive it in

that way, to perhaps give you the benefit of our jug gment so that in

deed you can be that. You are going to be my Secretary of State, too,

and that is very important.

I would hope that in some respect you understand that if this were

really a gunning operation, I never would have told you beforehand

what was coming, I never would have talked to Mr. Califano, and non

communication would have been the approach used if, indeed, “mea

culpa” was the objective. _

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Tsongas.

Senator CRANSTON. I have a couple of record inserts to make and one

letter that I wanted to read. The record inserts'are material that has

come to the committee.

Would it be your preference that you continue on before luncheon,

or would you like to be recognized first, after completion of the panel?

Senator CRANSTON. Whatever is your desire.

The CHAIRMAN. I thank you very much, indeed.
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I think it probably would be best, in view of the fact that we were

going to recess at 1 and have an hour break for luncheon from our

business, to take you as the first questioner, immediately following the

panel.

General Haig, I would like to comment following the particular com

ments of Senator Zorinsky, not about the chairman but about some

accusations that have been made against you to indicate that we’re

quite sympathetic. Having come out of the private sector and then into

politics 16 years ago, I found the world quite different. I’m sure if your

exploratory committee had come up with a different conclusion and

you’d have run for President, you’d have been in a brand new world.

You are in a world now of political appointment, and the accusations

do flow. You just have to take them as they come.

I can _well remember one time when I was accused by the present

White House Press Secretar , Jody Powell, of using a corporate jet

owned by Bell & Howell whi e I was a U.S. Senator. The only answer

I had was that Bell & Howell had never owned a jet; in fact, it had

never owned a single engine airplane of any kind.

But these things come and go, and I do think that you have handled

many of these questions in a fine fashion.

The committee has received testimony so far from three witnesses for

insertion into the record. Testimony has been received from Senator

Robert Dole, Phelps Jones, director for national security and foreign

affairs of the Veterans of Foreign Wars, and from a representative of

the National Democratic Policy Committee.

The first two have provided testimony in support of General Haig.

The National Democratic Policy Committee comments on the foreign

policy problems facing General Haig. It is a very good paper.

I ask unanimous consent that this testimony be inserted in the record.

I would like -to read, on my time, a letter from a man that I feel is

particularly well versed in this subject. Winston Lord is now president

of the Council on Foreign Relations of New York. He served on the

National Security Council. He was one of those who had been sub

jecItIe-d to (ilviret-apping at some point in the past.

e sai :

Dear Senator Percy, I want to record my strong support for President-elect

Reagan’s nomination of Al Haig to be Secretary of State. I hope your Com

mittee and the full Senate, after exercising its important responsibilities, will

promptly approve this nomination. As an American concerned with our role in

the world -and -as a former close associaté of Al Haig, I believe he will prove to

be a dynamic and efifective Secretary at a time when we are confronted with

multiple challenges to our national security. He brings to the post wide expe

rience, not only in Europe and Southeast Asia, as is well known, but on many

other issues, such as China and the Middle East, on which he has had important

assignments as Deputy Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs.

He has handled a succession of important, delicate jobs with skill and courage

on the battlefield, in the Pentagon, in the National Security Council, and as

White House Chief of Staff.' during a severe trial in our history, and as NATO

Commander, where he earned wide respect from European political and military

leaders. His appointment is clearly welcomed abroad from Europe through the

Middle East to East Asia.

I think the letter speaks for itself. I would like to note that portion

of the letter dealing with the urgency of this committee’s coming to

a conclusion at an appropriate time this afternoon.
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If there is no further business, this committee is recessed until 2 p.m..

at which time we will have a panel of two Senators and one former

Senator.

[Whereupon, at 12 :55 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene at

2 p.m., the same day.]

AFTERNOON SESSION

The CHAIRMAN. On behalf of every member of the committee we

certainly warmly welcome our distinguished colleagues, Senator

Weicker and Senator Goldwater.

Senator Goldwater, I think your letter asking to testify was the

first one we received, and Senator Weicker’s was next. We welcome

warmly once again our beloved colleague, our esteemed friend, Senator

John Sherman Cooper, a longtime member of this committee who

rendered magnificent service to his country and to the Senate of the

United States.

We are honored to have all of you here. Why don’t we just begin

from my left to right; Senator Weicker, you can begin.

I would suggest this. It might be well for each of you to testify,

and then we will open it up for questions of any member of the panel.

STATEMENT OF HON. LOWELL WEICKER, A U.S. SENATOR FROM

CONNECTICUT

Senator WEICKER. Thank you very much. Mr. Chairman, and my

colleagues of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.

I appear before you today in firm opposition to the nomination of

Alexander M. Haig, Jr. to be Secretary of State for the United States.

Though senior Senator from Mr. Haig’s home State and chairman

of the Appropriations subcommittee which handles the State Depart

ment budget, I do not presume to speak for either of those entities;

rather I come among equals to give expression to certain long held

' beliefs.

I do this not as a matter of opportunistic style or being convinced

of a superiority of morals, but to underline that what was stated and

acted upon several years ago was neither politics nor entertainment

nor passing fancy. Rather it was a defense of the essence of what

America’s greatness is all about. And to let this nomination parade

by in the full view already accorded it without demurer would mean

the acceptance in 1981 of the very standards that a Nation rejected

in 19 4.

Watergate circa 1973 and weariness of same is only a buzz word,

a buzz word excuse for not performing the tough part of our job as

U.S. Senators. If seeing to it that the Constitution is upheld de facto

as well as de jure. if seeing to it that excellence be the standard of man

and institution alike, that integrity be undiluted all result in cries of

“I’m tired of Watergate.” then the real problem is not a historical

perspective but the unwillingness, incapacity, or timidity to create a

uture.

The purpose of the Watergate exercise was not to prove we were

the world’s most honest people. but to allow us to continue to think

of ourselves in such light in order to strive for such a goal.
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The alternative at that time was acceptance of “everybody does it;”

“break the law to enforce the law ;” and “place the President before

the law.” We didn’t accept. _

There is no more reason today than yesterday to have the American

people believe that good government requires -a choice between Con

stitution and satisfactory results. Governments of laws survive the

differences and divisions of -any moment forever. It is governments of

men that disintegrate.

Even now I hear that unless the confirmation of General Haig takes

place immediately or takes place without negatives, it will be im

possible for the United States to conduct credible foreign policy

around the world. That’s nonsense, and that’s not what the Constitu

tion calls for.

It’s the President. to use the words of that Constitution, other public

ministers, and the Senate who have the responsibility for foreign af

fairs. I have yet to see the words “Haig” or “Kissinger”, or “Brze

zinski” and others in any version of the Constitution that I’ve read.

And yet we act, have acted, that way. -

I applaud your committee’s decision to vote tomorrow, at least as

last I heard it, but believe me, I’m not going to endorse setting aside

our constitutional obligations in order to accommodate the litical

desires of any administration. Chairman Percy’s decision on t e tapes

does honor to the constitutional process and deserves the fullest sup

port of committee members and nominee alike if accuracy rather than

expediency is the desired result.

Now, why specifically oppose General Haig? The reasons are the

record as I know it. The man as I know him and the job sought. I

am not here with any new bombshells. The record is quite enough in

assessing the man’s character and suitability for high office. Such an

evaluation is something altogether different from assessing guilt or

innocence.

At the time he became Chief Executive Assistant to the President

of the United States on May 4, 1973, he took upon himself the same

standards of performance imposed upon the President by the Con

stitution of the United States. One of those standards is articulated

in article II, section 3: “He shall take care that the laws be faith

fully executed * * * .”

That admonition and not Richard Nixon’s definition of justice is

what I would expect to be insisted upon by those serving the Presi

dent. In the absence of their superior’s adherence to the law, honor

able men either speak up or get out. General Haig’s reaction was to

further the definition; not the admonition. I therefore assume him

to have either lacked integrity, disdained the Constitution, or un

questionably followed orders.

None of the above particularly commend him to occupy the fifth

highest constitutional office in the land. Indeed, I assume he will have

to take an oath of office upon becoming Secretary of State. That oath

will no doubt include some words about upholding the Constitution

of the United States. That cannot be a sometime thing.

That aspect of Watergate which is the White House tapes, the very

matter troubling you now, is what troubles me most about General

Haig. Those tapes are, were, the best evidence whether for your pur

poses, or the purposes of the select committee, or the Judiciary
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Committee, or for individual purposes, those appearing before com

gressional committees or on trial in the various courts of this country.

And yet, with General Haig’s knowledge the best evidence was, as it

is now, held back, selectively used, as in Haldeman appearing before

the committee for exoneration, or selectively used as in Haldeman’s

testimony to discredit Dean, selectively used to discredit. That is not

conduct which defines the faithful execution of the l-aws.

General Haig’s role in coaching witnesses appearing before the

select committee in regard to the existence of the White House tap

ing system is another area where the general is seen more in shadow

than in the bold relief of proper conduct.

There is no doubt that m-any of today’s unanswered uestions could

be resolved by the tapes and-or logs you’ve subpenae . That is why

in fairness to all, General Haig included, I hope for their early release.

But in the absence of their voluntary release, I know your chances of

getting them are far better under your constitutional advise and con

sent powers than after confirmation when the request is merely for

general investigatory purposes. So my advice is to hang tough or

you’ll be left hanging.

There are those who praise General Haig’s popularity among our

European allies as a result of his NATO tenure. I can only assume

those are the same allies who at the time of Watergate denigrated

that whole episode as being much ado about that which is considered

commonplace in their own countries.

In such an atmosphere of accommodation to corruption of prin

ciple and practice, I have no doubt a man like General Haig is ad

m1red. But what’s up to the usual standard in Europe should not

become good enough for this country.

Two last observations. One for my Republican colleagues. On

December 11, 1973, General Haig appeared before the Republican

policy committee or Tuesday luncheon and assured those present

no further shocks were expected. He did his best to rally Republicans

around a President whose conduct was all Nixon but hardly

Republican.

This was part of what was termed at the time Operation Candor.

Those who 0 imbed aboard including the Senate minority leader, and

by that I mean Senator Scott—those who climbed aboard were shortly

to be blown out of the water with further tape revelations. So much for

the basis of any gratitude my party has toward General Haig, and

so much for any assurances received by those of you on this committee.

Lastly, for those who express a special debt of gratitude to General

Haig for helping to edge Richard Nixon toward the exits, if such did

indeed take place, I would be far more grateful had such action been

motivated by principle rather than politics or the proximity of im

peachment. The ability to bail out adroitly is only second best to avoid

ing the necessity of bailing out at all. That should apply interna

tionally as well as domestically.

The Secretary of State of the United States presents the heart and

character of all Americans to the world. As typical he should be the

best, for that is our Nation. The job cannot become a reward for

evasiveness, partisanship or suhservience. It is an honor to be bestowed

upon the courageous. the forthright, the idealistic. No such nominee

is before your committee.
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Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Weicker, thank you very much.

I would like to call to your attention one factual error in your state

ment and one that I think we need to expand on for interpretation.

The first is when you say “I applaud your committee’s decision to vote

tomorrow.”

There has been no decision by the committee to vote tomorrow.

That decision is yet to be made. It will be discussed later in the session

toda .

Senator WEICKER. My purpose there, Mr. Chairman, is only to say

whatever the committee does, that can be done at any time. I used

that to distinguish that moment in time very carefully from any action

taken on the Senate floor. Anything can be done in this committee,

and the Senate does not lose its constitutional rights vis-a-vis getting

those tapes and-or logs.

The minute the Senate as a whole acts, then, at least in my interpre

tation, you lose whatever power you have under the advise-and-consent

function.

The CHAIRMAN. I merely wanted to point out no decision has been

made by the committee to vote tomorrow. That will be discussed later

this afternoon. And when you say. “Chairman Percy’s decision on the

tapes does honor to the constitutional process,” that decision was a

unanimous decision of this committee, and I acted under the unanimous

vote of this committee. I merely executed and signed the subpena.

Thank you very much.

Senator Goldwater, chairman of our Intelligence Committee and

respected colleague.

STATEMENT OF HON. BARRY GOLDWATER, A U.S. SENATOR FROM

ARIZONA

Senator GOLDWATER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the

committee. You are gracious to allow me to appear for the purpose of

testifying briefly on General Alexander Haig.

I believe I know this man better and more intimately than most peo

ple. While all of us are well aware of the general’s great military

abilities and record made from the day he left West Point through his

brilliant handling of his active military assignments, I really did not

get to know him until that day when my Republican colleagues asked

me to visit the White House for the purpose of discussing with Presi

dent Nixon the political situation that existed in the Senate concerning

impending impeachment hearings.

What I discovered in this friend upon my visit was a man of com

plete honesty, remarkable intelligence, and a great capacity to express

his thoughts. I believe I can honestly say that the presence of Alex

ander Haig in the White House those last 2 weeks of the Nixon presi

dency sustained our country. and we owe General Haig a sincere debt

of gratitude for his leadership.

Let me explain that briefly. President Nixon at that time was sitting,

as we sometimes say. on the point of a pen. He was wobbling one way

and wobbling the other. If he had wobbled in the direction of stand

ing for impeachment, I doubt seriously that this country would have

ever lived through the 6 or 8 months that we would have had to have
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lived through with the Senate’s attention being 100 percent focused on

whether or not we kept or dismissed the President.

Now, what Alexander Haig did during that time was completely

outside of his regular line of duty. He saw his duty as any soldier, as

any American would, and the duty was to try and get President Nixon

to see the end was at hand. I have to take my hat off to this man for

what he did during those last few days, and I sat there and watched it.

I listened to the ar ments, the persuasive ar uments, as he convinced

President Nixon t at to continue on would e disastrous. And if he

never did another thing in his life, Mr. Chairman and members of the

committee, I would be grateful to him for having done that.

It was not accomplished alone, by any means. We had the great

help of other people-—I mention particularly the editor of the Wash

ington Post—whose complete understanding of the situation and of

Mr. Nixon resulted in the smooth transition of the office.

Since that time I have observed General Haig as he gained more

respect as the Supreme Commander of NATO than any other com

mander in the past. I have personally watched the tremendous

improvement in the NATO structure.

I have absolutely no hesitancy in recommending this man to be

Secretary of State. I have heard the argument used that milita men

should not be Secretaries of State. We’ve had them, gentlemen. e’ve

had military men as President of the United States, and I can’t recall

one that was what I would call disastrous; and in fact, I think they

have all done a remarkably good 'ob.

I think he would be outstan ing in that office and would give to

the U.S. foreign strategy something we have not had in many, many

years, and foreign policy something we haven’t had in equally as many

years, and policy that not only Americans can understand but more

important, and particularly at this time, that the people of the world

Would understand.

Mr. Chairman, having watched these proceedings on television

rather avidly when they have been televised, knowing of the great

interest of members of the Democratic side to get at the Watergate

tapes. I don’t believe that is what we’re really interested in at this

time in history.

We are interested in a Secretary of State, and if the tapes were

obtained, I don’t think it would change anybody’s thinking about

this person and about the extreme importance of this country getting

a Secretary of State, without meaning anything derogatory about Ed

Muskie, who I think is one of those men who you just sort of pick out

of the blue and he works out all right. In this case we have a man’s

whole life of service and record to look at.

I close, Mr. Chairman, by saying I speak of him not as a soldier but

as an American and as one frankly whom we can all thank God that

we have at this time.

I thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Goldwater. very much indeed.

Now We would like to hear your colleague, Senator Cooper.
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STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN SHERMAN COOPER, FORMER SENATOR

IN THE UNITED STATES CONGRESS FROM KENTUCKY

Senator COOPER. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I

appreciate very much the invitation to appear before this committee

in strong support of the nomination of Lieuten-ant General Haig to

be Secretary of State in the Cabinet of President-elect Reagan.

Let me say—and I regret that my statement may appear to be too

long, and it is too long—bu-t when I first drafted it or outlined it, I

was thing of speaking of his abilities, which I recognized chiefly when

he was in command of the NATO Forces in Europe. At that time, the

question of the tapes had not et been interjected, or at least to the

extent it has, and I had not a dressed myself to it. So the article or

statement that you have has been revised, and I will at some point

direct myelf to my own consideration of the importance or value of

the weight that should be given to the -tapes.

I actually do not know General Haig intimately. He does not know,

I suppose, that I am testifyi . I did know him casually durin his

service to the United States. nd so my testimony, as I formu ated

it first, was based on my observation of his service as Supreme Com

mander of the North Atlantic Treaty Forces, titled SACEUR, which

I consider demonstrates superior qualification to be Secretary of State.

You may ask why I testify in support of his confirmation. Like you,

I am anxious that the United States develop a consistent and coherent

forei policy, backed ‘by deterrent strength. This, General Haig has

testi ed to be his purpose. Frurther, from observation of his leader

ship and organization of NATO in Europe, I believe that in conjunc

tion with President Reagan he will, while assuring necessary communi

cation with the Congress, this committee, and appropriate agencies of

the Government, terminate and eliminate the uncertainty of the

indeterminate priority of leadership of the present administration,

gnd perhaps prior administrations, in his capacity as Secretary of

tate.

My observation of General Haig’s performance as SACEUR was

made possible by my appointment by former President Ford in 1974

to be the first Ambassador to the German Democratic Republic. I con

tinued in that capacity until my resignation to President Ford in

October 1976. And during that period of time, or at least most of that

time, General Haig was in command of NATO Forces.

I think I would like to give you. although it is a delay, some idea of

the importance of consideration of the German Democratic Republic

in connection with his work as commander of the NATO Forces. You

know, it was established after World War II by the Soviet Union

and had been isolated from the Western wartime allies and many non

Oommunist countries until approval of the Berlin Quadripartite

Treaty of 1971 between the four wartime allies, including the Soviet

Union. The three Western wartime allies recognized the German

Democratic Republic, the United States being the last.

Due to the strategic position of the German Democratic Republic

and its strong relationship with the Soviet Union, the presence of
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some 300,000 to 400,000 Soviet troops in East Germany, supplemented

by well-trained German Democratic Republic forces of over 100,000

men, the corps of ambassadors in the German Democratic Republic

increased from approximately 20 to 30 representatives, chiefly of

Communist countries, to between 60 and 65 representatives.

In my association with them, I found their great ‘interest in the

possible effect of the reco ition of the German Democratic Republic

by the United States an the wartime allies and the policies of the

United States toward the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact allies.

After Watergate and during the election years of 1975 and 1976, al

though I can say without any partisan slip, that President Ford had

done much by reason of his character and the commencement of his

policies to reassure our allies and in fact provide an important and

consistent policy for all of Europe.

I would like to stop here to make the point that a consistent policy

is not only important to our allies, but it also is important to our ad

versaries, in this sense: If your adversaries are upset——I speak of

the Soviet Union—from day to day, month to month, by changes of

U.S. policy, and the small elite of a Communist country—and I am

speaking particularly of the Soviet Union—they are uncertain of what

our position is and what our policies may be. And I think it creates

a danger which can be avoided, to a large extent, by consistent and

firm policy backed up by sufficient strength, as General Haig advo

cates.

During the period that I was in the German Democratic Republic,

several events, seemingly favorable, occurred, such as the Helsinki

Conference. But after its conclusion, the Soviet Union and some mem

bers of the Warsaw Pact, particularly the German Democratic Re

public, defined it simply as a settlement of the war boundaries of Euro

pean countries and a treaty guaranteeing noninterference in the affairs

of the signatories, chiefly with respect to human rights.

Worst of all, we witnessed the armed intervention in Angola, the

Soviet Union using Cuban and other Communist forces, typical of

Marxist policy, and a stronger realization of the growing disparity in

strength between the United States and its allies and the Soviet Union.

Throughout Western Europe a number of important events had

occurred or were occurring, with yet unsettled results. And most of

this was during the tenure of General Haig as commander of NATO.

Portugal had ended its long authoritarian system and was in need

of economic aid. Several NATO countries came to its aid, but the re

sponse by the United States at that time was uncertain.

The debate was still going forth concerning conditions for the es

tablishment of bases in Spain. Italy was in economic distress and po

litical instability. The breach between Greece and Turkey persisted,

and the refusal for a long period of time by United States to supply

arms to Turkey weakened that strong ally and raised speculation that

it might withdraw from NATO.

Portugal and the entire Mediterranean area were in difficulty and

potential danger and needed definite policy decisions by the United

States. All of the countries I have named were members of NATO,

with the exception of Spain.
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As I said above, this is too long a preamble for my advocacy of

General Haig’s capacity to be Secretary of State. But I have done so

for this reason: In my position, on which I do not want to dwell in

a personal sense, as the first Ambassador, I suppose I was some kind

of a curiosity, as the United States had finally recognized the German

Democratic Republic. And all members of the diplomatic corps, with

the exception of those countries with which we had no relationship,

would speak to me of their evaluation and opinion of the United

States and even of the Soviet Union, with the exception of a few

members of the Warsaw Pact.

Certainly. I was able to speak with our allies of Western Europe,

and particularly with our World War Allies in Western Europe, the

Ambassador of France and Great Britain. and with our present strong

ally, the Federal Republic of Western Germany. Now, they spoke

correctly, diplomatically, and with due regard to their own security

measures. But they regarded General Haig with confidence as a

military leader of NATO Forces and admired his sensitive conduct

of the necessary diplomatic consultations with members concerning

the essential strengthening of the alliance which still must go forward,

and other NATO problems which exist between NATO members and

their own internal problems. _

I visited General Haig’s headquarters in Belgium for a briefing

and report to him and his staff my observations concerning the GDR

and its relations with the Soviet Union. I noted immediately the

respect and confidence with which he was held by the members of

his staff, and the strong leadership which he exercised with such con

fidence and yet calmly. .

I believe that General Haig’s approval to be Secretary of State will

inspire confidence among our allies in Western Europe and a recogni

tion of leadership in other countries, both friends and adversaries, as

well as approval in our own country.

I close by stating--I haven’t closed yet, but this was in my first

draft; I meant to close—-I close by stating the obvious: That our

country remains in an uncertain and potentially dangerous position.

Conflict, actual wars of whatever duration have and are occuring on

every continent. The Middle East situation with the Iran-Iraq war,

holds danger for our oil supplies, essential for our industry, our agri

cjulture, our entire national life, as well as for Western Europe and

apan.

Now, the present administration has admitted—-I haven’t come here

to speak harshly of this administration, but I simply state a fact-—it

has admitted that the Soviet Union could destroy our land-based mis

siles within a few years, if not now. And it is said by some military

experts that in every category of weapons except aircraft carriers, the

Soviet Union surpasses us.

General Haig understands all these problems. And yet I noticed his

answers to the questions that have been asked him, particularly ques

tions by Senator Kassebaum, that he stated that the office of Secretary

of State depends primarily upon diplomacy, taking into account

economic. military. and political facts as well as self-interest, and there

must be power sufficient to deter Soviet adventurism.
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While not a Soviet or Communist expert, I agree with the statement

he made a few days ago, that the Marxist-Leninist system, as a system,

is a failure. Unable to feed its people, it is in debt and engaging in

interventions in other countries to impress and frighten them‘ and to

strengthen its military position. But despite its theme of the interna

tional worker, which has gone on since Marx, it is a class elite system

with no freedom. Its technology is limited essentially to military

weapons, as it admits the need of our technology for the development

of Siberian oil wells and transmission pipelines.

Now I come to the tape problem which has been raised and to which

I would like to address myself briefly. _

First, I think that in this situation in which we find ourselves, which

I have tried to outline—this committee knows full well and much

better than I do, because it_ has been now 8 years since I served on this

committee and in the Senate—that in the precarious position of the

United States and the world that we need a Secretary of State now.

We need the office, we need the abilities, and we need particularly the

experience and abilities of General Haig.

Upon the question of the tapes, which I have read about in the papers

which I believe were made in 1973 in response to questions, I read

General Haig’s testimony. There may be some I haven’t read. I no

ticed that some testimony was filed. But in the testimon that I read,

he stated without equivocation that he was perfectly wil ing for them

to be brought before this committee. and this committee would find

that there was nothing in them at all that was illegal, that would chal

lenge his honor and his ability and his capacity to be Secretary of State.

You will remember that he cited the number of occasions upon which

he had testified before committees of the Congress and, I believe-, even

in the court during the Watergate proceedings. Time and time again it

was found that he had no connection with those events, unfortunate

events of Watergate about which we’ve heard so much for so long.

Now, this committee has the power, as I understand it, although I

have not read the law which was passed after my leaving the Senate.

to pursue its investigation. And I understand it has the Archives and

that after decisions have been made there, I assume there could be

recourse to the courts. Such recourse could last weeks, perhaps months,

perhaps for years.

And against his statement, made so unequivocally, I ask you in all

justice what you have? I sat here for 20 years in this body. when

many questions came up which required one to make a decision of

honor. Some of them were doubtful, but there is always a principle‘

which prevails, in my view. Although it is a legal principle, it is a

constitutional principle. It is due process of law, and that any man

you and I or anyone in this audience or anyone in this country or

anyone who happens to be in this country even though not a resident

is entitled to due process of law and the presumption of innocence.

I don’t even want to talk about presumption of innocence in connec

tion with General Haig, because I find nothing in the testimony ex-.

cept a doubt expressed or speculation by some member of the com

mittee that something might be found which would bear upon the

question of whether or not he should be confirmed.

I should say to you, I say with all due respect, what you do to con

tradict due process of law, would violate the principle of presumption
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so long in this country of guilt by association, because he worked for a

ti-me as an assistant to the former President Nixon.

So, without evidence and with the knowledge that you can pursue

to the limit any course that you desire, and with the positive evidence

of General Haig’s statement, and considering his abilities and lead

ership, I think that the openness of character which he displayed in his

testimony and his actions, that, without question that he shouldconfirmed and confirmed now for the good of this country and its

security, for greater coherence of policy and, therefore, security and

a greater opportunity for peace in this world.

I thank you. And I beg your pardon for my long statement.

The CHAIRMAN. I thank you very much indeed, Senator Cooper. You

have served as a parliamentarian for 10 years while you served on

this committee. And, of course, you had the opportunity also to serve

as an ambassador. You spoke of the high regard of our allies——in

Europe, Japan, and e]sewhere—for General Haig. _

I would like to report to you what I have stated before, that during

all the hours we have been sitting across the table from General Haig,

I couldn’t help going back in my mind to a period in November when

for 9 solid hours over 3 days I sat with Ambassador Watson and

Mr. Robert Galvin, friend and founder of the American Security

Council, opposite President Brezhnev, Foreign Minister Gromyko,

Defense Minister Ustinov and other officials. They have seen Presi

dents come and go.

Grom ko has probably dealt with 14 Secretaries of State. They are

tough, etermined, able, absolutely clear as to what their objectives

are, and utterly devoted to serving their national interest as they per

ceive it. >

We have to have, as I have expressed respectfully to the President

elect when I came back, men of comparable stature to deal with those

men. And if our allies ~have a great affection for General Haig, I can

report firsthand that our sometimes adversaries, highly competitive,

ideological, in power centers around the world, those men understand

General Haig. They have respect for him.

Despite the fact that the New York Times came out and said we

would vote to confirm General Hai this morning, Pravda has not

endorsed him. I tend to think the oviet Union would rather deal

with people who know where they are going, who know what their

goals are. They are firm in their convictions and will not vacillate and

will always serve notice as to what the consequences would be if some

miscalculation is made.

And I can’t think of anyone, really, that I would rather see

representing this country across the table from our adversaries than

General Haig.

I have just one question for each of you: Faced with the decision

that we face now, two of you members of the Senate who must cast

their own vote—-and Senator John Sherman Cooper, who through

the years has cast thousands of votes—do you feel that despite the

subpenas that have been issued and the processes that have been set

up to look -into matters that we feel should be looked into—despite

that and taking into account the length of time that process may take

through the courts, do you feel that this com.mittee should cast its



350

votes and send this nomination to the floor of the Senate so it can be

voted by the Senate, hopefully by January 20?

Senator Weicker. -

. Senator WmCxnn. I think the committee can take whatever action

it deems appropriate at the earliest possible time. I don’t think any

harm is done.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Goldwater.

Senator WEICKER. I think where the difficulty comes is when the

Senate as a whole acts, and if it acts in the absence of any decision on

the tapes, then it has removed the strongest possible constitutional

ground for demanding those tapes. So I think there are two different

situations that are presented to both the Senate and to the cormnittee.

Mr. Chairman, may I just use this if I might, only because I was

wondering at one point if I would be given the opening to just make

one comment upon the statement you just made.

The CHAIRMAN. Of course.

Senator WEICKER. I’m a great admirer of the New York Times

and especially of Max Frankel—there’s no question about it—but

_I hope when my time comes in 1982, No. 1, I hope I get their endorse

ment, but I sure hope I don’t get this kind of endorsement.

If I could just read the one paragraph out of the editorial which

should also be mentioned in addition to the endorsement which you

mentioned where it said

Despite the Senate committee’s dutiful bid’ for more information about General

Haig’s Watergate performance, its dimensions are known. He helped President

Nixon to stonewall the law, probably without himself breaking it. How one feels

about that now is a matter of taste. We do not admire it, but assume Alexander

Haig will always assume the public morality of the President he serves, which in

the last case was Nixon. He will not be found leading his boss into temptation, or

be driven by conscience to resignation.

That is not the kind of recommendation I think deserves, as I said,

the fifth highest constitutional office in the land.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Weicker.

I yield to anyone else who might at some point in the proceeding

wish to read this entire editorial, and if it’s not done at some point,

I’ll do it either today or tomorrow to complete the record.

Senator Goldwater, could you respond to the question?

Senator GoI.DwA'rER. Well, first of all, I don’t give a dam about the

New York Times.

[Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN. How about the Phoenix—what is it?

Senator G'0LDWATER. We’ve got a bunch of them.

I will vote for Alex Haig.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is not yea or nay but should a vote

be brought as expeditiously as possible. '

Senator GOLDWATER. You fellows get it out on the floor, and I’ll lead

the parade.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Cooper. _

Senator Coornn. Unfortunately I can’t vote, but I’ve been reading

the New York Times, and I thought it had a good article a few days

ago, maybe it was yesterday, by a writer who I met today, Mr. Adam

Clymer, who I thought expressed a good viewpoint toward the con

firmation hearings. I am not going to try to say exactly what he meant,
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but essentially it was to provide, unless there is some imperative rea

son, confirmation of a Cabinet member for the assistance of the

President.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, sir.

Senator Pell. ‘

Senator PELL. I have no questions. Thank you, gentlemen, for

taking time to come here today.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Helms.

Senator HELMS. No questions.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Glenn, Senator Hayakawa.

Senator HAYAKAWA. No uestions.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator rbanes.

Senator SARBANES. I have no questions.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Lugar.

Would anyone indicate who would like to ask a question? Anyone

on this side ? Yes, Senator Tsongas.

-Senator TSONGAS. Just a note to Senator Weicker. On the issue of

the access to those ‘documents that we have subpenaed, it was the clear

understanding that we would have access to those -and that we as a

minority and I as one would agree to an early vote on confirmation

because of the reasons that have been raised by the chairman, but

there was never-. any compromising of our right to those documents. I

think that was clearly stated on both sides.

So I appreciate the concern that you raise, but I would like the

record to be clear as to the legislative intent by all the members of this

committee, because I am troubled by the specter that you raise.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Senator Pressler.

Senator PRESSLER. Yes; I would like the opinion of the Senators and

the former Senator on what kind of a situation would the Secretary of

State be in if we confirm General Haig and then, over a 3- to 4- to 5

month period of time, the ta es are made public.

Would this h-andcufi’ our ecretary of State? Would lit put him in a

very precarious position? What is your reaction to the approach that

the committee has taken in trying to confirm but then getting the

twges later?

’d address that to each of you individually.

Senator GOLDWATER. I don’t believe anything that could be dis

closed or will be disclosed ‘by tapes 5 or 6 months from now will alter

the statement made by General Haig, who I understand is willing to

testify under oath, if he’s not under oath, that he and Watergate just

weren’t to ther.

I’m inclined to believe him. I lived through that period. We never

convicted the right man in Watergate, so I’ll ride with that the rest

of my life.

Senator COOPER. Did you ask me? Well. that is what I was talking

about a short time ago——speculation. doubts without any concrete evi

dence to support them. I can’t say it’s truly analogous but when Sec

retary Kissinger came up for confirmation immediately after Water

gate at a time when there was such a closer connection, there wasn’t

any question about it. They just took his word. He was confirmed.

General Haig has said he had nothing wrongful to do with it.

There’s been nothing here that I’ve read, unless there’s some evidence
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which has_ been deposited for further study of the committee. which

would 1_nd1cate that he had anything wrongful at all to do with it. As

I_ said, if you go beyond that you’re going into the realm of specula

t1on, you’re going into the realm of guilt by association.

. If such a situation as you have described could occur and something

did appear that the committee considered was not in harmony with

such a position, the fact would be before the committee, before the

Congress, and before the people.

If it was of such extent that some here seem to suggest, of course I

would assume that the general himself would take such action if he

thought it correct. He could stay in; it could retire or the Congress

could act. But all I’ve been trying to say is so far as I’ve read, there’s

no proof before this committee.

The CHAIRMAN. Sen-ator Pressler, I believe it was Senator Baker

who pointed out on Saturday to the committee the same situation was

faced by this committee on the confirmation process of Dr. Henry

Kissinger. The committee decided to proceed but continue to investi

gate the wiretap situation. The wiretap matter was investigated. A

report was issued subsequently in a matter of months. At no time did

any of us ever see that this impaired or hindered Dr. Henry Kissinger

as Secretary of State one iota.

He proceeded right ahead. The committee issued its report saying

that if all the information had been available to the committee, it

would not have changed the vote of the committee at all. We trust

that that would be the case in this case, that he would not be impaired

one bit by whatever further study is carried on.

Senator Dodd.

Senator WEICKER. May I answer the question that was asked, Mr.

Chairman? I believe I have not responded to Senator Pressler’s ques

tion.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, Senator Weicker.

Senator WEICKER. First of all, understand that if you succeed in

getting the logs and the tapes, the nominee is going to be all over

_those 0

by virtue of his position to the President.

I am not here to comment as to the substance of what is going to

appear on the tapes, but he’s going to be on those tapes, that much you

know.

Now, isn’t it interesting you’re going to have a little difficulty here

getting those tapes, and yet when those tapes were desired in the

interest of discrediting a witness—that is, the discrediting of John

Dean by Haldeman—those tapes were made available, with the knowl

edge of General Haig, to Haldeman in order that the discreditation of

Dean could take place by letter and then later on by Haldeman.

So what I’m saying to you is again it is unbelievable to me that we

have to go through the legal exercises to go out and put on the table

the evidence that really belongs to the Nation as a whole. and to those

that are trying to use it in an affirmative sense, which is General Haig,

are those who want to have to use it in their own defense, and those

who were accused at one time in sensitive Watergate matters.

I think you ought to have that information. I thought you ought to

have it tomorrow so we can proceed to our vote. You’re not, but that in

' ' -itself ought to tell you what you’re up against.

gs and tapes just by virtue of the time period that is covered,
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You’re not going to get them. I mean, let me tell you, the minute

you mdlcate that you’re going to go from A to B to C, I don’t care

wh-at agreements you made among yourselves, the fact is that there are

certain laws, and certain constitutional prohibitions, and certain ac

tions by “the opposition,” which happens to be the executive branch

of Government, that are going to make life very difficult for you.

Senator PRESSLER. That is what we are operating under. I mean,

we really have no choice. We can’t change that law.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Dodd.

Senator Donn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Just very briefly, my colleague from Connecticut, Senator Weicker,

I just would like to for the purposes of the record, and it may be self

evident from your testimony, but you had the opportunity to question

General‘Haig personally at some point during the Watergate hear

ings, is that correct, or am I misinformed?

Senator WEICKER. Correct. In the matter of money, a contribution

that was received by Rebozo.

Senator Donn. I presume if there had been anything there you would

have included it here. What I want to ask you—

Senator Wmomm. No. The answer is first of all in the executive

session which I conducted General Haig, on the advice of counsel

refused to answer any questions. Subsequent to that he receive

instructions that he could respond to certain questions about the

Hughes-to-Rebozo contribution. He did answer questions at that

time.

However, it does raise the issue as to whether or not General Haig,

having been informed of the contribution by then Secreta of the

Treasury Simon and of possible IRS action,~ didn’t so in orm the

President. And counsel had advised certain counsel to represent Mr.

Rebozo in that matter.

Now, what I’m saying is I don’t even consider that latter action

to be all that great in the sense of propriety. But believe me, what I’m

talkin about is so -much greater that I didn’t even bring it up in my

forma testimony.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Weicker, isn’t it true that it’s President

Nixon himself who exercised executive privilege, just as President

Carter has exercised executive privilege on the Huyser matter and

other matters?

Senator WEICKER. That is what I just so indicated. ‘

'I‘~he'CHAmMAN. Senator Dodd. do you have any further questions?

Senator Donn. Just the last point.

Lovell, on the last page of your testimony in talking about his

motivation, the second to the last paragraph on the last page of your

testimony, you mentioned the “special debt of gratitude to General

Haig,” and I’m quoting you now, “for helping him to edge Richard

Nixon toward the exits, if such indeed had taken place, I would be

far more grateful if such action had taken place because of principle

and not olitics or the proximity of impeachment.”

This IS for both your purposes .and in fairness to General Haig.

Is there some evidence in particular that would indicate to you that

you would like to share with us that this action was not motivated by

principle? '

72-018 0 - 81 - 23
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Senator WEI-CKER. WVell, considerfin the timing and concerns ex

pressed by colleagues and also knowing that this was going on, I

idn’t see all that much concern expressed at an earlier date until the

House Judiciary Committee moved toward its particular result and

until the political heat was becoming unbearable.

Let me say this: I don’t think anybody did the Nation any favors in

preventing the impeachment process. I commend my colleague, Sena

tor Goldwater, and the editor of the Washington Post and everybody

else for deciding what should happen to the Government of the United

States; but again, that’s exactly what I’1n talking about when you go

to a government of men rather than of laws.

There’s a process for all of this. It is all right to say that the Gov

ernment cannot stand that process, but then throw it out of the Con

stitution. It shouldn’t be in there. We’ll all just make a few judgments

when that moment in time comes, and some will decide it one way and

other circumstances another way. It is the Constitution because we

recognized that things such as this could happen.

I’d far rather let that process take place than what we’re talking

about here, and give credit for the success of the project, be that as it

may with all of the doubts that that left in the air both as to the par

don, as to whether Mr. Nixon was guilty or not guilty or what have

ou.

So, again, I don’t know what was done for the Nation that we should

be thankful for. I would far rather prefer that we follow the processes

laid out in the Constitution than that which did take place.

Senator Donn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any further questions by any Member?

Yes, Senator Helms.

Senator Helms. I don’t have a question, Mr. Chairman, but I do

want to commend my friend from Connecticut, Mr. Weicker, for an

eloquent statement, and to ask him as a favor to me and perhaps to the

entire committee if he would not mind draftin a precise memoran

dum in which he states the acts of dishonor or dishonesty on the part

of General Haig.

Now, the Senator participated in the Watergate hearings; I did not.

And as I read the Senator’s statement, eloquent as it is, it seems to me

to be painted with a broad brush.

You say, ”I am not here with any new bombshells.” You didn’t bring

any old ones either. And I would just appreciate it personally as one

member of this committee if you would give me a precise account

in of the acts of dishonor or dishonesty on the part of General Haig.

nator WMCXER. Well, the statement speaks for itself, and if at

any point———

Senator HELMS. I’m sorry. It does not.

Senator WEICKER. Well, Senator, that is your privilege of defini

tion, but otherwise I would be glad to get into any specific as to what

I consider to be improper conduct or conduct that does not come

up to the standard that is expected out of the executive branch of

Government.

Do I believe, for example, that when the best evidence is available

there is an affirmative duty to go ahead and disclose that evidence,

such as the tapes? I certainly do.
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Now, if you think it is up to the Executive or the President of the

United States and those assisting him not to say anything, never mind

whether you believe that there was an active motion or movement to

keep it under cover, well, there is where we would disagree.

Honorable men would stand up and say look, young men and women

are being sent to jail, men are being hit all over the place b the Select

Committee and by the Judiciary Committee. Give them 1; e evidence

that is so necessary to the conduct of their own cases.

Now, that information was known by General Haig at the latest,

the fact that there was such a ta ing system and such evidence was

available, at the lastest by the evi ' ence we have before us by June the

4th of 1973, and yet it was not until Butterfield’s testimony, which

was in July, that the existence of the system was known.

That is why I very specifically said in there that the time has come

in other words, the time had come for men of honor under those cir

cumstances where their bosses were charged with the duty of faith

fully executing the laws, to say listen, mister, either stop it or I’m

leaving, either make this known or get out.

Instead we have this matter cont-muing in this style and going ahead

and protecting the methods of operation of the President of the

United States when they were clearly outside the law.

Senator HELMS. Well, of course, Senator, General Haig has given

his side of that as well, and there needs to be a balance between the

rather broad brush that you used.

Now, let me point out one other sentence, and I do this——

Senator Wmoxnn. You tell me what you want the specific on, and

I’ll give it to you.

Senator HELMS. I want to know what acts of dishonor or

dishonesty-——

Senator Wmcxnn. I’ve just given you one. What is your comment?

Do y0l21 think he should have not disclosed the existence of the

system .

Senator HELMS. I don’t know what the facts are, Senator. You are

familiar with the Watergate facts, and I am not.

Senator Wnrcxnn. Well, don’t. tell me I’m painting with a broad

brush. I’m giving you a very specific example.

Senaltor HELMS. I’m talking about this statement. You mention the

fact that he appeared at the Republican Policy Committee—

Senator WEICKER. That is correct. Do you want the minutes? Do you

want me to read them? I’ve got them right here.

Senator HELMS. Well. what did you mean ‘by

Senator WEICKER. Well, now, you started it, so let’s finish it. Let’s

go ahead and get the mniutes as to exactly what he stated to your col

leagues at that meeting. I’ll be glad to go ahead and enter the minutes

in their entirety.

Senator I-TRLMs. I said at the outset I’m not prepared to debate with

you on the Watergate details because I know nothing about it, Sena

tor. I don’t question your beliefs about it. I just want to know what

the precise facts are.

Senator WEICKER. That is what I’m trying to give you in response

to the question you just asked me.

Senator H1-iLMs. Why don’t we proceed?
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Senator WEICKER. Senator Packwood asked about the President’s

‘statement to the 10 Senators on November 15 at 5 p.m. that there were

no more blockbusters on the horizon, whereby by his own later ad

mission General Haig informed them of the Rosemary Woods’ gap.

It oes on to-

enator HELMS. You’re talking too fast, Senator. I cannot under

‘stand you.

Senator WEICKER. Do you want me to read the entire minutes?

Senator HELMS. No. I just want you to read it so I can understand

what you’re saying. ,

Senator WEICKER. “General Haig said he personally knows of no

further shocks to be expected except that no one knows what may come

from the technical experts who are currently reviewing the gaps in

the tape. It is possible there will be disagreements, conferences, and

there’s a definite tential for differences, but Haig thinks there will

be a plausible exp anation for everything.”

This is the colleagues of yours, your party, who -are looking for

some explanation prior to the Christmas recess so they wouldn’t get

out there and get crucified by the electorate. And this man in effect

_ and as I said, I’ll submit the whole set of minutes to your committee

is telling them don’t worry, everything’s OK.

Everything was not OK, and the potential for everything not being

OK clearly was there with the existence of such a system. And all I’m

trying to point out to you is if you’ve been given assurances, Senator,

by this same general that everythin is OK in your capacity as a

member of this committee, understan I have been through this exer

cise with General Haig as a member of the Republican Policy Com

mittee, and believe me, the assurance fell somewhat short in light of

' what then happened.

Senator HELMS. That, Senator, is precisely why I would ask you to

give us a memorandum. I don’t want to impose on you, but we need to

go into what you have said. '

Now, I’ve been handed a note saying that General Haig testified

that he knew of the taping system as of June 4 but not that it was voice

activated until July.

Now, I don’t know what that has to do with the price of eggs in

China, but nevertheless—now, let me ask you about one more sentence

and I’m through with this situation.

You said, “The job,” meaning Secretary of State, “The job cannot

become a reward for evasiveness, partisanship, or subservience.”

Senator WEICKER. Right.

Senator HELMS. Is that why Ronald Reagan appointed him?

Senator WEICKER. I don’t know. You’d have to ask Ronald Reagan.

Senator HELMS. Well, apparently you know why he was appointed.

Senator WEICKER. It certainly seems to me that coming off his service

to former President Nixon that those would seem to be the qualifica

tions that brought him this position.

Senator HELMS. Seem to be. You see, there’s a difference between “is”

and “seems to be.”

But I thank the Senator for his statement and his courtesy to me.

THE CHAIRMAN. Senator Lugar.

Senator WEICKER. Suffice it to say that President-elect Reagan and I

would have appointed a different Secretary of State.
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The CHAIRMAN. Senator Lugar.

' Senator LUGAR. Mr. Chairman, I think that an historical debate of

sorts has occurred between Senators Weicker and Goldwater. I respect

what they have said, and I think their comment’s reflect the dilemma

that each one of us faces on this committee.

Very clearly Alexander Haig was right in the middle of a very difli

cult situation, a tragic situation in American Government.

Senator Goldwater has testified to the effect that he knows that Hai

was in the middle of the situation. Senator Goldwater visited wit

Nixon with a lot of other people. It is Senator Goldwater’s judgment

that the country was well-served by not having weeks or months of an

impeachment trial and the turmoil of the indecision involved in havin

the country tied up in the trial of a President. He has concluded that i

Haig had not been there, Nixon might not have resigned at that point,

anfi. we might not have had the transition to Gerald Ford. It’s a close

ca .

Now, Senator Weicker has said that Senator Goldwater, the editor of

the Washington Post, other people should not have inter osed them‘

selves in this way, that in fact ou should let the chips fal where they

may. Nixon should have been indicted and convicted, if the evidence

was there to proceed through that.

Our dilemma is that the nominee that we are examining is right in

the middle of all of this as an active participant.

At the same time we also are weighing the fact that Mr. Haig has

seen a very great deal of government and statecraft, and he’s served

under fire, and in the judgment of some of us came off pretty well.

But I think this has been important testimony. I would not be one

for disparaging for a moment the validity of either point of view,

although they are not reconcilable. Finally you have to come down one

we. or the other.

Ii: appears to me that President-elect Ronald Reagan’s nomination

of Haig is based on standards other than his participation during this

period of time. I would guess that it comes from a standard of conduct

IN NATO, in dealing with world leaders, and from a general perspec

tive of the world as it is. And I think most of us have come to the

conclusion after several days that Alexander Haig is a remarkable

American.

But this certainly has been an interesting exposition of a part of

the forest that we might not see quite so directly in any other way.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Lugar.

Senator Goldwater?

Senator GOLDWATER. Might I, very briefly. I was asked ‘by the Repub

licans to go to President Nixon and tell him that his su port in the

senate had eroded, that he might have 10 votes that wo * (1 stay with

im.

I called the White Houses through Dean Burch, who was also in the

White House at that time, a former administrative -assistant of mine

and a former national chairman of the Republican Party. He asked me

to come up and we talked about it and decided that nothing would be

discussed until noon the next day.

The next morning I got a call from Dean Burch asking me to come

to lunch with he and Alexander Haig and would I please not wear my

Levis. -So I thought that something was up, that I had to be dressed.
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So I repaired to the White House at the proper time, and at that

time Senator Scott, House Minority Leader John Rhodes, and I met

with General Haig in an anteroom, and the decision was made that we

would not mention resignation in any way to President Nixon. I think

tha(ti was a very wise decision and a decision that Alexander He-g

ma e.

Now, you have to keep in mind that Alex Haig had not had the

NATO experience or the great broadening experience of dealing with

other countries at that tune. He was at that time a major general.

Admittedly, he was promoted rather rapidly, but that has happened

before, too. .

Our job then was not allowing, if we could help it, President Nixon

to say: “I do not care what you say, I am going to fight this ou-t.” Now

I do not think I have to describe to you in minute detail what would

have happened if we spent 6 to 8 months on this subject and this

subject alone, because it would have -taken precedence.

I think the country would have been sorely hurt, and that is one

reason why I am grateful to Alex Haig for having, in effect, set the

sta e so that President Nixon had only one decision that he could

ma e, and that was to retire, which he made the night after we had

lunch with him.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Biden?

Senator BIDEN. Senator Goldwater, what do you think General

Haig’s view of the Congress is? How do you think he views, not us

personally, but the institution of the Congress? You dealt with him

in that capacity as a representative of the Senate at that time.

Senator GOLDWATER. I think he has the same view of any man

trained in the military, particularly a graduate of the Military

Academy, that the civilian is always supreme, and for that reason

he has great respect for the Congress, although, if I had to say, like

many officers and enlisted men I have known in my life, he does not

always agree. And I think that is his right as an American.

But I think his concept of Congress is one of respect, and I think

he will abide by any decision of the Congress in complete good grace.

Senator BIDEN. One last question, Senator Goldwater. Do you think

that General Haig would, as Secretary of State, be likel to take the

same kind of action that Cy Vance did if he had a fun amental dis

agreement on policy or procedure with the President? Is he the kind of

man who would walk in and resign or is he the kind of man who, be

cause of his training, would tough it out because that was his job

and because that is what his boss said?

Senator GOLDWATER. I think Alex Haig, if he was faced with a

Brezinski and there was a hell of a fight going on, then the Presi

dent would have to make u his mind, as we will some day, that a

National Security Council is not needed, but a Secretary of State

can handle the foreign affairs of this country, not somebody in a back

room in -the White House.

I do not think that, unless it involved a matter of honor, that Gen

eral Haig would ever resign.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further questions?

My distinguished colleagues, you are the only witnesses that have

been called by this committee, and we thank you very much for your

valuable contribution to our deliberations.
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Senator GOLDWATER. Where do we get our per diems?

The CHAIRMAN. The committee will stand in recess for 5 minutes,

until such time as General Haig returns for questioning.

[Recess]

The CHAIRMAN. General Haig, I understand you have a statement

that you would like to make at this time. You may proceed without

interruption and then we will begin the questioning again. Inasmuch

as we left off with Senator Cranston, we will begin with Senator

Cranston, to be followed by Senator Dodd, and then we will resume

our regular order.

General HAIG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to use this time to stress one point. There has been

a at deal of discussion about abuses of power and my views on the

su ject. Were there abuses of power during Watergate? Of course

there were. The break-in at the Democratic Committee headquarters

and the obstruction of justice involved in the coverup, for example.

These actions were improper, illegal, and immoral. They were an af

front to the fundamental values I cherish and we all share.

But there were other actions that I do not consider immoral or

abuses of power. The Cambodian bombing to destroy sanctuaries that

were used by Vietnamese troops who were killing American soldiers

was not an abuse of power. The 1972 bombing of North Vietnam was

essential to concluding the peace negotiations and achieving the return

of American prisoners of war. In my judgment, these actions were

not abuses of power.

I am happy to express my values, values which I have worked for

during most of my life. They are the values of freedom, liberty, pri

vacy, justice, the rule of law, the right to live with dignity. They are

values and rights worth fighting for.

But I cannot bring myself to render judgment on Richard Nixon

or, for that matter, Henry Kissinger. I worked intimately for both

men. It is not for me, it is not in me, to render moral judgments on

them. I must leave that to others, to history and to God.

As for our country, I believe that it is the greatest Nation on Earth,

a nation in which these values and rights which we cherish have

flourished. I believe the United States has a special responsibility to

conduct itself with honor and with generosity.

The strength I see in our economy and our political structure and

in our military posture is essential if we are to fulfill our responsi

bilities in the world. As Secretary of State, it would be my firm inten

tion to devote myself to fulfilling these responsibilities in accordance

with the law and the Constitution, and to working to preserve and

enhance the values which we as a nation share together.

That is my statement, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. I thank you, General Haig. And because that re

sponds so forthrightly and directly to questions put to you in all sin

oerity by the Senators that are absent today I will, if ou have an

extra cop , duplicate it immediately, see that it is put in the hands

of _every enator present and those who are not Ihere, because I think

it is a profound statement and a very helpful statement, and I think

comes right from both the heart and the mind. Thank you very much.

Senator Cranston, it is your turn now to question. I am sorry we

could not get to you this morning. But you may proceed and we will

be under the 15-minute rule unless otherwise indicated.
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Senator CRANSTON. General, were you watching or did you listen

to the three Senators who testified?

General HAIG. No, I am sorry, I did not, Senator. I just heard little

bits and pieces, and I spent my time preparing that statement.

Senator CRANSTON. Senator Goldwater specifically referred to what

he termed your great service to the country at the time of the closing

stages of Watergate. Specifically he praised you for, “getting Presi

dent Nixon to quit before he ruined the country.”

Do you feel that was a major contribution of yours at the time of

the Watergate crisis? He was referring to the long impeachment proc

ess and how this country would have been at a standstill during that

time if the President refused to leave office. _ '

General HAIG. Well, I can state that I favored President Nixon’s

resignation at that time, yes. But 1 would not presume to cloth it in the

language of Senator Goldwater.

Senator CRANSTON. You obviously felt that it was very important to

the country to have the President resign at that time or you would not

have worked for it.

General HAIG. I felt it was very important to put an end to a situa

tion in which it was becoming or had become increasingly difficult to

govern, when we had an international situation of growing severity

and a domestic economic problem of some magnitude, yes.

Senator CRANSTON. Senator Goldwater described a visit he and Sena

tor Scott and others made to the White House for a meeting with you

before they saw the President. He described your analysis for them

of the circumstances, your persuasive powers with them in persuading

them not to mention resignation to the President of the United States‘.

He noted that the President, due to the way the matter was handled

by you and by them in that meeting, did. announce his resignation that

night. But plainly, you played a major part in that very important

decision, and from all of these accounts you performed very well at

that time.

The point I am getting to is this: Yesterday the Archivist of the

United States said that only the lack of consent of President Nixon

prevents us from immediate access to the logs and records of the tapes

rom May 4, 1973, to July 12, 1973.

This afternoon Senator Weicker, a Republican, strongly urged us

to vote against your confirmation and pleaded with us to pursue those

logs and tapes because we have the constitutional duty to know all of

the evidence before we can give advice and consent. A number of Sena

tors of both parties, on and off this committee, plainly are concerned

about the gap in information presently available to us.

In view of your powers of persuasion with President Nixon, are you

now prepared to ask him to give his consent for those tapes to be

turned over, so that we will have available to us the information that

we feel we need?

General HAIG. Well, Senator, I have made it very clear to this com

mittee and repeatedly that I have absolutely no objection to your hav

ing access to any tape, any document, any phone log or any other

piece of data or information that you feel is relevant to the considera

tions before you. I think I also made it clear that it is not in my au

thority or, in my view, state of influence to bring about the conse

quences that you suggest.
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In some respects, given the history of this thing, years of litigation

involved and the principle-—whether it is right or wrong, I leave that

to experts on the law-—I would not anticipate that I am going to make

an iota of difference in the decision that was made so long and that

has been so hard fought.

But I think President Nixon knows what I have said here. He is

aware that I have no concern about it. And beyond that, I do not

know what I can do.

Senator CRANSTON. Well, we appreciate your assistance in getting

such information as you can give us. We would appreciate your help

in getting more. We understand your position.

That question was asked previously by Senator Dodd. I thought

possibly the new circumstances would change your mind. But I see

that it does not.

General HAIG. It is a very understandable question, and I unfor

tunately just do not have the ability to deal with it constructively,

in -my view.

Senator CRANSTON. I would like to return to a matter of policy

that I am particularly concerned about. Let me preface this by stating

that I share your belief in the need to strengthen our military posture,

both stra-tegic and conventional.

On strategic matters, I am satisfied that you are not trigger-happy

with nuclear weapons. And I am very pleased to have had your

response to the many questions that have been put to you on that

particular matter. I also, as I have already indicated, support your

view that we must make our deterrent credible and that we must make

it known that we are willing to resort to our nuclear capacities if

absolutely necessary as a way of reducing the danger that nuclear war

will actually come.

But there is'no certain way to assure that nuclear war will thus be

deterred. Even absent a deliberate decision to employ nuclear weapons,

there are clear dangers of nuclear conflicts caused by accident, by

miscalculation, or by -an escalation of a conventional confrontation. It

is for this reason that I focus so much of my attention in the Senate

and in this hearing on arms control.

I want to refer, just now, to an article by George Kennan, the origi

nal author of the containment policy designed to limit the ag essive

expansion of the Soviet Union. Mr. Kennan now believes t at the

United States and the U.S.S.R. have reached the point of unparalleled

danger. In an article in the January issue of “Atlantic Monthly,”

George Kennan notes the maintenance by both ' countries of armed

force on a scale that envisages the total destruction of their adversaries’

citizenry. And then he writes this in the “Atlantic Monthly”:

Modern history offers no example of the cultivation by rival powers of armed

forces on a huge scale that did not in the end lead to an outbreak of hostilities.

And there is no reason to believe that we are greater or wiser than our ancestors.

It would take a very strong voice, indeed a powerful chorus of voices, from the

outside to say to the decisionmakers of the two superpowers what should be said

to t em:

For the love of God, of your children, and of the civilization to which you

belong, cease this madness. You have a duty not just to the generation of the

present; you have a duty to civilization’s past, which you threaten to render

meaningless, and to its future, which you threaten to render nonexistent. You

are mortal men. You are capable of error. You have no right to hold in your

hands, there is no one wise enough and strong enough to hold in his hands,
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destructive powers sufficient to put an end to civilized life on a great portion of

our planet. No one should wish to hold such powers. Thrust them from you. The

risks you might thereby assume are not greater, could not be greater, than those

which you are now incurring for us all.

Now, let me say that I know of no way,-except through arms control,

to thrust these powers and these unprecedented dangers from us. Hence

my emphasis on questions on this vital matter.

So let me now get once again to this line of questioning. Do you

believe, General, that it is in our interest to put the SALT process on

hold for any long period of time while critical decisions regarding the

future shape of United States and Soviet nuclear forces are being

made? Are not those decisions likely to acquire a momentum of our

own, leadin to a hardening of positions and increasingly inflexibility

on both si es, to the point where arms control agreements may be

Virtually impossible to achieve?

General HAIG. Senator, let me suggest that I share your sense of

urgency for a continuation of arms control efforts. I think that is

vitally important.

Let me suggest also that the problem in the current SALT II debate,

if you will, was probably aggravated by unilateral Soviet action in

Afghanistan. It was also a consequence of some serious questions in the

U.S. Congress and i.n the executive branch as well, to say nothing of the

media and the number of other think tanks and national security ori

ented organizational groups, that there were some doubts about the

equity of the SALT II.

Now, I share your concern about the im ortance of this issue. I would

also suggest, as a further elaboration on t e very erudite quotation you

cited from a distinguished American scholar and diplomat, that in my

experience historic precedent would suggest it is not when there is an

adequacy of armaments, but when there is an inadequacy on one side or

another, that the likelihood of conflict is greatest. Not just arms, arms

growth per se, but rather anomalies which prove to be tempting to the

side which perceives itself to have superior capabilities.

So all of these factors have got to be moved into this very important

subject area and we have got to proceed under the premise which you

and I have discussed, and on which we share a common perception.

I think there are things to be settled in our relationship with the Soviet

Union in the period ahead, which, as callous as it ma sound, are of

even greater importance than efforts to get control 0 the growth of

armaments. These things will plant the seeds for the kind of confron

tations that ultimately may lead to the employment of Armed Forces

heaven forbid. And so it must be prevented in its totality.

Senator CRANSTON. Are we not able to pursue these other matters, as

important as they are, simultaneously?

General HAIG. I think there has to be some clearing of the air early

on. I think we can conduct certain talks and discussions designed to

facilitate progress at the right moment. Clearly, I think we owe the

Soviet Union some explanations of our concerns today about the provi

sions of SALT II, which have not garnered the kind of American sup

port, popular, legislative, and executive branch support that I think is

necessary to sustain a long-term agreement of the kind we hope to

achieve.
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_ Senator CRANSTON. I would not quarrel with what you said about an

imbalance in arms being an extremely dangerous invitation to conflict.

However, when there is an even balance of nuclear weapons it seems to

me even more important to contain, control, and reduce those arma

ments.

Do you see a danger that if we pursue a buildup while SALT is put

on hold, the Soviets will commit themselves‘ to a future course of

action that will diminish the possibility that we can indeed halt the

nuclear arms race?

General HAIG. I think that is hard to predict with firmness, Senator.

I think our past experiences have indicated that since 1962 the Soviets

have in general built strategic forces to about the limit that they were

capable of building within their restraints of technology, resource

allocation, and the maintenance of some balance in their economy.

And the boosts have been very sharp in that area.

Senator CRANSTON. You referred this morning to modern-day tech

nological developments as in many respects the most worrisome and

unique phenomenon of our time. Is there not some danger—regardless

of the capacities at this moment in the Soviet Union to invest a great

deal more—and I think that is an open question—that a continued

delay in the SALT process may make likely a, situation where new

breakthroughs -by both nations will lead to a situation where efforts

to limit the growth of our nuclear arsenals and to contain new genies

that emerge from the bottle will be, if not impossible, much, much

more difficult?

General HAIG. I think it is -an associated risk, but I do not take much

comfort from the opposite thesis, that if we proceed that we are going

to find restraint in their efforts for breakthroughs, whether it be in

space, chemical, biological, laser, or a number of other highl soph

isticated, potentially extremely dangerous developments, ause

we have not seen it during the dialog on SALT I, Vladivostok, and

SALT II. _

Senator CRANSTON. Well, I am sure that we share a concern that we

must not assume that some breakthroughs will be made which could be

very foreboding.

General HAIG. Absolutely. ,

Senator CRANSTON. My time has expired. Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Dodd.

Senator Donn. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

General Haig, yesterday when I completed my last round, I had

raised an issue that was brought up a number of times in the context

, of other matters, and that in the 1969-70 secret bombing of Cam

bodia. And I would like to return to that subject matter, as I said

I would at the completion of yesterday’s round.

And before doing that, I would like to make it clear to you the

rationale that I have for raising this subject. It has something to do

clearly with the actions that were taken in that period, and given the

fact that you were in a very influential position as the assistant to

Henry Kissinger, who was of course the _Pres1dent’s assistant and

National Security Advisor, I am interested in that, and frankly I am

more interested in talking to you and with on about it in the context .

of future conduct that you will be engage in as Secretary of State.
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So I want to begin with a clear understanding of why I am ap

proaching this subject matter with you. I suppose—and I do not be

lieve I am breaching any security that we had as a result of last night’s

session, but we talked a little bit about hiring and so forth. And just

as a general matter you talked to us about how you were going to scruti

nize very carefully the people that you sent up to us.

And I presume as a part of that process you are going to look very

carefully over the prior records of individuals who will serve as your

assistants and your deputies, and either you person-ally will inter

view them or others will interview them and they will inquire of past

conduct as a way of determining future conduct.

And so I say to you today that we of this panel are engaged in the

constitutional obligation of hiring you. Certainly President-elect

Reagan has the first step to take. But we have a role to play in that

process as we, in effect, ire you to be our Secretary of State.

Yesterday I mentioned to you that I did not want to discuss the

military necessity of the bombing in Cambodia, that I understood

your reasons for the military necessity for that. and so I am not going

to quarrel with you at all over the question of whether that made good

military sense to conduct 3,000-plus B—52 bombing raids into Cam

bodia to go after the sanctuaries being used by the North Vietnamese.

What I am interested in pursuing with you is the question of the

secrecy of those bombing raids, the secrecy from the American public,

from this committee, from Congress. It was clearly no secret from the

Cambodians. It was no secret from the North Vietnamese. The only

ones who were really in the dark about the whole thing was us, that is,

the American people and Congress.

So it is in that context that I would like to proceed with you. You

said yesterday in your last remark that you did not believe that the

question I raised was really relevant. Let me quote your statement yes

terday. You said: '

Now, in some respects it is totally irrelevant. It is a totally irrelevant question

today. Why? It is irrelevant because of the War Powers Act. It is irrelevant be

cause of the agreements promulgated by the Senate Intelligence Committee that

require a priori notification to that Committee, if you would have termed that

a covert operation. One way or the other, it is an irrelevant question in the

context of the future and tomorrow.

I happen to feel that that particular event is extremely relevant,

because, obviously, it involves foreign policy, obviously it involves the

question of executive power, and it clearly involves the question of

consultation with Congress.

You have been rather explicit in your desire to maintain, as Secre

tary of State, a close working relationship with Congress. And I re

spect and appreciate that. But I want to take you back now to that

period of time and I want to talk to you now about the issue of secrecy

and the legality of that action, if I can. You were quoted, or you said

this morning, in response to Senator Sarbanes: “Openness is essential

to the support the Government must have from the people.” That‘was

in effect your quote as I wrote it down this morning, and I applaud

you for that statement.

The question I asked you yesterday and I will ask you again today:

Did you approve of the decision to not onlv bomb that area, which you

have indicated you did just a second ago, but did you also approve of

the decision to keep that bombing secret from Congress?
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General HAIG. First, Senator, let me again assure you that I was

aware of briefings held by the administration for key members of the

then traditional committees, the chairmen who had been traditionally

brought aboard when such operations were conducted, and that oc

curred on that occasion.

Senator Donn. Do you recall who some of those key members were?

General HAIG. Yes. I recall Senator Russell, Senator Aiken, Senator

Stennis. Basically Armed Services and Defense and Appropriations

Committees. And I think that was totally consistent with and in fact

maybe somewhat more extensive than it happened in my memory in

the decade of the 1960’s when similar activities were conducted.

Senator Donn. To your knowledge, it was secret only in the sense

that the formal committees were not——

General HAIG. But I do not want to sound as if I am constantly try

ing to deflect your question. I think today that kind of thing is hardly

in line. And the reason I answered the question the way I did last

night was, it could not occur today the way it did because the proce

dures have been changed.

Senator Donn. All right. But you are tellin me, then, in effect

and if I am incorrect in paraphrasing your fee ings about it, you tell

me so. Absent the War Powers Act, absent any agreements that now

resently exist between the Secretary of State and the various other

epartments which would be responsible, looking back to that period

of 1969 to the end of April 1970, that you would consider that action

permissible ?

General HAIG. No, I think it would be very imprudent today, be

cause the attitude of the American people, of the Congress, indeed the

executive branch as well, which is reflected in the new rules and regu

lations to which we refer, is perhaps as important as those rules and

regulations themselves. And I think Senator Tsongas mentioned this

morning, we are not here to legislate retroactive morality.

I think today it would not be an easy thing for anyone in the execu

tive branch to conceive of the way it was done at that time. But I also

want to make it clear that I did not think it was either wrong or im

moral. I would be deceiving you if I suggested that, for a host of

reasons.

But I also want to make clear that, while I favored the action, I

was not the decisionmaker in bringing it about or in establishing the

procedures that were followed in relation to it.

Senator Donn. I think Mr. Califano is trying to get your attention.

General HAIG. Yes. I just wanted to cite for you -and especially for

the record here who was consulted and notified in the U.S. Congress.

Senators John Stennis, Richard Russell, chairman of the Armed

Services and Appropriations Committees, Senate Minority Leader

Everett Dirksen was also informed; in the House of Representatives,

Mendel Rivers, Leslie A-arons, chairman and ranking minority mem

ber of the House Armed Services Committee, as well as Minority

Leader Gerald Ford, were briefed. Secretary Laird briefed key mem

:l[li>,I‘S of the Armed Services and Appropriations Committees of both

ouses.

No one raised the issue that the full Congress should be consulted.

This was at that time the accepted practice for briefing the Congress

on classified military operations. Standards for congressional con

sultations, too, have since changed. This is undoubtedly for the better.
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Senator Donn. My point here is I recognize what you -are saying

about existin laws and legislation that would pertain to that kind

of action, and the question of whether or not we should inform in

response to a question is one matter. The question of misleading a

congressional committee, aside from whatever existing powers may

presently be on the books, I presume we both agree that that prin

ciple is inviolate and has been present for some 200 years.

General HAIG. Yes.

Senator Donn. Did Secretary Rogers know that we were engaged in

the bombing of Cambodia?

General HAIG. I believe he did, sir.

Senator Donn. Let me read you testimony of his that he gave on

April 2 and April 27, 1970, the last day being 3 days prior to the

termination of the bombing. This is from, by the way, a statement

of information, House hearings, book 11. I will state the greater de

tails if the committee so desires. When Secretary Rogers testified be

fore the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, he testified that, quote:

Cambodia is one country where we can say with complete assurance that our

hands are clean and our hearts are pure. Our best policy is to be as qu-iet as

possible, to avoid any action which appears to violate the neutrality of

Cambodia.

My point in raising that is it would appear to me—and we may

disagree on interpreting that kind of a quotation, but I read that as

misleading. Would you agree?

General HAIG. Well, I do not know that I can either defend or

indict this statement, because I am not familiar with what then

Secretary of State Rogers knew or did not know at the moment he

made it. I know enough about him that I hardly feel that he would

have misled.

Senator Donn. Well, let us assume for -a second he knew about the

bombings. Was that a misleading statement?

General HAIG. It would be to me, if he had full knowledge of the

timing and the event to do it. But you know, this is a difficult—you

put me in a difficult position, Senator. I have respect for Bill

Rogers-——

Senator Donn. I understand that. What I am trying to get at is, was

there a discussion at all to your recollection within the upper echelons

to instruct people like the Secretary of State, like Mel Laird, like

General Wheeler, in their testimony before Congress when asked

directly about the bombings in Cambodia, to be less than candid, shall

we say?

General HAIG. No; not at all, not to my knowledge. As I pointed

out, my recollections only bring to mind a cover plan which was

worked out in the broad sense in the event of a diplomatic complaint

from the Cambodian Government. And I know there were some other

subsequent actions in reporting to the Congress that were both in

correct and improper, but they were not visualized or conceived at the

NSC level or at the White House level in the implementation of the

program, and I think they were honest misjudgments or mistakes.

Senator Donn. But there was no memo or instruction to people who

testified? .

General HAIG. No, Senator, not at all.
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Senator Donn. So this would have been a decision, if it was—and

you have indicated you agree at least somewhat that this was a little

misleading—that would have been his decision, to make that kind of a

statement?

General HAIG. Perhaps he generally did not know, which is what I

am inclined to think, because I just could not conceive of anything else.

Incidentally, Senator, I lived in the Pentagon during the Silvester

debates, under Lyndon Johnson’s administration, concerning the issue

of whether you have the right to lie to the American people. And I am

extremely sensitive to the undesirability and the unacceptability of

misleading the American people in public statements. It just is not

anything I would support or endorse, then or today.

Senator Donn. OK. Is it a violation of the U.S. Code of Military

Justice, to falsify reports?

General HAIG. No question about it.

Obviously it is. We both know that, correct.

Senator Donn. Are you familiar with the so-called after-action

reports ?

General HAIG. Only after the fact and after preparing myself both

f}or éhis hearing and, I believe, some earlier questions that arose after

t e act.

Senator Donn. Did you know that was being done at the time?

General HAIG. No, I did not.

Senator Done. That that information was being falsified, you did

not know that?

General HAIG. No, I did not.

Senator Donn. All right. I guess what I am trying to build here for

you, as you can sense anyway—and it is not laying any traps in any

way—but absent these laws which are now in place, whether or not

that action or an action similar to that, were you cast in that role as

Secretary of State confronted with a similar type of situation, in

hindsight whether or not a decision to keep the committees of Con

gress secret or keep them from the knowledge of these actions, whether

or not you would in hindsight recommend a different course of action.

General HAIG. I would not have supported it at the time. I think,

unfortunately, it was an honest mistake of the momentum of people

who were doing what they had reason to believe were legitimate opera

tions, approved by the President, and then in -a somewhat mindless

way accounting for them routinely in a very inappropriate way.

Senator Donn. Thank you very much.

And thank you, Mr. Chairman. My time has expired.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.

Senator Boschwitz?

Senator Bosonwrrz. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a brief

comment on General Haig’s remarks after he came back into the

committee room earlier this afternoon. I appreciated his statement

because I thought it was very lucid and very much to the point. I hope

it answered some of the questions that have arisen during the process

of the hearings, particularly those questions that arose this morning.

I join with some of the other Senators who have stated that they

felt you have been of great service to our country. I share their view

point, particularly during the period of Watergate. I can understand

how difficult it must be to extract yourself from the intricacies of
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Watergate as they occurred at that time and look at it and decide

you are going to make a judgment on it.

_ Perhaps it is a little bit easier for us who were not as intimatelv

mvolved in the day-to-day transactions of Watergate to make that

kind of judgment. On the subject millions of words have been

printed, as we all know. There have also been a dozen or so or more

lawsuits, scores of books, and thousands of articles. Furthermore, in

numerable hearings have been held.

_ In_truth through all that, the name of Alexander Haig has not been

implicated. I feel that, yes indeed, if we can we should get the tapes.

They would be helpful because they would complete in the minds of

some, the exoneration that they feel must yet occur.

I appreciated your statement, General, and I appreciate the service

that you have already rendered to the country and I know you will

in the future.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Boschwitz.

In view of the f-act that there are no more questions for you, Gen

eral Haig, from the majority, the Chair will establish now a ruling

that the minority has suggested of a 20-minute limitation, to allow a

little more continuity. And we will begin with Senator Pell.

Senator PELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would first like to ask a specific question and then move into a

more general subject matter. But on the specific matter of the con

sulates in Europe and abroad, on which General Haig touched this

morning, as he knows, the consulates in Goteborg, Bremen. Salzburg,

Nice, Turin, Mandalay, and Brisbane have all been closed, I think

very much penny wise and pound foolish.

I think a good example of th-at is Turin. If my recollection is cor

rect, the cost was about $200,000 a year and the total trade from there

was a quarter of a billion or $250 million. In Salzburg, there are about

20 Soviet citizens in the consulate there and zero in ours. In Goteborg,

they are building -a new Soviet consulate of massive size just as we

pull out and postcards are being issued showing this, sent to me by

Swedish friends.

Twice I have sought to get this process reversed by law. The first

time the President said it could not be reversed because it interfered

with his constitutional right to appoint consuls. The second time I

tried to wiggle around it, but nevertheless the administration has

closed those seven consulates. ’

Is it your intention to open them?

General HAIG. ‘Veil, Senator, I do not want to give you the impres

sion that I have analyzed each of these closures. There are many, many

more that have occurred. But I can assure you that I am very con

cerned about it. I have observed it from overseas, and I can tell you

that it is not a constructive

Senator PELL. I am sorry, I cannot hear you.

General HAIG. It has not produced a constructive outcome. It is, as

I think you said, penny wise and pound foolish. And I would like to

analyze all of these and to be sure that I have an executive branch

position behind me, and hopefully to elicit the support and cooperation

of this committee, so that if we have in fact, as I suspect strongly, gone

beyond the limits of prudence on this, then I hope we can rectify it.
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Senator PELL. This committee and the Congress as a whole passed

amendments in this regard twice before, in the authorization bills for

fiscal years 1980 and 1981, and in a supplemental authorization for

those years. So I think you would find congressional support. The

opposition in the past has been from OMB, and I would hope that

you would pursue this. I believe these are the only consulates to have

been closed in many years, and they have already caused, I think,

incalculable local damage to American interests.

Now, on a much broader subject, this whole hearing is really, in a

sense, a battle for men’s minds, because on the minority side at least

there is not one of us who came to this hearing without a completely

open mind, not sold in advance on the idea of voting for your con

firmation or voting against it. And this may be—this openness of

mind leads to a good deal of soul searching in an effort to do the right

t in .
Algld I was troubled this morning by the exchange you had with

Senator Sarbanes. I am glad that you have responded with this

statement, because your exchange with Senator Sarbanes did leave

somle sense of concern as to what your values are, concern which still

is t ere.

And I would like to pursue this a little bit and also try to refine the

last matter that we were talking about when my turn expired, when

I asked you, who do you mean by the other side, because you referred

several times to the other side without specifying who it was. Is it the

Viet Cong? Is it the press? Is it the Senate? Who is the other side?

General HAIG. I am not sure I know.

Senator PELL. Well, you referred this morning several times to the

other side. Who do you mean by the other side?

General HAIG. In what conversation?

Senator PELL. In the conversation you had with Senator Sarbanes.

General HAIG. I am sorry. I want to be sure I answer your question

accurately.

Senator PELL. Right. Why you were taking certain actions and par

ticipating in certain actions at the time

General HAIG.‘EXCHSG me. I am sorry. Now I understand.

Senator PELL. And you referred quite often to the other side.

The CHAIRMAN. In"the context of saying there was fault on both

sides.

General HAIG. Yes; I think those in a very general sense were those

who were very, very much in favor of a change in the White House

and those who were opposed. That was a very general. collective state

ment. And I think you could take any one of the elements that you

mentioned and find them just as split.

Senator PELL. But I was wondering if, when you said the other

side, you did not mean a particular segment of American society?

General HAIG. Oh, no, no.

Senator PELL. The press, war demonstrators, or we the Senate.

General HAIG. Oh, no, not at all. I meant those harboring one set of

views and those harboring another, like conservative and liberal, for

example, the way this committee is somewhat split.

Senator BIDEN. May I interrupt? I am still a little confused.

Those who want the other side brought down. One side was you

and the White House, I assume you mean; and the other side were

people who thought

72-018 0 - B1 - 2'4
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General HAIG. No.

Senator BIDEN [continuing]. That the President should be brought

down; is that what you mean?

General HAIG. No; I do not mean that. And I do not put—this was

after the period of so-called circling of the wagons. I am talking about

the later period, when the resignation of Haldeman and Ehrlichman

had occurred, when Watergate was behind us. The events that trig

gered it had occurred, and almost without exception those involved

hadleft and were either under litigation

Senator BIDEN. But while the President was still there.

General HAIG. But while the President was still in office. There

were stron disagreements throughout the country by well-meaning

people on oth sides of the issue, some who somehow felt—I think

the word “railroad” was used here yesterday—that perhaps he was

being railroaded, others who felt that he could not take a fast enough

train.

That is just the general connotation of the remark I meant.

Senator BIDEN. May I?

Senator PELL. Yes ;please.

Senator BIDEN. Did you think that after Haldeman and Ehrlich

man and company left, that the matter should have ended there?

General HAIG. Oh, lord, no. ,

Senator BIDEN. Thank you. - .

Senator PELL. Now, this is said in a nonpartisan vein, but I have

noticed in all administrations since the Vietnam war that the sup

porters and architects of that war always emerge in very high posi

tions in Government or actually in what I would call the establishment,

while the opponents of that war usually end up pretty much in ob

scurity. In the last administration, the highest ranking opponent of

the Vietnam war was Sam Brown, who was left in the third level of

Government. .

So I am saying this in a nonpartisan vein, but yet in retrospect

there was no greater mistake really in this century, I guess, in Ameri

can foreign policy and in our national interest than the whole Vietnam

war, that whole adventure, if you want to call it that, or misadventure.

One, is it your view that those who designed the war, Democrats

and Republicans alike, have continued to be in place running the

country. while those who opposed it have been abused?

The CHAIRMAN. Well,‘ if I might interject, you have in the Senate

Gary Hart. for instance. ' ‘

General HAIG. It is a bipartisan question, and I hope my answer is

taken in a bipartisan way. But I can name any number of officials in

the last administration who occupied extremely high positions who

were all part of the Democratic administration that made the decision

to enter Vietnam but who subsequently broke with the Vietnam war

policy in the post—197O period as we, competently or incompetently,

sought to wind the war down and get our prisoners out, and they re

turned to very high positions.

Senator PELL. I think my figures will remain. I am talking about

pre-1970, early Vietnam. I think Sam Brown was the highest one.

He was in the third level of Government, that is. after the Cabinet, and

the sub-Cabinet. And I do not think you could name anybody else.

Anyway, the point of my question is, in your administration, if
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confirmed, do you have any prominent people in its high reaches who

op osed the war in Vietnam prior to 1970? *

eneralhalo. Will I have some?

Senator Pm. Yes.

General HAIG. I cannot answer it, because I do not necessarily attrib

ute competence or virtue to the fact that somebody was opposed to the

war prior_ to 1970. I would say the main problem was how we entered

that conflict, the way we entered. And hindsight is always a very help

ful aspect of the problem. '

I was a young lieutenant colonel at the time we entered the war,

working very close to Mr. Vance and Mr. McNamara, and I observed

some of the early decisions and the reasons for them, and I was un

comfortable with the way in which we went into the war. I have al

ways felt that if we asked ourselves, before we sent a single American

soldier over there—and as you know, our presence began with Presi

dent Kennedy’s incumbency—where it could lead, what were the real

contributing factors to it—and when I say that, I mean the strenuous

support from Moscow—and had we even assessed the emergency of

multipolarity during the conduct of the conflict, the divergence be

€weenh_Peking and Moscow, that we would have certainly done one of

wo t ings. -

We would have asked ourselves, are we prepared to pay the price

that this kind of inching escalation will ultimately cost, or are we bet

ter to conclude that it is not in our vital sphere of influence, as we de

cided in 1956 with the strong recommendations of a military man,

General Matt Ridgway, who urged President Eisenhower not to join

the French and support their request for our involvement in South

east Asia. '

So again, I do not—I would hate to put myself in the position that

I labeled guys because they were for or against the war as good guys

or bad guys. There were a lot of mixed-up people in the decisionmak

ing process, but there were good reasons for it. And it was a very tragic

outcome, I agree with you. It was one of the most profound mistakes

in the history of our country, not the war itself but the way in which

it was fought. You could argue whether or not it was the right thing

to do or not to do.

Senator PELL. I guess my point is more philosophical here, but there

were many of us who opposed vigorously that war in 1966, 1967, 1968,

before it became more fashionable to oppose it. And those people who

opposed it have, generally speaking, disappeared from the scene and

their advice is being taken with skepticism unless they are able to hold

elective office.

And my hope is that some of those men and women would be used

by you in foreign policy matters as they come down the road. I hope

you will not judge them on the basis of whether they were doves or

not; I would hope you Would not consider that a disqualifying factor

in hiring in your new Department.

General HAIG. No; I would really turn on that issue to the reasons

why, and there were many good reasons why someone could have been

opposed to the war; that is, to that war, conducted in that particular

wa .Svenator PELL. And I think the blame there does not rest on-the mili

tary services. It rests on the administration and the civilians who
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created the war. It has always bothered me that those who articulated

and developed the policy ended up in the highest posts in the establish

ment within and Without Government, but that the others have sort of

disappeared.

But that is all I have for the moment.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Biden, you would have 20 minutes, then. _

Senator BIDEN. Thank you.

General, I was not here for part of the morning because I was ques

tioning one of your prospective counterparts in the administration,

Mr. Casey, in his confirmation hearing before our Intelligence

Committee. .

What I would like to know is, why did you feel it necessary to come

back in this afternoon with this statement, to start off with this state

ment? What made you think you had to come in and start with this

statement?

General HAIG. Well, very frankly, Senator, for one reason or an

other I suppose a few of us, a very few of us, have been talking

around each other. Now, what the reasons are I do not know. I suspect

it is my own inarticulate ability to respond to very sincerely asked and

intensel held views.

For t at reason, I thought it was important that I get the record

straight, because repeatedly I thought I had addressed these issues,

but I found some in my own entourage who shared in view that I had

not. And for that I thought I had an urgent obligation to do so. It is

too important.

Senator BIDEN. You know, I have been havin the opportunity in

the past week to question you on a whole range 0 issues. And I would

like to once again cast the issue as I see it as it relates to whether or not

we can—I, as an individual Senator, vote for or against a particular

nominees.

In your case, although we talked a lot today about Watergate, we

have raised questions about Cambodia, Chile. and the periods that I

guess we and the press have referred to as the Watergate era, although

nothing to do directly with Watergate, the real issue is the issue of

power and the abuse of power, if any, and the concern that abuse may

occur again.

And when any of us, either in closed session or in open session, have

asked you questions, it has not been with the desire to trap. but the.

desire to get a sense of your values, which you came back this after

noon and once again have tried to express to us.

And it seems to me that implicit in that attempt to investigate in

this hearing process whether there is likely to be an abuse of power

is a recognition of the fact that, no matter how many laws we have on

the books, there is so much inherent power in the Secretary of State’s

office and that of the President of the United States with whom he

works that it is not sufficient to determine just whether or not you

would obey the law.

I would have been shocked, absolutely shocked, if you came in here

and said, in response to my questions which were asked to make a

record for all of us on both sides, that no, I would not obey the law, I

would not obey the War Powers Act, I would not obey the Case Act.

I would have been shocked.
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The reason we are going beyond it is because we recognize the in

credible power that you have and should have as Secretary of State.

Now, if I can refer to this afternoon’s statement, in the fifth para

graph you say :

“But I cannot bring myself to render a judgment on Richard Nixon

or, for that matter, Henry Kissinger. I worked intimately with both

men. It is not for me, it is not in me”—underlined, “in me’ —-to render

moral judgments on them. I must leave that to others and to history.”

Now, without—

Sen-ator TSONGAS. The Senator left out “to God.”

Senator BIDEN. “To history and to God.” Excuse me. I beg your

pardon.

fnow this is a very serious question and I do not want to make light

0 it. .

I am not about to ask you to render judgment on Richard Nixon. But

do you believe it will be your responsibility as Secretary of State, as

very critical decisions are asked of you, very critical judgments re

quired on your part, and the requirement that you fulfill the directives

of the President of the United States with regard to foreign policy,

that you must at that point in time render a moral judgment as to

whether or not what is being asked of you, what you are being asked to

carry out, is moral or immoral from your point 0 view?

General HAIG. Of course.

Senator BIDEN. Now, if that applies prospectively, why do you find

it so hard to make that judgment retrospectively? It seems to me you

had the same obligation, to steal a phrase from the era, at that point in

time, to make a moral judgment as an individual whether or not what

you were being -asked to do or participating in was right or wrong.

General HAIG. Maybe that is part of the difference between your

moral code and mine, Senator. My moral code tells me it would be in

appropriate for me to do it. And I am sorry, that is just an inherent

aspect of my character, for which I am willing to take whatever judg

ments you care to apply.

Sen-ator BIDEN. Is there any instance in your tenure of 30-some years

of serving this country that you could cite as an example that would

assure, that would give me some sense of hope that you would, if con

fronted with a request to abuse power, reject that power, reject that

re uest?

eneral HAIG. I am not sure it would be particularly helpful, but I

can think of a number over the years. But the price of doing that in an

open session is, I think, to take unnecessary and unwarranted advan

tage of others who may have been participants in something you

challenged.

I can tell you there have been a number of times in my career when

I have recoiled from suggestions that I felt were inappropriate or

immoral.

Senator BIDEN. General, the only thing I ever wanted to be was a

professional athlete. I wasn’t good enough to do that, so I became a

U.S. Senator. To make an analogy wtih athletic competition, I am

lobbying you the biggest, slowest, softest softball, hoping and praying

that you will hit one out of the park for me. Why is it so hard?
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General HAIG. Senator, I think you have got great athletic skills,

and as a matter of fact I think I have gotten a spitball or two from

you in the last 21/2 days.

But be that as it may, I am doing my best to be responsive. I think

you have read my statement, and that is about as well as I can present

it, because it took a lot of intense work and thought in the period we

had between our last session and this. I am really having difficulty in

understanding what more you want.

Senator TSONGAS. Would the Senator yield?

Would you include track two and the secret bombing of Cambodia

along with the issues of the break-in and the coverup as issues you

would deem to be improper, illegal, and immoral?

General HAIG. Track two?

Senator TSONGAS. Chile.

General HAIG. Oh, the Chile thing?

Senator Tsorroas. I am not referring to razor blades.

General HAIG. I think in today’s environment, probably. At that

time I am not sure, because I was not involved in the decisionmaking

process. I was not for the break-in either, heaven forbid.

I think, as I pointed out, that those kinds of things have been—we

have created regulations, controls and procedures designed to prevent

that. As I told you last night, there are a number of Situations where

you and I, this com-mittee and I, will have to sit down and anguish

whether or not it is right. '

And I think in the particular instance of track two-—and as I say, I

did not know what track two was until after the event—-it would not

be right today in any way. Then, in hindsight, it was probably the

wrong thing to do. But I think you want to be careful and I want to be

careful as to what we establish as a priori conditions beyond those that

are already a reflecton of the best judgment of the executive and the

legislative branches, both of whom hear an increasingly joint burden

here, and I am talkin about the Intelligence Committees.

Senator Tsorrms. I I could Follow UP with inst one question. You

said on the first day, on Track II, that your recollection of the Octo

ber 15. 1970. meeting between yourself and Dr. Kissinger and Mr.

Karmessines was that you had turned off Track H and you were

surprised to see it carried out. So that you knew of Track II at the

time of that meetin 2‘. because you discussed it.

General HAIG. Well. again. I did. not know there was a Track II

specifically established. I knew there were some operations the kind

of which were described by Mr. Karmessines in that meeting. Ves.

But I did not participate in the decisionmaking that established,

quote, “Track II.”

Senator Storms. Thank you.

Senator Bmmr. Let us talk about prospective action, General. Can

you think of any hypothetical circumstance in the new administration

where you would feel as a matter of your sense of honor or morality

where you would be required, to keep face with yourself every mom

ing when you shave, to resign or quit?

General Ham. Oh. absolutely.

Senator BIDEN. Would YOU give me an example? or if you want

time to think about it, I will go back to it.
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General HAIG. No, I can give you an example. If I found anything

abhorrent to m fundamental standards of morality or I knew some

thing was clear y in violation of law itself or the rule of law, I would

refuse to participate and if necessary would resign in the process.

Senator BIDEN. General, in your opening statement on page 17 you

said that Congress must do its part and behave responsibly in order

to have good relations in foreign policy.

General HAIG. Yes.

Senator BIDEN. Could you give us an example of where Congress has

behaved in foreign policy irresponsibly?

General HAIG. Golly, you would be a better expert than I, Senator.

You live with it every day.

Senator BIDEN. Well, I know in my view what constitutes irrespon

sibility. But I am interested in what yours is. I am not concerned

about mine.

General HAIG. Well, in the context of that statement, we are talking

about sharing sensitive information. And if I bring up here to you

some sensitive information and within an hour a member of your

staff or you yourself are out in the corridors backgrounding one of

0ll1-rl active publications here in town, I refer to that as irrespon

si i it .
Senyator BIDEN. Can you cite me an example of any time that has

ha pened, where you think we have in the past been irresponsible?

neral HAIG. Well, I cannot—you know, I am sure there have been

incidents, just as there have been equally‘ as man in the executive

branch and perhaps more. But the point to be ma e is that partner

ship is indeed a two-way street, and not only must I have your best

judgments. which I welcome and cherish, hopefully in a bipartisan

way, but I would hope also that you would recognize that when an

issue is sensitive it must be treated in a sensitive way, just as I would

insist on that among my own people, and you raised that this morning.

Senator BIDEN. For example, if I am not mistaken—-and I may be-—

one of your predecessors on this job, Dr. Kissinger, has indicated,

I believe—and if not he, then there have been plenty that have—that

the Congress acted irresponsibly in the area of foreign policy as it

related to the embargo with regard to Turkey.

Now, that is one kind of irresponsibility, as characterized by an

individual, where the entire U.S. Congress voted on an issue. It did not

sneak off to some back corridor and give somebody a backgrounder on

secret information.

General HAIG. No.

Senator BIDEN. Is that the kind of “irresponsibility” you are re

ferring to? I am just trying to get a sense.

General HAIG. No, not really. That is a label. That is a value jud -

ment on a contentious issue. I happen to have disagreed rofound

with the overall congressional view on that subject and I lived with it

intimately. So I can understand Dr. Kissinger or someone in the execu

tive branch at that time, trying to get vitally important assistance to

Turkey to prevent even worse calamities, might have described it that

way.

But that is not the connotation of what I am saying in my state

ment. Rather. what I am saying is I think the responsibility is to per

form responsibly in this partnership of consultation, coordination, this
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effort to create a consensus of views for the most effective foreign pol

icy we can have. ' ‘ - .

It is not an argument against disagreeing, if that is what you mean.

Senator Bibi-1N1 Soto cla ify it in my mind, if you come up here andconsult with us and welgliszrigree with you within the structures of the

institutional framewor that is out there, if we express our disagree

ment by Senate resolution or committee resolution or whatever, that

would not end from your viewpoint the cooperation? That is not the

irresponsibility that would cut the link?

General HAIG. Not at all. -

‘ Senator BIDEN. Well, you understand why I ask, because there are

many who have suggested, written, and made speeches about that as

one of the reasons why you all should not come up here and talk to

us, because our track record with Turkey, for example,‘ shows that we

do not know enough about foreign policy, ergo we should not be

involved in it.

General HAIG. Senator, you have spent 3 days pointing out to me

errors made in the executive branch. No one has any guarantee that

he is going to be making right decisions.

Senator BIDEN. Well. if that was the basis on which you could be

involved in foreign policy, then I do not think we would have any

Presidents who would be involved in it, or many, anyway.

Now, my time is winding down. I have 2 more minutes. Now let me

discuss with you for a moment your view of the War Powers Act.

Under the War Powers Act do you think that President Carter was

correct in not informing the -appropriate committees of his introduc

tion of troops in Iran-, as few as they were, in the rescue mission? Did

that comply with the War Powers Act? Did that violate the War

Powers Act? You know, give me your sense.

General HAIG. I do not know the answer, because I do not know what

steps were taken here and what consultations were engaged in.

Senator BIDEN. I can help you on that. There were not any. And I

am on the Intelligence Committee, I am on this committee, and I was,

quote, “a political ally.” And there ain’t none.

Now, having said that, do you think it complied with the War

Powers Act?

General HAIG. It would seem to me it would be in violation of either

the Intelligence Committee’s regulations—probably not the War Pow

ers Act, I do not think, in the context of that operation, probably not.

But I would prefer to have a very strong and carefully worked out legal

assessment of that. .

Senator BIDEN. I happen to agree with you. But my time is up. I will

come back and pursue the War Powers Act and a few more things With

you later.

Senator HELMS. Senator Glenn? -

Senator GLENN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

That is a tough one that you are on there, because the need for

secrecy with that thing was paramount above all. Whether we wanted

anybody else notified or not I do not know. That is a very sticky one

for me, wanting to know everything at this end of the avenue, but

knowing full well the risks of putting people in more danger, perhaps.

That is a real tough one that Ido not know the answer to Either, Joe.
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Senator BIDEN. It is the general ones that do not bother us. It is the

exceptions.

Senator GLENN. It is the exception.

General, back to some policy things here, I think we reached per

haps a watershed in our relationship with the Soviet Union at the

point at which we turned them back in the Cuban missile crisis. In

retros t, I think they went home with their tail between their legs,

vowe never to be put in that position again, and started building.

And I think that is when they made the decision, from what we know

now.

They went back and for the last dozen or '14 years or so they have

outspent us by some 30 to 50 percent a year. And -as they have come

close to us in military capability they started being a little more mili

tarily adventurous. The original coup in Afghanistan, help for Syria

and Iraq, some of which backfired on them a little.

Then they tried a big experiment, a bi military experiment—Cuban

surro ate, Soviet equipment, Angola. Then it worked. It worked very

well. hen they went to Zaire, Ethiopia, Somalia, up in the Eritrea

area, South Yemen, ultimately North Yemen, doubled their presence

in the Indian Ocean. Now back in with a full military takeover in

Afghanistan.

Now you have talked about linkage and you are a proponent of

linkage, and I think I am too. And we have some things going on with

the Soviet Union. We cut off the drill bit program for them—the

Dressler Industries lant going over there, that remains cut off now.

The Soviets are s ort of oil—-going to be short of oil. Based on

estimates that I got released from the CIA back some months ago, the

Soviets run about 12 million barrels a day production right now, sell

about 2 million to their allies. Their Warsaw Pact countries sell about

1 million on the open market and that is their main hard currency

exchange.

Now their easy-to-get oil has already been obtained. To continue

that production they need to et the deep drilling equipment—the

bits—th-at are all American. T ey can’t go anywhere else and buy

them. Four companies make those bits.

And what we drill with those bits in our technology in 1 day takes

them 34 days to drill in the deep drilling that they need, or their

production may go down by one-fourth over the next 5 to 7 years.

And there are various estimates on the time span there. Now that is a

real policy decision that will be yours, come next Tuesda .

And we have along with that the oil pipeline out of ar Siberia

proposed across to Germany. It would be a big advantage to the

ovuets. It is estimated, in a few years it would be 37 percent, as I

recall, of Germany’s gas, a big benefit monetarily to the Soviet Union,

business that helps them, but then makes West Germany dependent.

Now there are two examples of where we can have decisions on

linkage right away—the drill bit, and the pipeline that they are trying

to get financed with Western financing. I could add one complicating

factor along with that, and that is that there are now some reports

that Pakistan may be moving toward an accommodation with the

Soviet Union, which would mean, then, the access down across to warm

water ports, not only for shipping -purposes but naval bases to use

against us in the Persian Gulf area.
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Now that is quite a scenario I have outlined for you, and I know we

could discuss this for hours on end. But would you link up the drill bit?

Would you link up the pipeline? Those are prime linkage prospects, if

I ever saw them. What would your view be if there was a move toward

Pakistan or if Pakistan would fall into Soviet orbit? Or would you

link these things up and cut off those programs?

General HAIG. Well, Senator, clearly those issues and some others as

well are all in, what I would call, the toolbox of linkage. Some are

unilaterally under our control; some are not and require diplomatic

initiatives, all of which have accompanying costs.

I think it is of such significance and such importance that I would

defer from si aling how we will come out on one issue or another

until we have ad an opportunity to study it with care and, above all,

discuss it with the President-elect and know how he comes out on it.

Senator GLENN. You would not at this point, though, eliminate those

items from linkage?

General HAIG. No; not at all.

Senator GLENN. Are there any others you think would automatically

be linked up other than those two that I used as examples?

General HAIG. Well, we have done some fairly effective things in the

technology transfer area—exceptions to the Cocom list, with varying

degrees of discipline among our partners. I think the whole mix is

there. I think the mix of our overall demeanor in a broader sense is an

im rtant aspect.

enator GLENN. I went through that little litany, well, just for two ‘

purposes. One to find out what your reaction to it would be with regard -

to linkage and the other to point out I think we too often tend to take

these items in some kind of splendid isolation. And think, well, they

went into Afghanistan. Well, that is one issue.

But if we look back at what has happened over the past 8 or 9 years,

it is a progressive thing that is extremely disturbing.

General I-IAIG. Yes.

Senator GLENN. And then, when you combine that with some of the

things that are happening in the Soviet orbit at this time, some of

these forces that may be taking some of their Warsaw Pact countries

out of the close relationship that they have had in the past, you begin

to see some disintegrating factors. And yet it is a Soviet Union on the

march that is very disturbing. And I don’t think we have really learned

to cope with this thing yet.

And I hope your linkage or ideas of linkage are something that will

work. And I don’t know that anybody has the answer on this one yet.

It disturbs me very much. I know that.

General HAIG. I share that concern. Senator.

Senator GLENN. Working with the Congress—are you willing to

make a commitment now that we can have regular meetings on a

once-a-month or once-every-2-months basis, either with you or your

top deputies? I don’t want to pin you down specifically. if you would

be on a trip or something. but what kind of a commitment can we

have? We talk about a bipartisan foreign policy. It is talked about

when every administration comes in. We are going to -have a bipartisan

foreign policy and then everybody goes on their own ways, and we

wind Up tug-and-haul down Pennsylvania_Avenue.
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We never seem to get around to it and it just seems to me that unless

we are in on some of the briefings at the takeoff we can hardly be ex

pected to be supporters at the landing, whether it’s a good landing or a

crash landing. But if we are to have a bipartisan policy, it seems to

me there has to be a commitment from you to this committee that we

will. on a very regular-basis, get together, whether it is once a month

with you coming down here, we spring for lunch at this end, you at the

other end of the avenue on the alternate months, or something of that

nature. I’m not trying to pin you down to every third Tuesday or

something like that at this point, but would you commit at this time

at least to getting together on a regular monthly or every 6 weeks

asis.

General HATG. I can very easily commit myself to regular meetings,

either at the Department or here, perhaps alternating. I think they

have done it different ways in the past, sometimes breakfast. I’ve heard

complaints that they were too early.

Senator GLENN. No, it usually has not been done on any regular

basis in the past. That has been the problem. That is what I am trying

to address. Once in a great while somebody goes down. We have a

breakfast. Or once in a great while they come up here. Senator Muskie

made an effort in this regard that was very good.

I would like to see this if we are going to have a bipartisan foreign

policy, which I sincerely hope we do have; I hope that we get started

on some sort of regular basis on this and not just when you happen

to think about calling us up sometime or we happen to think about

calling you up.

General HAIG. I think what I would like to do, if I may, Senator, is

to have about 3 or 4 weeks’ experience in the job and to come

up here with a proposal or proposition which would be designed to

satisfy your concerns, and I can assure you it is to my advantage to

have this kind of a regular dialog.

Senator GLENN. I agree with you 100 percent on that. I think you

would find our ideas are not always all had up at this end of the ave

nue. Once in a while we also have some good ideas at this end of the

avenue.

What are your views on foreign aid? It is very unpopular. Nobody

likes it. Those of us that just came off the campaign heard such ques

tions as why are we giving money to those people abroad when the

steel industry is closing in Youngstown, Ohio, and the auto industry

is down—__—70,000 people unemployed in our State and you are down

there voting for foreign aid.

General HAIG. Well, I think foreign aid is frequently, not always,

but frequently a very cheap investment in the assurance of our na

tional interests, even in the commercial side. If we look at the com

bination of foreign economic assistance to developing states and set

that alongside the growing advantages to American industry in our

export ratios, which have gone up higher and higher and that is our

largest trading constituency—the developing states.

Senator GLENN. Have you talked to Mr. Stockman about his views

on foreign aid?

General HAIG. I haven’t yet. No, sir.

Senator GLENN. You what?
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General HAIG. I have not yet, sir.

Senator GLENN. Because I can imagine what those are going to be.

And I’ll tell you I don’t take Mr. Stockman lightly. I view him as the

No. 2 man in government. I am not kidding.

General HAIG. Recent history would suggest that is true.

Senator GLENN. He is the No. 2 most powerful man in govern

ment—certainly domestic government—and I think when we went

through his hearings in Government-al Affairs the other day I was

somewhat disturbed because he is talking about well, there won’t be

any help to autos or steel or anything. The world market will take

care of that. And the only welfare will be if there is visible physical

impairment of a person—-visible physical impairment was one of his

past statements.

And he supplemented that to say, well, we might give welfare—

he would be for continuing some of the AFDC for dependent chil

dren. But just—I think he goes far beyond anything I ever heard

President Reagan—President-elect Reagan—say during the cam

paign. And so I can imagine where we are going to sit with foreign

aid. I imagine that it is going to be down. And I hope you fight

for at least some levels there that can continue at least some of this

advance that we have made as a nation since World War II that I

alluded to earlier today.

I am not one that is rushing out to quintuple foreign aid oi‘ any

thing like that. B-ut I think a modest amount of foreign aid that we

can obviously afi’ord with our economy does wonders for the long-term

future stability that has been evidenced since World War II, as we

did go out and help some other nations. And we gradually have

dropped back. We are down quite a ways in the percent of GNP that

we contribute to any aid for any other countries compared to most of

the modern industrialized nations of the world.

I will give up the rest of my time on this round, Mr. Chairman,

except I would like to say that on page 12, General Haig, of your

statement, you listed some fundamentals‘ that are very general. They

are generalized fundamentals, and I won’t ask you to go into these

now, but tomorrow sometime I would like to have you spell out a little

bit more about how we reach those very laudable goals. It was not done

in your statement. We haven’t addressed those things specifically, and

I don’t want to just spring this on you right now. I would bring that

up as one of my questions tomorrow. They are fine objectives, but I

would like to have a little more detail as to how you plan to carry those

things out. _ ,

And I would yield back the balance of my time on this round, Mr.

Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much indeed.

The hour of 5 o’clock having arrived. in accordance-with our under

standing yesterday. we would take this time now for the committee

to determine what the procedure would be.

General Haig, I think tonight we can excuse you and would ask

that you be back at 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. As I understand it,

there are no further questions from the majority. The mmonty has a

maximum. it is understood to be. unless something unusual comes up,

of some 7 hours, possibly. So we feel reasonably certain we can finish

the hearing tomorrow.



381

Senator Pell and I have been discussing this with our colleagues,

and I would yield to Senator Pell to articulate the understanding

that we have arrived at.

But, General Haig, there is no reason for you to sta now. You

and Mrs. Haig could be excused. I know you have a num er of other

things to do in connection with your duties at the State Department.

We thank you very much for your very thoughtful and incisive testi

mony today.

Senator BIDEN. Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Biden.

Senator BIDEN. Mr. Chairman, before you excuse General Haig—

General, I think it is fair to say that it is very unlikely we would even

use the 7 hours. The way we have arrived at that was it was stated if

we all took the maximum time, assuming no one else asked any of

our questions, it would take that long. I wouldn’t be surprised if we

finish this up so you can have a good long lunch and end it.

But I just want you to know, and particularly your gracious wife,

whose stamina I think is very, very significant, it is much. much harder

to witnesss a boring session than participate in it. And I compliment

them for being able to take it.

[Laughter.]

THE CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Biden, for your

comments.

Thank you, General Haig. We will see you tomorrow morning at

10 o’clock.

[Whereupon, at 5:06 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene

10 a.m. Wednesday, January 14, 1981.]

O



rjmlIIjjfljjilllljitjitrlltjrjillljjjl



OVERNIGHT LOAN

ONLY.


	Front Cover
	Hearing days: Page 
	Insertions for the record: 
	Response of Alexander M Haig, Jr , to questions submitted from 
	' Him”—reprinted from the New York Times, December 10, 1980- 
	“Haig-—Yes”—reprinted from the Washington Post, January 



