Matloff: This is Part IV of an oral history interview with
Dr. James R. Schlesinger, held in Washington, D.C., on August
1, 1991, at 9:30 A.M. Again representing the 0SD Historical
Office are Drs. Alfred Goldberg and Maurice Matloff.

Dr. Schlesinger, we would like to go on with other
foreign area problems and crises in which you became involved
during your tenure. First, let's turn to the Middle East.
Just three months after you took office, Egypt and Syria
launched a surprise attack against Israel, and you became

involved. What role did you play during the Yom Kippur war of
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Schlesinger: It shouldn't have been a surprise attack.
Clearly, it was a sudden attack. However, we had good

intelligence indicating that something was going on,
intelligence that we disregarded, partly because we turned
to the Israelis, who assured us that they wouldn't dare
attack. I don't know the current classification status of
this, but the NSA had very good intelligence which clearly
pointed to the probability of an attack. This got lost as
it moved up through the intelligence apparatus, partly
because we consulted the Israelis, who said that they
wouldn't dare. The Israelis had the axiom that no enemy

would dare attack Israel unless it had established air



superiority. Their calculations turned out to be

erroneous, much to their own cost.

Goldberg: It is interesting that the Israeli intelligence
people were the most arrogant on this subject. The

previous year, 1972, we had a visit at Rand from some

Israeli officers, led by Shalev, the Deputy Director of

Intelligence. They were the most confident, assertive
people I ever met. When the possibility was raised of an
0il boycott, they said it was ridiculous. They were

enormously self-confident.

Schlesinger: Yes, and that self-confidence misled them

and they were later brought down a peg. 1I've never been
able to figure out to what extent these kinds of comments
to Americans are designed for our consumption as opposed
to what they really believe. We regularly had statements
from Israelis that the o0il problem was no problem at all,
which is counterintuitive, as they say, and yet is
designed to reassure Americans that support of Israel does
not lead to any problems for the United States.

Goldberg: But all of their other behavior was of the same
piece with that attitude. Apparently the Six-Day War

convinced them that they had things well in hand.



Matloff: What did you understand national policy to be,
at the outset, and what instructions were you initially
given, if any, about aid to Israel?

Schlesinger: On the sixth of October Henry and I met with

regard to issues regarding the U.S. role. Kissinger
would, the next day, state that the best outcome for the
United States would be for the Israelis to come out ahead
in the end, but to get a little bloodied in the process.
But on the prior day, on the 6th, I had typed out a whole
set of options. Option zero was to stand aside. Option
one was to provide materiel support to the Israelis in
which they were responsible for taking that materiel and
delivering it to Israel through the use of E1 Al aircraft
or commercial aircraft. Option two--we would deliver such
materiel to Israel. Option three--in addition to
materiel, they could buy heavy equipment items, including
tanks, aircraft, etc. There was a set of six or seven
options. Either that night, Sunday, or the next morning,
Henry called back to say that the President had chosen
option one--that is, basically, cash and carry--all the
aid that they could have. The basic policy of the United
States government was that we would be supportive of
Israel in the crisis, but that we did not want to show our

hand. Since the war was expected to last only a few days,



it would not alter our delivery of equipment, as opposed
to munitions, to the Israelis. That policy was the one I
was instructed to follow until, roughly, Thursday of that
week, when it began to get rather confused.

Matloff: What differences developed with Secretary of
State Kissinger over either the policy or the American
role in the airlift?

Schlesinger: The first problem that we had was somewhat

foreordained. I had told the Israelis that they could
pick up, using their own aircraft, any supplies that they
wished to acquire. The Israelis, however, were told that
they should use planes that were not identified with
Israel. That raises the gquestion of what we meant, and

whether it was clear what we meant.

Goldberg: Who told them that, specifically?
Schlesinger: I don't remember; I probably did, amongst

other people, but I probably was not alone in that regard.
We had said that they could pick this up with E1 Al
aircraft, which meant that they would have to block out
the markings on the aircraft, which was our intent at the
time, but whether or not that was consistent with
commercial aviation regulations, I don't know.

Goldberg: This was an intent which you coordinated with

Kissinger and the President?



Schlesinger: I did not speak with the President about

that. I got the instructions through Kissinger, who was
the National Security Adviser. That all blew apart on
Monday or Tuesday of that week, because there was an El1 Al
aircraft down at Oceana, a naval air station in Virginia,
and some enterprising CBS cameraman came to the fence and
ran a videotape of this Israeli aircraft at a U.S. naval
air station picking up materiel. It was hard for us, at
that point, to maintain the fiction that we were not
involved with the Israelis. The Israelis tended to move
from optimism to pessimism. They tended to be rather
cocky prior to the war. Their initial response was that
when they were mobilized they would take care of things,
and so on Monday they were in good spirits. On Tuesday
they were getting quite worried. On Wednesday they had
some successes and were in good spirits again, and felt it
was only a matter of time. On Thursday, they were in
absolute despair, and things began to unravel.

Goldberg: Was that when the Syrians were making progress

in the Golan Heights? Was that the real matter on

Thursday?
Schlesinger: I don't remember where; I was focussing on
the Suez Canal region. In any event, much of that kind of

conversation came through the Department of State rather



than directly to us. As you may recall, they were
receiving Phantom F-4s from us and I had been told to
delay the deliveries. As circumstances turned out, it was
just during that week that the deliveries were supposed to
take place from McDonnell Douglas headquarters in St.
Louis to Israel, and I was told to delay the delivery of
the equipment.

Goldberg: That came from Kissinger again?

Schlesinger: Yes. Once again, that was on the

expectation that the war would be over in a few days and
it wouldn't matter; there was Jjust a little problem with
regard to delivering the aircraft. It was the basic
presupposition of U.S. policy that we did not want, in
these circumstances, to be so openly supportive of Israel
that we would alienate the Arabs. Nixon did not tell me
that directly. I assumed, of course, that that was a
shared belief between Nixon and Kissinger. But Nixon told
me some years later something which raises some doubt
about whether or not he and Kissinger saw it the same way
or whether they remembered it the same way.

Matloff: Did Nixon seek your advice at all during this
whole war effort?

Schlesinger: Directly? No.




Goldberg: Did you seek to talk with him directly during

that period?

Schlesinger: I don't recall.
Goldberg: Did you have strong views on what we ought to

be doing, as distinct from what we were doing?

Schlesinger: No. Kissinger and I were in agreement,

based upon the premise that the war would last only a
brief time, as the Israelis initially told us, that it
would be best not to reveal the American hand.

Matloff: Did you get involved in problems with the allies
in this--with their cooperation, or lack of it--for
example, the use of their bases?

Schlesinger: Yes, I was quite involved in that. The

French and the British were either openly hostile or
somewhat covertly hostile. The Germans were supportive,
although they were mixed. On the second or third day,
somebody in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs announced that
we were not supposed to take equipment out of Germany, or
words to that effect. The Germans subsequently said that
it was an error that this was made a public statement. It
never has been made clear to me that it was, indeed, an
error,but that was the German position. At that point I
made a strong statement to the effect that we would

sustain our forces in Germany in order to improve the



flexibility of our posture, and if that was not a judgment
shared by the Germans, we would have to reconsider the
allocation of our forces. That was sometime mid-week.
Matloff: After the crisis Kissinger blamed the Pentagon
for being derelict in its support of Israel. How did you
react to that charge?

Schlesinger: I thought that it was untrue and

unjustified. We followed our orders precisely from
beginning to the end. I did not find it surprising, since
throughout the week Henry was attempting to soothe both
the Israelis directly, because the Israeli Ambassador was
in his office every day, and also members of Congress,
because there was a great wave. The most convenient thing
to do under those circumstances was to blame it on either
the logistical problems or the recalcitrance of the
Department of Defense.

Matloff: The Washington Post of October 6, 1974, quoted

you as saying "There is a difference between dragging your

heels and having your shoes nailed to the floor by

national policy." 1Is this an accurate report?
Schlesinger: Yes, indeed. In fact, there was was an
interview in Time magazine about that time. Jerry

Schecter came by and had an interview with me and it

probably was picked up by The Washington Post. I was




instructed that no equipment items were to be sent to
Israel. That instruction was changed about Thursday of
that week. As far as materiel and supplies were
concerned, the instruction was that the Israelis could
have what they wanted, but that we were not to be seen by
the outside world to be supporting Israel; therefore, it
was a cash and carry kind of arrangement. The thing to
bear in mind is that on Thursday I had a very excited call
from Henry. It was a denunciatory call about why the
items had not been sent to Israel, starting with the F-4s
from McDonnell. I reminded him what the policy was, and
the conversation went on as if I had not reminded him what
the policy was. I was informed later that the reason was
that he had the Israeli ambassador in his office and he
was pursuing this line that the Department of Defense was
responsible for the delays.

Goldberg: Were the military in full agreement on the
policy? Did they express any views as to what we ought to
be doing?

Schlesinger: There was no disagreement from the military.

They responded very well. As I mentioned earlier, on
Thursday things began to come apart. Henry reported that
the Israelis were running out of supplies. They had

counted on a three-week war at the rates of consumption



that they had experienced in 1967; but the rates of
consumption were much higher. I received a call from
Henry saying that we should persuade the U.S. air carriers
to provide commercial airlift to the Israelis. We got
Claude Brinegar, who was Secretary of Transportation, to
go around to these pecople--I was involved to some extent.
I reported back that we could get only a handful of
commercial aircraft willing to provide their planes to the
Israelis. When we approcached Pan Am, or TWA, for example,
they said that their pilots would have to land in Cairo
West all of the time. They stated that the law says that
they would have to respond if the President declared a
national emergency and they said that they would be happy
to respond in that event. But their underlying attitude
was: why should they expose their own people, when the
government of the United States did not want to show its
hand and therefore would not announce a national
emergency? So all the major carriers politely refused to
provide aircraft, and that went on until Friday. We had
completed our survey and I told Henry that we couldn't get
it done. I talked to him in the early evening, and he was
getting desperate. I said that we could move the supplies
into Israel, but we would have to use U.S. aircraft and

there was no way we could do it without exposing our hand.
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Somewhere in the evening I got a call from Al Haig saying
that the President was concerned about the Israeli
situation. I repeated to him that if we were going to get
supplies to the Israelis, we would have to use U.S.
airlift, that there was no way of keeping the American
role hidden under those circumstances, and that he would
have to help me persuade Henry of that. Henry was the
last to come to the conclusion that we had to use U.S.
military airlift. He told me to get the Israelis over,
meaning Gen. Gur, and that we would fly into Israel but
that the aircraft would come through at night. The
Israelis would have tc commit to us that when the aircraft
came in in the darkness, they would be unloaded in two to
three hours and would be permitted to leave the Israeli
airfields before dawn, so that they would not be observed.
I got Gen. Gur over to the Pentagon and told him the
arrangement. We would start moving with U.S. airlift the
next morning, Saturday. I had already given orders to the
military to start moving supplies toward Israel, and they
had started in depots in the mountain states and in the
west. Gur was, of course, very cooperative. Needless to
say, he was also delighted. He said, "If what you want is
that we unload these aircraft under cover of darkness and

get the planes out of there, that's the way it's going to

11



12

be." The Israelis lived up to their commitment the best
that they could.

There was another problem. On Thursday I had talked to
the Department of State, and particularly to someone named
Cy Weiss. I told him that if there was a possibility of
moving supplies to Israel, we would have to get permission
from the Portuguese to use Lajes Air Force Base as a
transshipment point and for refueling. The original set
of arrangements that I had laid out on the previous Sunday
included the option that the U.S. would fly materiel to

the Azores and the Israelis would pick it up there with

their own aircraft. That would shorten the time and keep
us from having to fly into Israel. That option had not
been taken up and had serious problems. The commercial

airstrip was on a different island in the Azores from
Lajes. On Thursday I reminded Cy Weiss that there was a
possibility that we might have to move through and that we
ought to obtain from the Portuguese permission to use
their airfield. Nothing was done about it. On Friday
night I gave orders to the military to start moving
equipment. They began to move that equipment here towards
Dover Air Force Base. We were planning to fly in such a
pattern that we could land the next night in Israel under

cover of darkness. Gur had come down around 1:00 in the
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morning. We had reached the arrangements by which they
would offload the planes and get them out. But the best-
laid plans of mice and men aft gae aglee. All of our
aircraft were beginning to pile up at Dover Air Force
Base, and we still did not have permission from the
Portuguese. On Saturday morning, around 11:00, Nixon sent
a cable to Caetano, then the Prime Minister of Portugal.
About two or three in the afternoon permission arrived;
Caetano had signed off on it. We were prepared then to
start the airlift. The irony was that at that juncture in
history, as I start to say about the best laid plans of
mice and men, there were crosswinds in the Azores. There
is only a single airstrip at Lajes, and because of the
crosswinds our planes were not going to fly. They had to
hang back here in the United States until the crosswinds
died down. As a result, the whole arrangement with the
Israelis, which I am convinced they were fully prepared to
implement, fell apart. Instead of arriving late Saturday
night in Israel, the planes started dropping out of the
skies on Sunday morning. All of a sudden you see these C-
5As coming down into Lod airfield and they have these U.S.
insignia on them. So the whole population of Tel Avivwv
turns out by the gates cheering that the Americans have

finally arrived.



Goldberg: You didn't consider holding them back until
Sunday night?

Schlesinger: No, the risk was too great. The machine was

rolling, and if they were held back any more, there would
have been further congestion. The first planes that went
out carried our airmen to Lajes so that they could run a
logistical operation there. Others were flown into
Israel. The C-5As were the largest planes anyone in
Israel had ever seen, with the clear American insignia on
them. And so the notion that the United States was not

totally identified with the defense of Israel at that

point was preposterous. As I said, at that point there
was no alternative to using U.S. airlift. That airlift
was a magnificently run operation. Our relations with our

allies were interesting, because the allies either wanted
to stay disengaged, or they were actively or passively
hostile. You may recall that the European Economic
Community, under pressure from the Arabs, had declared the
Netherlands persona non grata and had nominally cut off
0il supplies to the Netherlands. We agreed that we would
help the Dutch out in that period to the extent it was
necessary. The vote in the European Economic Community to
punish one of their members, at the behest of one of the

Arab exporting nations, tells you where the EEC was at
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that time. The German Ministry of Defense was happy to
cooperate under those circumstances. I mentioned earlier
that the foreign affairs ministry made a statement to the
effect that we could not use their ports. We were moving
things towards Bremen and Hamburg in order to put them on
ships to move it down through the Med to Israel, but I had
worked out a set of arrangements with my counterpart,
Georg Leber, who was strongly supportive both of the
United States and of Israel. He came out of the German
labor movement. He was a good friend of George Meany's,
and he said, in effect, "There is no reason to have this
public noise; we will work out these arrangements. Move
anything you want in Germany, but just don't advertise
it." After that initial flourish we had no further
problems with the Germans at the logistical level. The
reason I go back to the allies is that the performance of
the United States in that airlift was such that all of the
allies said, "We may not like what the Americans are
doing, but they are performing with astonishing
competency, and nobody in the world could do that but the
United States." The fact that the U.S. was competent in
its operations compensated, as it were, for their distress
at the political decision that the U.S. had taken openly

to support the Israelis.
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Goldberg: What turned the policy around by the end of
that week? What's your view on that?

Schlesinger: I think it's gquite clear that the Israelis

were running out of supplies because they had planned on
something on the order of the rates of consumption of the
1967 war, and in many critical categories they were just
running short. We had discussions over at the Pentagon
with Israeli quartermaster types saying, "We need this
immediately; this in ten days time; and we'd like to have
this, but it's not a critical need."

Goldberg: What you are saying is that our fundamental
policy was that we would not permit the Israelis to go
under. This is what turned it around--the pressure on
Kissinger from Congress, from the Israelis, from
elsewhere.

Schlesinger: I think that this reflected the attitude of

the President of the United States, Mr. Nixon. It was
clear that he took the view that the Israelis, even if we
did not want to be identified with this, in some political
sense were identified with us. They were using U.S. arms,
the Arabs were using Soviet arms, and if the Israelis were
wiped away, it would be a defeat for the United States and
should not be permitted to happen.This is not the most

moralistic view that one can take of ocur foreign policy.
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Matloff: Was there a byproduct of all this? I am
thinking about the flap over Chairman Brown's antisemitic
remark at Duke. You wanted to retain Brown. Did you then
link his efforts during the airlift period as a reason for
retaining him--that he had done excellent work?

Schlesinger: I did, indeed. You asked earlier what

advice we had gotten from the U.S. military. The U.S.
military were quite variable. The Air Force tended to be
very pro-Israel, because they had worked very closely with
the Israelis. They had people over there. You can still
see the differences in the services. The Navy was rather
skeptical about the Israelis, following the episocde of the
Liberty in 1967. As you may detect from his subsequent
comments, Adm. Moorer has spent 20-odd years trying to get
the people from the Liberty honored, and credit and blame
given where due. He was not particularly pro-Israel. But
when Tom was told that this was what we were going to do,
he passed the orders down the chain of command that that

was what the United States was going to do and no one was

going to stop them. With regard to George Brown, he was
not formally in the chain of command. I always use this
as an example of the subformal chain of command. Tom

Moorer passes the word to the head of MAC in St. Louis

that we are going to start moving equipment to Israel.
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The first thing that fellow will do will be to check with
his chief of service. Even though formally he is not in
the chain of command, as a practical working matter he is
an essential part of the process, just as the Marines were
an essential part of the process during the Beirut episode
in 1982, even though the Commandant was not in the chain
of command. You can't divide these things all that
nicely. George Brown was enormously supportive of every
American effort and it was the Air Force that was doing
the job and they did a splendid job. I pointed that out
subsequently, during that episode or the aftereffects of
that episode at Duke that you mentioned. There was no
real problem. Clements was not particularly supportive of
Israel. He tended to support the Arab states. But once
it was clear that it was American policy, there was no
problem; the military turned to. 1Indeed, in the
subsequent week we were flying A-4s all the way from the
United States to Israel. We put carriers at various places
in the Atlantic. An A-4 would fly out of Norfolk, set
down on a carrier deck, get refueled, and fly to the next
carrier.

Goldberg: These were naval aircraft?



Schlesinger: A-4s, yes. This was explained at one of the

meetings of the WSAG and Kissinger said, "You fellows are
really good at this, when you get going."

Goldberg: Who were the people you relied on most during

this period--the people in 0OSD you were talking with, who
were helping you work out the positions and all the rest

of it during that first week and the second week, too?

Schlesinger: I don't recall; I don't think that I

particularly used the OSD staff that week as opposed to
the subsequent week when we went on alert.

Goldberg: So you were handling this yourself, you were on
top of it all the way and you were fully immersed in it?

Schlesinger: Yes. I was dealing directly with the

Israelis and with the Department of State.
Matloff: Nobody in ISA?

Schlesinger: The people in ISA were thoroughly involved,

but I don't remember the details about that. I remember
events much better than I remember personalities. You
mentioned the question of the Israelis. Sometime around
Tuesday of that week, the Israeli Ambassador came over,
and Henry said to me, "You must treat him with the utmost
brutality."

Goldberg: Was it Rabin?
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Schlesinger: No. It was Dinitz. It was part of the game

of Kissinger saying that he was doing his best for Israel
but could not persuade the DoD to be cooperative. At that
time I did not know that he was following that particular
game, however; I assumed that we were operating more or
less on the same wavelength.

Matloff: 1In the subsequent negotiations of Kissinger in
the Middle East and the attempt of the administration to
defuse potential conflict in the area--were you drawn in
on any of that?

Schlesinger: I was drawn in on that, yes. I was drawn in

both in the Nixon years and in the Ford period.

Matloff: Let's move on to the dispute between Greece and
Turkey over Cyprus which flared in July of 1974, shortly
before Ford became President. What was your position on
this? Did you make any public statements about that
intervention by Turkey?

Schlesinger: No, none that I can remember. I referred to

it as a Greek tragedy, kind of a banal statement on my
part. Kissinger picked that up when he was in Europe,
that the Secretary of Defense had said that it was a Greek
tragedy. In any event, you are not asking about public
statements, primarily. I had press conferences, in which

I made some banal statements such as political figures
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will make under such circumstances. I was perfectly happy
with the position of the Nixon administration, which had
been to support the colonels; I was perfectly content with
that until it became clear around June of 1974. It came
up in one of the the NSC subgroups, the WSAG, or the
Washington Action Group, in which I was participating, and
I said that it was about time for us to begin to distance
ourselves from the Greek colonels. Henry went crazy about
that. It was not a moral judgment on my part. As long as
they were clearly in command in Greece we could deal with
them, but the probability of their surviving was going
down and for the United States to be wholly identified
with the Greek colonels at that point would have worsened
our relations with the Greeks subsequent to their
departure. At one of the WSAG meetings I had said that it
looked to me as if the colonels were likely to lose power
in Greece and that the United States would be well advised
to distance itself from that, but for a variety of reasons
Kissinger and the President did not want to do so. I
thought that it was in the best interests of the country
that we not be identified as the last-ditch supporters of
the colonels; and that if we were so identified, any
subsequent Greek regime was likely to take a very harsh

attitude towards the bases that the United States had in



Greece. Indeed, any successive regime to the colonels was
bound to be much further to the left and to reflect some
of the hostility to the United States that was current on
the left in Greek politics. Henry felt that this was a
positioning of the Department of Defense more than it was
a positioning of the United States.

Matloff: On the question of continued aid to Turkey, do
you recall any strong differences of views with Nixon and
Kissinger?

Schlesinger: No. We were all together on that, and Jerry

Ford as well. On the issue of the necessity of sustaining
our support of the Turks, everybody was in exactly the
same position.

Matloff: When Ford signed the Foreign Assistance Act in
December 1974, he signed it with the prohibition. I guess
his hand was forced by Congress on that one.

Schlesinger: He felt that it was forced by Congress; and

then the Turks began to cut off our water at our wvarious
bases. I was very anxious to resolve the differences
between ourselves and the Turks, which meant getting a
reconciliation between the Congress and the
administration. So I talked to various parties on the
Hill, including Rosenberg and Sarbanes, who were engaged

in the cutoff, and sought to get a resolution of that.



Ford did not like my intervention, because it suggested
that there was a compromise possible, and he felt that no
compromise was possible.

Matloff: Let me ask a few questions about our relations
with China and Japan. Did you favor a tilt toward China,
to play the so-called China card, vis-a-vis the Soviet
Unicon? Were you ever consulted on questions of that kind-
—about China's role in the world and our relations with
China?

Schlesinger: I became Secretary of Defense in 1973, after

the Shanghai Communiqué. I thought that Nixon's finest
hour in foreign policy was the patching up of our
relations with the Chinese. That was more significant
than some of his accomplishments in the Middle East, and
certainly was not checkered, as was the policy of détente.
I had no problem with it, and thought that it was long
overdue; that the long frigid relationship between
Washington and Peking did us no good at all.

Matloff: Were you and your office drawn in in any way in
support of those initiatives to China?

Schlesinger: Yes, both at the Central Intelligence Agency

and in my years at the DoD. [two and a half lines of text

redacted]



[six lines of text redacted] 1I'm not sure what this
means in terms of U.S.-China relations; that is a rather
ambiguous element in those relations. [three lines of
text redacted] As Secretary of Defense, I was regularly
concerned about China, because Kissinger felt that there
was a lively possibility that Brezhnev was going to
attack China. Kissinger at least professed that if the
Russians successfully attacked China, that was the end of
American power, and therefore we had no alternative, he
felt, but to go to China's assistance militarily. I, as
Secretary of Defense, was not eager to see American
forces involved in any way in a fight with the Soviet
Union over China. So I was very concerned about the
problem, but not because I was not very much in favor of
the reconciliation and rapprochement between Peking and

Washington. I thought



that that was the greatest contribution that Nixon made in
foreign policy.

Matloff: How did you envision the role of Japan in
relation to U.S. security interests in the Pacific?

Schlesinger: I was out there in Japan. I was the first

Secretary of Defense to wvisit Japan, and was the object of
curiosity and some very limited hostility. For the most
part I was welcomed. I went out there in 1975. The
general discussions were of our joint strategic interests
with Japan—--the need for the Japanese to play a larger
role than they had been playing and to spend more money on
security. I said that they could do that without spending
more than 1 percent of the GNP; that they might go
slightly over that, but that they really ought to have a
stalwart defense of Hokkaido and the logistical
capabilities to support their ground forces and air forces
in such a defense; and that we were interested, above all,
in their assistance in terms of protecting the sea lanes--
all of which subsequently became U.S. policy. I had a
very good set of relationships in Japan at that time.
Goldberg: On the subject of wvisits, did you also
contemplate visiting the Soviet Union?

Schlesinger: No, I didn't.

Goldberg: Not seriously, at any time?
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Schlesinger: The Soviets would occasionally throw out

hints of that sort, with regard to meetings between
defense personnel of the two countries. But I was the
ogre in the eyes of the Soviet Union, a role which I
played with some willingness, and I am not sure to what
extent they were particularly eager to see me. In their
press I was the béte noire.

Matloff: Why were you the ogre in their eyes? Did it
have to do with your relations with CIA, or what?

Schlesinger: No, it had nothing to do with that. I had a

jovial encounter with Brezhnev when I was Director of
Central Intelligence. The central question was the
announcement of the new targeting doctrine. The Soviets
professed, and I think to some extent believed, that this
represented an American attempt to reestablish strategic
supremacy and, in any event, was not consistent with their
notion of mutual deterrence, which was that the two
nuclear capabilities should deter each other. This, in my
judgment, would leave them free to use their conventional
force or advantages against the West, or threaten to use
them. 1In any event, the consequence was that the Soviets
regarded me as an element of the U.S. community hostile to
détente, which I was not. I was strongly in favor of

détente, but not a détente in which the Soviets had
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superiority in nuclear weapons because of greater counter-
force capability and conventional superiority. As I
mentioned before, my central concern as Secretary of
Defense was to protect Western Europe. The change in that
policy and the strengthening of our forces in Europe led
the Soviets to use me as something of a béte noire in the
press. I don't know that the Soviets had pressed
particularly hard to have any encounters at that level
with me. By contrast, the Chinese always were inviting
the American Secretary of Defense to wvisit China. None of
those invitations reached me, because they were cut off at
the Department of State. However, the fact that I had
been invited reached me, not through official channels,
but through unofficial channels. The Chinese reasons for
insisting that I come, or for repeatedly inviting me, were
the same as the Soviet reason for not being particularly
eager to speak to me; the Chinese regarded me as
representing American strength during this period of
détente wobbliness, which they worried about greatly.
Matloff: To return to the domestic crisis in the summer
of 1974, as a result of Watergate, when the President was
being forced to resign from office, would you describe

your concerns during that period and what instructions you
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gave Brown, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs? and whether
orally or in writing?

Schlesinger: I gave them orally. My first concern was

that these were unique circumstances in the history of the
United States, and because they were unique, nobody could
necessarily predict what might happen. It was my
responsibility as Secretary of Defense, both in terms of
the office and in terms of my moral obligations as a
citizen who happened to have that office, to take whatever
steps I could to assure that the United States would get
through this difficult period as smoothly as possible and
with as little instability as possible. My responsibility
was to see to it that there was no threat or difficulty as
far as the maintenance of our constitutional procedures
was concerned and to avoid the DoD doing anything during
this period that was untoward, either in terms of the way
society viewed the Department of Defense, or in terms of
any deviation from normal constitutional practices. What
were the orders that I gave to General Brown? I said to
him, "These are strange and unusual circumstances, and
these are circumstances in which any orders that come to
the Department of Defense from the White House should be

brought to my attention immediately."™ My specific concern



was to maintain what I regarded as the integrity of the
chain of command.
Goldberg: Can you date that approximately?

Schlesinger: It would have been in July of 1974.

Matloff: Do you recall Gen Brown's reaction, if he had

any?
Schlesinger: Gen. Brown was not one normally given to
excess emotion. I think he may have been surprised, but

did not express any surprise. But I gather that when he
went downstairs into the tank, he expressed a good deal of
surprise. Holloway later told me that Gen. Brown came in
and said, "I've had the strangest conversation with the
Secretary of Defense." He passed on to them the gist of
what I had said.

Matloff: Let me quote from Ford's book, "Soon after I
became President, I had to admonish Schlesinger about
newspaper stories suggesting that he had put our armed
forces on alert just prior to Nixon's resignation.

For the Secretary of Defense to speculate to the press
that our military commanders—-men who are controclled by
civilians under the Constitution--might take some
unilateral action at a moment of grave national crisis was
to stab our armed forces in the back." Would you want to

comment on that statement?
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