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October 8, 1968

MEMORANDUM

TO: Bob Haldeman
tROM: Martin Anderson
RE: Transition

Although the people in the research/writing area have
done no further work on the transition problem since our last
discussion, a volunteer, Professor Wesley McCain -- a colleague
of mine at Columbia -- has completed a fairly complete,
comprehensive survey of the non-civil service federal positions
available for presidential appointment.

This survey breaks down all the positions of the
Executive Office of the President, the Executive Departments
and the Independent Agencies into five employment classifications
ranked according to their policy determining character.

According to the published reports now available,

there are more than 2,500 appointments to be made:

Presidential Appointment (needs Senate Approval) 966
Presidential Appointment 428
Schedule C Appointment 1,118

Total 2,512

It should be noted that this survey does not reflect
all the personnel increases in recent years, and the total number
of appointments may run 10 to 20 percent higher than the

figures shown.



for the positions now identified in the 86 Executive
Departments and Agencies, our current survey includes the
job title, name of the present incumbent and a short
biographical sketch of the key appointments.
The top priority items are:
1. TIdentification of key positions that must be
filled as soon as possible after the election.
2. Expanding and updating the survey already
completed.

Key Positions

There are two factors which must be considered
simultaneously -- the importance of the appointment, and its
urgency. By these two criteria the following areas of appointment
are critical:

1. The White House office

2. Central Intelligence Agency

3. Department of State

4. Department of Defense (Air force, Armv and Navy)

S. Atomic Energy Commission

8. Bureau of the Budget

7. Council of Economic Advisors

8. Office of Emergency Planning

9. National Aeronautics and Space Administration

10. Department of the Treasury

11. Department of Justice
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The following positions within each Executive
Department and Independent Agency are critical to their
effective functioning. They should be staffed with people who
are loyal to the President and in fundamental agreement with
his policies. These are:

1. Congressional Liaison

2. Appropriations

3. Legal Counsel

4. Press Relations

5. Personnel

C//;ecommendation

The current survey should be expanded and updated to

include all positions. The following information should be
included:

1. Job title

2. Brief job description

3. Name of incumbent

4. Employment classification (i.e., PAS, PA or C)

5. Grade or salary

6. Tenure classification

7. Tenure expiration

During the fall of 1960, such a survey was made by the
Senate Committee on Post Office and Civil Service and published
as the "Green Book." This was not published in normal channels

and is very difficult to obtain.



If possible we should attempt to get this Committee

to conduct a similar survey; if not, we should assemble a

small staff and do the job ourselves.

The present composition of the Committee is:

Republican

Carlson, Kansas
fong, Hawaii

Boggs, Delaware
fannin, Arizona

Staff Director: John Burzio

Democrat

Monroney, Oklahoma
Yarborough, Texas
Randolph, West Virginia
McGee, Wyoming

Brewster, Maryland
Hartke, Indiana

Burdick, North Dakota
Hollings, South Carolina



Frank G. Siscoe
DRAFT - NOT FOR
PUBLICATION IN THIS
FORM

October 15, 1968

Present and Future Soviet Policies in Relation

to the United States

The international environment in the 1970's is likely

to be more turbulent and competitive, and tensions
between the U. 5. and the USSR will persist. The

United States should expect that the Soviet Union is
going to make decisions which will be more uncomfortable
and difficult for the U. S. than heretofore. Padyfhl
accommodations, from time to time, are possible of

.realization where overlapping interests exist; but the

Soviet Union's overriding goal over the foreseeable
future will be to reduce U. S. power, prestige and
influence to the extent this may be possible without
seriously Jeopardizing the security of the USSR.

Over the next decade the Soviet Union will remain the

- principal military threat to the U. S. Soviet military

power has reached an unprecedented level and, in Europe,
the Soviet Union continues to strengthen its already
strong military posture. Dg;iggmiha_gastnhhxﬁﬁulﬁﬁzﬁal
the USSR has.substantially increased its. stratsegic

apility to damage severely. the.U..S.; and present

Soviet programs reflect a determination to achieve
parity, if not superiority, with the U. S. in strategic
missiles. Subject to the important qualifications of
relative resources and priorities, the main thrust of
Soviet strategic doctrine is in the direction of the
achievement of guperiority: both qualitative and quan-
fITative. Over the foreseeable future, the USSR can bve
expected to continue expansion of its strategic forces
and to continue the gradual increasing of the reach of
its general purpose military forces.

As the capacity of the Soviet Union and the U. S. to

do the other devastating damage becomes more nearly ‘
equal, a state of strategic balance and of mutual nuclear
deterrence is developing. In the face of assured
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destruction capabilities, both the Soviet Union and the
United States have great difficulty in defining those
national interests, the protection of which would justify
the use of nuclear weapons. However, the rapid growth

in Soviet strategic nuclear forces is unlikely to lead
the Soviet Union to take high risks of nuclear war in
confrontation with the United States.

In situations of mutual deterrence, there can be constant
risks of conflict as the Soviet Union probes for weak-
nesses and seeks to expand Soviet power and influence

in the world. Thgse.misks. would become.dangerous if the
Sgviet Union mistakenly sensed.a faster U. S. withdrawal
from power positions or a reduced U. S. willingness %o,
compete acfively with Sovigt or Soviet-supported forces.
ThHe Soviet leaders may be more inclined to intervene in V
Third World areas, if they have an expectation of reduced
chances of American opposition; and they may see greater

- prospect of using conventional military force without

risking crisis or confrontation with the U. S. The
increasingly greater reach of Soviet conventional forces,
even though significantly behind the U. S. in all-over
capability, may also persuade Soviet leaders to intervene
in areas non-contiguous to the Soviet Union; but inter-
ventions would be more likely in areas closer to the .
Soviet Union, such as the Middle East and North Africa.

Apart from the questions of actual employment of growing
strategic forces or their availability for deterrent

~purposes, the Soyledwdmion.yill.preRably flaunt its

strategic.-power. to enhance its political préstige and
0 increase its political influence in other countries.
As part of a political strategy, Soviet forces may be
drawn into local conflicts, especially when invited in
by a local government or a revolutionary movement, and
less willing to withdraw. Prior Soviet intervention
would face the U. S. with alternatives of local or

strategic confrontation or non-involvement. In_previous
crises (Cuba and Berlin), U. S. nuclear superiority has -
€xerted an inhibiting influence on Soviet mewes. ™= 7

In Soviet military policy the general purpose forces,
in the past, have been developed and disposed primarily
to cope with a military threat from Europe, and this
European orientation will almost certainly persist for
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the foreseeable future. At the same time, the Soviet ’q{i'
Union is becoming increasingly interested in the Soviet )L
military posture vis-a-vis China and in military capa-
bilities to support Soviet political interests in other
parts of the world.

Soviet airborne and amphibious assault capabilities

will probably expand considerably during the next few
years, assisted by the pgpid growth of the Soviet
gerchant fleet. In the Mediterranean and in the Indian
Ocean the Soviet Union also has demonstrated its increased
Tapabilities to conduct anti-submarine warfare and
sustained long-range naval operations. These improved
capabilities would enable Soviet military forces to move
in political support of more distant clients. As a
matter of policy, however, the Soviet Union has preferred
to seek its ends in distant areas through the support of
~ indigenous forces, a practice which reduces both mili-
tary risks and adverse political reactions. The Soviet
forces lack the sea and air combat capabilities neces-
sary for distant operations against serious opposition,
and there appears to be no evident Soviet program to
achieve these capabilities.

The imminent prospect of a mutual nuclear deterrent may
dispel Soviet caution in Europe and lead to a reassess-
ment of Soviet ability to apply pressure for a solution
of outstanding problems, especially those of Berlin and
Germany. The Soviets may also view the reaction to the
‘Czechoslovakian situation and a weakened NATO as offer-
ing additional political opportunities. 1In the past,
however, Soviet policy towards Western Europe has tended
to be prudent and Soviet leaders have learned that
exaggerated Soviet militancy has had the counter-productive
effect of strengthening NATO.

e Brézhnev—KosxginAcp“de_ iye teadershipn is a fairly
WODDLY . SLFICHIre, being a coalition of factions embrac—

~ing different interests and views, whose existence is
always in doubt. In the past fifteen years the Soviet
Union has moved from absolute dictatorship, to collective‘
rule, to one-man leadership and,to the present collective.:
While no inevitable pattern emerges, changes in the

Soviet leadership will probsbly take place within the

next few years which could produce -abrupt policy swings,
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especially if a single, forceful leader comes out on
top again.

The current leadership, in contrast with the more spec-
tacular Khrushchev, tends towards the basicall con-
servative and.Qrthodox, both in extern —insernal
views. The presgu? Tollective leadershlp has survived
for ree years, and the main lines of Soviet doctrine
and policy have remained substantially unaltered. How-
ever, an 1nc;gased influence has been achieved in the
Arab states, in The countries along the USSR's southern
perlphery, and especially in the Mediterranean. The
feeling of detente did make some progress in Western
Europe before Czechoslovakia and perhaps could, with
effort, be revived. But Sino-Soviet gﬂ;g&;gnsdhayg

cantinued ta..deteriorake, the oviet hold in Eastern
Europe weakened and Soviet progress in the Third World

has been spotted with setbacks. Serious foreign policy
difficulties undoubtedly have arisen among the leader-
ship on such questions as Soviet conduct during the
1967 Middle East crisis and the 1968 Czechoslovak con-
frontation and invasion.

. Persistent disagreements almost surely exist within .

the leadership on internal matters, especially the

thorny problem of resource allocation. The leadership

has delayed or compromised on fundamental internal .
demands, the strength of which is uncertain. These J#
include: ggeater freedom for the creative intelligentsia Hqik‘d
and scientific communltj, reform. of the. Qﬁntrallzed

economlc management and planning; curb on arbitrary

USe of power and_a new constitution; and_gréater. agri-
cultural and rural social investment. The attitude of

the Boviet military toward pd1itical and economic

matters, despite its traditional stance of noninterven-
tion, may become critical if the political leadershlp
remains indecisive.

The instinctive reaction of the current Soviet leader-
ship at home and abroad has been towards the use of l
dogmatic methods, which resist the realities of the
contemporary world. Additional’control measures are
likely over the next immediate period. If the economy
should falter or serious reverses be encountered abroad

!
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or in the Communist world, the intensification of
controversy within the Politburo could bring important
leadership changes, with the emergence of a more force-
ful leadership being a probability. Whether this new
forceful leadership would be a danger a a benefit for
the West is difficult to predict, although it seems
likely over the short run the changes would be accom-
panied by a rise of tensions and uncertainty.

Any Soviet leadership recognizes that the Soviet Union

is inevitably involved in a worldwide rivalry with the
United States and, where pragmatically possible, is
determined to change the international relationship of
forces to the Soviet advantage. BSoviet leaders bring a
basic atiitinde-ei.suspicionand-distruest. o gny considera-
tion pf. U Bi=polideies.and see the U. 8., as the principal
obstacle to the growth of Soviet influence in world
.affairs and the only significant military threat to
Soviet security. Any substantial change in this basic
hostility is not foreseeable over the next ten years.

Recent Soviet foreign policy has been characterized by

a persistent qiggggaggmgnx‘gfﬂ;tg natlonal goals from
commpnist, ideology, a disposition to demand’ Te€cognitiony
- as a global power and a conscious pursuit of alternate
policies of copfrontation and collaboratiop yifh the
United States. BERin~+tE“EE8Tch to insure its
long-term security, must compete for influence in the
world with Communist China as well as with the U S.

and its Buropean allies.

Soviet foreign policy is historically a compound of
Marxist-Leninist ideology, pragmatically applied, and
Great Russian mational interests. While Soviet leaders
still express belief in the ultimate worldwide victory
of the Communist system, they have not regarded that
victory as a concrete or immediate task of Soviet foreign
policy or of Soviet military forces. The decline of the
world-revolutionary commitment and the concentration on
the national interests of a great power have been accom-
panied by the growth of Soviet capabilities creating
greater opportunities for pushing its great-power goals.
Ideology continues to serve the Soviet leaders as a.
framework for political, economic and social analysis
and as a vehicle for rationalization and explanation of

”ﬂ_
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Soviet behavior. In this role, Soviet ideology seeks
to explain Moscow's status as a global power as being
consistent with its self-appointed role as spokesman
for the Third World against "international imperialism".

Soviet policy in Europe is designed to preserve and
improve its military and diplomatic position in the

heart of Europe. Soviet policy is directed toward the
reduction or elimination of U. S. influence, the isola-
tion and containment of West Germany and the weakening
and destruction of the Atlantic Alliance. man #ig Ehe
r&rgai asne. don contention with, the. West, and %ﬁ__‘le pr"lnc ipal
elements of the Soviet position are the maintenance of
the division of Germany, the continuance of the present
frontiers and the nonaccess by West Germany to nuclear
weapons. oSoviet policy seeks to prevent the develop-
ment of the latent threat of Germany to the Soviet posi-
tion in Central Europe and encourages the ultimate dis-

- engagement of the U. S. from Europe, which would remove

the protection of the U. S. over West Germany and the
threat of West Germany's developing into a military
power in its own right.

In Eastern Europe the hegemony of the USSR will be
increasingly confronted with countervailing nationalistic
and economic influences. The Warsaw Pact remains the
most important institutional framework for the exertion
of the USSR's influence in Eastern Europe and for the
maintenance of Communist solidarity against Western

.Germany. The. Czechasloyak invasion-demonstrated~Neseow's

deep..concern with.the. highly strategic position of the

3 » s R

northern states (Poland, Czechoslovakia and Eégﬁléggggayl

) F A0 4

and disquiét-over any possible set of circumsStances
which would weaken the Soviet position in Central Europe.
The southern states (Hungary, Romania and Bulgaria) are
almost surely considered less strategically important.
This seems especially evident in the Soviet handling of
Romania, where the Soviet Union has demonstrated its
reluctant willingness to accommodate itself to Romanian
recalcitrance within the Warsaw FPact and Romanian desire
for changes in structure and arrangements.

The military and political interests of the Soviet Union
in Eastern Europe are so paramount that the efforts of
the countries there to loosen their bonds with the USSR
will be a delicate procedure carrying varying degrees
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of risk. Eastern Europe has been a relatively stabl
area since World War II, primarily because of Soviet
political and military pressures. In contrast, as
these controls are increasingly resisted over the next
decade, more instability is likely. Sétting 2&%¥de the
supply lines to Soviet forces in East Germany, "Poland
is potentially the most explosive country in Eastern
Europe. But the outlook for Poland is bleak over the
next ten years, and, confronted with an impossible
geographical position, a weak economic situation and a
lack of flexible, capable leadership, Poland is likely
to remain tightly and unwillingly tied to the Soviet
Union. .

The present hostility and rivalry between the Soviet
Union and China wi%&fg;gbablyweanxgnnﬁﬂwhrough the nexti
degase, regardiess ol leadership changes in eYTher " F

“country. On key issues the Soviet and Chinese leader-
ships diverge: the theory of "wars of national libera-
tion", arms control measures, attitude toward the United-
States and the leadership within the Communist bloc.

Added to these are fundamental national incompatibilities *
of historic animosity, geographical claims, economic
divisions and conflicting security objectives.

Future changes in Soviet and Chinese leadership could
affect the recurrent degrees of hostility. In ‘the
Soviet Union, the collective leadership is basically
unstable, and, in China, Mao is mortal. Yet, in spite
of their deep-seated differences, both the Soviet Union
and China have something to gain from avoiding a furtherl‘
deterioration in their relations. Both still regard
communism as a single movement, suffering from a tempo-
rary schism, and each feels entitled to lead it. Des-
pite the bitterness of polemics, each blames current
problems on the opposite leadership. Thus, the door
is left ajar for a future reconciliation, should new
leaderships emerge. Although remote, a pragmatic recon-
ciliation between the Soviet Union and China and a sub-
merging of their differences in order to adopt a common
front against the United States,cannot be excluded. A
military Chinese leadership, especially if faced with
threatened economic failure, could desire greater
cooperation and economic and military aid from the Soviet
Union. However, under any set of foreseeable circumstances,
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it is most unli that the Soviet Union would e
tempted to ive China mi[TTEY "ESsistance. Of -&. nuclear
nature. PR

The maintenance of fanatical ideological and revolu-
tionary zeal in China after Mao, simultaneous with an
increasingly "revisionist" Soviet policy, would lead to
greater friction. Chinese attitudes would be crucially
influenced by U.S.-Soviet relations. A genuine Soviet
detente with the United States, coupled with treaties
on arms control matters; a more relaxed Soviet policy
toward Eastern Europe; and closer relationships between
Eastern and Western Europe, including the two Germanies,j
would confirm Chinese conviction of U. S.-Soviet collu-
sion and the Soviet betrayal of the Communist cause.

Any Soviet moves to reduce Chinese influence, especially
- in Asia, would exacerbate Sino-Soviet tensions and
increased Chinese provocations against Soviet citizens
would further ruffle feelings. Since early 1963, Soviet.
military strength and air defenses, including strategic |
weapons, have been strengthened along the Sino-Soviet
border, but these developments appear to be more precau-
tionary in nature and in answer to a border security
problem than a major military threat in the near term.

" While the Soviet leadership probably discounts the like-
lihood of an early, large-scale conflict with China, it
is clearly apprehensive about the long-term prospects
for growth in China's military power.

wa—n

The Soviet Union, since 1955, has conducted an'active,'l!
but generally cautious, campaign for influenge.din the K
dhdxd. dordd of less devel Mr,guntrles About that
time, several radical states were considered by Soviet
ideologists as having embarked on the "non-capitalist"
path, and Soviet leaders appeared to conclude that Commu-
nist goals could be more effectively pursued through

* cooperating with nationalist governments than through
their overthrow by Communist parties. The overturn of -
"non—capltallst" regimes in Indonesia and Ghana and
instability in other radical states seem to have made

the Soviet Union less sanguine tregarding the speed of
favorable developments in the Third World. There is

some evidence of discontent among the Soviet leadership
over the commitment of Soviet resources and prestige to
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clients whose interests may be different from those of
the Soviet Union and whose actions can be unpredictable
and uncontrollable.

Soviet attention has been devoted to Qe _strategic
Middle East and North Africa, where Moscow has success-
fully exploited anti-WésTern attitudes in Arab countries.
The Soviet Union has repaired much of the damage done
in the 1967 Arab-Israeli war, and the USSR will doubt-
less continue to try to build presence and influence in
the Arab world, to the West's detriment. However, the
Soviet leaders will probably continue to balance suppor
of the Arabs, pressure on the Israelis to withdraw,
military assistance to Arab countries, and discouraging :
the Arabs from reopening hostilities. [n Agia.and
Africa,. pilitary aid programs have served Soviet pollcy
Uk;sgxlves well.. These programs have enabled the Soviet
nion to play a role in regional disputes, to establish

"contact with military elites and to harass Western rela-

tions with Third World countries. The Soviet Union has
consistently tended to assume certain risks in extending-
military aid, and will probably continue to use this
instrument of foreign policy in the same fashion over
the foreseeable future.

The Middle.kask.is_the area mosi 11kely to be marked. by

. turmoil apd.local war.aver.the next“decade. Despite any

s

Soviet wishes to prevent another Arab-Israeli conflict,
Arab frustration and Israeli truculence are likely to
lead again to hostilities, with resultant pressures and
increased tensions for the U. S. and the USSR.

The Soviet Union is now seeking acceptance in Iran and
Turkey as a "good neighbor" and hopes to capitalize on *
the growth of neutralist sentiment, but the Soviet
leaders probably anticipate any expansion of Soviet
influence in Iran and especially in Turkey will be

, gradual.

n Latin America, the Soviet.Union-has emphasized
uawfg?”pollcles ‘based on diplomatic, cultural and
commer01al activities. Clearly, Latin America has a low

prlorlty for Soviet politcymakers who will probably
continue to stress probing tactics rather than to seek
revolutionary situations.
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It seems unlikely that the Soviet Union will adopt y
dramatic changes of policy in the Third World, unless
the world power balance is abruptly distorted, or will
accept additional military or political risks. Except
where gains appear clear, the Soviet Union will probably
continue to be circumspect in supporting "national
liberation" forces. However, risks and material support
of current dimensions will probably continue to be
assumed, because of what the Soviet leaders conceive as
the USSR's need to assert its legitimate interests in

wo}ﬁp practically all areas of the world
‘,iiL Soviet foreign policies over the next decade could range”
i between two extremes. :

One possibility is the Sauwdat.acceptance of the path of.

‘!3§ genuine coexistence with the West, which would include
TPolitical solution for Rurope, the withdrawal of
Soviet troops from Central Europe and the abandonment
of the expansionist ideology of communism. This choice,
based on conciliation and cooperation with the U. S., '
would lessen worldwide tensions markedly, avoid another
strategic arms race, and permit the concentration of
Soviet resources on internal development. This choice
would lead to a sure detente. It should be immediately

. stated that present or likely Soviet leaders will not

give serious consideration to this alternative.

ite..end.of.the -spactrun.gf . choices is the
h risk of war ollcy, _based.uRron. deanstraﬁlve ana
: unre entlng host1§1ty to the United States and aggres—
sIve acts against U.. Sﬁwlntgrests in areas of conten%lon
This" p0551b111ty would ignore economic costs, produce EY
spiral in the strategic arms race, and bring a drive for
weapons' superiority in every field. Implicit in this
choice would be the assumption of political and military
courses of action leading to direct confrontations with
.U. S. forces. The selection of this policy would entail
serious risks endangering the survival of the USSR and
a disregard of the consequences of general war. There
are no evident considerations compelling such a drastic
and extraordinary change in Soviet policy.

The range of Soviet foreign policy decisions is likely
to be considerably narrower than the above-indicated
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extremes. Pressures within the Soviet Union, rivalry
and independent forces among the communist countries,
growing power centers in Western Europe, Japan and
China, uncertainties in the developing countries and
policies adopted by the United States will tend to
inhibit sharp or sudden changes in Soviet policies and
to influence some degree of accommodation between
impalatable and irreconcilable choices. This is not

to say that there will not be times of serious tensions
or threats of war among the major powers; and there will
almost surely be armed clashes among smaller powers,
armed intervention by major powers and internal revolu-
tions which would attract the introduction of other
outside forces. In an international political atmos-
phere dominated by uncertainties, the USSR will compete
for influence and position; but the Soviet knowledge

of misjudgment in the past and of the increasing complex-
ity of international forces in the future should avoid
drastic decisions involving clear U. S. interests.

Mutual nuclear deterrence is likely to persist between ‘!
the U. S. and the USSR through the next decade. Present
Soviet strategic force increases give the USSR a capa-
bility it has never had before, but an assessment of

. relative military capabilities is becoming increasingly
complex. While the considerable growth in Soviet
strategic forces is probably not sufficient in itself

for the Soviet Union to run a high risk of nuclear
confrontation with the U. S., .potential options for

moves in Third World areas will be created by the

greater reach of Soviet conventional forces.

The relative tenseness of U. S.-Soviet relations is ‘
likely to depend more on the Soviet Union's assessment
Qf..its national 1nterests, rather than on its strict ~
adhelence £6 Communist ‘goals 6T World domination. Con-
servative and dogmatic tendencies are evident within
the Soviet leadership, regarding both internal and
external policies. OSoviet leaders, both present and
potential, seem likely to be antagonistic toward the
United States, and are almost certain to follow an
active and assertive foreign policy in their efforts

to expand Soviet influence. U. S. and Soviet interests
will continue to conflict in many parts of the world,
and the U. S.-Soviet relationship is likely to continue
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to oscillate between contention short of military con-
frontation and limited cooperation. All risks of
military conflict cannot be precluded even if the
Soviet Union tries to avoid direct conflict with the
U. S. Miscalculations are possible and the Soviet
Union could get involved by inadvertence or by judging
mistakenly that the U. S. would not resist or intervene.
A major variable in U. S.-Soviet relationships for the
coming decade is the uncertain interaction between
possible U. S. withdrawals and likely Soviet efforts
to expand.

The Soviet Union seeks to become a modern and efficient
industrial society, and greater attention is now being
given to consumer demands. But the Soviet leaders,
saddled with an antiquated Marxist economic system,
remain faced with fundamental economic problems, such

-as the need for agricultural investment, the reform of the

collective farm system and modernization of economic
management and planning. Varying degrees of economic
reform have been proposed, but prospects are for a con-
tinuation of the cautious approach and the primacy of
central planning, with stubborn opposition to greater
autonomy and freer play for market forces.

- Resource allocation is a perennial problem requiring |
PeTpILexing choices, “sng chHgeatss™ for dispute within |
the leadership almost certainly has been ever-increasing
military and space expenditures, which compete with
insistently higher demands for agriculture, consumer
services, roads and housing. Military and space expen-
ditures are forced higher by global competition with

the United States, but the Soviet economy is forced to
absorb these costs. There is little or no likelihood
that the Soviet leaders will be able to reduce arms
spending without distinct, and as yet undetected, moves
toward accommodation with the United States.

One important indicator of Soviet intentions toward
accommodation with the West would be any change in the
Sgyiet attitude toward the decentralization of the state
monopoly of foreign trade. In Tnternational economic
affairs, the Soviet léaders from Lenin onward, have
stressed the key role of the monopoly of forelgn trade
on the Socialist economy. Up to now, the Soviet

)

T

1 L
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economists have spiritedly rejected the cautious experi-
mentation in Eastern Europe with the principle of state
monopoly and the view that socialist industry needed to
adjust to foreign market conditions and practices.

A few comments could be ventured about the future
evolution of Soviet society, the prospect for basic
changes and their effect on foreign policy. From the
perspective of the past 10-15 years one can see definite
changes. With the denigration of Stalinism has come a
substantial modification of the system of terror as an
instrument of power. The party, rather than the police,
has emerged as the dominating instrument of control,
which permits a greater discussion of problems and the
introduction of various pressures on the decision-making
process. Within strictly defined limits, an increased
measure of personal and cultural freedom has accompanied
-a perceptibly higher standard of living.

In the foreign field, the modification of the theories
of violent revolution and inevitable war set the stage
to make the design of "peaceful coexistence" more plaus-
ible to the outside world. Yet the Soviet purpose in
"peaceful coexistence", while fostering less tension,
has not been to achieve harmonious relations, but to
continue an active political struggle. Soviet leaders
have been at pains to deny any prospect for the. long-
term coalescence of capitalism and socialism in the
evolution of a "hybrid society".

Lower tensions from time to time have not modified the
Soviet refusal to confront the basic sources of conflict
with the U. S. The resolution of the central issues in
Soviet-American relations will be difficult and prolonged
and, as matters now stand, cannot be settled by imme-
diate negotiation or compromise. In each case, a pre-
requisite is a radical shift in Soviet outlook and
*priorities which will only result from cumulative effects
_of many factors, some of which are:

Iy .
‘(0 (1) Further erosion of the militant and aggressive
¢ aspects of Communist ideology;

r

K"

3

(2) Lack of success in expansionism and interven-
tionism;
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(3) Greater concern with the Chinese threat to f
Soviet security;

(4) 1Increased demands for internal consumption
and welfare; and

P i, P B,

(5) Decline in general fear of the West, espe- %
cially. Germany. -

Soviet views are persistently held, and past experience
suggests that the required shifts in Soviet attitudes
will take an extended period of time, well beyond the
end of the next decade. The Soviet state and leader-
ship have made commitments which challenge U. S.
political survival, and deserve to be treated with

the greatest prudence for many years to come. Yet,

~ various pressures for change are almost certain to
continue. In the long run, the impact of the Soviet
system on the outside world will depend in large part
on economic power, whether by way of example, or in
capacity to aid, or to threaten. Powerful world econo-
mic forces, managed realistically in an atmosphere of
mutual advantage, could well influence Soviet economic
developments. Competing claims for resources will con-
tinue to be a persistent problem. But there is no
immediate or direct relationship between economic
factors and changes in foreign policy. Trends in the
West, in the less developed areas and within the Commu-
'nist world may diverge from Soviet expectations and
encourage gradual and de facto changes in policy or .
emphasis. Expansionist goals may take on more and more
a neutralistic flavor. Soviet society will probably
continue to evolve, with living conditions improving
and an increased preoccupation with internal problems.
But obstacles to internal political change are formid-
able and the structure of autocratic power will stub-
bornly resist modifications.

The process of change, which will probably be neither
orderly nor steady, should produce, in time, a Soviet
regime willing to curb its expansionism and to accept
accommodation, but the requisite shifts will involve a
prolonged historic process. The evolution over the next
decade, however, will be important to show guide-lines
and bench-marks which will give a better idea of how long
the road may be. ’
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MEMORANDUM W N/
TO: Bob Haldeman .‘//”/’f’//f'

FROM: Sherm Unger _
DATE: October 15th W
RE: November 6th HN

Pursuant to your request here are my thoughts on November 6th.
On that date, RN will be hit by an overwhelming barrage of politicoes,
contributors and power brokers all of whom feel they hold an IOU and all
seeking Federal appointments, jobs and influence. The best way to handle
the problem is to have in being an organization charged with the responsibility
of talking to these people, receiving their input, and making preliminary re-
commendations for appointments. This would allow RN to concentrate on more
important things while placating the "friends'" with whom we need to continue
good relationms.

This operation should be divided into several groups, one, and the
most important, should be primarily concerned with the complex problem of
Cabinet appointments (let me add parentheticly that I feel with these key
appointments the qualities of loyality and responsiveness to RN should out-
weigh national stature or political import -- for historical examples of
the problems that can develop when the first qualities fail to outweigh the
latter read the appropriate chapters in Neustadt's Presidential Power).
Another group which should be subdivided, should bear the responsibility of
locating and recruiting people of specialized talent for specific re-
sponsibilities.

With reference to the second group subcommittees could, for ex-
ample, concentrate on: (A) HUD with its crucial positions supervising
demonstration cities and metropolitan planning schemes (these can be levers
against Democrat urban machines) as well as urban renewal and open space
program; (B) Buruea of Budget with its obvious need for topflight personnel
with the political experience to evaluate and budget key programs with an
eye toward their political impact; (C) IRS with politically oriented
personnel in key positions early for obvious reasons; (D) an examination of
Government Commissions with an eye toward expanding the staffs and turning
over the personnel; (E) the immediate selection of U.S. Attorneys and Marshals.
There are 93 U.S. Attorneys with 797 Assistants authorized and 93 U.S.
Marshals with 684 Deputies authorized. Most of the appointees are subject
to at least veto from state political organizations, but should not under
any circumstances be hacks. This is an immediate opportunity to put into
position a nationwide political organization of our own, if the recruiting is
done with care (but quickly, while there are plenty of slots around to
give the second raters). Having just spent 3 months talking all day to our
political types (down to county and city chairmen) around the nation, having
practiced law for more than 15 years, and being interested in the development
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of political organizations this is an area in which I might be of specific
assistance, as we discussed, and an area in which I would be interested.

If this outline meets with your approval, I would like to start
on a more detailed plan to handle the problems involved, since there are
only 76 days from election to inaugeration and there is much to be done
in that period. We can discuss this further when you have time.
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Campaign Committee
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New York, New York 10022
(212) 661-6400

MEMORANDUM

October 21, 1968

TO: RN Q/{
FROM: Glenn Olds ; .

SUBJECT: Staffing the President on ideas and planning for the future

A recurring theme from top leaders of industry, government, the professions and
academia I have interviewed over these past six months, is how little impact the
frontiers of knowledge have on the content and conduct of government, They
complain that the President, who presides at the center of government, is rarely
and poorly staffed to utilize the latest insight of the various institutes, centers,
research and development, for both planning and management, They point out
there is not even a central computer system for the White House to compile and
coordinate contemporary information for decision making, much less, long

range planning. They remark that entrenched habit, bureaucracy, and repetition
of mistakes thrive in a climate where there is little consistent attention given to
the input of ''"break through', and future-looking ideas.

Though not peculiar to government, this problem generally is giving rise to
specialized institutes (the most recent, Institute for the Future, Middletown,
Connecticut) whose principal function is to focus new ideas on the planning and
management of the future, The pace of change and the magnitude of present
problems and their interrelation, make this one of the most urgent requirements

of the Presidency. Because Presidential responsibility covers the entire range

of national problems, it must be informed by the most contemporary, comprehensive,
and integrative information and ideas available - not only from within but beyond
the resources of government, The issues are too grave to be left to the slow
bareaucratic process of ''bubbling to the top" or the ad hoc chance of random ideas
filtering in from outside. What is required is systematic provision for this staffing
function within the White House, properly linked and programmed to the major
centers inside and outside government at work in these frontier areas.

Recommendation:

That following the election you appoint a special assistant and small, select staff
whose principal purpose is to provide a comprehensive contemporary, and
continuous editing and input of ideas for the future, to inform your thinking,
planning, and management of government.

cc: Messrs, Mitchell, Haldeman, Garment and Keogh



MEMORANDU Y AT A

FCR: Files ﬁ .
FROM: T. W. Evans //IV ) October 22, 1968

I talked today with Fredrick Kappel who, among other
things, is Chairman of the President's Commission on
g%ggxgl_Salaxigs. Previously Mr. Kappel had sent me

e attached materials. Perhaps the most informative
is the newspaper article speculating Qg _salary increasges
in key position Mr. Kappel notea that his initial
reporc Ead been turned in in June, 1967 and has not
been made public. The next meeting of his committee,

and probably the last meeting, will be held before
December 1, when the final report is due.

It would probably be appropriate to get back in touch
with Mr. Kappel after November 5. if our interest in
this matter continues. In the meanftime, I am sending
to the Government Printing Orfice flor the Randall and
Folsom Reports, which were the reports of predecessor
commissions in this area and which Mr. Kappel admits
had great influence on present thinking. :

CC: John Mitchell
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More than 5.5 million I"ed-
eral civilian and military per-
sonne! are in line next year
for pay raises that will cost in
excess of 82 billion annually.

The first of the planned se-
ries of salary increases could
be effective as early as next
Feb. 15, for the Vice Presi-
dent, Cabinet members, Fed-
eral judges, members of Con-
gress and other Federal execu-
tives who haven’t had salary
adjustments since 1964

More than 2 million classi-
fied, postal and related em-
ployes have heen promised, by
law, another raise next July 1
that will make their salaries
fully comparable with private
pay rates. They have had six
increases over lhe past six

© Yyears.:

The 1969 inCreases are ex-
pected to average “a minimum
of 8 per cent” for the 1.3 mil-
lion classifieds and related
employes, and '"about 5 per

- cent” for the 736,000 postal

workers. Last July’s 5 per cent
raise on top of a 6 per cent in-
crease 9 months earlier was
supposed to have brought

" most postal salaries to parity

levels with privale industry.

Another law guarantees the
A5 rniltion military personne!
the surne percenlage increase,
given classifieds. 1f classificds,
get & per cent next July 1, so
will the military under thal’
statute.

The 8 and 5 per cent aver-
aue fisures are “rewsnt mojec-
Lions” made by the L.wm of
Labor £
compcted its annual task of

comparing Federal pay rates’

* with salaries fm' similar jobs’

in industry. BL3' final report

‘ of its stuc‘v made last June

- e~

Statistics which has xt[

Iand Jwy won’t be ready for
iabout six wecks.

But BLS was persuaded to'
ma}\c rough estimates of the’
prohable 1969 raises hy t
Kappel Commiltee, which!
must recommend adjustments;
in he salaries of Fedcral exec-
utives to the President by Dec.
in the salaries of Federal exec-
necded by lhe Committee to
guide It in its recommenda-
tions. ' '

If all goes as planned, Mr.
Johnson will earmark funds In
his 1970 budget, to be sent to
Congress in early January, to
finance higher salaries for
Vederal executives. In fact, the
law requires this to be done.

Also as provided by law, Mr.
Johnson will send the report
of the Kappel group to Con-
gress, perhaps by Jan. 15—
only five days before he re-
tires, Congress would then
have just 30 days to act on the
report. Otherwise it would go
into effect automatically.

Congress could only block
the recommendalions by cast-
ing a majority vote to disagree!
with all or a part of its recom-
mendations, 6r by approving
legislation of its own to adjust
executive salaries.

The law that set up the pro-
cedure for the revicw of exec-
"utive salaries every four years
‘by. a high-level citizen group
]\\'ws approved last December.
Tt was written by Rep. Mortis
lh Udall (D-Ariz), In cssence,
11 gives Connress veto power
\0\01 pay rales 1(mvnmcndcd
b\ (ltlnn st le\ CO‘\H“ Lee

M. Johnsom m)pmntec.
Frederiek  XKappel, former;
president of Arwncrican 'lcle
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Jincludes
George Meceany and John Cor-,
,son, a management specialisi,

e»'lwo members each were ap-

ipointed by the Vice President,
‘Speaker of the House and
iPresident of the Senate.
Kappel, Meany and Corson
were all members of a panel
that advised the President, at
his behest, on pay raises for
Federal executives Mr. John.
son shelved their recommen-

dations and wouldn’t make
them public.
Whatever the President’s

reasons for sitting on the first
report, he’s likely to get some-
what similar proposals from
the Kappel commitlee, which
was set up by law. And the
President is required to act on
it.

The first Kappel report is
known to have recommended
these salary increases:

Vice President, $43,000 to
$60,000; Chief Justice of the
United States, $40,000 to

$58,000; Cabinet members,

$35,000 to $53,000; members of

Congress, $30,000 to $45,000. -
Heads of independent agen-

General Services, $30,000 to
$45,000; Um’.ersccrc{ aries,
i$30,000 lo $41,000; Assistant|
Secrelaries, $30,000 to $10,000,

and members of boards zmd

‘co'm‘nzsmns, , $28,000 to
3,000.

I .In their platforms, bo{hl

major political porties. have

rembraced the principle of sal
pary compﬁx'* nility for I‘Cd(‘ldl

< -

phone & Tel cgraph Co,, chau"

man of the
[mvol and hq npwmmoss nl\ 9

nine- memborj
of

$60,000; Associate Justices of |- - -
| theé Supreme Court, $39,500 to|

cies sueh as VA, Space and; .
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istration, no matter who is
elected President, isn't likely
to junk it.

This means the new Presi-
dent must earmark over $2 bil-
lion in his 1970 budget to fi-
nance Federal pay Yraises, and;
an amount of that magnitude
won't be easy to find.

The new President also will
soon learn that. postal em-
ployes won't be satisfied with}
their July 1 raise, comparabil
ity or not. In fact, the Na
| tional Postal Union wants the
comnarablhty principle
junked, "and it will demand a
15 per cent Increase next year.

Alilitary pay rates are an-
other salary problem the next
President and Congress must
face. The Pentagon wants
them overhaunled and tied
closely with pay rates and ben-

|
)
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AFL-CIO P!esxdcnt employes and the nex‘ admin- raises for military personnel

under a “{otal conipensation”

concopt. But mililiry people
who now get “free” retirement’
benelils would have to con-

tribute 6.5 per cent of their,

salaries to a retirement fund]
like their counterparts in the,
Civil Service.

Allowances and differen-
tials, now separate from basic
militury salaries, would be a
part of ba51c pay. J

- m——S

elits for white-collar classi-
fieds.

On paper, the Pentagon
plan proposes major pay -

&

8961 ‘ST Jaqusides ‘Kepuns - LSO NOLONIHSYM (HH.L




FRANK G. € IECOE
October 22, 1968

EUBJECT: Exchanges Program with Soviet Union =- Its Value and Future
Usefulness

years old, has had qualified successj and it is in the
United States!' interest that the program be cnntinued

RECOMMENDATION: The exchanges program with the Soviet Union, now ten 1]
and, whers possible, expanded.

The first U.S. - U.S5.5.R. Exchanges Agreement was signed on January 27,

1958, and on May 25, 1960, despite a change in the political climate,
President Eisenhower said: '"We must continue businesslike dealings with
Soviet leaders on outstanding issues and improve contacts between our own and
the Soviet peoples." A new two year agreement was signed in June, although
the volume of exchanges provided is reduced. The 1963 agreement like its
predecessors covers exchanges of delegations and visits in scientific,
technical, educational, cultural and other fields. The Soviet negotiators
ins ed on _ohtainineg s reduckion in the number of exhibits and in the
numbers of graduate students to be exchanged.

From the beginning the United Ctates has carried on exchanges with the
Soviet Union in the full knowledge of their limitations: they are not a
strong enough vehicle to reform the 3Soviet Union nor to solve outstanding
problenms which divide the two countriees., ™ut they are ureful to the
Tnited Ftates beczuce the information obtained helps to evaluate develop- ,

thie Soviet Tnicn in more constructive directions,

The United &tates and the Soviet Tninn have "ad r»aillonlly 3ifferent goals
in the exchanges program. The Coviet nrimary goals appear to be twofold:
to obtazin sclentific snd technical informatiocn, 2nd to portray a favorable
plcture of the Joviet Tnion and Joviet nolicies. To the Sovlet emphasis
on technical information 328 abandance nf exchanges in broad cultural
fields, the Unlted States has responded with an insictepce on a_bala d
aragram, withn rzeiprocal Hpportunity and mutual advantage Tor
The going has not been easy. The foviet authorities have been determined
to keep alien influences withln controlled bounds, have recurrently
demonstrated concern over the political impact of exchange visits and
have consistently resisted any attempts to enlarge the U.S. - U.S.S.R.
exchanges program,

The State Department develops and coordinates policies for the U.S. =
U.S.S.R. exchanges program and several departments and agencies significantly
assist in its development. Since governmental funds for the program are
limited for most exchanges the U.S. Government 1s dependent upon private
organizations for financing and vrogramming. It is estirated that private
financial support has been at least as large as the official funds expended.\
The U.S. - U.S.S.R. exchanges program is a splendid example of the
cooperation between the nrivite and governmental cections,



4 major expansion of the exchnanges program would reflect a furdamental
turn in U.s. - T.S,.8.0. relations and drastic changes 1n Soviet attitudes

toward the United &tates and controls over Soviet society. There is Jittle
chance in the foreseeable future of obtaining any significant increase

._-W_?——"‘-_
in Usw. = J.E.8.E, eXomanyer.

However, the program should be reviewed carefully in light of prevailing
coaditions to detcrmine cteps to strengthen 1t. The most eflfective field
of exchanges has been education and a special effort should be made to

i r of scho < i acade . The
recruitment effort in the United States should be directed toward
interesting higher caliber graduate students in fields besides Russian

history and literature to apply for the program. ggume.thought should ha.
giveg to atralies.sxchangs.-progral du. hislness.and.prefesslonal flelds

"SR 2 Ak, ACCONRIARE L. 50012 WOT s SRELOGOIINE 1 irade.and the arts.
A onal financial support 1§ essential and consideration shouid be

given to a separate line funding of the Soviet (and Eastern European)
programs., Up to now no governmental funds have been appropriated directly
for the program, but expenses are defrayed by the several interested
governmental departments and agencies and pnrivate organizations, Past
experience shows that these exchanges could have beenincreased if
additional funds had been available.

Despite the lack of prospects for expansion, United States negotiators
should seek every possibility of enlarging the program, consistent with
national security and the principle of reciprocal advantage. However,
it chould be recognized at all times that the heneficial effectes of the
program which is deliberately kept small by the Soviet Union, are of an
indirect nature and can be felt only over a period of years.

The program is peripheral to the main 1ssues confronting the United
States and the U.S.%.R. and undue emphasis should not be placed upon its
successes if any. Such claims only make the Soviet leaders more
suspicious., Nevertheless, the U.S. - U.S.S.R. exchanges program has had
qualified value in the past and if handled well could help to produce

a better climate for more fundamental U,S. - U.S.S.R. activities in the
future.

One of the most important of these mutual activities is the development

of U.S., - U.S5.8.R, foreign trade, This field, however, must be approached
in a realistic manner, and different from the argument described by Theodore
C. Sorensen in "Why We Should Trade with the Soviets" in Foreign Affairs
for April, 1968. 1In this article Sorensen tends to blame the Export
Controls Act for the low level of trade, but fails to note that

both Soviet exports and i mports are fully controlled by the Soviet foreign
trade plan and that the Soviet ctate monopoly of foreign trade places
drastic restrictions on trade possibilitles., The U.S. should, however,
take the initiative in a combined governmental -~ private industry
approach, to discuss thoroughly all obstacles to trade and, most
importantly, should press for Soviet approval for American firms to have
places of business in the Soviet Union and to negotiate with wholesalers,
suppliers of raw materials and others in addition to the foreign trading
companies,
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