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BOB SCHIEFFER, host: 
 
Today on FACE THE NATION, should Defense Secretary Rumsfeld stay or go?  The criticism 
of the Defense secretary is mounting after Abu Ghraib, disputes over troop levels in Iraq, the 
strength of the insurgency and the latest controversy, the lack of armor for coalition troops.  
Several Republican senators have expressed concern about Rumsfeld's leadership.  One of 
them, Chuck Hagel of the Foreign Relations Committee, is with us today.  He'll be joined by 
Saxby Chambliss of the Armed Services Committee who so far has been supportive of 
Rumsfeld and Democrat Jack Reed, also a member of Armed Services, who has been critical 
of the administration's Iraq War plan. 
 
I'll have a final word this morning on seasons greetings, but first, the future of Defense 
Secretary Rumsfeld on FACE THE NATION. 
 
Announcer:  FACE THE NATION with CBS News chief Washington correspondent Bob 
Schieffer, and now from CBS News in Washington, Bob Schieffer. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  And good morning again. 
 
And joining us from Tallahassee, Florida, this morning, Senator Saxby Chambliss, with us 
from Providence, Rhode Island, Senator Jack Reed, and here in the studio, Senator Chuck 
Hagel. 
 
Gentlemen, thank you all for joining. 
 
To sort of set the stage for this, I want to put something up on the screen here that the 
columnist Mark Shields pointed out this week.  And he pointed out that three years after 
Pearl Harbor, we had built more than 296,000 airplanes, more than 100,000 tanks and more 
than 87,000 warships.  Now that's in three years.  Yet since the invasion of Iraq, we have 
been able to put factory-installed armor on only 5,900 of the 19,000 Humvee vehicles in Iraq. 
We have 9,000 trucks in Iraq and only 1,128 of them have armor. 
 
Let me just start with you, Senator Hagel.  How did we get to that kind of a situation? 
 
Senator CHUCK HAGEL (Republican, Nebraska; Foreign Relations Committee): Well, Bob, 
any time a nation goes to war, it is complicated.  I think those in the Pentagon, specifically the 
civilian leadership, failed this country in addressing a post-Saddam Iraq.  They 
underestimated, they understated, they undervalued the complications and the difficulties 
and the dangers.  I think it is absolutely unpardonable not to have prepared our troops.  Now 
we have lost 1,300 dead in Iraq, over 10,000 wounded.  There were 5,000 wounded seriously. 
 Not prepared an infrastructure of the armament and of the tools. 
 
At the same time, the top people in this administration went around this country the last two 
years reassuring all of us before the committees, before cameras that these are the best-
equipped troops in the world.  And, in fact, they have not always been and we know that not 
just from the latest flap over the Rumsfeld presentation in the Middle East, but I've met with 
many of our National Guard and Army Reserve on active duty soldiers and Marines who 
have come back over the last year, they've told me of the same stories.  How this could have 
happened, I don't know, but I think it's a manifestation of a clear lack of cogent, clear, 
straight-talking planning in a post-Saddam Iraq. 
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SCHIEFFER:  Well, you've been very critical of Secretary Rumsfeld.  Do you think it's time for 
him to take the blame for this and leave? 
 
Sen. HAGEL:  Well, I find it interesting that a lot of that civilian leadership in the Pentagon, I 
think, refers or sees to the old slogan of the buck stop here as essentially a bumper sticker.  I 
find it astounding.  We're in there now 21 months.  Things are worse than they've every been. 
 With all the casualties, we're going to put 12,000 more troops in, that no one over there has 
been held accountable for the poor planning.  The Pentagon has run everything until they 
handed it over to the Ambassador John Negroponte this December. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Should he leave? 
 
Sen. HAGEL:  That's up to the president.  I think, though, what you're seeing come out here is 
all of the accumulation of bad judgment. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Well, have you lost confidence in Rumsfeld? 
 
Sen. HAGEL:  I have no confidence in Rumsfeld's leadership. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  You have no confidence in Rumsfeld. 
 
Sen. HAGEL:  It's up to the president to make that decision. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  What about you, Senator Reed?  What do you think should happen now? 
 
Senator JACK REED (Democrat, Rhode Island; Armed Services Committee):  I believe that 
the country would be better served by Secretary Rumsfeld's departure.  There's been a series 
of significant miscalculations in underestimating the scope of this insurgency, not adequately 
addressing the issue of supplying our troops.  I was in Baghdad in July of 2003 talking to 
military policemen from Rhode Island, military police women also, and they told me they 
needed armored Humvees.  They were doing dangerous things.  And I came back and I 
wrote to the secretary and I urged my colleagues, worked my colleagues, but the response 
was slow. 
 
I think the secretary and his civilian colleagues were hoping it would all go away.  There was 
a certain degree of denial.  And then they thought that this would be a temporary, not a 
long-term endeavor.  So for all of these issues, I think it's important that he depart. 
 
In addition, his management style is more corrosive than constructive.  I really do think has if 
not alienated, certainly caused the military leaders to not give him the kind of advice or he 
hasn't accepted the kind of advice that is necessary to get the job done.  And I think it's 
remarks that young soldiers in Kuwait are emblematic of that, disdainful, dismissive.  There's 
a young man who's going off to a dangerous place and you can't just ignore his comments 
and make a glib remark. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Well... 
 
Sen. REED:  So I think for all those things, he should be departing. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Well, now, Senator Chambliss, you said he didn't give a very good answer to 
that soldier when he said, `We go to war with the Army we've got, not the Army we wish we 
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had.'  But having said that, you expressed support for Secretary Rumsfeld.  Why do you do 
that?  Why have you taken that side? 
 
Senator SAXBY CHAMBLISS (Republican, Georgia; Select Committee on Intelligence):  Well, I 
have, Bob.  And what you have to remember is that a year and a half ago, this leadership at 
the Pentagon was getting accolades for the tremendous effort in the unprecedented march to 
Baghdad.  We showed great military strength and great military prowess and leadership at 
that time. After we had the march to Baghdad, I agree with Chuck, that there was not very 
good planning and design of post-capture of Baghdad.  But, be that as it may, under the 
leadership of Secretary Rumsfeld, when we had the IEDs, and the other type of attacks 
taking place that were a little bit unorthodox, this leadership said we got to have our military 
personnel think out of the box. And they did that.  And one of the ways that they decided to 
counteract those particular attacks was to put the armor plating on our vehicles.  We started 
the process and it's not a few hundred vehicles we had to put the plates on. It's thousands, as 
you just showed on the screen. 
 
So we began the process of manufacturing and retrofitting as well as manufacturing new 
vehicles with the plating. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  But... 
 
Sen. CHAMBLISS:  And you can't do that overnight.  We're moving as rapidly as we can.  
We're keeping vehicles that don't have that plating out of combat for the most part.  So I 
think it's moving us in the right direction. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Well, yes, Senator, but, with all due respect, I mean, when you look at what we 
were able to do after Pearl Harbor and in the amount of time we did it, the fact that we've 
done no more than we have done up and to this point I don't think that's a very good record, 
quite frankly. 
 
Sen  CHAMBLISS:  Well, I think when you look at the vehicles that are being put into harm's 
way, I think we moved rather quickly there.  We also had an issue relative to body armor, if 
you-all will remember.  And we addressed that issue very quickly.  So, you know, I think... 
 
SCHIEFFER:  OK. 
 
Sen. CHAMBLISS:  ...this secretary is very sensitive to the needs of the military.  He seems 
insensitive when he makes comments.  And that seems to be what gets him in trouble.  But... 
 
SCHIEFFER:  All right, well, let me just say at this point that the situation in Iraq, even as we 
speak, remains very tenuous.  There were some terrible explosions today in Karbala and also 
in Najaf which have left some 58 people dead today and 95 wounded.  While all that was 
going on in Baghdad, three people were killed in a running gun battle there in the middle of 
the city. Let me ask you, Senator Hagel, do you think this is going to mean that we're going to 
have to put more troops in there in order to get these elections completed in January with the 
administration still says it believes they can have? 
 
Sen. HAGEL:  Well, as you noted earlier and, as I said, we've got 12,000 new troops that will 
be moved in through a process of essentially holding the current troops in Iraq beyond their 
exit dates so we will be in fact having a net of 12,000 to 15,000 new troops. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Is that enough? 
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Sen. HAGEL:  I don't know if it's enough but I think it does go back to a point that I made 
earlier of we are where we are.  We didn't have enough troops going in.  If we had enough 
troops going in, I don't believe we'd be in the mess we're in today.  This was always going to 
be complicated and dangerous. 
 
Now, yes, we're going to need some more help in there.  I mean, let's look at the road between 
Baghdad international airport and Baghdad, 10 miles.  We still can't secure that.  And I was 
with one of the generals in Iraq, I was with many generals in Iraq, as well as a number of 
sergeants, over the last 10 days when I was there, and I asked one of the generals, I said, 
`Why can't we secure that road?'  He said, `Well, I have a company assigned to it.'  And I 
said, `General, I was just a poor old sergeant in Vietnam but I was smart enough to know 
that you can't secure that road with a company of men.  Why don't you have a battalion?'  
Well, of course, he doesn't have the troops. 
 
Now the problem that we've got as much as anything, Bob, yes, the United States is the main 
guarantor of security right now in Iraq but we're also one of the major forces of instability.  
This anti-American occupation sentiment, this developing Iraqi nationalism, is we can't 
sustain that.  So we're caught in a very bad dilemma.  And I--and the answer is the elections, 
training up the Iraqis to defend themselves, economic development and jobs.  That's our only 
exit strategy; that's the only hope for Iraq. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Well, let me ask Senator Reed, as a member of the Armed Services Committee, if 
it became necessary to put more troops into Iraq, where would we get them?  Do we have 
enough people now in the Reserves and the National Guard, which are sending 40 percent of 
the troops there now along with the regular Army, or will we have to go to something like a 
draft? 
 
Sen. REED:  Well, that's the critical point.  We're stretching so thin our Army that we don't 
have additional forces.  We can't surge.  We're putting in additional forces from the 82nd for 
this election and I hope they keep them beyond the election, because the draw-down 
immediately thereafter would invite the insurgents back into the game.  But this 
administration and the secretary of Defense particularly has been reluctant to, I think, 
increase the Army to the size that it's necessary to conduct these operations and not only to 
conduct these operations but to decrease the deployment from a year to six months for our 
Army and also to be less reliant upon Reserve and National Guard.  The Reserve and 
National Guard are beginning to show the signs of this stress, the recruitment is off, the 
retention have--the problems with retention.  All of this is indicative of the fact that our 
Army's too small, and the administration hasn't moved fast enough to increase substantially 
the size of the Army. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Do you think, Senator Reed, that we may see a draft?  The administration has 
denied there would ever be draft. 
 
Sen. REED:  Well, Bob... 
 
SCHIEFFER:  What do you think may be on the horizon? 
 
Sen. REED:  Well, I think the draft is going from impossible to the very last option.  And that 
speaks volumes, I think.  There's no willingness by the Department of Defense, particularly I 
think senior military officers, to embark again on a draft.  We have an extraordinarily 
proficient force based upon volunteers.  They will try everything they can through incentives, 
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through bonuses, through any means possible to continue this volunteer force. But once 
again, six months ago, a year ago, the idea of a draft would be impossible.  Now if this 
struggle continues, as I think it will for years and years and years, with extensive costs not 
only in personnel but in resources, then it's no longer inconceivable, but it's the very, very last 
option. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  What do you think about that, Senator Chambliss? 
 
Sen. CHAMBLISS:  Well, I don't think you're going to see a draft.  As a matter of fact, Bob, 
the only interagency of our military force structure today that's not meeting its recruiting 
goals in the all-volunteer service is the transfer of active duty personnel into the National 
Guard.  Every other branch of the military is meeting their quota every single month.  We've 
got great patriots who are coming out of our high schools, our technical colleges and our 
colleges who want to join the military.  And did we downsize too much? I think that's the 
more appropriate question, and we may have.  We may need more foot soldiers on the 
ground.  But I think from the standpoint of being able to recruit those folks without a draft 
we're still going to be able to do that. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  But to what you're saying there, Senator, is it not correct that the National 
Guard has now missed its recruiting goal by some 30 percent? They've having to leave--they 
say now they're going to have to ask for $20 billion in new equipment because they're having 
to leave it there.  From what I see, I think we're approaching a crisis with our National Guard 
and Reserve forces. 
 
Sen. CHAMBLISS:  Well, as Jack and Chuck both know, we have been fighting hard within 
the defense authorization bill over the last three years to make sure that we plus-up the 
benefits for our Guard and Reserve because we have been calling on them too much, calling 
on them a lot more than any of us want to, and we're trying to equalize some of the benefits 
to make sure that we're still able to recruit and retain our quality personnel in the Guard and 
Reserve.  But again if we had a larger force structure in the active duty side, then we 
probably wouldn't be needing as many of those folks over and over again as we're having to 
call now.  So I think that's what we need to look at. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  All right. 
 
Sen. CHAMBLISS:  And we are pressing up... 
 
SCHIEFFER:  So you're--we're going to break here.  But you're agreeing here with Senator 
Reed, I take it, that what we need is a larger Army, but we're not yet willing to pay for it. 
 
Sen. CHAMBLISS:  We agree that the Army... 
 
SCHIEFFER:  We'll continue this conversation in just a minute.  Come right back to you, 
Senator. 
 
(Announcements) 
 
SCHIEFFER:  And we're back again talking about Iraq, the future of Secretary Rumsfeld and 
what to do about the size of the Army. 
 
Senator Hagel, Senator Chambliss was saying we have got to look at this again about the 
structure of the military right now. 
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Sen. HAGEL:  Well, first of all, we did have an amendment pass that--it was the Reed-Hagel 
amendment that Senator Chambliss was a strong supporter of that did in fact get an in-
strength increase of 20,000 in our Army.  We ultimately went to 30,000 in the Marines.  But 
the point I wanted to make was I think our force structure is in trouble, Bob.  It takes years to 
build a force structure with the quality that we have built in this country.  You can unwind 
that and decimate that in a very short amount of time.  Part of the problem I have with this 
civilian leadership in the Pentagon, I think they're doing that.  I think they are unwinding a 
tremendous force structure that has taken years to build. 
 
When Norman Schwarzkopf and Colin Powell and a lot of these young majors and 
lieutenant colonels came out of Vietnam, they stayed, and they said we're going to rebuild the 
military whey way it should be, and they did.  And I think this crowd over there now is 
really doing great damage to our force structure for the future. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Let me ask you, Senator Reed, about something The New York Times reports 
this morning that the Pentagon is developing a plan, which has not yet been made public, 
where the Pentagon will take over some of the intelligence gathering now being done by the 
Central Intelligence Agency.  In one part of the story I found rather interesting, it said the 
plan may include commencing military operations in order to gather intelligence.  What can 
you tell us about that and what do you think about it? 
 
Sen. REED:  Well, I always assume that military operations were based upon intelligence, not 
designed to get it.  But in the course of any military operation, either directly or indirectly, 
you're looking for intelligence.  I think the real concern I have is that there is a line between 
what the CIA has done and what the military has done because, frankly, military officers or 
enlisted personnel are subject to the Geneva Convention, that they have ethics that they have 
to abide by, and there's a gray area in which those issues become complicated, significantly 
complicated. 
 
I think one of the sad aspects of Abu Ghraib is the complication between what intelligence 
agents and military people should be doing.  So I would be very leery of moving into this area 
wholesale without a careful delineation of responsibility and ensuring that soldiers still act as 
soldiers.  But I think it's incumbent upon the administration and all of us to think how we can 
adapt our intelligence operations to a changing world, a world in which cells of terrorists 
threaten us with weapons of mass destruction in some cases. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Let me switch to another subject.  Senator Chambliss, one didn't have to do 
much preparation for this program this morning because all the stories, all the questions are 
right there on the front pages of the various newspapers.  Another story in the papers this 
morning says that Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld has now told Stars & Stripes, the military 
newspaper, that he will from now on in personally sign letters to these families who have lost 
people in Iraq.  Now that's something that the secretary of Defense has always done, but it 
turns out that the Pentagon now concedes that Secretary Rumsfeld had left that to a signing 
machine to sign those letters.  Is that something of significance to you? 
 
Sen. CHAMBLISS:  Well, it's a bad decision on the secretary's part.  In these times when we 
are called upon to make the phone calls that Chuck, Jack and myself make along with 
members from the military to these families of soldier who are lost, it's time to be up close and 
personal because we do care about them.  And this is another area in which the secretary has 
been insensitive. I don't think it goes to his leadership but it does show a little insensitivity on 
his part that certainly needs to be corrected. 
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SCHIEFFER:  Senator Hagel. 
 
Sen. HAGEL:  Oh, I think it's very reflective of how out of touch this crowd is.  My goodness, 
that's the least that we could expect out of secretary of Defense, is having some personal 
attention paid by him.  The president I understand signs personal letters.  Each letter to a 
family member the president signs.  If the president of the United States can find time to do 
that, why can't the secretary of Defense?  I think it is reflective of his management, his style, 
his substance.  I might also say I saw the other day that some in my own party, Republican 
Party, which has been around a lot longer than Chuck Hagel or George Bush or Karl Rove 
and going to be here a lot longer when we're gone, noted that the whole Rumsfeld flap was 
style over substance.  Well, I would suggest that those who believe that, in my party and 
elsewhere, they better wake up and smell the coffee. 
 
We're in a lot of trouble in the world.  We're isolating ourselves in the world.  And just as was 
noted in David Broder's column this morning what our colleague Richard Lugar said, 
diplomacy works our way out of this.  Are we going to need a strong military?  Of course.  
Jim Baker, Warren Christopher wrote an op-ed piece this week about diplomacy.  We need 
friends.  We cannot isolate ourselves in the world.  And I think that the leadership of the 
Pentagon has done that in many ways to us.  The president is accountable.  The vice 
president has to take some responsibility, but this issue of a secretary of Defense not 
personally signing these letters is just astounding to me and it does reflect how out of touch 
they are and how dismissive they are as again how the secretary handled that question from 
that young trooper in Kuwait. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Secretary Reed, you, of course, are a West Point graduate, a military veteran.  
What was your reaction to that story? 
 
Sen. REED:  Well, I was shocked frankly.  This is not just a big corporation that Secretary 
Rumsfeld is running.  It's a military force and we ask these young men and women to 
sacrifice themselves, to give their lives, and I believe it's part of that leadership at that 
department that the secretary of Defense would personally write these letters, personally sign 
them at least. I think the mothers and fathers of these brave soldiers would like to think that 
at least for a moment that the secretary thought about individually this young man or this 
woman who gave his life for this country or her life for her country. 
 
Again, it shows his lack of leadership style that are appropriate for the military, appropriate 
for an organization that is not just about the bottom line.  It's about selfless service to the 
nation.  It's about keeping faith with those you lead, understanding those you lead, not 
simply seeing them as another part of the equation.  And again I think this goes to his ability 
to continue to serve. 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Gentlemen, I want to thank all of you for bringing this--it's the kind of thing 
you sometimes don't like to talk about, but I think it's good to get it out on the table. 
 
We'll be back with a final word in just a minute. 
 
(Announcements) 
 
SCHIEFFER:  Finally today, if I wished you a merry Christmas, some would say, `Well, how 
improper.  He's throwing his religion in my face.'  But I hope I'm not because to me the 
Christmas story is a message of love and forgiveness. To me, that means tolerance and respect 
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for others.  These are wonderful thoughts but no more admirable than Judaism's emphasis on 
values or Islam's command to help the poor, which to me are just different ways of saying the 
same thing. 
 
I have come to believe that all the great religions are basically true, all part of the same peace, 
a conclusion I neither ask nor expect anyone to share. If it matters to you, I am a believer but, 
like Kirkegaard, I am suspicious of all organized religion because too often it professes to 
know the mind of God and who could know that?  To me, the greatest misunderstanding of 
religion is held by those who try to impose their beliefs on others and teach their children they 
are somehow superior to those who do not believe as they believe, which would seem to miss 
the point of all religion. 
 
Rather than arguing over the details, wouldn't we all be better off to focus on the values that 
all great religions share?  We'll find out later who got the details right.  The one sure thing I 
know about all this is that the Christmas story helps me.  It reminds me that I am happier 
when I try to be forgiving rather than revengeful, when I try to be helpful instead of 
judgmental. 
 
So I do wish you a merry Christmas, if you know what I mean. 
 
That's it for us.  We'll see you next week right here on FACE THE NATION. 


