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GENERAL GORMAN: Sam Sarkesian asked me this morning whet

anything yesterday and I just wanted to repo that in-

deed I did. Justice Goldberg reported that one the perquisites

of the Supreme Court i hat each Justic as an individual called

a "rover" who sees to it that udge is properly accoutered

when he takes the bench hd to explainmit to his military audi-

ence the Justice ded, "That's like a ‘General orderly or aide”, .

uppose, the term familiar to those of us in iform,

ad-broken?. (LAUGHTER)
I am not at all comfortable

have—bdon-—mueh better advised to put Ed\Luttwak)W because he

has at his fingertips all sorts of indices of strategic aqg;ity like

the number of‘ﬂdmirals per ship and other sorts of indictments of

N )
our approach to matters of the past But T am eminently well quali-

Admural
fied, I believe, to address xahiﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁktoplc)even though B& Crowe

might have been expected to talk more about ke failures than suc-

cesses, as—adid—most—of—the—other—speakers—yesterday~

At the present time I live in Nelson County, Virginia, where
- ]
there is a prominent, if obstreperous, family named Shiplette, {phon-

otic—spelling). —-dmd I want to tell gemr a little parable at the out-
tus discussum. .7
set of my—piteh—here about the Shiplettes. Three of them were out

hunting--Amos, Luke, and their nephew, Harlan-—-and Amos cut loose

et
at something moving in the bushes and plugged a neighbor. He kgizeé
Q&m daid. The three Shiplettes went over and looked at the body,
and there then ensued an argument over what they were going to do
about all of that. So, the two uncles decided that they would assign

to the nephew +£he responsibility for exq&yining this failure to Bill
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Miller's wife. And Harlan said, "Well, I\ém extremely uncomfortable
with that assignment, but I'm eminently well-qualified to discharge
it. I am a student of psychology at James Madison University. I
have studied the human under stress. I have taken courses in femi-
nine psychology. I.have had an internship at the local mental hos-
pital. And I think I can probably handle all of this." So, he went
over to the Miller farm and knocked on the door. Lettie Miller came
to the door,and he said, "Good morning, widow Miller". She said,
"Surely, sir, you are mistaken. I am not a widow." And he said,
"Bull g;:ﬁ;b lady." (EABGHTIER)

As I say, I am uncomfortable with my assignment, but probably

Sinte for ™Many YRS now
well-qualified for it’A I have been rattling around as—%he—gzﬁa%ef-

al

4indigated—earliery in the strategic attic of the United Stategﬁwith
the cobwebs of neglect.

I brought to my work with the President's Blue Ribbon Commis-

(the Tackard Commission) which,

sion on Defense MagagementAsome distinct prejudices)aad I might as
well reveal +whem-abt—the—outset by way of establishing my qualifica-
tions. I rue the fact in the first instance that strategy;?hich is,
in its root origins, a Greek word referring to the affairs of the
‘ﬂeneralsR—Eha%—s%fategy-in this country seems to be exclusively the
province of civilian underlings. One rarely hears any senior mili-
tary officer discussing strategy gqua strategy)save, I must say, in

therefore,
these hallowed halls. +<n»é I think it is properAthat the professional

Provided to
military adviceAfer the President and the National Security Council

" has been questioned of latelboth!in terms oﬁjits gquality and its

quantity.

I have stated previously, and I still believe, that within the
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organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff the most prominent stra-

-—

st
ted? in recent years seemﬁ/to have been,gdmiraly inadverteqﬁﬁiand

1 .

general confu51on. I believe that the Office of Management and
‘tm-"

Budget has waged guerrilla warfare agalnst,ﬁéfense udgeteers,and
that they have induced the latter to resort to classic fiscal coun-
terinsurgency,employing padding, gold watch tactics, and other dra-
conian measures. And, anent the purposes of this gathering,@he v
bill which—has—Ieéen proposed by Senator WarneﬁLthe Congress has clari-

. : , Frest . . .
fied all of this by, irn—thefirst—instance) dictating that our senior
military leadership shall be a committee formed in the image and
likeness of those on the Hill, with somebody at the head of the es-
tablishment called, for Heaven's sake, a chairman.

Second, the Congress,in dealing with anledministration's de-
fense budget)either addresses it in the aggregate, plus or minus
some marginal percentage, or in its minutiaeigthe thousands of line
items which control the amount and the rate of expenditure for goods
These detailed goeds and services

and services,whieh are the stuff, I readily admit, of local and re-

gional politics-—pork—barreling>or whatever you want to call it.

Thirddss, the Congress

whoet/ Zéféffﬁ/ﬁ/?’/f‘ﬁ//w’“

+4lananw ‘has largely ignored national objectives ex grand strategy.
4nd I think Senato§%§unn is entirely correct, as is Senator Warner,
in calling upon their colleagues to turn their attention to the lat-
ter--grand strategy--as a way of addressing the problems of trying
to deal with resource allocation>either in the aggregate or by micro-

management.

And lastly, the Congress has converted the annual process of
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authorizations and appropriations into a ponderous, convoluted,
staff-dominated exercise in delay, obfuscation, and uncertainty.

The Congressional role seems to be that of assuring that any mili-

IPM
tary strategyr(’ny grand strategy)however artfully concelvedﬁiw1ll

decap‘\-cn. ,
be a mishmash of fits and starts, fraud and eenception, and deprived <

of éeeeyﬁieﬁanny'hug.ﬁshn. .
ompted This convecahen,
{New,—I—think—that the bill that s e e o aress is

going to have to go considerably further if we are gedmg to address
cogently the very significant failures that have characterized our

approach to strategy in recent years.

N\ are legion
New—I—want—to-prepoese—to—you—-that those falluregf-and I could

"o dowlt
talk about many of them; Professor Rostowawould have me start with

ern AHk h
Harry Truman's failure to insist on elections in Easta Europe.A I

ﬂk@ﬁ') .
could take the macro-approach and back up furtherN&G—é&&—the-cha;sr

many—but- I have chosen to confine my remarks largely to the last

several decades. ®&md I want to suggest $e=eu that there have been
Aw\f\j‘\wfermcl (Ferhaps the most adable of whck has been the failuce

four signal failure§é:4uar«35—pfeeess-whéeh—has—been—;emafkeé—ewb%ﬁh

of W“H$S~a-?bbhm’hdflca nxewuichsdmmbk.dﬁ&dmnun%hacMrnuﬂ'dukan_nﬁ%nn

a.ﬂ’rvws‘:kere., .

Second,rthe failure of perception.

there ‘nus beon

Third,Aaa failure of persistence.
Here has been
#nd fourth,sa failure of priorities.

ly t\u-maus M'I ccu.l:l z,\q.\'.wrad"c.

- [q_so{—’ sq_ -Fa.\lu.rc,s are. s\d‘%m

e Sl\nJ\ ||m\+ M\Fel(: +b

touching quickly

© an
on the topic, the category, and then &he example.

the Packard
A% a member of Pave—PRackardls gommissio?fvdmekawmevnibbeﬂ
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- lieve that the single most important recommendation of that commis-
sion was our proposal that the Commander-in-Chief himself become in-
volved in the process by which a grand strategy for the nation could
be devised and tranéformed into defense budgets, force structure, and
weapon systems. That we>after 200 years of independence:ég a nation>
should still be fumbling with strategy is in and of itself an indict-
T failire 15 evan adteibaable,
ment of broad failurasgiaiiuﬁe, in part, eﬁ;this institution--at
least the National War College part of it)which was put togetherpiss
Qrnon othesr ’H\u\js,

Ppabs,. to addres§¢the perceived lack of a strategy at the turn of the
century.

We of the Packard Commission in recent months came to realize
that many more millions of dollars are wasted annually on strategic

b
redundancies and lacunae by—fa¥ thanhgverpriced toilet seats and ash-
o fact,
trays. #nd we became convinceq{that existing strategic procedures
need overhaul. )
%t s impese. upon

New——I—think—++ts important toAathose of you who have not read
the recommendations of the Packard Commission e—impese—upoR—-you- a
summary of what &t—was—thet the commission said. The commission re-
commended to the President that defense planning should start with
a comprehensive statement of national security objectives and priori-
ties based on the recommendations of the National Security Council.
OF course
Newry I understand all of the inhibitions against doing that. I cer-
tainly understand, in spades, having been a National Intelligence Of-

. Srda w - I .

ficer at CIA under Stam Turner, that xeroxophibia is going to lead

many policymakers to resist putting down on paper such a comprehen-

sive statement of strategy. But I believe it is true that in recent
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years the{?%oceedings of the National Security Council have, gener-
nel’
ally speaking, been respectably secure.  And in any event, we dor
need great, thick documents to implement any of the recommendations
of the Packard Commission. What we need, rather, is a discussion
at the National Secﬁrity Counciljproperly entered into and under-
stood by the participants, which will lead to a consensus of the
national leadership on those security objectives and priorities.
corhnue | , o _
To ge—en with the recommendations of the commission. the commis-
. )
eshblished
sion said that)based onAobjectives)the President would issue at the
outset of his administration)and thereafter as required)provisional
1S
five-year budget levels to the Department of Defense. Now, that%s
a novel proposaLZ;to have the Secretary of Defense be given five-

Suek M'H-yene budac:f levals Concesvedbly cadd be
year budget levels. NewT—%hey—eeu+é—be7—1nrﬁkfkf—eg§we—was—§as%

akludings significantly lower than what we have been accustomed to

seeing kexe in the recent past. Buat if &hey were consistent, and if

achlly whet they called for ,
d count on getting eeme%h*ng-&*ke—éhagm I think thedy

we knew weacou
ac—Bill—doesy we would be better served as a nation than dealing with
‘et . nows 'fﬂ.gu.e_ us,

e, b Ay N
Apeaks and Valleys‘f"““““”““

The commission went on to say that the budget levels)weu%é re-

"o as well as
flecta'competing demands on the federal budget amd projected gross
national product and revenues, awd would come from recommendations
of the National Security Council and the Office of Management and
Budget. Thatggaa crucial soxt=ef observation. The idea hexre is to
get OMB committed to the budget levels before the defense budget
and program ;; put together, so that there is;:; a last-minute raid
on the defense budget ez at the'White House--the Christmas knifing

Se
Ehat—tras—been familiar to many of us in recent years.
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+He P“‘sw“#hm Ak the ray.‘.;s'o'ta.ju.;&wm and decsions Uadd be ‘Fbr'H\Ccm;j '
Based on fedti—ef—thie—ceming from the White House, the commis-

sion said that the Secretary of Defense should then instruct the

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to prepare a military strategy

develop

Presch \"d . . . _a\ .
for theanational objectlvesfaﬁé options=es operational concepts, and
[} dccd:n
Akeygéefense issues for the budget levels provided,by—the—President~

[theugh st Reagan Weinberges
AAI doé;t know whether &ke Presidentaand Secretarynwillaimplement those

recommendations, but I feuné it significant , —apd—TI-—think Dave—Packard

. responsibility
did—teeqy that all of the commissioners agree that the=bee for the

preparation of military strategy should be put squarely on the broad

JCS Chaurman. .
shoulders of the map—whe—just—eeccupied—this—podium.

The recommendations go on to say that the chairman should pre-
pare broad, military options with advice from the JCS and the Comman-

ders-in—Chiefﬁng the Unified and Specified Commands--the CINQE}T&#-

This weuld

tempt=te bring the people who have the operational forces andjgé-
PR . . .

sponsibilities thereforkt}nto the strategic process Phe—recommenda—

siens—ge—er—te—say—that é;gzéssing operational concepts and key de-

fense issues--for example, modernlzatlon)fon.structure, readiness,

sustainability, and strategic versus general purpose forcesizthe chair-
man would frame explicit tradeoffs among the armed forces and submit

recommendations to the Secretary of Defense. We—didn't—use-the werd

4\

. . A QLSO )
the—hat—from-—thecommission;—that the chairmamwith the assistance

of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Director of Central Intelligence>
u.S,
would prepare a net assessment of the effectiveness of &he—Ynited

States® and allied forces as compared with those of possible
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adversaries. This assessment would be used to evaluate the risks

of the options and would accompany the recommendations of the Sec-
retary of Defense to the President. The President would then ge—ew
te-selecf a particular military program and associated budget level,
and submit to the Congress a two-year budget within a five-year plan.
The Congress would be asked to approve the two-year budget based on

this plan. New, if we couid make that much progress--and I believe

£hat this is crucially a matter for the Congress to address in its
further work on defense management--the two-year budget would do
much to smooth out the whole disorderly process of allocating re-
sources and make it possible for the military--the armed services--
to restore a degree of é:éga in their house that they have not had

for the past two decades.

Farthermor . .
ACOngé%%k~r‘= i = SiiiiimaspEacriy ¥ould authorize and ap-

propriate funding for major weapon systems at the two key milestones

of full-scale engineering development and high-rate production.

wonlt—develop—that—muech—further— Againmr—I—assumeDave—Packard—wilt:
o) 3 Lth £hd

a ﬂd’l@o’-
suchaprocess has not, or was not, part and parcel of our national pro-

A
ceedings; it is a failure that it has not been. Again, IS not cal-
ling hhexe for the return of the days of the basic National Security

Panel policy, the ponderous NSC ﬁtaff/ﬁroceedings of the Eisenhower

are the views of
eray g_eﬁ:e talking about bringingAthe Commander-in-Chief and his

o , theowghad
principal advisers--civilian and military, and-within the Cabinet--

whick is |:nker1 se inextricably 4o
to bear on grand strategy)£ei—%he—naeten—whiehr—ag—we—were—reminée&
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TProper ard effechve
£reguently—yesterday,—involves—cruetattry theAaallocation ofyresour-
+'¢. l\q.*lm\".'a )
ces.

Buat geither I‘(nor)as far as I know, any other member of the
Blue Ribbon Commission)entertain any illusion that e—precess——a
better process for devising grand strategy will lead inevitably to
a failure-free future. F—understand—all—the—skepticismof—the—chair~

3

man—-on—these—matters. For the trouble is, after all, that reasonable

o
men sitting in the National Security Council or in the halls of Con-

) precisely

gress can, and often do, disagree onqswhat our national interests may
befaaé how to evaluate threats thereto, or how to assign national

No less cbfficudt 5 it for such presumebly feasomable man +o differehate
prioritiesf:ef—hew-%e—éésefimiﬂaﬁe betweenysituations in which they
are leading the nation into a new realization of its mission and its

cnd thosa in d\:u.k'ﬂu-, are,
potentialgier disregarding vox populi to the hazard of us all.
I“’O'rd\l-fd

The resulting frictions may lead many to.gssay formulae for re-
solving such uncertainties;{strategic touchstones, if you will, such
as predefining the necessary and sufficient conditions for the use

Qurrun't
of military force. I think theaSecretary of Defense is categorically
offer,
wrong in eesefgﬂg such a definition. I really believe that the stuff
Bernard -

of deterrence, as GeneralpARogers is fond of reminding us, is in_cal-
culability. #nd-thet to the degree that the United States is able to

. . - . . deferrence is enhanced and
preserve uncertainty in its adversaries,
the necessity to use military force becomes ¢&he more remote.

Others offering up touchstones would have us reach for some kind

V4 A - . . . .
of realpolltlkhmanlpulatlng.Marx1sts, some of themylat least, in or-

Thas is
der to control others. <F&+8 a hell of a lot easier to be said, by

far, than to be done.

Others would force the world into one or another =f strategic
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