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Goldberg: This 1s an interview with Rodert W. Komer, Under
Secretary of Defense for Policy from 1979 to 1981,
i Room 5C328, the Pentsgon, on Msrch 23, 1981. Mr.
Er Komer has a set of questions which wve have previously
submitted and he will spesk to such of them as

interest him.

Komer: Bear in mind that I played two roles from 1977 to
1981. From the beginning of the Carter aduinistration

uotil October 1979, I was the sdvisor to the secretary

ErYYYQQ
7a§ S 58 a f—:"’ on NATO affairs, a uniqus role created especially
b ?Q“ g_?; for me by the secretary of defense. I suspsct,
= B (] s
z e Y looking back, that what I got started thes may have
=3 o5 . B .
%;_% more lasting value and importance than what I was
g2 mé adle to do in 16 months as under secretary. At any
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5 5 S g rate ve can explore that propositionm.
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S vl Let ae start out vith question 7 (aand not bother
w4
8 + ¢V  wvith how important NATO is to the United Ststes,
3 because that's self-evident). Do Buropeans suppore
% NATO to the extent necessary? Obviously not, or
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we wouldn't have generated all our U.S. iniciatives.
The significant thing, it seems to me, about the
Brown tenurs ia the Defense Department is that the
first najor initiatives launched by the Carter
administration in the brosd field of foreiga and
security policy were the so-called "NATO initiatives”
in May 1977 at the London summit. They were almost
entirely generated in this building, with me as the
chiaf architect ;nd Harold Brown himself as the
chisf builder. Let me also cite the key roles played
by Bill Perry, the first DIRE to make NATO armaments
coopoucion one of his major efforts, and my own
colleagues Larry Legere in Brussels and MG Dick
Bowman here in ISA. Their help was indispensable.

DoD dominated our NATO Policy from the beginning to
the ond‘ of the Carter udlin:l-tnum,jpuuy because
we got off to such & quick start. I had dons three
aajor studies at nnd -= all highly cluund; I
vas motivated by a simple proposition, that during
our long entangleseut in Vietnam we had badly
neglected our European flank. As a matter of fact
ve robbed our NATO comtribution blind to ruan the
Vietnam War. Then in the Vistnam aftermath, real
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defense spending declined so much there wasn't a
great deal ve could do. Schlesinger and Rumsfeld
(vho had been a NATO anmbassador) understood this,

snd they started a turnaround.

But the real turnaround came with Harold Brown. The
‘second or third day that he vas {n office he called
me up and said, "Bodb, I want you to help me figure

| out what we ought to do about NATO.” I was about to
tell him, “Harold, I've already vritten three major
studies on the subject vhich you can read plus a
position paper for Carter vhen he was down at Plaing
as s candidate, a second paper when he became the
candidate, and finally a third ome after he won the
election vhen the transition team called me and
asked vhat to do about NATO.” So I was sbout to tell
Harold to go read all that, since the studies were
very action oriented, vhen he added those fabulous
words which I can never resist -~ "and help me push

it through the bursaucracy.” Now there was a chore

worth doing.

To get the personalis out of the way, my original
coming on board was very unstructured. 1 came

in almost full tinme immedistely ss a consultant
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but stayed on the Rand payroll because we didn't

know how long the job was going to last, aud I had
some Rand work to finish up. I made only one boundary
condition when I came on board. I said, "I will

only do this working for you directly. I must report
directly to the secretary.” It has been my operational
experience, as a long time unburesucratic bdureasucrat,
that 1if your role is to give advice, the most
effective way to do s0o is to give it to the top, if
you want to have suy impact. Having given advice to
two presidents and a couple of secretaries of state

I thought 1 kasw how the game vas played. By the

way Harold didn't blink an eye at that. The omnly
thing he cautioned we to remember was that I was
going to be & staff officer and not a line manager.
“"Therefors on anything you think neseds to be done you
ask me and if I agres vwith you I will decree it, but
you are not to give directives to the chisfs or

orders to the bulilding. An advisor is not s manager.”
I uaderstood that. As a matter of fact, it turned

out to be a glorious deal because I would write the
directives and Harold would modify them, ungplit a
few {nfinitives, and sometimes take out the last

paragraph if it vent too far (I ususlly stuck it in
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' as & loss leader). Then he would sign these things
out. It dida‘t take the building very long to figure
out that Bob Komer was drafting them.

Nonetheless, I have alvays understood that the
decision maker is the guy who has to carry the heavy
load. It is essy to advise. It is sasy for a staff
officer to proposs things, slthough it is rather
more difficult to propose them in opsrationally
useful terms. But ay experience with Harold was
splendid. Carl Suith, his military assistant, says
I probably batted sbout .950 with the sscretary. I
think that's a lictle high, maybe more like +900.
But even batting .900 will get me into Cooperstown

any day of the week.

Being an operationally-oriented fellow and faeling
strongly that ve had to get off to a running start
as fast as possible, I wrote something called the
“Komer lqport.' Between the end of Yebruary snd the
beginaing of April, really only about a moanth, I
turned out a detsiled operationally oriented study
on vhat ve nseded to do to get NATO moving agaian to
meet the continuing growth of Soviet pover and other

changes such as our loss of strategic superiority, etc.
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The Komer Report was really the blusprint for the
Carter adainistration's NATO initistives, and was
treated as such by Secretary Brown. 1 wrote a short
basic report and later fleshed it ocut with annexes,
but they are nmot just snalytical and descriptive.
We already had that in the Rand studies. This report
was very operationsl. As s result, when the president
decided he would call s London summit in May 1977,
he decided, on the advice of Harold Brown in particular
(and of Henry Owen, vho was then at the White House
with Briesinski) that it should bs a NATO-type
summit. Of course the Xomer Report permitted us to
move quickly to dominate the agenda. We in this
building, I in particular, designed the three major

" initiatives that Carter launched at the 19 May 1977
NATO summit. The first was a set of vhat vers
frankly quick fixes to give NATO a short-terms shot
in tho‘nu -= goms modest incresses on the part of
each ally. These would show that we wers all starting
out immediately to inprove NATO's defense posture.
The sscoud was to propose that we all see if we
could not design a longer term defense programs to
strengthen the slliance on a systematic basis. The

third was the president's initiative for greater
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inter-allied armaments collaboration, {ncluding his
acknovledgment that there would have to be more of a
“two~way street” batween Europe and America in arms
procurement and RED. So we were off to a very quick
start. This was before Camp David even began moving.

It vas Carter's first major foreign policy initiative.

Right after the susmit csse the defense ministers'
meating at vhich Harold had to flesh out the very
brief discussions that had taken place at the summit.
When the great men get together at the summit there's
often so much cersmony they don’t have auch chance
for substance. So we planned a prompt follow-through
at the May NATO uministerial meeting which came right
after the Summit. There Harold laid out our proposals
on what should be included in the long-term defense
program, I recommended o selective approach. The
LIDP, as it later bacame known, was not designed to
be s couprehensive defense plan. It selected

nine prime priority areas vhers a long~term carsfully
calculated joint effort was required. Now you can
gusse vhat the nine areas were. We proposed nines

and the allies added s tenth(as I recall, on reserve

mobilization).
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Our nianth wag of course long-range theater muclear
forces. It had been a vigorous contention of the
Komer Report that if we designed a long~term defense
program around ouly the priority measures needed to
strengthen conventional forces, it simply wouldn't
fly with the Europeans. Therefore we had to propose,
pari passu, strengthening NATO's theater muclear
posture, particularly given :h; decline of U.S.
strategic superiority snd the advent of the Soviet
98-20. That led to cresstion of the High Level Groﬁp
which eventually developed the LRATNY proposals that
the allies accepted December 1979.

Ou the plane coming back from the May ministerial,
Harold said to me, "Bob, now that we've got all
these initiatives launched, I really would like to
have you stay sround and work them throughj our
collaboration has been splendid up to this point,.”
I replied that I was planning on turaning in my suit,
since I'd really done evarything he'd ssked ms to
do. He said, "that's right, dut I have the gria
feeling that if you don't stay arcund to follow up
on it, not much is really going to happea.” “Well,”
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I said, "I agree with you, but we’ll have to change
the termas if I leave Rand and come on the Defense
Departuent payroll.” 7o provide the clout nseded to
do the job he wanted I felt he'd have to wake me an
under secrstary or something like that. He wasn't
willing to go that far, but hs did promise to get me
a presidentisl sppointment. I thought at the time
that Harold was probably cautious becsuse the Mondale
wing of the White House would be concerned about the
Viet Nam millstone around my neck.

At may rate, that's the only reason I can of fer for
why Harold did not make me his under secrstary for
policy then. -I know I was recommended to him
practically right off the bat by Bill Perry and Russ
Murray. Indeed I gather that I was the uﬁanimul
chofice of the insiders in the building to be the
under sacratary for policy. But Harold went through
a great rigamarole, finally bringing in Stan Resor;
then vhan Stan left, he tried to gt s few others,
lastly Lloyd Cutler, before he finally said to ua,
“Look, if Lloyd doesn't take it, I'm going to.give
it to you.” Incidentally, Lloyd, after looking into
the job, told me that hs wouldn’t “touch it with a
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ten foot pole” and was instead going to tsll Rarold
that he already had the ideal candidste right there
in the building -~ myself. But that's getting ahead

of the story.

When I did come aboard permanently in May 1977, I
asked for s small staff of six or seven people to
extend my reach. I didn't need a big staff, bacause
uy policy has always baen to vork closely with the
military. But I wanted a three star deputy whom I
wvould handpick to help me in this. I got him -=- Xan
Cooper, ean Army 'ongimc » an outstandingly able guy
who had just been Vice-CINC USAREUR. I brought 1in
three or four young hotshots from the sexvices, and
that was it. I think the proof of that pudding is

in the esting,

By May 1978 we had managed to gat a long-term defense
program agreed to at working level by all the

sllies. It vas officlally accepted at the May 1978
Washington summit as the Alliance's defeunse progras,
We Americens also picked up the 3% real growth pledge
vhich had been mandated by NATO as a goal (mot by

the Americans) and got this too endorsed by the summit

10
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hsads of government as part of our initistive, because
at’ least IX real growth would be necessary to fund
the LIDP. Perhaps the biggest new departurs in the
LIDP, the part of it to which I contributed the wmost
personally, was the "rapid reinforcement progras.”

1 regard this as one of =y graatest accomplishments
in four years in DoD. Yor years the United Statss
model of how we would fight a NATO war was that tha
Europeans and our forward deployed forces would have
to take care of themselves for the first 30 to 60
days, vhile the United States mobilized slowly and
then began soving massive forces overseas. This had
been feasible in World Wars I and II, bacause our
allies were holding the ring. But as I perceived tha
NATO-Warsaw Pact balance in the 70s, it was clear that
the allies would :il: cold-cocked and the war could go
nuclear long before the American reinforcements aver
began arriving. Besides, the European alliss have
nesver agraed to stockpile more than 30 days muni-
tions. So if they rum out of amsunition long bafore
we begin to arrive on the 40th or 50th day, it makes
no sense to seud such reinforcements. Deterrsnce
being the name of the game, I argued that we must
greatly accelerste tha procass of U.S. ground and air

11
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reinforcement of NATO. And that to do so we couldn't
sail across the ocean, because the Soviat submarine
and air threat to the sea lanes would be at {ts maxi-
sum during the first thirty days.

I also thought that snother basic principle on
vhich the military did coatingency plans was wrong
vith respect to the NATO scenario. They've always
sssuned that M equals D, in other words that they
could not rely on the civilian policymakers ever to
allow them to do anything to prepare before the very
last ainute. Therefors, they argued that you can't
assume in your war plans that you can use strategic
warning. As you know, the intelligence psople
contend that with this enormous iantelligence warning
apparatus, for which we pay billions every yesr,

we are quite likely to get s substantial period

of warning -~ at least four days and wore likely 8
to 14 days. 1It's & complicated issus; I used to be

an expert on it.

Anyway, 1 arguad that we should plsan to double our
ground forces in Europe within a week. In the case
" of the Air Yorce that is quite feasible because
thay've already got the forcss available in tha
12




R ——————————...

Page determined to be Unclassified
Roviewsd Chisf, RDD, WHS
IAW EO 13526, Section 3.5

Date: MAR O 7 2013

‘active and ready reserve category right here in the
United States today. The gut problem was bed down
linits on the other side. There just were mot smough
airfields availadle. So I revived Dave Jones' splendid
Alr Yorce COB (co~located operating base) concept

that we should bed down on allied airfields 12 they
would build sufficient facilities to receive us.

The ground force problem was much more difficult.
How do you get five division equivalents to Europe
in ten days? There 18 no way you can do it within
reasonsble cost parametsrs without prepositioning
the equipment over thers. 30 we argued for a five
to ssven~division prepositioning progras (including
the existing REFORGER and "2+10"). PASE worked out
that this was clearly the most cost-effective vay,
the Army agreed, etc. I daveloped this and worked it
out personally with Shy Meyer, who at that time was
the Army DCS/0PS (I knew you had to work with the
lead service on this thing or it naver was going to
fly). In fact I asked Shy, "How many divisions do
you think we can get to Europe, let's say by D-Day,
if its no later than D plus 147" He picksed the ten
divhion‘ figure; in fact, ha thought we might be
able to get elaven over.

13
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Unfortunately the Army is only the demandeur on
rapid reinforcament. The guys who have to deliver
them are the Air Yorce amd the Navy, and thay have
never really coms through on 1ifting the rapid
reinforcesent program the wsy they ought to, Since
the Air Force gets first priority on air/sea lifts,
and its tonnsge requiresents sre modest comparsd to
the Arsy's, ths Aflr Porce had no problem at all with
air part of the RRP. Ergo, this initiative of ours
(vhich really is @ ﬁjor prograa initiative) runs
all through our fiscal '77, '78, to '8l sad '82
budget proposals. It is one of the biggest NATO-
oriented program initiatives we've aver launched.
But the Army is still struggling with how to provide
equipnent for even five REP divisions, which by 1980
ware competing with vhat tha Army wanted to earmark
m-ém for the Persian Gulf scenario., Moreover,
SACEUR has further confused the issue by coming up
with hds own RRP, which diluted the focus on the
crucial Center Region by earmarking some forces
instead for the Southern Region (for essentially

political reasons).

Now, let me emphasize another aspect of the RRP. It
vas perfectly clear to ss that ve could never deploy

14
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50 many troops to Europe rapidly (doubling the
ground forces, tripling the air forces) and support

. them simultanecusly. Forget it; there just wasn't
snough left nor could you stockpile a lot of support
stuff over there =- that was piling Pelios on Ossa.
So 1 proposed what we called s “transatlsatic bargain”
to be eouccr;tcd in the long term defense program.
This transatlantic bargain was that the Americans
wvould greatly speed up vapid reinforcement, ground
and air, if the Europeans would aid in the transportation
of these forces, their reception, and their support
for at lesast the first 30 to 60 days. We sought
Host Nation Support (HNS), greatar infrastructure
spending, co-located opsrating bases for the air,
using some of their wide~bodied passenger alrcraft
for delivering the troops (why should we use strictly
Anerican airlines?), sea 1ift (they's now committed

600 shipe), etc.

We stuffed the transatlsntic bergain on rapid
reinforcesent into the LTDP, and the Europeans bought
it a» & good deal for them. Now why did they buy

it? Because the Europeans had never believed in the

13
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previcus Amaricsn reinforcemeat plans. All the
allied general staffs knew that by the time American
reinforcements got there after D + 30 the war would
be over conveantionally for them. Tharefors they
didn't ever count ou American reinforceasmnt., It
wasn'’t interesting to them. It was an academic
exsrcise., The Americans would arrive to succor thesm
after they were slready overrun by the Soviats.
Second they saw (and we deliberately tried to maske
them see), that the out-of-pocket cost to them of
their half of the transatlantic bargain would not

be too great. We would be paying the enormous

bulk of it for the forces and their equipment. They
would be essentially earmarking existing civil sssets
and reservists to recaive and support these forces.
In other words #filay.allocated some of their
airliners, that wouldn't entail added peacetime
costs. If they allocated some of their ships during
wartioe that didn't cost them anything in psacetime
either, The RRPF would cost thesm a bit of constructiom
mouay to upgrade air fields, build warshouses for
ths ground divisions, etc. BHut even thers the United
States paid the largast single perceantsge of the

16
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NATO infrastructurs b1l becsuse it was ¢ collective
NATO program. This was a major thing, and we have
been pursuing it now for four years, but {t hss been
11ke pulling teeth to get our sllies to pay their
share of the increased infrastructure spending required
(though wve've had limited success). We did better

on HNS sgreements, though the key Cerman cne is

still hanging firs.

Goldberg: How much of ea incresse did you really bring about?
You're putting more divisions in, they were going to
require more support; did you go from 30 to 60 days?
90 days? |

Komer: No, we stuck with the 30 days. That's a good question,

If we bad tried, and I did try once, to go beyond the
- first 30 days, we would have run right into the

fundamental differencs batwsen the ERuropeans and

the Americans over the interpretation of NATO

strategy. MC14/3 of 1967, which mandates "flexible

response,” is deliberately ambiguous in what it

says. The Europeans interpret it to mean a drief

conventional pause lasting under no circumstances

beyond 30 days and probably more like 3 to 10 days.

The Americans interpret it as permitting indefinite

17
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conventionsl defense. We've naver recouciled that
basic difference, since even the effort to do so
could prove dangercusly divisive. ZEven in the LIDP,
vhen Task Io;'co 9 on logistics discussed an American
initiative to increase our ,"]oinl: stockpiles to 60
days == I took this up at a meeting of the Exacutive
Working Group in Brusesls == my British colleague ‘
turned to me and said, "But you are changing MC14/3.°
1 knew exactly wvhat he meant, and withdrew the
propossl immediastely. Instead I asked him, "does an
additional seven days iwply a change in strategy?”
He said "no.” Therefore I proposed going up from 30
to 37 days on my own suthority, right thera at the
tabla with the allies, because I kunew that 1if we
sver opensd the "Pandora's Box" of much more than a

. 30-day conventional dcloiuo, it would screw up tha

whole LIDP and all our other NATO initiatives,
because the Europeans would have thought, "My God,

the Americans are trying to shift to a conventional
defense of Burope and withdraw the nuclear umbrella.”

That way lies madness or at any rate Finlandizstion

or whatever.

18
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This rapid reinforcesent program and transstiantic
bargain is big stuff, and we're still pursuing it.

We pursued it yesterdsy with Hans Apel; the one Mg
thing we got out of this meeting is that the Cermans
agreed in principle to wartise host nation support
for our 10-division force, iancluding ths rapid
reinforcements, That is going to save us 90,000
support spaces in the first thirty days of a war.
That ain’t hay with vhat U.S. spaces cost these

dayc; But we haven't yet worked out the cost sharing.

Moreover, the current administration has done nothing
about this Brown/Komer initiative. In fact the
Germans would have settled it with us, except they
figured why not kaep this goody to give to ths new
administration. They told me that in effect last
December. I couuldn't disagres with them. So much
for the rich md complicated complex of NATO |
initiatives which DoD pressed in 1977-80. The LTDP

is not just words.

Goldberg: But beyond 37 days we have o man's land. Is that right?
Komer: Yes. Do you kunow why? Because if you can't last 37
days, it's academic to tslk about what happens
afterward. I hope you don't want to hear my litany

19
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on sustainability bdecause ane of the most morouic
things the Army in particular keeps bringiug up is
that wve civilisans are “short war" thsorists. My
ansver to them is that I'm all in favor of sustainability
once you can survive until we have to sustain. The
Air Force is the only Amerfcan service that has sorted
out ite priorities in this respect. The Air l'p:cc
is structured to shoot its wad in the first few
waeks, bacsuse if they schieve air superiority they
are in business. I'm s sizple believer (and this

vas the cornerstons of the Xorean Report) in first
things first. If you and your allies can’t survive
the first 30 days in Europe, vhat's the poiat of
structuring your forces to fight for 90 days? Much
less the three yessrs that the Army wants to structure
to fight for. 1Its insne. We can’t defend western
Europe without the allies. So everything we put

over there to give us sustainability is going to be
s gift to Ivan after the Germans, the French, the
Brits, and the Benslux countries collapse. S0 why
put money into U.§. sustainability bayond what the

allies do?

So in the last DPG 1 for the first time laid down

20
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Goldberg:

sonme clear priorities which the Secretary approved.
Yirst is readiness. Second 1s modernization. Third
is sustainability, and only fourth comes force
structure. S0 at least I agres that sustainability
comes shead of force structure., What's the point of
having more force structure than you can sustain?

As I eaid m ay interview with the Washington Post,
“What's the point of buying more air wings when we
can't deploy, man, train, equip, fight, and sustain
the air wings we've already got? It doesn't make any
military ssnse at sll.,” You sse what I'm talking

about?

The only caveat I'd raise is vhether we resally can
foresee the nature of the conventional conflict that
would take place. We are making big assumptions, 30
days or 37 days or any other number that we pick.
Obviously it's a whole lot essier to support 30 days
than 37 days or 60 or 90 or 120. That's a powerful

..,

argumsnt in itself.

It is a conclusive argument. I happen to think its
silly to do what the Buropeans do, which is to bduy
very siseabls forces, equip them with Leopsrd 1Is

21
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or Tornadaos, and thea caly give thes 10~20 days of
ammunition, not sves 30. It's sort of dumb. You've
nade the capital investment, but you'rs mot providing
the carrying cost of it. But that's what they're
doing, and they hnv; alwvays refused to go beyond 30
days. 1In fact, the 30 day gosl for war reserve stocks
has been there since about 1960, and they've naver
met it yet. Well, they meet it in & few categories,

but you know its e moving train.

Hence its absolutely ridiculous for us to press !og
something that is politically unattainsble. Hence

my bargaining strategy was to get to 30 days, then we'll
80 to 37, then we'll go to 43 ~-~ gort of incrementally
build up stock levels. But 1if we go to the allies

and say, "It’s stupid not to have am extended
conventional capability,” they'll say, “you guys

don't want to defend us with your nuclear weapons --
that neans the American nuclesr umbrella'’s worth
nothing. S0 we're all going nsutralist.” I saw no
point ian getting iato a debate like that. Well, our
sexvices keep talking sustainadility. Until we've
got to the point where we're reslly capable of rapid
deployment, whare our active forces are up to smuff

22
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and can get over there in time, what's the point of
vorrying about sustainabilicy? All I'm srguing is
first things first.

I'm not arguing short war versus long war. All the
sexvice theoclogians used to get after me as a short
war man. “No, no, 10,” I would say. "If you can’t
survive the short war the question of long war is
acsdemic. That's what 1'm trying to get scross to
you clowns.” I got really angry with Shy Meyer on
this oncs, because ha'’s one of the drightest senior
typess. Theze's this school in the Army that wants
to buy thres years worth of ammunition. Why buy
thres years worth of asmunition until we know we'll
be around to shoot 1t? Otherwise, if its over in
Europe, the Russians get it free. As it Iupponql. the
secretary of defense md I saw eye to eye o this,

and he ended up cutting WRS levels whenaver wve had a

budget squeexze.
Rochaster: How about the standsrdisation/interoperability?

Komer: That too has been & big initistive I've plugged.
Tha underlying philosophic basis of all the things I
tried to do in DoD is what I call the coalition approach.
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It has been my argument that we misunderstand the
nature of warfare. Go back and study conflict
experience all the way back to the Romans, Babylonians,
Assyrians, ste. Rsarely does ome country l’izhi
another country; much more likely i{s cne alliance
fighting another allianca. Take aven Athens versus
Sparta. It was the Delian Lasgue (a whole series of
1sland city states) supporting Athens versus the
Spartans md their allies. The War of the Spanish
Succession, Napoleonic wars, WWI, WWIX. Seldom 1s
there & war like our Civil War or the Frauco-Prussias
War, one country sgainst another. Yet though
slliances sre the norm rather than the exception in
the history of conflict, we have no philosophy,
concept, practice of allisnce relationships in
peacetime. Alliances are looked at as slmost
exclusively political in pescetime. Until NATO no
ons_ever developed what I call the coalitiom approach.
Then Risenhower himself end Ismay, looking at how we
could defend Western Burope against the Slav back in
1949-30, concluded that we would have to develop some
kind of collective security force., BRisenhover talked
about e single logistics systea with standsxdized
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equipment. Go back and read the nmew doctrine that
was being advanced by the first SACKUR and the first
secretary general; it's very diffasrent. But we

never carried it out.

I arguad in my thrae sajor Rand studies on NATO that
collective approaches wera the only cost effective
snsver, Everything I have seen since convinces ae
all the more that we have to develop a true coalition
approach. The Americans cannot go it alone, without
major RBuropean, Japanese, sud Chinese contributions.
Thersfors the mmber one problem we confronted in
DoD was how to mansge & coalition buildup, not just

a U.8. duildup. I have slways railed against vhat
Dave Jones and I call the sin of unilateralism: BEach
nation programs and postures as if it were going to
fight the aext war alons. It's easy to understand
why they do this ~- nationalism, institutional pride,

commercisl considerations, the vhole works,

Incidentally, Harold Brown bought this coslftion
philosophy and spprosch so fast thst it must have
been going around in his mind, too. I_ vant to add
another fellow: General Jones has long been the

most farseaing exponent of the coalitiom approach
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among the wmiformed military. So here you had &
secretary of defense and a JCS chairman who thought
1l4ke I d4id, even though I wvas sort of the imitiator
(1t vas my job to come up with ussble ideas), and
their job vas to decide and take action.

I cams by the mid~1970s to believs that there was

far too nuch wasts, overlap, and duplication in the
various national defense postures in NATO. The lack

of RSI (another term I invented) was vasteful s

wall, and dangerous to boot. For example, we and

the Germans fight along side each other in the

Central Region of NATO. The Cermass run out of
amsunition nftor 20 days, so they come over and ask

us for ammunition. The only trouble is, our ammunition
won't fit in their guns. Can you imagine aaything
silliar? Our radios aren't compatible. Our c3

isn't compstidle. Our ordnance isu't cospatible.

Even our fuels aren't compatidle, though we've been
accomplishing louchng on all thase scores. S0 I
urged wvhat I called RSI (rationalisation, standardisationm,
interoperability) which means in the last analysis
you've got to design equipment not only to common

standards but jointly, as part of our overall set of

26




::so determined to he Unclmmed

iewed Chief
IAW EO 1352¢,
Date.

ief, RDD, NS
Smmss

MAR O 7203

Rochester:

Rochester:

NATO initiatives. PFortunately, we had someons like
Dick Bowman, the Director of NATO affairs in OSD/ISA,
who had baen a passionate advocate of this approach,
Bovaan is a very determined fellow and has had more
influence on U.S. defense policy than I suepect

most four stars have had. We made RSI an integral
part of the LTDP and of the third Center 1977
initistives -- the international collaborsticn

on armaments development aund procurement.

Did you coin the terms or were they slready in use?

The terms were already in use, although I coined the
RSI scronym as useful shorthand. But there were

great differences over defintions.

¥rom our standpoint I think we have fully sddressed
RATO. Is there anything you wanted to add ocu NATO?

Yes, s bit about two more sspects. One is the LRTHF;
I told you that TNF modernization was proposed in
the Komer report. We did mount s major effort. The
High Level Group did resch a NATO consensus, and I
think that that was one of the most significant NATO

initistives of the Carter years.
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Goldberg: What is LRINT?

Komer: Long range theater muclear forces -_GLC!B

P

That vas a msjor achievement. It vas really s part

of the LIOP. 0SD 3.3(b)(52(b)

Tha last of Carter's 1:977 NATO initiatives was
amnonu' collaboration and more of a two vay street
in reciprocal arms purchucd. I wvas enormously
pleased to acquire here yet another ally who is one
of my favorite psople. Probably the most brilliant
recruit that Harold Brown brought in to the Pentagon
vas Bill Perry. I'a told that Harold dida't even
know Perry more than slightly when he came here.

. But Perry is the only guy I've met in this Defense
Departaent who I would ’uy unhesitatingly is secdef
naterial himself, an -nsiggly broad gaugs guy,
izmensely articulate, as outgoing as Harold is
indrawn, and brilliant. Annex C or D of the Komer
Report dealt with ths business of arms collaboration,
the two way street, RSI and all of that. Bill Perry
picked all that up and did things with it that all
the previous DDR&Es put together had nsver even
dreaned of doing. I did much of the original
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wissiocnary selling, including with the allies, but
Perxy picked this up too, including such ideas of
mine as weapon families. Indeed he zade this ons of
his crusades. And of course Harold was totally with

us all the way.

We put an enormous smount of effort ianto developing
bilateral, trilateral, and multinational armaments
ianitiatives. Yor the first two years it wvas extremely
tough going. We agrsed with the Germans on the 120
MM tank gun, vhich turns out, in hindsight, to have
been a brilliant decision. The Army still doesn't
like it but they wou't scknowledge the growing
threat. We got the NATO ANACs force settled, when
the Allies finally realized that this was important
and that the U.S. administration was dedicated to
it. Ve've also gottsn agreement on two weapon
families and we went shead on the multiple rockst
launcher system. Ve sven generated a four—-power R&D
progran for MLRS with the French involved (there are
only foui big arms producers in NATO -~ the Americans,
the British, the Germans sud the French). MLRS 1s an
excellent system. It was ny favorite bscause I

- favor rocket artillery instead of tudbe artillery.
It's chuéct for high volune ares fires.
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Trask!

Komer

Trask:

Komer?

I would like to ssk a question about the long-range
theater nuclesr forces. Is that going to hold up?

1 noticed yestarday that —tox' exanple,

theatened to pull out. What's your projcééiou on
that? " 08D 3.3(b)(4 )

It's a strategic imperative and it's going to work.
In fact the British parliamentary defenss committese
asked me the same thing yesterday. Thare may be
some zigs and zags. But basically LRIN? is a
stratagic imperative, recogniszed as such, so I have
the feeling one way or the othar we're going to end

up with vhat we want.

Sooner or later ths —M the

rest of them are all going to come sround? 0SD 3.3(bX 6 )

P -

than political resscns. As long as the —

—nd Americans go along that really
is ninaty psrcent of it. Bringing along -

is becsuse of this magic thing of NATO solidarity.
The more allies you have in the bettsr; but we could

do withoue oo | oo -

winkle out in which case we've got to have the
0SD 3.3(b) & )
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—u. But you know the Fresunch are

going along. The French will develop their own LRTNY

systems, vastefully but nonsthelass usefully. Yes,
1'm convinced that this one will go. There may be
sone dslays. It msy gat changed, and remember thers
is no magic in 572 missiles. My policy judgment was
to go for the maxinum number we could get the Allies
signed on to. 1In fact I don't care much if it is
230 or even 112 instead of 572, because the first
step is the most important step. Once they've agreed
to any LRTNY force, we can expand it as we need.

The JCS snd SACEUR wers getting all whoaped up that
anything less than 6353 nissiles i{s wilitarily
unacceptsble. I told AL Haig, "What's militarily
unaccaptable is if we don’t have any of these things
at all. So let’s apen the damn door, get our foot
in ic, and not argus about the numbers because
nushers can be incressed later. But 1if you dom't
get the program in the first place, you aren't
going to have any nusbers at all. You ought to ask
Perry wore about the multinational arms collaborstion
initiatives because he has been s true believer, and
increasingly in the last two years I've phased this

over to him.
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Rochaster: He did address it sand his recollaction was very

Komer!

Goldbergs

sinilsr. He receivad his inspiration froa you and

then hs carried it.

Yes, and he carried it farther than I aver would

have thought possible. I was the first optimist,

he was only the second. But it turned out that doth

of us, being native optimists, were right. Now 1's
very worried that thers's going to be & histus

because the new crowd doesn't wunderstand this
initistive. 1t°'ll take tham s year Or two to get up

to speed. They'll eventually hsve to go in this
diresction but than we will have lost two yesrs we

can 111 afford. This is the problesm is all transitiouns.

Do you think it'll only be two years?

Yes. I think all things considered they are a pretty
good crowd. My criticism of them (1 criticize soms
individusls more than others) is they have a lot of
people who sre illiterate; they will hava to learn,
Thers aren't many fichard Perles szound who already
know something about this gams. My judgmsnt is that
they are excellant psople. I would rather have hed
a better mixture of the old and the new. I would
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love to have ssen Paul Nitse in here somevhers, aad I
nyself offered to stay on under the same terme I
of fered Harold.

Lat e now switch to ay role as under secretary for
policy. Bear in mind that this vas s new Job.
Runsfeld had been forced by the White House to take

& ascond deputy secretary of defenss, Bob Ellgworth.
Though Bob was in my judgment s very good man, he

had obviously been shunted off to ome side, I presums
primarily by Clements. But Bob's mission ss second
deputy was strictly intelligence. Moreover, each

new administration tries to changs the cosmetics. The
Carzter administration was no diffsrent than most, I
darssay a little more sericus than most. At least it
set up & reorganiszation project in OMB, though thas
project didn't really smount to much. Aunyway, Harold
Brown, who is no dummy, was told to reorganize the
Department of Defense, but he made only some modest
changes. Scme good, and some not so good. I'll get
to that later., One was to abolish the second deputy
and create ¢ new under secretary for policy and
simultanecusly upgrade the DIREE to ama under sacretary,

wvhich I thought vas long overdue.
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The naw policy job was held by only two people. The
first incumbent, my friend Stan Resor, really dida't
do much vith the job, {n which I think Stsn was
miscast. In addition he ran into something I lster
dubbed "the McGiffert problem,” in that his chief
subordinate (also his to:ior subordinate vhen he was
sscretary of the army) didu't give him the time of
day, McGiffert ram ISA insofar as it was run at
all, and that was that. Stan really worked mostly
on MBFR. I don't mean this in a derogatory sense,
because the job was as tailor-wade for me ss it was
ot tailor-made for Stan, who is a manager and
aduinistrator aad not a policy thinker primarily,
though he's no slouch,

I guess I wvas the first real under secretary for
policy. When I sgreed to take the job I began
thinking. I was told that the job would be mine
sbout 3 months bafore I actually became the under
secretary. Pirst I was told by Harold on s coutingeat
basis. Then he told me that he was going to appoint
me, but amother mounth alapsed befors the paper work,
etc., with the Whita House could be dons. Let me say
parenthetically that any fears sbout the Vietnam
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millstone around my neck proved to bs sbsolute
nonsense. I vas not asked @ single Vietnam question.
No quasstion was raised even in the media sbout my
background, and ay confirmation hearing was one
sustained minor panegyric. As a mstter of fact, only
my Republican friends showed up, and they all thoughe
that I was a redoubtable cold warrior.

GColdberg: 1t wasn't true?

Komars It bappens to be true, but I was nonplussed that,
except for Chairman Steunis, only upubiiuu showed
up for a Democratic mominse. Stennis was very nice but
the valedictories were given by John Tower, Strom
Thurmond, B1ill Cohen, and my Virginia sponsor, Jack
Warner; thay were the only ones who came. You would
have thought I was a right wing Republican. Here I

am, just a right wing Democrat.

Anyway, ny thinking about how to handle the new
under sscretary’'s job was based on my two and a half
years sxperience in Defense, and 33 years experisnce
elsevhare in the govermment, including working inm

the White House for two presidents.
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Do you remember that Rand study vhere Rand went

around conducting interviews wvith a series of senior
08D level managers? . They asked each, what does the
next ten yu-rl hold in your field, logistics, manpower
msnageasnt, atc.? Almost invariably these guys

said, "1f we could just get the other services to do
what the Air Force is doing.” 1It's a fantastic Rand
report. True, the Air Force satellites on the Army;
forty perceat of Air Porce logistice is performed by
the Army. But thay're the only modern service we've

got. That means they're post-WWII.

I concluded, as I thought about ay job, that I was
not going to be just mmother layer of management
between the secretary, ISA, policy plamnning, net
asssssment, policy review, and 3. Instesd I felt
there was s big gap that had not deen filled. This
will be of particular interest to you, Al; I concluded
on the basis of experience that we just don't do
long-range or even strategic planning in DoD.
Thare's nobody who sits back and says, "what should
the overall policy be?” Nobody analyszes strategy.
The secretary and deputy secretary dou't have time
because they'rs usually the busiest psople in the
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building. Harold Brown does the work of tem wen,
Graham Clayton is a big lesgue mansger, s better
manager than Harold, but ha doesn’t have Harold's
genius for assimilating detail. Harold's not an
ionovator, but ha's super at decision-making. Re
can add up the pros and cons so fast it makes =y head
swin, He ususlly gave me the smswers bdefore I
finished propounding the question (which I hate),
This is what Mac Bundy also did to me. I once
complained to Bundy, "Mac, why do you ksep interrupting
me before I finish my spiel?” He said, "Do I give
you the snswers you want?!” I said, "Yes, I's nmot
complaining about what the answers are, I'm just
complaining that I didn't get to finish propounding
the question.” He said, “Be grateful. If I give
you the right answer, vhat do you care if you finish
propounding the question?® Harold is like that.
After o faw ainutes, he'd shuffle his feet, atc.,
and I would know I'd better gt out of there, aud so
1'd say “alright, is this the wvay we do {t?* “Yes."
Good, I'd run. Their minds just ran that fast.

Goldberg: 7You'd have liked Gertrude Stein. Becsuse she kept
B . asking, “What is the question, what i{s the question?”
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I have some gift for relatively clear and brief
exposition. DBundy and thes Brown could tell the
direction I was taking. They would jump shead in
their ainds the aext four or five spaces, concluds
mtumlmgomeo-dupamgfotnd
give it to me. And when it wasa't what I vanted,
you could depend on it, I would reclana. I'm the
only guy in this building who ever went back to .the
president of the United States three timas on the
Icelsnd civil airport. Three times. The State aod
DoD buresucrats couldn't balieve that aaybody would
propose going back to the Presidant three times.
But I said, "Be made s bum decision.” So each time
1 massaged the decision a litcle bit so we could say
vi were coming beck with s variaat. Ve finally got
the monsy. Do you know why? Because Jimmie Carter
said (and I got this straight from Brazesinski), "By
God, if Defense and State keep coming back for this
thing, they must really be serious about it, and
despite my feeling that the Icelanders can afford
this themselves, I'm going to give it to them.” It
was only $23 million (now it will be $60 aillion
because of the dslays). A very iaterasting poiant.
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Goldberg:

Let as say that on the general subject of security
in the Carter yesrs, most of the initiatives were
from the Defense Department, not the State Departusnt
or NSC. Harold Browa was the strong man of the
Carter cabinet. His team was much stronger than the
Secretary of State’s team and of course much stronger
than Brzesinski's team. Hence the initistives, such
as they wars, came very largely out of DoD. DoD's
role in the security field is comparable to its role
under McNamars and Nitze in the early 60's, vhen

' Defense really forged out ahead of suci. Wouldn't

you say so, Al?

Yes.
It wvas again s period like that. This point 1is

obscured, becsuse Harold Brown is such s careful and
apparently colorlu_: homan being, He s not colozless.
Harold 1is not s Mcn;n. He doesn’t have the
McNamara nannerisms. He's even more indrawn than
McNamara. He had been through the McNamara years,

and he knsw all the things not to do. Don't get mad
at those idiots sitting up thers in that bsnk of
chairs interrogating you in the subcommittee om

military coustruction., I used to go crasy up there
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with the silly quastions. Harold handled thes
besutifully. Defeunse under Harold Brown was king of
the hill.

To prove it to you, no e understood that more
clsarly than Ndwund Muskie. Those leaks about Muskie
taking off not just sgainst Brzesinsgki but also
against the Defense Department, many of them called
it guilt by association, but they were wrong. Muskie
and his boys knew that Harold Brown was e more
formidable opponent tham Zbig. They really did

fael that too much of State’s role had devolved on
Defense (and you remember the only guy they mentioned
in that counaction by name was one R. w..lo.or). 4
know Ed Muskie and he knew mus, and they were very
unhsppy with our powerhouse over hers in Moqn;’ I

mean @ powerhouse in interagency terams.

Which leads me to another digression: what ats away
our defense budget increases and limited the impact
of our initistives was essentially the energy squeese
and associsted economic downturns. Inflation got
out of control, again smong other reasons because of

continued incresses in energy prices, decline in
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productivity, etc. The NATO three perceat forsula
worked initially. We had aimed it primarily st our
alliss, but in the svent it worked wost effectively
on OMB and tha President. We did go for three
percent~-four percent resl growth, as you know, but
avery year inflation got out of coutrol and ate

much of it up. Or you can say that we underestimated
inflation, if you want tc make a bursaucratic point.
But every administration underestimates inflatiom.
Reagan is starting out making such miscalculations

just s Carter did.

I think its tsrridly important in an overall sppraissl
of the four years of Defunse under Harold Brown to
understand that we wvere defsated mostly by factors
beyond DoD's control, particularly the economic
dowmturn in the industriaslized westera -otld.‘n.d

’ the long~term economic difficulties that begamn to
crowd in on us, especially inflation. This is what
made vhat we had hoped would be a gradual dut
nonetheless steady incrsase in defeunse speanding
become s seriss of cliffhangers. Only in our lest
year did we get 3% because of two factors --~ one

the widespread populsar perception that we had a big
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problem in the Persisa Gulf because of the hostages,
and second, the SALT Il debate in which the Carter
sdainistration tried to buy off the moderate opposition
(Sam Nunn, Henry Kissingsr, and those guys) dy giving
them & big increase in the Dafense budget. So SALT

II plus the Persian Gulf and Afghanistan really took
the wraps off the Defense buildup in the last Carter
year. But it was too late. We lost the slectiom.

Now Reagan's going up like that. More power to him.

I think its important to state that Harold Browa, in
ny judgment, planned bettar, programmed batter,
managed better than he will ever ba given credit
for. He put togthar e bettar management team, far
better than the prasent one, although its very unfair
to compare the Weinbsrger team in the first month to
the Brown team at the end of four years, although
that’s human nature., You kuow, Fred Ikls’would be

s hell of a lot mors kuowladgeable than I am if I
wers coming in at the beginning and he were going
ocut at the end of four years. So its very unfair.
Nonethelsss, ss an old analyst and msnager I just

think we had a better team. I think that will be

proven. 1 hope not.
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Let me get back to the role of under secrstary for
policy. It was ny 1979 perception that thers was no
senior official or group of officials in the eutire
Pentagon, in fact in the entire US government, who
were seriously thinking strategically about wvhare

we were going., By this time, the niddle of the

third year of the Carter administration, we were so
busy putting out fires all éut the place, that it
increased the normsl tendency of sll top management
to deal with the stuff in the in-box. This government
spent wors time on the Ivanian hostage crists than

it had on NATO for four years. This administration
also spent more time arguing with the Congress in
1980 over SALY than it spent on the entire defense
budget dabate for four years. This is real life.
Heuce it was all the mors immportant to try to figure
out whers the hall we’re going and what broad pou.cy
and priority should be., This is oot done by PASE because
PASR 19 too programmatic. PALR nakes o bettar stad
at it than anybody else, and PASE had, all things
considered, the highest quality staff in the Pentagon.
By that I nsan the staff guys up through deputy
sssistant sscretary, snd Russell Murray. I am a

great admirer of Russ. I did not see my job as being
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to add s new layer of management by taking over from
McGiffert and Slocombe and Dan Murphy except to
supervise then. They seemed to me to be pratty well
in charge of their shops (remember this was late in
the sdninistration). Instead I thought the important
thing was for me to put my fapriut on DoD by doing
something that they had not dome. Thag was to deal
with high policy and military strategy.

Let we add that it had become patently clesr to me
that what I have always suspected about the military
vas trus. The JCS and Joint Staff do not handle
strategy. I1f there is any strategic thinking, it's
in the individusl services. The chairmsn msy have
scae strategic idess, but unless they'rs in agreement
with those of the chiefs there's no place that he

can go. The JCS do not think or develop strategy as
I conceive of it. Instesd they are busy adjudicating
among the services, fighting with 0SD, and fighting
among themselves ovar two gut issues:t One, how to
divide up the pie, and two, how to divide up the
command relatiocuships. In short, they log roll.

The chief contribution of the JC3 over the last 1S
months on the RDF and the Persian Gulf has beem to
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Goldberg:

Komer:

argus to the point of total frustration about command
relationships. My reaction wvas that until we got
something to command, I dida't give a damn about the
command relationships. That's what I told Harold.
He said, "should I do something about this?” and I
said, "Why? Lat P.X. and Volney Warner argue about
it. Ve haven’'t got enough troops yet. To the exteat
ve do have troops, wa can’t get them out there. So
why argue prematurely nbout' vho commands what?”
Harold said, “Let's leave it to the next guy.”

Do you know that the services for the laet 15 or 20
years, and the JCS, have spent s0 much of the time
trying to find out what natiomal policy is? They'rs
always asking and looking at all the documents; they
try to find it in presidential msssages, speechas,
vhatever; there's nothing of the kind that emerged.
You remember we had that during the Eisechower
administration -~ the NSC papers and the 0CB business.
Ever since, they've been trying to find out what
policy is, and that's one of their excuses for not
coning up with ay strategic plans or thinking.

And it is a cop—out. You know it is and I know it
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is, and I have told the chiefs that it is; th-i'c is
no compendium of nationsl strategy. NSC/68 wd;:ggi
generia. It was ons of s kind -~ a brilliant pulling
together of what -ﬁ really nseded to do in the Cold
War, NSC 68 had such an impact on the establishaent,
psrticularly since it was proved right after being
vritten by the Korean War and NATO and all sorts of
things. The wilitary have ever since been looking
for mother NSC 68. I'm a veteran of this battle
because I've been involved with the NSC since 1957,
and they used to try to get me to work on drafting
basic nationsl security policy (BNSP). In 1961 I
told Mac Bundy and he told Prssident Kennady that it
was a wvaste of time to try to develop e BNSP., When
Walt Rostow disagreed, Msc had one of his magnificent
inspirations. He said, "Wslit, you develop a BNSP,."
Walt worked for nines months on it. He couldn’t get
any help from ms or anybody else in the NSC staff.

We were all busy worrying sbout the Shah and Cube
and missiles. Finally, after Walt got sent over to
Stgto'o Policy Planning Steff in “the night of the
long knives,” he had time to work on this problem.

He finally developed his draft of a new BNSP and

sent it out for concurrence, The chiefs, his strongest
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supporters, had besen clasoring for a new BNSP (they
had been for tem yesars). Two months later they sent
the draft back. The chiefs didn't even bother to
say that Walt's draft was super and in general they
1liked it. They came back with sbout 200 corrections
aud changes. At this, I said to Buandy, "Mac, Walt's
going to go spe vhen he sees it; here ha's tried
really to do what the chiefs wvanted —~ for his friend
Bus Wheeler, stc.” Walt just about torxe his hair
out. At that point Bundy said, "I'm not going to
have an argument over 200 piddling changes with the
JC8, scratch the exercise.” That was the end of

BNSP.
They wersa't necessarily piddling changes.

Well, scme of them were e lot more than piddling, I

didn't mean that.

I watched that procedurs for years in the 50s and
early 60s until it was cut out, and do you kanow what
they were always doing? Each service was trying to
get the language in that would give it the most
flexibility and elbow room for the future; a kind
of interpretation they wanted to give it. They

often got it.
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Komer$ Lat me return to my thems. The chiefs weren't
doing strategic thinking. The NSC waen't doing strategic
thinking. DoD's policy cluster wasan't doing strategic
thinking, So I thought I would try my haud at it,
and as luck wuld have it, we acquired a crisis before
I had been i{n office ss under secretary for two
months. The Afghan crisis ou top of the Iranian
revolution created a new power Vl;!utll which required
us to develop the strategic concept for desling with
the threats in the Persisn Gulf. I must have spent
as much as half -y tine in 1960~81 dealing with the
Persian Gulf-Indian Ocsan area from a broad strategic
point of view at the beginning, then all the way
down to the most specific progras initiatives because
the services didn't put any money in to fund the RDF
or MILCON or anything else. They "gold watched” it.
In other words, if you guys up) there in 08D and the
president want this stuff, give it to us as an add~-
on. We aren't going to put it into the program
unlass he forces it in, So I had to help force it
in and probably did more of that then anybody elss.

This got me full tilt into the strategic bdusiness,
We had to have soms kind of a concept for what {t
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Vas we wers going to do out thevre. You can't just
create an RDY for nothing, What size RDF, how should
it be equipped? Where should we plan to send it?

Is the Navy idea that you can defend the Persisn
Gulf oil from the rear, from the Arsbian Ses, o
valid one? Of course it isn’'t. The only way

to credibly defend the ofl is from im fromt of iz,
not behind it. If the Russiane dominate the oil and
we dominate the oil routes, it seems to me we bave
lost. What's the point of controlling the oil routes
if they've got the odl? Then you want to close the
oil routes so they can’t export. Ridiculous. Or
.ulu the Air Yorce solution. Air Yorce had a rstional
strategy. Air interdiction on the land routes
through Aserbaijan would reslly screw up the Russians
sud prevent them from getting the Persian Gulf oil,
It would validate any "thin red li{ne” farther south.
But I had to point out that they planuned to base 90
percent of the Tacair nseded ia Turkey. I will tell
you as a former ambasssdor to Turkey and am old

Turk, they will not let you do it. I talked to the
Turkish defense ainister, he said “Nyet.” Dave

Jones went over and talked to Rvran even more
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authoritstively, and Evran said "Nyet.” Yet the Air
Porce 1is still working ocut how we are going to defend
Persisn Gulf oil through zir power using Turkish air

space.

Moreover, the fact that we now had to deel with cne
full and 2 half wars rathsr thaa one and 1/2 wars
(the extra half war being the Persiasn Gulf) made ne
want to rethink NATO strategy, Pacific strategy,
and everything slse. I didn’'t see how we could
handle a 3-front probles with available forces.
Even if I wasn't too clesr on what needed to bs dons
vhan I first took office, by 60 days later I had to
deal not ouly with what we do in the Persian Culf
but with the impact that has on everything eslse.
It's emormous. I would say that this was my aain
real-life job in USD/P., Pirst, we faced the issue
in cur FY 81-83 and ¥Y82-86 Defense Policy Guidance.
Stan Resor wrote the first ona, I wrote the second
two. I put s enormous amount of personal effort
into writing the DPG. Russ Murray paid no sttemtion
to it whatsoever for two years running. So the

third year I wrote the secratary, "1'm not going to
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do this unless you tsll me you will force it down
Russ's throat.” Then we lost the slectionm and it

all became irrelevant.

It has alvays seemed to me that we ought to start
with policy and strategy and then derive the program.
To base policy and strategy on program is to me
putting the cart before tha horse. It has to be
done this way {n the short term, but shoulda't be
done in the longer tarm, or nothing will ever change.
But the way this building is structured, this is mo
easy job. Nonetheless I am a different animal, and
I was damn well going to msks strategy and poiicy
have some impact upon the program; I think I did. I
am the one who articulated the best rationsle for
readiness. And I think you will agrese that doth the
last Carter budget and the first Reagan budget had
readiness in priority number one. We are putting a
lot of money into what could be legitimately called
readiness. What was my strategic rationals for

that? Look at the naw DPG, which probably nobody
has looked at since the 20th of January. It wvasn't
sven approved till the 22ud of December; I didn't
get Harold's signaturs on it until then. It says
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the rationale for giving the first prtori.dy to
readiness is that the likelihood of major conflice
over the next decade is significantly greater thanm
the last decade. It‘s the reverse of the old British
ten year cabinet rules., Brilliant, vhen first put

in in 1920, as I recall. Inane when it vas renewed
unchanged each ysar right through 1932. I think 1t
vas in 1932 that the British csbinet finally sbrogated
the tan ysar rule, which in effsct said, if you come
up with any monsy for resdiness we're going to knock
it out of the British budget becasuse there's not
going to be @ war for the next ten years. We told
you to plan on the sssumption that there won't be
except a few little skirmishas hers and there in

Aden or an the Northwest frontier. 30 the last DPG—
‘the one I am moat proud of——set clesr functional

as well as regionsl priorities. I tried to digtill
in there the strategy and the policy essential for
copiug with the world of the 80's as I saw 1t and
Harold saw it. I looked at globdal strategy, I looked
at global policy, and I looked st esch of the major
components of it. This was & solid sccomplishment

in the case of the Persian (?u.u, because they’rs
going to end up following my strategy. Because thers's
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o other one. The Navy - Marine strategy won't
work. It doesn’t defend the oil, it defends behind

the oil aad that doesn't solve the stratagic problem.

The second big thing I got involved in arose from
Bill Brehm's study on military contingency planning,
vhich was associated vith his study on mobilization.
Breha said, "somshow, we've got to do something

about the militsry's contingency plans,” which you
remsaber are the lsst sat of crown jewels that the
civilians in the Pentagon don't get into. If the
sacratary of defense wants to revisw a contingsncy
plan, the chairman will coms up with a little briefing
team and lay it out. I have sat in on some of those.
Thay really tell you everything except vhat the real
plan is. What are you going to do? Somehow that

gets fuszed over. They have the troop list, they'rs
going to send out this many troops, M equals D,

this, that and the other thing. But, they fuss over
what they asre goiug to do. 1Is the Navy going to
concentrate on the Mediterrsnean first, the North
Altantic first, or the Norwegian Sea? 1Is your main
NATO effort going to be to defend in the Mainingen
gap or on the Hanover/Berlin axis -- sll the importsat
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stufff. That’'s the province of the CINC, they say.
We don’t get into that. Damm it, they do get into

it, but they don't tall you.

Breha said that we had to relate defense programming
better to contingency plsuning. Strategic planning
vas being done totally disconnected from program
planning. I felt this a reasonable point. At may
rats, 1 supported Bill and ssked him to come up with
a proposed directive on policy guidance for contingency
planning. He discussed with the chairman and other
chiafe vhether somsthing like that would bs accsptable
to then. It was so carsfully written that he sold

it to them. 1 talked to tha Secratary about it. He
agreed. The upshot was that I prepared from Bill
Brehm's original a modified draft vhich stressad

other regions besides the MATO theater. I was more
interested in mew possibilities of third ares conflict
1like the Pesrsian Gulf than I was in telling the
military how to plan for the NATO scenario.

The sscretary issued in June 1980 the first ever
anmal policy guidance for contingency planning. It
had two key parts. The under secretary for policy
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will review for the sscretary proposals for mew or

modified contingency plans befors they are transmitted

by the JCS to the overseas commsnd. Second, when

the plans cowe in and have been reviewad by the

chiefs, they will bs reviewed dy the under secretary

for policy, on bshalf of the sscratary, for consistency
wvith overall DoD policy. Now that might seem -
innocuous, but Al will tell you, that is s big
breakthrough. I prenegotiated the PGCP with my good
friends Dick t.avuoi and Paul Gorman. I think Lawson
and Gorman are the outstanding military thinkers of
their two services. I could not have accomplished
wvhat I did in this field both in NATO and in strategic
planning as under secretary without the closest
relationship with them and their boss, Dave Jones.

2 I dida't see Jones every day (I did see him at
least two or three times s week) but I worked with
his principal plsaning subordinate -— the J-3,
Secretary Brown approved the PGCP after the chiefs
had given it their blessing. I told him, "I intend
to carry out this mission in close cooperation with
the JCS," who ware afraid their contingency plans
wvould gat out all over the place. Therefors, the

other important thing I did was to put together a
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priaarily military staff to review contingency plans
on uy behalf. I took my best Air Force major general,
Dick Boverie, and said, "you on ny behalf are the

guy who will interface with the ons~star, two-star
level in the Joint Staff on the PGCP becauss I want
people in uniform dealing with the people in uniform
down there.” Send a civilian down there aad they
won't aven talk to him, even though they lika him. The
combination of having an umusually able and flexible
group of senior military people to work with and
having military psople on my own staff work with

their staff got us started very well on this innovative
and, I think, pioneering effort to give DoD's civilian
leadership an insight into what the military are

doing in the way of sctual war planning. ;t was a
revelation. Bill Brehs sort of started th.‘ whole
thing. le made a real contribution. Brehm got me
interested in another big problem ares -~ that of
mobilization.. I became hsad of the Steering Group
set up after NIFTY NUGGET in 1977-78 to follow
through. Here I'm proudest of pushing through
legislation to increass our suthority to call up
ressrves without declaring a state of national

emergency, from 50,000 to 100,000 men., That took
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twvo years. Then I played a key role in Exsrcise
PROUD SPIRIT in 1980. I'm as pleased with having
picked that up as I am in having producad aun overasll
defense policy guidance which I think is about as
good as can bs dons. It's only 18 pages long,
because Harold Brown said, “You will produce it in
18 pages.” Both the DCPG and the defense policy
guidance were of courss reviewed and approved by
Harold. If ha spproves something, it means that he
has read it and understood it and almost invaribly
questoned at laast one part of it. My rapport with
Harold has been based onm my producing staff work
that hs thought was pretty good but even the stuff
he thought was pretty demm good he would modify om

occasion.

I tried to do s lot of other things as USD/P. I did
not wait for business to come to me, I would say
that in my 4 years in ths Defense deo:tunt 95
percent of what I gent to Harold was initiated by me
and my staff. And of that I initiated the bulk.

In other words, I formulated propositions, strategic
precepts, policy initiatives, program initiatives,
got them staffed, sud then recommended them to the
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"~rretary of dafense. It vas almost entirely a one~
way streset. Harold was too busy to sit up there and
think of all sorts of things hs wanted the staff to
do, and then fire out requests and directives. I
thought out what I wanted to propose, got it staffed,
coovdinated it, and then sent it to him. I think he
was very pleased with that.

Dida't you have to referse or orchestrats responses
coming back? Doesn't the under secretary for policy
inevitably end up spending nore time managing or
massaging or orchestrating rather than conceiving?

No. Notlally inand
The ordinary one might.

Yes, I think your word wae “inevitable.” Let me
tell you that I spent mors time conceiving than 1
did coordinsting or pulling together, but thst was
becsuse I was an old hand and I have a diffsrent
style, For example, I rarely had meetings. I was
chairman of s considersble number of boards and
committees but I just didn't call a mseting unless I
could bs convinced it would bde productive. I did
not have a Friday staff meeting. I did not go to
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meetings, except vhere I had to. I called msetings
only vhen it would serve a particular purpase, and I
insisted on ot latting my calendar be cluttersd up
with everyone and his brother vanting to come in and
embrace the under sscrstary. I modellad myself
consciously on Harold Brown. You know how Harold
could turm out that enormous amount of work? How
Harold could read sverything? Hes saw very few
people. TYou look at Harold's appointment schedule
for a day, and there are thess snmormous gsps. He's
sitting in there, with all his in-boxes, resding
papers. Ha could speed-read them. Harold Brown
favored written cosmunication, and oue of the secrsts
of my success wvas I communicated with him 90 percent
in writing. He hated to have aomecns come in and
want to tslk to him. Some peopla have to talk. I do
not have to talk. I think that its better to submit
yourself tp the discipline of writing. So I turned

around aad did the ssme to my pesople.

Trus, I'm much more garrulous and approachsble than
Harold. BEven so 1I'd throw people ocut of the offics.
I'd refuse to ses them. I avoided the ambassadorial

luncheon circuit like the plaguss. That's a 2-1/2
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hour chunk out of the middle of the day, Ambassadors'
luncheons start out with drinks, thean four courses »
then cognac mad cigars and coffes. The State
Departuent np paid to do that. I woulda't even go
to dinners. Back when I was the White House man on
the Middle East, Africa and South Asia in the 60s,

we went out about 7 times & week., That vas when I
vas 13 years younger. I won't go out at all any

more unless its important. Harold would go to the
Chinese embassy only. I think he once went to the
Freach, he once went to the British, etc: The word
got out: “Harold does not accept socisl invitations.”

I did the ssme thing.

I crested time to personally draft memos to the
secretary or letters or dirsctives from him to the
JCS, the services, State, NSC, stc. Much of the
best stuff (this is a 1ittle self-serving) that

cans, memos from ths secratary of defense or ayself,
to the chairman or the secretary, I wrote. I have a
simple view. If the president of the United States
or the secretary of state or the secretary of defanse
is to take tinme to read and sign something, their
chisf subordinates ought to take time to write it.

We were sending briefs over to the president (1
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Rochester?
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wrote them personally). I had a staff do a draft
sometine, unless thers wam't time. But it u-ualiy
didn't satisfy me. It was easier for me to write
what I wanted to say sud check it vith the staff,
which I always did, than to have soms poor colounel
stay up all night to do a draft that he knows I am
goin. to throw in the waste basket because it ain’t
vhat Xomer wanted to say or ain't said the right
vay. It's essisr for me to do it myself.

Was the position conceived for that purpose?

I doubt it. The position was created to rsplacs the
sacond doimty secretary, wvhatever he did. Judging
from the directive cresating the job, nobody had
really thought through what the under secretary for
policy should do. Resor hadan't thought it through
(only McGiffert had very clearly thought it through;
the USD/P was just supposed to sit sround vwhile

McGiffert ran everything).

How did you avoid a McGiffert problem? Did you just

ignore ic?

McGiffart tried to do exactly the same thing to ane
that he did to Stan Resor. The ounly difference was
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that ha did it succesfully to Stan, and he did it

vith total lack of success to me because I had the
benefit of knowing from the start that there was a
McGiffert problem. Guess who told me? Stam Resor.

He said, “Bob, you'rse going to have a hell of & problem.”

You didn't have to be told.

But it was nice to be able to tell Dave that Stan
told me that befors he left. I did two things,

First of all, since I felt that we were not doing
enough about strategy sad policy, I divided ISA fa
twvo the day I arrived. I carved out of ISA all of
the policy planning — strategic nuclear planuing,
coantingency planning, policy planning, MSFR, arms
control =~ and created a ssparate offica for it

under Slocombe. In other words I made Slocombe, who
vas the priuncipal 13A deputy, deputy under secretary,
reporting directly to me. This was because of my
feeling that McGiffert, like most ASD(ISA)'s, was

far too busy on day-to-day political-military mstters
to have time for forward planning. Dave McGiffert
and most of his predecessors, most of whom I ‘have
known all the way back to Frank Nash, were so busy
on the political-military that they didu't get tine

62



£ e e . '

Page determined to be Unclassified
Reviewed Chief, RDD, WHS
IAW EO 13526, Section 3.5

Date: mnﬁ']m

Goldberg:

Goldberg:

Komer:

to do strategy. So I wanted to have the policy and
strategy guys rsporting directly to me. I dida't
vant to have them go through a McGiffert problem on
the nain issues I wanted to tackle perscnally.
McGiffert was unhappy, but swallowed this -- pechaps
because he had hopes that I would get so busy on the
policy planning side that I would not bother him on
the political-militsry side. He proved to be wrong,
but that's all right. You ses, I had been in the
business for 30 years and Dave had been in the
business for 2 years, and there is no compstition

there anyway,

That division is being continued and formalized even

move uow, isn't it?

I gather with some modification. Perle gets NATO and

arms control and Bing West get the rest of the world.

Bing gets the McGiffert job and Perle gets the
Slocombe job.

Except that Perle will have some politicsl-military

and Bing will have some policy. It's not clear to
ma. But bdasically the split I made is formalized.
Now the second thing I did to McGiffert was simply
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to dacree that every plece of paper that went to

the secratary from anyvhere in the policy cluster
wvould go through me formally, in other words, it
wouldn't go unless it had my initials and said
“through USD/P."” I told my three deputies that in 95
perceat of the cases I'll just put & K on thesm; in
some cases I won't even have time to read them. But
I wvaut to be sure any advice from the policy cluster
to the sscratary or deputy secretary or the chairman
conss from the under secretary for policy. That one

really hit them.

Now let me taks a stab at your first and second
questions, By and large I think that the present
orgsnization of DoD 19 about as good as you're going
to get. I would suggest two or three changes.

Thess are recommendations I made to the sscretary aad
to Graham Claytor in commenting on Bill Brehm's 1980
study. First of all I think it ridiculous to have
an ASD(MRALL) handling 70 percent of the defense
budget. Both the manpowsr and increasingly the
logistic function are of such magnitude that they
really should bs handled by a third under secratary,
in ay judgment. Rither John White or Robin Pirie

64




Page determined to be Unclassj
Reviewad Chief, RDD, WHS Sl
AW EO 13526, Section 3.5

Date: waa 0 72013

vwould bhave been s splendid third under secretary.
8o I would upgrade that job and divide the manpower
and logistic functions again, under him.

S Goldbergs Well, why did Brown do it?

Komer: I thiok 3111 Brehm recommended it, You'll have to
ask Harold why he did it. I thought it was dumd at
the time. Poor Robin and Dick Danzig were going
crasy, and one of the consequences was that they
wera so busy they never got a chancs to overhaul and
retool that lousy old shop thay had. All those old

crocks in it, etc.

L also feel very strongly that one of DoD's worst
flaws lies in the JCI organisation and not ia O0SD.
For 13 years I have baen very much a belisver that
we should split the JC8 off from the services. The
JC3 should be full-time senior people who have
already been servica chiefs, or at any rate four
stars, vho spend all their time on strategic planning,
strategic policy, and advising the secrstary. The
prizsary purpose would be to gt sway from service
parochiglism., Today a member of the JCS is also s
service chief, and I would estimate spends 90 to 93

parcent of his time on service matters and only 5 to
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10 perceat om JCS mattsrs. I don't think you would
find a member of the JCS who would dissgree with

that allocation. The chairmen of course is in o

quite different situation. I just don't think that
sexvice chisfs who can only spend 3 or 10 percent of
their time on the sort of issues the JCS ought to

be struggling with can do the kind of job that needs
to be done. This {s one of the reasons why the JCS
don't get involved enough in strategy and policy or
why, vhen thay do, they take positions which reflect

the lowest common denominator of interservice sgreement,
Don't you think your percentages are too low there?

As 1 said ir, I was thinking of it. It msy even be

too low, Maybe 98 percent.
Oh no, I mean your 5 or 10 percent.

No! When you say low I just dom't think so. It
would be interesting toc ask Shy Meyer. Or ssk Dave
Jones becsuse he wus a service chief, of courss.
There is mnother thing that I fael wery strongly
should not be changed. I have been involved with
systens malysis since it was created by McNamars in

the early 60s. I emphatically believe thst ths
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systeas malysis shop must report directly to the
secretary and vork only for him. Otherwise, it is
not going to be able to do its job. That’s the same
principle which led me to say to Harold Brown that
I'd be happy to work for him even without pay, but
ny ons boundary condition was that I would work only
for him. 7You can't put PASE, as its called now,
under the under sacretary for policy when thers's
another guy who is the equivalent to the under
secratary for policy called the under secretary for
research, development, and acquisition, who has more
woney to play with than the policy guy does and ths
ASD(MRASL) controls the other 70X of the Pentagon
budget. USD/P dossn't have any monay. He's just
thetoric. Nor should you put systems anslysis under
the comptroller; which was the way it begsn, with
Charlis Hitch as Assistant Secretary (Comptroller).

Isn't that what's being considered now?

I heard it was being considered. I just don't think
you ought to do it. I think that PALE gives a
service to the secretary and I might add to the
under secretaries. I presume Bill Perry says the
sane. PALE gives absolutely invalusble advice. I
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cannot abide those vho argus aver the beneful
influence of PASE. It has influeuce only 1if the
policy makers accept its advice. But I certainly
want their analysis and advice. 1'm a big bdoy; &
have o hesitation in tslling PALE when I disagres
wvith them. It's an sbdication of responsibility 1f
I don’t. They say the systems snalysts make policy
or programs. Thsy only maks it by default,

Now my working reslationshipe with the secretary,
ete.t 90 percent in writing. It's the way Harold
pnhrfcd it, and I was perfectly bappy with it,
because it worked extremely well. This 1s not
bacause Harold didn't like me, or dida't want to see
ms. It's becauss Harold found talking much less
efficient than reading. He much preferred to sit
thers with his hi-fi playing and read all the papers.
I wrote srticulate pspers, very short, very well
argued; I would rewrite them somatimes seves or
eight times (used to drive my sscretaries crasy).
If it was o very important paper, I was going to
carve it like a sculpture., And it really peid off.
Harold could tell vhat cams from me, Also I have a
very informal style, shich he doesn't admire but
which he finde very useful. I'=m a great believer in
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saying: "I think it would be dumb to do that.
Here's why.” 1It's not elegant, not bmuctutte;

but does it save time!

Goldbergs Do you get "pari passu” into any of them?

Komer Yes, yes. Harold loved Latin, Greek, French, German,
Ruseian history, astronomy, it doesn't matter -— thag
Renaissance nan seemed to know it all, My relattionship
with Bill Perry on the other hand was very warm. He
would call ms all the tine on stuff snd I would call
him. We worked very closely together, and I think
1t was just two congenial personalities who had
respect for each other. With Graham, I didn't have
that much business, but vhat 1little business I had I
thoroughly enjoyed. With Harold, other people rarely
got to 'uy anything at meetings, etc. I was one of
the few who ever dared to speak up, but I can assurs
you only on those things whers I felt I knew wore
about the subject than he did. Graham, on the other
hand, had absolutely no side. He had total self
confidence; it would not bother Graham at all to go
to an NSC maeting or am SCC mseting and say, "Bod
will handle this issus because he knows more sbout
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Goldberg:

Rochester:

. Komer?

it than I do.” Didu’t bother him one damn bMt. He

was perfectly sacurs.
He was a nsnager.

Harold would rarely acknowledge that saybody else
knew anything or that he himself didn't koow it.
Perhaps it dothered him to ssy Komer is a Mg expert
on this or I'm spesking Komer's brief. If he's at a
meeting, he's going to be the guy who does the
vheeling and dealing. And ha did it desutifully, X

nust say.
Were meetings of the top staff held regularly?

No, there were very few staff meetings. ‘rh‘.only
reason ve had the AFPC was ¢0 that all the top OSD
management could ses Harold Brown in the flesh at
lsast cuce ¢ wesk. AFPC nectings wers strictly
dramatic monologuss on the part of Harold Brown, who
addvessed avery issue, did 99.9 perceat of the
talking and got up sud left when he was through with
the sgenda. The meetings were "morale building.”
They wers slso a wvay for Harold to communicate
various broad viewe sbout the defenss budget and
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Komer:

other things to all of his top aanagement down
through assistant secretary and all the assistants
and sassistants to the sssistants. He would frequently
give a little debriefing adout what happened at the
cabinet masting or Friday White House policy sessions,
though never on sensitive matters. No, there was no
system of meetings. Ths ouly important operative
meeting that Harold held regularly was LA/PA in the
morning, and that was strictly with his personal

staff plus Ross and Stempler. Plus the Tuesday
meeting with the JC3 (I attended), vhich also tended

to be Brown's dramatic monologue.
Lagislative affairs aad public affairs?

Yes. At ons point I was askad if I thought I ought
to coms, and I said, "God, No.” They had them st 8
o'clock in the morning, mostly on the ﬁcfcnu

Department vs. the outside world, Congress and the media.

I've desalt with question #2, 1 think. Yas, I've had
great difficulty in getting the Pemtgon buresucracy
to agree on basic policy. Therefore, I chose to
operate quite differeantly than Stan Resor, Stan went

right down to the wire trying to negotiate with
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everybody else in the Pentagon -~ with the thrse
services, factions within the services, with other
offices. Instead I basically wrote the key parts of
ay DPG, sent it out, got their comments back, reviewed
all of them, and proceeded to {gnore 63-75 percent

of them. I modified the 10X vhera we had been
unclear, and weut back only on maybs 10 percent

vhere I thought the critics had legitimate cases.

Then after I heard argument and proposed compromises
as far as I could, I decided the matter.

In the 1981 DPG case, I also thought that Harold and

I, particularly after we had lost the election, did

not want another congensus document. We naeded

rather a document that laid out cogeatly and coharently
what we thought the defense policy and strategy of

the U.S. ought to be = a legacy if you will. BEven
:hon- I had to make some compromises bacause even

after we lost the election the damn State Department

kept moaning., I will gt to that in a moment.

Rochester: Which service gave you the toughsst time, tended to
be the most obstructionist?

Komer: The Navy, almost invariably. The Navy lives in a different
world, I'm not sure the Navy's accepted 08D yet.
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Goldbergs O0SD doesn't recoguise Neptune.

Komer:
Goldberg:

Komer:

Goldbergs

Yes we do, we just doa't want to give them all the nymphs.

Neptune is God and Mahsn is his prophet.

Should the undersecretary be basically s msnager or

an asalyst? I think he should try to bs both, and I
vas bothe I was one of the best managers in the
building, in my judgment. I've had a lot of mansgerisl
experience, but I hope I was also the premier civilien
strategic thinker in the building ~- partly by
default, because there just weren’t any others at

top levels. They were too busy being mansgers.

Well, you caun throw the uilitary ian too for that matter.
Yas, including the military, although ca a man-for—

man basis a top military mind is probably better on
military strategy than s civilian one because the
military at least have some experience with the nuts
and bolts and most of the civilians doa't.

As for the question on the military-industrisl
complex, I'11l finesss it. I doubt that such a
complex really exists, and I don't know why Eisenhower
was playing games. Question number 4 is not ay bag
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though I have views on it. On muaber 3, I ses no
major chaage in U.S. strategic policy during the

last four years. But thers have been s mumber of
significant modifications going in the dirsction
already laid out by Schlesinger aad Rumsfeld, such

as the further elaboration of s countervailing nuclear
strategy in NOWEP, and, over our DoD objections, in
PD 59, The two major changes in strategic Mur
strategy were, first, the much greater eamphasis in
strategic connectivity (to wit, C3) to give the
neacessary capability to actunliy fight the force 1if
worst came to worst. We funded that more under the
Browa administration than wa ever had before.

Second, was the issusnce of PD 39, which formalized
and expanded upon the mors informal changes that had
been mada earlier (under Schlesinger in particular).
It codified our strategic nucl;nr policy and strategy

ia a very comstructive way.

More important than PD 59 in this connaction was the
Nuclesr Weapons Employment Policy, which we dscided
got to put out to aay other agency. This is the
secretary of defense's guidance to the chiefs and p
through the chiefs to CINCSAC. In the 1980 NUWEP
wve developed the building block spproach and the
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ides of flexible slternatives. Walt Slocombe and
his tsam did all the staff work on this, but I too
am a grest belfever in the trend of thinking which
culminated in PD 59 and the current NUWEP, I have
alvays favored the idea that you will have a better
deterreat capability if you were actually prepared
to use mukes, thsn to have something vhich is unusable
because you don't have the C3, ete. If you dom’t
have & strategy, if you havea't figured anything
out, aund the other side perceives this, it’s a
great wvay to gateyourself in nuclear war,

On question #6, about SALT II: I was and am a strong
supporter of the SALT II Treaty om basically the
same grounds ss the joint chiefs of staff. In the
absence of a reascusble (and by ressonable I also

. mean ressonably verifisbla) set of liamits, an
unrestrictad strategic arms race would be an enormous
diversion of scarce resources from higher priority
defense nseds. Ia other words, I would not want to
speund the marginal two to four tundred billiom of
defense investuent ovar the naxt decade on strategic
nuclear modernisation as opposed to conveantiomal
force modernization. I also heartily agree om
thinking the unthinkable. If ve aver, God forbid, had
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to cross th.o miclear threshhold, we'd damn well
better do so csrefully and cautiously, not commit
nutual suicide. I fear that in the absence of SALT
1I or somsthing like it we are going to end up
(because the Russians will) diverting wuch too much
into a éonpc::l.tivo strategic nuclear buildup which
vill not alter “essentisl squivalence” for stalemate
(as I 1ike to call it) dut will .drain off a hell of
a lot of resources., That is essentially why I
favor putting some kind of even porous 1id on the

" strategic muclesr race. I think what I have described ..
is essentially why the JCS unsnimously sgreed to
SALT II.

Question #8: I had limited though cordisl relationships
with the service secrstaries, 'Ihiy are not really in

the policy or the strategic business. They are

supposed to be the managers of their services. The
kinds of issues they iavariably got involved in

(pesople issues, personnel issues), really wers not

my business. 1 deslt far more with the service

chiafs than with the service secretariss, and far
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more with the uniformed military in the services
than with the civilian hierarchy.

Has interservice rivalry and competition been a
serious problem for me? And how! The services
renaived in my Pentagon years a great deal more
parochisl than -ch.y ought to be. This is decause of
s fundamental institutional characteristic. ZEvery
institution has its institutional repertoire, and
the more hierarchial the ingtitutiom, the more firmly
it adheres to it. Here it is hardly surprising that
the navy sees nmaritime war as the most important
thing and wants to put most of our money into it.
It's not smasing at all that the air force is big-
bomber oriented, nor is it amasing that the tankers
have tanded to dominate the army hierarchy, that
they are Europe-oriented as opposed to anything
else, or that they want big expensive tanks because
that's the best way to defeat big expensive Russian
tanks. But I am dapressed by the inability of the

services to rise above parochialism.
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This leads ne to wouder whether we should not do a
lot more than we have done alrsady to encourage
interservice thinking and to promote people who
will not think so much in psrochial service terms.
Ouns davice to that end is my proposal to disconnsct
the JCS from the sexvice chiefs. I don't know if »
Tom Hayward on a terminal assignment after having
been CNO would he more flexible as s member of the
JCS. I know a Max Taylor would.

Goldbergs What about their etatfs?

Komer : That is a very big problem. If you just have as
these chiefs guys without an interservice purple
suit staff, you've got e problem. But you look at
the Joiat Staff and you say, if these guys are trus
purple suiters, they risk ruining themselves with
their services. Therefore, the argument is you
would have to put these guys psrmanently on a separate
promotion list. That isn’t such s good ides, I have

to admit.
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Goldbdbergs

However, va used to have a thing callsd the J33C.
Those JSSC guys vers deliberately deprived of staff
because the chiefs wanted them, as two amnd three
stars, to do @ little thinking themselves. You
remember the army three star chairmsn, Paul Caraway.
Anyway, the JSSC lasted until about 1960 or scmething
1ike that. Fivs senfor military men who did a lot
of thinking om their om. I read some of their
papers. They wrote some very good ones without any
staff at all. They just had ¢ secrstary, a long-
term colonel, and a couple of sergsants. That vas
it. If you want to taks some unusual military
people, and put them in a job like that, it will
work. If you put a Paul Gorman in a job liks that,
he doasn't naed sny staff, becsuse he'’s o far

ahsad of any staff. Dick Lawson doesn't need that
uuch of s staff. If you want steffs, :ivo. them
each & staff officar or somsthing., Give them lots
of secretsries. Give them a little technical staff,

because those guys won't cause so much troubls.

But they still have to go to the services for

information. And that’s tough to get around. Its
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Komer!

Goldbergs

KXomer!

Goldberg:

tough for them to avoid being influenced by the services.

It's not impossible if you dig. If I wvant to f£ind .
out about the navy, I go to the air forca. If I
want to find out about the air force I go to the

navy. If I vant to find out sbout the marines, I go

to the sruy; and vice versa.
Por an army manual you'rs going to go to the navy?

You can get manuals. If I want to know vhat's wrong

with e carrier -~

I'm talking about JSSC. They go to their ows services
normally.

I d4dn't say it would be perfect, Al., I just say
it would be better thsn we have now. So much for
ailitary advice. Take the example of the rapid
deployment force. I was dissppointed in the csliber
of ssrvice thinking about the Persian Gulf. I think
this is partly becsuse it was such a new problem to
them. The American services have naver really
thought seriously about the Persian Gulf-Indian
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Ocean ares. It has not been a primary ares of
Asgrican concern. But it vas to me as the old.
—m then the Whits House '
action officer on all ME/South Asian matters, 1961-
66 So I had lesrned s lot more about the Indian
Ocean-Persian Gulf thai the secretsry, the deputy
secretary, and the JCS put together. Not bscause
I'n smarter tham they are, but becsuse this area
happaned to bs my parish for six years in the 60s,
vhen I was head of the Middle Esst saction of the
national estimate staff in the 30s, and vhen I was
out there as smbassador to Turkey. I was even our

CENTO representative for a short while.

1 am even the "godfather” of Diego Garcia. It was I
who went to President Kennedy and ssid, "Ws've got
to have s base in the Indian Ocean becsuss the
British are gradually pulling out east of Suses. In
ten years they're going to bs gone, and only thas
Americans can fill the gap. The beat way to fill
the gap is to have s base out thers, and the best
way to gat a base is to work a deal with the Brits
for joint use of an island. Doun't put any base on

the mainland, we'll get kicked out. But if ve can
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Coldderys

Komer?

Goldberg:

find an 1sland before the British leave we can freess
that island in perpetuity.” Kennedy said, “you're
right, go talk to McNamara.” I had naver heard of
Diego Carcia, by the way. First the British offered
the islaud of Aldabdbra. You know the story, we anded

up with Disgo Garcia.
Would Aldabra have been battsr?

Oh much! Right on the Mosambique channel. It's
closer to the Persian Culf. It has a lot of
advantages, Bigger island, more attractive. The

only resson we got Diego is because thare vas mo

other damn use for it. Now it's worth its weighe

in gold. lui.l.din‘ it up is going to ba very expeunsive,
however. I insisted on at least a billion dollars

for Diego in the FY 82-86 FYDP.

There wasn't anytbing on Aldabra except that it was
a kind of s naturs pressrve with a lot of nsturalists,

We were defested Dy the pink-footed booby. As to
your question oa the Department of State, 1 already

koew at lesst half of the senior professional
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officials in the State Departazent. My great and

good friend Dave Newsom vas my opposite number as
undar secretary of state for policy. Hence I feel
that my personal relations vith State and my adility
to get things doue aver there were excellsant. By and
large, it was the sscretary of state aud his deputy
who vere the major opponents of half the initistives
the Defense Department thought needed to bs taken,
Thers was a basic philosophical difference between
Browa and Brsesinski on the one hand sand the secrstary
of state on the other, uhether it was Vance or Muskie,
Harold favored e greater security sffort and a more
aggressive attempt to davelop alliancs reslatiomships,
work things out, acquire real estate, atc, nrscunyn
and Brown wers usually natural allies asgainst State.

I had to help smooth & lot of this over and to help
try to geat Stats to coms aloug with us, My personsl
relationships helped @ great deal, but 1 would say

wve had more trouble with the Departaent of State

than with any other part of government throughout my
tenurs. I vas one of the faw people even peripherally
involved in the initiation of the hostage rescus

effort. I said at the tims that it was a very high
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risk and dublous proposition. Whenm it got put om
the back burner and I was frosem out, I should have
been more suspicious then I was. But I was never
briefed ou what sctually took place. There was s
standdown sad I think they were right to freese me
out. There was very little I could contridute by
that time. While I always thought it was high risk,
I am not prepared to say that we made a mistaks. I
think we were the victims of fall circumstance. I
think wve showed the damn plan to the secretary of
stats, deputy secretsry of state, and Brzesinski and

that was about all.

I think I've covered most of the prepared questions,
but let me go back to the last question — umy
sccomplishments and failures —— because I really
romped too quickly over some of the specifics of =my
NATO stewardship mad various facets of what I call
the coslition approach. I'd like to mention a faw.
One is the coucspt of Host Nation Support -- asking
the allies to provide resources which they can
provide more readily than we can for the backup of
our forces. We pionsered this concept with NATO.

It's been around a long time, dut was only made a

84




[ PP - f . )

Page determined to be Unclassified
Reviewed Chief, RDD, WHS
IAW EO 13526, Section 3.5

Date: g 0 72013

Goldberg:

Goldberg:

Komer'¢

Goldberg:

major thrust of defense policy by Harold Browm a»
part of our NATO initistives. Having made it s
major thrust of defeuse policy, someons had to follow
through on it., Since 1 was the one who persuaded
the sacratary of defansa to make it a major defense
thrust, I volunteersd to follow through on it. I
trisd to devolve some of the burden om MRASL, but
thay were just unable to handle it. I fael we'll
have to rsly more aad more on HNS because in pest
wars we could not only deploy overseas in relatively
leisurely fashion but had time to taks our tail with
us. In WWI the Americans had to take most of their
support with them to Burope and set up s big COMME
because the British and French were alrsady at the
end of their tsther supporting their own forces.

WwI?
WWI. We brought locomotives —-
They supplied us wvith wost of our weapons.

If wve bought them for monay they them used to turn

around and buy supplies from us.

But most of our artillsry and aircrsft casms from the

Prench and British.
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And originally tenks too. But that's major item
procurement. I'm talking about logistics. We built
our own damn rsilroads across France. We had our
own damn truck lines across France. And we did the
sang thing in imn. We took this enormous logistics
tail vith us. Thers was plenty of time to build it
up. The allies bought us the time. Our force
projection strategy dictates that we fight our
battles overseas. We like to fight our wvars over
socaecns else's real estate. As an American chauvinisc
1'm all in favor of that. While it might bs hard om
the French and Cermans and the Japsnese, tough.

But now we face a crucial problem of time compression.
Today we not only have to projsct our forces overseas,
ve have to do oo if possidle before the war starts

20 we can deter it. We nsed rapid deploymeut. The
word rapid is thco key., Obviously, as I said earlier,
if you're going to have to deploy sizeable forces
very rapidly, five divisions and s thousand aircraft
to NATO or three divisions to the Persisa Gulf,

that's sn enormous undertaking. In that case, we

cannot simultanecusly deploy adequate lavels of
support. Therefors, ipso facto, there is an imperative
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Goldberg:

Komer:

strategic requirament for st lsast initiaslly drawing
ths nsximum uomi of supply and support from ths
locals, whether in the Persian Gulf, in Jspan, Korea
or in NATO. We have carried HNS analysis and
initiatives based m it well beyond what had beem
even thought about bhefors 1977. We included in the
LIDP at ny suggestion a "transatlantic bargain” vhdrcby
our U.8. Rapid Reinforcement Program would be tied

to Buropean sgreement to provids numerous kinds of
transport and other support. Since it involved
mostly wartime allocation of existing civil assets,
wve wers confident our allies would find it a good
bargain., T am particularly pleased with our
negotiations with the Cerman MOD to carry out this
HNS bargain. My own stsff and I conducted thesm,

and now that I'm gone, my last NATO deputy, LTG Dick
Groves, is carrying them through. We'ra agreed in
principle on German support that will save us 90,000
wartime support spaces. All that remsins to be
settled are a few details on peacetime cost sharing.

What could you get in the Persism Gulf by wsy of support?

Let ms just give you one sxample. Isn't it parsdoxical

87




[ ] o e )

Page determined to be Unclassified
Reviewed Chief, RDD, WHS
|AW EQ 13526, Section 3.5

Date: mAR @ 72013

that we should carcy POL to the Persisa Gulf to
defend our most importsat source of POL? Ares't
thers lots of refineries and stockpiles out there?
It's like carrying coals to Newcastle. 30, I got
Harold in July or September of 1980 to enunciate a
policy that we would depend on ocur allies worldwide
to provide our initial POL requirsments from their
stockpiles. Tha militsry can calculate what we
need. My ides was very ainply that we'd thea go to
the Ssudis, the Kuwaitis, the Omanis, Qatar, and
Bshrain, and say that if you want to emabls us to
coms to your rescus, ~we wvsnt you to build the

following hardenad storags and distributiom facilites

and to stock them with the following amounts of
avgas, mogas, diesel, etc.” The cost to them would
not be terrzibly great, just for the facilities. The
gain to them is that the Americauns will come and
protect them. Moreover, the POL gtocks they held
for us would bs like money in the bank -- batter
‘than money in tha bank. O0il is more valuasble than

inflating dollars,

I promoted the same concept for NATO., Harold told
the NATO dseuss aministers that we expected the NATO
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Goldderg:

Komer:

allies to provide us out of thair civil stockpilas

(which they intend to use to support their own

forces) vhatever POL we don't alrsady have available

for the first 30 to 60 days of war. Why shouldn’t

wve rsid Germsn civil stocks the same way the Bundeswehr
plans to raid German civil stocks? We can do the

sams in Japan. The escond thing I wanted from the locals
in the Persian Gulf is water. They're building

these Mg doul.’:lng plants. Can you imagine hauling
water from Charleston, S.C. to Abadan?

Is that what we'rs planaing to do?

Yes, ve actually have a water tauker in Diego Carcia,
can you imagine that? The locals can provids the
wvater. Wa'll provide the guns and ammo., They can
provide port facilitiss - stevedores, rspair
installations. Very fortunately the Ssudis ars in
the process of buying 18 battalion sets of Hawks.
Raytheon sold them in addition & very good little
Hawk maintenance fscility, manned by contrsct
employses working for Raytheon. If we deploy to
the Persisn Gulf, how many Hawks sre we going to
have to take with us? Oh, 6 or 7 battalions at
least, but we can gat them repaired out there in
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that Jsudi facility. Maybe the Saudis ocught to
overbuild that facility so that instead of being
able to process and rework 10 Havk missiles a day
they can do 20, The Sasudis will pay for that like a
shot as long as it flies the Saudi flag, and 1is a
Saudi installation, not American, but it'll still be
run by the ssme paople, Raytheon. Thke U.S. taxpayer
will not have to pay a penny for it, directly.
Indirectly of courss, he's paying for it through
vhat we pay for gasoline, I have no hesitation
sbout ssking host nation support from these rich
bastards who are screwing us. What the helll

Next HNS ides: Air dafense. A few days after I
left office we signed an MOU with the British which
I think hss great potentisl. Ths deal, which took
two years to work, and which I invented, was that
the United States Air Force would buy six squadrons
worth of Rapier asntisircraft missiles to defend our
airfields in the U.K. -~ point dafense —- if the RAF
would msn them. It did not taks @ lot of pen and
pencil work to figure out that the cme-time capital
cost of buying the damn missiles and launchers was s
lot chesper than the regular recurring people cost




Page determined fo be Unclassified
Revigwed Chisf, RDD, WHS
IAW E0 13526, Section 3.5

Date: mAR 0 7 2013

of manning them. 30 I praposed a deal. You man
them and we'il buy them. It worked. Oh boy, did I
run into roles md missions squabbles with the army
and air force. So I simply said, "Wait s second, 1
refuse to accept the roles and mission argunent
here. I won't aven taks it to Harold. The roles
and aission argument is between the U.S. Aruy and
the U.8. Adr Force. What I am proposing is that the
RAY msn thess things, and gsntlemen, the RAF solved
the roles and missions issue in 1919." Lew Allc.n and
Shy Mayer got together and agreed to work on roles
and missions. 1' said, "Don’'t dother.” What did I
have in mind? Buying 9300,000,000 worth of Rapiers
to protect U.S. air fislds which are @ long way from
the Russisne? Yes, becsuse new Russian tactical
aircraft can reach there now. We intend to put

’ about 48 percent of the Tacair that deploys to
Xurops in the U.K., because it's farther back and we
have longer-lagged airplanes than the /’mdwl. But
my main objective vas to set up a precedent for
doing the same ou the continent. The ultimate
rationality in the defense of NATO is for us to buy

the equipmsat and provide it as the arsensl of
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demoecracy and the allies to provide the manpower.
You can't say that publicly but its the way ve ought

to do it.
It happened in World War II?

It happaned even in WWI to ma extent. If we ever

had had the campaign in 1919 we were going to use

sll those Liberty engines, DeBavilland 4°'s, mv.r

tanks, and nav Lewigite gas. We were building enough
Lewisite shells to have gassed half the world. 1I'm
glad wve never had the offensive ia 1919. It would
have been liks dropping the atom bomb. At a conference
at Princeton recently, I chided the Germans for
cancelling Roland to defend Luftwaffe sirffelds. I
said, "Wait s second, fellows, you shouldn't have
taksa that decision unilaterally because the Americans
are going to fly in to those sirfields under our war
plans, as you well know, and f1ly off those bases, and
you're saylang you're not going to provide a SAM
defense for bases that the Americans are going to

uses I think it's unacceptable that you made a
vailateral decision on that.” Bowman raised it with
Jurgen Brandt, the GCerman Inspector Genersl, yesterdsy,
and I'm going to put it in priant., It's going to appesr
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in Die Zeit within a vesk. I made an offer to the
Germans. I said, "we’ll buy the nissiles, if you'ra
too chintzy to buy the miseiles, as long as the
Luftwaffe will man them.” They have conscripts.

And I thick we can get something there, Now thsre

is a form of s mix of host nation support and division
of labor. Why should we have to maintain these very
sxpensive nissile batteries on somebody else’s soil
vhen they can man thea locally, largely with reservists?
All our NIXES in the U.S. wvare handlaed by Army
National Guard and reserves. 1've besn srguing this
with the Germans and so have Shy and Jack Vessey and
others. We'vas been trying to tsll them, "man your
nissiles and SAM units wvith a mix of active duty

cadre and reservists.” Can't seem to get through.

Look at what it would do to the defense of ths

West 1f the forward dsployed countries provided the
manpower and we provided & lot of the equipment,
That's in fact what wa're doing with Turkey today.
That's in fact vhat we'll do with Pakistan tomorrow.
It's in fact what we have done with Koxea for the
past 30 years. It makes all the sense in the world,

and when s country like Korea gets to tha point where
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it can pay for most of it, va'll charge them. Ia
fact my idea 1s to get the Japanese to taks ou the
5411, and I've already discussed that with the

Japausse at the defense minister level.

The coslition approach is the wave of the future, in
my judgment. The coalition approach Ls the only
viable road to credidle datarrence or defease at a
cost politically acceptable to free soclety. In
theory we can spend 40 percent of GNP on defense
1ike we did in WWII. Ve can probsbly do that more
comfortably, though not politically more easily,
than ths Russians. The Russians can do it much more
easily than ve csn politically. But I don’t want to
think in terms of spending 20 psrcent of GNP on
defense, nuch lass 40%. I want to think in terms of
a strategy, a policy, e force posture, which ve can
sustain at sowething like 7 or 8 percent of GNP,
which is the most that we csn politically get away
with in pesacetims. How do you do that? There's only
one way. It's to get the Allies to do more alongside
us. If we hsve to carry the Japanese and Europeans,
in addition to carrying the defense of the Persian
Culf for the wealthiest psople in the world who sre
sitting out thers on all that oil, I don't know how
9%
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we're going to do it. But we can do it 1if we do it
together. Get tha allies to invest more in the
common sscurity. Nobody has worked that probles
harder than I. My basic premise has been that,
fortunately, we have rich allies aud the Soviets
have only poor ones. We nsed to take advantage of
this fact. We've got the Japsness, we've got the
Saudis and the Germsns. Hence our problem is to
devise a strategy and policy to gst those guys to
pull their weight. I'm not talking equity, I'm
talking deterrence.

Second, since we are not going to get them to do too
much more (we couldn’t even get the Allies up to 3
percent, although ss I say sxternal factors took
over), how ars we going to make 7 parcent? No sally
spends 7 percent of CNP on defense except maybe
Turkey, and of course what they get for it ima't
muche S0 we've got to improve the effectiveness of
outputs, too. We are wasting a lot of money. Do
you lmow that NATO spends more on defense than the
Warsaw Pact? But we gat @ lot less for our money
because of :l‘zc wvasteful overlap aad duplication

between gur programs. We siamply must ssek more
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efficient collsctive burden sharing, which is wvhy I
pushed RSI initiatives so haxd,

I'n going to write a book on the subject. I've bdeem
the great protagonist of coalition defense. I guess

I have bsen the great practitionsr of it, too, for four
s0lid years. All those Rand studies —— I've followed
them out. In fact, I told Harry Rowen, "You know,
Harry, the Rand work that had the greatest and most
direct and immediste inpact omn U.S5. policy was not

your damm SAC basing study, it was my NATO studies.”
Anything else or can I go homa?

May we ask you ons mors question? What are your

views on the volunteer srmy?

The volunteer army in my view was a political
imperative bacsuse of the post-Vietnam syndrome.
There was no way we could have sustained the draft in
the anti-military mood engendered by the Vietnam

war. There is little doudt in ay mind that s draft
is & more efficient way to generate manpower,
particularly if we are willing to psy draftess less
than & living wage, vhich is vhat most other forces

do = the Ruseisns, the Germans, the French, atc.
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But, if, as Harold Brown told me we might have to

do, wve had to pay draftses as much as we're paying
volunteers, then you do not get the same degrees of
efficiency. You gat a richer slica of American society;
that's vlnt it comes down to. I1I've always worried
about the inequity of drafting (out of let's say a class
of 1981 of 2 nillion) only 400,000 people or something
like that, ia which ons out of every four goes. But
universal nilitary services in fact sre big make~-
work prograss, sud I don't think we ought to waste
money that way just in order to satisfy the one out

of four who get picked, But if you're going to pick
only one out of 4 or 5, or even ons out of 3, then
you can't pay them only $100 a moath. That would
really be unfair, The 3 or & people who don't get
picked get to go out into the market place and msks
$10 an hour, but the 25 percent who do gst picked

get called up and they don't make & living to boot?
Thare are other ways and means of giving them lump
sums when they leave, sbove all giving them the GI
bi1l, stc. In any cass, the big problem is retention
of professionals. We can solve this by revising the

incentive structure and really paying these electromic
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technicians, nissileers, submarine torpedomes, or
nuclear engineers vhat they're worth. Lastly, even
it e draft would solve our msmpower problems I would
oppose it at this time. My reason is that the very
act of going for it would creste sn enormous politicsl
issus in this country, an issue so divisive that
wrangling over it would dilute our focus on more
pressicg defense buildup issues. It vould be a great
ved herring, and might destroy the conseunsus of a
stronger defanse to boot. Only if we get in a crisis
and are willing to significantly increase the sizs
of our forces, would I favor the draft.

Bow about the combat psople?

I would give combat peopla the best trestment I
coulds If you've ever looked at the casualty

_statistics, it's the poor infantry men who take it

in the neck. S0 by God we really ought to give
combat pay to thoss guys and give it im pescetime,
bscause in vartime they might get sauffad out like
that. In other words, I'm for s much more selective
incentive structure. Unfortunately, ths present

incentive structure 1is gearad just the wrong way. I
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was reading soms statistics the other day =- it used

to be that a top sergeant made seven times as much

a8 a private. Now he makes thres timee as auch.

Who is going to stay and bs a top sergeant? Zspecially
vhen seven times 1is s lot less than they can make by
going out and joining an airline or trucking company.

Vell, let me end as I began, by emphasizing s couple
of kay points. The Brown Defense Depsrtment saw aun
unusually fertils period of initiastive and dynamism
in defense plauning, defense programming, and defense
spending. That we did not perform in the eand as
vell as we hoped was 1 think, more than anything
else dus to adverse economic circumstances: The 78—
79 enargy crunch, inflation, the declinae in economic
growth, etc. This phenomenon was the same with
respect to the rest of the free world, The reascus
why we're laving big 3 percent arguments with the
Germang, why the Jspansse are unwilling to go up,
are mostly economic. But in my view, Harold Browm
ran ons of the best defense departments that I can
recall, I think Harold wvaes smother McNamars. In
sous rsspects Harold was mors successful than

McNamars, leaving sside Vietnam, partly because
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Harold was & veteran of the McNamars ysars, had
obviously studied carefully what McNamsrs did right
and wrong, and had conscicusly tried to handle
hinself diffezently than Bod McNamars had.

One more thing. He did it under more adverse circumstances.

I would agree; he had less White Houss support.

Not only less White House support but a such more )
difficult time in geansral. '

1 agree with that, very well put. I am also satisfied
with my ovn contribution. I believe that I justified
Harold's confidence in me. I was the first real
under secretary for policy we ever had, and filled @
very large gap in the department, not because 1'm so
grest, but becsuse there was sn enormous lacuns
there. At least I had the wit to try snd fill it
(and probably the experience to do 30, t00).

I ses my main accomplishments ss having been the
NATO and PG initistives. I regret that, primarily
for the economic reasons I've descrided, the NATO
initistives (though we designed thes om a 10 or 13
year time frame) did not achieve vhat we had hoped
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for by the end of four yesrs. But they were imagin-
ative, far reaching, and were addressed resally to a
more effective coalition way of doing things.

The Persian Gulf came along in the last ysar of
Harold's sad my tenure, but probably we will be seem
in perspective as having set the basic guidelines for
Anerican policy, strategy, and dsterrent defense
posture in the Persian Gulf, all in ona year. People
are talking now about tha"rabid deployment farce”
instead of the rapid deployment force. Peopls axe
saying it's a bluff, ete. I will give you the
perception of a 18~year professional who has been
working ever since 1952 in the top echelons of the
U.8. security sppsratus, even if as a junior staff
officer. I have naver seen a faster or more
comprehensive peacetime response generated than the
response of the Carter administration after the invasion
of Afghanistan at the end of 1979, What triggered

it all was Afghanistan, wvhich to aay mind is a less
serious probles tham the revolution iz Iran, because
the road to Persiam Gulf oil in my judgment is
through Iram and not through Afghanistan.
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Ve really accouplished emmormous things in one year.

T notice that the new Reapublican budgst and Republican
policy basically picks them up and coutinues them.

As far as the RD? is concermned, the Reagan budget ia
902 the last Carter budget plus many things that the
Pentagon submitted but didn't get. You know when

OMB drew the line at $196.4 dillion, we had sbout $4
billion mors up above the 1line we'd wanted dadly but
didn't get. The Republicans just took that aad then

weut beyond it.

On the other hand t.iu Carter siministration was very
slow to uuh.n to the realities of the strategic
vacuum in the Parsiasn Gulf. c:::oz;n Iran policy
was not very sensidle, though that's a Monday morning
quarterbsck spesking. But once the President and
Harold saw that they wers under the gus and had »
lever to work with, to wit Afghanistan, we tesally
made up for lost time. You can't build Rome in s
day. I mean it was physically impossible to do so
in the one yesar left after we really launched the
ROF (Brzesinski can say he put it ia PD 18 but there
was only a line and nobody paid sttentiom to it;

that's ridiculous). No matter how seriously we took
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it, 1if we started building a thousand CX sircraft,

if we started building 20 new aircraft carriers, if
ve started developing a new 300,000 man force —-

none of that would have been availabla by the time

we turned over to the Rsaganites on 20 January 1981.
So all the usual instantsneous demand of the American
press for miracles was unattsinable. There is uo such
thing as this kind of a miracle. We have to be
judged on what we got started.

Ve accomplished, in ny judgment, slmost as much as
it was physicslly possible to sccomplish in a year.
And as I say, as an old pro who has deen involved in
everything since WWI1, our gearing up wvas faster
than anything else wa've done in peacetime (obviously
not faster than what we did in the Korean War or ia
the Msnhsttan project or something liks that).
Remembsr, the Persisn Gulf was @ strategic vacuum.
The only people who ever paid any attention to it
bafore were Bob Komer sad a few others. I at least
had gotten us s base out thers. We will end up with
a bllion dollsrs worth of installations on Diego
Carcia, I predict, within snother two yesrs. Almost
s bMllion dollars of construction has already been
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suthorized or is underway. Would it have basen thers
if back in the 60s I hadn't perceived ths nsed and &
solution, vhich was to buy o base from the British
before they left? That was ny real contribution.

If I hadn’t done that, we'd bs naked. We wouldn't
have anything, It would be another three years Defore
we could build something, and we couldn’t buy Diego
Garcia today if we tried to.

So as I look back, I frankly feel that I'm not filing
too mich of a defensive brief. I am proud to have
worked with psople as c;pau. ss Brown and Jones and
Claytor and Perry. I feel I too made a major
contribution. It was ny second carser. I feel that
in only four years I could hardly have done mors than
I dide It was mostly investment in things that have
not yet come to pass but the NATO initistives will
wvork because they have to. The coslition approach
will b. increasingly the order of the day because it
has to be. There's no other viable way. The things
that we started in the Persian Culf with the RDF and
the base structurs, etc., will ba pursusd decause

thera is 0o better way to do it. The LIDP, host
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nation support, the Transatlantic bargainm, rapid
reinforcement, all those things I think will become

f1zed elsments of American strategy and defense

policy. Could I ask for more?

Goldberg: Thank you very much, we appreciate it.
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