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Matloff: Thisis an oral history interview with Mr. David Packard, held in
Washington, D.C., on November 9, 1987, at 10:00 a.m. The interview is being
recorded on tape and a copy of the transcript will be sent to Mr. Packard for his
review. Representing the OSD Historical Office are Drs. Alfred Goldberg and
Maurice Matloff.

Matloff: Mr. Packard, we shall focus in the interview particularly on your service as
Deputy Secretary of Defense from January 24, 1969, to December 13, 1971. We
w-ould also like to discuss your role on the President’s Blue Ribbon Commission on
Defense Management in 1985-86. First, on the background of your appointment as
Deputy Secretary of Defense, what were the circumstances of your appointment?
Who recommended you and how long and well had you known President Nixon and
'Secretary of Defense Laird?

Packard: 1 had known Nixon for a number of years but only casually. | didn't know
him well and | had no interest in coming to Washington. | met Mel Laird some years
ago when he was on a committee of the House concerned about education. 1 had
been Chairman of the Board of Trustees of Stanford University and along with some
other people who were interested in private universities | met with Mel in the early
1960s. | don't recall that | saw or talked to him in the interim, but in the fali of 1968,
after the election, he called me and said that he wanted assistance in identifying
people who could help him in the Defense Department. | got together some names.
I got a call from him when | was duck hunting with my son on my ranch one week-
end. He wanted me to come to Washington and talk with him. | agreed and | went.
He had a suite in the Hotei Carlton, and we visited for a while. Finally he asked me to
be his deputy--which came as a complete surprise to me. | told him that | thought |

would have a very difficult problem because of my Hewlett-Packard stock
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ownership. | doubted that! couid do it but 1 was intrigued with the idea. | met with
a number of people who were famifiar with the Washington scene and eventuaily
decided to doit. -
Matloff: Did you receive any directives or instructions, either written or oral, from
the President or Mr. Laird?

Packard: No.

Matloff: Were you briefed by your predecessor, Mr. Nitze?

Packard: Yes. One ;'.!f the things | was particularly concerned about was whether
Mel had an understanding with the President that he could select his own people
and not have to take political appointees. | told him that the only condition under
which 1 would be willing to accept the job was if we had a free hand to pick the peo-
ple that we wanted. He assured me that he did, and the President backed him up
pretty well on that commitment. '

Matloff: Did you find the transition from the industrial world to becoming an
executive official in the federal bureaucracy difficuit?

Packard: | have often thought about that, because it was an entirely new world for
me. | had been involved in a few things in Washington over the years. During World
War il | dealt with the military in procurement on some things that our company was
making. The first time i came back to to Washington was in 1942. [ wason an
industry advisory committee during the war. | was also a member of the Business
Council, which had arn‘ umber of committees that were advising the various Cabinet
officers. I served on some of those committees; one was at the Treasury Depart-
ment. We met with Joe Fowler and President Johnson from time to time, so | had
informal contacts, but nothing in terms of being on the power group and inside the
arganization.

Matloff: What in your background proved useful in your new capacity?
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Packard: 1 have been primarily interested in management. That was my profession,
in asense. [ was an engineer and did a lot of engineering and development work,
but] also spent considerable time developing management policies for our com-
pany, which turned out to be very successful. | thought that some of my manage-
ment ideas were good and that we could apply some of them to the Defense Depart-
ment.

Matloff: How did you conceive your role as Deputy Secretary of Defense? as the
inside man? the alter ego? the chief administrator? the manager of resources?
Packard: Meland | had an understanding. We never wrote it down. He was very
familiar with the Congress, and had a lot of friends on the Hill. He knew all about
congressional relations, and liked publicity and news conferences more than I. He
indicated that I'd have a free hand to run the day-to-day affairs of the Department,
particularly the research and development and procurement--that whole range of
activities,

Goldberg: To jump ahead for a moment--what were the circumstances of your
departure from the job?

Packard: In order to handle the fact that | owned Hewlett-Packard stock | used a
special two-year trust at that time in which | could put my stock and have it handled
by a trustee--in this case the Bank of America. In order to satisfy the Congress, | had
to agree not only to give away all of the dividends from the stock during my term in
the Department, but also any appreciation in the stock during that time. In the third
year the stock began to appreciate considerably and it got to the point where |
would have to give away about 20 million dollars worth of stock. | decided that was
enough. Thatwas the reason | had to get out. | might note that 20 million dollars
then would be over 100 million dollars today and that was a big price to pay for

three years in the Defense Department.




Page determinad to be Unglassified
Reviewed Chief, RDD, WHS a
1AW EO 13528, Section 3.5

beMAY 0 12013

Matloff: Were you and Mr. Laird satisfied with the state of the Defense Department
when you took over, or did you find weaknesses in its structure and working rela-
tions, particularly in the areas which interested you? -

Packard: There was a great deal of resentment about the McNamara regime, pri-
marily by the military. { had read a good deal about his work and it looked from the
outside as though he was doing a good job, buti had heard a lot of criticism toward
the end of his regime. | had a philosophy of management that people should ali
work together as a team. One of the first things | did when | got there was call on all
the Joint Chiefs in their offices, to indicate that { was anxious to work with them. |
heard much criticism from them about how things had gone. Adm. Moorer once
said that the Navy didn't even know what was in its budget until it was sent over to
the White House, and they heard by news report. | decided that that was not the
right way to manage that kind of an operation. 1tried diligently throughout my ten-
ure to give all the people a chance to have a hearing and have their views taken into
consideration. That was, | think, a big change in the approach.

Matloff: Were you the one who brought in the phrase "participatory manage-
ment?”

Packard: That was Mel's phrase. My term, and the one that is commonly used, is
“management by objective.” That means trying to get all the people in the organi-
zation to agree on a set of objectives and let them each wark with some flexibitity
toward the achievement of those objectives. { did believe very strongly that if the
people who are going to be asked to implement a decision, participate in making
that decision they are much more likely to do a good job implementing it than if the
decision is simply dictated to them. it was just a matter of luck that we both had a
common view of management philosophy.

Goldberg: He came out of Congress and congressional committees, s0 he knew

about participatory management from his own experience.
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Matloff: it sounds like it was a happy meshing of approaches on both your parts.

What changes did you and he make in the planning, programming, and budgeting
system, as well as in the systems analysis that had been introduced in the previous
administration?
Packard: We made one fundamental change. The previous experience had been to
allow the services to put together their desired list of procurement items and bud-
gets for the coming year without any fiscal guidance or restraints. Then the Secre-
tary, with the Systems Analysis people and the other people in his organization,
‘would put together what they thought was a good budget, which was always much
below the services' level. Then McNamara and his people would take public credit
for reducing the budget from what the Chiefs wanted down to some other figure. |
thought that that was the wrong way to do it. So probably one of the most impor-
tant things we did was to get the service chiefs together and say, "Loak gentlemen,
this is all the money we're going to have,” and ask them to work together to plan a
budget that would be within those general constraints. That was a very good contri-
bution because we got good cooperation from the services in doing that. They
didn't always get what they wanted, and weren't always happy about what we did,
but the fact that | tried very hard to make sure that their case had been heard,
before we made a decision, carried a good deal of weight in getting a much better
attitude in the Department than existed before.
Goldberqg: Given the cuts in budgets during this period, and given the problems that
made for the military, did it in any way exacerbate the interservice rivalry and com-
petition, which is characteristic, of course, over the years?
Packard: There was obviously interservice rivalry, and it was still strong when | was
there. For example, we were working at that time on ballistic missile defense, and
the Army had a program that had been generally agreed to. The Navy wanted part

of the action so it went to Congress and proposed some kind of crazy idea of putting
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missiles on ships offshore. So we had some problems like that. But we didn't have
any serious problem with it because we did our best to get these people together
and we got pretty good cooperation. After | had been there a while, | asked the
Joint Chiefs to come out and go hunting with me at my ranch in California every
year. We would spend a weekend hunting together and that heiped to make a
good relationship. We could taik about things informally. The budget pressures at
that time were dictated by the President and by Mel. What President Nixon wanted
to do was reduce the level of military spending so that there could be more spending
on domestic programs. That was his basic guidance. Then, of course, we had the
Vietnam situation, which complicated the whole problem.

Matloff: What about the role of the Office of Systems Analysis, as well as of the ISA?
It's been said that Systems Analysis was given a lower profile and ISA was shunted
aside. Is that a fair characterization, and if so, why?

Packard: There had been a good deal of criticism of Systems Analysis by the Con-
gress, particularly by Mendel Rivers in the House Armed Services Committee. He was
almost rabid about the subject. | didn't really have a very good feel about what the
problem was until | gotin the middle of it. It came in part from the fact that
McNamara relied on the Systems Analysis people really to make the decision on the
budget rather than getting the services involved. | thought that that was wrong, but
at the same time | feit that we needed some capability to analyze what the service
people had done. So we kept the Systems Analysis group and | worked very closely
with these people. But we had to keep them from thinking that they were the finat
determinants of the activity. Ivan Selin, the head of Systems Analysis when | was
there, was a very bright person, but he was exacerbated at people on the Hill. | had
a probiem keeping that matter straightened out. We did keep Systems Analysis, and
the people there did a very good job for me while | was there.

Matloff: What about with ISA, do you recall any change?
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Packard: The ISA situation was an entirely different matter. | had not anticipated
that | would be involved in a lot of international problems, but as the Defense mem-
ber on the Under Secretaries Committee for the National Security Council, | found
myself in the middle of all those discussions. 1 met with Kissinger several times a
week almost the whole time | was there. In a sense, | guess it was partly my fault, but
| got very much intrigued with that area and found that | sympathized quite closely
with what Henry Kissinger was trying to do, with some exceptions. | developed a
good working relationship with Etliot Richardson and Alexis Johnson at State, and
'they simply preferred to work with me rather than with the ISA people. Warren
Nutter, who was brought in as head of ISA, was a very capable person. He was very
well versed in this area, but he didn't have the best ability in the world to work with
other people. They were not purposefully put aside. It was just a matter of a person-
ality situation. If anything, it was partly my fault because | became intrigued and
spent more time than | thought! would in the beginning.
Goldbera: What about Secretary Laird’s relationship with Kissinger?
Packard: That's a very interesting issue. Secretary Laird had a very close relationship
with the President. They had known each other for a iong time, and he was an
important part of the campaign. During the first few months | was there, Mel talked
with the President on the phone aimost every day, and had very good communica-
tion with him. The problem that developed resulted from the fact that Mei felt very
strongly that we should get out of Vietnam as quickly as possible, and | concurred,
too. After spending a little time on the subject, | concluded that the only possible
solution was to turn the responsibility over to the Vietnamese and far us to get out.
If they couldn't take care of the situation, we should just forget about it. | asked for
a meeting with Henry Kissinger and Secretary of State William Rogers. | tried to
make the point that if you want to negotiate with someone, the best leverage you

have is to try to convey the idea that you don’t really care how the
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negotiations come out, and that if they don't like what you're doing, you will go
ahead and do something else anyway. Then you have a little leverage. 8ill Rogers
said, "We think that if we can sit down with these people, we tan negotiate a set-
tlement.” |think §said, "Bill, you're crazy.” So we started the Vietnamization pro-
gram and put that on a very high priority. The Nixon doctrine was consistent with
our getting out of Vietnam. | had looked at the situation over there and | had con-
cluded that it was possible, that the South Vietnamese were making some progress,
and that we should push that very hard. When the Security Council or the President
would decide on a certain number of troop reduction, Mel would push it further and
faster than Henry Kissinger wanted to push it. Several times Henry called up and
wanted to know whether | couldn’t get my boss under control. As a matter of fact, |
was quite supportive of what Mel wanted to do. That was really what was behind all
of that fuss and there was no reason why it should have been so exacerbated.
Matloff: You said before that you agreed with Mr_Kissinger "with some excep-
tions." Was this one of those?

Packard. Yes.

Matloff: Do any others come to mind?

Packard: {did not place as high a confidence in the negotiations as he did, but that
is not my forte. Thatwas, | think, the only major difference | had. We were involved
in all kinds of issues, and | had the feeling that | sided with Kissinger probably more
often than the State Department people did. Butidon't have any record to prove
that.

Matloff: What role, if any, did you play in establishing new functional Defense
agencies, such as the Defense Investigative Service, Defense Mapping Agency, Office
of Net Assessment, and the Defense Security Assistance Agency? Was a need felt for

more functional Defense agencies?
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Packard: i didn't consider those agencies to be terribly important in the larger
scheme of things. There were pressures all over the Department for people to get
more independence on this, that, and the other thing, and | don't remember any
particular issues that came out of it.

Matloff: How about the need for a second Deputy? After you left, Congress passed
legislation creating a second Deputy Secretary of Defense position, which Mr. Laird
supported very strongly. Were you involved in any way with that before you left?
Packard: That recommendation came out of the Blue Ribbon Commission headed by
Fitzhugh. We had worked closely with him, and a lot of the things that they looked
at we were already working on. Their recommendation was that the Deputy's job
should be divided into three parts, with one person responsible for procurement,
one for military affairs and actions, and a third for administration and whatever was
left over. 1 didn't agree with that division, and 1 suspect that this is one of the prob-
lems that anybody who is in the office has with recommendations on the outside. |
didn't see any great difficulty in handling all the procurement activity and these
things relating to Kissinger. | didn't see any particular reason for that to be split up.
Goldberg: Things have certainly changed since then as far as the acquisition func-
tion is concerned.

Packard: |think that there was some logic to those recommendations. As a matter
of fact, we proposed legislation to set up a second Deputy and split the position into
two parts. | remember testifying before Senator Stennis. Admiral Rickover was just
ahead of me. | had gotten to know him very well, and | wanted to learn what 1 could
about hisideas on management. He made a strong case of there being too many
Secretaries up there already and we shouldn't have any more; he shot us down.
Goldberg: That's been the Navy position over the years; they always say that. They
would be happy to do away with OSD.
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Packard: That was really what the problem was. We agreed at that time that the
job should be divided into two, but we didn't get much support on the Hill.
Goldberg: Laird didn't do anything about it. Of course, he was.on his way out by
then, October 1972.
Matloff: Actually, there has only been ane second Deputy, Elisworth.
Packard: We picked that same theme up again on this 1985 Commission, and
actually did get the legislation. 1think this recent experience indicates that it is very
difficult to make a major change in the middie of aterm. A person who has been
working in this position deveiops his own way of doing things and tries his best to do
a good job. He will not be very enthusiastic about splitting it up and giving up some
of his authority. I've concluded after seeing the experience we've had recently that
the only time this can be done is at the beginning of a new administration. if you
get started off right and have those responsibilities properly defined in the begin-
ning, it can and should work. But don't change horses in the middle of the stream.
Matloff: In the case of Mr. Laird, how often did you meet with him? Was this 2 very
close relationship?
Packard: Mel and { met quite often. We had lunch together almost always when
both of us were there. We had a staff meeting on Monday morning with all the
Chiefs and Secretaries together to discuss the issues of the day. We had a very good
relationship with the Joint Chiefs,  thought. | felt very comfortable with them. Gen-
eral Wheeler was the Chairman when | was first there, and | considered him to be a
real gentleman and was very impressed with his ability and sincerity. We had a ques-
tion about whether Tom Moorer would be too much to handie, but he did a good
job and we got to be very good friends. We had a good relationship.
Matioff: Did you meet with some of the Assistant Secretaries maore than with

others?
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Packard: Yes. | had more dealings with Johnny Foster, because ! was responsible for
all the research and development activity. Also, that was an area which was in my
own field of experience and | was very much interested in it. Solspent alotof time
with him. 1 spent alot of time with Barry Shillito and Bob Moot, the Comptroiler. |
found Moot to be a very capable person. | spent time with lvan Selin and with his
successor, Gardner Tucker, who also was a very capable person.

Matloff: Did you prefer dealing with the Joint Chiefs as a corparate body, or with
the Chairmen, Wheeler and Moorer?

Packard: Both. We dealt with them as a corporate body. We had some issues early
on because we changed the theory of the ABM program, which started out to be a
nationwide defense. When we looked at it, we decided it was impossible to do that.
On the other hand, we concluded that it would be possible, but just barely, to make
it work properly for the defense of special areas. We decided to change its orienta-
tion to support the defense of the National Command Center in Washington and the
Minuteman fields. That was a decision in which we had to get support from the
Joint Chiefs. We couldn't support it publicly, if they didn't agree with it. The only
person we had trouble with was Gen. Westmoreland. He finally came around, but
very reluctantly, because he thought we ought to be able to defend the nation. 1
told him that we couldn’t do that, so we might as well accept that fact. So | did deal
with the Joint Chiefs and had to get their support on a lot of things. We dealt with
them in terms of the Vietnam situation. They had ideas about how to do things. Bud
Zumwalt, for example, had some ideas on the Navy.

Matloff: This raises a question. Did you ever have any trouble getting information,
either from the Joint Chiefs or from the military services?

Packard: |didn't feel that | had trouble getting information except in this respect:
that the information flowing from the people doing the work to the people on top

in the services gets badly distorted. You're never sure whether what the men at the
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top are telling you is right or wrang. That was a very important probliem. The rea-
son | became aware of that very quickly was that there were two or three procure-
ment programs that were in trouble, and | decided the best thing to do was go out
and take a look at things myseif. { had enough experience to be able to get a feeling
about what was wrong and what wasn't. Quite often what 1 saw when | went out
there was quite a bit different from what  was told by the people topside. I don't
think they purposefully tried to deceive me, but that they didn't get the right infor-
mation.

Goldberg: We had similar remarks by McNamara, in which he said that Systems
Analysis and other groups within OSD that he used were for the purpose of getting
him information from down below rather than having to accept everything that
came from up top.

Packard: That was a real problem. I'll give you just one exampie. We had a big issue
about whether we should have light-weight fighters in the Air Force. That argu-
ment had proponents on both sides and it was impossible to make sense of what the
problem was. | decided that the best thing to do was to get some pilots from Viet-
nam to come in and discuss it with me. | toid the Air Force that | wanted to talk to
them without anyone sitting in with me. That was quite a problem, but they finally
agreed to doit, and in discussing the issue with the pilots | learned a lot more about
the real problem than | would have otherwise. It turned out that there were some
real issues. in the case of the Vietnam situation, you had to have a long range
because of the logistics probiem, and you had to have a longer range with the capa-
bility of fighting for a few minutes and getting back and could not do that with a
light-weight fighter. On the other hand, if you were fighting over your own terri-
tory you could be much more effective with a lightweight fighter. So | found that |
got a much better feeling of the problem by talking to the men who were invoived

in it.




Page determined to be Unclassified
Reviewed Chief, RDD, WH3 13
AW EO 13526, Saction 3.5

Late: MAY O 1 2013

Matloff: How did you and Mr. Laird persuade the JCS with reference first, to Viet-
namization, and secondly, to the all-volunteer force? | would imagine there was
some heartburn and some misgivings on their part. -
Packard: Vietnamization was a problem in the sense thatidon't think the services
ever fully accepted that the Vietnamese could do the job as well as the American ser-
vices could. We had a number of issues where they just didn't think the South Viet-
namese could carry out the action; on the other hand, there were some cases where
the South Vietnamese undertook an action under the proper conditions and did very
well atit. So there was a probiem there. There were some more serious proeblemsin
the service involvement. There was practically no value in having the carrier-based
air action in Vietnam. That was a complete waste of effort, but| did not realize it at
the time. That was simply because the Navy had ta have part of the action and it
wasn't very well coordinated with the other services. There were some real prob-
lemsin the coordination of our own forces and in the proper utilization of our forces
in Vietnam, which I didn't fully recognize at the time. Looking back on it, if | had
known as much as1do now I think | could have done a little better in turning that
around. We didn't deo it very well.

Goldberg: Itisalong-standing probiem.

Packard: Yes,!know.

Matloff: In the literature, there is some reference to the fact that the argument was
used that in order to modernize and build up American forces we had to get them
out of Vietnam, in justifying Vietnamization to the JCS. Does that sound familiar to
you?

Packard: No. After having spent some time there, | concluded that even though we
were locking at lower budgets, we should be able to get more military capability by
using more modern technology. That was a continuing problem because the profes-

sional military people were not all that enthusiastic about using the latest
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technology. Take the case where we went back to using battleships again--an abso-
lutely foolish mistake.

Matloff: With reference to the ali-volunteer force, were there any probiems in deal-
ing with the JCS in getting them to move along thatline?

Packard: |think that all the services were concerned about the all-volunteer force,
but that was something that Mel strongly supported. The President also supported
it. We had a good man, Roger Kelley in Manpower, who was a friend of mine from
the Caterpillar Tractor Co., whom we got to work on the manpower. The services
were doubtful about it and not very enthusiastic. | guess that the general atmo-
sphere was such that there was a lot of public support for it, the President and Mel
were supportive, and the Chiefs were not in any position to object very strongly.
Goldberg: What was your position?

Packard: That was an issue on which | didn't feel very confident to take a very strong
position one way or the other. i basically supported Mel. | thought that there wasa
good chance of attracting good people, if it were done properly. if we got the ser-
vices to emphasize the advantages and opportunities for young people, we should
be able to attract good people. At the same time, | recognized that it would be diffi-
cult to get the quality of people that we wanted.

Goldberg: How do you see itin retrospect?

Packard: |think that it has turned out very well, all in all, for two reasons. In the cur-
rent administration, Cap Weinberger, has done a very good job building up the
strength, morale, the esprit de corps of the military forces. That in itseif tends to
attract more young people. They see this not as a place to get away fromit all but an
opportunity for service. The other thing is that our economy has not been able to
provide jobs for all of the young people that are coming of age, and so this has pro-
vided a good opportunity for a lot of young people. Those two factors have made

the all volunteer force a very successful program.
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Matloff: How did you and Secretary of Defense Laird see the role of the service sec-
retaries? Zuckert, who served under McNamara, has termed his position as "group
vice president.” Did you and Mr. Laird see the roles of the service secretaries in that
capacity?

Packard: In the first place, we had 2 good clase working relationship with the ser-
vice secretaries. We selected all of them. Generally speaking, we worked with them
to decide what their policies should be, what we wanted to do, and then let them do
it. | had a good rapport with Bob Seamans of the Air Force; he was an engineer. In
his case, we had a number of important programs--the F-15 was going to start, the 8-
1, AWACS, and other things--and we worked closely with Bob to get a general
agreement on what the overall program was going to be and then expected him to
work with his people to get the job done. In the case of the Army, Stan Resor was
more thoroughly involved in Vietnam than the others, because there were more
Army people there and they had problems with ammunition and all those things.
We worked very closely with him and he handled the details. Secretaries of the Navy
lohn Chafee and John Warner were the two people about whom we were pressured
a little bit because of their political involvement, to give them a job. They were the
only two people that we appointed because of the political pressure. They both
turned out to be very good people. We had a good relationship with the service
chiefs and, in general, we expected them to work with us to develop the overall
plans and objectives and then be responsible for implementing them. isuppose a
group vice president is one way of looking atit; | never thought of it that way, par-
ticularly.

Matloff: In dealing with the White House, how did you and Mr. Laird handie the
contacts with the Defense Department? Were certain individuals designated as the

points of contact between the White House staff and assistants?
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Packard: Mel was smart enough to know there was going to be a problem so he

instructed every one in the Department to take no instructions from the White
House without his or my approval. 1t didn't always work that way, but it was a very
good thing. The White House has a great propensity to call up and because it is the
White House people think itis an order from on high.

Goldberg: Congressmen and Senators do the same thing, as do their staffs.
Packard: Mel had been around long enough to know about that, so he issued an
edict that was generally foliowed. We didn't have any very serious problems with
the White House, but there were times that requests came through we had to turn
down.

Matloff: Did you have any direct dealings with the President during the period you
were Deputy Secretary?

Packard: When Mef wasn't there, | attended the Cabinet meetings, and | felt that |
had a good rapport with the President. He seemed to be generally supportive of the

things | was doing, but | didn't feel | had a close personal relationship with him.

Matioff: Did you have to go through Kissinger, the Assistant far National Security
Affairs, to get to at him, or did you go directly?

Packard: Ordinarily, on any issue that had to do with the National Security Council |

waould normaliy go through Kissinger. He had a good rule. If we had an issue that
was to go before the President, he tried to come up with an agreed set of options.
He also made it clear that if any of us didn't agree with any of the options, we were
free to present our case to the President directly. | don't recall any instances in that
connection that were really important, but, for example, on major military actions
that we thought the President ought to know about, such as the Cambodian situa-
tion, Gen. Wheeler and | briefed him personaily and laid out all the options for him.
lust the three of us were there. We had that kind of a relationship with him on some

of the key issues.
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Matloff: By the Cambodian situation are you referring to the incursion in May 1970?
Were you in on that question?

Packard: Yes, | wasin on that one. | briefed the President with the options and |
agreed with the one he chose. We got a lot of flak from a lot of people on that, but )
supported it.

Matloff: Had you and Mr. Laird been consulted on the bombing of the North Viet-
namese sanctuaries soon after you came into office?

Packard: We knew all about that, sure.

Matloff: In dealing with Congress, on what issues did you find its members most
sensitive?

Packard: There were several issues on which we had a great deal of controversy.
The ABM issue was one of the most controversial because there were a lot of people
who were opposed to it on ideological grounds. They thought that the assured
destruction philosophy was the right one and they didn't think that the ABM system
would work. They were just emotionally and intellectually opposed to that idea.
Then, also, there were a lot of people in the Congress that were divided on the Viet-
nam issue. | think the majority thought we ought to get out. | remember a number
of times testifying before the Fulbright Committee and explaining that we were
moving in that direction as fast as we could and they thaught we should maove
faster. 1 had a little trouble with Fulbright in the early hearings on the ABM, but|
got into a good working relationship as we went on. | thought that we had a good
relationship with the people on the Hill, at least after the first year or so.

Matloff: Were there problems when there was a difference of position between
yourself and Mr. Laird on one hand and the ICS on the other?

Packard: |didn't really sense any problems like that. We usually agreed among our-
seives what our position was going to be. There were some cases, like the Navy

going up and trying to seil a different ABM system, but that was so ridiculous that it
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didn’t amount to very much. On most other issues we had pretty weil agreed to a
position. There may have been some where they tried to override us, but not very
many. -
Goldberg: Laird wasin a position to smooth the way on a lot of these things because
of his good connections, wasn't he?

Packard: He had a good sense of how to deal with the Congress, and he also had the
confidence of the military people because they had worked with him over a long
period of time. 1 didn't sense that we had any great difficulty with the military peo-
ple trying to override us. | did have a little trouble with some of the contractors
going up on the Hill and trying to override me. In one case, | had made a decision
about a missile procurement and the Ford aerospace people objected to it and went
to Congress to try to get my position reversed. | told them that if that was the way
they were going to play, they wouldn't get any more business. The next day | gota
cail from Henry Ford asking to see me and and | told him the same thing. We didn't
have any more trouble.

Matloff: How did you and the Secretary deal with the congressional determination
to cut defense costs?

Packard: At the time we were sympathetic with the attempts to cut defense costs.
My own view was that we should do the best we could to increase aur capability by
means of technology, and i think we got good support from Congress on those
efforts. One time | tried to put a presentation together that was not talking about
the size, but the capability of our forces. If we do that, then we can probably get
more capability at lower cost.

Matloff: Did the agreement to substantial cuts in conventional forces help in your
dealings with the Congress over the budget?

Packard: Here again, our efforts to move people out of Vietnam more rapidly than

had been done was a positive thing. | went back and looked at the record some time
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afterwards. When | first came, our casualties were in the range of two to three hun-
dred a week. When | left, they were one or two a week. So | thought that somehow
we had made a little progress. .
Matloff: In general, were you satisfied with Defense’s share of the budget?

Packard: One of the first studies that we made for the benefit of the National Secu-
rity Council was to try to offer some judgment about how the federal resources
should be divided between the defense and domesticissues, and so forth. This was
done at the request of the President, and | think our people in Defense probably had
as farge an input to that position as anyone. The general conclusion was that we
should be able to manage the federal government with less money for defense and
more money for domestic programs. At that time the attitude of the country was
pretty strongly anti-military, and | think the military people recognized that they
were under enough pressure and criticism around the country that it wouldn't be
wise for them to take a strong view then. | don't recall any serious problem in that
regard.

Goldberg: By contrast with the McNamara period, you and Secretary Laird obviously
gave the services a much larger role in the budget. How much of a review did you
conduct of the services' requests and how substantial were the changes that you
made in their budget requests?

Packard: We reviewed the services' requests very thoroughly. There were some
itemns, for example, basic housekeeping things, thatwe didn't pay a lot of attention
to. But all of the major procurement elements and the major expenditures we
reviewed very carefully. Even though we had given the services some guidance
ahead of time, they always came up with a little bit more than we wanted them to.
Then there were always some last minute pressures from the White House or QM8 ta
get some last minute dollars out of the budget. Generally speaking, | would have to

make the decision. On things that were serious, | usualily talked them over with Mel,
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but most of the time I didn‘t have to; he took my judgment on it. f1decided that |
was going to cut a particular item out for a service, | tried always to make it a point
to bring the service people in and review it with them and tell them ahead of time
what | was doing. | felt that we got good support. They didn't like it very well, but
they did like the fact that at least | gave them a fair hearing. | felt that went quite a
way to keeping a good rapport with the service people.

Goldberg: So there was always a certain amount of jugglir)g as far as the service
budgets were concerned. itisinevitable; in some instances a great deal more than
at other times. McNamara did a great deal more of it, presumably, than you all did,
if only because there was a lot more money involved, and a lot more free play for it.
Packard: | think the big difference is that he did it independently of the services and
presented them with a fact accomplished, and we tried to do it in participation with
them.

Matioff: in connection with the acquisition and procurement of new weapons sys-
tems, this period led to the establishment of the Defense Systems Acquisition Review
Council (DSARC) in May 1969. How did that come about, and what role did you play?
Packard: it turned out that one of the problems that | saw was that everyone
wanted to be in on everything. This was particularly in relation to major research
and development and procurement programs. Johnny Foster was head of DDR&E
and he was very influential in certain parts of it. Then Barry Shillito had to fight
about logistics support, and the Systems Analysis people were on the sidelines. |
tried to set up a procedure where not everybody was invoived in every part of the
decision. | made a little chart indicating who was responsible for certain parts of the
program. {n order to provide a mechanism that would be able to review the pro-
grams and again to give the services a chance to present their case, we setup a

group which was originally intended to be very small and provide a method of
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tearning how to deal with this problem. Our hope was that once that was done we
could stop and cut the DSARC out. | didn't realize that most of these bureaucratic
processes have no terminal facilities. You can always get them started, but there's
no way of getting them stopped. They keep getting bigger and bigger. Now it has
gotten into a completely unwieldy committee that is probably worth absolutely
nothing. The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs was involved in some of the important
command and control problems; that was an area where we wanted his input. We
tried to limit the involvement of the people who really should be involved in the var-
ious issues, and set up a mechanism so that you can begin to learn how ta do that
without all thinking they have to do everything. We just got it started and | thought
it was working fairly well when | was there. Bill Clements carried it on, but | think it
has badly deteriorated since. In the work of the Blue Ribbon Commission in the
1980's, we made same recommendations which were intended basically to change
thatwhole procedure for determining what weapons shouid be put into research
and development and procurement. This was to give the Chairman a larger voice in
the mechanism, to give the unified commanders in the field a larger voice in the
decisions through the Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs and the new Assistant Secre-
tary for Procurement. Those three people would be the group that would make the
final determination. Instead of that, they kept the old DSARC going, and added this
thing, too, so it got completely screwed up from what we intended.
Matloff: Did you delegate more responsibility to the military departments to man-
age development and procurement programs?
Packard: No, it was notintended to do that. it was intended to provide better guid-
ance for the services. To get back to my earlier comment about management by
objectives, | wanted to see if we could agree on what the objectives of the program
should be, and that should be done at a high level with the DSARC and responsible

service people involved. Once those objectives were established, you would
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minimize the involvement. To do this we set up some general milestone checks. We
would only check them at this point and that point and let them go in between.
That was the general philosophy of it, but it didn't get implemented quite the way
that | hoped it would.

Matloff: On the new strategic weapons systems, which you and the Secretary advo-
cated, the B-1 bomber, the cruise missiles, and the Trident nuclear submarine--what
were your positions on those, and did you have problems persuading Congress to go
along?

Packard: The B-1was an issue that we spent quite a bit of time on, and we worked
with Bob Seamans on it. The probiem was to decide whether supersonic capability
was needed for the entire flight or whether some modification could be used. We
came up with what we thought was the best option. One of the things in particular
we wanted to do was not to put too many new things on it. We tried to use some of
the existing avionics. | recall we got fairly good support from Congress on that pro-
gram. The Trident submarine is a very interesting issue. The issue was how large
should the submarine be, and that would be determined by how large the missile
would be. | decided to find out how big the missile was going to be before we wor-
ried about submarines. Rickover was unhappy about that decision, but a ot of peo-

ple thought it was a good decision. Shortly before | left, we were about to getinto -

the arms control negotiations. The President asked me to come over and give him \
some recommendations on anything that we might do that would be important

before the arms control negotiations were underway. Among other things, | told

him that it was important to go ahead with the Trident submarine. So he sent word
back that he wanted that done. | cailed Adm. Rickover to my office and toid him

that the President wanted us to go ahead with the Trident program. Rickover said

that he would work with me on it, if | promised that | wouldn't let Bob Moot, or

Johnny Foster, or the others in on the discussions. As a result of that request by the
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President, | reversed my position and decided we would go ahead with the big sub-
marine and also go ahead full speed with the large long range missile. Unfortu-
nately, after | left, they went ahead with the big submarine and then went back to
the short range missile and ended up with a very bad decision on the whole pro-
gram. My original analysis, | think, was the right way to do it, but, looking back on
it, | think thatit was a good thing we did get started at that time, because it has
given us some capability now that we wouldn't have had, even though it has been
screwed up in the way the missile has been designed.
Goldberq: Your recommendation to the President was a political one, basically,
whereas your previous one had been a technological one.
Packard: That's correct. By that time i realized that some issues around here had to
be decided on a political basis.
Matloff: Did this affect your backing of the cruise missiles?
Packard: The cruise missile hadn't gotten to be a big issue at that time. That devel-
oped afterwards. We had been working on various kinds of missiles, but they were
short range. The cruise missile was finally put in the program, providing the capabii-
ity of good control of the course and identification of the target. But that came
after | was there.
Matloff: Can you recall a typical day in your life as Deputy Secretary?
Packard: it never looked at the record very much, but usuaily got to the office at 8:00
and got home at 6:00 or 7:00. Two or three times a week there was a dinner party to
go to. Fortunately, Mel liked to go to those, and | didn't have to go to al! of them. |
usually spent part of the weekend on wark, but took a few days off now and then to
get back to California for a little vacation. It was a time-consuming job, but i didn't
find it much different from what | was used to, working 12 to 14 hours for the com-

pany that | started.
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Matioff: What do you regard as your major achievements as Deputy Secretary of
Defense?
Packard: it would be rather presumptuous to say that | had any, but 1 do think that
our contribution to the management philosophy was useful. We got a better rap-
port between the services and the Office of the Secretary. That was an improvement
over McNamara's approach. The other contribution was the prototype program.
That was a program we can talk about the next time.

Matloff: Thank you very much,
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