Matloff: This is part III of an oral history interview
with Dr. James R. Schlesinger held in Washington, D.C., on
May 28, 1991, at 10:00 a.m. Again representing the 0OSD
Historical Office are Drs. Alfred Goldberg and Maurice
Matloff.

Dr. Schlesinger, at our last meeting we discussed
some aspects of your service as Secretary of Defense.
This morning we would like first to turn to the question
of interservice competition and rivalry. How serious a
problem was interservice rivalry for you as Secretary of
Defense?

Schlesinger: I think that the notion of interservice

rivalry as somehow or other being a debilitating thing for
the Department is grossly exaggerated--it makes good
journalistic copy. Of course, there is competition. When
we think of the favorable aspects, we always talk about
competition; when we think about the unfavorable aspects,
rivalry is the word that is employed. Sure there 1is
competition; some of it is healthy, and some of it is not
so healthy. But one can think of different patterns in
which this competition would express itself, possibly more
healthfully. In fact, I think that we achieved some of
that with the reforms in the Goldwater-Nichols Act. But

the notion of this as somehow debilitating is, I think, a



gross notion in journalism. True, in some respects, the
money is not as well spent as it could be; there is
duplication; and perhaps more important than duplication,
there has been in the communications area an attempt to
prevent interservice communication as a way of keeping the
services separate. That is not particularly healthy, but
I think those things are being overcome, some of them in
the light of Goldwater-Nichols.

Goldberg: Who tried to keep the services from
communicating with each other?

Schlesinger: The services themselves preferred that.

That was one of the less healthy parts of the competition.
They wanted to keep their communications secure from their
rivals. You can cite many examples that are less than
healthy, but the main thing is that the competition
between the tactical air of the Navy and the tactical air
of the Air Force resulted in having the capabilities
available when they were necessary that were quite
effective. People can deal with models of perfection, and
in dealing with those models of perfection obviously the
U.S. military services fall short. But when you examine
the equipments that are acquired by other nations,
sometimes at much greater costs, then some of the

criticism of the services begins to diminish. I think



that internal criticism is always a good thing to the
extent that it is designed to improve performance. To the
extent that it is designed to make the services whipping
boys, it is bad news.

Goldberg: You can have that intra-service, too. Inside
the service itself you have competing interests and
rivalry and keeping information from each other, too.

Schlesinger: Let me add to that--that's the way that God

made the human being. It's very hard to get two people to
agree on anything, and when you have an organization of
three million or so employees, the notion that they can
work harmoniously like clockwork is a false standard. You
are going to have rivalries amongst individuals, amongst
suborganizations, and amongst principal organizations.
Some of it is unhealthy, and some of it is quite healthy.
Matloff: Let me quote your words of April 1974 about the
Pentagon. You said, "There are too many competing
interests, and too many institutional elements here.

the power of resistance is formidable. You'wve got to
elicit responses by pulling them along, making them
understand the mission." How did you pull them along?

Can you give some examples?

Schlesinger: That goes back to the issue of the

incentivizing of the services. I have indicated how much



I had learned from Bob McNamara's activities in the 1960s.
He thought he had command over these institutions, and he
didn't. When the Nixon administration came along, I
watched David Packard, and found that very interesting.
David believed that this was a closely held corporation,
like Hewlett-Packard, and that when he told the Air Force
to go out and do "X," it was going to go out and do it.
That just isn't the way things work, because these are not
only suborganizations that may have objectives that
diverge somewhat from those of the head office, but these
are also institutional entities in and of themselves that
can be rivals, in some respects, of the 0SD. They don't
like taking directives from the 0SD and they have internal
values, internal esprit de corps, which we admire when we
come to war, but then in peacetime one does not destroy
that esprit de corps. McNamara thought he would give
orders and David Packard thought that he would pass the
word. That is just not the way these organizations work;
you have got to incentivize them. What I did was to hold
out the promise of more resources and larger force
structure if they could operate more efficiently.
Specifically, there were the arrangements that I reached
with Gen. Abrams when he was Chief of Staff of the Army-—-

that was the lead ship, as it were. He discovered that he



could convert resources into additional force structure
rather than shrinking force structure. At that time we
were moving towards a conventional defense in NATO,
shifting forces back towards the European sector. When he
discovered that he could better accomplish the American
mission and the Army's mission by becoming efficient, it
was remarkable how much he discovered. He came in with
units in Japan that had been there since World War II and
had served no function now that the occupation was over.
The basic peint is that one has got to convey to the
services that one is not their opponent, and that one is
going to help them become more efficient, because they can
do the job of efficiency far better than can the O0SD.
Matloff: Let me quote one of Secretary McNamara's

statements in this area. In his book, The Essence of

Security, he said, "Every hour of every day the Secretary
[of Defense] 1is confronted by a conflict between the
national interest and the parochial interests of
particular industries, individual services or local
areas." How serious a problem were "the parochial
interests of particular industries™ or "local areas"? Was
that your experience?

Schlesinger: I think that you have some of that conflict.

Secretary Richardson was obliged to shrink the base



structure of the military, and he left me with the
obligation, among other things, to shut Newport, Rhode
Island. We had the Rhode Islanders coming in regularly,
and no doubt that was time consuming at that particular
junction, but the notion that Bob comes up with, that
every hour of every day one is confronted with this, seems
to me to be a little bit of poetic fancy. There is an
element of truth, of course, in the fact that because it
is so hard to close bases, secretaries' administrations
tend to shy away from it. I will add, however, that the
fault there does not lie with the services. The services
are quite willing to shut bases. They are not eager, but
they are willing. The problem there comes from the
Congress. Under this constitutional government there is
separation of powers, and base closure is a major problem.
With regard to the first part of McNamara's statement, I
think the hardest issue is to define the national
interest. Indeed, he just passes over it and assumes it
is given. It is not clear to me what the national
interest is.

Goldberg: Whatever he says it is, that's what it is.

Schlesinger: That was his way. The maintenance of the

defense mobilization base was long regarded as a problem

of the national interest. One has to make tradeoffs in



that area, whether or not one shrinks the defense base in
order to sustain existing force structure, or shrinks the
force structure. It is not easy to define the national
interest, and depending on one's definition of the threat
that will be a great problem. In any event, it is very
hard to define the national interests. The services
define them in their own way. That goes back to the
philosophical problems at the time of the Middle Ages and
whether or not the nominalist view is correct that the
definition of the national interest comes up from all of
these smaller interests. The Air Force, the Army, the
Navy, the Marine Corps, are part of the national interest.
Goldberg: But he must have been very much impressed by
his experience. 1In World War II, for instance, people
like Somervell, who ran the Army Service Forces, was a
power in the land during the war effort. He was always
saying the same sort of thing about the amount of time
that he had to give to dealing with the Congress on these
issues, dealing with individual industries,
industrialists, and the services, too. Apparently most of
his time was spent doing exactly this sort of thing. Of
course, it was wartime, and the pressure was different

then; it was constant, it was there all the time.



Schlesinger: The fact that the diversity of national

opinion and interests requires negotiations, which
requires politics, should come as no surprise in this
democratic institution.

Goldberg: It didn't. The only thing that annoyed him
about it was that it took most of his time and he couldn't
concentrate on other things which he considered also of
great national interest and importance, such as getting
ahead with winning the war more directly, from his
standpoint.

Schlesinger: I feel I share that wview, on account of I

have invested much of my time, not so much as Secretary of
Defense, but as Secretary of Energy, continuously being up
on Capitol Hill soothing this and that interest group.
That is part of democracy. Happily, when I was Secretary
there was greater protection for the Secretary, so that I
could spend more of my time on internal matters. It is a
fact of life that people in very senior positions have
their time chewed up in all sorts of unruly ways, and if
they don't allow their time to be chewed up, their wvarious
constituencies are angry with them and won't support them.
If T may go back to the original question, that is part of
the game of keeping people on your side, keeping them

moving. You have to show your face to them, to seem to be



understanding of their interests. It is regrettable, in
some ways, but not in other ways, that you can't just say,
"We're going to shut down the PXs, because they are
uneconomic." That is part of the morale of the million
men in the Army and the Air Force that will would be
adversely affected. Snapping one's fingers and saying,
"Away with the PXs because they are no longer economic and
the government will be better off to send people to the
A&P to buy supplies," is all wvery well in theory, but in
practice there is going to be great unsettlement, and wise
leaders pay attention to the attitudes of their followers
or supporters. If they fail to do so, they are going to
be in trouble.

Matloff: On the question of the budget, you inherited a

system of formulations. McNamara had made many changes in
the management reforms he introduced. Laird had made some
modifications. Did you change the process in anyway? For

example, did you give the JCS and the services more of a
role in budget formation?

Schlesinger: I did, indeed. I said that I would fight

for a package of resources for them. As you will recall,
we were in the period of declining budgets and the
Soviets' were going up. I didn't have any problem when

there was a visible threat, at least in my Jjudgment, in



fighting for money for them, and that they would have a
larger role in deciding how those monies would be
allocated. However, they were going to face a budget
constraint. In the case of the Navy, it had its choice of
whether to build nuclear vessels or non-nuclear vessels.
If it wanted to build nuclear vessels, however, it would
field a smaller force. Even though I had come out of the
Atomic Energy Commission, I was not a proponent of nuclear
power, and if the Navy felt that it was less expensive and
more efficient to have non-nuclear ships and we could buy
more of them as a result, that would be fine. That was
not the Navy's attitude, but I certainly was not pushing
nuclear power. At the time of the discussions of the next
carrier, I specifically said they could get about one and
three—-quarters or two non-nuclear carriers for the price
of a nuclear carrier. The Navy decided for the nuclear
carrier, probably because the Navy has the view that
sooner or later it will get what it wants from Capitol
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Goldberg: How much did you rely on the judgment of the
systems analysis people and the PA&E people at this time
vis—-a-vis the services, what you got from them? Their

job, obviously, was to keep you informed, independently if

10



possible, of what the services were doing, what they
wanted, and what the programs were about.

Schlesinger: Once again, I had in mind some cf the

conflicts that had developed between the 0OSD staffs and
the services during the '60s and I did not want to have
those kinds of confrontations. My instructions to the
various staffs were to persuade the services, to reason
with the services, but not to get intoc downright
confrontations. Take the case of Stealth as an example.
Stealth came out of ARPA in 1974-75. George Heilmeier
came into my office one day and said, "How would you like
to see an aircraft?" He gave me a list of things.
Goldberg: Yes, we do have that. In capsule form it
should fit in here, too.

Schlesinger: The main point for this purpose is that ARPA

was not supposed to be an independent operation. It was
my Jjudgment that if ARPA could not sell a weapon system
concept, or an intelligence system concept, to the
relevant service, then it wasn't going to fly anyway,
because it would be beaten someplace else in the system.
Therefore, the instructions were for ARPA to work with
something, but to get the service engaged, and ultimately
Dave Jones, Chief of Staff of the Air Force, turned to his

head of systems command to find money for Stealth. The



12

point was that we were not going to have a competing
empire in the OSD that was developing systems that,
because they were developed by 0SD, the services would
never touch, and would kill as soon as possible. With
regard to the program analysis staff, I had come out of
the Rand operation and was a fan, up to a point, of
program analysis. I thought that analysis was useful, but
did not want them to get into deep-seated fights with the
services. So we tried to keep things relatively
harmonious. I received advice from them.but the services
submitted their POMs. I would make adjustments of the
POMs, or Clements would make adjustments of the POMs.
Certain issues would come to my attention. Things worked
out reascnably well. I think that the PA&E people were
happy. With regard to DDR&E, there was extended
discussion on what we called the "lightweight fighter,"
which ultimately led to the choice of the F-16, and which
was part of this parcel of persuading the services to buy
equipment with cheaper unit costs. The services did that.
When Dave Jones was Chief of Staff of the Air Force, he
embraced the F-16, which meant that we could go up to a
number of tactical air fighters. When George Brown was
Chief, he resisted it. He had been in systems command

when they developed the F-15.
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Matloff: You made two references in connection with
Congress's move to cut force levels, cone in August 1973,
that Congress was in the period of "post-war follies."
You also stated that same summer, "It is not easy to
explain why peace must cost more than war." How did you
try to explain that, and with what success?

Schlesinger: I think that we had reasconable success with

it. We stemmed the tide of massive reductions. You will
remember that when we went to war, the Defense Department
budget was on the order of $70 or $75 billion, and maybe
even less than that.

Goldberg: So it was two-thirds of the total national
budget. Johnson had the first $100 billion budget.

Schlesinger: That was fakery, and was, I think, the '64

budget. By the time we got well into the war, we were up
in the $200 billion range. The general view on Capitol
Hill was that we could go back to those lower levels of
spending. A great deal of inflation had taken place,
partly because of the war. Many of the pecople,
particularly the senior members of Congress, did not
understand the concept of real spending. They suffered
from what J.M. Keynes had called "the money illusion."
When I began to develop those notions of real spending and

deflated by the rate of inflation and I persuaded the OMB
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to go along with that so that they built in an inflation
factor for the next year's budget, we began to make the
accommodations that were necessary. We had shrunk the
manpower levels significantly lower than they had been
prior to going into the war. They could understand that.
They could understand that the equipment levels had risen
per man; that the cost of a Marine rifle company in 1965
was substantially higher than it had been in 1945, but was
vastly lower than it was going to be in 1975, simply
because we were providing equipments to the Marines that
we did not think were necessary when they landed on
Okinawa, or when they originally went into Vietnam. So
one had to go through in some detail manpower levels, the
complexity and cost of individual equipment items, and
gradually it became understood, it seems to me, that we
were not going back to those lower levels of spending. We
were up in the $100 billion range. I think the pre-war
spending was about $50 billion. Was that it?

Goldberg: At least that.

Matloff: 1In connection with congressional resistance to
increasing defense spending in real terms while Soviet
military power was increasing, as you saw it, you once

remarked, and this is quoted in the Congressional Record

of November 5, 1975, that you were "an analytical
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pessimist and a spiritual optimist." Do these words ring
a bell at this late date?

Schlesinger: I think that the analytical pessimist was

kind of clear. It was a reflection of the times, which
were not entirely happy for the country, and to the trends
with regard to defense spending. It looked to be and
certainly was a major defense effort on the part of the
Soviet Union. Their forces looked to be perhaps more
formidable than they turned out to be. The growth of the
Soviet force posture, the growth of their units of
production each year, the growth of what we estimated to
be their spending in dollar terms, were certainly causes
of analytical pessimism in relation to the United States.
As a spiritual optimist, I think that one has always got
to recognize that there are things that turn around these
kinds of underlying statistical trends. Indeed, we have
seen that, in the course of the last 20 years. I can
recall the case of France, with all of its discontents in
the 1890s, and then starting around 1900 what was referred
to as the good epoch. You remember all of the
controversies of the '90s, the Dreyfus case, the
conservatives battling the secularists, etc. All of a
sudden there was an era of good feeling and everything

worked again. It, I believe, 1is the nature of democracies



that for some unaccountable reason what is a period of ill
will and bad feelings suddenly is transformed; these
problems don't disappear, but they do recede, and there is
a lot of good will and harmony expressed. I think over
time that one has got to rely on that.

Goldberg: The cyclical theory of history.

Schlesinger: That's right, and it has been said in

counterpoise to analysis—-—-analysts are there to look for
problems and if you simply look for the problems, you will
be a pessimist. On the other hand, if you look at the
human spirit and the cyclical tendencies of history, there
is no reason not to be optimistic.

Matloff: That was FDR's philosophy on the progress of the
human race.

Schlesinger: I didn't know that.

Matloff: He wrote this in a letter to his former mentor,

Doctor Peabody.

Schlesinger: The headmaster of Groton.
Goldberg: Endicott Peabody.

Matloff: Were you surprised that soon after you left
office there was an increase in the defense budget, the
first real increase, really, since 19687

Schlesinger: No, we had a substantial increase in the

1975 or '76 budget.
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Matloff: 1In 1976 you were having problems with Congress.
It was in 1975 that you made your declaration about the
"deep, savage, arbitrary cuts" of Congress.

Schlesinger: We had substantial growth in the 1975

budget. The reason was that we had persuaded the OMB to
make allowances for inflation and it turned out that our
estimates about the prospective inflation was somewhat on
the generous side. As a result, there was real growth in
budget authority for FY 1975. I was not surprised that
things continued in that path, because we had pushed
things down to the minimum.

Goldberg: Were you accused of exaggerating the inflation
factor?

Schlesinger: I think that we were probably accused of

that, certainly after the event. I had not deliberately
done that, but when I went down to the Comptroller's
office and talked to the man who had done the estimate, he
said that he had been very careful to be generous in his
estimate, so it may have been built in that we had a big
protection for that 1975 budget. With regard to the 1976
budget, I think I mentioned that I knew and orchestrated
it by my behavior that Jerry Ford was going to have to
turn around with regard to that big decrease that he had

planned, pulling the budget down from $115 billion to $105
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billion. Given the controversy that my departure
generated, it was plain that Rummy was going to be able to
get most of that money back, which occurred. That did not
surprise me; I rather took some pride in it.

Matloff: On the question of the all-volunteer force
versus the draft, how did you stand on that?

Schlesinger: I had been an opponent of the all-volunteer

force when I was in the Bureau of the Budget. Al Haig and
I had been among the last people to get the word on where
the President stood. Haig, of course, had a good deal
more clout in the Executive office. It was plain that
Nixon had made up his mind. Whether it was for political
reasons or that he was persuaded by the ideolcogy of the
economists, one does not know. I suspect that for
political reasons he felt that by ending the draft he was
going to ease his problems with regard to Vietnam. Four
or five years ago Nixon said about the all-volunteer
force, "It was a mistake." I regard that as a very
interesting point. He didn't engage in the historic
rationalizations of presidents that say, "If you had
understood the pressures that I was under, etc." He just
said it was a mistake. The reason that it was a mistake,
in my judgment, was that we should have just terminated

the draft calls. That would have achieved the political



objectives. We didn't have to develop this ideology about
the all-volunteer force. But, of course, that decision
had been made when I became Secretary of Defense, and it
was not going to be reversed, so I was under obligation to
make the all-volunteer force work, and I did what I could.
You will notice that in all my congressional testimony I
never praised the concept of the all-volunteer force. I
may have issued a few reports that said that it was going
well, but in testimony, when they asked me, I would
always look at the Chairman and say, "It's going a great
deal better than I thought it would." That was taken to
be a very positive comment about the all-volunteer force,
when basically what they should have asked me was, "What's
your base line?" I thought it was going to be something
of a disaster.

Matloff: On the question of conventional forces, what
levels were you trying to achieve?

Schlesinger: My initial target was to get the Army up to

16 divisions, with Air Force capabilities to match, in
order to build that conventional posture in NATO. The
Europeans at that time felt very strongly that we were
going to withdraw entirely because of pressure from the
Mansfield amendment. I would assure them that that was

not going to be the case and in order, in part, to
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demonstrate to them to maintain their morale and maintain
their belief that we could have a conventional force
posture that was a stalwart deterrent, I began to move
those forces toward Europe and to build them up. We've
been over, I think, the brigade to the north that was just
outside of Bremen, and so forth.

Matloff: Were you trying to get them back to the 1964

levels before the commitment of ground combat troops to

Vietnam?
Schlesinger: Yes. My initial objective was to have a
force structure that was of that size. You will recall

that we could thin out those forces that were scheduled
for one of the two and a half wars that was to be carried
out against China. So with somewhat reduced manpower and
force structure we could have a deterrent against the
Soviet Union that was equal to the 1964 level. That was
my objective.

Goldberg: Did you think we had a hollow army during the
'70s, after the war? This is the allegation one
encounters all the time--by contrast with today, about the
army of the late '70s and early '80s until we got all that
money. Army leaders said it, and others said it, too.

This was a volunteer army, by this time, too.



Schlesinger: My concern about the volunteer army was that

we would not get the appropriate levels of manpower given

the demographics. But from time to time we had a helpful
recession that permitted us to move in that direction. I
don't think that that issue came up during my tenure. It

was plain to the Army people that the Secretary of Defense
was fighting tooth and nail to sustain the force
structure, to prevent a Congress that was bent upon
getting substantial cuts for the purpose of the Vietnam
dividend out of the Department of Defense and that I was
asking for money for additional ammo for Europe, and
things of that sort. So we avoided that. I think that
the issue came up during the Carter pericd, and I think
that Gen. Meyer used the phrase, "the hollow army, "which
had been used back in the 1950s by Maxwell Taylor. There
was a very thin backup in some of those Carter years with
regard to the number of the ammunition stocks, the missile
stocks, and so forth, so that the military establishment
had less sustainability than one would have liked. I
don't think that that was a problem during my tenure,
partly because we were attempting to build the stocks and
we were emphasizing readiness. I had a great to-do with
the Congress over the FY 1974 budget about the readiness

issue, and I was harassed by some of the members of
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Congress because they thought that military readiness
sounded aggressive on the U.S. part. I said that the
great defender of readiness was likely to be the President
of the United States, because he might be called upon
either to deter attack by the apparent readiness of his
forces or, alternatively, to use those forces quickly to
repel an attack. I said that the services might be more
interested in modernization. After it was all over, Gen.
Brown came over and said, "I'd like to modify what you
said about the military not being supporters of
readiness." He didn't argue about the fact that the
services, because of their obligations, might want to
acquire equipment and let readiness slide, but he said
that the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who might
have the obligation to fight wars, would do that.
Goldberg: That was George Brown?

Schlesinger: Yes.

Matloff: 1In connection with the Army, I gather you did
support the M-1 program, and the SAM-D program as well?

Schlesinger: I supported the M-1 and the SAM-D programs.

In the SAM-D program there were lots of problems. I asked
Augenstein about this the other day, and he said, "You
told us to get the damn thing straightened out." This is

part of the general picture. I did not want to be in a



position in which I was allocating the services'
resources, for the most part because I thought that that
would bring out all sorts of pernicious disincentives on
their part. For the most part I would urge them to go in
a particular direction. I would provide reasons, and
sometimes I would countermand them, but that was not a
daily occurrence. With that kind of thing they would go
along with where we were going. I think that we took some
money out of the SAM-D program until they got it
straightened out.

Matloff: You mentioned the Navy and some opposition
within it to the idea of low cost surface ships, that you
were apparently favorably disposed toward. Where was the
opposition coming from? Certainly Adm. Zumwalt wanted low
cost surface ships.

Schlesinger: Zumwalt was a great patron of the high-low

mix, given his budgets, and he wanted to have a fleet. I
think that the chief wvocal opposition came from Rickover.
That's kind of an amusing story. It was more than Rick;
it was all of the people in the nuclear Navy; and it was a
Navy tradition to get the best ship that you can.

Matloff: How about the naval aviators?

Schlesinger: The naval aviators tended to go in that

direction, because they believed in nuclear carriers.



Matloff: Zumwalt was an exception.

Schlesinger: An exception, and, because of the widespread

unpopularity of Zumwalt within the Navy because of his
radical tendencies, the Z-grams. These ideas were not
embraced as readily as would have been the case, if the
Navy officers felt that they had a CNO who was just their
model of a CNO. But given the budget pressures, the high-
low mix was appealing. In the case of Rick, I had known
him since my days at the Bureau of the Budget. Nominally,
he worked for me when I was at the AEC, and then nominally
he worked for me when I was Secretary of Defense. I said
that I was the only person for whom Rickover worked in
three different capacities. That was the way it was on
the organization charts, if you believed the organization
charts. One day I went down to see Senator Pastore when I
was Secretary of Defense. I had known him quite well when
I was chairman of the AEC and I was down as SecDef to ask
for his vote on Diego Garcia. They asked me to wait for a
few minutes, and I was sitting there in the outer office.
The door swung open to his office and Rickover marched
out. I said, 'I see you are up here lobbying on your
own." He was terribly embarrassed, because that was
exactly what he was doing. He denied it: "No,; sir; T

don't know how you could think such a thing."



Goldberg: I'm surprised he bothered to deny it.

Schlesinger: He was always very careful with me--ever

since the days of the AEC, when I had gotten him his new
reactor—--I think it was the model reactor for the Trident.
I had gotten $150 million above budget. He was always
very supportive, and very gracious to my wife, while we
were in and out of office, which was not always to be
encountered. One day in 1974 he came in and as the
interview was closing I said, "I am going to support all
of the items that you have requested, and I expect you to
support all of the items at the low end of the mix, which
call for non-nuclear, and that you use your persuasiveness
on Capitol Hill in that direction."™ I had picked up the
word that he had been up there bad-mouthing all the things
that came from Zumwalt, partly because they came from
Zumwalt. Rick looked over at me and said, "Are you
attempting to bribe me, sir?" I looked at him and said,
"There is a very narrow line between bribery and
blackmail, Rick. Are you attempting to blackmail me?"
That was where the resistance came to the low end of the
mix.

Matloff: Apparently Congress was successful in beating

down the request for the sea control ship, for which



Zumwalt was arguing--the small non-nuclear carrier—--and he
got very few of those patrol ships that he wanted.

Schlesinger: PFs?

Matloff: Very few of those patrol frigates were granted.

Schlesinger: That's interesting. I was not particularly

a patron of the sea control ship, but I was a senior
patron of the patrol frigate. The reason was that I
wanted to have the American presence around the world so
that these things could be seen, for example, off the east
coast of Africa. You remember our problems with the
movement of the Soviet navy, which had many more ships
than we did. I think that the patrol frigate program
languished later on partly because the costs cof the
frigate kept escalating, and, partly, I suspect, with my
departure there was no longer a tendency to push those
PEs.

I want to make a general point. I have always found
it a bit ironical that the Navy would press its case, as I
sometimes did also in public discussion, pointing out the
number of ships that we had at the close of World War II,
and that as late as the Kennedy administration we had 900
ships and we were down to 450 ships. Meanwhile, the
Soviets' number of days at sea were increasing, and so on.

The only way that one could deal with the numbers issue,
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or the ship days at sea issue, was to sustain or increase
the number of ships in the U.S. Navy. One would have
expected, given the pointing to those phenomena, that the
Navy would be quite supportive of the program of the high-
low mix that was designed to hold the Navy to its level.
The phrase "600-ship Navy" came during my tenure. We were
not going to get to 600 ships by having all sorts of
expensive ships, however. That tended to drop away,
because I did not want to be in a position in which I was
regularly designing the service for the service. When
Holloway succeeded Zumwalt, I laid out to him the same
sets of arrangements that I had held out to Abrams, Brown,
and Jones, with regard to cheaper equipments meaning
larger force structure. He went away and came back and
said he was going to support the nuclear carrier. I said,
"If that's the decision of the Navy, so be it." I was not
going to get into any squabbles about that, because they
were presumably the specialists in how best to apply
firepower to a prospective enemy.

Matloff: You touched on the Trident. Do you want to add
anything to your position on the B-1 bomber?

Schlesinger: I was a strong proponent of the B-1 for the

reasons that I gave in a speech that I gave at the roll-

out of the B-1 and remained a proponent of the B-1 and,
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for that matter, of the B-2. I never expected that when
the price tag of the B-1 went over $100 million a copy
that we would be prepared as a country to pay for it. I
told that to the Air Force. I was assured that it was not
going to go over $100 million a copy, but it went well
over that. Of course, the dollar continued to deteriorate
and times changed. I was quite distressed when Carter
killed the B-1 program and I wasn't that happy when Reagan
revived it, because it seemed to me that it would take
five or six years and the loss of momentum in the program
meant that it was going to be less valuable in our overall
deterrent posture. What was a good program in 1975-76-77
was not necessarily a good program in 1983-84-85.

With regard to the Trident, I had reservations
about the Trident simply because of its cost
effectiveness; that one was putting all of those eggs in
one basket and was reducing the number of boats at sea.
The Trident had become the symbol, however, of American
strength. It was so described on Capitol Hill by Scoop
Jackson and others who were strong supporters of the
Department. So it seemed to me that, whatever the merits
or demerits of the Trident in terms of cost effectiveness,
it was too late to unmake that decision. I did feel,

though, that we had made an immense investment in a very



large boat with a large hole, and it was for that reason
that I pushed very hard for the D-5, and had to push the
Navy in the direction of greater accuracy, the global
positioning system, and all of that. The admiral in
charge of the Poseidon program had to be pushed because he
thought of the Polaris-Poseidon fleet as the ultimate
city-busting deterrent that would not be used so you
didn't need accuracy in there. I said that we had enocugh
weapons to kill any soft target in the Soviet Union, that
our problem was that there was a growing target list of
hard targets that we could not kill, and that we should
build accuracy into that program. The fact that the
Trident program was ongoing, that the Trident boats had
very large holes that would accommodate a larger missile,
meant that we could build in sufficient accuracy and yield
into the Trident force so that it would represent a threat
to their hard targets. So, given the fact that we were
well launched on what was a very costly program, I was
determined to make the most of it.

Matloff: How about your attitude toward the cruise
missile?

Schlesinger: I was a great defender of the cruise

missile, and that defense led to some bitter discussions

later on in 1974-75 about the future of the non-nuclear
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