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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 
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OF 

EDWARD R, JAYNE II . 
ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR FOR NATIONAL ·SECURITY 

AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 
OFF I CE OF 11ANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

AT THE NAVAL WAR COLLEGE 
NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND 

MARCH 28, 1978 

IT IS AN HONOR AND . PRIVILEGE TO ATTE;m THE NAVAL WAR 

COLLEGE'S 1978 CURRENT STRATEGY FORUM AND TO ADDRESS SUCH 

A DISTINGUISHED GROUP OF EXPERTS ON NAVAL AFFAIRS, ONE 

H,~S Ol~L Y TO LOOK AT THE FRONT PAGE OF HIS DA I LY NEWSPAPER 

TO KNOW TH.~T TIIE NAVY Alm I TS "FUTURE IS f\ -CE!fl Hf\L ISSUE IN . . 
WASHINGTON THESE DAYS, AND MANY OF YOU HAVE. PLAYED .KEY ROLES 

IN THAT DEBATE. 

I WOULD LIKE TO SHARE WITH YOU THIS MORNING SOME OF 

MY THOUGHTS .~BOUT WHERE THE NAVY IS HEADED AND ABOUT THE 

MANY POINTS OF VIEW BEING VOICED REGARDING THAT SERVICE'S · 

FUTURE, AS YOU KNO\L TIIE PHES I DEiH IIAS WI Tll li~ THE PAST 

\/EEK APPROVF.D /\!'W SU-IT TO THE CONGRESS A 5-Yf./\R SH I PBU I LD I NG 

PLMl -- 1\ PLAM ;~H 1 CH st: rs HJE cH,\IV\C 111{ oF u. s. Ni\VAL FORCES 

lN THE 1980 's AHD BEYOND, FOR SQME, TH/\T PLAN PO I NTS Ii·~ THE 

( RIGHT DIRECT I Oit BUT PERHAPS ·MOVES TOO SLOWLY, .. FOR OTHERS., . . 
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IT SEEMS TO ·pou~T IN MAI-JV DIRECTIONS AT ONCE) . BLURIUNG 
IMPORTANT CHOICES BETWEEN CERTAii~ MISSIONS AND TYPES OF 
SEAPOWER. IN ANY CASE) THAT PLAN PROVIDES A BENCHMARK ... 
IN A CONTINUING PROCESS OF STUDY) ANALYSIS) ANO DEBATE 
ON THE NAVY I • 

MUCH WJLL BE SAID BEFORE THIS CONFERENCE ENDS AS TO 
WHAT THE NAVY SHOULD BE DOING IN THE NEXT TWO .DECADES) AND 
·I WOULD LIKE TO INCLUDE IN MY OWN CONTRIBUTION TO THAT 
DEBATE THOUGHTS ON THREE KINDS OF CONSIDERATIONS: BUDGET) 
STRATEGY) AND MANAGEMENT, I WOULD CAUTION YOU IN ADVANCE · 
THAT MY VIEWS ARE MOLDED IN GREAT PART BY TWO FACTORS . . 

FIRST) I HEAR BOTH OF THE INSTITUTIONAL SYMBOLS OF 
THE OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET -- ·A GREEN EYESHADE 
AND A LARGE BLACK HAT. SECOND) MY MAIN CONTACT -- INDEED 
MY ONLY SIGNIFICANT CONTACT -- WITH THE OPERATIONAL NAVY . 
HAS BEEN WITH ITS CARRIER-BASED AIRPOWERJ THOSE FORCES WITH 
WHICH ·I FLEW AND FOUGHT ·IN SOUTHEAST ASIA. WITH THAT AS 
BACKGROUND) LET ME MOVE TO MY THOUGHTS ABOUT THE NAVY AND 
THE BUDGET. 

FI RST ) T\•/0 TRUI SMS: NO I TEM li-l OUR BUDGET IS OF HIGHER 
PRIORITY THAN NATIONAL DEFENSE, Aim HE HILL AU~AYS PAY THE 
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NECESSARY PRICE FOR OUR SECURITY. SECONDLY, IIOWEVER, OUR 
DEFENSE BUDGET WILL ALWAYS BE LESS THAN DES1RED BY MANY . 

,j 

PEOPLE CHARGED WITH DEFENDING usj THUS THE DEBATE -- MUST 
. . 

WE HAVE A 600 SHIP NAVY FOR OUR SECURITY COR PERHAPS 800, 
.,. 

AS EVANS AND NOVAK NOTED YESTERDAY), OR IS THE 400-450 SHIPS 
IMPLIED BY OUR 5-YEAR PLAN SUFFICIENT? BEFORE WE ADDRESS 
THAT, LET'S LOOK AT THE BUDGET,· 

OUR FY 79 DEFENSE BUDGET REQUEST IS $126 BILLION, A 
LEVEL WHICH PROVIDES FOR SOME 2-2½% REAL GROWTH OVER FY 78, 
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• BECAUSE MAi~POHER COSTS ARE NOT PROJECTED TO RISE SIGNIFICAtHLY, ; . 
THE BULK OF THE REAL INVESTMENT INCREASE IS AVAILABLE FOR 

• PROCUREMENT, IN DOLLAR TERMS, THE SERVICES WILL.HAVEj ABOVE 
AND BEYOND THEIR PRESENT BUDGET LEVELS Aim COMPENSATION FOR 
FURTHER INFLATION, AN ADDITIONAL $3½ BILLION PER YEAR. . . 

DOES THAT .MEAN THAT THERE IS ROOM FOR A 600 SHIP NAVY., 
AN 18 DIVISION ARMY, AND A ·30 TACTICAL FIGHTER WING AIR FORCE 
ALL AT ONCE? MOST PROBABLY NOT. WHAT IT DOES MEAM IS TIIAT, 
TO THE EXTENT THAT THE SERVICES CAN "MAINTAIN OR IMPROVE THEIR 
PRESENT INVESTMENT RETURN ON THEIR EXPEND I Tlll~ES -- MEASURED 
IN FORCES AND CAPt\B l LI TY -- ·r I IEY CAN GENERATE l{EAL l NCRE/\S'LS 

IN THE If~ FORCES BY ;\PfJLY ! i'IG ·1 HOSE H[AL I NCRE/\SES I !l BUDGET, .. • 

. l . . ' 

I 
I 

I 



4 

·THE 5-YEAR PLAN WHICH THE PRESIDENT APPROVED THURSDAY 
HAS BEEN PRICED AT APPROXIMATELY $31-32 BILLI □rL AND THOSE 
NUMBERS ARE IN MY VIEW CONSISTENT WITH OUR PROJECTED DEFENSE 
BUDGET TOTALS, IS THERE .ROOM FOR EVEN MORE SHIPS WITH.IN 
THAT TOTAL? YES AND NO. AS THE N/\VY RANKS ITS OWN PROGRAMS 
IN .THE ZERO BASED BUDGETING PRdCESS, IT MAY OPT TO ·sUBSTITUTE 
MORE SHIPBUILDING DOLLARS FOR SOME OTHER PROGRAM, THUS TAKING 
THE -INCREASE OUT OF ITS OWN .HIDE. IN THE DOD BUDGET PROCESS, 
THE NAVY MAY SUCCESSFULLY PRESENT ITS CASE FOR THAT INCRE- •• 
MENTAL NEXT SHIP, AND DOLLARS WILL B_E MADE AVAILABLE FROM 
THE ARMY OR AIR FORCE. · FINALLY, THE PRESIDENT CAN HIMSELF 
MAKE A SIMILAR SUBSTITUTION FOR NON-DEFENSE DOLLARS IF HE 
CONCLUDES THAT THE NAVY'S REQUIREMENTS ARE MORE PRESSING 
THAN THOSE ON. THE MARGIN IN AREAS SUCH AS URBAN ASSISTANCE, 
FARM PRJCE SUPPORTS, OR ENERGY DEVELOPMENT, 

WHEN WE SAY THAT THE DEFEHSE BUDGET MUST RECEIVE FIRST 
PRIORITY, WE ARE OF COURSE CORRECT, BUT IN A RELATIVE, AS 
OPPOSED TO AN ABSOLUTE SENSE. WE WOULD NOT PLACE EVERY 
cmKEIVABLE DEFENSE DOLLAR ABOVE ALL OTHER PROGRAt1S, WHAT . . 
WE WOULD DO IS INSURE THAT WE H.~VE SUFFICIENT FORCES TO 
ACCGr·lPLI SH f\ DES I I\ED R/\NGE OF tU\T I OW\L SECUR°l TY OilJECT IVES, 
Oi'lCt \ff /\l~E [Of"·lFOGT /\nlY THt\T \ff /\RE Ml\ J ~H /\IN Hl(1 THOSE r-ORCES, 

WE CAN COi~S I DEH OT II ti{ iUDGET Dl:i'1NIDS, . I F 1 Hf·ILY BEL I EVE THAT 
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WE HAVE PROVIDED IN THE 1979 Arm PROJECTED FUTURE DEFENSE . . 

BUDGETS-. SUFFICIENT FUNDS FOR OUR FORCES, IT IS TRUE THAT 
THE MANY YEARS I l·l THE EARLY SEVENTIES OF DECLINING DEFENSE · 

· INVESTMENT CIN REAL -TERMS) HAVE LEFT A LEGACY OF FORCE 
STRUCTURE PROBLEMS, PERHAPS TIIE ARMY AND AIR FORCE ARE 
FURTHER ALONG TIIE ROAD OF RECOVERY FROM THAT PERIOD) BUT 
THAT IS TO BE EXPECTED. THOSE SERVICES' WEAPONS ARE LESS 

. COSTLY AND HAVE SHORTER LEAD TI MES AND LI FT TI MES THAN .THE 
NAVY'S SHIPS, 

I. BELIEVE THAT THE NAVY TOO CAN CONTINUE TO MOOERNIZE 
AND TO GROW IN KEY AREAS WITHIN THESE BUDGETS, CERTAINLY, 
IT WOULD BE MORE COMFORTABLE TO HAVE AN ADDITIONAL $10-20 
BILLION TO SPEND .OVER THE NEXT FIVE YEARS ON NAVAL FORCES, 
JUST AS EQUIVALENT SUMS COUW MAKE US MOHE SECURE IN OUR 
APPROACH TO TIIE PROBLEMS OF THE CITIES OR TIIE FARMS OR 
[~JERGY SUPPLIES, TIIE NAVY, LI KE EVERY OTHEH l~OVERNMElff • . . 
ORGANIZATION WHO FIGHTS FOR ITS SHARE OF THE ANNUAL BUDGET, 
HILL (AND PARDON THE ANALOGY) SHIK OR .SWIM BASED UPON TWO. 
FACTORS -- ITS STRATEGY AND ITS MANAGEMENT, 

.Tll/\T Bin l·JGS ONE Hl MY sF.cmm HlP I c --- Nt\V,~L STHATEGY. 

OFTEN BRrnGs A -CRY OF ' "FOUL''. FROi·l DOD (Ai"W OTHER AGENCIES . 
.• 
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FOR THAT MATTER). AFTER ALL, WE BUDGET TYPES ARE SUPPOSED 
TO STICK TO COUNTING BEANS. AS I ONCE HEARD A SENIOR MILITARY 
OFFICER TELL AN 0MB DIRECTOR -- "YOU JUST TELL ME HOW MUCH . . . 

MONEY I GET TO SPEND, AND.-I'LL PROVIDE THE STRATEGY," IN 
THIS ADMINISTRATION, HOWEVER, PRESIDENT CARTER HAS ASK~D ,OF . · 
0MB FAR MORE THAN MERE BOTTOM LI NE BUDGET RECOMMENDATIONS, 
HE HAS SOUGHT FROM US /\N INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENT OF THE 

. . 
STRATEGY AND IMPLEMENTATION OF THAT STRATEGY BY /\LL DEPART- . 

. . 
MENTS AND AGENCIES, NOT JUST DOD. 

JIM MCINTYRE, f1Y BOSS AND 0MB DIRECTOR, HAS DEMANDED-. . 
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OF HIS INSTITUTION TWO .FUNCTIONS CENTRAL Tci ISSUES OF STRATEGY -- 1 

i 
i 

REVIEWS OF THE DOLLAR IMPLICATIONS, BOTH SHORT AND LONG TERM, 
OF ·STRATEGYi AND .EVALUATION OF THE MANAGEMENT OF PROGRAMS 
DESIGNED TO IMPLEMEfH THE STRATEGY, THUS WE . ARE ASKED BY 
THE PRESIDENT NOT ONLY "HOW MUCH WILL AN AIRCRAFT CARRIER 
COST?" BUT ALSO "HHAT CAPABILITIES DOES IT BUY ME, DO I 

• NEED THOSE CAPABILITIES, AND, IF I DO, CAN I BUY THEM FOR 
LESS MONEY?" • 

WE HAVE EXAM I NED THE RECENT NAVY STUDY, "SEA PLAN 2000, ·,, 
Arm 11/\V( T /\LK[I) TO Tl Ir Pl~F~ I IWIH /\fWllT I TS STI~/\ TEJiY I MPLI Cf\-

T I OMS, rnm l!El. l i~U~.1\ I I (}~IS 111\VE Sl'f{'ffD r,s i~ I\Ff-1 [ NDFI~ OF CER IAIN 

KEY t!AVAL SlfU\lf:.GY ISSULS \·JillCII Al;t MW HILL CUNfHlUI:. ·10 BE 

BEFORE US FOR DEBATE. 
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PERHAPS THE MOST FUfWAMEfHAL STRATEGY ISSUE FOR THE 
NAVY INVOLVES THE DEGREE OF ATTENTION AND EMPHASIS IT GIVES 

. . . 
TO ITS MANY MISSIONS. IN PURSUING THIS POINT, LET ME SET 
AS I DE FOR THE MOMEIH THE ·SSBN ISSUE, Alm CONCENTRATE ON THE 
OTHER ELEMENTS OF NAVAL FORCES. 

' ' .. , 

I 
• I 
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THE TWO PRIMARY WARTIME MlSSIONS OF SEA CONTROL AND POWER 1 

PROJECTION ASHOR~ CONTINUE TO BE AT THE CENTER OF THE DEBATE, 
. . 

HOW ·MUCH SEA CONTROL CAN WE AFFORD -- IS IT SO EX~ENSIVE ~S. 
TO °CAUSE US TO TAKE RESOURCES AWAY FROM THE TRADITIONAL 
CARRIER TASK FORCE AND CHANNEL THEM INTO MORE SPECIALIZED 
ASW AND ESCORT CONCEPTsi · WE CAN ALL NAME KEY ELEMENTS OF . 
THIS ISSUE: SES, FFGs, AND SSNs, 

-- WHAT DO WE MEAN BY PROSECUTING A WAR uOVER THE BEACHu 
INTO AN AGGRESSOR'S HOMELAl~D? IF HE MEAN f\ KOREA OH VI ETN/\M . " . , 

· KIND OF SCENARIO, THAT ·IMPLIES ONE KIND OF FORCE. IF WE MEAN 
. SHUTTING DOWN MURMANSK, VLADAVOSTOK, AND PETROPAVLOVSK DURING 

A MAJOR NATO WAR, WE ARE TALKING ABOUT A MUCH DIFFERENT, A~D 
MORE COSTLY, NAVY I • 

-- CAN THE NAVY BRING ITSELF TO USE MORE L/\ND BASED AIR 
FOR SEA CONTROL? SE/\ PL/\N 2000 ARGUES, NOT UNPERSU/\SIVELY, 
THAT THE FLEXIBILI'IY OF SEA-BI\SED 1\11~ llOMINI\.IES TIii: /\NI\LYSlS.· 
~'·n1JL D 1.1,_. tli·t1' 1''"' !_)Lr\~! i JOLli:\,,'.· r· L'1' ' l' L· 1 i 1G ·1·1F ·, ·1rD ·1··1F.· u s L· oc: , . 11.., . , t . \ , , I ,) r 1 , , , , ,1_ v .. \, ii 1 L) ,. H ~ I~ ,_ r _ .·•. r. 1 

RELEVANT OVERSEAS .BASES?- IS LAND BASED AIR REALLY LESS .. 
EFFECTIVE THAN SEA BASED ·IN AN .ANTI-SHIP ROLE? THIS LATTER 
POINT SEEMS PARTICULARLY OPEN TO QUESTIOl'l IN LIGHT OF OUR 
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OWN CONCERN AND PLANNING .REGARDING THE SOVIET'S LAND-BASED 
BACKFIRE FORCE. 

-~ WHERE DOES VSTOL .Fil INTO ALL OF THIS? CAN THE 
NAVY, GIVEN THE FORESEEABLE BUDGETS, CONTINUE TO ACQUIRE 
SEABASED AIRCRAFT CAPABLE OF THE KIND Of BIG LEAGUE POWER 
PROJECTION I ~OTED A MOMENT ~GO, POWER PROJECTION AGAINST . . 

SOVIET HOMELAND AIR DEFENSE, AND AT THE SAME TIME PROVIDE . 
• • .. • ♦ 

THE NECESSARY FRONT END INVESTMENT TO CREATE AN ENTIRELY 
NEW GENERATION OF AIRCRAFT WHICH CAN OPERATE WITHOUT CATA­
PULTS AND ARRESTING GEAR? . . 

-- WHAT DOES THE PROJECTED THREAT, AT SEA AND ASHORE, 
TELL US ABOUT THE f1IX OF OFFENSIVE AND DEFENSIVE CAPABILITIES 
OF THE FLEET? l_ WAS REMINDE_D RECENTLY AS I WAT~HED THE 
IMPRESSIVE HOLLYWOOD RENDITION OF TIIE BATTLE OF -MIDWAY TIIAT 
TODAY'S CARRIER TASK FORCE cm1MANDER STILL FACES ADMIRAL 
NIMITZ'S PAJNFUL DILEMMA OF HOW MUCH AIRPOWER TO COMMIT 
AGAINST THE ENEMY. TO UNDER-COMMIT MAY LEAD TO TOO LITTLE 
DAMAGE I NFL! CTED ON THE OPPONENT, TO OVER-COMMIT COULD MEAN 
THAT THE TASK FORCE COULD NOT ADEQUATELY PROTECT ITSELF, · . . 

• IN MY VIEW, THE ANSWER TO ·THIS QUESTION IS FUNDAMEl'HALLY 
A ~1ATTER OF IIOW BIG /\ T/\SK TIIE N/\VY TAKES Or-J f-OR ITSELF · __ 
THE FLEET M/\ Y BE ARLE TO ATTACK AND DEFEirn IN A BALANCED HAY 
IN THE ·soUTH C!I I NA SE/; rn~ Hm I AN OCEML HI THE t,][D OR .BARENTS 
·SEA, HOWEVER, IT MAY TAKE THE PREPONDERANCE OF OUR FORCES 
SIMPLY TO STAY AFLOAT. 
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-- F H~ALL Y J WHAT KINDS AIJD NUMBERS OF SH I PS ARE NECESSARY 
FOR _THE CRITICA~ PEACETIME PRESENCE MISSION OF THE NAVY~- IS 

IS REALLY MANDATORY TO HAVE A CARRIER TASK FORCE SAIL INTO A 
FOREIGN HARBOR IN ORDER TO HAVE TAE DESIRED FOREIGN POLICY 

• IMPACT DURING A CRISIS? COULDN'T AN LHA HAVE THE SAME EFFECT? . ' . . . 
IS . IT THE SHIPS THEMSELVES WHICH SEND THE MESSAGE, OR MUST 
THEY CARRY AI RC RAFT CAPABLE OF FLYING ACROSS THE BEACH?· 

I HAVE HEARD ENOUGH D lFFERI NG THOUGHTS or~ THESE AND . . . 
OTHER QUESTIONS OF STRATEGY FROM·WITHIN ' THE UNIFORMED NAVY 
TO MAKE ONE SOMEWHAT UNCOMFORTABLE WITH THE ''STRATEGY" IMPLIED . . 
BY SEA 'PLAN 2000. TO THE- OUTSIDE .OBSERVER) THE VARIOUS 
"NAVIES" WI TH IN THE NAVY -- THE A I RJ SU RFACEJ AND SUBSURFACE · 
ELEMENTS AND THEIR OWN SUBGROUPS -- SEEM DETERMINED TO PERFORM 
MUCH OF THE WHOLE MAVAL MISSION Sil'JGLEHANDEDLY, 

LET ME EMPHASIZE THAT I AM NOT ARGUING FOR ONE OR A FEW 
KINDS OF PLATFORMS TO ACCOMPLISH ALL NAVY ·MISSIONS. THAT . 
APPROACH IS EVEN LESS RELEVANT HERE THAN IT WAS IN THE TFX. 
INDEED) · I AM MAKING THE OPPOSIT~ POINT, SEA PLAN .2000 ARGUES 
THE VERSATILITY OF S[I\-H/\SED /\IR /\tJDJ Lil<E ~lt\NY NAVY STUDIES 
BEFORE IT, {\])f)S CAim I 1-:l\S Alm FSCOR f S H) i·H·J:r E I\CII I NCRl:}1ENT 

Or j,j Issi OH IU:UU I !\lMtf jj' FO:\ PIWJlC r i UN J Sll\ CLHfl iWL /\r-lU 

PRESENCE, 

·1 

' l 
I 

. 
' d l ' 

I 

i ' l I 

,. 

I 
l 

I .. :: 
I ' 
' 
\ I 
I • 



. ... 

I 

I 

· 10 
. . 

IT MAY WELL BE THAT ON THE MARGIN) A 13TH OR 14TH OR 
19TH CARRIER GIVES .YQU THE MOST FOR YOUR MONEY FOR ALL THESE 
MISSIONS. SO FAR AS .I CAI~ SEE) HOWEVER) NO Ol~E HAS PROVEN 
THAT CASE IN THE STUDIES .• • I WOULD BE FAR MO.RE · COMFORTABLE 
IF I KNEW THAT AN EQUIVALENT AMOUNT OF NAVY ANALYTIC TALENT 

. . . . 
HAD BEEN APPLIED TO EXAMINING CERTAIN OF THE NON-TRADITIONAL -
ALTERNATIVES <LAND-BASED AfRJ VSTOLJ MISSILE- FRIGATES) ETC), 
I APPLAUD THE EFFORTS IN DOD TO EXAMINE SOME OF THESE OPTIONS) 
AND I WILL CONTINUE TO CHALLENGE MY OWN STAFF TO DO LIKEWISE. 

• ALTHOUG_H WE MAY ALL FREQUENTLY HAVE TO READ ABOUT THIS 
DEBATE IN THE WASHINGTON POST AND ARMED FORCES JOURNAL) WE 
WILL BE BETTER OFF HAVING HAD ·IT. ONE MAN'S OPTlONS ~ILL 
BE. ANOTHER'S DISCARDED OR SILLY IDEAS). BUT THE STAKES ARE 
TOO HIGH FOR US fWT TO ASK SUCII QUESTIONS. TIIE MEHE F/\CT · 

. . 
THAT OUR ADVERSARIES PLACE SO MUCH EMPHASIS m( SUCH CotKEPTS 

· AS LAND-BASED AIR AND SMALL MISSILE-FIRING COMBATANTS SHOULD 
BE EIJOUGH TO G.AIN OUR INDIVIDUAL ATTENTION·. . . . . 

I WOULD NOT ~AZARD A VIEW TODAY AS TO THE APPROPRIATE 
MIX OF VARIOUS NAVY FORCES. I WILL STATE CATEGORICALLY, 
110 \'/EV ER.J TIIAT l ll ERE ·IS MOT R,OOM IN AHYO NE_~S. NAVY BUDGET J • 

INCLUDlf'lG TIIE HOU~E -l\f\ViEU SIJ~V IC[S COMf-'i lTfEL 1 S CERT.~INLY 
GENEROUS ONE) FOR ALL NUCLEAR-POWERED COMBATANTS) ALL F-14'SJ 
MORE TOTAL SURFACE SHIPS) MORE AND BIGGER SUBMARINES, AND 
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. . 
AN ALL-OUT PUSH 1=0R VSTOL. SOMt lllINGS ON Tllf\"I LIST HILL 
HAVE TO GO, TO TIIE EXTENT TII/\T WE . IN 0MB; OR EVEN THE .. 

. . 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, MAK~ THAT DECISION., THE NAVY WILL 
HAVE LOST SOME CONTROL OVER ITS OWN FUTURE. ONLY IF THE 
USN., APPLYING ITS OWN GOALS AND EXPERTISEj SETS MORE 

. . 
REALISTIC PRIORITIES CAN WE HOPE TO SEE /\ FULLY COHERENT 
AND BALANCED N/\VY PROGR/\M IN TIIE FUTURE, 

• "LET ME TURN NOH TO QUESTIONS OF. MAl~AGEMENT, THOSE. 
. . 

SAME FRONT PAGE NEWS STORIES WHICH HIGHLIGHT THE NAVAL 
STRATEGY DEBATE ALSO REMIND US OF OUR CURRENT DIFFICULTIES · 

. . 

IN THE SHIPYARDS. THOSE OF US CLOSE TO THE SHIPBUILDING · 
PROGRAM KNOW .THAT FEW IF ANY OTHER PROCUREMENT OFFICES; 
PUBLIC OR PRIVATE., FACE CH.~LLENGES AS GREAT AS THOSE • 
ASSOCIATED WITII THE CONSTRUCTION OF COMB/\T/\NT SHIPS, 
NOi"ffTHELESS., THE CONTINUING STREAM OF STORIES ABOUT DELAYS., .: 
CONTRACT ·cHANGES., COST OVERRUNS, AND COST. CLAIMS CANNOT 
HELP BUT INFLUENCE ATTITUDES ABOUT THE FUTURE OF THE NAVY: 

. SHIP. CONSTRUCTION TAKES /\ LONG TIME. TII/\T DICTATES 
THAT HE ESTIMATE OUR FORCE LEVEL AND MODERNIZATION NEEDS 
ru RTflER HHO Tl IF rtlTl llff ·111/\N rem ~lOST OT II Fl~ ( /\P/\B I LI T I ES ·' 
''lj) "(c···rr1· •• ,,.. !'' ''lll l'l'I'' l''!("I') I "Il·II'' ,•• 111 J ":)r)l', lSlOil f\S : 1 I ! fl . 'LI I , IL \ l'. 0 . . l I 1 t I l.. · .. I I / \ • { I\ I '11,1 j 'i I I I •• L I • I' 

/\ .-FALLOUT, Irl ·111E S/\f'lE TI ME, . I I0Hf:. VE I{, I II EHE. l S NO NEED TO 
/\PPROVE TOO MUCH, TOO SOON-~ PARTICULARLY IF IT RESULTS 

. . . 

IN OVERTAXING SHIPYARDS, ESC/\L/\TING PRICES !\ND nISSING · 
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DELIVERIES. LARGE BUDGETS MAY SIGNAL OUR COMMITMENT .TO A 
STRONG NAVYJ BUT OUR ADVERSARIES ONLY HAVE TO READ TllE 
NEWSPAPERS TO .KNOW THAT Si1IPS ARE NOT BEING DELIVERED AS 
PLANNED, UNDER SUCII CI RCUMSTANCESJ BUDGET SIGNALS ARE • 
RATHER MEANINGLESS·, I NDEEDJ OUR PLANNED REAL INCREASE IN 
THE FY 80 DEFENSE BUDGET COVER FY 79) ALLOCATES $600 ·MILLION 
OF THE $2 BILLION TOTAL DOD PROCUREMENT INCREASE FOR ADDI­
TIONAL SHIPS, THE NAVY'S CRITICS WILL REMIND US THAT THAT 
$600 MILLION WILL BE LESS THAN THE PROJECTED AMOUNT WE ARE • 

. . . 

LIKELY TO HAVE TO ADD TO THAT SAME BUDGET TO HANDLE COST~ 
GROWTH -- SOME WOULD CALL THEM "OVERRUNS" -- FOR PREVIOUSLY 
FUNDED SHIP CONSTRUCTION. 

AT TIMES, IT MAY APPEAR ADVANTAGEOUS TO EXPEDITE SHIP 
DELIVERIES AND CUT COSTS BY SIIORTEN1NG RESEf\RCII., DEVELOPMENT 
AND OPERATIONAL TESTING. HISTORY HAS SHOW!~ TIME AND AGAIN~ 

. . 

HOWEVER, THAT CUTTING CORNERS IN THE CRITICAL EARLY STAGES 
OF A PROGRAM COMES BACK TO HAUNT US IN TH~ FORM OF HIGHER 
PRICES, MISSED DELIVERIESj AND REDUCED CAPABILITIES, A 

. . 

CLASSIC EXAMPLE., FAMILIAR TO MOST OF _YOU., _ IS CONSTHUCTION 
OF THE NEW PERRY-CLASS FRIGATES. THE ORIGINAL -FFG BLUEPRINT 
HAS TOUTED AS LEAN '/\i'm EFF l CI F.NT J HI TH A r~ 1 CETAG BROllGIIT 
j1(:1,)'j PV T,111,:11 'll /\!'·l~1·1··r: ,~:':) Jl!-" ('f(' 'l J!(j','!"' /i ,., i"I' ·11ri,r• r., ncrr)V 
~ • : l l -~; I 1 • ·' I • • , , I ; \, • I I • • , ·' , , , • : . ' I . 1, , , ' , j. 1 I • ' ; • .) I \ -, I\, ~ \ I 

DEEt~ NECESS/\i{Y Tu Prtov ill~ Mi P1UJJ IT 1(11·!11L Gt;;u::nort. EM~U' 

fN THE DESIGN OF THE FFG'S, THIS PARTICULAR GENERATOR HAD 
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BEEN ELIMINATED TO CUT COSTS, OBVIOUSLYJ THE FIX PROVED 
TO BE MORE EXPENSIVE IN THE LONG RUiL HE AT 0MB BELIEVE-­
EACH NEW SHIP SHOULD BE DEVELOPED /\ND DESIGl~ED FULLY PRIOR . 

. . 
TO AUTHOR I ZAT I Drt AND THAT COMPLEXJ HIGH TECHNOLOGY .SUB-

SYSTEMS SHOULD SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETE A FULL RANGE OF 
. . 

OPERATIONALJ AS WELL AS DEVELOPMENTALJ TESTING PRIOR TO 
A PRODUClIOi~ GO-AHEAD. THE RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH FIELDING -

• I . . 
A FAULTY SYSTEM APPEAR TOO HIGH ·RELATIVE TO THE -POTENTIAL 

• BENEF.I TS OF EARLY I NTRODUCT I OIL • •• • 

FROM WHERE WE SITJ OUR GREATEST INTEREST IS TO HAVE /\S 

fFFICIENT A SH-IPBUILDING PROCESS AS P.OSSIBLEJ S~ THAT WE 
. GET EFFECTIVE SHIPS DELIVERED ON TIME WITHIN BUDGET COSTS, 

HE HAiH TO AVOID GETTING HUNG UP ON QUESTIONS OF THE 
COMPARATIVE NATIONAL SECURITY IMPACTS OF 11/\VING A SHIP 
. . 

. AT SEA IN 1984 VERSUS 1986J /\ND GET ON HlTII TIIE BUSINESS 
OF DELIVERING .QUALITY SHIPS WITHIN A REASONABLE PERIOD OF 
TIME, OF COURSEJ WE HAVE TO PROTECT THE TAXPAYER'S INVEST-. . 
·MENTJ BUT THE l~ATIOl'J CANNOT AFFORD TO HAVE ITS KEY DEFEN SE 
SUPPLIERS DRIVEN OUT OF BUSINESS. HE CAN .DEBATE HOW MUCH 
SHIPBUILD-ING C/\P/\CITY TIIE NATION NEEDS1 THE PREMIUl1 HE . 
SHCJl]I_!) P.1\Y ·10 r-1r1iil"f[IH,1 n ,~!llJ El ~·/H,\r FOP.M l T SIIOUL.D BE 

PfdD 1 BUi. i'i JS CLL~i\l{LY i1; l'iil U/d Iu:;!'1L lil°IE!fr:Si 10 Pl{ESEiWE 

A STRONG SHIPBUILDI NG INDUSTRY1 ONE WHICH IS GIVEN A CLEARLY 
DEFINED JOB TO DO AND CAN BE MEASURED AGAINST THAT GOAL IN 
THE Elm. 
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TO SOME EXTENT., HE MAY BENEFIT I I~ THE NEt\R TERM FROM 

COMMERCIAL SHIPBUILDING TRENDS, SOME SHIPBUILDERS -- AND 
THERE ARE A NUMBER HERE ·w1TH US TODAY~- ARE ANXIOUS ' . 

FOR NEW BUSINESS., AS THEIR CO~V1ERCIAL BUSINESS -DROPS RATHER 
DRASTICALLY, WITH COMMERCIAL ORDERS ON .THE DECLINE., NAVY 
WORK SHOULD BECOME MORE ATTRACTIVE, HE SHOULJ) BE ABLE TO 
NEGOTIATE BETTER TERMS., MAKING OUR SHIPBUILDING DOLLARS GO 
FURTHER THAN WE HAVE BEEN ABLE TO DO· IN THE rECEl'H PAST 

. WHEN COMMERCIAL WORK WAS AT ITS PEAK, .. . . 

THESE THOUGHTS ABOUT IMPROVED MANAGEMENT ARE CERTAINLY. 
NOT i~EW., fWR ARE THEY PANACEAS i THEY DO REPRESENT SINCERE . .. 
SUGGESTIONS ON MY PART TO ADDRESS A SEVERE NAVY PROBLEM, IF 

' • 

YOU RETA HJ NOTII I NG ELSE • I S/\Y TO YOU TII IS MORN I NG., PLEASE 
REMEMBER THIS, THE PRESENT SIIIPBUILDil'JG DIFFICULTIES 
REPRESENT IN MY VIEW THE SINGLE MOS1 INFLUENTIAL REASON WHY 

' . 

PRESIDENT CARTER CHOSE N01 TO ACCELERATE NAVY SHIP PURCHASES 
IN THE 1979 BUDGET, THE MULTIBILLION DOLLAR COST GROWTH., 

•• . 
I 
I . . 

,4 

I -
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j I 
.1 

I 

. i 

_- - I 

THE DELAYS OF UP TO TWO YEARS IN DELIVERY "DATES, AND DIFFICULT .··. 
1 

[ 
t 

RELATIONS BETWEEN THE NAVY AND ITS MOST IMPORTANT SHIPBUILDERS • , 
. . .. I 

. SIMPLY CANNOT CONTINUE IN ITS PRESENT .STATE. 

A~CEPTABLE RtSPONSE.· BUT UJ f·iE sr Arc. CLEARLY HIAT I DO 
NOT BELi EVE THAT THE NAVY AS AN INST I TUT I Ol~ HAS. DUCKED THE 
PROBLEM. I BELIEVE :tHAT SECRETARY CLAYTOR, JIM WOOLSEY., 

' I I 
------------------



.. L.> 

AND ADMIRAL HOLLOWAY 11/\VE ALL BEEN MAKING .M/\JOR EFFORTS TO 
REDRESS THESE DIFFICULTIES, SOME IN THE N/\VY,· IIOWEVER,· SEEM 

MORE COMFORTABLE WITH CONTI_NUING THE RIIETORIC ·TH/\N WITH 
BAILING ·ouT THE BILGE. IT IS MY CONSIDERED JUDGMENT THAT 
·IF, AT THIS ·TIME NEXT YEAR, WE HAVE NOT MADE VISIBLE PROGRESS 
IN MANAGING OUR SHIPBUILDING PROGRArt .THE INCREMENTAL GRO\i/TH 
REQUESTS FOR ARMY AND AIR FORCE PROGRAMS WILL AGAIN RECEIVE 
PRIORITY IN THE BUDGET, NOT BECAUSE THEY ARE MORE NEEDED IN 
SOME ABSOLUTE SENSE, BUT BECAUSE· -THEY HOLD TIIE PRmHSE OF. A 

0 GREATE~ RETURN, IN TERMS OF SECURITY, FROM THE INVESTMENTS 
MADE. ·°CERTAINLY, ALL FOUR SERVICES PROVIDE ABSOLUTELY .· 
ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF OUR SECURITY. BECAUSE TRADEOFFS AT 
THE MARGIN AMONG SERVICES ARE-EXTREMELY DIFFICULT TO MAKE, 

THE PROGRAM WI TH . THE BETTER TRACK RECORD It~ I TS M/\,~AGEMEiH 
WILL HAVE AN EDGE, 

IN CONCLUSION, I BELIEVE THAT THE NAVY'S . FUTURE HILL . 
BE DICTATED . IN GREAT PART BY ITS OHN INTERNAL APPROACHES TO 
THE STRATEGY AND MANAGEMENT QUESTJ.ONS I HAVE OUTLliffD, SO 
FAR AS STRATEGY IS CONCERNED, IT SEEMS CLEAR TO ME THAT THE 
NAVY CANNOT. ACQUIRE FORCES TO PURSUE ALL OF ITS ·MISSIONS TO 
ll!E DEGHEE HWI lFll BY S!"/\ ltA:·~ ·'.)llDO Hl"IIIOllT SE(UlnHG /\ 1../\IH·iEH 

PRJ°OHITIES, TIii: lJEM/\NDS. FOH _f~AiO /\irn SlR/\"IUiIC u;Pf\81-LITIES·, 

THE BURDEi~ OF rRooF w I LL BE or~ THE r~AVY. 

• I . . ,. 
l. 

. _. I 

. I 

, •. 
I 
j 

. 
I 

:· • i I 
; . i 

I 

{ I 

i 
' .• ' 
1 ! 

: . I 
I 

I I 



•. 
- b 

. . 
· TO THE _EXTENT THAT MILITARY EXPERTS· (OFTEN IN DARK 

BLUE UNIFORMS) ARGUE FOR NEW CONCEPTS LIKE VSTOL AND CRUISE 
MISSILE FORCES, THE NAVY SHOULD ·THOROUGHLY EVALUATE THOSE 
OPTIONS, RATHER THAN LEAVE SUCH TASKS TO OSD, THOSE OF US 
IN THE EXECUTIVE OFFICE, OR CONGRESSIONAL STAFFS. 

· IT IS SOMETIMES DIFFICUlf IN THIS GREAT AND RICH NATION 
OF OURS JO ACCEPT THE FACT THAT THERE IS NO SUCH THING-AS A 
FREE LUNCH, THERE IS HOWEVER IN PRESIDENT CARTER'~ BUD~ET 
PROJECTIONS.· ENOUGH ROOM FOR VIGOROUS DEFENSE MODERNIZATION, 

IF THE NAVY CAI~ TURN EVEN MORE OF I TS ATTENTION TO THE . . 
PROCESS OF ACrJUIRING. A~~D MAINTAINING ITS FORCES,· IT (AN 
CONTINUE TO GROW STRONGER AND MORE CAPABLE, IF IT ALLOWS 
I TS ELF TO BE StJ/\RED, HOWEVER, BY TIIE RIIETOR IC OF TIIOSE \i/110 
SEE THE ONLY PROBLEM AS BE I NG LACK OF MO;~EY, I WI LL 13E LESS 
OPTir1ISTIC, . AS I HOPE I HAVE MADE CLEAR THIS . r•10RNING, I 
HAVE NO .BRIEF FOR ANY PARTICULAR NAVY· SYSTEM OR MISSION, 
NOR DO I BELIEVE MORE ANALYSIS OR STUDY IS THE SOLUTION, 
WHAT TijE NAVY NEEDS TO DO IS UNDERSTAND ITSELF, ITS HIGHEST 
AND LOWEST PRIORITIES; AND BE ABLE TO TAILOR FORCES 
AC(ORD l NGL Y \11 Tll l N A nl 1!1GFT SI l.~l{E C(mS l SllN r \·J 1'l I I TIIOSE 
: . -· l : , t • ) - •• 
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\'IE AT, 0MB • MUST ST I LL WEA~ OUR Blf\CK HATS, HOWEVER,· 

WE CONTINUE TO SUPPORT A VIGOROUS LEVEL OF DEFENSE 

·MODERNIZATION ·. THE PRESIDENT'S OVERALL 1980-1983 • • • 

PROJECTIONS PROVIDE FOR SUBSTANTIAL REAL GROHTII,·. TIIERE 
.. 

IS A LOT OF COMPETITION FOR TIIIS REAL GROWTH, TIIE CHALLENGE · . 

· IS THERE., AND I WI SH THE NAVY WELL. • •• 
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