¥
|
Z

FOIADb3

. S e

—

-~ 14854 - Sanitized - AppIoVBG FessReds BEGIAIRDBEBAUN 49R000400 /7002813 1965

My Dprofessional preoccupation,. as you
: . know, has been what someone recently calted
"president watching— to which, of late I've
added a8 a hobby a bit of Intermittent Prime
‘Minister watching. But no one save a Presi-
dent or Premier really can be expert on the
conduct of their offices. And not even a
\Presldent knows half of what goes on be-
neath him and around him in our govern-
mental world, to say nothing of other gov-
ernments, As an observer—for the most

ey N = 7

ol these are:

part an observer from outside—I know a
- great deal less. So all I have to offer are

.~ PROBLEMS OF 'ALLIANCE OPERA-
. ‘some personal reflections drawn from limited

TIONS AND THE CRISIS IN NATO . observation.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, in 18 gecond, I appear here at a moment when
study of the conduct of national security our Government s struggling with the very
policy, the Subcommittee on National sharp dllemmas of two complicated crisis
Security and International Operations operations overseas, while acndemlic criticism
“this week recetved from Prof, Richard E,  0f them both mounts higher than at ony

; time I can remember since the regime of the
Neustadt perceptive testimony .on the jo.."jony poster Dulles. But even though

: problems of alliance operations and the T come here with an academic title, I've no
erisis in NATO. g : stomach for the role of critic-of-the-moment.
An eminent analyst of the Presidency, Nothing I shall eay here passes judgment
“‘the author of “Presidential Power"—— on our current operations. I have enough
. 1960—and- a  consultant to President experience in Government to know how
Kennedy and to President Johnson, much I do not know, from the outsice
Richard Neustadt is a professor of gov- about the issues of Vietnam an e Do~

) minlcan Republic as those present them-
ernment at Harvard University and 18 gejyes to our decision-makers. And I have too

" associate dean of the Harvard Giraduate _much’ sympathy for men who bear the
* Bchool of Public Administration, .
I believe Professor Neustadbt's initial ury of current criticlsm without current
statement at our hearing on June 29 wlil _iﬂg%mnf:&ictﬂl-mr Limitations
.~ be of special interest to all Senators, and . 0 :
also to other Government officlals in. Memorandum: I find in i two fresh con-

‘ceptions which strike me as particularly
Washington and to many private citlzens. goren pursuing. The first of these Is what

“ Therefore, I ask unanimous consent that < you have called operational feasibility. The
_the statement be printed at this point *second relates to alliance operations, Let me
in the REcorp. - - - deal with each in turn, -
There being no objection, the state- OPERATIONAL FEASIBILITY

ment was.ordered to be printed in the . your memorandum states: -

RECORD, as follows: o * -“Top policy officers tend to pay a great
BTATEMENT BEFORE SUBCOMMITIEE ON NA- deal of attention to what is called political

TIONAL ~ SECURITY AND INTERNATIONAL
- OPERATIONS . C : .’ deal of attention to what we might call op-

(By Richard E. Neustadt, professor of gov-- erational feasibility. Is the plan of action

. do-able, in terms of real men -* * * given the
/t;;rélg‘;ent at Harvard FInlverslty, June '29' realistic limitations of knowledge, resources,

- Mr. Chairman, membhers of the subcom-
. mittee, ‘I take ycur invitation to appear
today as a command which I obey with -
" pleasure and ‘appreciation. This is, for me, -
a rather sentimental oocasion, having been
associated with your work, from time to
" time, since the first “Jackson Subcommittee"
" got its start 6 years ago. Also, this occa-
" sion lets me emphasize again the gratitude
" of those of ug who teach in universitics for
your assistonce to our work these past 8
-years, K
© Whether you know it or not—and I expect
. you do—the academic specinlists in policy
,-tlevelopment lean heavily upon you as & . :
' sourcepof reading matter for thelr students, - lCCounts for differences between them.)
. Your subcommlttee documents appear rou- ~ And it Is fair, I think, to say what your
tinely in the reading lists and reference . Statement implies, namely that our publlo
.books nssigned to college classes across the officers have gencrally inclined to make the
country. There is no comparable source of / {calculation without bothering their heads
"information and appralsal on the conduct too much about ndministrative means. Gens
' of our Government in foreign affairs. So, on. erally-speaking, they have tended to assume
. behalf of all of us who teach, and for our - that if they could secure political assent,
" sgtudents: Thanks. - they could invent, or improvise, or somes-
" <You have asked me to consider and to  how force the requisite responses from’ the
" comment on idens and issues raised in the Men who actually would do the work, In
initial memorandum of April 26, with which
you opened this new phase of your con-
. tinuing inquiry,
. huppysto rgapoilxd, but I am consclous of two . Of the press, or Congress, or the Cabinet, as
limitations us I do s0. Let me tell you what the case might be, were acquicscent,
_'That assumption probably has roots deep
in our history: Americans have often im-
provised the means to do what nobody had
done before, Wo invented federallam, won
the west, conducted civil war on an unprece-

-make do?"

portant. 'Government declsions, action de-
" clstons, the decisions which accrete into what
‘we call public poticy, always Involve weigh-
.ing the desirable against the feasible. The
public officer at every action-level asks him-
self not only what but also how, consider-
ing not only goals but also ways and means,
. and then he calculates his chances to secure
the means., Consclously or not, the man in

every time he contemplates an action. (The

* °° First, the memorandum bristies with ques- .
tions, many of them basic, penetrating ques-
tions-—any many of these penetrate boyond,
my range of observation or analysis, They
fmpress me very much as the right guestions dented scale, coped with immigration, mas-
to ask. But I do not impross myself at ali tered mass production, built the Panams
a8 the man with the right answers. Indeed, P,lﬂﬂl- R :

-1 bave no ready answers, o+ ' And sinee tho start.of World ,vy'n II, when
. Lt L P . [ o

burdens of decision to allow myself the lux- -

Now for your

feasibility. - They also need to give a great -

and organizntlpns with which they mugt_ successtul side:

The distinction you suggest here Is im- |

. public office has to make that calculation .

academic man does not, which frequéntly

. in unaccustomed ways.

-Government and out, The great machines’
" of management would surely manage some-,
So far as I am able I am-  how, If the necessary sectors of the publie,

’

v .

LN

we began to fashion our defense and our
diplomacy in modern terms, we frequently :/
have followed the assumption in those - 4
spheres as ‘well, with consequences which ‘I |
appear to prove it out. Witness Franklin.
Roosevelt's war-production targets, and lend -
lease, or Harry Truman’s ald to Greece, the ' _ ,
Marshall plan, the Berlin airlift, NATO. In .Y '. .
instances llke these, a calculation of admin- . °

Istrative prospects from the standpoint of ';{ '
oxlsting capabilities or past performance & -t
:

v

would have been depressing, to say the least. "
Happily, the men who made such calcula- -
-tions at the time—and drew from them the > '
. counsel of inaction—were overruled by Pres- “x°
idents with falth that we could improvise. .}
In these Instances, and ©thers of the sort, i
the falth was justified. . : L&
But faith was helped by fortune in these ke
-cases, Running through them all wered cer-" -4
tain favoring conditions, These were in- 1 . %
stances when we espoused a large objective, T ¥
. simple In conception, easily identified and i, .-
understood by managers at many levels, = - .-
. bearing some analogy to previous experience, :' :
;and calling for an effort of great scale, not .
_grent precision. These wefe, moreover, cases [1
where the need was plain énough to spur the
effort. An overriding mehace to our country ;
was personified In Hitler, then In Stalin. .
And where we had to work through govern- - ;
ments abroad, thelr operators saw the men-
ace too, and saw it In our terms, and even
more, 80. Also we were favored.rather often -

example, cost the Greek
portant sanctuary.
Such favoring conditions, I suspect, be-

guerrillas an im- -

of decislons which take management on
faith. Unfortunately, these conditions are - .
‘not always present. In their absence, por- H
.tions of our record since the war wear quite -
a different look than do the instances just
. clted, They wear a look of ineffectunlity.
"Here too, the lssues of adminlstrative fensi-
bility were not pursued until after decislons
. had been taken, But here the consequences 3.
~were unhappy. Falth In our capacity to im- »e¢
proviso s justified, 1t seems, under par-.}
. tleular condltions, and. not otherwise. 2
Let me cite n few examples on the un- A
) consider Roosevelt's war- "'
‘time aim, from 1943, that we should occupy '*
& northern zone In Germany, extending to -
Berlin. Or take what {s supposed to have
" been his decision that we should not let the ™
French return to Indochina. Or think of
Truman trying to conduct a limited war with
General MacArthur as his agent, - Or look'"
" at Elsenhower trying in the last year of his '~
term to move toward a détente with Soviet. *
 Russla.. Or take Kennedy's endeavor in the i*
first ‘weeks of his term to undermine the |,
_government of Cuba. ¥
In all these cases we had qualified obfec~ #
tives, subtle #lms based on a line of reason-
ing and on anticipations which were far .
. from fully understood by cperators In our
own or other governments, and often were -
not shared by those who did perceive them, ' .
. Subtlety was matched by strangeness; we 5 '
were trying to accomplish unfamiliar things .
Effective follow- -
“through would have requlred great precl-.:
sion in obtaining information and coordl- .
“nating action on the part of the American ¢
bureaucracy. It also wouid have called for ;
grent precision in relating our own actions .| -
.to the acts of other governments. But
+ large-scale organizations find it hard to be
. precise, And tt is hardest when they tackle
novel tnsks for obacure reasons. .
. . The Korean war provides perhaps the most - :
dramatic instances where our declsion- 4
makers took too much for granted on the side- :
of operational feasibility, In the fall of
1960 there were few things Truman wanted .
less than a severd and costly clash with the . . -~
Ohinese, But to assure himself that he =~
, tould mintmize the cost would have required .. ... '~
him to override the then prevatling military .. -

- . — ) . -
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« settlement with the Chinese.
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" doctrine of autonomy for fleld command-
cers—or at the least to appoint a more
malleable commander, He also would have
hnd to build n better capability than we
., possessed for judging what went on inslde
Peiping. He would have had to use it, too,
instead of leaning on the hunches of Mac-
Arthur, " But none of this was thought
through by the President (or his chief ad-
¢ visers) when we chose to support South
Korea and then to cross the 38th parallel.
In the spring of 1051 there were few things
Truman wanted more than a negotlated
This led him
to nccept truce talks without a time-limis,
and without keeping up our military pres-
sure. That proved to be a formula for stale-
‘mnte, not scttlement. Truman often has
been criticized In retrospect for taking off the
pressure, hatting our advance as talks began
and thus reducing the Chinese Incentive to
conclude them. But our troops, to say
nothing of the public or Congress—or- our
allies—were psychologically unready to press
forward, take the casunlties involvod, for the
purely political purpose of exerting influence
at a conference table. Save for some coms=
manders in the field, our chief officials, with
the President among them, were ecqually
\ unprepared.
‘ By the time talks began, continued mili-
i tary pressure for this pwrpose scemed ime
possible to them on grounds of management
as well ns politics. Without it a quick settle-

might have been foreseen by the decision-
makers who had long since settled on negoti-
ation as their means to ond the war, - Had

" to prepare the ground in popular paychology,
and with the troops, and in their own minds,
Apparently, they took no steps to do so.

matic in proportion to its character as an

sequence of events, Truman and his col-
Jleagues dealt with what was then uncharted
territory, limited war, with nothing in our
modern history, military planning or diplo-
macy to prepare them. The whole aflair was
a gigantic improvisation undertaken in a
context of polltical adversity as well as un-
prepardness. When I hear concern expressed
- about the standing of a Johnson or B
!Kennedy in Gallup polls, I am reminded of
the popular approval given Truman. in
the spring of 1951: 24
find it hard to criticize the Truman ad-
ministration under those conditions. More
. recent Presidents have had at least a better
base of popular support from which to face
unprecedented problems.

Another source of illustrations, less dra-
matic but more frequently encountered, can
:-be found in foreign aid. The Marshall plan
was an immense success precisely because it
attempted no more than was operationally
feasible: physical reconstruction and mod-
ernization of economics in countrles which
possesse  political and buresucratic re-

how serve the purpose. It is true that por-
tried to alm more broadly, at n social re-
construction, But it is also true that the

check. They fitted ends to means,

oped countires, Ever since polnt four in
1849 our programs—and our, rhetoric—have
suffered very often from a failure to achieve
- that fit: we often neither trimmed our aims

;. to match the means nt hand, nor found new*

means sufficient to our purpose. Worse stilt,
we often talked and somotimes acted ns
- though we were under no compuision to do
elther. Both in economlic and and in defense
. support, I gather that the record has beon
- Btudded with occasions wheres we worked with

. iittle reference, or with norie at alj, to oper.
,qilonnl teulbnlty. L

it becn foreseen they might have managed’

‘The Korean war, of course, becomes dra-,

directors of the program kept such nims in’

The Marshall plan’s success was not n prec-
edent, however, for our ald to less-devel- .

. to me b positive incitement to ald program- -

Everyone has his pet peeve with foreign
aid. Mine 18 the tendency, marked until
recent years, to treat connecctions between
politics and economics in the third world by
analogy with some one aspect of historical
experience in this country or Europe. You
will recall when techinical assistance was the

‘raoge, on the analogy of land-grant colleges,

Later, in the fifties, we inspired ald missions
with zeal for private capital, on the analogy

‘of Europe's contribution to our economic

growth during the 19th ccntury., When
Kennedy was new in office we became pro-
ponents of the takeoff, on analogles from
the industrinlized nations: once a certain
stage was reached, political development and
economic growth were bound to become
mutually supportive. Maybe so. But this
assumption by analogy, like the others, seems
those who

ers. Given such assumptions,

proffer ald for less-developed countries may-

expect too much by way of bureaucratic and

political capacity—or they may think too

little about practical political effects.
Befors the day of David Bell they cer-
tainly did both, I take it that they now do
rather better.
In my own oceasional cxperience. T vividly

. recall the report of an expert special panel,

ment proved quite beyond thelr veach, That .

unprecedented—and -entirely unexpected— :

percent. I.

-tlons of our own bureaucracy and public.

_perinlists In. either sense.

several years ago, which assessed the eco-
nomic prospeets of an Asian country. Their
report proposed to make much of our future
ald conditlonal on tax reforms; these were
demonstrated to be well within the country's

economlic capability. Not a word was sald

about its; governmental capability. Those
meagures of reform threatened to disarrange
‘its system for rewarding men in public life,

The ruling politicians and the bureaucrats -
who would have had to put the measures-

through were very much affected by them,

not just personally but in terms of settled .
“eustom and procedure,

The operatfonal
gquestion for our Government is obvlous
That panel never asked 1t.

By definition, foreign aid presents this sort
of question,

leave for improvising later.
ald programers have trouble. For on mat=
ters of this sort, a judgment of the feasible
in operating terms involves not only our ma=

chines of management but also those of other '
countrles, and not alone their governments:

bhut oppositions too, overt and otherwise.
Foreign ald, indeed, presents routinely and
in lower key the operating problem we ap-
parently confront in our two current criges:
how to gulde another country without run-
ning it, or still more crudely, how to govern
through another government,

trick at all. The device of the “protectorate’
was well developed. And in the heyday of

the empire of Stalin, party diseipline served. .
But we genuinely are not im- -
We. do not want |
. vantaged over others,
. Treasury, for instance, are frequently ad-
“vantaged, over State,
‘President 1g usually advantaged over Sena-

even better,

to be, nor can we be. Devices of both sorts

- are beyond our reach, In lleu of command
sources to make our money and our know=- "’

we experiment with influence, a chancy sub-
stitute.

These comments will suffice, I hope, tor.‘ Lt
© eurrently advantaged over everybody ‘else,

- emphasize two things: first, that we ean ili-

rdlscontlnulng elther neod

afford to take udmlnlstmuve feasibility on’

Taith—except under conditions which are

‘Irequently_denied us—and second, that in

caleulating  feasibilities we often have to
reckon not alone with our own men, but also
with the men who do the work of- other'
governments. This puts a premium upon de-
tafled control of who does what to whom,
with what, and when jnside our Govern=
‘ment; control is hard to get and hard to
keep, but of the essonce. And It suggests an
equal premium on detniled information,
properly appralsed, about the who and

‘whom, et cotera, In other governments (or

would-be governments), Nothing could be
harder to obtain, especinlly an ndequate ap-
praisal. But dificulty is no warrant for

‘bility, in terms like these, can be rewarding

- the purpoéses for  which they are allled.

‘ernments in terms of single individuals. I

.closely alinéd ‘courses of conduct can be..
“expected. When externnl dangers are less -

interests diverge. They do.”

It 18 at once the hardest sort .
-to answer in advance and the least safe to
No wonder our -

.our postwar foreign policy.

. a8 to Congress,
.. 18 & more or less complex arena for internal

In.the hey- -
day of 19th century Imperialism this was no ;
‘processes, ‘'conforming to the perquisites, re-

" tieal system.

~take.an Interest.

-urally, would rather do his work in independ-

‘preference when they find the others useful

1" RG]

- .;,

A careful calculation of operational feasl-

even though we act despite it, as we often
must. We need control and Information to °
dispel the risk of action-in-the-dark. The
next best thing, however, is awareness of
how much we have not got. A grasp of limi- :
tations makes for careful footwork. This it- . .-
self reduces risk and often ls the most we
cen achleve, The alternative is action with- -
out careful calculation, hoping we will be

~sustained by favoring -conditions, trusting- .: ..'» :

our capacity to Iimprovise after-the-fact.
This has worked ‘before—sometimes——but I IR
would hate to count on it. This 18 & way ..
to maximize the risk. )

Let me turn now to another aspect ot your
memornndum v

ALLIANCE POLITICS r

Your memorandum states: -
" "An alllance in operation is a group of
governments each made up of men who, by -
the nature of their work, are bound to view

through the perspective of their own nationat
preoccupations,” . |

This concept of allies as governments ‘and
govemmenta as politiclans-on-the-job cuts
through our native tendency to talk about
allinnces in terms of their machinery or gov-

see two impllcatlona, orie of which you in-
dicate: L

“When external dangers are immediate and,
severe, and the situation looks simtlar from -
the several national perspectives, then -

severe, alllances are bound to be in some
disorder, Pulling and hauling is not neces-
sarily a slgn of weakness. * * * It serves
no useful purpose to. complain that national

" In short, when several governments are -
frightened by #he same thing at the same -
time, and percelve it much alike, they tend -
to net in concert not because of but regard-
less of alllance tles. Truman used to say
‘sometimes that Stalin was his agent on this
hill in putting through the landmarks of ..
Anyone who
recalls the reaction here to the Czech coup -
of 1948 will grant his polnt. And it ap-.
plies to western European capltals as neatly .

- A second lmpucatlon is perhaps less ob-
vious. Because allles are governments, each

bargaining among tlie bureaucratic elements ...
and political ‘personalities who collectively -
comprise its working apparatus. Its action -

ig’ the product of thelr interaction. They ° '
bargain not at random but according to the .

sponsive to the pressures of thelr own poli- °
SBome men and some machines
within the system thus are naturally ad-
With us, Defense and

In foreign policy the: :

tors. S0 It goes. In France, the ‘Elysée is
if and when De Gaulle himself is known to -
(The quallfication, I sus-
pect, may mean more than we think.)

It follows that relationships between allles:
are, something l1ke relationships between two -
great Amerlcan Departments, spy Defense & - ‘'
and State—except that there is no Supreme: - .
Court like the White House to adjudicate
their differences or overcome them. Thoese |
are relationships of vast machines with dif-
forent histories, routines, preoccupntions, P e
prospeots, Each machine is worked by men |
with different personalitics, skills, drives, re- .
sponsibilities.. Each set of men, quite nat-

ence of the other eet. ‘They overcome that

or eosentm ln their bmlnen. 'I'he Impuln ;
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‘to collaborate is nmot & law of nature. Tt
emerges from within, arlsing on the job, ex~

pressive of a need for somcone else's ald or -

service. .
From thls, two more things follow: First,
it one government would influence the ac-

AY

vince enough men (and the right men) on
the other side that what it wants is what
. they need for their own purposes, in their
own jobs, comporting with their own Inter-
nally inspired hopes and fears, so that they
will pursue it for themselves in thelr own
bargaining arena. This is what we did, with
.." | Stalln’s help, in Europe nearly 20 years ago.
" This Is what we failed to do, without that

help, on EDC 11 years ago. )
And sccond, 1f orte wants to tie the policles;
of governments togéther, over time, one secks
‘.7 _joint ventures or concerns which link tho
s . dally doing of keymen on either side, mak-
" ing them dependent on each other in their
work, glving them concrete incentives to col-

: laborate. . .

_ Before NATO, the most intimate, sustoined
- pencetime alliance betwéen major powers in
the modern world was that of Germany and
. Austria-Hungary, from 1879 to 1014, Save for
"y some joint meetings between military stafls,
. this slliance lacked machinery such as we
" associnte with NATO. But what It had in-
stend was great weight in the public politics
.. and also in the bureaucratic politics of both
regimes, together with the sanction. of &
- powerful tradition: Except for 13 years after
. the Austro-
1 . Napoleon's time),
*. ways been mixed up with one another.
y 1014, the bureaucratic politicians of
. Vienna pulled a fast one on their colleagues
- at Berlin and dragged them into war. In
1917 Berlin got its revengo. and made the
Austrian Emperor drop his separate peace
“v " -negotintions, The ease with which each side
.~ .compelled the other testified to the political

., imperatives behind their close connection.
Shore of the pervasive links In politics

Y
P

the two countries had al-

L EERTIN TR N T

.+ ticular joint ventures often have contributed
-~ 1o binding an alliance. Uniil the misslie age,

its strength, the shorter flying - time of
" Britain's bomber command madoe English
" capabilities count henvily with us. In the
' - deterrent business we, of course, were senloyr

.money, and indeecd provided something irre-

« about the British every time they thought
" about themselves. That. 15 a very binding
* tie between two governments. ’

.. The common status of the dollar and the
" pound a8 reserve currencies for the free world
s, becomes another tie of roughly the same
" between these governments,
. found -in 1056 when he decided to change

age in this relationship,” But as we have seen

' because of 1t,

. sorts give men inside each government a
handhold on the hopes and fears of men
- inside the other as they do thelr wotk, pur-

* For a peacetime alllance, lacking Stalin or
", his like, few things can help more to keep
.. two governments together. : o

"% our current problems with De Gaulle now

. © 'seem to stem, at least in part, from the fact
_or appearance that ho has several handholds
on men In Bonn, and Bonn, in turn, has
many holds on Washington, while we and
they allke connot return the favor. In the
. " current French political and economic con-
a - text, his “presidentinllst” regime seems

: - smooth as glass, impervious to us or to the
.. - Germans, He must know that he needs us
L% - . to deter the Soviets, But this we do on our

.
=

(¥

“" . tions of another, 16 must find means to con-

Prussian War (and a decade in

In -

. which characterized Berlin and Vienna, par-:

for instance, while the bomber still gave BAC -

partner, but the British saved us trouble, also

placeable, an "unsinkable carrler,”  Ameri--
_can defense officials, therefore, had to think:

- . gort, and one which still is very much nt worl -
As Eisenhower.

British policy on Suez, there is a lot of lever-
recently there also is a lot of common ground’ ’

Ventures or concerns in common of these”

sue their needs, in their arena, day by day.
, day by day. ‘fense, might be a very useful supplement,

account, not his, so French sccurity in the
strategic sense gives us no hold on him., We
seem to have no othcers, though this may be
more appenrance than reality. But even
the appcarance gives him more room for
maneuver on his side than we on ours. 8So
at lenst I gather from the New York Times.
To comment on alllance operations with=--
out mentioning machinery is to glve our
NATO organs, and others of the sort, less
than their due. They play a role, undoubt-
edly. But in the terms of this nnalysis 1t is
and has to be a derivative role. Alllance
- institutions, civil and military, are not sov-
ereign states—though SHAPE at one time
of en played the part and got away with 1t—
but rather they are creatures, or at least
. creations, of the governments concerned.
Thus their Importance turns on thelr sym-
bolic qunlity, together with their actual ca-
pacity (which often 1s not very great) to

influence the work of men inside those gov- -
ernments. . For short of open war, it is the.
_-,government machines, not those of the alli-

ance, which alone possess the capabllity to

_act. And short of imminent incursions into.
NATO countries from the East, the views of
SHAPE or North Atlantic Council (NAQ)
officlals matter less in many governments
then views of men with power in their
own right close to home—or nearer Wash-
ington.:

. If alliance organizations are to make &
larger impact, they require greater leverage
upon the work and worries of keymen in
national machines. This 18 what distin-
_guishes the EEC from NAC.
can do (or at least start) some things, quite

; independently, which vitally affect the work
of ministers in government. A dozen years

ago, the same thing could have been. sald.

about SHAPE, in fact if not in form, but less

8o now than in the days of Eisenhower, who .
8 sovereign power in.

was something of
| himself. ;

However, it does not appecar to me self-

it if they get 1t). I do not see the payofl
for the national machines. Confederacies
are another matter, but NATO governmonts
make no pretense that thelr alllance 18 &
nascent stato, EEC and NAC are thus in

differeént .categories; the one is not a prece-\

. dent for the other. Nor do I sce why we
should mourn the passing of our ‘“procon-
. suls” from SHAPE., At the present stage of
‘our political development, alliances exist to
sor've their member governments, not vice
versa. And pgovernments are served by
meaningful relations with each other,
These center necessarily upon each other's

capitals, upon the great machines and their’

‘Internal bargaining.
on the margin,
-Thie does not mean that alliance organi-
zations serve mno useful purpose.
least they serve as symbols and as supple-
mentary switchboards for communication
améng national machines. Still more, they
.. may provide a .quiet corner where keymen
from different” capitals review the bidding

Alliance agencles are

on ecollaborative plans and action.’ This’
- 1ast, I take it, 18 & major aim of NAC. I so,”
"then the small subgroup of key ministers, .

recently suggested by our Secretary of De-

But machinery 18 the least of my concerns
- today. o
MEN AND MACHINERY
. These comments on alllance operations

reinforce my comments on operational feast-'

bility. For if peacetime alliances are what I
*think thoey are, then our ability to make pro-
ductive use of them depends, at least in
part, upon our comprehension of the who-

and-whom, and what, and why, in other gov-.

ernments. It also will depend in part upon

the skill with which we transiate compre-.

hens)
4

on into appropriate sction, & delicate
e R o v

“Eurocrats" -

evident, or even likely, that alliance agencies -
can have such leverage (or, anyway, can keep

At the

.
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endeavor calling for control. Put these two !
parts together, add materlal resources, and |
you have & formula for galning from alll-__“
ances; leave elther out and you do not, un-: |
less by luck or with a substitute for Stalln. .
In working an atliance, as in calculating.
fensibilities of any other operation overseas, ;7
the premiums are on control and informa- |
tion, ’ : 2

i

I have testified before mbout control, the I
need for it and difficulties of it in our govern- .
ment. There 18 nothing I would add today i
except to note that Johnson, quite ke Ken-

- nedy before him-——some 8say even more 8o,
many say too much—Is trylng to control de~ :
talls of operation in each crisis situation }
oversens.

were at risk in anything subordinates con-.}
trived without his knowledge. If this In-
deed should be his thought, he would not
* lack. for reasons from the record of the *
Presidency or its outlook since the missile
age began, I cannot think him wrong to try. :
The difficulties, naturally, remain. .
Information presents still more difficultles. !
From what little I have seen of our intelll- "
gence and our political reporting I surmise
that the chief difficulty 1s conceptual: ap- '
parently we lack a frame of reference in our’,

]

R

Been from the outside, he seems to - * |
act as though he thought his every purpose . .

heads to prompt the questions on which we . ° .-

are oftcn most In need of answers—or to.
gulde appraisal of the answers we can get. .

This 18 not a problem inside government:@ -

alone; far from it,
the scholarly community. Curlously, we are ;
is not & monolith, yet we are prone to treat :
, & forelgn government as though it were, We l
know that our own public officers are bound

to think not only about men across the wa-’ ° o

ter, but alco. and intently about colleagues §
here at'home, - Yet we often neglect the pos- ,’
sibility that foreigners do ltkewise. i

In the sphere of military operations, we’

It also is & problem In !

very much awaro that our own Government .-

have learned with pain and slowly but quite . .

thioroughly, I belleve, that ends take means,

and application calls for an assessment of the .
case, before, during, and after. In recent 2
years, particularly, we have made serlous ef- :
forts to review our aims and to reflue our
‘means in light. of our experience and pros- :
pects, case by case. Not only have wé tried 3
to do these things but slso we have tried to |
instill knowledge of the dolng, and of how, >
and why, In the upcoming generation of stafl !
planners and commanders. War colleges,
) gather, turn experience into doctrine as fast ¢
a8 they can. They even make a place for '
planners out of uniform, from
or even Budget, on the theory that it pays to
spread the word. 4
for anything or everything except the actual :
use of force—~what comparable efforts do we
make? Virtually none. The Intelligence 5

it seems, At any rate it continually looks:
+ forward, rarely
-while at home with history or at least anec-:

dote, seems prone to a professional astigma-~ | °
- tism which mistakes diplomacy for govern- : ..

ance. The.Pentagon, although no stranger
toadmit what it is doing, even to itself. De-
_felllse officlals, in and out of uniform, are.
" likely to display a double standard: hard-:
_.headed and Informed on feasibilities of force,
haphazard or unknowing (or simplistic) "’
about feasibilities of politics. Many of them:

while means take application to a given case,

In the “political” sphere, 8o called—a term. ¢ .

back. The Forelgn Bervice,: .

P

State and CIA.] "

.
» .
k]

community has Httle taste for history, or so: n

to political work, is under a constraint not. . !

are experlenced in bureaucratic. politics at -.. -

home; some of them have extraordinary ex-
perience with governments abroad. Buf
nothing In their training tells them to treat’
this exporlence as carcfully or as analytically
as thoy would treat combnt experience,

I made a bow just now to the war col-
feges. But It Is pertinent to add that they
reserve no time for studies of what actually
went on inside of governments as one of *

[
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those tinchiner dealt with onother,  Wor, © 20" Mt Yoot , .
naturally, la Untes dovoted 0o anatysle of whnt, , . : : s - N
o do, i anything, about remiliannt problenia, . : : - - Wy o
-Tho colleges are not to blame: they do not . Lo e T
have such studles. And with rare, plece-
meal exceptions, nelther do Defense, nor
Btate, nor CIA, nor AID—I may have missed”
a. hidden treasure somewhere, but I doubt
it—to say nothing of our universities, where,
, &cholars either pine for lack of access or ace-
cept as gospel what they clip out of the New
i York Timoes, . .
Were this the situation on the military]
. side, we would not tolerate it for a moment.
{ * The question becomes, what to do about
1t?  With that question let me bring this
: statement to o close, The answer, obviously,
depends on many people in and out of.
- government, None of us hers can speak for
all of them and I would not presume to try.
«  But it is plain, I think, that steps toward
‘an answer will involve at least two sorts
. of studies. First are studles of method, of
,our training needs and programs, inservice
or out. Congress has been cool to a civilinn
counterpart for thoe war colleges. If not
; that, what? Second are studies of substance,
i of relevant historical experience In critleal,
: encounters between governments looking at
1 what happened inside national machines as
! well as across national {frontiers. Just as we’
i dissect past military actions, so we should
; examine such administrative confrontations,.
+and for the same reasons: to sharpen our.
. perception of our problems, to enhance our
. capabiiities for tralning, to Improve our
{ question asking, and to give us the begin-.
. nings of a frame of reference adequate for
" future operations. 7 i
:  Studles of the first sort certainly are open
i to the competent authorities at both ends
| of the avenue. Studles of the second sort |
+ could well be fostered by many institutions
i both downtown and putside government. .
‘| Becurlty requirements are such thnat govern- | -
. ment support is slways Indispensable, but |
i private capablilities would nlso be essential,
» Cooperation is indlcated. Some of us In
; Cambridge hope we can contribute to this
work through our established organizations
1 and salso through the institute of politics,
i honoring President Kennedy, which Harvard:
i 18 in process of. creating. Other research
| centers elsewhere In the country should
i chime In, or toke a lead. I hope they will,
i For this job is bigger than all of us. And
studies are but steps toward answering the |
T questlon. ! o K
, ~ One other thing Is plain: this question and
¢ Its answer are not matters of machinery..
; To be sure there are some problems here of '
method and procedure, But the question
; does not pose Issues of government reorga-
i nization, The answer does not turn on:
{
‘

! whether we have more or fewer members of -
the Natlonal Security Council, Machinery
is not of the essence here. Men are of the
essence: what thoy carry In thelr heads, { -

{ and how they use their minds, and where | .

i they look for information, TR

; Yet this peems to me preeminent among

- »the. long-term .problems in the conduct of

. Our forelgn operations. - . -0 . T

i
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