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This is en oral history interview with Mr. Robert S. McNemara, held in
Washington, D.C. on April 3, 1986, at 4:30 p.m. The interview is being
recorded on tape, and a copy of the transcript will be sent to Mr.
McNamara for his review, Representing the 0SD Historical Office are Dr.
i Alfred Goldberg and Dr. Maurice Matloff. As we indicated in our letter
of April 16, 1985, we shall focus in this interview particularly on your
service as Secretary ¢ Defense from Jan 21, 1961, to Feb 29, 1968.

Matloff: We might atsrt with the background of the appointment to the
office of Secretary of Defense. What were the circumstances?
tcamara: I had been with the Ford Motor Company approximately fifteen
years, and was elected president of the company early in November or late
in October of 1960. My sscretary had been with me for some time, md I
insisted that she ensure that I return every telephone call that came in
every day. I came to my office one morning in early December 1960, went
 out and returned, and a number of calls had come in. I ran down the
1ist, and one of the names, Robert Kemnedy, didn’t mean s great deal to
me—~] didn’t know him. When my secretary got to that call, Mr. xenmedy
came on the line and asked if I would meet with his brother—in-law, Sargent
Shriver, and ssid that the President-elect would be grateful if I would.
I said that I would be happy to, the following week. He said they.hoped
‘I could do it much sooner, that afterncon, By this time it was eleven or
twelve o’clock in Detroit, and I said that I thought that was unlikely.
He responded that they would have Sarge in my off:lc_:u that afternoon at
any time that I might designate. I said to come in at 4 o’clock., He came
in (I had never met him sither), snd stated that the President-elect had
authorized him to offer me the position of Secretary of the Treasury. I
said that that was sbsurd, that I wasn’t qualified. He replied that he

was then suthorized to offer me the position of Secretary of Defense. I
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8aid, "I question my qualifications for that, although I had served in
the Army for three years during World War II and had followed defense
Ratters in a rather superficisl way through the press.” Then he said
wt the President-elect hoped that I would st least give him the courtesy
of meeting with him personally, I repifed, "I would. When?* Sarge
suggested the next day. So he left. My office adjoined fhat of Henry
Ford II, and I stopped in his office to tell him that I was going to
Washington that night or the next morning, and to indicate to him that
there was no likelihood that I would leave tha Pord Motor Company. Hanry
Ford had fust gone to New York. I called the company transportation
office and asked them to set up a company plane to take me to New York
that night. I did get in touch with him that night.

After arriving in Washington, before I met with the President-elect,
I stopped at the Pentagon to spesk to Tom Gates, then Secretary of Defense.
I had not met him, but we had friends in common. He had been a director
of Scott Paper prior to becoming Secretary, and at that time I was a
diraétor of Scott Paper. I told Tom of the President-elect’s request and
that I didn’t feel qualified, but felt that I could stremgthen the basis
for my refusal if I had suggestions to make to the President~elect as to
who was qualified, and that I thought thst Tom was. It was my intention
to say 8o, even though Tom wsa a Republican. It was clear to me that, if
asked, Tom would have been willing to stay oo.

I then went to see the President-elect, whom I had not met be
When 1

fore.

He stated that he wished me to serve as Secratary of Defense.
said that I was not quslified, he made a very interesting remsrk—that he
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was not aware of any schools for presidents, meaning that in a sense he
didn’t consider himself fully qualified either—and that inexperience was

not sufficient justification for refussl to serve as Secretary of Dafense.
We talked at some length. I said that I was not putting my obligation to
the Pord Motor Company on the ssme scale 2s the obligation of a citizen
to serve his government; that my refusal was based solely on the grounds
that I did not feel qualified to handle the reaponsibility, but that I

was quite interested in exsmining the opportunity for public service at
8ome time in my life, in a position which was more suited to my experience
and background. Be urged me to think further sbout it and to meet him
again the next waek. I. should have mentioned that this meeting took
place at his house on N Streat, and that the street was sbsolutely jammed
in front of tlu. house with reporters. But there was an alley behind the
house, 80 I was able to get in and out without this visit being reported
in the press. When I left, we agreed that I would return on Monday.
Goldberg: How did your name get to Kemnedy?

Mclamara: I read or heard that Ken Galbraith was asked by Kennedy to

think about names of individuals who might serve in the Cabinet and that
Galbraith put forth my name. I had met Galbraith while he was working on

m-ur more of his books during the 1950s. He was interested in corporate
structures and cultures and I was a rising young corporate executive. I
am told that he put the name forward; and also that Bob Lovett did. I
had not:‘ really kmown Lovett, but I had worked during the war in a part of
the Army in which he was very much interested, statistical control.

Goldberg: I was in stat comtrol, too, in England.
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McNamara: Were you? I didn’t know that. I was in England, in J-nuafy
1943. Anyway, I returned to Ann Arbor, where we lived, and talked to my
wife sbout it and we agreed that if the President-elect believed that I

could serve effectively, we would sccept his judgment on that point.
However, I would not accept the proposed appointment umless he agreed
that I could staff the upper echelons of the Department with the sblest
available people, without any regard to party or their participatiom in
support of him or the Democratic Party, and that I would condition my
acceptance on his agreement that, in effect, I was to be a working yecreury,
as moacd to what I calied a "socislizing" Secretary. Then my wife and
I talked to our childrem. At the time I was one of the highest paid
industrial executives in the world, not wealthy, but in a position to
becone s0. My sumual compensation, including stock options, was an the
order of $600,000 in 1960 dollars. We discussed the impact of all this
on them—moving to Washington, a different life style, a suhstantial
difference in financial compensation, which would now be $23,000 per
year. m children were not at all interested in wealth, had an aversion
to it in a sense, snd therefore even though the impsct would fall on

them, rather than on us, they were not concerned. So I concluded that I

would accept Kemnedy’s proposal with the two conditions. I was uncertain

how to negotiate with a President. I beliaved it would be wise to put the

conditions in writing, but how to do it? I finally concluded that I
might call him and say that since it was snowing, 1 could not travel that
day and therefore I was sending him a letter, in which I would outline what

1 had plammed to say mmy, had I been able to meet him thea. I
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~drafted a letter and called him to tell him this, but he was in Palm
Beach, Florida. When I ralched_ hin there, he said, '"Don’t worry sbout
it. It is snowing in Washington, and I can’t get back either. We'll see
you on Tuesday.” Because it was essentisl to my strategy that the condi-
tious be down on paper, I stated, "Mr. President, anticipating that I
couldn’t get there, I’ve already sent you the letter in order to Facili-
tate I:ha discussion. You will have it when I arrive.”
S0 I went down on Tuesday, went in the back way through the alley,
and found Bobby Kermedy with him, sitting on a2 love seat. I sat on a
chair opposite, and showed the President a copy of the letter. He read
it and passed it to Bobby, who read it and passed it back. The President
said, "’lobby. what do you think?® Bobby said, "I think it’s great.” The
President said, "It’s a deal." I must say that never once, even under
;reat‘provocation. did he deviate from that agreement, that I could appoint
a1l of the individuals that were subject to political appointment in the
Defense Department without any regard whatsoever to political considerations,
or recoamendations fﬁ the White House——and solely on the basis of merit.
" He said, "Fine, let’s announce it right now.” So he took a legal size
pad and drafted a statement. We walked out on tha fromt porch—the
street was jammed with television and press reorters—and he announced

it. My wife heard it on television that night before I got back home. I

returned to Ann Arbor that Tuesdsy night, traveled to Washington on

Wedneaday or Thursdsy, and have only been back to Ann Arbor once since

then.




_—_—

Page determined to be Unofassified - ,
Reviewoed Chief, RDD, WHS .
1AW ED 13526, Saction 3.5

Dae: pR 2.0 212

I vent into the Ford suite at the Shoreham Hotel and holed up
there. I spent all of ny time, from roughly Deceaber 10 wntil I went to
Aspen for skiing at Christmas time, on recruiting individusls. I did it
by taking a pack of 3x5 cards and calling people I knew—e.g. Lovett,
Thornton, Ga;braith—ukin; them for their suggestions for key positions
in the Department-—the Deputy Secratary, the D:lractoi of Research and
Engineering, the Secretaries of the Services, personal assistants, etc.
Then I cross-checked with various other people and finally began an
interview process.
You will be amused to know that the day I arrived in Washington
and went into the suite at the Shorsham, the left-hand columm of the
front page of the New York Times, as I recall, had a headline that Franklin
Roosevelt would be Secretary of the Navy. I was 30 naiva about the ways
of Washington; I paid abaclutely no attention to it. It made no sense to
me. I didn’t know Franklin Roosevelt, and what I knew of him led me to
believe that he wasn’t at all qualified to be Secretary of the Navy.
Moreover, the President had promised me I could choose individuals solely
on the buis of merit. A couple of weeks later, after I had recommended
to the President seversl different individuals and he had approved them
for appointment to various top positions in the department, he asked me
one day, "What sbout the Secretary of the Navy, Bob? You haven’t recom-
mended anybody for that." I said, "That's right, Mr. President, it’s hard
" to £ind the right msn.” He inquired, "Esve you thought of Franklin Roosevelt!"

I said that I had read the New York Times esrticle, but that I didn’t _think
that Roosevelt was qualified. He ssked, “Have you met him?" I replied
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that I hadn’t, and he said, "Don’t you think you ought to met him before
you come to a final conclusion?™ I responded, "Sure, I will be happy to
west him." I vaguely recalled that Roosevelt was a Fiat dealer in Wash-
ington. I found his telephone number in the yellow pages, called him and
said, "I’g Robert McNamara, may I come down to see you?" He damm near
dropped the phone, you could tell. I went down to see him, and we talked.
- He was a very nice person, but inexperienced in asanaging large organizations,
1 called the President-elect when I came back and told him that I didn’t
think Roosavelt was qualified to be Secretary of the Navy. He asked, "Bob,
did you follow the West Virginia cempaign?® .I said, "Mr. President, I

was out in Detroit, and didn’t know very much about the campaign, but I
remember that there was a crucial test in protestant West Virginia of the
inportnnce of the religious issue and that you beat Hubert Humphrey,
despite your catholicism. He responded, "Yes, that was absolutely one of
the most important events leading up to the nomination, and Franklin

Roosevelt plsyed a very essential role." (I heard later that Franklin

Roosevelt had spread rumors that Humphrey had tried to evade the draft in

world War II). I said, "Mr, President, I still don’t think he’s qualified

to be Secretary of the Navy." There was an absolute dead silence on the
. phone; you could hear a long gigh, and then, "I guess I'11 have to take

care of him some othar way."
I think that it’s crucial to understand that throughout my life I

have believed that my success depended to an important degree on my ability

to attract able people, focus them on important problems, and motivate

them highly to address those issues in an effective way. I was certain
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that my success in the Defense Department would depend on that, and that
waB uhy I laid down the condition. As I stated to you, the President
_never deviated from that. The result was, I believe, that our Depsrtment
had ths ablest group of senior officials that were ever assembled in any
Cabinet office in the history of our republic. At a single time we had such
people as Ros Gilpatric, Cy Vance, Joe Califsno, Harold Browa, Charlie Hitch,
Paul Nitze, John McNaughton, Bill Bundy, Alain Enthoven, Harry Rowen, Adam
!umol.i.t_uky. Bugene Fubini, Psul Warnke, and a host of others, extreamely
able people. Whatever we accomplished there came about because of thosé
people, plus the extraordinary group of senior military pecple whom we
either inherited or insisted be put into the key posts. 1 was not very
popular with ﬁho Air Force and Navy for a long time because we had three
Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs in succession from the Army. The resson was
that I thought they were the ablest people, and I didn’t give a dsmn what
color suit they wore, what service they came from, or whether the other
services liked it or not. I was going to get the ablest persom I could

find as Chairman. It was s crucial appointment for me and the President.

8o, .ve manned the Department with the ablest military and civilian people

we could find.
Matloff: What problems did you face, aside from those of menning, in the

Departaent when you took overt

Mclamara: The most important single problem was to think through how to
formulate security policy and related strategy and force structure and,
from that, to derive the financial budgets. 4 second problem that came

up rather quickly was how to apply military force. Those were the two most
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- difficult challenges we faced. I didn’t believe then, and I don’t believe
now, that there was in existence at that time sn adequate intallectual
foundation for security policy, military strategy, military force structure,
and Defense budgets. We tried to develop a concept of how to proceed to
obtain such policies, structures, snd budgets. In substance, it was to
- start with foreign policy as given, since it wasn’t our fumction to astab~
1lish foreign policy, and to derive from that military strategy, and from
that, force structure, and from that, Defense budgets. Obviously, it
iap't quite as simple as I stated (e.g. it was an iterative process),
but that was the eoncipt. and that was why in my statements to Congress
each year, the so—called Posi:ura Statements, I started with a very long
discussion of foreign policy. Many in the State Department who didn’t
understand what I was trying to do (snd that did mot include Dean Rusk,
because Dean strongly agreed with my approach to developing security
policy and strategy and force structure) thought that I was trying to
usurp the rola of Sacretary of State. When we took the Posture Statement
to the Congress, the foreign policy section had been reviewed in detail
by the State Department. It was essentisl to begin with a discussion of
foreign policy becsuse that had to be the foundation of security policy.
The srticulation and the integration of foreiga policy, security policy,

and budgets obviously were imperfect—

I understand that. But intellectually that’s the way we thought of it.
I don’t believe that it had

military strategy, force structure,

1 think that it was extremely important.
been done previously—certainly not in as formal a way as we were trying
to do it, and with as much emphasis placed on the necessity of integrating
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the several parts—and I don’t believe that it has been done on sny con-
sistent basis since.

Goldberg: Would you say that what you included in your Posture Statements
on foreign policy was really about the only thing that was sveilable? and
that you did it becsuse the State Department did not give it to you?
McHemara: Essentially, yes, that is correct.

Goldherg: It has always been a problem with the military, getting that
sort of thing; it goes back to the 40s. If you look at this first volume
of ours, you will see that they were trying to get it from State in the
1940s. o

NcMapaya: I think that since that time the statement of foreign policy
has baen formalized to a grester degree than it was then—at least

during some of the Kissinger years that was the case.

Matloff: How about the state of the Department of Defense itself when

you took over—the nature of the working relations, the structuref

Were you sstisfied with the state of the Department in those respects? .
Mcliamaza: I did not feel that the Secretary had been in a position to
direct the activities of the Depsrtment in the formulation of policy.

The organization of the Department didn’t faciliutc that. The Secretary

was insdequately served by staff, other than the staff that was under the
The civilian staffs in the services
ary's office

Joint Chiefs or the service chiefs.
were particularly weak, and the ciﬁlim staff in the Secret
wes, I also thought, weak and poorly organized to lay the intellectual
foundation for determination of security policy; military strategy, force

structure, and budgets. I set about to correct that, and to do so I
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brought in the "Rand intellectuals." It wasn’t that I was seeking to
bring in Rsnd people, but it happened that I found Rsnd to be s major
source of what I call security intellectuals. I brought in a number of
other individuals with experience in security policy--for example, Paul
Nitze, who had been director of the Policy Plamning Staff at the State
Department, and Willism Bundy, who had had major experience in CIA, and
elsewhere. The reason we weras bringing them in was to bolster the ability
of the Secretary of Defense to lead in the formulation of security policy
and to Mid becoming a captive of the Joint Chiefs and the services. It
was not that I didn’t have respect for the Chiefs. I have a tremendous
regard for them. But their ability to participate in the formulation of
nationsl security policy was severely limited by the very unwieldy and
{ineffective organizationsl structure of the Joint Chiefs and Joint Staff.
Only now is ﬁhat st.mér.ure being changed by action of the Congress. It
is interesting that the change is being stimulated by a former chief,
David Jones, and it is being opposed by the present Secretary of Defense.
Goldberg: Dom’t you think that Gates was moving in that direction—greater
policy formulation?
McNamara: Certainly Gates’s action to introduce the SIOP was, in a sense,
moving in that direction, but his moves were very limited and the staff
was very weak.
Goldberg: But he, himself, was doing things.
Uchamara: He was perhaps thinking that way, but the linkage between

foreign policy and defense budget was totally lacking. There was no

strategy that I was awsre of which could serve as a3 foundation for nuclear
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force levels, for example. There was no strategy that served as a basis
for determining conventional force levels. I underatand how difficult it
is to develop intellectual foundations for conventional force levels, but
we subssquently evolved the concept of a requirement for conventionsl
forces sufficient to fight one and one-half wars simultsneously in support
of our foreign policy comuitments. That was a new concept.
Hatloff: Your administration is associated with the introduction of PPBS
and Systems mlyah as part of the machinery snd processes in the Depart=-
ment of Defense. In doing some research, I came across William Kaufmann’s
aiuuunt in his volume, Iha McNapara Strategy, with which I am sure you
are familiar. According to Kaufmann, one of the banefits of the PPBS
system was that it "reduced the need for the vast reorganizations that
had shaken the Pentagon periodically since 1947. Responsibility for the
management of the Department of Defense was clearly vested in the Secre~
tary and he now had the means, through the plamning-programming-
budgeting process, to exercise his authority in a systematic and orderly
way. In effect, he had found a substitute for unification of the Services
and establishment of a single Chief of Staff.” Would you go along with
that?

Mclamara: Yes. When I became Secretary, the Symington Report was on the
table. Ros Gilpatric had been a member of a committee working with Symingtom,

and the report, as I recall, proposed a very substantial reorganization

of the Depertment and the services. It considered that a prerequisite for

effective msnagement of the Department by the Secratsry. I had spent a
Soc.id pert of my life in managing orgsnizations, snd I agreed, in principle,
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with meny of the major points of the Symingtom Report. But I felt that
it was axtremely unlikely that that report, or iny significant part of
it, could be implemented politically. Parts of it would require action
by Congress; all of it would Tequire difficult decisions that I thought
would lead to extended controversy and turmoil within the Defense Depart—~

. ment. Therefore, while I reached the conclusion that the Department would

have to be managed in ways quite different from before—that the Secretary
must direct the formulation of policy, development of force structure,
and the preparation of budgats~—I also concluded it would have to be done

- essentially within the existing law and the existing structure. I was

determinad to do that. I have long felt that an optimal organizational
structure is a desirable but not a necesssry condition to major ﬂnprdvenent
of operations in most kinds of organizations. I was determined to get
control of that Department without the organizationsl changes that had
been proposed by the Symington Committee. I thought that could be done

by recruiting the proper kinds of people, by laying out the approach to
formulation of security policy—i.e., integrating foreign policy, security
policy, military strategy, force structure, and budgets—and by developing

the tools to spply that set of intellectusl concepta. One of the tools

was the program, planning, and budgeting system.
Matloff: Had this been s new concept for you, or had you been working

on this right along?

McNamara: My concepts of planning and control were formmlated over a

period of years baginnin; when I was a :udfalu student at Harverd. In a
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budgetary plamning course, we studied control systems that had been adopted
by major corporations. Particularly, I remember the experience of the Du
Pont executives who went into General Motors sfter Du Pont bought a major
Part of Genersl Motors, about 1919, Between 1919 and 1923, Donaldson
Brown, Alfred Sloan, and a number of other Du Pont executives laid out

the planning and control system that was a mejor factor in GM?s success
over the next fifty years. I had studied the concept in the late thirties,
and I had applied portions of it in the U.S. Army Air Forces, while I was
in Stat Control. After the war, I went to Ford Motor Co., where I became
sssistant director and then director of the Plamning Office, Comptroller,
Ford Diviuog manager, and subsequently president. In each of those
positions, I applied the general concepts of planning as a major tool of
mansgesent. I then came down to the Defense Department and tried to do
the sane thing thera.

Matloff: You had not met up with Hitch before that?

McNamara: Never. I knew what I was looking for in the Assistant Secre-
tary, Comptroller, but I comldn’t find the right man. While skiing at
Aspen during Christmas week, I continued to try to recruit individuals

for the key posts in the Department. Using my three-by-five cards and
references, I came across the name of Hitch and tracked him down. He was
then employed by the RAND corporation, but he was a professional economist
and was ntiwdiu the snnusl meeting of the American Economic Aasociation.
I tracked him down and asked to sea him., He said that it would be very

difficult and, in any event, he wasn’t interested in the job. Be said
thathehadnrﬂodlnce;hcandhhvd.f.ehadjuthadachild. he was
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- happy in Los Angeles and he did not wish to move. I suggested that on
his way back to Los Angeles wa meet in Denver. So we did. I aroused his
interest, and eventually he agreed to come to Defense. He was a superb
"comptroller." The word connotes accounting, but his function was planning,
strategic plamning, and the derivation of fori:e structure and tho defense

| budget from such plans.
Goldberg:s It wasm’t fccomt.tnx under his predecessors, either.

_'Hl:lm:u. But they didn’t do what he did.
Soldberg: McNeil did a great deal.

McNamara: Not that. There w;re certainly no papers around that showed
that. _ '

Goldherg: McNeil didn’t put much down on paper.

Mclamara: You can’t do policy formulation, strategic planning, and bud-
geting without putting it down on paper. You can’t run that Department

by the seat of your pants.

Goldharg: His people put the things down on paper.
McNamarg: I will defy you to show me a written statement of the foundation

for ltrituic offensive nuclesr forces by McNeil or anybody else prior

to 1961,

Goldberg: That’s snother matter.

McNamara: But that’s very importamt, not just for force structure; it’s
i{mportant, as well, for formulation of strategy and the preparation of

wer plans. I didn't know snything about those matters, but I said to

nyuélf. "Now, 3) we have some nuclear weapons, b) we have to think how
might we use them, and c) we must determine what number we should have.™
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. The questions led to the plamning and analysis. You might say obviously
- we had weapons and we 2120 had war plans, a0 somebody must have thought
thrwxhhwwmmanlythuothimmdhowmdecidcdhwmyto

have. But I could find no evidence that had besen done.

Goldbergs lemrd Brodie did it for the Air Porce in the sarly 1950s.
McNamara: But you can’t use early 1950 in 1§60} it®s a totally different
world. I defy you to find any papers. That was my problem. Hhcn I came
into the Department I couldn’t find any papers, I couldn’t find any
intellectual foundation for either the application of force or the deter-
mination of force requirements that related to our foreign policy. The
policy for application of force was "massive retaliation.” We had on the
order of 6,000 strategic warheads, so you say to the commsnders, "Are you
going to use all of those?" They reply, "Yes." Every one of the plans
!Pplied all of the weapons, with minor qualifications. You ask: "Why -
6,000 instead of 3,0001" and there was no reply except, "We want to knock
the hell out of them.” And then you ask, "How will they respond?® And
the commsnders reply, "With whatever they have left." And you ask, “How
mch will they have left?" The answer of course i{s the Soviets will have

more left than we went to be hit with, Not much of that was laid down in

writing. You try to find a written statement that said: "We will launch
six thousand veapons and knock the hell out of them, but they’ll survive
with tens of warheads which they will launch ageinst us. We’ll lose
millions of people—not as many ss they lost, but millions." There wasn’t
any such statement. The closest approximation of it——snd it wasn’t

a statement of poi:l.cy at sll—was a war game done by the Net Evaluation
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»s“bmt“‘c a compittee of four four-star officers that prepared ome
copy of a report for the President. It was the only piece of paper that
related in any way to what I'm talking sbout—the spplication of force.

It evaluated the exchange and it scared the hell out of you. No wonder
they only had one copy of it, becsuse it showed the bankruptey of our
strategy.

Goldberg: That was the first of the Hickey committees.

McNamara: That’s right.

Matloff: Would you give asome brief capsule descriptions of your working
ralations with various segments in and out of the Department; for example,
how did you arrange the division of labor between you and your deputies—
you had three in sequence?

McMsmara: To a degree I looked upon them as alter egos—in a sense we
shared my responsibility. I was spending much more time with the President
than they were. They wera spending much more time on details and adminis-
tration than I was. On the major decisions of how to approach the problem
of developing security policy and strategy and force structure, I had my
deﬁutiu be part of my thinking ev;ery step of the way. In force spplication
that was also true. On all of the major decisions I tried to trest then

28 my slter ego. We would discuss the matter, I would come to a conclusion,
and I would expect them to follow it, whether it was what they recommended

" or not. It worked very well; it was superb.

Matloff: How sbout with the JCS7 How close were you with the Chairmani
Did you prefer dealing with the Chairman, rather than with the Joint Chiefs

as a corporate body?
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Ucliapara: Yes, I dealt with the Chairmsn rather than with the Chiefs as

a corporate body. I wasn't overly concerned about what I thought was a
- misersble organization. I held the same view of it then that Davy Jones
hohj: today and the same view that is reflected in the congressional
legislation: _th’ structure was very undesirable-—the so-called collegial
body, the confusion of power, the placing of tha Chiefs in positions

where their thought processes were circumscribed by the bisses of their
service positions and responsibilities. I thought that it was a vary
undesirable structure. I thought that I could deal with it without changing
it, by treating the Chairman as the directing officer—the CE0, if you
will—of the Joint Chiefs. That was clearly not his function in law.

But one can behave with other humsn beings in ways that eren®t prescribed |
by law. I trested the Chairmsn ss my senior military adviser. I recognized
that he, in turn, had to be responsive to the formsl structure of the Chiefs,
he had to reflect the views of the other Chiefs. It never bothered me

that I overruled the majority of the Chiefs, or even occasionslly the

unanimous recommendation of the Chiefs.

Matloff: How did you handle the problem of splits within the JCS?

McNamara: It didn’t bother me in the slightest. it made no difference

to me. What I was looking for wsa the right answer, and if four people
proposed the wrong snswer snd ona person the right answer, I supported
the one. If I thought all five were wrong, I selected another answer.
amount of resentment and comcern. But I
ed of that system, he

Initially, that caused a certsin
balieve if you were to ask Max Taylor if he approv

would say yes.
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w’ Did you pick Taylor for the job?

m: I sure did. The President brought him back into the government
after he retired as Army Chief, to assist in appraising the Bay of Pigs
debacle—how we got into such a mess. Some people have said that I recom~
mended to the Praesident that Max be made Chairman to get him out of the
White House s0 I wou;dn’t have to desl with the White House where he

might look over my performance. That is absurd. I recommended he be
appointed Chairman becsuse I thought that he was the brighest, ablest,

and most policy-sensitive military officer I could find. He was terrific.
We didn’t sgree on everything, but that wasn’t my objectiva. My objective
was to get the ablest Chairman available. In Max, I had it.

Matloff: How about with the service secretaries, how did you see their
rola and how did you make use of them? Did you ever, for example, use
them outside of the traditional interests of their departments?

McNamara: No. Nor did I use them perhaps in waya that they had been

used in the past. Basically I didn’t use them in matters relating to
security policy, force application, or strategy. I used them in connec—
tion with logistics, procurement, and training responsibilities, which I
thought were the proper responsibilities of their departments.
Matloff: On what kinds of issues would you normslly be desling with

Secretary of State Dean Rusk?

McNamara: One of the first was the issue of nuclear weapona. In the

early days after I was sworn in as Secretary, I received a very highly

classified letter from Desn. I have forgottenm the point that he was

making, but it related to nuclear weapons. 1t said TOP SECRET EYES ONLY,
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‘and T vas 80 naive that I assumed I was the only one that had a copy.

By @d. I read sbout it in m_m a day or so later. I just
couldn’t believe it. We ultimstely found a general officer, an Air Force
general, who, I am absolutely certain, leaked it. He leaked it in order
to bolster a poai;ion that ran counter to the views of other senior members
of the DoD. He leaked it to generate opposition to their position. I

~ mention this simply to say that Dean and I had a very close relationship.
He wanted my views on msjor foreign policy iaiuen._ and I wanted his views
on security {ssues that had foreign policy implications.

Goldberg: It is generally considered that you did play a very substantial
role in foreign policy matters during the period you were Secretary; more,
probably, than any other Secretary of Defense.

McNamara: I don't kmow, because I don’t know what role other Secrataries
have played.

Matloff: Particularly in the Johnson period.

McNsmara: I never, in even my private thoughts, conceived of my relatiom-
ship with Dean other than one in which the Secretary of Defense was 2

servant of the foreign policy of the country, and therefore I conceived

of Dean Rusk ss superior to me. I don’t mean in the line, but as having

a function that put his view with respect to foreign policy above nine
I was mentioning today at lunch that Desn was one of the great patriots
of our nation. One day he called me and said, "I want to come over to

see you." I replied, "I’1ll come see you." He said, "It’'s a personal
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thing.® I responded, "I don’t care whether it’s official or personal,
I'm coming to see you." S0 I went over to see him. The point simply is
that I felt that the Secretary of State was senior. But I also believed
that to the extent foreign policy carried security implications, it was
the role of the Secretary of Defense to atate what those implications
were and to comment upon them. I never hesitated to do so. Much foreign
policy doas have sact_nrity implications, and that is why I was frequently
expressing views, ‘puhlicly and otherwise, on those issues.
Goldberg: The other reasom, I think, for thisrbclief, was that presumably
you had a closer snd more significant relationship with the President than
did Desn Rusk. |
McHamara: I don’t'waht to ny‘it was closer than Dean’s, but it was
certainly close with both Kennedy and Johnson—that is true.
Matloff: Did your fostering ISA, or "the little State Department,” as
it is sometimes called within the DoD, complicate or facilitate your
dealings with the State Department?
McHNamars: It facilitated them. This is why I put 8o much care in selecting
my ISA heads. I had Nitze, Bundy, Warnke, and McNaughton—absolutely

superb pecple. It was one of the two or three most significant posts in

the whole department.
Matloff: Did your relationships with Kennedy and Johmson differ in any

way?
McNamars: They had different styles, but the relationships were very

close.
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atloff: Did you get the feeling you were being used more in metters
dealing with foreign policy under Johnson?

McNapara: Both Kemnedy and Johnson used me in matters outside the Defense
Departnent. Keanedy pulled me in on the steel price incresse, for example;
and both used me on meny of the actions relating to civil rights, some of
which had military implications because of the riots and civil disorders.
Goldberg: We put out a volume on that., Have you seen the Army volume on
-dte

McNamara: No, but it's a fascinating subject.

Goldherg: It has the whole story of that period.

McNamara: Johnson got me into a lot of different non-Defense matters,
other than foreign policy, one of which was aluminum pricing, the rollback.
Matleff: How about your relations with Congress, particularly as time went
an?

Mclamars: I think in the public press it was thought then that my rela-
tionships with Congress were very bad. 1 doti’t think that was the case.
I don’t think that you can point to a single bill that I wanted that I
lost, not a single one, whether it was a money bill or non-money bill. I
don’t think you can point to a single action that I wanted to take that

the Congress prmtﬁ. We canceled the B~70 program after the Congress
had authorized the funds for the program; I believe there were &0-odd
thousand people working on it. Against the opposition of Congress, we
dissolved 30 or 40 National Guard divisions; we closed hundreds of bases

in the face of Congressional opposition. We got every single appropriation
pill through. We canceled the nuclear sirplane and the Skybolt missile.
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We made the EKENNEDY a diesel-powered carrier instead of a nuclear carrier.
Rickover had a fit and the Joint Atomic Energy Committee, which was a very
poverful committee, was absolutely determined that the KENNEDY would be
nuclear powerad. There wes blood on the floor over these issues. That

is why the press felt, and many in Congress feit, that my relationships
were very bad. But I felt that my job was not to serve the Defense Depart-
ment per se. I looked upon the role of a Cabinet officer differently

from the way most Cabinat officers look upon their roles. And certainly
most departments look upon the roles of Cabinet officers differently from
the wey I do. The Secretary of Bducation looks upon himself as the servant
of a constituency; his constituency is the teachers. The Secretary of
Health and Welfare looks upon himself as a servant of the health profession;
Commerce the same way; Lsbor the same way; and so on. Many thought that

. tha Secretary of Defense should think narrowly sbout security issues and
about the role of the Defense Department. They believed he should function
as a sectorial lobby, if you will, within the broader society. I felt

that I was a servant of the President, that the President was the servant
of the people; and that my function was to look upon Defense from the

point of view of all the people, not just from the point of view of the
Defense Department. That brought me into close and continuing conflict
with some elements of the Congress, particularly the Armed Services Goantt
tees, vhich tended to be committees that represented the Defense comstituency,
both the military forces snd the industrial contractors. The military-

industrial complex never bothered me a dazn bit. I thought that it was

greatly overrated ss a political force affecting decisions. I never lat




Page determined to be Unclassified i

Reviewed Chief, RDD, WHS

IAW EOQ 13526, Section 3.5

pate: APR 2 2012 24

it affect my decision, whether it 1{ked them or didn’t like them. The
Congress always had the power to turn down l_thim that I zade
in the name of the President, if its members could consolidate their
power snd use it. They never were able to. Although they tried awfully
hard, I don’t believe they were ever able to overturn ome of my bt;dnt or
force decisions. The B~70 controversy was a perfect illmﬁrntion of this
point. It led to that famous Rose Garden meeting, which was very serious.
This was a potentisl conflict of a comstitutional character. It was not at
that stage a dispute over a wespon; it was a dispute over the relative
powers of the Bxecutive and Legislative branches of our government. There
was no way to settle thn: other thsn through the Judiciary. This was a
very dangerous situstion which would have csused tremendous trouble to our
nation, both then and later, had it not been for one amazing individual,
Vinson. Vinson was thought to be aither a pawn of, or the dictator of,
the Defense Department. But when it came down to the wire, he was a great

patriot. He understood the constitutional issues that lay beneath the

surface of this controversy. He said to thes President. {the President,

he, and I were the only people present in the Rose Garden) in effect,

"You're a young President, I'm a senior member of Congress; but I have

tremendous respect for you as President and for the office of the President.

I understsnd the constitutional comflict that 1ies beneath the surface

here. I don’t want to surface that, You don‘t want to surface it. I led

my troops up that hill, I was the leader of the 3-70, I’1l put them in

reverse, snd 1’1l lead them down the hill (i.e. he would not continue to

ﬁth. over dacision to cancel the airplane).™
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Mazlaff: I take it thac neither Kennedy nor Johnson laid down a list of
priorities or a detailed sgenda in the nationsl security field that he
wanted you to carry out. You had to feel your ounvway, basically.
Uclispara: I think that Kennedy belfeved that I should examine the Depart~
ment from the point of view of the adequacy of our forces in relation to
our fo_re:lsn policy commitments. He campaigned on t.hn theme that the
missile gap existed, I mention thst because it indicates his mindset.

He was concerned that our strategic forces were inadequate. It didn’t

take Ros Gilpatric and me more than thrse weeks to determine that there
was a strategic offensive nuclesr gap, but it was exactly the reverse of
the kind that had been implied by the term missile gap.

Goldberg: Were you surprinad at the extent to wh.-!ch political considera-—
tions played such a role in most of the major issues and decisions, when
you first came in? | ‘

McNamara: I’m not certain I would agree that political considerations
played such a role, but I do want to say something. In a book I have just
written, I have a chapter on what I call misperceptions that endanger our
security in the nuclear age. Ona of the misperceptions is that a military

weapon which is irrelevant in a military context can be used for political

purposes. This relates to what you’'re saying. I'll give you sn iliustration

of that, the most extreme illustration I csn think of. We canceled the
Skybolt. It was a pile of junk; there is absolutely no question about

that. The British, who would have had a right, had we produced Skybolt,

to procure it, had led their public to believe they were going to maintain

a nuclear deterrent force through procurement of skybolt. When we canceled
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the weapon because it was a pile of junk, they said, "You're going to
overthrow the Macmillan government by this decision.” We didn’t want

to do that. But they said thast was what was goin,g to happen: "Qur reten—
tion of political power depends on nintm and modernization of our
independent deterrent.”" We said that Skybolt was a pile of junk. They
sald, in effect, "Let’s not discuss the performance of the weapon, just

80 ahead and produce it." That is an illustration of a point you're making.
I was surprised that in our own society—I won’t say in the Kennedy and
Johnson administration—events similar to that happened every day. For
example, the governors knew very well the atate National Guard divisions
wers not combat recdj and in effect played no significant role in our
defense structure. But would the governors support the el:lnination‘ of
those divisions? Not one of them would. When I pressed Johnson to approve
disbanding the divisions, he said, "Bob, you're going to have trouble

with the governors. Why don’t you go to their annual meeting?" They met
that year in Hershey, Pernsylvania, as I remember. I went there and spoke
to the 50 governors, including such really outstanding people as Nelson
Rockefeller. Not a single governor would support the elimination of the
Nationsl-Guard divisions, even though every one of them kmew the divisions
wera hollow.

Goldherg:s Were you surprised?
but we went ahesd and eliminated them anyway.

decisions

McNamara: I was surprised.
I was very surprised how often attempts were made to mske defense

reflect political~—i.e. non-military—requirements. But I never had the

President say to me, "Bob, do this. I know you don’t think there’s any
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nilitary justification for it, but we've got to do it politically." Not
once. I insisted that we make the decisions relating to: closing bases,
adding forces, canceling forces, eliminating wespons, whatever, without
regard to the political decisions. That is one of the things that got me
into such hot water with the Congress. For example, Bddie Hebert wsnted
the military’s medical services expanded. He wanted military personnel
who were treated in civilian hospitals to be trested in military hospitals.
Ha would then justify the expamsfon of the military hospitsls, the addition
of a medical university, and so on. It made no sense to me. Why should
the wife of a military officer go to a uniformed gynecologist instead of
going to a civilian hospital adjacent to the base? It made absolutely no
sense to mwe, 80 I refused to support Hebert’s program. I never would
agree to building a medical university. The plan to do so wasn’t passed
by dongruo while I was Secretary. I never would have allowed it to be
passed. If it had been passed and it was within my constitutional right,

I would have refused to spend the money for the project. Becauss of such

views, I was in constant conflict with certain elements of the Congress.

There is absolutely no question about that. The nuclear carrier was one

illustration, the medical university was snother, the bases, the Guard,
you.nau it. But we got along. Bddie Hebert once asaid, "Bob, you’ve

seen my office. I have all those pictures of the Secretaries. How sbout

your picture? I want an sutographed picture." I said in effect, 'You

son of a bitch, you’ve been trying to destroy me and now you want an
I don’t believe it." He said, "You’re damn right I

sutographed picture?
’ wTo the

want your picture.” So I gave him a picture and autographed it:
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grestest riverboat gambler of them all. With best wishes, Robert S.
McNamara." He got a great kick out of it; it was placed on his wall. In
sum, I would not allow political pressure to influence action contrary to
what the President and I beliaved to be the intereats of society.

m:is Let me ask you about perceptions ofl the threat. Do you recsll
what your Initial pe;coption of the threat facing the United States was,
and did that perception change as the years went on?

UcNamara: I don’t know that initislly I had a very clear perception of
the threat, I knew what our treaty responsibilities were. It was alleged
that the Soviets had both an objective of hegemony—of aggressive intent
against Western Europe and other parts of the world—and conventional
offemivo force capabilities that greatly exceeded our defemsive capabili-
ties. It was perhaps not expressed exactly that way by Kemedy, but it
was that general conception of the threat that led Kennedy to say, “Bob,
_take a careful look at our forces and see whether you think they’re adequate.”
Matloff: Did you see Commmism as a monolithic bloc? |

Mchamara: WNo. Again, one of my problems with Congress was that exact

issue—I got into @ hell of a mess over my pelief that Communism wasn’t &

monolithic bloc. In the latter half of the f{fties, what were known &s

een organized and addressed by
purpose of educating the

strategic seminars for civilians had b

uniformed officers. These were designed for the
required to meet

public on the comsunist threat and the military forces
the military

In reviewing the statements that were made by
were exaggerating the threat,

that threat.
off{cers, it seemed to me that they

treating
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it as monolithic, presenting it in a very idsolog:!cal way. So, not believ-
ing that the threat was momolithic, not believing that it should be simpli-
fied to the extent of an ideology, and not wishing to exaggerate it, I
insisted that all speeches of senior officers (one—star officers and

above) be sent to a section we set up to review them. In that section I
had both civilian and militsry reviewers, and I insisted that they lay

down a set of guidelines against which they would review these speeches.
One of them was to remove all language that conveyed an ideological or
monolithic view of the threat. I remember that I insisted that thay

change words like "aggressive Rads" to "Soviet Union"—to try to take

cut the color words. That got me in one hail of 2 mess, Conservatives

in Congress called for a special set of congressional hearings which
eventually led to tha only claim of executive privilege that had been put
forward for years, The hearings came about because some of the officers,
who thought they were being cénsored. persuaded their supporters in the
Congrass—one of vhom was Thurmond—that I hsd infiltrated Commmists

into the Depsrtment, and particularly into this review group. They felt

in particular that one of the Communists was Adam Yarmolinsky, my assistant,

who was associated with the work of the review group. They insisted

thatlgivetbanmsofthcnviws. Thaymwverymllubbthc

reviewers were, but they wanted to put me on the spot. The reviewers

{ncluded a major, other military officers, and civilisns. I refused to

give the names, because that would blacken the individuals. I had set wp

‘the group; it wss following my policy; the whole thing was carried out in

I
acecordance with my wishes and my instructions. I said, therefore, that
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would sssume full responsibility for it and I wouldn’t allow Congress

to have the names. We went through hearing after hearing in the Senate
Caucus Room, a huge room jemmed with members of the press and public,
particularly women. The critical moment came in an exchange with Sen.
Thurmond. He said, "“Mr. Chairmen, I would 1ike the Sergeant—at-Arms

to take to the Secretary this newspaper." It was a tabloid, and on the
. ~front was a full-page picture of a mude woman. He asked, '"Mr. Secretary,
| do you see that?" "Yes." "Do you know where it came from?" ™No." "Well
that is vhat {3 s0ld to the sons of these mothers stationed at the US
ailitary base in Rhein-Main, Germeny. Would you tell the mothers what
you see on the front page." I replied, "Yes sir, the picture of a woman."
He said, "You're just énsaging in the evasion that you so customarily
follow when testifying before the Congress. Tell me how she is clothed.”
I responded, “She has little clothing." He said, "Mr. Secretary, 1’ve
dealt with you before; that’s what®s wrong with you; you say she has
1ittle clothing. She has no clothing. Why don’t you tell that to these
pothers{® Then we went on from there to the procedures for "muzzling

v .
the generals and his claim that I was screwing up the Department by infil

was
trating it with communists. Finally he ssid, "Mr. Chairman (Stennis

to sup 1y u\‘ names Of
k]

tor.
{the censors].” The Chairman ssid, "Mr. Secretary, you heard the Sena

request.” I said, "Semator, and

give those names.

I think that is a perfectly reasonable

Mr. Chairman, I’ve told you several times why I cannot

\ are held
I cannot run that department if people carrying out my orders
remove me,
responaible for my sctions. I am responsible. If you want to
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you can try to do a0 by engaging in whatever process is legal for that
purpose. But I am not going to remain in that Department and give you
those names.” The chairman said, "I have to tell you, Mr. Secretary, we
Will hold you in contempt if you don’t give those names." I said, "Mr
a“m I plead executive privilege.” He ssid, "Mr. Secretary, you
must undmund that you cannot plead executive privilege without the
written approval of the President." I said, "I do understand." He said,
"Do you mean to say that you have that approval?” I said, "Yes, Mr.
Chairman, I do.” I pulled out of my pocket a letter from President
Kmody; It authorized me to plend executive privilege. After I read
the htt&r there was a dead silence. The chairman said, "I’ve anticipated
this moment for months (I think the hearings had been going on for about
six months) and I’ve examined the hiastory of our Republic on this sub-
Ject. I find tln following . . . (he had written on yellow legal-sized
pages a report on the use of executive privilege, starting with George
Washington). Based on that, I hold your use of exceuu.w.privﬂetl in
sccordance with the traditions of our Republic.” He was terrific. It is,
howaver, another illustration of why I was frequently in trouble with

some members of the Congress. I never gave an inch on something I believed
in. To return to your point about the nature of the threat—I wasn’t an
expert on the Soviet Union but I did recognize that s degree of paranoia
existed in certain parts of our Republic with respect to Cuba, as ea illus=
tration. I think the problu that arose over the Bay of Pigs was in part

a function of two factors: one, the failure to recognize the parancia

that led to sn respect to the exaggerated view of the security risk of
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a Communist zwernient in Cuba; snd the other, a totally erroneous judg~
- ment of the capability of the so-called freadom forces to free Cuba from
Castro®s rule. The latter cau about because of the error of combining
operations and intelligence. Some of our problems in Vietnam came about
from the same cause. That was the reason for ‘ly request to Prnidex;{t_:
Johnson to allow me to go to CIA and to ask that the Director set up a
special unit to evaluate operations in Vietnam. I didn’t feel that the
intoll:luncov services of the bcfcnu Department were capable of doing
that. There was too close a relationship batween the intelligence function
and the operational responsibility. [(How many times do we have to learn
tMe must be separated.] So the snswer to your question is that I did
feel that the threat was misstated by psrts of our society—parts of the
military, parts of the Congress, and parts of the public—and I did seek

to obtain a reevalustion of that threst by all of the parties.
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This is part II of an oral history interview with Mr. Robert 5. McNamara,
held in Washington, D.C., on May 22, 1986, at 4:00 p.m. Representing the
0SD Historical Office are Drs. Roger Trask and Maurice Matloff.

Matloff: Mr, McNamara, at the end of our meeting on April 3, we had spoken
about your perception of the threat facing the United States. We would
like now to move on to discuss the role you played as Secretary of Defense
in connection with strategic planning, with ways of meeting the threat.
How did you view your role in this area, and what was your attitudes toward
nuclear weapons, both strategic and tactical-—their buildup, their use, and
control?! How did you see your role and your contributions in this field?
Mchamara: You will recall that one of the issues of the presidential
campaign in 1960 was the alleged missile gap. Ona of my first acts after
nauming the responsibilities of Secretary of Defense on January 20, 1961,
was to determine the extent of the gap, since I believed that I should act
immediately to close it. Mr. Gilpatric, my Deputy, and I, during the first
three of four weeks in offica spent a substantial percentage of our time
viewing the evidence on which the gap estimate had been made. We learned
that in 1960 there wera at lesst two different intelligence estimates
relating to the balance of the strategic nuclear forces in the U.S. and the
Soviet Union. Onpe of the estimates was prepared by the A-2 in the Adir
Force, and it indicated that the Soviets had a number of missile warheads
greater than that possessed by the United States. Apparently a copy of

that intelligence estimate had been leaked to members of the Congress, and

that was the basis on which the campaign charges were made. We learned,
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however, that another intelligence estimate, prepared by the CIA, came to
a different conclusion. After reviewing 211 of the evidence, we were
convinced that the CIA’s estimate was more correct than that of the Air
Force. If a gap existed in stntwte nuclear weapons, it was a gap in
favor of the United States. I mention this incident becauss from the
beginning of my term in office I felt a responsibility to determine the
appropriate level of nuclear weapons for U.S. forces. Many of the men whom
I recruited for senior positions in the Department, for example, Messrs.
Nitze, Hitch, Enthoven, Rowen, and later Harold Brown, were experts or had
had substantial association with studies in the field of nuclear strategy,
and I drew upon their expertise to exsmine the nuclear astrategy that the
U.8. had followed in past years and to consider whether changes in that
strategy were desirsble. On the basis of those strategic studies, we then
developad tha appropriate force structures. Because the risks to our
population of confrontation between the super powers in the nuclear age
were much greater than in prior yesrs and not well understood by the public,
we made a specisl effort to acquaint both the Congress and the public with
the results of our studies, to the extent that could be done without a
serious violation of classification.

Matloff: Your administration is usually lmown for its changeover in strategic
concept from msssive retaliation to flexible response. What led you to

become a strong sdvocate of flexible responsa?

McNamara: I think the massive rataliation strategy, whether it had ever

been applicable or not, was bankrupt by Jsnuary 1961, because by that
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time the Soviets had a sufficient mmber of nuclear weapons deliverable
upon the United States, following a strike by the U.S. on Soviet nuclear
forces, to infliet unacceptable damage on ua. Hence the assumption

on which the massive retaliation stratagy had been premised was no longer
" applicable.

Matloff: How about the backdrop of your espousing the counterforce doctrine,
particularly the speeches both in Athens and Ann Arbor?

Mclianara: Yes, particularly Ann Arbor. It was not intended as a shift to
& counterforce doctrine, but rather a statement of policy which we hoped
would influence the Soviets, were we and they ever to be involved in a
muclear exchange, to limit severely the initial launches of nuclear weapons
in the hope that we would avoid destructiom of our societies.

Matloff: To guote from your speech, . ., . principal military objectives,
in the event of a muclear war stemming from a masjor attack on the Alliance,
should be the destruction of the enemy’s military forces, not of his
civilian population." You also went on to call for mora non-nuclear
capability of the Buropean alifes.

McMagara: That’s corrsct. That was part of the propossl to shift to
flexible response, which was the main subject of both the Am Arbor speech
and the Athens statement.

Matloff: Ithinkthstyouauomtontooppouthamukmuonnmlm

forces that some of the Buropean powers were espousing as being costly

snd of questionable affectiveness.
McNamaras And also Mum.
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Matloff: Were you disappointed in the Europesn reaction to those speaches?
Ucliamara: The Eurcpeans were reluctant to shift from msssive retaliation
to flexible response, believing that it might increase the cost of the
- conventional forces or reduce the likely use of nuclear forces, which they
considered to be the main deterrent to Soviet aggression, whether it be
conventional or muclear. I thought then that they were wrong, and, with
hindsight, I think they were even more wrong than I thought at the time.
Matloff: After the Ann Arbor speech, did you tend to deemphasize the no-
citias approach?
McNamara: I think people looking at that speech totally misjudged tha
mein thrust of it, which was to put forward the shift from massive retal-
iation to flexible response. A secondary purpose was to take sccount of
what existe& for a very short period of time—a very large mmerical advan—
tage to the U.S. in strategic nuclear warheads. A4s I recall the figures—
these are approximstely correct, I think—we had on the order of 5,000
strategic nuclear warheads and the Soviets had on the order of 300. The
300 were large encugh that if they unleashed them all massively at our
cities, either before or after we struck them, it would be a devastating
blow to our society. We recognized the possibility of one side or the
other initisting the use of nuclear wespons, and recognized that whether
the Soviets launched first or second, if they launched at our cities the
blow would be devastating. We therefore wanted to suggest to the Soviets
that, in the event of a nuclear exchange, we esch direct our wespons at the
other’s military targets, thereby minimizing the damage to our civilisn
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populations. I think, with hindsight, it was perhaps even 2 questionable
~doctrine then, although it was an indicstion of the r'cem!uon that we
had of the great danger to civilisn populations in 8 nuclear war and of
the efforts we were making te rnduée that dmeﬁ. 1 never did believe in
‘& counter-force strategy per se. What I was trying to suggest without
labeling it as such ‘.un a dmgc-uuﬁu strategy, premised on ;ttaﬁkins
nlltuy targets as opposed to population centers. It was only appropriste,
I think, if it evar was sppropriate, to that uum pcriod when they had
a8 few wuponu’“‘/}—— % I
Matloff: You brought' 8 number of the Rand theorists intc the government.
How closely were you in contact not only with th;-. hﬁt also with the
theorists who \n:'i= still at Rand?
McNamara: My recollection is that when I came into the Department in
Janusry 1961, the Air Force had contracts with Rand under which Rand
carried out ‘ttutltu paid for by the government, but the Air Force contracts
prohibited Rand from delivaring copies of those studies to any group
other than the Air Force. 1 very quickly ‘“m‘ that, because 1 was
vary definitely {nterested in the Rand studies and insisted that my office
have scceas to those. We made grest use of them.

Matloff: BHad you done much studying of strategic theory befores you

became Soeuuiy of Defense?
McNamara: No, I was quits tnexperienced in strategic theory. I had

served as an officer in the U.S. Army Alr Forces during World War 1I, in

the bomber commands-—initially the 8th Air Force, later the $8th Bomd
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Wing, and then the 20th Air Force—and I had some experience in evaluating
what air boabardment could and couldn’t sccomplish, but in terms of study-
ing nuclear strategy, no, I was not at all familiar with it. However, as

I suggested, aince the election campaign in 1960 had in part been fought on the is
'nuclu.r strategy, I considered it my first order of business to become
familiar with it. It quickly becsme apparent to me that the risks associated
with the strategy that had been followed by NATO up to that time were, I
thought, quite unacceptable. They were not well ui:d.ratood. and when one
understood them, I thought they were quite unacceptable.

Matloff: You remind me of Lincoln and Stanton during the Civil War
reading up on strategy.

Mclaparss That’a exactly what I did. I just wrote an acknowledgement page
in the book I’m writing, and in that I listed the names of all these people
that T brought into the Department. I stated that they "tutored me” in how
to understand the nuclear age and its implications for the strategy and
risks to our people. |

Matloff: which theorists’s writings particularly impressed you during

this erat |

McNagara: Certeinly the ones I named a moment ago—Hitch, Enthoven,

Rowen, Nitze, Brown—but there wcre‘a number of others as well.

Matloff: Did you sgree with Brodie®s notion that strategy had hit a dead

end in the nuclear age?
McHamara: No, I don’t recall that, but in any case I don’t agree with it.
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Hatloff: wWould you agree with Kissinger®s, Osgood’s, and Kaufmamn’s con—
cepts of limited war? ‘

Mclamazra: I don’t recall exactly what Kissinger had written prior to

that time, but my recollection is that he himsslf has changed about 180
degrees. So I don’t Xnow which concept we would be talking about, and I
don’t recall Bill Ksufmsnn’s concept of limited war. I very quickly came

to the conclusion that limited war wasn’t possible. The Ann Arbor speech

was designed not to fight a limited war per se, bui: rather to limit damage

if we ever bungled into a nuclear war, which seemed to me to be possible,

and very dangerous. |

Hatloff: Are you speaking ahout limited war with nuclear weapons, and

also without?

McNapazra: DNormally the term limited war referred to limited nuclear war.
Matloff: That would have been Kissinger’s notion. Kaufmann didn’t go

along with that, but rather the notiom of 1ini.tud war without nuclear weapons.
McNamara: I don’t know what he would mean by limited war.

Matloff: How about in comnectiom with the Presidents, did you find that

both Komudy and Johnson followed military strategy closely?
McNamara: They certainly weren’t experts at military strategy.
a result of the studies we presented to them, t.l}.y became quite concerned

Partly as

about the risks that our society was facing in the nuclear age bacause of
the strategy followed by NATO, where the strategy of massive retaliation
would have led to very early use of nuclear weapons against tha Soviet
Union, almost imsediately following sny Soviet aggression, however slight.
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Recognizing the mumber of nuclear weapons the Soviets had at the time,
such an action by NATO would have led to totally unacceptable damage on
‘the U.S. and its allies. It was tfm: point which we made very clear to |
each of the Presidents shortly after he took office, and it was that which
led to the proposal to ch_mge the strategy from massive retaliation to
flexible response. I don’t want to suggest that our studies were the
first indication they ever had that unacceptable damage would be inflicted
_upon our mtion by the application of our strategy. I dom’t recall how
much either one of them knew sbout NATO strategy prior to the time he
became President. I suspect not very much, because at that time there
- had bou_: very little public discussion of the effecta of applying NATO
strategy or of a nuclear exchange. My recollection is that President
. Eisenhower had appo:tnm a group of four 4-star officers, ﬁhich I believe
was known as the Net Evaluation Subcommittes. Only they had atudied a
dynamic exchange and evaluated the effect oir such an exchange on our
society, and the results of their analysis were so catastrophic and
horrifying that only one copy of their report had ever been prepared .
and {t had not been made available other than to the President. Having
heard of that, when I came in as Secretary I insisted on obtaining a
copy. The report was just what it had been portrayed to be—a horrifying
evalustion of the effect of the nuclear exchange which would result

from application of our existent strategy. Wuhat we concluded was that

bm should: a) change the strategy; and b) educate the public u to the
effects of an exchange by, in effect, making available tha conclusions
of a report so highly classified that only one cOpy had been prepared.
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In a very real uhac. we introduced an equivalent analysis into the unclas—
sified portion of my posture statement, and it was therefore published.
Matloff: Historians, of course, are going to be asking and trying to
mlyzauhltyouratntegiclapcymduﬁn;ympcriodof 7 years in
the department. I csle across two statements, which you may be familiar
with—one is Bill Kaufmann’s statement in hil. book Tha McHapara Strategy,
in which he said that you brought about two ujér revolutions within the
~ department. One was redesigning the military strategy and forces of the
United States, and the other, installing a new method of decision-making
 within the Pentagon. In another, by Lawrence Fresdman, who was part of
the Internationsl Institute for Strategic Studies, writing in his book
Ihe Evolution of Nuclear Strategy, which came out in 1981, he stated,
"nder McNamara the focsl point for innovation in strategic concepts
shifted back to the Pentagon (though to the civilian rather than the
military officers), and sway from the universities and institutes.”
Would you go along with those judgments?

McNamara: In genaral, I think so. As I state in this little book I have

Ad® i
written ('M Into Disaster"), and as 1 stated in an article published

in Poraign Affaira, I had concluded that under no circumstances could we—
NATO and the U.S.—benefit from initiating the use of nuclear weapons.

Therefore I had recommended to esch of the two Prasidents that they never,

under any circumstances, initiate the use of nuclear wespons. I recognized

then, and I recognize now, that that was contrary to the proposed NATO

strategy of flexible response. The proposed change from massive retaliation |

) b ]
to flexible response was put forward in May of 1962 at Athens, and I don’t
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think it was accepted until some time in 1967. In the intervening years,
in a sense, we were bound by the strategy of messive retaliation. But
both massive retaliation and flexible response contemplated the initiation
and the use of nuclear weapons by NATO in response to a Soviet/Warsaw
Pact conventional attack under certain circumstsnces. In the csse of
| flexible response, the nuclear threshhold was to be raised very substan—

tially. It was proposed to be raised to the point where there was very
little likelihood that NATO would ever initiate the use of nuclesr
weapons. However, I went further than that in my discussions with the
Presidents. Having exsmined the detailed plans for NATO initiating the_
use of nuclear weapons and the probable Soviet response, given the fact
that they then had weapons they could respond with, I could see no circum—
stances under‘ which it would be to NATO’s advantage to initiate such
use. I therefore recommended against it. I mention this because it is
an {llustration of how far we were going in our thinking to change the
nuclear strategy. Our thinking went further in the direction of changing
the muclear strategy than the official proposals to NATO, which in turn

were not accepted by NATO for some five years after they were put forward.

M: -Inywrbookonm_mg_ni_m:!youwmtc, wEvery hour of

aevery day the Secretary {of Defense] is confronted by a conflict between

the national interest and the parochial interests of particular industries,

individual services or local areas." How sarious a problem was interservice

rivairy for you?

McNamara: It was serious in the sense thst unless the Secretary of Defense

u&tﬂ control snd direction over the decisious made by the services, the

B g | Y I B
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- individual services would act in ways that were contrary to the national
interest; not because they wished to subvert the national interest, but
rather becsuse in many cases they weren’t in a position to be sensitive to
or fully informed of the national interest or how their specific actions
would relate to iﬁ. It was because of that and because the organization
of the Joint Chiefs and the .Joint Staff did not provide adequately for
overruling or adding to the perception of the individusl services that I
set up such a strdnz component in the Office of the Secretary of Defense
to assist me perform that function. I think that the law that is being
put forward now that would strengthen substantially ths Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs is simply a recognition of the problem to which I am referring. |
Wwithout a change in the 1aw, I felt I could desl with it, and I think I
did in the *60s, by strengthening the organization of the Secretary and by
never hesitating to overrula the individual service secretaries and/or
Chiefa of the iarvicu, or, for that matter, never hesitating to overrule
the recommendations of the Joint Chiefs, if I felt that they were insuf-
ficiently taking sccount of the national intereat as opposed to the

gservice interest.

Yatloff: Was tnytl.xins‘ dane sbout mitigating the competition itself?
McHamara: You could mitigste the competition by strengthening the role
tried to do by appointing strong chairmen and
I expected them to overrule

the national interest

of the Chairman, which I
by backing them and letting them know that

services that they felt were acting coatrary to

snd pursuing & service interest. The Chairmsn faced difficulties becsuse

I would
frequently the Joint Staff wasn’t equipped to probe 8d deeply as
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have liked to have seen them probe into individusl service proposals and
the Cbnimn was also handicapped because by tradition tha Chiefs tended
to support one another when pursuing n'aervica interest. To give you an
illustration of that, I was absolutely amazed by the behavior of the
Chiefs in November of 1966 when we reviewed, with the President, the
budget which was to go té the Congress the following Jsnuary. The
meeting, held in Austiﬁ, Texas, was attended by the five Chiefs plus Cy
Vance, my Deputy, and Walt Roatow, the National Security Adviser. At
the time one of the major issues was whether we should or should not
recomnend an anti-ballistic missile nyltén to the Congreas. Ihe Congress
had already asuthorized and appropriated funds for it, which we had
refused to spend. I thoughi then, and I feel just as strongly now,

that such a system would be a total waste of money. There was sbsolutely
no question that if we went shead with it, the Soviets would counter it
either with countermeasures or an expansion of the offensive force. I
was certain that if they went ahud with the system they had already
sﬁart.d to deploy that we could penetrste it. I knew for sure that at
least some of the Chiefs shared my view that there was no anti-ballistic
migaile system that the Soviets then hed in prospect that we couldn’t

penatrate, There was every reason to believe that the Soviets would be

equslly capsble of penetrating any system we deployed. TYet, when the

President asked the individual Chiefs for their recommendation whether
or not to proceed with tha U.S. ABM system, the Air Force Chief and the
Navy Chief, each of whom had weapons that he Imew could penetrate the
Mct syatem and each of whom had every reason to believe the Soviets
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had weapons that could penetrate our system, nonetheless went along and
supported the Army Chief in racommending an ABM system. This {s just
to illustrate that it was traditionmal for the Chiefs, under certain
circumstances, not to taks exception to recommendations of an individual
garvice.

One further point on this conflict among the services or pursuit
of individual service interests, I n'eﬁtimd the way in which that was
reflected in their recommendations on the ABM. But to understand how
deep-seated the tradition was, you had to recognize that there was a
lack of standardization throughout the Department. It extended into
such things as individu#l service specifications for butchers® smocks,
women®s bloomers, and belt bucklcu.v I mention this becsuse if you
can’t get together on such a thing as a belt buckle or a butcher’s smock,
it's very uniikely you’re going to get £o¢et.her and overrule one ancther
or have a Chairman overrule on such fundamentals of the force structure as
ABM systems.
Matloff: How serious a problem were the parochial interssts of particular .
industries and local areas?

McNamara: There were very great pressures, but I didn’t consider them

serious problems. I had the full backing of the President to overrule

the Chiefs or the industries in order to advance the national interest.

ized
1°11 give you two illustrations of that. The Congress had suthoriz

b §
and sppropriated funds for the 8-70 bomber. But the President and

| te
considered it was an unnscessary weapon and its production would was

there were
biliions of dollars. At the time wa canceled the program
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more than 40,000 people in 24 states working on the project. There was
tremendous pressure from the congressional representatives of those
states, corporate executives, snd the labor un:lm to proceed with the
weapon. But we canceled it nonetheless. The same thing was true of
most wespon systems that we canceled——Skybolt is another {1lustration I
could use. Lockheed was the manufacturer of the Skybolt missile.
Lockheed put ads in Time Magazine bomsting of the capabilities of the
inapon and did everything it could to gmnti pressure to overrule us.
But we held to our judgment snd the weapon was canceled.

Matloff: On the subject of budget, could you summarize why you felt
that changes were needed in the syatem? ,

BcNamara: Because the system had many defects, one of the most impor-
tant of which was that it did not extend the budgetary process over the
period covered by the lead time of the decisions. If one were making a
decision in 1961 to authorize the development and production of a new
weapon system, the action following the decision might extend ovir a
period of 5 to 8 years, but the budget would show only the first year’s
finsncial impact. It seemed to me that we should extend the budgeting
_ process through the lead time of the decision so that ome could see the
full financial impact. We picked s rather arbitrary period of five
years for that purpose, so we immediately extended the budgeting or
financial plamaing period to cover s period of five years, as opposed
to one year. Thers was tremendous opposition to that move. Msny people
said, for example, that we should not inform the Congress of the full
financial impact of the decisions—to do 8o would reduce congressional
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m?port for the action. That’s exactly why I felt we should inform
them, s0 they could see the full financial effect of the action. A
host of other changes were made in the budget process. They were sll
designed to permit a greater understanding of the financial impact of
the decisions that were baing made, and a greater understanding of the
financial impact of alternstive decisions so one could choose more
intelligently among alternatives and among options.

Matloff: Were you satisfied with Defense’s share of the budget in both
the Kennedy and_ the Johmson administrations?

McNagara: Yes. I never felt any limitation on money. It*s hard to
realize, but at that time the pressure from the Congress was t:é spend

more.
Matloff: How about the constraints, was there any impact of domestic

restraints in the Johnson period on the defense budget formulation?

McNamara: No. The reverse, in s sense, was the case. There was one

very critical point at which we felt that to pursue a program recommended

for Vietnam would result in very large additional expenditures, above

lated in the previously approved faderal budget. We felt

thoss contemp
to pursue the particular course of action

associated with Vietnam, in recognition of the added budgetary expendi-
He

tures taxes should be raised. I 80 recommended to the President.
but he ruled against

that if the decision were nade

ed the recosmendations relating to Vietnam,
He did so because he

accept

the recommended tax increase.
pass the Congress snd that, rather than raise taxes, the Congress would

cut back the Great Society.

said that it vnuldn’t
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Matloff: Do you recall what year that was?

Mcamaxa: I believe it would have been the summer or fall of 1965.
Matloff: You've written in the same volume I quoted before, The Essence
of Security, that the "uniqueness [of thermonuclear power] lies in the
fact that it is at the same time an all-powerful weapon and a very
inadequate weapon." Do you recall what you had in mind? I think you
were thinking about the political leverage, or lack of it.

Mollamara: I think that by the term “inadequate" I meant that I couldn’t
conceive of how to use a nuclear wespon militarily (other then to deter

one’s opponent’s use). I never saw a plan that showed how we would

benefit if we init{ated tha use of a nuclear warhead. There was no way
that we could conceive of limiting the destruction to our sociaty to an
‘ acceptable 1¢v§1 following initial use of nuclear weapons. There was
no such plan then, and I doﬁ't believe there’s any such plan today.

In this little book I’ve written I said that no human mind has ever
conceived of such a plan. I have made that statement in the last year
or two in the presence of senior civilian and military authorities and | i

no one has ever taken exception to that.

Matloff: You mentioned that your administration had a mmber of contro=

versies over weapons and weapon systems. ABM was one; TFX-111, B~70,

nuclear c-rﬂera were others. Was there any aspect of your positiomns

onthouweaponsthntywmldlmtotnkaboutormmdom

McNamaxras Ithinkmwmmemymtroveraywemuodin. in the

sense that our decision was upheld by the Congress or the President. I

think on every one of thosa not only were we right, but the controversy
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‘ultimately led to action in the nationsl interest, except posaibly with
respect to the TFX. In that case I think wa ware right in principle.
The services should have agreed upon a single aircraft to perform their
bombing operations. That was entirely possible, and would have been
very much in thea interest of the nation. As Mdmce, I submit the
fact that the Air Force was able to use the fighter, the P-4, that had
been designed specifically for the Navy. If they could do that, each
service, the Navy and the Air Force, should have been able to use a
plane that took account of the other’s needs at the time of design. In
the case of the F-4—the Air Force, as I remember, had a plane called
the F~110, which for a variety of reasons didn*t appear to me to be
optimal. '.I:hqrefbre, over the objections of the Air Force, we canceled
production of the P-110 and r.quiredv the Air Force to adopt the F-4,
the Navy aircraft. The Chief of Staff of the Alr Force, LeMsy, vas
very much opposed to it. After it was done, the Commanding General,

Tactical Air Command, I believe it was Sweenay, was absolutely ecstatic

about the F-4. The Air Force used it for 10 or 15 years thereafter and

was very pleased with it. I mention this to 8ay, with hindsight, that

pursuing commonality of
TFX was handled by

1 believe that we were absolutely right in

aircraft. However, because of the way in which the

the services, we did not achieve commonality and we fought a bloody

amount of time snd effort.
967 you did decide to go

battle that took & tremendous

Matleff: On the ABM, is it true in late 1
forward with a thin ABM deployment, the nChinese—oriented aystemi®
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McNamara: what had happened was that Congress had passed legislation
authorizing and &ppropriating funds for an extensive ABM system, which,
it wes believed, would develop into a "thick® system. There was tremen-
dous pressure within and outside the Department to go ahesd with the

R R L | T aa—

thick system. To avoid that, after having made a speech in Sun Francisco
- stating that there was no rationale whatsoever for any ABM aystem, we
nonetheless proposed going ahead with the thin syatem, or so—called
""Chinese~oriented system."

Hatloff: Your administration also became involved in plans for reorgan-—
izing the reserves and merging the reserves with the National Guard.

Why did you want to merge them?

Mcamara: Becsuse they were "hollow." Both the Guerd divisions and the
reserve divisions were underataffed, underequipped, and undertrained.

We were spending a lot of noney and not buying usable power for it.

S0 we proposed to teorginixe them, merge them together, and reduce the
total number of paper divisions and replace them with divisions that

hed some combat potential. My recollection is that we were going to
eliminate 20 to 30 divisions; I've forgotten exactly the mumber. I
guess most of them were National Guard; I’m mt absolutely sure of

that. In any case, there were 20 to 30 of these reserve and Guard

divisions that were going to be eliminated. All hell broke loose,

because the Guard divisions that were going to be eliminated were the
playthings of the governors and their adjutants-general and there was
tremendous political pressure for us to change our recommendations.
President Johnson said, "Bob, there’s going to be a meeting of 50
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governors in Hershey, Peiuuylvnnia. and you’c_i better get yourself up
tharemdconvincethenthattheu'awitinmptomal to eliminate
the Guard divisions. There is tremendous opposition and it’s going to
be very difficult to proceed in the face of that." I went up to Hershey-—
I°11 never forget it. There were 50 governors present, but not one
single governor supported the elimination of these Guard divisions,
1including such rationsl, responsible, strong individusls as Nelson
Rockefeller. Bvu-y one was opposed, but we went right ahead and did it
anyhow. We eliminated the divisions.

Matloff: While we’re talking sbout the reserves, may I jump ahead to

the ares problems? In commection with the crisis in Berlin in 61 and

62 and later oo in Vietnam, did you favor the calling up of the reserves?
McNamara: Vorjr much 8o, in both cases, In the case of Berlin, I favored
calling up t.hn reserves for two ressons: (1) we needed to make clear to
the Soviets our determination and will to apply force if necessary to
prevent them from taking over West Berlin, which was their objective,
~and (2) if we were going to apply force, we needed to have that additional
force available. In tha case of Vietnam, I felt we should call up the
reservea for both reasons. I so recommended to the President. He did
not believe it wise to do so and therefore we didn’t.

Matloff: Did he ever give ressons why?

McHamara: Yes, his reason, sn objective that I strongly supported, was
t§ avoid wer hysteris, or fueling the fires of emotion in the natiqn.
We did everything we could during those years to avoid development of
nationsl pressures and feelings that might lead to the spplication of
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power in ways that wers contrary to our natiomal interest—for example,
in ways that would draw China and/or Russia into the war. With hind-
sight, I think that was 8 well chosen policy; however, I think it is one
of the policies to which historians should give most attention. There
is certainly a lot of controversy today about whether we failed to
unleash the militsry and therefore lost the Viictnmu;ﬂar. I think we
were wise not to unleash our power. I dbn’t believe that we could have
changed the result of the war in Indochins, and the escalation of the
conflict might well have triggered a confrontation with the Chinese
and/or the Soviets.

Matloff: On this point historians have a lot of trouble trying to find
the President on the record on this question of not calling up the
reserves.

McNamara: You can’t find him on the record because I submitted a draft
memorandum (one of the reasons I called my memoranda to the Presidents
drafts was so that I could submit the recommendation and if they didn’t
choose to follow it, I could withdraw it, and there would be no way
that the press or snybody else could drive a wedge between the President
and me). After all, I had no independent power base. Many of the
people today don’t seem to understand that. Presidential appointees

of
aren’t elected; this is not a pariiamentary system. 4s a minister

government, I had power only to the extent that the President appointed
me and delegated me the power. Many in our government today operatg as

though they were independently elected, and members of a parliamentary
system. They will take to tha press their recommendations to the President,
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when he disagrees with them and overrules them, I did not believe that
was proper then; I don’t believe it is proper todsy. To avoid that
circumstance ever develop:lng; I labeled my memorands drafts. In the
Seven yesrs I was Socrotary I don’t think there were two msnoranda

from which either President failed to accept the reca-mdntiom I

can think of one, the oge referring to this subject of calling up the
Teserves. In the same memo, I had recommended both an increase in

taxes and calling up the reservas.

Matloff: Historians will appreciate this information very much, I 'm
Sssure you. Let’s turn now to some of the area problems and crises.

Wae it your impression that the Buropean allies were pulling their

weight in NATO, or did you feel that the problem of burden sharing

neaded more looking into?

ticamara: We always engaged in discussions with Buropeans, Germans in
particular, sbout contributing more. Their economy was advancing rapidly.
We had a balance of payments problem at the time; we pressured the Germans

to purchase more from us and reduce the net foreign e:nchango. costs of

our operations in Germany. I mention that as an illustration of the

fact that we were constantly involved in burden—sharing discussions.

Matloff: This is 2 period when the principle of the MLF came up. Did

you agree with the principle, snd with Norstad’s view?
McNamara: I don’t remember what Norstad’s views were, but there-
was a basic political problem for which the MLF was put forward as a

solution. I didn’t believe that it was a very satisfactory solutiom,

but I did recognize the problem. If the Europeans were willing to
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accept the MLF as the solution to the problem, then I was willing to
Support the MLF, and I did 20 on that limited basis. It turned out the
Furopeans weren’t willing to support it, and therefore we withdrew it.
But ths problem existed, and we ultimately came forward with another
solution which I will mention in » moment. The problea was that the
Burcpeans falt that we were sscrative in our muclesr strategy. We had
put thousands of nuclear warheads om their soil; NATO hsd officially
- adopted a nuclear strategy; we had war plans and tactics to carry out
that strategy; but we had refused to disclose to the Europeans the
numbers of warheads, the characteristics of the warheads, and the tactics
snd the war plans under which they would be applied. Our allies were,

in effcct, totally ;lsnorant of our plans for utilizing nuclear wespons

in defense of Europe. For two decades we had withheld all such informat{ion
from the Europesns. At that time there was no intention to change the
policy, so those who favored the MLF did so because it was a means of
introducing the alliea into a limited participation in nuclesr strategy
in support of the alliance. That failed. Then, after discussion with
;Idhn McNaughton, my Assistant Secretary for Intgmat:lml Security
Affairs, I proposed to the president that we revarse our policy completely
‘and fully inform the Europesns on all aspects of muclear wespons snd
strategy. That led to the formation of the Nuclear Planmning Group.
Matloff: Were you disturbed by the rols of DeGaulle in this period,
 particularly his departure from militery integration in 19671
Mcliapara: I surely was. I thought that it was contrary to X, Anraresid

of the allisnce and quite irresponsible for France to: {a) force us out
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of France (our logistical bases were om French soil for only ome reason,
and. that was to support NATO and its defense of Westarn Europe); and
(b) witbdraw Prench forces from the NATO military command.

Matloff: Did you favor the Harmel Report, in 1967, the one that talked
about NATO being used as an instrument of negotiation with the other

" side, the forerumer to the whole notion of detente? How did you view
the future of ‘mu, particularly the American military role in it? Did
you see it, or any part of it, as permanent?

Mclamara: I don’t know that I ever reslly examined the question of
whether the role was permsnent or not, but I certainly felt that it
would extend over a substantial period. I didn’t think it was likely
to end in three, five, or seven yeara. I didn’t think so then, and I
don’t think so today.

Matloff: Some have argued that when he originally proposed the military
comni tment, Bisenhower never viewed it as a permsnent American military
comuitment. As for major crises, what role did you play in the Bay of
Pigs affair, right at the start of the Kemnedy administration?

McNamara: I was in the room at the white House when Kennedy asked all

his advisers what their views vere as to whether we should or shouldn’t

proceed with the Bay of Pigs. Because it was 8 CIA operation and not &
Defense Department operation, the Depsrtment personnel were not experts
And those of us who had just come in to

ed in that or any

with respect to the operation.

the government 60—some days before were inaexperienc
Nonetheless, I deeply regret that at

There wasn’t a single member

other kind of military operation.
that time I didn’t recommend agsinst it.
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of the administration who recommended, when Kennedy went around the
Toom, that he not proceed with the operation. There were some of us—
Dean Rusk was probably one and I was certsinly one—who were less than
enthusiastic about it, but we didn’t recosmend Mt it. The only
person in the room who recommended against it was Bill Fulbright, not a
member of the administration.

Macloff: What was the role of the JCS in this? Some of the members,
one in particular I kmow of, raised questions whether its views were
Teally sought, or whether it was adequately informed.

Uchapara: The JCS were as well informed as anybody, outside of CIA.
They were deeply involved, their people were deeply involved in the |
planning of it, military officers were on secondment to the CIA, and
the Joint Staff snd the Chiefs were fully informed. There were Chiefs
in the room, certainly their representatives were in the room, on the

occagion I mentioned, and their opinion was asked. They said, just as

I, that they didn’t recommend against it. There is no reason for anybody

to try to weasel out of that, We were all there. After it was over,

Kennedy, with great courage and political perception, assumed full

responsibility for the debacle on national IV. After he did that, I

went over to him and said, "™r. President, I know where I was when you

asked for the opinions of your advisers. I was in the room and I didn’t

recommend against the operation; I was wrong. I know very well what
happened and I em fully prepared to say that pubiicly." He said, "“Bob,

I'm grateful to you for your willingness to assume some responsibility,
but I was President, I didn’t have to do what all of you rescommended.
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I did :‘.t,v and therefore I assume full responsibility." My point simply
is there is no use trying to walk away from that ome. Every one of us
was there, including the Chiefs.

Matloff: How about the decision to call off the air strike?
-ﬂlﬂflz That’s .mthnr point. I am hazy on all of the details of
this now, and therefore I don’t want to get into it. In the first
place, the opefat:loml responsibility was not ours, and secondly, my
memory is not clear on the deta{ls. My recollection is that the President’s
decision to authorize the CIA to move shead with the operation was with
the qualification that they would not call upon or receive additional
military support beyond that which was part of their initial plan.
Then, my recollection is, they went ahead; certain events occurred that
had not been anticipated; they felt the need for additional military
support, and there was some feeling in the military that they should be
provided that support, but the President ruled against it. Finally,
with hindsight, it was said, and I think absolutely incorrectly, that
had such additional air support been provided, the operation would have
been a success. I don’t believe it.

Matloff: There’s at lesst one former Chairmsn who believes that had )
the air operation been pulled off it might hsve made a difference, and
has said that the JCS were not informed when the decision was made to
cancel the air strike. »

McNamaxa: I don’t think that the air strike was ever authorized.
Irask: When did yvu first become sware of this Bay of Pigs operatiom,
or when was it com:qhi.d‘! Was that right sfter you came into office?
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Ucapara: I dom’t recall, but what was the date of it—April, *611 My
point is that it was less than 90 days after we came in and I was worried
about the missile gap, and s hundred other things. I don’t know when I
heard about it.

Tragk: Do you recall any discussion sbout this before that dsy of
decision? ‘

McNamara: There was some discussion, but'mt a great deal. It was a
CIA operstion., We were not deeply involved. It was becoming quite a
political problem. My recollection of it was more as a political problem
rather than an operstional problem. It was alleged that these Cubans
had been led to believe that a decision had been made in ths Eisenhower
administration to support them in their dgairc to free Cuba. They had
been sent to Central America to train for that purpose, and were resdy

to go. They believed the Kennedy administration was reversing 2 dacision
that had been made. I'm pretty clesr that Ei.s.nhower hadn’t made a
decision to suthorize the landing, but others had thought so. The Free
Cubsns were then threatening to demonstrate in the streets of Miami

against this Commmist adsinistration which was withholding them from

freeing their country So there was that kind of a problem. But that

doesn’t justify the approval of it. It was a foolhardy venture.- It is

2 good illustration of the foolhardinesse of combining the intelligence

function with the operating function. So many times I found that

intelligence estimates that came from the wnit that was associated with

operations were tainted—not consciously, but just tainted by the

biases that we all have in evaluating our own operations.



E R T ey 2 i o EQNm cran 5
I i S 4 L S S v TR R R I N .

27

Matloff: That answers the question I have about ‘conclusiona or lessons
for national ncu;ity policy, planning, and operations drawn from that
operation. | _ o

Mcliamara: Yes, separate intelligence collection and evaluation from
operations. Recognize that military operations can achieve certain
objectives, but not others. Liberiting people and governments ia. not
l:l.keiy to be achieved by military operati@ in circumstances such as

existed in Cuba or Vietnsm or Nicaragua.
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Magloff: This is part three of an oral history mtarvicw Q:lth Mr. Robert
§. McNamara, held in Washingtom, D.C., on July 24, 1986, at 4:00 P.M..
Representing the 03D Historical Office are Drs. Alfred Goldberg, Lawrence
Kaplan, and Maurice Matloff.

_ Hr.Hcllm_z:a,atthnendofourmcinganmyzz,wehadbegunto
speak about the role you played in commection with international crises
snd problems of one kind or another, and you had spoken sbout your role
in comnection with NATO and the Bay of Pigs affair. We would like now to
move to the Cuban missile crisis. How did you first learn that there was a
crisis? How did that come to your ;ttmtiont
Ucliamara: I don’t recall exactly. My recollaction is that early in the
morning of that Monday in October I was informed that we had received
photographs taken by a U~2 on the previous day showing that Soviet inter-
mediate range missiles, presumably with their nuclear warheads, had been
brought into Cuba.

Matloff: What course of action did you favor when it became clear that
the Soviets had placed offensive missiles there?

Mclamara: The discussions which began that morning were carried on over
a period of days, snd the formmlation of a plan of action evolved over
t.hat period of time. As I recall, my own thinking began with the view
that the emplacement of a small number of intermediate-range ballistic
missiles did not change the strategic balence in any significant way.

Therefore, I didn’t see the problem as a military ome, at least not in

the narrow sense of tHe term, but rather as a political problem. At
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that time, we had something on the order of 5,000 strategic nuclear

warheads and the Soviets had something on the order of 300. The fact

that they had moved 20 or 30 intermediste-range missiles into Cuba and
therefore had X-plus 20 or 30—say 300 plus 20 or 30—vis-a~vis our 5,000,
did not change the military balance, even recognizing that thosa 20 or 30
were closer to the U.S. than the 300 whieh were in the Soviet Uniom or at
sea. Nonetheless, I believed that politically we had to ruﬁt forcefully
to the Soviet action. So the question in my mind was how to react. We
needed to persuade the Soviets to move those missiles out of Cuba, but by
action that didn’t lead to escalation in military terms. Very early in
the week, I think on the first day, Ros Gilpstric and I had lunch together.
Afterwards, as a result of our discussion at lunch, I suggested that we
should respond to the Soviet action by establishing ba blockade or a guaran—
tine. This action would be in lieu of what was proposed by others: the
use of air power, probably to be followed by s land invasion, to destroy
the missiles.

Matloff: When you refer to the discussions and meetings, are you referring
to the NSC, or the EXCOMM?

Mcamara: The EXCOMM. 7

Matloff: noyuuhavcmythmghtutowhynnmdyudauuof the EXCOMM
rather than the NSC for thia crisis?

McNapara: The EXCOMM was both larger and smsller than the NSC. There
were members of the NSC that Kennedy didn’t think were needed in this
crisis, and there were other people who were not members of the NSC who

mdydidthinkwcreneedad‘
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Matloff: He brought in McCloy, for axsmple.
lcNamaras Yes. So the EXCOMM was specially tailored to deal with the
problem. I think the President was sbsolutely correct in his belief of
how he should organize.
Goldbarg: I think all the NSC members were present.
‘McHamara: Meybe they were, I’ve raslly forgotten.
Goldberg: It seems quite a small group by then.
Matloffs How closely were you in touch with the JCS during this crisis?
Did you sgrea with their views?
lcliamara: We were very close. The Chairman of the Chiefs was a member
of the EXCOMM. To what degree did I agree with the Chiefs? I don’t
remember whether the Chiefs took a formel position on the response to the
Soviet action, but I believe that the Chairman favored the air strike and
recognizad that the air strike very probably would have to be followed by
2 land invasion. In effect, he was recommending an air strike and land
invasion, which I very much opposed.
Matloff: What differences, if sny, developed with the Navy over the
conduct of the nml blochdc, particularly with Admiral George Anderson?
McNamara: The problem with George Anderson, who was Chief of Naval Opere-
tions, was that he, a very bright, shle, snd respomsible man, had been
trained as a naval officer to use naval ships aa elements of military
power, in military cperstions. In contrast, Kennedy and 1 conceived of
the qmruitine not as a military operstion but a means of communicating a



- Page determined to be U i
Reviewed Chief RDD, eW!;'Sc fassifod
1AW EO 13526, Section 3.5

Date: APR 20 2012 4

political message to Khrushchev and to the Politburo. The political
‘massage was that we don’t want war with the Soviets, snd we’re not engaged
in or plamning to overthrow Cestro, but we insist that the offensive

arms, vhich included airplanes as well ss missiles, be taken out of Cuba,
out of the hemisphere. We established ths quarantine not particularly to
stop the Soviet ships, but to convey as forcefully as poﬁsible the politi-
cal message. The problem with George was that traditionally quarantines
have been established to stop ships. The first ihip was predicted to be
at the quarantine line a few hours after a discussion George and I were -
having in "Flag Plot" I told them I didn’t want that ship stopped by
force without my personal approval. He considered thst was contrary to
established operating procadure for carrying out a quarantine.

Goldbergs Did the Nevy go beyond its charter in sitting on the Soviet

submarines?

McHamara: I know that’s an hm of controversy at the moment, and quite
frankly, my memory is not clesr enough to say. I don’t believe it did,

but I'm not absolutely positive.

Goldbasg: What sbout SAC, did it declare sny slerts that went beyond what
it was supposed to do?

Mcamara: I's almost certain it didn’t. We took a lot of the SAC sircraft

off their regulsr assignments and put them on photo racom.

Goldberg: There’s been am allegation of high alerts.
I suppose it’s conceivable, but SAC was an extraordinarily
edures in effect for

ticlamaras
well~disciplined force and I believe thst we had proc

the declarstion of alerts. I would be willing to bet 10 to 1 that SAC
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didn’t declare an alert that was not properly authorized. To the extent
_t'h.t the procedures allowed them to move to a higher alert status without
pernission from higher suthority, they may have done so. But to the extent
that the procedures required that the move to a higher alert status required
permission from above, I am iura they obtained it. I°m almost certain that
moving to any kind of an alert status that would have been visible to the
Soviets would have required thst permission.
Matloff: Did an exchange between you and Admiral Anderson on the night
of October 24, 1962, stand out? What positions did you and he take?
Mclapara: This was in the evening, around 10 or 10:30. I lived at the
Pentagon, and slept there every night for 12 to 14 nights. In the
evening I would go up to the flag plot, which was above my office, to
be brought up to date on the events of the day and on' the prospects for
tomorrow with respect to the quarsntine. The reason I lived at the
Pentagon was that this was a very delicate operation. It was & means of
commmicating a political message to the Soviets. We wanted to be very
sure that the message was communicated accurately and in a way that did
not 1lead to mo@cu that we didn’t anticipate or wish. It was a non—-
conventional military operstion; in a sense we wrote the rules as we went
along. On that particular eveming I went upsﬁa:lra to a relatively smsll
room—there weren’t enough chairs for a1l the sdmirals; there were perhaps
20 to 25 adairals in the room. I asked George to explain to me how the

sel
* situation had changed since the previous evening. He said a Soviet ves

was moving toward the quarantine linavand would reach it the following
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morning. :undhmwhathewouddouhmu;ot there, and he said,
"We’re going to stop it." I askad him how, sand he said, "We’ll just hail
it and stop it." I asked, "In what language are you going to hail {t1v
He said, "How the hell do I know? I presume we’ll hail it in English.”

I asked, v"Do the Soviets understand English? What kind of a ship is
this?" He said, "It’s a tanker." I uhd. "Does the tanker crew under—
stand English?" He said, “How the hell would I know?" I maid, “If
you’re going to hail them in English and they don’t understand English,
they will sail on. What are you going to do then?" He said, "We’ll use
the international flags." I asked, "Suppose they don’t stop?” He said,
"We'll fire a shot across their bow." I ssked, "What if they don’t stop
then?" He said, "We’ll put one through the rudder.® I ssid, “The dam
thing may blow up." He said, "You’ve imposed a quarantine, and our job

is to stop the vessaels from passing the line.”" I replied, "Let me tell
you something. There will be no firing of any kind at that Soviet ship
without my personal suthority, and 1’m not going to give you permission
until I discuss it with the President. We’re trying to convey a political
message, we're not trying to start a war. We don’t know that that tanker
captain has been instructed by Khrushchev as to how he should behave when
he comes t.o‘t:he quurmtiﬁe line. Khrushchev may not even kuow he’s coming
to the line. We don’t know if the captain has radio commmication with
Moscow. We don’t know that Khrushchev has had time, since he received our
last message, to change the instructions of the tanker captain. We don’t
want to start a war because of a misunderstsnding or lack of information.
He said, in effect, "Mr. Secretary, the Navy has been carrying out
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quarantines or blockades since the time of Jobm Paml Jones, and we have
been doing it successfully. If you'1y keep your fingers out of this situa—
tion, wa’ll carry out this successfully." I replied, "George, there will
be no firing on thet ship without my permission. Is that underatoodt™ It
Va8 DOt & very happy occasion, but the point simply is that he had been
trained to use Navy ships for certain purposes and was quite right in
saylng that that training led him to conclude that under these circumstances
he should behave in certain ways. But what he didn’t fully understand

was that this was not a typical naval vop.ration.

fioldberg: There was also the issue of the line batween civilian and
military authority there, wasn’t there? Isn’t that implicit?

Mchsmara: I don't think so, really. I never had any problem with any of
the Chiefs or the unified commanders objecting to an order from the Presi-
dent or from we, but there wers frequent occasions when there was disagree—
ment hetween ae and the Chiefs or the unified comsanders—over the bombing
in Vietnam, for example, oi' in this case, in connection with the guarantina.
Also, there were frequent dissgreements hetween the military commsnders and
the Chiefs, so I don’t think it was military versus civilian as much as it
was just that George thought it was a stupid wsy to run a quarsntine.
Goldbarg: What I really meant was, where is the line drawn between the
operational snd the other end of the whole business? What is properly
within the scope of the militsry? What is the operational authority? At
what point sre they om their own in makiog decisions as to what they do?
Mcamaga: I would say, when they sre equipped to make sound decisions.
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Soldbecg: This is not what they were saying at that time, or subsequently,
in Vietnam. Their position was: "You've given us a job to do; let us do
it t!uuaywoh\whowtodoit., instead of telling us how to do it."
‘bcliamaras The job we gave them to do, in the case of the Cuban missile
crisis, was to convey a political message without incurring unnecessary
risks of military escalation. That was the job. |
Matloff: Whet lessons did you draw from that crisis, in two respects:
one, the question of how the national security sppsratus was working,
‘compared to the Bay of Pigs; and the other, what you learned about
desling with the Soviets?

Mcanaras With r§1ation to' the operation of the national security appara—
tus, I think the lasson was twofold: First, get the right people in, in
order to tailor the exploration of ths problem to the circumstances at
hand. That’s why the EXCOMM was formed—in the Bay of Pigs we didn’t
have the proper group. Second, having tailored the group to the problem
a't hand, insulate it from the pressure of time and other pressures to
insure it has an adequate opportunity to consider the problem fully and
thoughtfully. That certainly was not done in the Bay of Pigs.

Matloff: In the Bay of Pigs affair the new administration was Just
coming in and people hardly knew each othar, I imsgine.

McHagara: BExsctly. And also, in the case of the Bey of Pigs, it was &
CIA operstion, not a DoD operation. The group addressing tha issue was
peither tailored to deal with a CIA operation, mor was it given the time

and the opportunity to consider it thoughtfully and fully. One should
t
dsal with the Soviets from a position of strength, but in ways that permi
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them to modify thair.bahavior at the lowest cost possible to themselves,
consistent with the U.S. achieving its objectiva.
Matloff: What did you think was the decisive factor in Khrushchev’s
retreat?
Ychsmara: I think the clarity and firmness with which Kennedy stated his
objective and intention in that cable that went out Saturday, 27 October.
Matloff: How did you view the rise of Commmist China and its impact on
conflicts in Southeast Asia? |
McHapara: Wrongly. I think the heroes of the Cuban missile crisis—
unams heroes—were Messrs. Thompson, Schlen, and Kemnan. Kemnan was then
Ambasssdor to Yugoslavias; Bohlen literally went to Paris tha Tuesday after
the Monday that we received the information on the photos. So in a sense,
they weren’t full participants in the discussion, but their lifetime of
scholarship and study of the Soviets was a basis for their contribution,
through cable and otherwise. Tommy Thompson was with us literslly 24 '
hours s day throughout the two weeks. Ha was tremendously valuable in
explaining Soviet behavior, reasons for Soviet sctions, and potential
Soviet resction to cur slternative actions. This gave us & much soander
foundation for decisions than we would have had otherwise. In connec~
tion with China in the early to mid~1960’s there wers 1o Thompsons/Bohlens/
Kennans. You can’t name me 8 single senior official of the government
with the knowledgs of China that Kennsn, Bohlen, and Thompson had of the

soviet Union. As far as I know, they had been forced out of the governmant

1
during the 50s. The result is we were aingularly {11-informed—particularly

me, but not only me——omn & corract appraisal of China’s geo—political
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objectives and the actions they would take in support of those objectives.
I think we took Lin Piao at his word. 1f you raad Lin Piso’s writings or

nutmu.thqi@liadthat@immsoin‘tomathupmofthnm.

Matloff: Was any thought &iven during either the Kennady or the Johnsan
sdeinfstrations, from your perspective, to a possible tilt toward dhiur
to play the so~called China card, ss it was later termed in the Nixon-
Kissinger period? Was this anticipated in any way?
‘UcHamaza: Wo, I don’t think so. I think that ve made grest efforts, and
this was a conscious policy and objective, to avoid: a) bringing China
into the Vietnam War openly and with regular military forces, and b)
pushing China back into the arms of the Soviet Union. Those were two
clear objectives which we pursued—to preveqt 8 war with China and to
prevent the Soviet Union and China moving together.
Goldberg: Did you think that there was as much 1ikelihood of the Chinese
coming into the Vietnam War as there had been, for instance, in the case
of Korea?
m: I thought that there was considerable likelihood that China
would come in, yes—particularly if we attacked China or attacked forces
in the southern part of China that were presumsbly supporting Vietnsm.
Goldhergs No, I mesnt just if we confined our efforts to Vietnam alome,
if we did not mske any aggressive moves sgainst China.
Mclamara: I’d have to go back and refresh my memory, but my recollection
is that I didn’t believe that China would come into the war with regular
military forces if we limited our actiom to achieving our objective,
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which wvas not to occupy North Viatnam Indnot to endanger the regime in
North Vietnam, but simply to prevent North Vietnam from sibverting South
Vietnas. Under those circumstances, if we achieved that objective, I did
not believe China would come into the war,

Goldberg: In retrospect, do you think thst if we had invaded North Vietnam,
the Chinese would have come int

lclagara: Almost surely. That was the kind of an sction which at times
was recommended or considered, and which I opposed, because ome of ny
objectives was to avoid open war with China.

Goldberg: Was this opinion generally shared in the administration?
Mchamara: I think Dean Rusk, the President, and I shared it. It wasn’t

80 much that others wanted war with China. I don’t think that anyone
wanted war with China. But others either believed China wouldn’t openly
enter the war, or they were willing to risk it, one or the other.
m: What was your attitude toward our involvement in Indochina?
What did you think was at stake for American security or national inter—
ests? Along with this, did you believe in the domino theory, -for example?
McHamara: I think that early om in, say, 1961-62, there was reason to
accede to Diem’s request for assistance to help train his forces. I
believed that to the extent that we could train those forc"a"’""“"ld :
do so, and having done it, we should get ocut. 7To the extent those trained
foic;a could not handie the problem—the subversion by North Vietnsm—I
balieved we should i:oz introduce our military forces in support of the
South Vietnamese, even if they were going to be "defested". Consistent
with that belief, some time in the latter part of 1963, following my
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retura from » trip to South Vietnas, I recommended to President Kennedy
that we announce 2 plan to begin the removal of our training forces.

There was great controversy over that racommendation. Many in the Defense
Department, as well as others in the administration, did not believe we
had fully carried out our training niuion. Still others believed that,
in any event, the South Vietnamese werm’t qualified to counter the North
Vietnamess effactively. They therefore concluded we should stay. I
believed that we had done all the training we could, and whether the
South viet.nmu vere qmliﬂed or not to turn back tha North Vietnamese,
I wes certain that if they weren’t, it wasa’t for lack of our training.
‘More training wouldn’t strengthen them; therefore we should get out.

The President agreed. Then there was an argument over whether we should
- announce the decision. I thought that the way to put the decision in
concrete was to smmounce it. S0 we did. It was agreed that it would be
anmnounced that day. I think you will fimd t.inu:. following the meeting,
thare vas = public announcement which ssid that the U.S. mission in Vietnam
was to train; we were completing that mission; therefore we would begin
to withdraw our training forces; and that we would withdraw X by Christmas
" time. I believe we had around 16,000 men in Vietnam at the time and I

think we agreed that the firntbwithdraml _would be 1,000. Those who
| opposed the deéiuoﬁ to begin the withdrawal didn’t want it smnounced
since they believed, as I did, that if it were announced, it would be in
conecrete.
Matloff: Hsd President Kennedy consulted with you on his initial decision
to increase the number of military advisers? He brought it up to 16,000.

Had you gone along with that, initially?
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Matloff: You mentioned Diem—were you surprised when the coup against
him took place?
UcNapaza: 1 don’t remember the extent to which I, through the cables and
through intelligence reports, had been informed of posaible coups. I have
o recollection of that. But I do remember very clearly being shocked at
~ the death of Diem, '
Matloffs What was the basis for the feeling of American officials in 1963
that Americans would be able to end their niiitary role by the end of *65?
McNapara: Just as I bhavc stated, that their military role was a training
role, and there’s only so much you can do to train. If the student can’t
learn, after the training period is completed, there’s no use in your
staying on. If he can learn, he will have done so by the end of the
training period and you can go home. ’
Matloff: From your perspective in your dealings with Kennedy, how do you
evaluate his role and objectives towards Vietnsm?
‘ McNasaras 'He believed that South Vietnam was a country seeking to move
towards self-government and that North Vietnam was seeking to dominate
iﬁ. South Vietnam had asked for assistance to train its forces to prevent

North Vietnam from achieving domination, and it was consistent with our

jdeals and policy to provide such support. Particularly, this was thought

to be true in an area of the world in which potential Chinese expansion

was in prospect.

Matloff: Were you
ment, at the time of his death?

encouraged or discouraged about the American involve-
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Mcamara; I think you will findinlyr@oru—-probablyinthnmin
October 1963, s month befors Kennady’s death—evidence that I felt there
‘was considersble doubt as to whethar we had succeeded in training a Viet-
namese force that would be capable of defeating the attempts of North
Vietnam or China to subvert the government of South Vietnam.
Marlofis To get to President Johnson's administration, did he make use
of you in any way diffetuitly from Keunedy, in questions of Vietnam?
Mclianara: He had a toully' different method of operating. I was close
to both Presidents and both always solicited my views on what should be
Matloff: Did you find your role as troubleshooter, for example, exp-nding
under Johnson? o
McHamara: Johnson frequently asked me to undertake assignments not normally
sssocisted with the function of the Secratsry of Defemse. For example,
on ons occasion the Alumimum Co. of America raised the price of aluminum
gt a time when we were trying to avoid inflstionsry pressures in the
society. Johnson called me and said, "Get that price down." It was
obviocusly not a finction of the Secuiury of Defense to be engaged in
price control, but that was an {1luatration of the way Jobnson acted.
Matloff: I was wondering whether Jobnson msy have lesned on you more
than Kennady in connection with Vietnam.
McMamaxa: I don’t think so.
Matloff: When did you first learn of the Tonkin Gulf incident, in August

19647
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M' I was in Newport, on Sunday morning, and received a telephone
call giving me the informstion. I went to the naval statiom and flew back
to Washington,

tatloff: Do you recall any doubts about whether there were two strikes,
one strike, and all that?

Mcliamara: Yes. I didn’t know whether there were any strikes. It seemed
such an absurd action and we wanted to be very cireful in obtaining the
facts. We went to great lengths to determine whethar the North Vietnamese
actually had fired on our destroyer. I believe I’m correct in saying that
before we concluded that they hnd. we had actually received !“tﬂdtl
that pieces of metal that were part of a North Vietnamese nlul]. had baen
recovered from the deck of our vessel. Therefore, we based our conclusidn
that they had fired, not on sonar readings or sightings, or anything

elle; other than this metal from the actual firing. I don’t remember all
of the details, but I believe that to this day there would be some question
as to whether there was a second attack. ‘

Matloff: H&e you consulted at all on the drafting of the Tonkin Gulf
Resolution?

McNamsra: I don’t recall.

mx Do you remember any resction to the resolution?

McHamara: What I do remember about those events ars three points: first,
I think it is absolutely incorrect to charge that Johnson, or Bill _lmdy,
bor Dean Rusk, had in advance of the Tonkin Gulf incident conceived of the
desirability of either forcing an incident or taking advantage of an
incident, in order to obtain some blanket power from Congress to expand
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U-8. military involvement in Southesst Asia. I think that is sbsolutely

without foundation. Second, I think it is totally false to say that the
U.8. did in some fuh;l.ox: consciously lure the North Vietnsmese into attack-
ing the Maddox. Third, I think it is fslse to say that the U.S. sdministra~
tion, having lured the North Vietnamese into that attack, then sought to
hide the action. The reason some of the charges were mpde——that the U.S.
did lure the North Vietnamese into the action and then sought to hide it—— |
is that we had been carrying on for some time, or assisting the South
Vietnanese to carry on for some time, very feeble covert actions against
North Vietnam. They mclu&od, for example, having a patrol boat go along
the coast to put ashore two or thrse men to bomb a gesoline tank. Theay
included as well the dropping of agents by aircraft. As I remember,

every single one of these sgents was rolled up, whether infiltrated by

sea or air, and the attacks on shore installations by sea were negligible.
The covert operations were totally ineffective, so it never occurred to

me that those sctions would have been the basis for the North Vietnamesas
sttacking the Maddox. Nor do I know that they were. But I think what
happened, in terms of time, was that sbout the time of the North Vietnamese
attack on the Maddox, we hsd had one of these covert operstions moving
forward, a patrol bost of some kind, of which I suppose I had been informed
prior to the time we received the informstion that the taddox had been
attacked. But it didn’t enter my mind that such sn operstion was being
carried on at the time. It never occurred to me that conceivably the
North Vietnsmese might have thought they were attacking part of that
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‘covert operation when they attacked the Maddox. I don’t know to this day
that th‘)' thought that. I suppose by now there is some information whether
they did or did not th:[nkthnt. But what happened was that when we began
to testify before Congress, either then or later, we didn’t mention I:he
covert operations as having taken place at or about the time of the attack
on the Maddox, not because we were trying to hide ‘enything, but because
it: never occurred to us that that had anything to do with it. Later the
Congress learned of this and believed that: 1) we hed withheld the infor-
~mation from them; 2) the operations had been plamned by us to draw fire
frouth_cllorthvutnmse; and 3) we had then used this as an excuse to
ascalate the war. That is absolutely false.

Goldberg: Who in the adniniatration conceived and pushed the resolution?
YcHamara: I would {magine the Stats Department. I don’t think anyone
was ﬁutieululy, opposed to it. It wasn’t thought of as a major event,
excepﬁ in the sense that the President had had the experience of watching
administrations that had initiated military operations without congressional
support and he did not wish to do so. He thought that he might have to
escalate, and he wanted the Congress in the act. That was the purpose of
the ?uoluti.on. It was never intended as a broad authority to go to war,
but x;tthnr the suthority to carry out additional military actionm.

Kaplan: Do you recall if Pulbright®s voice was an important one at that
time?

McNamaxa: Y-in, it was. He was chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee

and.lu was the floor mansger of the resolution. The time for him to have

objected to the resolution was before he floor-mansged it, not later. He
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objectad to it hter, and he then eéxplained his failure to object to it

At the time on the grounds that e had baen misled by the events, along
- the lines I have just recounted,

hﬂg,ﬁﬁ: Did Preaident Johnm consult with you in 1965 on two key deci—
sions: 1) to bomb north of thc 17th pnrulel, and 2) to commit American
ground ccnbar. troops? |

McNamara: Absolutely.

Hatloff: Did you go alomg with that?

Uclstaza: Yes. What I tiak happened was that early in 1965 I had cose
to the conclusion that ou.r Vietnamese program was quite ineffective—it
was not achieving its objective~—and we either should get out or do more.
It wasn’t entirely clear to me which should be done, but to comtimue as
we wers was certain to lead to failure. I believe that, in the early
P‘rf-‘of 1965, McGeorge Bundy and I sent a uuo to President Johnson saying
this. I think there was then a discussion of the memo. I believe State,
at the time, thought we should eoﬁtim;e as we were. Mac and I felt that to
do 80 would lead to cartain feilure. We believed we should either get

out or pﬁr-ua an expanded military and an expanded political track—
endeavoring to move towsrd nagotiations—that would ultimately lead to

the withdrawal of North Vietnsmese support of the attempt to subvert the

South Vietnamese government. I went out to Vietnam sometime in the spring

or esrly summer of 1965 and came back with the statement that if we were
going to move forward instead of getting out, we should do it in the
following way. I laid out a program which the Prasident neeapta(j, with
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twa notable exceptions. In the initisl drﬁftﬂ memorandum to the President
I had said that if we pursued that program, we should call up reserve
forces, and we should put through a tax increase. He decided not to do
either one of those. |
Matloff: Last time we touched on his position on the reserves and your
sdvice to call them up and his refusal. That is a very key point for

historians, because the record is barren on this.

Mcliamara: That's why I called them draft memoranda. So that if the

President didn’t agree with my in{tial recommendation, I could change it
and there wouldn’t be a memo on the record that in effect ssid the Secretary
of Defense believed something should be done that the President didn’t

'do. " That can be disastrous in sn administration. If such a memorandum

were 'to vl_:e leaked, you would have evidence of. confliet in the upper echelons
of the administration and it would reduce the effectiveness of the adminis—
tration. To avoid that, I used the device of draft memoranda.

Matloff: Was that your idea? ,

McNamara: Absolutely. I had been doing that for years. I did it through
the whole seven years. Bowever, that is the only time I can think of

vwhen I made a major recommendation, to either of the Presidents, that he

didn’*t follow.
Goldbargs Before you went out to Vietnam, were you lesning one way or the

other sbout intervention?
McNagara: I don’t recall with certainty, but I don’t believe so.

Goldberg: And after you went?
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McHamara: Ithinkthemylfaltthmmthatwuercma’wtdncouru-
of dafeat; that it wasn’t clear to ne tlu.t‘ we could avoid defeat by any
action in our power; that if we were to expand militarily, we must expand
politically as well, bacauss it wasn’t at all clear that m{litary action
alone could achieve our objectives. Moreover, it wasn't clesr thst expsn-
sion of military action along the lines discussed in the memo would not
" have to be followed by still further military expsnsion. I did not
believe then that military victory could be assured, and I wasn’t certain
that with additional military action we could even achieve what would be
~called a political success. So it was a dilemma, snd there was no course
that was desirable. Some alternatives ﬁcre less desirsble than others.
Matloff: Were you consulting with the JCS during these years from 1963
onward on military policy and atrat.;jt-
McNagara: Yes. Every visit I made to Vietnam was with the Chairman,
either Mex [Taylor) or Bus Wheeler. |
Matloff: Were there any major differences in the apjroach to the war
itaelf?
McNamara: I’m sure there were, but not great differences. There was a
difference at various times on bombing, and later, in the latter part of
*67, there was considerable difference between me snd Westmoreland on the

size of the force to be committed to Vietnam. Westy wanted to add 200,000

people, or something like that, to which I was very much opposed. I

don’t remember exactly what the Chiefs® views were on the 200,000. The

Chiefs generally, or some of them at least, particularly the Air Force

Chief, were in favor of a greater bombing program than 1 was. Ve were
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frequently arguing about the targets, the size of missions, stc. But the
magnitudes of the differences were not as great as one might suspect from
reading the newspapers. It was not, for example, as great as existed
between me and Admiral Felt. I think that he would have wished to go all
out on the war, even if it brought in China. I don’t think Bus Wheeler
wanted to do that, and I don’t think Max Taylor wanted to do that.
Matloff: Did your view toward the bombing campaign undergo a comsiderable
change; for example, when you advocated a halt to the bombing?
McNamara: It didn®t undergo a change. I had been an Army Air Force offi-
cer during World War II, and I knew something about bo-bing I never did
believe bombing could win wars——the kind of bombing that we iaravdoin;.
And I didn’t believe bombing could stop the infiltration, or “destroy the
war-making capacity" of North Vietnam. I did believe that under certain
circumstances the bo.bin( might either force the Chinese back into the
arms of the Soviets and/or lead to Chinese intervention. As to the bombing
pauses, as I suggested esrlier, I did not believe that it was likely we
could achieve a military victory. I did believe that the military action
should be used as a foundation for pursuing a political track. To increase
the chance of initiating or achieving movesent on the political track, I
thought that we should experiment with a bowbing pause—to see if that
would stimulate interest in the North Vietnamese in political negotistiomn.
Matloff: Had you ever thought that military victory was s possibility fn
Vietnam?

Mcamara: I don’t think so. I think the memos of 1965 are critical. 4

think that you will see in them a sense of grest uncertainty about

achieving s military victory.
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Goldberg: Wwhy the delay in bombing or mining the portat
Mclismara: I think my belief was that: a) the mining of ports wouldn’t
stop infiltration because the North Vietnsmese didn’t need the parts to
infiltrate the small amount of tommage that was being moved in—it could
be done over the beach; b) mining of tha ports might well lead to an
eacalation of military action involving the Chinese and/or the Soviets.
Matloff: We were talking about your "disillusionment with the war," if
you accept that phrase.
McNamara: I°d rather not use the word "disillusionment,® but I don’t
think I ever believed that a military victory, in the normal sense of the
woi-da. was achievable. It became vary clear that the South Vietnamese
weren’t capable with training alone to defend themselves. And it was not
at all clear to me that, if we couldn’t achieve a military victory by the
South Vietnamese alone or with U.S. military assistance, military actions
would lead to substantial political movement. Therefore it was a very
difficult situstion. I think that you will £ind in my memorsnda to the
President statements such as, "There is no good course."
Matloff: This would be early °65? |
McNamara: I would guess you would find it in several memoranda. They
were written very carefully and were quite controversisl st the time. I
| have done more talking on Vietnam in this interview than I have sver done
in the past 15 y.;u, end I don’t want this made pumc without my pernis-
sion. I have tried to avoid public statements on vietnam for the reason
that I feit as early as when I started the Pentagon Papers—in the second

or third quarter of 1966—that we weren't succeeding and that the nation
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would need lb‘rOtl‘Olpeetiva look at the pfoceu by which we had gotten in
such a hell of a mess. That retrospective look needed to be taken by
‘scholara—by skilled political scientists and military experts who would
need as raw material the documents, intelligence information, memorsnda,
mtu and minutes of meetings, etc., that reflected our knowledge and our
thought processes. These documents were scattered all over the government
and might well be destroyed in the process of time. I wanted them pulled
together. Thet was the origin of the Pantagon Papers. u.fit turned out,
the man to whom I gave the assignment, John McNaughton, died shortly
afterwards. I said to John that I didn’t want to have anything to do
with the project because I didn’t want to taint the process by my
pirt:lc:tpation. - I didn’t want anybody to think that I had selected the
documents or in any way colored the information that was available to the
critics. Mﬁore I wanted him to supervise it, and I didn’t want to
have anything further to do with it. When he died, the job was turnad
over to snother person with whom I didn’t discuss it. That person went
~ beyond my :lnf.ai:tion of collecting raw material, and developad an snalysis
and evaluation of the materials. 5o the Pentagon Papers came out differently
from what I had anticipated. However, they serve as raw material for
historisns. I don’t believe that to this day there has been an adaguate
atudy and evaluation of the decision-making process in relation to Vietnam,
nor have the lessons been drawn from it that cam and should be drawn.
Under these circumstances, I don’f: beluvé that a participant should be
the source of comment and evaluation snd, therefore, I don’t wish my
statemants to be made public at this time. I have statsd to you
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what I believe today I believed then. But I know thet, unconsciously, indi-
viduals tend to color their statements to be consistent with what thay
would like their behavior to appear. I have tried very carefully not to do
that. I don’t think I have. However, let the historians go back, examine
the recordi, and drﬁw their own conclusions.
Matloff: You may be interested in some of the speculation on the Pentagon
Papers that Dean Rusk gave me. I talked to him last week in Athens, Georgis.
He broi:xht up the question of the Pentagon Papers and gave me a piece from
the broadcast of 1977 on BBC radio, in which there were four participants,
and the speculation on the Papers in that broadcast. The participants were
Leslie Gelb, William Bundy, James Greenfield, and another party. Gelb
offers three lpeculat.ions.,v One was: "One answer might ba that at that point
in time, 1967, Mr. McNamara was deeply troubled . . ."
YcNamars: In the first place, the point in time was 1966.
Goldberg: Yes, I was almost s member of that group.
Matloffs ". . . by that war in a way he hadn’t been before and he was
after snswers to questions that he never asked himself before, however late
it was to ask them.” Gelb goes on that the other two possibilities could
be that you were trying to do a favor for Johnsom, who might be getting
fudy to run agsin, giving him ammmition to snswer difficult guestions
about the war; or third, that you might have been doing it for Bobby Kennedy,
for a Kemnedy insurgency against Jolmsoa for the Desocratic nominstion.
McNapara: What m Dean’s point?
Matloff: He doesn’t know.




. o ‘Page determined to be Un
‘ Reviewed Ciief ROD. WH sc!a.h‘sifiod
IAW EO 13526, Section 3.5

Date: app 20 20m2 #

Mclamara: A4) Geld dqun’t know; B) it’s easy enough for Dean or Gelb to
ask me, and not to speculate. I’m the one who stsrted it and the only
person that I can recall talking to about it, who had any reason whatsoever
'to understsnd why I did it, was McNaughton, and he isn’t alive. I was
deeply concerned sbout how we had gotten ourselves in such a awful mess.
It was clear to me at that time that we were not achieving our cbjectives.
Somebody had to stand back and say, "How did we get here, and how can we
§vo:td ever doing this again?" That was the sole purpose of it. It had
nothing whatsoever to do with Johnson or Kemnedy 'becauﬁ of the form in
which it_ was to be dbno. The form was to be raw material, not evaluation,
and all the raw material.

Matloff: I think what Dean Rusk has trouble understanding from his per-—
spective is why he was never consulted for his position while the project
was on.

McHamara: Because it was simply a raw materisl collectiom proceas. Per-
haps I should have consulted Dean.

Goldherg: To whom did you turn it over after McNaughton?

McNamaxa: The Assistsnt Secretary after McNaughton, Wernke. You would
have to ask him, but I don’t think I ever talked to him sbout it, or had
snything more to do with it after McNsughton got it underway before he
died. I think Gelb was in charge of it, but I don’t think I ever Falked
to him about it.

Zaplap: Did you object at any time to the new change?

McHapaxa: I dom’t think I knew about the change.

Eaplan: But after you had kmown about it?
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Holiamara: I don’t think that I ever knew about it until I got a copy of
the Pentagon Papers, which was after I had been at the World Bank. I
didn’t read them, ever, but I have since opened one volume.

Goldhergs M’rl not easy reading. _}
| Matloff: I must tell you that I had a previous discussion with Dean Rusk,
when I was teaching one lﬁuter at the University of Georgia. I was then
Army Chief Historian on leave, and he asked me if I at any time hadrbm
drawn in on the subject. I said no. That was another question that
mystifies him: Why werent the official historical offices used?
McHamara: In the first place, I don’t know if they were. I just said to
John, "This is a damn mess. We must insure that those who at some point
will wish to study the action and draw lessons from it will have all the
raw materials they need. S0 collect all the raw materials and be sure
they are available to historiens. How he did it, I don’t know. I was
doing a thousand other things at the time.
Matloff: One thing you can snticipate in future years is there will be
doctoral diuaftatim on this subject. There are now, already.
Mclamara: Why aren’t there dissertations or thoughtful, definitive studies
of the process and the lessons to be learned from it? That®s what needs to

be done.

Matloff: What was your reaction to the Tet offensive? There has been so

uuch writing on this subject.
1 think my reaction was that it showed that the North Viatnamese
I don’t think I looked upon it

McHamars:
had a lot of fighting power left in them.
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as a major defeat of the North Vietnamese, which would change my feeling
that we couldn’t achieve a military vietory.
Yatloff: Did you find toward the end of your temure that your views and
those of Pruidmt Johnson and Deasn Rusk were diverging more? If so, in
vhat way?
Uchamara: It was very clear to me that there was no military solution,
I wasn’t certain there was a political solution, but I felt we should put
wore emphasis on it. I shouldn’t spesk for the President or Dean.
Matloff: Rusk felt his views had not changed. He had a sense, possibly,
of a change in yours, but from his own standpoint he didn’t change his own .
views, apparently, as he looks back on it. I guess that he was more sanguine.
YcMamara: I think he was, that’s rignt. I think that he felt that we
could achieve our object:lve. I felt that we couldn’t. I was strongly
opposed to enlarging the war beyond what we had. I didn’t want to bomb
southern China, or level North Vietnam; I didn’t want to add 200,000 more
men, as Westmoreland didj bﬁt I didn’t have s military solution. It was
very frustrating for the President for me to oppose the field commander _
on his plan, which the field commander implied could achieve a satinfact.ory
military solution. I said that: a) it wouldn’t, b) I didn’t want to go
along with it, c) I didn’t have a satisfactory military solution. It was
bound to be frustrating for the President. Therefore, tensions developed.
There is no question about that.
Matloff: How useful did systems anslysis prove to be in this war? Let
me quote Alain Enthoven’s book, the one he wrote with K. Wayne Smith, How
Much is Enough? in 1971. "The Systems Analysis Office did not have s
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prominent, much less a crucial, role in the Vietnsam War. . . In Viatnam,
no one insisted on .ay:temtic efforts to understand, snalyze, or interpret
the war. + « + this most complex of wars never :of: serious and systematic
analysis." Rlsewhere, he goes a little further and says, "The problem in
the conduct of the war from Washington was not ‘over-management’, but
‘under-management®." This I find pussling, given the strong interest in
effective managsment. Is this .a good appraisal of that time?

Moliapara: It*s probably correct, but what stood in the way of him, or

me, or anybody else carrying on a "systematic anslysis" was that nobody
knew how to do it. He was there. I didn’t stop him from doing it. What -
are they doing about a systematic analysis of Nicaragua today? or of

| South Africa? These are tough things to "systemstically snalyze“. I

| wrote a speach on South Africa delivered at the University of H;imatararmd
three years ago. I read it the other day, and it almost exesctly predicted
what 4s happening. I said that the blacks were going to govern themselves

down there, that it was going to come to a military conflict, and that

South Africs was very likely going to ssk for U.S. support. At that time

I said they weren’t going to get it, and they had better underatand that

snd guide themselves accordingly. I gave a time period, and it has come
at the sbort end of that time pariod. I mention all this simply to say

that that wasn’t "systematic analysis," but neither was it widely accepted

three years ago. In Vietnam—read some of those memos. I had to read

I think it was the June 1965 memo, and,
That was the

one for the ﬁut-orelaiﬂ trial,

with hindsight, I thought it vas a very good statement.
‘ I
result of the best analysis we could do, done by the brightest people
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had, John McNaughton and his associastes. I remember talking to Dayan,
the Isrseli Defense Minister, and to the British officer who had been
in clhru of the_ troops in Malaysis.
Goldberg: Brigadier Thompson?

- McHamara: Yes. I rehanber talking to Dayan and Thompson and anybody else
I could get my hands on that could "helﬁ in systematically analyzing" the
situation., The reason I was interested in body counts ﬁl, in a seunse,
to get systamatic snalysis. You had to have some mesns of deciding whether
you were moving forward or not moving forward. We counted villages that
were within our cﬁnt.ro].. We did everything we could to try to determine
whether we were achieving our objective end whether we should shift to
scu' other form of military pressure and/or political move. It was not
so much that it was under-msnaged as that there were mistakes in judgment.
The reason I wented the Pentagon Papers set up was so that historiams,
political scientists, and military experts could examine the mistakes in
judgment and in a sense could carry out retrospectively the snalysis that
in the future could be carried out pto-pﬁctivnly.

Goldbarg: Did you pay much attention to the efforts to exploit the Viet

Cong prisoner of war data and analyses?

Mcliamaxa: I remember very clearly at some point asking that the interro-

from
gation capability be expanded 80 we would learn as such as we could

them, yes. Beyond that, I didn’t do too much with it.

Galdberg: Did you pay any atteation to reports you wers getting from

RAND? Were you influenced by them?
McNamara: Yes.
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Goldberg: There were stories that the President used to carry them around
in his back pockat and haul them out and show them to people.
NcNamara: What I did try to do that bears on this analysis point was to v
pursue analysis as fully as possible. I didn’t believe DIA was fully
capsble of independent aﬁalyais. not because they weren’t intelligent
ﬁmle. or responsible, but they were part of the depsrtment that was
responsible for decioimﬂing. You never should have the decision—
maker judge his own performance. Somebody else should judge his perform—
ance. DIA 1nvn sense was part of the decision—making process, and judging
the decisions was not the role they should be in, Therefore, I asked the
President to allow me to have the CIA set up a special analytical group to
i'eport on the progress of the war—which they did. I used their informs— _
tion a8 s basis for my judgment as to whether we were or were not making
progress on bohb:lng, or wers or were not stopping infiltration, or whaether
pacification of the countryside was progressing. So an effort was made to
intellectuslize the approsch, and to analyze the process and the alterna-
tivﬁa, but it was so hard, for several Qi_ffemn_t reasons. First, we
dfén’t have the Thoapsons, Bohlens, and Kennans snd ve misjudged the
Chinese nopoliﬁicnl objectives. That was s vary serious error which was
the begiming of an erronecus analytical process. Secondly, we didn’t
understand fully the incapsbility of the South Viestnamese even to maintain
a govérment within South Vietnsm that was independent of North Vietnsm.
Thirdly, I had some gut feelings—but I had no way of knowing the process
of analysis by which we could estsblish what I think was a fact—that the
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military tactics baing pursued by the U.S5. were ineffective in that situs—
tion. How we would have known these things at the time is not clear to me.
Eaplan: Did the counter-revolution in Indonesia in 1966 affect your judg~ -
ment about this?
Mcliamara: Not in any way I can recall, Om the pi'oceu of analysis, one
vary important bo:lnt I would urge you to study is the degree to which
the alternative of withdrawal was adequately considered after January 1965.
I don’t believe the option of withdrawal was ever thoronxhly'ntudiad. I
think that was a deficiency and I think the Pentagon Papers would throw
1ight on that—the raw materials would throw light on whether the option
of withdrawal was properly and fully examined by tha President and the
NSC. To that extent, I think what Alain Enthoven said is perhaps correct.
Matloff: I hesitate to bring up this question, but I guess we must-—would
you want to comment on the role of the press in reporting about Vietnam
during your temure? How honest did you find it? how objective?
Mclamara: I would say that the majority of the press reporting was objec~
tive at the time. I don’t think they were consciously misreporting. It

wae difficult for anybody to get 3 comprehensive view. I had far more

resources at my disposal than any reporter, and I had a hard time getting

s comprehensive view. So 8 mingle reporter was going to have difficulty

all
getting a comprehensive view. As I suggested a moment ago, I think

ous value judgments that shapa our comments or
The

of us carry around unconsci

views on perticular events. I'm certain that is true of reporters.

probles wasn’t the press. The problem was that we had an ineffective

> to
program. It’s true that the press might have made it more difficult
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carry out an effective program. But if we had had complete censorship,
our program would have been ineffective. One comment on the press, hou.ver,.
is that thc judgment—which was expressed in bold headlines at times, |
particularly st the time of the disclosure of the Pentagon Papers—that

the difficulties in Vietnam were a function of leaders of govermment
misleading the American public, is just not correct. If that were the
problem, you wouldn't need the studies I'm talking about, because generally
the American public is not going to elect leaders who mislead them. The
problem is much more serious than thnt The problem is not lying and
deception, but rather misjudgment, and you are very likely to have leadera
in the future who make the same mistskes in judgment that were made then,
unless you learn from those mistakes.

Matloff: The question will be rasised about whether it was a failure of
‘national policy or military policy. What wont.urdnn

Mcliamara: What went wrong started with the elimination of our knowledge

of ﬁhou societies. That's where it begsn, and then that error was com—

pounded.

Matloff: How about the factor of American public opinion? Was that taken

sufficiently into account by the theorists as well as by the policymekers?

HBow American opinion would react to a protracted war?

McHapara: In the first place, nobody in 1961-63 pelieved it would be a

protracted war.

goldhargs 19657
McNamara: You’d have to read the memos. Usually in those memos,

ection for the period. Certainly by 1966 I was saying that

I think,

I put in a proj
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there was 1o good alternative: while recomending that we add 100,000
€r0ops, I was saying to the President, if you do, I might well be back 12
months later suggesting another 100,000, By then we were basiminc to
think sbout protracted war, but there wasn’t a lot of opposition then, in
(1966. The first major incident on a campus on the esst coast occurred in
October or November 1966, when there was a riot at Harvard against me.
Goldbaxg: 1Is it your recollection that the military services at the
beginning of 1965 were pretty confident that they could bring about a
military solution in Vietnam?

McNamara: They were more confident than I was, that’s for sure.

Matloff: Have you, in retrospect, had a chance to think about whut. the
significance of Vietnam was for either strategic theory, or the limited
war optiom on the part ‘of éha government ?

McNamara: I don’t want to spaculate. To this day, there is still a dif-
ference of opinion between me and some of my associates about the purpose,
the desirability, and the effectiveness of our cperations in Vietnam, and
I just don’t want to get into an srgument. You historians write it as
you see it, without ragsrd to my judgment.

Matloff: In the Berlin crisis, you recommended calling up reserves, and
did. Do you remember any other recommendations, particularly when the
wall was erected in August of 19617

McNamara: I don’t recall my reaction then. My beliaf today is that my

teaci:ion then was that there wasn’t a lot we could do about it, speaking

of the erection of the well.
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Goldberg: Do you remember thntinthemt:lngsmddi-cuniom of the
period there was n feeling that you [mj couldn’t posaibly think 6f an
uqhdm to a miclear level in commection with this?
lMcNamara: Absolutely. In this little hooi that I am publishing, in the
first chapter I racuil quite clearly that in the midat of the Berlin
erisis I called in n very senior NATO officer and I said, "The Soviets
have done A, we did B, they did C, we did D; how ii this going to evolve?”
He s3id, "I think they will do E and we should do F, and they®ll do G,
and we should do B." I asked, "What’s going to happen then?" He said,
"Ihgy"ll do I, and we should use muclesr weapons.” I don’t remember
whether Lord Mountbatten was in the city or whether I asked him to come .
to Vashington—he was then Chief of the British Defence Staff. In any
case, I asked him to come to my office and I put the same questions to
him: How was this going to evolve? What would the Soviets do and how
should we respond? He said, "They did A, we did B, they did C, we did D,
they’ve done E, we did P, and they will next do G, snd we should do B, I,
J, X, and 80 on."” I asked, "what then, what should we do after they do
that?" Finally I said: "You haven’t suggested that we use nuclear Hesponds
He replied, "Are you crazy! 1 fully sgreed with Mountbatten. Never did
I think st that time that we should use nuclear weapons, even though we
had a tremendous numerical superiority.
Matloff: A general question alomg that line—did you ever, in any of the

international crises, seriously consider the use of nuclear weapons?

McNamara: No, absolutely not. Never.
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Goldberg: This is in general true of most people in the administrationm,

35

- wasn't it?

tclamara: I think so. I have heard it said that there was a plan for
the use of nuclear weapons in connection with Berlin and that this was
discussed with Kemnedy. I don’t believe that. I den’t believe any such ‘ |
Plan vas discussed with me. And I'm sure that if it was not discussed

with me, it wasn’t discussed by anybody in the Pentagon with Kannedy.

Matloff: To go on to the Dominican operation, in 1965~66, that was the

intervention in April 65 with troops. Do you recall what your role was?

UcNamars: There my memory is very hazy, I'd rather not talk about it.

Matloff: How about the Middle East operation in June 1967, what roles

you and OSD were playing during that period? |

UcNamars: I remember it well. Wa were‘ intimately involved in it and very

much concerned about it. I remember first, that our intelligence sources

indicated that the Egyptians were building up; were probsbly going to move

to attack the Israelis; and that the Israelis were very likely to preempt.

For that reason, Jolmeon uted Dean xusk and me to join him one avening

on the second floor of the White house to meet with Eban, the Israeli

Foreign Minister. At that meeting Johnson said to Eban that under no

circumstances would we support a preemptive attack. If the Israelis went

shead with such an attack, in effect, we would deny them any support

theresfter, nc matter what happened to tham. It was absolutely contrary

to our advice and td our policy for them to preempt. I further remember
that Prime Minister Wilson came to Washington in June 1967, before the
war started (the meeting had been scheduled to discuss some other subject),
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and I recall that the British and U.s. :[ntallijmce eaﬁ:lnatn of the
Ilriuli capability vis-s—vis the Egyptisns were almost identical. One
service believed the Israelis would prevail in 7 days, the other service
believed they would prevail in 10. I also recall that we very much wanted
to avoid the war. We didn't know how it would escslate. Hcvwaré concerned
shout potential Soviet intervention. Ue made great efforts to organize
enough Western support, which meant NATO support, to Israel’s casuse, to
deter the Egyptisns from sttacking. We had a terrible time gaining such
support. We coﬁldn’t even organize a "freedom of thev seas™ intervention
in the Gulf of Agaba. The Europeans would not go along with that. It
would not have involved any military action whatsoever, but would have
involved maintaining the right of access to the Gulf of Agaba. I remember,
as well, that Dean and I went up to the Senate to talk to a group of
aroﬁnd 40 senators to see whether they would support U.S. military inter—
vention in the event that seemed necessary to meintain the independence
of Isrsel. We got a votyvnegative response. I recall that, after the
Israelis preempted and sppeared to be achieving a military victory, for
the first time the hot line was used. The first message gsve us some
indicstion that the Soviets wished to avoid intervention in the war, if

we stayed out. Mrthnmtd.yormevant-medinmchamythat

we had snother message that ssid: “If you wsat war, you®ll get war.” The

resson was that we had had the Sixth Fleet moving west on a training

axercise toward Gibraltar, but upon learning that Israel aight possibly

ve turned the fleat around and sent it
but to defend

be faced with Syrian interveation,

back towsrd Israel. Our purpose was not to attack Egypt,
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israel. The Soviets wisinterpreted that ss an indication of our intention
to escalate the war, attack Egypt, and destroy the lxyptim government.
It was st that point that the message from Kosygin came in saying if you
want war, you’ll get it.
Matloff: Did the President comsult with you on the exchanges on the hot
line? | |

UcNamara: fu. always.

Matloffs One other inc.idnht. the Pughlo, which came toward the very end of
your tenure, January 23, 1968, were you consulted during that affair, and
what did you recommend?

Mcamara: Yes, my recommendation was that we would do what we did, which
wap, essentially, nothing. ' |

Matloff: This is a good»po:lnt at which to end this seasion.

Goldberg: I have a few more questions, if we can come back snother time.
McNamara: Yes, I would be very happy to see you sgasin. I want to repeat
what I said before: please check all thii; don®t depend on my memory.
Goldberg: We always check, but there are things that aren’t in the
documents, ..im, together with the documents, certainly clarify and
expand on them, so it’s very valuable and useful to us.

Matloff: A perfect example is the Pentagon Papers.

McNamsra: The whole purpose of the Pentagon Papars was to permit s retro—

spective look and the drawing of lessons.
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Matloff: This is part IV of an oral history interview with Mr. Robert

v 8. McHamara, held in Washington, D.C., on August 27, 1986, at 3:20 P.M.
Representing the 08D Ristorical Office are Drs: Alfred Goldberg,
Llur,ncn Kaplan, and Msurice Matloff.

Mr. McNemara, at our last meating we discussed the role you played
in connection with various internationsl crises and foreign area problems.
There are a few questions left over from that topic that we would like
to raise before going on to discuss the role that you played in commection
with domestic disturbances during your tenure.

Goldberg: With particular reference to Vietnam, again, by June 1965
you had substantially improved the siza, composition, quality, and

the -lozistica‘ of the general purpose forces. Do you think that this
greater military capsbility on hand influenced the incremental decisions
that took us into Vietnam—that is, the existence of a capability?
McHamara: No. I don’t }thi_nk 80, because: a) the force requirements,

as we visualized them for Vietnam, didn’t involve forces of such magni~-
"tude as to have been limited by whatever limitations there were in the
‘conventional forces bhefore they were strengthened; and b) the danger of
Vietnam triggering requirements for much larger conventional forces

outside of Vietnam—for example, in reaction to Soviet pressurea——were

not considered to be very great. Therefore, I don't believe the increase

in the strength of the conventional forces affected the decisions

relating to v:let.na_-, one way or another.
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Goldberg: Still om Vietnam, in retrospect, what would you have done
_ differently? '

UcNamara: That’s a subject I don’t discuss. I think, in the first
inatance, it’s the responsibility of scholars to exsmine the optioms
that were availsble to policy makers. After that has been done, then
perhaps it would be appropriste for the policy makers to discuss, with
hindsight, what they would have done differently. But the acholars
have not completed their task, and therefore I’m not prepared to comment.
Matloff: You served during s period when race relations were quite
tense and civil disturbances were a serious problem. What measures did
you taka in DoD to assist the state and local authorities to restore
and maintain law and ordert

Mcliapara: Both President Kennedy and President Johnson asked me to
participate in the discusafons of the goverument®s response to the race
problems that existed in the country. In that comnection it became
clear there were contributions that the Defense Department could make,
apart from the personal coutribution I couid make to formulation of
‘national policy. On several occasions we were deeply involved. For
example, in 1965., at Esster time, on the occasion of the Martin Luther
King march on Selma, Alabams, there was a great controversy over whether
or not the president should federalize the Alsbama state guard. The

‘possibility of violence was great. I believed that Governor Wallace

was unlikely to maintain order with the forces at his command, and I,
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therefore, strongly urged that we federalize the Alabama national
guard. vih did so. As a result, serious loss of life was prevented.
Similarly, in commsction with the disorders in Michigan, psrticularly
in Detroit, the same question arose as to whether we should foﬁeraliu
the state guard. Governor Romney had s different attitude tham Governor
Wallace, but nonetheless the situation had deteriorated in H:Lch:lgaxi to
. the point where disorder was widespread. Detroit was burning; shota
were being fired; there was great potential for loss of life, We fed-
eralized the guard and I sent Cy Vance, Warren Christopher, the Deputy
Attomcy General, lnd some of our lud:mz military officers to Detroit.
T!uy personally took commend of the situstion and brought peace to the
city. I believe I’m correct in saying that, after they arrived, there
wasn’t a single injury due to gunfire by either the policy or the military.
1 mention those two as illustrations. There wera many others. They
occurred in both the deep south and in other parts of the country.
Matloff: I was going to ask you if you got involved in the problem
of the admission of James Meredith to the University of Mississippi
in 1962.

Mcliamars: Yes. A close friend of mine was associated with that, Nick

Katzenbach, the Deputy Attorney General; and, of course, Bobby Kemnedy
I was a participant in

And the

and the president were very deeply involved.
the conversationa which led to the formulation of our policy.

Defense Department provided certsin of the personnel—General Abrams
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for example, was sent down to Missiseippi in civilian clothes—to appraise

&

the situation and to recommend sction.

Matloff: What role, if any, did you see for DoD in the whole area of
allaviating domestic social problems?

Iclagara: The Departmant’s primary responsibility, of course, is to pro-
tect the nation against external threats. But I saw no contradiction
between pursuing that objective on the one hand and addressing certain
domestic problems on the other, so llénz as the latter activity could be
carried on without prejudice or penalty to our primary role. As an
f:lllustratton. we used our influence to reduce civil rights violatioms.

We f?nmd, for example, substsutial discrimination against blacks—
blacks serving in the military forces—in off-base housing. We concluded
that we could both overcome a discriminatory action against military
personnel, and at the same time provide an example of how to deal with
housing discrimination, by declaring off limits to military personnel,
whether they were white or black, housing that di-eriminn;ed. against
blacks. We, therefore, imsued an "open housing order" bafore there was
any federal law covering that subject. I°11 give you another example.

In the ’608 we were prohibited by law from drafting individusls whose
grades in the Army’s classification tﬁu were in the tenth percentile
or below. But by a policy decision we did not draft those between tha

vloth and 30th percentilies. This was ix_xequitable. Moreover, I believed
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that by passing through the military conscripted service of two years

individuals between the 10th and 30th percentile, we could, at no
penalty to the military, increase their functionsl literacy and job
skills, and add substantially to thair productivity when they vere
passed back into the civilian society (it was estimated their optimal
Productivity would increase 300 percent). We began .a program—later
known s “Operation One Hundred Thousend“—to draft one hundred thousand
of these individuals per year. Finally, as another illustration of the
way in which we used DoD to advance domestic interests, we initiated a
project to facilitate the transition of draftees, who ware moving out

of the military, back into civilian life. This program began when I
read in The Washington Poat one day that there was a lhorti(a of police
| in Vashington. I couldn’t believe it. The military, each yesr, were
tmin; out of the service, at the end of their comscription period,
‘thousands of military police. Many of these were blacks, and all were

" well trained policemen. I concludid that we could both assist these
individmla in relocating into civilisn life and at the same time

meet the needs of the civilian society by setting up a transition progri-.
We did so. It provided, during the last weeks of the two-year period

| of military service, both training to adapt ailitary skills to civilian

requirements and employment counseling. Tens of thousands of ind{viduals

benefited from the program. _
Matloffs There were a mumber of specific measures and programs set up

to alleviate domestic problems.



" Pasdsimidiobotncariog
Reviewed Chief, RDD.?VHnsc e
IRW EO 13526, Section 3.5

| Date: ppR 20 2012

Goldhargs Who was your chief assistant in integration matters?
Mclamara: The Assistant Secretary for Manpower. Howaver, Cy Vance and
Adam Yarmolinsky, who was Ry personal assistant, played major roles as
_well. For example, Adsm cama to me nycarror 80 after I had becoms
Secretary and said, "ye have gome really serious problems of diicriuim—-
| tion in the services." I responded, "I can’t believe it, you must be

wWrong. One of the first things we did was :luuc an order to ensure

there was no discrimingtion." He said, "That’s a piece of paper. It
didn’t accomplish the job.” I asked, “How do you know?" He said, "I
have plenty of evidence." I asked "How are we going to get at it7" He
Teplied, "Why don’t we set up a 3-man committee of outsiders to look at
this thing? They will come in, collect the evidence and analyze the
extent of the problem." I asked, "OK, whom do you have in mind?" He
said, "There is z man named Gesell in Washington (he is now a federal
Judge) who would be excellent. I°11 see if he will do it." Gesell did
serve as the chairman of a small committee, and we did find widespread
discrimination, particularly as I mentioned earlier in housing.
Matloff: May I ask a few general questions about Cold War policies?
Did you believe that containment was a reslistic policy; that its
assunptions were valid?

McHamars: Yes. I did then, and I do today.
Matloff: How about detente? Did you think that it was a more realistic

policy?
Moliamara? Yes, I surely did, and I do todasy.
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Matloff: You felt both were correct?

Mcllamara: Absolutely. I don’t think that they are contradictory.

Eaplan: I know that General Lesmitzer, when he was SACEUR, was very

_diaturbed about detente, at imt. as it appeared in Europe, and I wonder

whether any of his reservations wera;commicn&d"to you in the 60s,
after the Harmel Report?

| m: I can’t answer npecificulj;_ I don’t have a clesr recollec—
tion of the degree to which detente advanced during that period. I

believe detente, as a policy, evolved after the mid-*60s. But as an

objective, I certainly felt we should have more commmication with the

Soviets. And I believed that containment was a lot easier to achieve

in an environment of detente. |

Matloff: You are absolutely correct about the policy . There may have

»bun the foreshadowing of detente in the Harmel Report in 1967, that

‘Lemnitzer would have known about. v

Goldberg: The term didn’t really come into use until the 70s.

McNamara: I don’t think detente as a term came up them, but detente

in the sense of communication, of lowering tensions, was a aubject that

was certainly focused on. We were supportive of it in the 1960s, while
at the same time stiressing containment. |

Matlpff: Another genmeral question, how effectivg was military aid on
the basis of your experience as a tool for political leverage in the
Cold War?

McNamaras One can look at Iran as an illustration. Certainly military

sssistance to Iran was an important element in strengthening the ties
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between Iran and the U.S. The 2ame thins could be said in connection
with Thailand sad the Philippines. Military assistance was effective
as a tool for political leverage in the Cold War, but it could have
been made more so. We made sn effort to do that. For example, when
the Shah came on his first visit to the U.S. during the Kemnedy admdnis-
tration, he wanted additiohn military assistance. President Kennedy
u.ndIurudthatmmldnotprovidnitmhuthnShnhnsreadtomt
back his military budget, reduce the mumber of men in uniform, and use
the savings to finance an expanded program of economic and social sdvance.
We were sensitive to the problem of axcessive military expenditure and
the penalty that that imposed on a society. I think that we perhapi
could have done more than we did to stop it, although we did a great
deal. Indeed, 1’11 never forget the Deputy Prime Minister of India
coaing into my office after the India—China war asking for more military

assistence. We thought it was unnecessary. At that time the Indians
were in such a traums after the defeat imposed upon them by the Chinese
that they went wild in terms of expsnding their military force and
raising the military budget. And they wanted s lot of military assistance
from us. We didn’t think that they needed it and wa refused to provide

it. S$imilsrly, one of the Latin countries, I believe it was Argentins,

vanted to purchase military aircraft from us. We refused to seil to

the Argentines for fear that if we sold to them, it would trigger pur—

chases by tha Chilesns and there Mld be an escalation of force on

each side, which would be costly and risky to both. We turned the
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Argentines down (they subsequently bought the aircraft from Burope).
It 15 correct to say that military assistance did provide political
leverage. But 1tv is also true that there was a great danger that mili{-
tary assistance could stimulate unwise increases of local defense expend-
itures at the cost of economic and social advance. We were very sensi-
tive to tﬁat. This is Qot a revisionist view of history. I made a
speech on the subject in Montreal in 1966. I said in effect that U.S.
security depended in part on sconomic and social advance in the developing
countries, and that at the margin we could buy more security by applying
DoD expd:di.t.m‘u to economic assistance rather than to military assistance.
Goldberg: That m the original intent of cha assistance programs in
the late ?40s. When we rasally got underuay. we were spending three to
one on economic aid. The Korean War turned it around completely.
McHaspara: My Montresl speech was very controversial when it was presented.
I was severely criticized in some quarters. |
Goldberg: From the White House?

McNamara: Yes.
thi
Matloff: He:houldgett.hat.spuchmdadditumappmdixto a8

interview. ,
Mcliapara: I think you should., It has been reprinted in many volumes

and is quoted frequently today.

Goldberg: You have the 41 volumes of Public Statements, don’t you?

McNamara: I surely do.
‘Matloff: Did you regard alliances as thes most effective way
ach:l-vint Amsrican

of linking

American and friendly foraign military power and

strategic aims?
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‘McHamars: Yes, but there was onme notable relationship that wasan’t

formalized in an alliance then or now, and that’s the relationship with
Israel. I believe the U.S.-Israel{ relationship strengthens my point
that a formeslization of security commitments is highly desirable. If
there is a formal security commitment it provides a deterrent effect.
We don’t have s formal treaty with Israel, and I think that it is a
serious pmlty‘ to each of us.

Matloff: On the topic of arms control and dissrmament, what were your
vimonthaduri.n_;yuur tmr.uSee.Defvmddidthc'ydiffuinmy-
way from those of !raaidnnu Kennedy and Johnson? |
Ncliapara: I don’t believe my views differed from those of the Presidents.
Arms control, as it related to nuclear offensive weapons, particularly
strategic weapons, was intellectual in its infancy in the 60°s. The
first major action in the direction of arms control was the limited

test ban tresty in August 1963, I strongly favored the treaty, ss did
President Kenmedy. There was tremendous opposition to arms control in
many parts of our society at that time. There was a great fu; that

the Soviets would violate the agreements, and that we would not be abla
‘t.o verify them. As a result, formalization of arms control shyecrives-—

. particularly as they related to limits on offensive and defensive forces—

' £
had not advanced very far. But as we proceeded with the development o

ecame clear that our objective should be to

our nuclear forces, it b
We concluded that

build s deterrent and not a firat strike capability.
in the nuclear ucmithnrlid.couldpemitth!odurtoaehima
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first strike capability. Therefore, additions by one side would

trigger action by the other. There would be a ratcheting upward—an
action and resction effect—which would lead both to continued

increases in numbers and increased crisis instability. Hence we began
to give thought to limiting the force expansion by some form of formal
agreements. While those thoughts were evolving, we came to that critiesl
meeting in Austin in November 1966 when the ABM was a major issue. At
that point, Cy Vance and I suddenly saw an opportunity to move forward
and attack both the ABM problem itself and, more generslly, the offensive
srms problem. We proposed that we enter nagotiations with the Soviets

on both subjects. That was done. But my recollection is that there

hed not been a great deal of discussion of offensive force limits,

and what we did, in effect, was to begin the formulation of arms control
objectives at that time.

Matloff: You nnt::l.cipated ay question of the relationship between your
position on the ABM and your views on arms control and disarmament .
McNamara: They are linked together. We concluded that if the Soviets
continued to deploy their ABM system, we would have to reapond by expanding
our offensive forces. This action would be unfortunate for both us and
the Soviets. Therefore we felt that it was essentisl to negotiate
defensive force limits. But we also felt that it would be wise to have
offensive force limits, The latter could never be agreed to unless we
‘had the former. It would be suicide to agree to sn offensive force

1imit while allowing the Soviets to build an unlimited defense. Hence,
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the offgnaive force limit was dependent on the defense limit. The

defense limit was desirable in its owm .right because it would tend to

12

dampen down the escalation of ‘offensive forces.

Goldberg: Did you think that you perceived an action/resction process
during this period, a substantial one?

Ucliamara: Yes. And I commented on it in a speech in San Francisco in
September 1967. I believe I actually used the words “action and
Teaction." My thinking on that subject had evolved over a period of .
time. ‘ | '
Vmi: Did you play any part in comnection with the 'utablia_hunt of
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency? |

Mcamara: I don’t recall. And I don’t remember what proposals the
Agency was working on in the early 60°s.

m Certainly that 1963-11nited test ban was the esrlieat formal
_one. _ |
McHamara: I don’t believe that there was any proposal from the Arms
Control Agency .t:o negotiate a limit on ABM deployment in 1966. There
mf have been, but I hqve no recollection of it. |

Matloff: How sbout in commection with the nomproliferation treaty _that
was signed on July i, 1968, after you left? There was a move to hold
strategic arms limitatfons talks that got postponed to the next adminis-

‘tration. Were you involved at all?
1 and some of my associates in Dafense were

but there was &

McHamara: To some degree.
very strongly in favor of prohibiting proliferatiom,
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lot qf contrwnq in the government on it. When Gene Rostow became
Under Secretary of State, I recall that he had serious doubu‘ about

13

whether sntiproliferation messures were in our interest. I mention

this in passing to illustrate that there was far from unenimity of

views on & mumber of the arms control issues.

ma Wera you drawn in on any of the discussions of holding stra-
tegic arms limitations talks? | '

Mcamara: The start of tha talks grew out of the November 1966 discus—
sions {n Austin, when I proposed to the President, and he agreed, that

- we should initiate discussions with the Soviets. Initislly, the talks
were be restricted to ABM systems. But associsted with that, there was
to be an effort to negotiate limits on offensive deployments. Out of
that Austin meeting came f.ha authorization to the State Department to
contact the Sovietu. From November 1966 until the time I left, I was
continually involved in efforts to gac ‘the negotiations utart.ad. Those
efforts involved the Glassboro meetings, but were not limited to them.
Matloffs What was your attitude toward summit meetings with the Russians?
At what point did you feel they might be bensficiall

McHamara: We didn’t have much experience with sumit meetings, but I was

very anxious to get President Johnson and Mr. EKosygin together to discuse
We had s hell of a time
when we learned

the start of negotiations on arms control.

doing it. You are probably familiar with the story.

that Kosygin wea coming to the UN in June of 1967, I urged the President

to meet with hin, Johnson ssid he was willing if Kosygin would come to
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Washington. That message was passed to the Soviets. Kosygin said he
W‘ﬂdblhlPPYtoneJohnnnbuthemn'tcodutothus.,ham
coming to the UM. Therefore if Johnson wanted to see him, Johnson
would have to come to the UN, Johnson said, "The hell with that; he’s
coming to my eounﬁry; let him come to Washington." 8o it locked as if
they weren’t going to meet. One night Johnson celled me at my affiec
in the Pentagon and asked, "What are you doing about Glasshoro?™

The only Glasshoro I knew sbout was in Scotland, and I asked, "Why

are we going to Scotland?” He said, "We’re going to Glassboro, New
Jersey, and you need to get the place ready.” I asked, "What do you
mesn wﬁ’zo going to Mew Jersey!" He said, "You’ve been wanting me to
‘maet Kosygin. We’re going to meet in Glassboro." If you take a compass
and put ome point on New York and draw an arc, and swing it sround snd -
put the point on Washington and draw an arc, the arcs literally intersect
‘at Glassboro. There’s nothing at Glassboro except the State Teacher’s
College, and, of course, that’s where the meeting was held. It had
been very difficult to get the two leaders together because they wers
both skeptical of the potentisl results. Indeed, many months wers to
pass before they agreed to formal negotistions. However, observing how
each of them behaved that Friday when we met in Glassboro sad on the
‘subsequent Sunday when they met & second time, I believe that those

discussions reslly laid the foundation for the arms control discussions

which began one yui.' later. In the intervening period other events,

particularly the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia, stood in the way of

proceeding with negotiatioms.
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Matloff: Were thero any other summit meetings that you got involved in?

McHamara: No. I don’t think there were sny other summit meetings at
that time.

13

Goldherg: No Secretary of Defense or Soviet Minister of Defense had.
Met yet. Weinberger is trying to set one up now.

UcHamara: I had thought in 1964 that we might be able to limit the
expansion of U.8. and Soviat forcet-f-or Warsaw Pact and mro-e-b§ und~
lateral action. We thought that this could be done by stating what our
‘plans would be for defense budgets for the mext two or three years if
their budgets did not exceed X, ¥, and Z. We recognized it was difficult
to det:eriim- Soviet defense nxpmd:lturgn—foé example, they categorized
some military expenditures as non—lilitnry.' Nonetheless, through intel-
ligence sources, I thought we could obtain enough informatiom on their
actions to wesrrant some unilateral decisions regarding our force lavels
based on the Soviets® stated budget plans. We could make our budgetary
plans available to them and hope thereby to influence their force posi-
. tions. The objactiﬁ would be to achisve a relatively stable balance
of force at lower levels. This was something that Johnson was willing
to support. My recollection is that the :mitul discussions with the

Soviets supported my conclusion. However, I thought we could make more

progress toward that objective, if we knew more about their budgets.

X O «
To facilitate that I believed charlie Hitch and I should go to Mosc

This was proposed to the miim.- but there was no way they would have

McNamars in Moscow.
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Yatloff: So it was never formally presented to the Russians?
Mcamara: Right.
Geldbaxg: 1 think that Jim Schlesinger tried the same thing later on.
Uclamara: We got nowhere with our visit. We did obtain what I wili
call general acceptance of the principle that unilateral action based
on esch party’s statement of what its budget was going to be was desir-
able and could move us toward achieving balance at lower levels. Wa
tht shead with such an spproach. Then the Soviets claimed that we
violated the agreement. Our problem was that our force levels and
budgets were distorted by the Vietnam build-up. What we considered
expansion relating to Vietnam, the Soviets comsidered an expansion that
endangered them. The Vietnamese buildup terminated what otherwise
would have been s very interesting experiment.
Matloff: What was a typical work day in your life 2s Secretary of Defense?
ﬂow many hours were spent in an average day? .

McHamara: I arrived in my office every morning at 7:00, and I didn’t

leave until the work was done. I naver left before 7:00 in the eveming,

and frequently later. For example, I ru)enbar» very well the day of the
march on Selma. I errived home at about 9:35 thet Priday evening. One
‘of my children had:;ﬁm bome from school, snd it turned out she had
‘natehad on Selma thst day with Martin Luther King. I called the ?ruident
and I thought he was going to teqr the telephone off the wsll. Jolmson

dl
had had great misgivings sbout federalizing the Alabema National Guar

loved
I had finally persusded him to do it. I told him I knew that he

Margy (my daughter) and has was surely right in calling out tha Guard,
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because it protected her in thnunrch On Saturdays I arrived at the
office at the usual hour and left generally at about 5:30.

‘Matloff: How smch time on the Hill snd at the White House?

Voliamara: I calculated that an hour of testimony on the Eill required
four hours in preparation time. I believe that the hours spent on
 the H{ll, plus the preparation time, ‘took about 20-25 percent of my
total time.

- Goldbexg: Per year?

McNamara: Per year, yes.

Goldbarg: We had a figure for Forrestal, you know. It was 14 percent.
It was fairly accurata.

tcNamara: I might be wrong.

Goldberg: WNo, it could well be, because over a period of time it was
quite clear that the amount went up for the whole building, not just
for the Sacretary.

McNagara: When I had important appearances before the committees on
the Hill, say at 10:00 A.M., I freguently would get to the office at |
5:30 or s0.

Matloffs How about at the White House?

McHamara:s That was variable; the middle of the night, or whatever,
depending on the occcasion.

Matloff: Do you feel the roles of public manager and private manager
- are similar or different?

Mclamara:s I think that they are very similar, except that the forces
are quite different. The responsibility of s manager, be he public or
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private, is to formulate objectives, consider alternative ways of

achieving those objectives, motivate pecple to sccomplish the spproved

plans, measure progress, and periodically revise the plans. The

difference between public and private life is one must take account

of totally different forces. In public 1life ome confronts not market
forces but the press, the Congreas, snd the American people.

Matloff: Do you see the role of Secretary of Defense primarily as a
manager of resources, a strategist, or what? |
Ucemara: I think the most important function by far is to advise

the President and Secretary of State on the application of military
_power. That i{s the primary function. The second most important is
the formulation of the strategy which underiies the application of
military power. If you assume that you are responsible under certain
'cireuur.mceu for recommending application of power, you should in
advance of that time have formulated a strategy—based ocn foreign
policy commitments—that will underlie that application. Then the
third function is to translate that strategy into force structure.

And the fourth is the management of the acquisition and training of

the force.

Goldherg: How much of a role did you play in formulating strategy?
McNamara: A considersble role, depending on what you mean by stratesy-
' uatloffs In retrospect, since you served the longest, up to this point,
of any Secretary of Defense, do you feel that 7 yesrs was e B =

period, long enough, or not long enough?
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o Uclamara: That'’s a good guestion. I’m inclined to think that the
| danger is that the Secretaries of Defense and State will serve too

short a period rather than too long a term. I dom’t think that 7
years is too long, if the relationship with the President remsins
strong and if the Secretary is physically and mentally unimpaired.
ﬁgldhguc There is a possibility of Surnout, at least for some.
lticHagara: Yes, and also there’s a possibility of having & nng:tive
power position., I may have told you that President Kennedy snd I used
to talk about politics and the role of the President. I had a theory

‘that 1 expressed to him one day, and which is fllustrated by the

d:la_gru below.
Power

0 Years in office 8

The President (or Secretary of Defense) enters office with a large
"balance" of power and should plan to leave at the end of his term
(presumably 8 years) with zero, having expended the power on the
achievement of worthwhile objectives. The danger is you might run out
of power before the "end" of your term. In that event, you ought to

get out.

Matloffs What led you to decide to retire from the office when you did?

McNamara: Johnson and I had obvious differences of opinion and the
friction was getting very great. I had tremendous respect and affection
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for him, and I think he had the same for me, but we were just in the
deepest of coﬁflict at the time.
Matloff: Over Vietnam, specifically?
| McHsgara: Yes,
Matloff: Did you get a chance to brief your successor, Clark Clifford?
Mclamara: Clark and I had known each other well. As an outsider, he
had been brought in to discussions on many of the decisions relating
to Vietnam. There m a very important mtiné in Novamber of 1967—1I
think it was held in the State Department—on questions of policy

with respect to Vietnam., I believe that Jack MeCloy, Clu'k, and

several other outsiders were preasent. I mention this to say that he
wﬁa,inalma,uptodnt‘whcnhecmin. |
Goldherg: Did you make any suggestions concerning a successor?
McNamara: I think that I suggested Clark.

Goldberg: You thought it was the proper choice.

McHamara: Yes. By an odd coincidence, Clark had been a person that
President Kemnedy recommended I talk to about certain matters before
I was sworn in in Jamuary °’61l.

Matloff: As you look back omn 03D organization and management, do you
see the need for further changes in structure, working relations, and
functions in DaD?

McNamara: When I became Secretary, there was on the table—published

a short time before I was sworn in—the Symington report. It recommended
But there was s tremendous smount of

any significant change in the

mejor changes in organization.
opposition then, and there still is, to
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to achieve, Therefore, My approach was to decide what changes in styyc~
ture I needed and to the extent that they didn’: .mmiu law, to go
shead and put them into effect. To the extent that they did require

2 new law, because it was 8o time consuming and so costly to obtain

the law, I was disinclined to proceed. I-8til) feel that wvay. I

think that there are important organizationa) concepta to bel.r in

| @ind. But in most cases one should try to achieve them without changes
in the law, sud, in many cases, the management objective can be accom—

e,

example, } /

F

PPl iienand

Plished- t changes in organizational structure.  For

the goi"ficu of the service Secretaries are anachronmisms. But one can

prer——aa—per VR el

'd“l!'mﬂ-ﬂl!.&mmr'm“ 18 iaw and to some degree
without a change in'orsnn.izltiqnal structure. You can bu;.ld up other
organizations to carry out the functions that ought to bde carried out
on an integrated basis. For bewh, we talked about force structura.
‘ Qut you cannot develop the force structure for the Af{r Porce in the
Air Force, You can only develop the structure for the Air Force in
relationship to the total nationsl force structure. To the degres you
‘have an Office of Secretary of the Air Force, responsible for recom—
manding a force structure, it u an impediment, rather than a halp.. s
Thc's.crotu-y of the Air Force can’t know what the Navy or the Army
is going to do, and he isn’t likely to know or be an authority on the
total strategic plan. S0 to the degree you strengtheén offices that /

are by their nature incapable of achieving your purpose, you make it

less likely you will achieve that purpose. Therefore, in 2 sense, I
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 weakened the Offices of the Service Secretaries vis-a-vis the Office

;of the s.cretary‘.of Dafense. I did 80 not because I wanted power, but
g;bocme I cared about developing the proper strategy and I m deter-
‘:ni.nod to translate that strategy into the proper force structure.
Yatloff: This brings to mind Secretary of Air Zuckert’lvexpresyion
that he regarded hinialf as "a .zroup vice president."” Did you think

~ the urvim had gone about as far as they could or should toward
unification? - » , .
McNaparg: No. Tharefore I thouzht it was importsnt.to strengthen
the position of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs vis-s-vis the poaition
of the Chiefs of Services. The Chiefs of the Services could have
‘only & limited view of where the national interest lay with respect
to their service, '

Matloff: The Symingtom committee called for the single chief in place
bf the Joint Chiefs, and the military departments u;uld have been
eliminated, too. _
McBamara: I think that it is important to think about the security
:of the mti;:n and develop a strategy to achieve that security at

| minimum cost. Thst means one must not be bound by service lines; one
must think of the services as contributors to a total national-plan
and the propar balance certainly cannot be assumed to be 1/3, 1/3,

1/3. |
Goldherg: The services snd the service chiefs remsin the key element

in the whole military picture, don’t they?
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Mclamara: No. They were not in the 1960s and they are not today.
It was not a service-based recommendation that determined mther we
were going to have an ABM defense, or the mmber of Minutemen, or a
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strategy of flexible response, or else we would go to war. It.‘ was &
consideration of the totsl impact on our security. In that sense,
the recommended action could not be service-based. To better achieve
that, I wanted to, and did, strengthen the position of the Chairmsn
of the Joint Chiefs. One could do that by appointing the person that
you considered the best qualified and then treating them as first
m equals. That’s why I happened to have three Army officers in a
‘rou as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs. It wasn’t that I favored the
Army, per se. It just happenmed that to get the strongest military
mind and the ableat individual—the ind{vidual with the greatest
experience and the grestest intellectual power—I believed I had to
choose an Army officer.

Goldberg: You chose two of the three, I think.

'm‘ I had three, Lemnitzer, Bus, and Max.

Goldbergs You didn’t Lumlt:er | W P e |
McNamara: No. But I'kopi'. him‘on. In any case, I had three in a

row, It was alleged that I was favoring t§| Army, which was not the
case at all. What I was trying to do was tb get the strongest man,

to whom I could give, to the extent ome could do it within the law,
additionsl power. This was possible. No one could say that you
couldn’t put greater confidence, power, sand authority in the Chairman.
That’s a quastion of parsonsl relatiomships.
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Goldberg: It had been done befare you, too, when Bradley was Chairman.
Mcliamara: I’m sure that was the case. That is my point on organiza-
tion. I think that you cen do a lot without changing the law, and
even without changing the structure.

Matloff: How about special overseas assignments, did you find yourself -
- leaning more on the Army?

Mcamara: I didn’t have as much to do with the appointment of unified
co-mdco-undariuxdidwiththhmimanoftham-famdsmm.-
Certainlyintthueofthan,wewm:tothalmyfortharcum
that it was more Army oriented than others. But alsc the Army officers
happened to be at that time, I thought, better qualified to carry out
such commands.

' Matloff: One of tha interviewees that I spoke to suggested that you
might have worked out an implicit division of labor with the Joint
Chiefs of Staff—that you and 0SD would control the force structure
planning and you would lesve to the JCS the problem of operations.

Does that ring a bell?

Mcamara: Not at all.
to he deeply involved in force structure.

alvays accept their recommendations didn’t mean that they weren’t

The Chiefs were deeply involved and wantad
The fsct that I didn’t

deeply involved. In terms of operations, if by that you mean force
application, c-r:ainly not. Look at the Cuban missile crisis. There
was a perfect illustration of force application which we controlled
to the most minute detail. To some degrea, the same thing was true
in the Berlin crisis, in August 1961. Also in the Middle Bast, in
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June 1967. And a lot of people, including Admiral Pelt, would say that

ST P |

we controlled operations in Vietnam.

Matloff: Did you ever have any problems getting information, either
from the Joint Chiefs of Staff or from the services?

Mcamara: I suppose 80, in the sense that perhaps they didn’t volunteer
information that I might have been interested in, but I never felt

that was a problem. Very early I let it be known that I expgcted to
raceive any information I'n.uded or wanted. For example, I learned
| the Air Force had a contract with the Rand Corporatiom, snd the Rand
Corporation reports didn’t come to the Office of the Secretary of
Defense: I>uhd why, and they said, "The Air Force doesn’t allow it,
Their contract is with Rand; they get the Rand reports, and that’s it."
I said, “Just let them kmow there isn’t going to be any contract between
‘Rsnd and the Air Forca, if. I don’t get those reports immediately." We
got the reports. In the entire period I was in the Department, there
was: a) no intent to deceive, with ono single exception; b) no intent

to withhold on a substsntial basis in order to strengthen one’s posi-
tion with raspect to a controversial issue. I suppose that in the
Department, as in most organizations, there was a natural tendency to
avoid sending up the chain informstion that would cause trouble.
Matloff: You mever had to put out an order saying you wanted to

see certain papers?

McNamara: No.
Goldherg: Doyonthinkthuyougotavcrythiuyoumudfmthu1
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McNamars: I think so. Whers there wers differances of opinion, let’s
say on the TFX as an illustration, I suppose that informstion that
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would have buttressed my opinion wasn’t volunteered.

Goldberg: Wera there refusals to provide information?

McNamara: No. |

Goldberg: I think I ran scross some correspondence on this once M-
Gilpatric was refused something by the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
McNamara: It’s conceivable; I can’t maxim what,

Goldherg: He went to 'you and you wrote a note to Taylor in which you
asked him to help.

bcliapara: I might well have, but nobody after the first month or two
refused me anything. !mi indicate that you’re going to get what you
want; everyone knows it; and you get it. That doesn’t mean that they
volunteer things that they think are prejudicial to their position,
but it was my job to know what I needed snd to ask for it, and make
very clesr that I was going to get it or heads would cnﬁo off. That
was well known. I had uainﬁmtl, George Brown was one, who ensured
that I not only got what I asked for, but t_:hnt. I was sensitive to what

was availasble that I should ask for, that often might not have been

proffered.
Goldberg: He was lucky that he wasn’t ostracized.
McHagara: That’s right. One of the reasons I had such tremsndous

'ndnirat:lou for him was that he did it, even though his promotion was
dependent upon Le May, whose position at times he was undermining by
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supplying me w_ith information that I might not have known enough to
ask for. ' '
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Matloff: On the establishment of some of those functional defense
aganciu,. for u:uplg the DIA, the Defanse Supply Agency, the Defense
Contract Audit Agency—what lay behind that?

McNamara: It became very clear hecause of the missile zaﬁ controversy
that the vindividml sexrvice intelligence offices—sagain, I want to
8tress I don’t think they were conaciously'deceiving or trying to
deceive—were influenced by the environment that they were part of.
There were unconscious biases that were reflecting in their intelli-
gence estimates, and I thought we could reduce those by putting the
offices together. I think we did. DIA waa,‘ I believe, a much more
reliable source of intelligence than had been the three services.
However, it was still an element of the agency (DoD) that was respon~
sible for operations. To some extent, DoD, the agency responsible
for operations, was reporting on itself, either rejecting requirements
for sction and/or reporting on the success of the operations that it
carried out. I thought that was a weakness. For that reason I asked
President Johnson to 2llow me to talk to CIA about setting up a special
unit evaluating developments in Vietnam., Dick Helms did so. It was

for similar ressons that I set up the other central sgencies.

‘Matloff: Did you see the need for further work along that line,

setting up more agencies? ' _ |
Mclamara: I don’t recall exactly what my thoughts were at the time.

I did see the need for reducing the infiuence of the parochialism in

the services on force requirements and force application and organization.
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Matloff: How woulg you chu-actariu the stylea, effectiveness, and

personautiu of some of thoga top officials in 08D and JCS with whom
you served? Thumbnaii reactions, if you will, of Ppeople like Gilpatric,
Vance, and Nitze—uhat were your impressions?

McHamara: I had an immense respect and affection for them then, and
do now. They were three of the ablest people I have ever worked with
in any orgenizstion.

Hlﬂhﬂ: How about the JCS, Lemnitzer, Taylor, and Wheeler?

UcNapara: I felt the same way about them. I had a deep affection

for them,

Matloff: How about their atyles of operating?

McHamars: They wers different; I don’t want to really comment on them,
because I was very fond of all three of then. They were really great
patriots, I think that one of the saddeat things in our society today
is the degree to which some people don’t really respect or understand

the senior military officers.

Goldberg: That’s something of which they accused you at the time,
wasn’t it?

Mclamara: I know it, but those who accused me never understood my

feelings. I don’t think the senior military officers sccused me—Bus,

or Max, or Lem—but others would. One of the reasons the others did

was that they saw me developing a capabiiity and power to overwhelm
their recosmendations. When a service would come up with s proposal—
LeMay with the B~70, for example—I had an organization that would

be capable of examining whether we needed it or not snd could do it
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better, and allow me to support my position and conclusions better
than Le May, for example, could with his, People ware mad as hell in
the Adr rorcn—-uicry at me and at the peopla I was using, in that

‘case Hitch and Enthoven. But I don’t think Max ever felt that way,

and I don’t think Bus oi' Lem did, They were extremely able people.

I remember driving over to testify one day with Bus. It was toward
the end of my service, and by this time the volunteer Army was being
discussed. I asked Bus, "What do you think about a volunteer Army?"
He said, "I think cur society is well served by avoiding the develop-
ment of a professionsl military. I think we are a better force because
we have civilians flowing through us." '

Matloff: Did your relations with Taylor and Whesler on the one hand
and Lemnitzer on the other differ in sny way in the roles that they
were playing?

m: I don’t think so. Lem was a different kind of a persomality,
but I got along well with him.

Goldberg: You didn’t renew him as Chairman.

McHamara: Taylor came back to help on s review of the postmortea of

the Bay of Pigs, and then he was in the white House. Thars was a prob-

lem with respect to SACEUR, because LarTy Norstad was retiring and he

ha.d been renewed several times. I thought that it was inappropriate

to renew him again, sand I believe that 1'm correct in saying that

SACEUR was sn open position, So in a sense I had to §111 that, Also,

Max was just an extraordinary man and here was an opportunity both to

fi11 s&cEURwit.hmableperaonmdpntmmt;ordimryminu
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Chairman. It wasn't that I didn’t renew Lem because we waren't :ett:tns
along or that I didn’t think well of him. It was just that the balance
of him as SACEUR and Max as Chairmen seemed to me to be about the
best we could have. »
tatloff: Were there any of the Chairmen or tha CNOs who particularly
impressed you? or any of the Assistant Secretaries?

Ucamars: Certainly Max did. I don’t want to get into perscnalities.
Goldberg: Le May never served two full terms. He was cut short. Why
was that?

Uciamara: Let me just say one sentence on Le May. T think that he was
the ablest combat commander I ever met, and I met a lot of them during
ny three years service 1n. World War II. Without any quutioh hs was

the ablest, and I mesn the bravest and the wisest as a combat commander,
tactician, and leader of men in combat., He was a very unsatisfactory
contributor to the formulation of national security policy in Weshington.

Matloff:s Do you want to add anything to your comments ahout Secratary

of State Dean Rusk?
McHamara: Only that he and I had an axtraordinarily strong, affection—

ate relatfonship, and atill do.
Matloff: Would you comment on the styles, peraonslities, and effective~

ness of the Presidents you served, particularly Kennedy and Johnson? Any

comparisons in styles of decisfion-making, from where you were sitring?

McHamara: I admired, respected, and loved both of the Presidents under

whon I served.




e R el R RN T AP P U N o ©pead & . “‘ Facvgsges { P

Page determined 1o be Unclassified
Reviewed Chief, RDD, WHS |
IAW EQ 13526, Section 3.5 "

Date: app 2.9 217

 Eaplan: A question about an early appointment that got a great deal
of attention in the presa—Joseph Keenan, whom George Meany wanted to
have as Assistant Secretary of Defense for Manpower, Personnel, and
Reserves,

Mclamara: He wnAn’r. appointed.

Eaplan: But the issue surfaced early in the term and the spin-off of
that was that prejudice might have arisen from your previous experience
in mansgement as opposed to this distinguished labor leader. I'm
following the newspeper.

Vclismara: He wasn’t a distinguished labor leader. You don’t want to
believe what you read in the newspapers.

Eaplan: What was the source of the problem?

YcHapara: When I came to the DoD, it wasn®t customary to bring labor
leaders into the Department, but I thought that it would be wise, if

I could find a well~qualified labor leader, to bring ome in. I thought
particularly Assistant Secretary 6£ Manpower would be appropriate. I
felt I knew the man. He was Walter Reuther’s assistant. So I proposed
that he be appointed, and the President agreaed. Meany said, "No way."
He said that he would picket the Pentagen, if this man were appointed.
At that time, of course, the UAW and the AFL/CIO were frequently in
conflict and Walter Reuther and Mesny disliked each other. Meany

said he’d picket the Pentsgon unless I took his man. I guess it was
Keensn. I looked iuto it, and Meany’s man was unqualified. Reuther’s
assistant wss superbly qualified. The President knew that ha had

made sn agreement with me that I would appoint the people in the
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Pentagon, so th_nrafore whether Meany liked it or didn’t like it,
whether or not we had a strike in the Pentagon, whether or not they
threw a picket line around it, I wasn’t going to take Meany’s man.

I think that he was the plumber’s union chief.
Eaplan: He was an AFL-CIO vice president atr the time and Secretary
of the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers.

NMcHamara: I said that I wasn’t going to take him, and the Praiident
said, “Bob, the decision is yours., But why don’t you call Arthur
Goldberg and see if he can help you." So I called Arthur and we went
over to see Meany in his office and told him we weren’t going to take
his man, and I didn’t. But neither did I get my msn. I did get a
person who was superb; it was Tom Morris. He was, at one point,
Assistant Secretary for Manpower. Then later he was also Asaistant
Secretary for Logistics.

Eaplan: Was the position evaer to be called Assistant Secretary for
Lahor Relations?

McHamara: Mo, there was never any intention of that. It was to be
cailed Assistant Secretary for Manpower. It just seemad to me that a
man who had & background in labor would be sensitive to many of the
manpower issues. I knew who Reuther’s sssistant was because I'd
worked with him when Reuther and I were on opposite sides of the
table in Detroit.

Matloff: The question always comes up about the so~called military-
industrisl complex. Did you share President Eisenhower’s concern about

that?
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McNamara: Absolutely not. A) I don’t knmow that Eisenhower had a con—

3

cern. I have been told that the sentence was written by the speech
writer. B) Somebody was querying me about this yesterday or the day
before, sud the point I made was that there is mo military~industrial
complex that can determine or mﬂuenci national security policy,
except to the extent that thn_?ruidmt. andlor the Secratary of Dafense
want to be influenced by that. Now you say, "You 'don’t understand
politics.” But I do understand politics. And I understand that on
these decisions where the President and the Secretary feel that the
national interest requires one decision and the complex—it should be
called the military-industrial-congressional complex—prefers another,
a strong President and a strong Secretary, having recognized the
politics of the situation, can act to overcome it. I begin with the
point that the decision to which the military-industrial-congressional
complex is reacting is in the national interest. Two people, one of
whom was elected by all the people, and the other of whom was appointed
by the person who was elected by all the people, are presumably sensitive
to and are trying to react to the total national interest and believe
in this instance they have. Under those circumstances they then.
should take account of politics and seek to persuade tha political
forces thst are opposing them where the national interest lies. They
can and should do it so powerfully, particularly by sppealing to the
counter forces, that thay cen overcome the initial pressure of the
military-industrial-congressional complex. I guarantee you that

that can be done.
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~ I"11 give you four illustratioms, First, the 8~70—we can-
celed it after the Congress had suthorized and appropriated funds.
When we terminated production, I think there were about 40,000 people
working on the project in 24 states. The 24 states hsd 48 senators,
and God knows how msny representatives, suppliers, contracting firms,
and so on. We got by with it, but it almost caused a constitutional
crisis. Secondly, I consolidated or eliminated 20 or 30 Natiomal
Guard divisions. Johnson said that we would have a lot of opposition,
but I said that it was the riﬁn: thing to do. Tha Presidemt said,
"Go up to Hershey, Pernsylvania, snd talk to the 50 governors who are
meeting there.” I did so and there wasn’t one, including Nelson
mchfeller. who didn't oppose it. But we put it through. Thirdly,
the base cloaings aroused tremendous congressionmal resistance.
Each time we closed a hase you would have thought we were burning
down the White House. There was a fascinating story in the S;yle
section of The Hashington Post s couple of weeks ago on Margaret
Chase Smith that i{s related to this. The author of it sent me a note
in which he ssid that he was writing a story in which my name was
mentioned. I was then out of the country. Whan I got back, I read
the story. It said something td this effect. Margaret Chase Slnth
said to the author, a man by the name of (Paul) Henrickson, "Xou know,

I’ve always believed that small lies lead td big lies, and that’s

what I always held against McNamara." Her remark, which I consider

wholly unjustified, grew out of my decision to closea a shipyard in
Portsmouth, New Mahirn. I will relate the circumstances of the
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claosura u I recall them. But, lat me preface my remarks by repeating
what I said earlier: I had learned t.hnt the President and the Secretary
of Defense could omco-e the power of the military-industrial-~congres—
sional complex, which wu of such concern to President Eisenhower, if
they studied carefully what needed to be done, discussed the issues
with the parties of interest, and then announced their decision without
a long period of debate during which oppositionm could mobilize. We
did, of course, owe the courtesy of advanced notice of the decision

to the politicians affected so they didn’t receive the first notice

of it from their local newspaper.
As I said, after careful study we had decided the submarine base
‘at Portsmouth, New Hampshire, was no longer needed and should be
closed. The Portsmouth Naval Base drew many workers from New Hampshire -
as well as from Maine. New Hampshire had a Democratic Semator, and I
- felt obligated to tell both him and Margaret Chase Smith. They both
knew this action was under consideration and I knew both wers strongly
opposed to it. I called the Democrat and said I was going to put out

the announcement. He asked me please to state that he and the Republican

Senator from Maine were strongly opposed to my decision but that I
had overridden their objections. I said I would. So them I called
Margaret Chase Smith. I was sure that she wished to say the same
thing, particularly with the Democrat taking that position. She
wasn’t in her office. They said that she was in Maine. I called her
in Maina. She wasn’t thera. She was driving to Washington. I held
the newa tcleu-n up for a couple of days trying to find her. By that



R e e R TR Rl TSR ST !

Page determined to be Unclassified
Reviewed Chief, RDD, WHS
IAW EQ 13526, Section 3.6 36

Date: APR 2 0 2012
time the storm was beginning to braak, 3o I put my statement out and
said in it that Senator Smith was opposed to my decision. To thias
dey, she says that I lied, that I didn’t talk to her about it. The
last illustration of the point is the aircraft carrier the Kannedy.
To this day it is powered by diesel fuel, because I refused to go
along with Rickover’s recommendation that it be nuclear powered.
I°1l tell you, that ship is bathed in blood—mine. Rickover was
supported by the Joint Atomic Energy Committee, pioblbly one of
the strongest committees in Congress. They were both determined that
the Keanedy was going to be miclear-fueled and I was determined that
it wasn’t. Studiaa showed that it shouldn’t have been., That was, on
a small iasue, the toughest fight we had. We won.
Goldberg: Below your level and that of the President, a lot of deci~
sions were being made which fueled this so~called complex; it kept
them going.
Mcliagara:s Yes, and I don’t want to say there isn’t an influence.
All I want to say is that on major issues I am absolutely convinced
that conventional wisdom {s wrong: the complex need not be a control-
ling factor affecting the forces and the defense budget.
Kaplag: One small ward about Margaret, it’s 700 miles to Washington

from her home town.

McNamara: It doesn’t taske three days to travel that distance.
Matloff: The last question—what do you regard as your major achieve-
ments during your temure as Secretary?

McNamara: That’s for you all to decide.




