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This is llart II of an oral history interview with Mr. Kobert s. ftcHamara, 

held in Washington, D.C. t on May 22, 1986, at 4:00 p.m. Representing the 

OSD Historical Office are Drs. Roger Trask and Maurice Matloff. 

Hat.loff: Mr. Hclfamara, at. the end of our Bleating on April 3, we had 8poken 

about your perception of t.he 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. 

Bow did you view your role in this area, and what was your attitude toward 

nuclear weapona. both strategic and tactical-their buildup, their use. and 

control 7 How did you see your role and your contributions in this field? 

MeRe.eras You will recall that. one of the issuel of the presidential 

campaign in 1960 was the alleged missile gap. One of m¥ first acts after 

assuming the responsibilities of Secretary of Defanee on January 20, 1961, 

was to determine the extent of the gap. Since 1 believed that I should act 

iaaediately to close it. Mr. Gilpatric, Illy Deputy, and I. during the first 

three or four weeks in office spent a ,ubstantial percentage of our time 

viewing the evidence on which the gap e8 timate had been made. We learned 

that in 1960 there were at least two different intelligence estimates 

relating to the balance of the strategic nuclear forces in the U.S. and the 

Soviet Union. One of the estimates was prepared by the A-2 in the Air 

Porce, and it indicated that the Soviets had a number of mi88ile warheads 

greater than that posses8ed by the United States. Apparently a copy of 

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

that was the baais on which the caIIlpaign charges were made. We learned, 
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however, that another intelligence estimate, prepared by the CIA, came to 

a different conclueion. After reviewing all of the evidence, we were 

convinced that the CIA'. estimate was more correct than that of the Air 

Force. If a lap existed in strategic nuclear weapons, it was a gap in 

favor of the United States. I mention thi. incident becauae frCIID the 

beginning of my tera in office I felt a reaponaibility to deteradne the 

appropriate level of nuclear weapons for U. s. force.. Many of the men whom 

I recruited for senior positions in the Department, for example, Mesara. 

Hitse, Hitch, Enthoven, Rowen, and later Harold Brown. Were experts or had 

had substantial 88sociation with studies in the field of nuclear strategy, 

and I drew upon their expertise to ax8llli1\e the nuclear atrategy that the 

U.S. had followed in put yeara and to consider whether changes in that 

strategy were desirable. On the baais of those Itrategic studiea, we then 

developed the appropriate force structures. :aecaule the risks to our 

population of confrontation between the super powers in the nuclear age 

were much creater than in prior yeara and not well understood by the public, 

we made a special effort to acquaint both the Cancrass and the public with 

the results of our studies, to the extent that could be done without a 

seriOUB violation of classification. 

Matloffz Your administration is usually known for ita changeover in strategic 

concept from maasive retaliation to flexible response. What led you to 

become a 8trong advocate of flexible response? 

McR,-,ra: I think the .. ssive retaliation strategy, Whether it had ever 

been applicable or not. was bankrupt by Jauuary 1961. becauae by that 
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time the Soviets had a sufficient number of nuclear Weapons deliverable 

upon the United States t following a strike by the U. S. on Soviet nuclear 

forces, to inflict unacceptable damage on us. Hence the ".1Dption 

on which the massive retaliation strategy had been premised was no longer 

applicable. 

Matloff: Row about the backdrop of your espousing the counterforce doctrine, 

particularly the speeches both in Athena and Ann Arbor? 

McNemar.. Yes, particularly Ann Arbor. It was not intended as a shift to 

a 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 

nuclear exchange, to limit severely the initial launches of nuclear weapons 

in the hope thet we would avoid destruction of our societieB. 

tt&tJ.olf, To quote from your speech, tI ••• principal mlitary objectives. 

in the event of a nuclear war stemming from a majar attack an the Alliance, 

should be the destruction of the enemy'll military forces, not of his 

civilian population." You also went on to call for more non-nuclear 

capability of the European allie8. 

Melb'r" !hat's correct. 'l'hat was part of the prop08al to shift to 

flexible response. which W8AI the main subject of both the Ann Arbor speech 

and the Athen8 st.atement. 

Hatloff: I think that you a180 went on to oppose the weak national nuclear 

forces that SOlIe of the European powers were espousing as being costly 

and of questionable effectiveness. 

"cNemera: And also daqerous. 

Page determined to be Unclassified 
ReViewed Chief, ROD, WHS 
lAW EO 13526, Section 3.5 

Date: MAR 0 8 2013 



I 
I' 

4 

ttatloff l Were you disappointed in the European reaction to those speeches' 

W'mer" The Europeans were re1uctant to shift from massive retaliation 

to flexible response, believing that it might increuethe 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 nuclear. I thought then that they were wrong, and, with 

bindeigbt, I think they were even more wrong than I thcNght at the time. 

Matlgffl After the Ann Arbor speech, did you tend to deemphasize the no-

cities approach! 

MeNam.r" I think people looking at that speech totally misjudged the 

main thrust of it, which was to put forward the shift from massive retal-

iatten to flexible reapODBe. A secondary purpose was to take account of 

what existed for a very abort period of time--a very large numerical advan-

tage to the U. S. in strategic nuclear warheads. As I rec.all the figurea-

these are approximately 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 enough 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 initiat!n& the use of nuclear weapODS, 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 each direct our weapons at the 

other's military targets, thereby minimizing the damage to our civilian 
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population.. 1 thlnk, with hind&1lht, it ••• perhaps even a questionable 

doctrine tben, although it w.s an indication of the re~ttlon that we 

had of tbe great danger to civilian population. in a Ducl.ar var and of 

tbe effort. we were .aldng to reduce that daniel'. 1 Dever did 'belteve tD 

• counter-force atrategy per se. What I was trying to aUIRe.t without 

labeling it a. such va. a damale-limitinl atratelY, pr .. i.ed on attacklnl 

IIllitary tarleta aa oppoaed to population centera. It .as ~nly appropriate. 

1 think, if it ever va. appropriate, to that l1a1ted per10d when they had 

.0 few weapona~t;::...( -t ~.. j 

Matloff: You brought a number of the land theoriat. Into the lovernment. 

How closely were you in contact not only with tb •• but alBO with the 

theorieta who were atlll at land? 

KeNa .. ra: My recollection h tbat when I c .. tnto the Dapartaent In 

January 1961, tbe Air roree had contractB Vith laM under which Rand 

carried out .tudt •• paid for by eha lov.r ..... e. bue the All' 'orce connacta 

prohibited Rand froa dellverlQR copte. of tho.e aCudl •• co aay Irou, 

other than the All' Force. 1 very quickly .topped that. becaua. 1 w •• 

very definitely iutere.ted in the Rand etudie. and in.tated that .y office 

bave acce •• to tho.e. We made Ire.t uae of thai. 

Hacloft: Bad you done much .tudyinl of .erae .. te theor, Mfore ,ou 

bee ... Secretary of Dafen •• ? 

MeN ... r.: ~o. 1 wa. quit. inexperienced In atrate,lc theory. 1 had 

.erved •• aft afficer in the u.s. Army Air 'arc •• durtn. iOrld War II, in 

the ba.ber eo.aanda--1ftit1ally the 8th Air 'orce, lac.r the 58th .oab 
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Wing, and then the 20th Air Foree-and I had some experience in evaluating 

what air bombardment could and couldn't accomplisb, but in terms of study-

ing nuclear 8trateo, no, I was not at all faailiar with it. However, as 

I suggested, since the election campaign in 1960 had in part been fouaht on the ie 

nuclear strategy, I considered it my first order of business to becCDe 

familiar with it. It quickly became apparent to me that the delta associated 

with the 8trategy that had been followed by NATO up to that time were, I 

thought. quite unacceptable. They were not well understood, and when one 

understood them, I thought they were quite unacceptable. 

htloff: You remind me of Lincoln and Stanton during the Civil War 

reading up on strategy. 

MSlMI«l that'. exactly what I did. I just wrote an ackDowledg8ll8llt page 

in the book I'm writilll i and in that I listed the DillieS of all theee people 

that I brought into the Department. I stated that the, "tutored me" in how 

to understand the nuclear age and it. implications for the strategy and 

risks to our people. 

MatlQff: Which theorists'S writings particularly impressed you during 

this era'l 

tie-ra: Certainly the on .. I named a moIIent aco--Bitch, Bnthoven, 

Rowen, Nitze, Brown-but there were a number of others as well. 

Matloffl Did you agree with Brodie's notion that strategy had hit a dead 

end in the nuclear age'l 

Hc;Iemera~ No, I don't recall that, but in any cue I don't agree with it. 
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Matloff: Would you agree with Kis.incer's, Osgood's, and laU£mann~8 con­

cepts of limited war' 

Mc:Ne.'ra: I don't recall exactly what Kissinger had written prior to 

that time, but my recollection is that he himself has c.hanied about 180 

degrees. So I den' t know which concept we WOUld be talking about, and I 

don't recall Bill Kaufmann" 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, but rather to limit damage 

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

and very dangerous. 

MaUoff: Are you speaking about lim ted war with nuclear weapons, and 

also without' 

MCB'm'ral Normally the term limited war referred to li.ited nuclear war. 

Matloff: 'that would have been Kissinger's not.ion. Kaufmann didn't go 

along with that, but rather the notion of limited war without nuclear weapons. 

MCN,m,ra: I don't. know what he would mean by limited war. 

Hatloff: How about in connection with the Presidents, did you find that 

both Kennedy and Johnson followed military strategy closely? 

MeRe.pra. They certainly weren't e~erts at milit.ary strategy. Partly as 

a result of the studies we presented to them, they became quite concerned 

about the riaks that our society was facing in the nuclear age because of 

the strategy followed by NATO, where the strategy of lUS.ive retaliation 

would have led to very early use of nuclear weapons against the Soviet 

Union, alJlOat illlllediately following any Soviet acgres sion , however slight. 
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Recognizing the number of nuclear weapOl18 the Soviet8 had at the time. 

suCh an action by NATO would have led ~o totally unacceptable damage on 

the u. S. and its allies. It was that point which we made very clear to 

8 

each of the Presidents shortly after he took office, and it was that which 

led to the proposal to change the Itrategy from .... sive retaliation to 

flexible reaponse. I don't want to suggeat that our studies were the 

first indication they ever had that unacceptable damage would be inflicted 

upon our nation by the application of our strategy. I don't recall how 

much either one of them knew about NATO strategy prior to the time he 

became Presidant. I suspect not very much, because at that time there 

had been very little public discussion of the effects of applying RATO 

strategy or of a nuclear exchange. My recollection is that President 

Eisenhower had appointed a group of four 4-star officers, whiCh I believe 

was known a8 the Net Evaluation SubcOGlittaa. Only they had studied a 

dynamic exctumce and evaluated the effect of such an exchange on our 

.ociety, and the re8ults of their analysis were so catastrophic and 

horrifying that only one copy of their report had ever been prepared 

and it had not been made available other than to the President. Bavi.ng 

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 

evaluation of the effect of the nuclear exchange which would result 

from application of our ~istent strategy. What we concluded was that 

we shou1da a) change the strategy; aad b) educate the public as to the 

effects of an exchange by, in effect, ID8king available the conclusions 

of a report 80 highly classified that only one copy had been prepared. 
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In a very real aenee, we introduced an equivalent enalyai8 into the unclaa­

eified portion of my posture atatement, and it was therefore published. 

MaUoffa Histori8D8, of course, are going to be askinc and trying to 

analyze what your strategic legacy was during your period of 7 year a in 

the department. I came acroaB two statements, which you may be familiar 

with--one is Bill ~ufmann's statement in hie book th. Mglemer. Stratqy, 

in which he aaid that you broucht about two maj or revolutions wi thin the 

department. One was redesigning the military strategy and forces of the 

United Statea, and the other, installing a new method of deciaion-meking 

within the Pentagon. In another, by Lawrence Preedlum, who was part of 

the International Institute for Strategic Studi .. , writing in his book 

The Iyglution of RUShar Strategy, which CaDle out in 1981, he stated, 

I~r MCNamara the focal point for innovation in strategic concepts 

shifted back to the Pentagon (though to the civilian rather than the 

m:l.litary officera), and away frOll the universities and instit.utes." 

Would you go along with thoae judpenU? 

MGKap'ra: In general, I think 80. As I atate in this little book I have 
8l ... n.Le r":", 

written ("'JIl{undering Into Diaastert'), and as I stated in an article published 

in Fpreign Affairs, I bad concluded that under no circumstances could we--

NATO and the U.S.-benefit from initiating the use of nuclear weapOtUl. 

Therefore I had recommended to each of the two Presidents that they never, 

under any circwnatances, initiate the use of nuclear weapcma. I recognized 

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

strategy of flexible response. The proposed change from massive retaliation 

to flexible response was put forward in May of 1962 at Athena, and I don't 
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think it was accepted until SOlIe time in 1967. In the intervening years, 

in a Banse, we were bound by the strategy of massive 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 circumstances. In the case of 

flexible response, the nuclear tbreshhold was to be raised very subs tan-

tially. It was proposed to be raised to the point where there was very 

little likelihood that NATO would ever initiate the use of nuclear 

weapons. However, I went further than that in my discussions with the 

Presidents. Having examined the detailed plana for NATO in! tiating the 

use of nuclear weapons and the probable Soviet response, liven the fact 

that they then bad weapons they could respond with, I could aee no circum-

stance. under which it would be to NATO's advantage to initiate such 

use. I therefore recommended agatoat it. I mention this because it i8 

an illustration of how far we were going in our thinking to change the 

nuclear strategy. Our thinking went further in the direction of changing 

the nuclear strategy than the official proposals to NArO, which in turn 

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

Manoff I In your book on The Bssenc' of Security you wrote, "Every hour of 

every day the Secretary [of Defense} is confronted by a conflict between 

the national interest and the parochial interesta of particular industries, 

individual services or local areas. n How serious a problem was inter.ervie. 

rivalry for you? 

Melem.rAI It was serious in the senae that unless the Secretary of Defense 

exerted control and direction ovar the decisions mada by the servieas, the 
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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 interut. but 

rather because in many caees 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 it. 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 individual services that I 

set up such a strong component in the Office of the Secretary of Defense 

to asallt 118 perfora that function. I think that the law that is being 

put forward now that would strengthen substantially the Chairman of the 

Joint Chiefs is simply a recognition of the problem to which I am referring. 

Without a e.hange in the law, I felt I could deal with it, and I think I 

did in the t60s, by strengthening the organization of the Secretary and by 

never hesitating to overrule the individual service aecretaries and/or 

Chiefs of the services, or. for that utter, never hesitating to overrule 

the recoaaendations of the Joint Chiefs. if I hIt that they were insuf-

ficiently taking account of the national intereat as opposed to the 

service interest. 

Matloff: Wss anything done about mitigating the competition itselfl 

MeH.m.ral You could mitigate the competition by strengthening the role 

of the Chairman, which I tried to do by appOinting strong chairmen and 

by backing them and letting them know that I expected them to overrule 

services that they felt were acting contrary to the national interest 

and pursuing a service intereat. The Chairman faced difficulties because 

frequently the Joint Staff wasn't equipped to probe a8 deeply as I would 
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have liked to have seen them probe into individual service proposals and 

the Chairman was a180 handicapped because by tradition the Chiefa tended 

to support one another when pursuing a aervice interest. To give you an 

illustration of that, I was absolutely amazed by the behavior of the 

Chiefs in Hovember of 1966 when we reviewed. with the President, the 

budget which was to go to the Congress the followil1l January. The 

meeting, held in Austin. Texas, was attended by the five Chiefs plus Cy 

Vance, my Deputy, and Walt ltostow, the National Security Adviser. At 

the ti_ one of the lIajor i .. ues was whether we should or should not 

12 

recommend an anti-ballistic llissile system to the Congress. The Congres8 

had already authorized and appropriated funds for it. Which we had 

refused to spend. I thought then, and I feel just as strongly now, 

that such a 811tem would be a total waate of money. There waa absolutely 

no question that if we went ahead with it. the Soviets would counter it 

either with countermeasures or an expansion of the offensive force. I 

was certain that if they went ahead with the system they had already 

started to deploy that we could penetrate it. I knew for sure that at 

le .. t 80lIl8 of the Chiefa shared my view that there was no anti-ballistic 

missile system that the Soviets then had in proapect that we couldn't 

penetrate. There was every reason to believe that the Soviet8 would be 

equally capable of penetrating any system we deployed. Yet, when the 

president aaked the individual Chiefs for their recOllllle1ldation whether 

or not to proceed with the U.S. ABH sylJtem. the Air Force Chief and the 

Navy Chief, sach of whom had weapona that he knaw could penetrate the 

Soviet ayatem and each of whom had every reason to believe the Soviets 
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had weapons that could penetrate our system, nonetheleBs went along and 

8upported the Army Chief in recoaaending an AIM system. This is just 

to illustrate that it waa traditional for the Chiefs, under certain 

circumstances, not to take exception to recommendatiODB of an individual 

lervice. 

One further point on this conflict among the services or pursuit 

of individual service intereats. I mentioned the way in which that was 

reflected in their reCQlDlllendations on the AIM. But to understand how 

deep-aeated the tradition waa, you had to recognize that there waa a 

lack of standardization throughout the Department. It extended into 

such things aa individual aervice specificationa for butchers t smocks, 

women' 8 blOOJllers, and belt bucklea. I mention this because if you 

can't get together on such a thing a8 a belt buckle or a butcher'a smock. 

it's very unlikely you're going to get together and overrule one another 

or have a Chairman overrule on such fundamentals of the force structure as 

AIM ayateme. 

Matloff: Bow seriOUS a problem were the parochial interests of particular 

industries and local areas? 

Mt:Nemerta There were very great pressures, but I didn't consider them 

serious probl81118. I had the full backing of the President to overrule 

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

I'll give you two U1ustratiOl'Ul of that. '£he Congress had authorized 

and appropriated funda for the B-70 bomber. But the President and I 

considered it was an unnecessary weapon and its production would waate 

billions of dollars. At the tilDe we canceled the program there were 
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more than 40.000 people in Z4 stateB working on the project. There was 

tremendous pressure from the congressional representatives of those 

states, corporate executives. and the labor lmicma to proceed with the 

weapon. But we canceled it nonetheless. The same tlling was true of 

moat weapon systems that we canceled-Skybolt is another illustration I 

could uae. Lockheed was the manufacturer of the Sltybolt missile. 

Lockheed put ada in time MaIAZine boasting of the capabilities of the 

weapon and did everything it could to generate pressure to overrule us. 

But we held to our judpent and the weapon was canceled. 

Matlpff, On the 8ubject of budget, could you summarize why you felt 

that changes were needed in the system? 

MgBlmer.: Becauee the system had many defecte. one of the most iIlpor-

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 over a 

period of 5 to 8 years. but the budget would show only the first year'. 

financial impact. It seemed to me that we ahould extend the budgetin,g 

process through the lead time of the decision so that one could see the 

full financial impact. We picked a rather arbitrary period of five 

years for that purpose. 80 we immadiately extended the budgeting or 

financial planning period to cover a period of five years, a8 opposed 

14 

to one year. there was tremendous oppoaition to that move. Many people 

aaid, for example. that we should not inform the congress of the full 

financial impact of the decisiona--to do ao would reduce congreSSional 
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support for the action. That's exactly why I felt we should inform 

tham, 80 they could see the full financial effect of the action. A 

host of other cb.an3es ware made in the budget process. They were all 

designed to permit a greater UDderstandinC of the financial impact of 

the decisions that were being made, and a greater understanding of the 

financial impact of alternative deci8ions 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 .Johnson administrations? 

Mc:IJMUI Ye8. I never felt any limitation on money. It's hard to 

realize, but at that time the pressure from the Congres8 was to spend 

more. 

Matloff: Bow about the constraints, was there any impact of domestic 

restraints in the .Johnson period on the defense budget formulation? 

Mdf,m'ra, No. The reverse. in a sense, was the C88e. '!here 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 

those contemplated in the previously approved federal budget. We felt 

that if the decision were made to pursue the particular course of action 

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

tures taxes should be raised. I sO recommended to the President. He 

accepted the recommendations relating to Vietnam, but he ruled against 

the recOllllDended tax increase. He did so because he said that it wouldn't 

pass the Congress and that, rather than raiae taxes. the Congress would 

cut back the Great SOciety. 
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Matloff, Do you recall what year that was 7 

McNemera, I believe it would have been the 81IIIIIler or fall of 1965. 

Matlpfft You've written in the same volwae I quoted before, The Ellenee 

of Security, that the "uniquenes. (of thermonuclear power] lies in the 

fact that it. ia at the same tilDe 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. 

MdlMaral I think that by the term "inadequate" I meant that I couldn't 

conceive of how to use a nuelear weapon militarily (odler then to deter 

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

benefit if we initiated the use of a nuclear warhead. There waa no way 

that we could canceive of limiting the deatruction to our society to an 

acceptable level following initial use of nuclear weapons. There was 

no such plan then, and I don't believe there's any such plan today. 

In this little book I've writt.en 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 prelence of senior civilian and ailitary authorities and 

no one hal ever taken exception to that. 

MaUpff I You mentioned that your administration had a number of contro-

veraiea over weapons and weapon sy.tams. ABM was one; 'lFJ.-lll, :8-70, 

nuclear carriers were others. Was there any aapect of your posi tiona 

on those weapons that you would like to talk about or expand on? 

McNemara: I think we won on. every controversy we engaged in, in the 

lenae that our decision W88 upheld by the Congress or the President. I 

think OIl every one of those not only were we right~ but the controversy 

fage determined to be Unclassified 
Reviewed Chief. RO~. WHS 
lAW EO 13526. Section 3.5 

Date: MAR 0 B 2013 



' .. · .... ',1 ••• '"= .... "'1" " _,'" t 

17 

ultimately led to aetion in the national intereat, exeept possibly with 

respect to the TPI. In that ease I think we were right in prineiple. 

The service a should have agreed upon a single aireraft to perform their 

bombing operations. That was entirely possible, and would have been 

very much in the interest of the nation. As evidence. I 8ubmit the 

fact that the Air Force was able to use the fighter, the F-4, that had 

been designed specifically for the lavy. 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, a8 I remember, had a plane called 

the F-110, whiCh for a variety of reasODS didn't appear to me to be 

optimal. Therefore, over the objections of the Air Porce, we canceled 

production of the P-IIO and required the Air Force to adopt the F-4, 

the Navy aircraft. The Chief of Staff of the Air Force, LeMay I waa 

very much opposed to it. After it was done, the C0!!!!D8nding General, 

Tactieal Air Command, I believe it was Sweeney, was abaolutely ecstatic 

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

was very pleased with it. I mention this to aay, with hindel,ht, that 

I believe that we were absolutely ri,bt in pursuing commonality of 

aircraft. However, because of the way in which the Tn was handled by 

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

battle that took a tremendous amount of time and effort. 

MaUgff: On the ARM, is it true in late 1967 you did dedde to go 

forward with a thin AIM deployment, the "Chinese-oriented system"" 
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McHlID&I'a: What had happened was that Congress had paaaed legislation 

authorizing and apprOpriatios funds for an extensive ABM syetem. which. 

it was beliaved, woul.d develop into a "thick" system. There was tremen-

deus pressure within and outside the Department to go ahead with the 

thick system.. To a'VOid that~ after having made a speech in San Francisco 

stating that there was no rationale whatsoever for any AIM system, we 

nonetheless proposed going ahead with the thin system, or so-called 

"Chinese-oriented system. II 

MAtloff: Your administration also became involved in plans for reorgan-

izing the reserves and merging the reaerves with the National Guard. 

Why did you want to lllerge them? 

Melmer.: Because they were "hollow." Both the Guard divisions and the 

reserve divisions were understaffed, under equipped , and undertrained. 

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

So we prOpoeed to reorganize them, merge them together, and reduce the 

total number of paper divisions and replace them with divisions that 

had some combat potential. My recollection is that we were going to 

eliminate 20 to 30 divisional I've forgotten exactly the number. I 

cuess most of them ware National Guard; I'm not abaolutely sure of 

that. In any case, there were 20 to 30 of theae reaerve and Guard 

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

because the Guard divisions that were going to be elilllinated were the 

playthings of the governors and their adjutants-ganeral and there was 

tremendous political pressure for us to change our recommendations. 

President Johneon said, tlBob, theresa going to be a meeting of 50 
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governors in Hershey, Pennsylvania, and you'd better get yourself up 

there and convince them that there's merit in your proposal 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'll never forget it. There were 50 governors present, but not one 

single governor supported the elimination of theae Guard divisions, 

including such rational, responsible, strong individuals as Nelson 

Rockefeller. Every one was opposed, but we went right ahead and did it 

anyhow. We eliminated the divisions. 

MaUoff: While we're talking about the reserves, may I jump ahead to 

the area problema? In connection with the crisis in Berlin in '61 and 

'62 and later on in Vietnam, did you favor the calling up of the reserves? 

McN,m'ra: Very much 80, in both cases. In the cale of Berlin, I favored 

calling up the reserves for two rea80n8z (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 the case of Vietnam, I felt we should call up the 

reserves for both reasons. I 80 rec.ommended to the President. He did 

not believe it wise to do so and therefore we didn't. 

Matlgff; Did he ever give reasons why? 

MGIl,m'ra: Yes, his reason, an objective that I strongly supported, was 

to avoid war hysteria, or fueling the fires of emotion in the nation. 

We did everything we could during those years to avoid development of 

national pressures and feelings that might lead to the application of 
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power in ways that were contrary to our national interest-for example, 

in ways that would draw China and/ur Rusaia into the war. With hind-

eight, 1 think that was a well chosen policy; however. 1 think it is one 

of the pOlicies to Which historians should live most attention. There 

is certainly a lot of controversy today about whether we failed to 

unleash the military and the1'8fore lost the Vietnamese War. I think we 

were wise not to unleash our power. I don't believe that we could have 

changed the result of the war in Indochina. and the escalation of the 

conflict might well have triggered a confrontation with the Chineee 

and/or the SOViets. 

Matloff I On this point historians have a lot of trouble trying to find 

the President on the record on this question of not cal1ing up the 

reaerves. 

MelIemer,: You can't find hill on the record because I submitted a draft 

memorandum (one of the reasOllS I called my memoranda to the Presidents 

drafts was ao that I could submit the recOlllDendation and if they didn't 

c~e to follow it, I could withdraw it, and there would be no way 

that the preas or anybody elae 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 

aren't elected; this is not a parli8lllentary system. As a minister of 

government, I had power only to the extent that the President appointed 

me and del.egated me the power. Many in our gOV81'1'1DleDt today operate a8 

though they were independently elected, and members of a parliamentary 

system. They will take to the preas their recOlllllelldations 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 beHeve it is proper today. To avoid that 

circUlUtance ever developing, I labeled my memoranda drafta. In the 

seven yearB I was Secretary, I don't think there were two memoranda 

from which either President failed to accept the recommendations. I 

can thillk of one, the one referring to this subject of calling up the 

reserves. In the same aemo, I had recaaended both an increase in 

taxes and calling up the reserves. 

Matloff: Historians will appreciate this information very much. I can 

assure you. Let's turn now to some of the area problems and criseB. 

Was it your impression that the European allies were pulling their 

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

Deeded more looking into? 

MgH.mara: We always engaged in diScuaaion8 with Europeans, Germans in 

21 

particular t about contributing more. Their economy waB advancing rapidly. 

We had a balance of payments problem at the time; we preasured tbe Germane 

to purchase more from us and reduce the net foreign exchange coats of 

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

fact that we were constantly involved in burden-eharinc discussions. 

Matloff: This is a period wben the principle of the MI.!" came up. Did 

you agree with the principle, alld with lIorstad's view? 

McN,m,ra: I don't remember what Barstad' 8 views were, but there 

was a basic politieal problem for which the MLP was put forward as a 

solution. I didn't believe that it W88 a very satiafactory solution, 

but I did recognize the problem. If the Europeans were willing to 
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accept the HLP as the solution to the problem, then I wa8 willing to 

support the ML!. and I did 80 on that lillited basis. It turned out. the 

Europeane weren't willing to 8upport it. and therefore we withdrew it. 

But the problem ezisted, and we ultimately came forward with another 

solution whicb I will mention in a IDOIDent. The problem waa that the 

Europeans felt that we were secretive in our nuclear strategy. We had 

put thousands of nuclear warheads on their soil; NATO had officially 

adopted a nuclear strategy; we had war plans and tactic8 to carry out 

that strategy; but we had refused to disclose to the Europeans the 

Dumbers of warheads, the characteristics of the warheads, and the tactics 

and the war plans under which they would be applied. Our allie8 were. 

in effect, totally ignorant of our plans for utilizing nuclear weapons 

in defense of lurope. For two decades we had withheld all such information 

from the Buropeans. At that time there was no intention to change the 

policy, so those who favored the HLP did 80 because it was a means of 

introducing the allies into a limited participation in nuclear strategy 

in support of the alliance. that failed. then, after discussion with 

30hn MCNaughton, ~ Assistant Secretary for International Security 

Affaira, I proposed to the president that we reverse our policy completely 

and fully inform the Europeans on all aspects of nuclear weapons and 

strategy. That led to the formation of the Nuclear Planning Group. 

Hatloffa Were you disturbed by the role of DeGaulle in this period. 

particularly hiB departure from military integration in 19671 

Mc;N'NTal I surely WaB. I thought that it waB contrary to the interests 

of the alliance and quite irresponsible for Prance to: <a> force us out 
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of France (our lOlistical bases were on French 80il for only one reason, 

and that wu to support lU.TO and itl defense of Western Europe); and 

(b) withdraw French forces from the NAtO military coaaand. 

Hatloff: Did you favor the BarIIlel Report, in 1967, the one that talked 

about RAtO being used as an instrument of negotiation with the other 

side, the forerunner to the whole notion of detente? HOw did you view 

the future of NAtO y particularly the American Ilili tary role in it" Did 

you see it, or any part of it, a. permanent? 

McNem.ral I don't know that I ever really examined the question of 

whether the role was permanent 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 .even years. I didn't think 80 then, and I 

Matloffs Some have argued that when he originally proposed the military 

COIDitment, Eisenhower never viewed it 8. a permanent American military 

commitment. As for major crises, what role did you play in the Bay of 

Pigs affair, right at the start of the Kennedy administration? 

McH'mpral I was in the room at the White HOuse when Kennedy asked all 

his advisers what their view. were as to whether we should or shouldn't 

proceed with the Bay of Pigs. Because it was a CIA operation and not a 

Defense Department operation, the Department personnel were not ekperts 

with respect to the operation. And those of U8 who had just come in to 

the government 6o-some. days before were inexperienced in that or any 

other kind of military operation. Nonetheless, I deeply regret that at 

that time I didn't recOIIIIDend against it. There wasn't a single member 
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of the adiainiBtration who recOlllDended, when Kennedy went around the 

room. that he not proceed with the operation. Th.ere were aome of ua-

Dean Iusk was probably one and I was certainly one--who were 1e8s than 

enthusiastic about it, but we didn't recc.end a&ainst it. The only 

person in the room who recOIIIDended against it waB Bill Fulbright, not a 

member of the administration. 

Matloff I What wa. the role of the JCS in this T Same of the members, 

one in particular I know of, raised. questions whether its views Were 

really sought. or whether it was adequately informed. 

McHem,r,: 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, Ililitary officers were on secondment to the CIA, and 

the Joint Staff end the Chiefs were fully informed. There were Chiefs 

in the room, certainly their representatives were in the room, on the 

occasion I mentioned, and their opinion was asked. They said, jUst as 

1, 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 

responsibili ty for the debacle on national TV. After he did that, I 

went over to hia and 8aid, "Mr. President, I know where I was when you 

asked for the opinions of your advisers. I waS in the room and I didn't 

reCQllllllend against the optlration; I was wrong. I know very well what 

happened and I am fully prepared to say that publicly. tf He said, "Bob, 

I·. grateful to you for your willingness to assume 80me re8ponsibility, 

but I was President, I didn't have to do what all of you recommended. 
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I did it, and therefore I asaUlie full responsibility." My point aimply 

ia there is no use trying to walk away from that one. Every one of us 

was there, including the Chiefs. 

tJatlQff; Bow about the decision to call off the air atrike? 

HclI.Mra: That's another point. I _ hazy on all of the detaila of 

thia DOW. and therefore I don't want to get into it. In the first 

place, the operational responsibility was not oura, and secondly, my 

memory is DOt clear on the details. My recollection is that the President's 

decision to autborize the CIA to move ahead 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 Baae feeling in the military that they should be 

provided that support, but the President ru1ed against it. Finally, 

with hindSight, it was said, and I think. absolutely incorrectly, that 

bad suCh additional air support bean provided, the operation would have 

been a success. I don't believe it. 

Matloff: 'there's at least one former Chairman who believes that had 

the air operation been pulled off it might have made a difference. and 

haa aaid that the JCS were not informed when the decision was made to 

cancel the air strike. 

McNemara: I don't think that the air strike was ever authorized. 

~: When did you first become aware of thia Bay of Pigs operation, 

or when was it contemplated? Was that right after you came into office? 
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MeIIlsera: I don't recall, but what was the date of i t-AprU. • 61 ? My 

point ia that it waa leS8 than 90 days after we came in and I was worried 

about the missile gap, and a hundred other things. I don't know when I 

heard about it. 

lDaI&: Do you recall any discussion about this before that day of 

decisian? 

McH'mera: There wal some discussion, but not a great deal. It was a 

CIA operation. We were not deeply involved. It was becOCDi.n& quite a 

political problem. My recollection of it waa more as a political problem 

rather than an operat:i.ona1 problem. It was alleged that these Cub8ll8 

had been led to believe that a deciaion had been made in the Eisenhower 

administration to support them in their desire to free Cuba. They had 

been sent to Central America to train for that purpose, and ware ready 

to go. They believed the Kennedy administration was reversing a decision 

that had been made. I'm pretty clear that Bisenhower hadn't made s 

deeision to authorize the landing, but others had thought 80. The Free 

Cubans were then threateniug to demonatrate in the streeU of Miami 

against this Communist administration 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 

a good illustrat:i.on of the foolhardiness of combining the intelligence 

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

intelligence e8t~ate8 that came from the unit that was associated with 

operatiOlUl were tainted--not consciously. but just tainted by the 

biases that we all have in evaluating our own operationa. 
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Matloff: That anawers the quution I have about conclueions or lessons 

for national I.curi ty policy, planning. and operations drawn from that 

operation. 

HGR'mpra; Yea, separate intelligence collection and evaluation from 

operations. Recognize that military operations can achieve certain 

objectives. but DOt others. Liberating people and government8 is not 

likely to be achieved by military operations in circumstances such as 

existed in Cuba or Vietnam or Nicaragua. 
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