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Matloff: This is an oral history intsrview with General Lyman L. Lemanitser,

held fn the Pentagon in Gen. Lemnitrer's office on January 24, 1984, This is
a continuation of an interview begun at our previous msseting on Jamuary 19.
Genersl, at this mesting we'll concentrats, 1f we may, on your pariod as
SACEUR, in MATO, from 1963 to 1969. Befors ws begin on this, I vas wou;oth;,
414 you have s chance to brief your successor as Chairman of thes Joint Chiefs,
Gsn. Taylor, bdefors you took over the SACEUR position? Was there e trinit“n
of some kind, or did you go directly from one post to the other vuﬁout a
chance to talk to your successor?

Lemnitgzer: WNo, I asked, sud it wvas agreed, that I remain in Washington for
approxinmately a month. I.t was during that month that a great many things
happened. The Cuban missile crisis developed. I was using my office as
Chairman to complete quite a fev papers that were under way and that 1 was
involved in, but shortly after the lst of October, 1961, the Cuban missile
crisis ceme up. Bome of our people in CIA in reading the intelligence found
that Khrushchev was installing sowe nuclear missiles in Cuba. I stayed in the
office of the Chairman and kept in close contact with General Taylor. 1 sat in
on & good many of cthe meetings, including those with the President, to develop
& procedure to tackle this Cuban missile problem.

Matloff: You were part of the EXCOMM at the time?

_ lemnitzer: No, I was not a msember of anything, except as a former Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff I had at my fingertips all of the vherewithal from
which the intellingence was gained that these missiles were being installed.

1 attended meetings at the White House with Gen. Taylor, in which they were
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discussing ways and means to deal with this perticulsr problem. During that
month it was decided by the Atlantic Council that the changeover of SACEUR
should be delayed. Mowever, 1 pointed out that a good solution to the problem
of transition would be for me to become CINCEUR about the first of November and
not SACEUR, pending th; working out of the arrangementa ‘on the Cuban missile
crisis. That's wvhat happened. 1 recall that I left Uuhington about three or
four days before the end of October. I was installed as CIRCEUR in Europe, |
which I had recommended. I did it for this reason: 1 felt that if I could get

a period of concentration on CINCEUR's problems, then whenever the Council
decided it would bes appropriate for me to become SACEUR then I would have

gotten the orientation on CINCEUR behind me.

Matloff: In other words, you were putting on your Americap hat first.

Lemnitzer: That's correct. There was another very important reason for this.
There was some discussion as to whether 1, as a SACEUR, should visit Berlin. This
question came up during the period of transition. I insisted that it was a gen-
eral principle of mine that in taking over & new assigmment, you visit the sost
remote areas of your responsibilities first. 1 comsidered Berlin the most impor—
tant, and so I insisted that 1 be permitted to go to Berlin., There was some oppo~
sition to it, because 1 had been SACEUR designate. Those in opposition felt that
this would create a problem with the Soviet Unfon on Berlin and there were lots
of people who felt that this was a provocative idea. Nevertheless, we went
through with it and it worked out extremely well.

Macloff: Do you recall, from whom did this opposition arise—American or
foreign circles?
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Lemnitser: Aserican, mostly. Nons of cur allies expressed sny grest concern

sbout it But we'd been through this before, with regard to the SACEUR/CINCEUR
hats, and the relationghip with Berlin.

Mstloff: You mentioned the Cuban missile crisis. I think that we ought to wind
that one up. Appn'-nuy- that crisis vas Imulhd-bottor than the Bay of Pigs.

At lsast most of the writing ou these two crises ssems to come down on the side
of the handling of the second crisis more dnchhuy. YHas that your impression?
Lemnitzer: It was no longer a covart operstion. That was ons of the prodblems in
dealing with the Bay of Pigs. It vas & covert operation right up until the time
it was gotten wmdervay, I mesn, the actusl laoding got uulomy. But this vas &
ma jor ustional issue with th- ru-idont. the c_ndcr ia Chhf, involnd.
recall ou uotm at the UMu House, on a Saturday evening, afur ntundtn; un -
Army/Ceorge Washington football game here in Washington. GCen. Taylor was there,
and we were notified that, without attempting to rush out, but vhn the gama was
aver, we should stop by the White House. We did it separately. mn. we got to
the White House, we found a communication from Khrushchav which, 1in essence,

said, "All right, Mr. President, you take your missiles out of _

nd I'11 take my missiles out of Cube.” That got

me smbroiled in a very furious srgument st that meeting. Shortly after the
nﬁn_g. from Khrushchev had been read, one of ths aides came in gnd told the
President that there was an important call from Amb. Stevanson in Mew York
City, and he left. After he left, Vice Presidant Johnson looked around the
table and said, "1 think that Khrushchev has made s very valid and important

point, and I think that we should sccept it.” That kind of shocked we, for the

osD
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reason that we'd been through monthe and months of argument snd discussion about

the S0 I pointed out

that this was not a U,5. problem, that this was & NATO problem; bdut he wouldn't
sgree vith that. We had a rather furious argument. I tried to relate all the

important decisions that had had to make to put themselves on

s target for Soviet missilas, and that although they were U.B8.-produced missiles,
they were not there in e U.S. role. Thay vere manned by U.5. forces, indeed,
but this was a major matter dealing with the entire Allisnce. When the Prasident
cans back, we discussed this somevhat, but the mesting ended up in sort of a
hiatus, and uo -ijor decisions were taken as a result of 1it. .

Matloff: Did you have -the fuiiu that the Joint Chiefs of Staff had mors input
in the handling of this crisis than in the Bay of Pigs? ' ‘
Leanitzer: Very much so, decsuse when we began looktnj for what would bappen 1if
Khrushchev didn't take his -h-th- out, I think that it was generally understood
by averyons that participated, at least by those I contacted, that if he didn't
take them out, we'd have to go in thers and take them out ourselves.

Matloff: If I mﬁcntnd correctly, you stayed in Washington during the whole
period of that crisia im October?

Lcnnug r: Not quite the whole periocd. I stayed thcr; until the last week in
October. By that time the crisis had settled dowm.

Matloff: We must bs in 1962.

Lemnitzer: That's when 1t was, '62, yas.

Matloff: Becsuss by '6] you were already in NATO.
Leanitzer: This is right.
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Matloff: u':'- coms back to MATO now, and we'll focus on that mors. Do you
vecall, did you receive any iustructions, writtea or orsl, before you weat to
the NATO assigmment, given either by the Presidant, or the Secretary of Defense?
Did anyone imstruct you as to any of the problems or positions that the United
States might be taking that would guide or orient you in your nev position?
Lemnitzer: We had been discussing the relief of Ceneral Norstad between the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Defense Department. Then, with tha Cuban missile
crisis eo-ing along right behind tf, there ware no written iutruetlonn; but )k
gonerally, emphasis on certain aspects of the policies that we were carrying
on at that time. _
Matloff: And no. 8o special briefing by the President or by the Becretary of
Defense?
Lemnitzer: No, because I had many opportunities in my contacts with the Pras-
ident to discuss certain gspects with him. Now, one importaat aspect here was
vary deeply involved because Gen. Norstad had had duriog the sumnertime a iild
heart attack, and he wvas very anxious to step out. I was coming up to mandatory
retiremant age, or close to ft. I recall m‘day that the President was talking
about how we should make the transition. He knev of my association with KATO from
the days of Mr. Forrestal, when I represanted the United States while we were draft-
ing the NATO treaty. He considered that I had the best background and experience
of NATO and that I should take that assignmant, rather than any other. I pointed .
out to the President on this occasion-~and this was never talked about very such
until we got into pretty deep trouble from ir-that I didn't think 1 should

accept the nomination and the appointment of SACEUR, because 1 was coming up to

BE2r g
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mandatory retirement age. This upset him a bit, He didn't think that that ‘was
too important sn issua. But I pointed out that for meny many months, both as
Chief of Staff of the Army and as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, I was
constantly confronted with questions about certain officers in the NATO alliance
that I had known for vuriou-.luy pouuons-;uuy of thes Franch and British,
not 20 many Garman. But there was a gensral tendency to be nominating retired
people for key positions on SACEUR's staff. I told the President very frankly
that on every occasion 1 recoumended the turning down of an officar that was
going to be retired and would be on the SHAPE staff. I recall my words, that
there was a tendency in the Alliance in the late '50s and early '60s that made
it look almost like a retirement club, and that in svery case 1 had recommended
against this. We hed considerable discussions on tﬁio. To vwind up what the
status was vhen I went to SHAPE, the President had pnc into the pay and the
appropriatenass of s retired officer, and I told him that I had definitely sade
up my mind that as a restired officer 1 would be the wrong parson to take SACEUR.
The President made this comment, "Don't worry about that. I1°'l1l take care of
that.” For years, 1 never knew how it was taken care of. Up until that time
wvhen the President was assassinsted, I had received no word from him, but we

had gone shead, and 1 considered that 1 had not been retired.

Matloff: Were you briefed by your predecessor, Gen. Norstad, when you came ovaer?
Lemnitzer: Yes, I went over early, in September. I remember that I had been
down in Fort Bragg for s demonstration with President Kennedy. We were establish-

ing the Green Berets. While I wvas dowm there, I got a messags that was relayed
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to me from General Korstad, saying that Cen. De Gaulle desired to take advantage
of the opportuanity to interview me before taking over. One aspect of this was
that I knew General De Gaulle in World War 11, when he took over the position
that the Joint Chiefs of Staff and Roosevelt and Churchill had indicated that
General Gireaud should take. I was at Casablanca during the meeting there
[January 1943]. 8o 1 knew Gen. D¢ Gaulle guite well, because we had many
conferences during World War Il. We had very disagreeable and acrimounious
weetings vhere he was trying to equip an Algerian snd a llorocc‘n.divhtou as &
basis for going back into France. We didn't have enough equipment to equip our
own divigions, and we were dealing with deficits. lut.-hen he indicated that
he wanted to interview ne, I readily accepted. I came over and spent a weskend
and several days of the following week with General Norstad at SHAPE and 1 had
about a two~hour interviewv with Gen. De Gaulle. It was one of the most valusble
background experisnces for this post that I ever had.

Matloff: Did you j-t any clue at that time that France might be going a mors
sesparate way?

Lemnitzer: Ko, absolutely none. He asked many very sharp questions pertaining
to my views on nmuclsar wespons, and for about an hoﬁr and & half, 4f I recall
correctly, I wvas snswering his questions. Then I recall that there was a
pcrio& of silence, and he said, "Well now, General, you've bsen very frank with
ne. Now I'd like to be frank with you and tell you what the policy of the French
govermment will be during the period when you tske over as Supreme Allied Com~

mander.” That was a very valuable background for me, to deal with him personally

and with the Freach goverument.
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Matloff: We'll come back to the Prench probless later om, if we may. Do you

recall hov long did you stay just with the CINCRUR hat, befors you took over
SHAPE?

4 Lemnitzer: One month. That isn't quite right. Two months. We were schaduled
to have both-ccrmnlu the first of November. That's why 1 went over in the
last week of October. It's interesting also, as a sidelight, that Dean Acheson
laft Washington the same day as I did, by different transportation, to sppesr
bafore the NATO Council, and allay its concerns about the handling of the mis~
sile crisis. Leaping way ahead, because 1 can always remember Cen. De Gaulle's
words to me repastedly, I’u..vould say, "Genersl, your President undertook major
decistons during the Iuailg crisis without any consultation whatsoever with the
Alliss on issuss that could have resulted in a nuclesy war.” He repeated that,
1 guess at least ten times, during my tenure. But Dean Acheson did such a magnif-
icent job of prasenting the situation during the missile crisis in October, and
the rapidity with which messsgess were flying back and forth, that he convinced
the Council that indeed thers was not time for consultation. When he left, the
Council unsnimously agreed that it had been handled very skillfully and very
couragecusly by President Kennedy.

Matloff: Did General De Gaulle come back to the hendling of this issue later
on, or was that just at this point?

Leanitzer: Whanever we started talking about anmything muclear, he would bring
it up. As a matter of fact, Gcn; De Gaulle had & very interesting statement—-
not only wvith me, but with Chip Bohlen, and also with the United States Govern-

ment~~in which, vhen conversation started, or when he vas informed or queried
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adout something, hs would slvays say, "Am 1 being consulted, or am I being
informed?”
Matloff: What was your initial conception of your role as SACEUR?  What prod-
lems did you face when you took over and vhat priorities did you set for your—
self, or were set for you by' the President or the Secretary of Defense in
handling your fuanctions? |
i.unitnr: The problems were those that my:predecessors and my successors fagcd._
It was obvious that we had to put the main effort on building up WATO's conven~
tional forces. As a result of the Athens guidelines, a mesting which I attended
when the nuclear problem was first dealt with, the emphasis was put particularly
on the Germans. But this was a problem with all of the NATO countries—-Norway,
| Denmark, Canada, and the rest of them, trying to make commitmants to meet the
force goals that we had.  Several incidental things happened which caused dif-
ficulty. Berlin, for example, caused problems repeatedly. There was difficuley V
and barassment on the Autobahns, and then in the air corriders. Repeatedly the
Soviet Union would point ocut that it was going to conduct exercises, and for
48 hours it was not safe for any other planes to fly in the air corridors--just
plain harassment. |
Matloff: Did the change of aduinistrations which took place while you were SACEUR,
the change from Kennedy to Johnson in 1963, or ths change later on in the Secretary
of Defense's office from McNamara to Clifford in 1968, in any way affect your pri-
orities or your conceptions of your role in SACEUR?
Lemnitser: Yes indesd. As I told my audience at the Eisenhower memorial in Ransss,

ons of the first things I ran into was the Secretsry of Defense aud one of his
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assistants coming over and asking mes to come down to the embassy in Paris,
which I thought a bit odd. Since they ware coming to France, I felt they should
come out to SHAPE. It was Mr. McNamara and Mr. Nitze, head of ISA. After we
got into the so-called cage dovn in the embassy in Paris, vhere conferences
‘cdok place within a room that was surrounded by steel, 1 was told that they
had come to the conclusion that I should reorganize the SHAPE staff.
Matloff: This was early in your tanure as SACEUR?
Leanitzert During the first couple of months. They were convinced that I
should have ny staff organized into muclear asnd conventional sections. I had
been through this proposition in a study during my chairssnship of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, and we came to the conclusion that 1t» wasn't feasible or
desirsble, and that it coulda'’t function effectively.
Matloff: The allied staff?
Lamnitzer: The allied staff. I pointed it cut to them on this occasion—-Walter
Stoassel accompanied me on this vioig, that you can't separste @ tactical air-
craft that can drop either & conventional or s nuclear weapon; you have artil-
lery that can fire nuclear,or conventional weapons; and your intelligence
wasn't separable by conventional snd muclear. I had a pretty good feel for
this, d;x. to my experience in the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and so 1 said, “Fo
way.” On the return to SHAPE, Mr. Stoessel was very councerned that it looked
like I might be fired. I told the group that 1 would only start reorganissation
of my staff if 1 got the directive from the Council. But I also pointed out,
if 1 got such a directive from the council, it would have to get anothar SACEUR.

Matloff: What was Stoessel's position at this time?

10
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lemnitzer: Ue was my adviser on international affairs, and on SHAPR's staff.
Matloff: He was the adviser to SACEUR.

lesaitser: Yes.

Matloff: That was getting off then to am interesting start with the Secretary

of Defenss.

lemnitsert Iodeed it was. But the following May I went to Athans with Secretary

McRamars, and at that msseting the nuclear problem was discussed and counitments

, , _
- made for the wse of United States weapons available to NATO. The Athens guidelines

really put us in business in a nuclear way, bacause we didn't have the arrangemsnts
carefully worked out beforehand.

Matloff: Did you run into any other probleas with Mr. McNamars in your capscity

‘as SACEUR?

lesnitzar: I can cite just one problem that I had with Mr. McNamars. I had great
pressure on me to "streamline” the SHAPE staff and the allied forcas--mortherm,
central, southern Europe, and land forces southeast (Izair). One of the most dif-
ficult problems that I had with Mr. McNamara was the fact that we were going to
Teorganize the staff at Izmir, Mostly Turkish and Greek ‘forcu were involved, minor
allied forces. But the Sixth Allied Tactical Air Porce was mostly American, and

it also had their forces. In making an analysis for the streaalining of that psr-

ticular staff, when we submitted our proposal, 1 got word from Washington—this

was not a written directive—that duu were too mauy Americans ou that staff,

and that there had to be an equivalent amount of Gresks, Turks, and Americans.

1 took violent issue with this. I recall ay justification.

1 75 3.3 G )
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But the point never got scross. Be [Mr. McNamara) Just

simply wouldn't agres with it. I don't think 1t was ever turned down, btut we
oaver rssolved this particular issue satisfactorily.

Matloffs How oftsn d1d you mest with the Sscretary of Defense and other top
officials? I'm ssking now about the working relationships in the course of
your long tenure as SACEUR.
lemnitzer: I attended a great uuy\‘o! the regular msetings. I remember that
thon was ona in Decembar each yﬁr, which was a wvery tlyotmt one, ilnf'o our
State and Defense Secretaries and foreign ministers and defense ministers
attended. Then I did a fair amount of contacting by my visits back here, to
London, Bounn, and 80 on, to keep in toﬁeb with top military, foreign policy,
and defense pcoph. 1 would say that I sade an attempt at least three timgs a
year to come into contact with the top political elemsnts of the Alliance.
Matloff: Did the change from McNamara to Clifford as Secretary of Defense
toward the end of your tenure in 1968 effect your functions or role im any way?
Lemnitzexr: No, I didn't have too much contact with Mr. Clifford. When he made
a vicit. 1 think to Italy, I went down to see hinm. He wvas -'uu. another tour,
but in order to make a personal contact with him, I left my headquarters to be

where he was.

12
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Matloff: Vere you dealing mostly with OSD through ths Secretary of Defense,
or were thers other officials in OSD that you came into contact with during
your pariod as SACEUR?
lani_r,ur: Mostly through the Secretary of Defense or his ISA people, who were
very such involved. |
Matloff: Was there much contact with the Deputy Secretaries of Defense?
Lemnitzer: Wot very often. Only if it happened that on a vieit back when the
Secrstary was off on some perticular trip and I wasn't available to meet him.
Matloff: How about meetings with the American Joint Chiefs of sutf‘or their
Chairuan, fn your role as SACEUR? Did you come into frequent contact with thea?
Lemnitzer: Yes, Geuneral Taylor, and than General Wheeler.
Matloff: There were frequent meetings with them?
Lemnitzer: Yes. I never came into Washington without a visit with the Joint
Chiefs of- Staff, and most times, without getting to sse the Secretary or the
Deputy. ‘
Matloff: How about the working relationships with our State Department
and its Secretary?
Lesmnitzer: I had very little difficulty with that. I kept in close touch,
since Chip Bohlen was & close friend of mine when I was SACEUR. We got alomg
vary well, indeed. As a matter of fact, I remember the letter I wrote to Chip
Bohlen when he was relieved and vas coming back to retire, that it was one of
the best working relstionships between the military and the State Department
within U.S. circles that I could visualize.
Matloff: How about with the Secratary of State, Dean Rusk? Did you have many
dealings with him in your capacity as SACEUR?

13
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lsemnitser: Yes, at these meetings I always made Lt @ point to meet with Dean
Busk, but not as often as I did with the Sscretary of Defense.
Matloff: How about with the White House? Did you hava direct access to the
President iz this cspacity?
leamnitzer: Yes, I did, and I took advantage of it, to at least make & call,
with President Kennedy and President Johnson, the two ?tlneip-l onas during
my tenure.
'u.:_:,@m Did you notice any change in their priorities towsrd NATO, when
there was s changsover from Kennedy to Johnson? Was there any difference?
Lemnitzer: Yas, frankly, I didn't feel that President Johnson had the same
grasp or understanding of NATO that President Kennsdy did. There was no frie:—
tion but I just felt that President Kennedy was keeping in much more close
touch with what was happening in the NATO area.
Matloff: Did you go dirdctly to thase piuidento when you wanted to get in
touch with them, or did you have to go throuﬁ; the NSC assistant?
lesnitzer: No. The formula I used when I'd make s visit back here was to
ask the Chairman, Joﬁat Chiefs of S5taff, to make arringutnta for a visit for
me with the Secretary of Defense or with the Deputy Secrstary, and so oun. It
was all arranged right through this SHAPE Liaison office.
Matloff: You went through the Pantagon, through the SHAPE Liaison Office?
Lemnitzer: TYes,
Matloff: And they would get in contact with the National Security Assistant,
to arrange a meeting with the president?

14
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lemnitser: That's correct. I have a great interest in this office, because

n Mr. Forrestal's day and Louis Johnsoo's day, before SHAPE got estsblished
" 4n the hotel in Paris, we had @ hell of s time conducting normal administrative
business over the talephone. I cawme up with the idea that this was sll wrong,
that we had to have direct contsct, and I recommended that this little office
be estadblished right here, and that there be a leased line between here and
SHAPE. It'as still vquinc. _

Matloff: How far back does this office go? We're speaking now l_liout ’the SM'
Liaison Office in the Pentagon.

lemnitzer: Way back to 1949-50.

Matloff: This has a long history in ttself.

Lamnitzer: Yes sir.

Matloff: How about your relationships with Congress! Were you often called
back to testify?

hnn:ltuﬁ Yes, every year. 1 testified befors the variocus coumittees on for—
eign relations and policy, psrticularly with regard to the military aid program.
Matloff: Did you find Congrass rather sympathetic toward the RATO problem?
lemnitzer: I found great interest in a good many of the people in Congress.

In other words, we had people in Congress that took great interest, others not
80 much interest, but we tried to keep in touch with thes, particularly with

Mr. Vinson, and the chairmen of a couple of th§ military committees.

Matloff: Uas the thrust of the interest of Congress largely on the ailitary aid

program more than on other aspects of NATO?

.15
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Leunitser: Yes, primarily the aid prograss and their indications that they'd
1ike to see the forces in Europe build up faster, and that the United States
carried too much of a load. '
Matloff: BHow sbout the working relationships with the NATO Council? 1 gather
that you were in frequent touch with the Council.
Lsanitgzer: Mo, not too much with the Council, but I'm glad that you mention
1¢, bdecause I maintained the closest contact with the Secretary Censrsl. 1
found that this was extremely important.
Matlofft Did you aver find that wearing your American hat sometimes got into
conflict with the allied hat? Did the two ever give you problems? .
‘Lemnitser: Mot specifically, no. That was mot the case. 1 use the example of
my relations with GCensral Sumay, who was later President of Turkey. When I was
Chief of Staff of the Army, he was chief of staff. I maintained close contact
wvith c-unlA Sunay tbr the reason that he was & very important figure there and
.wa were doing our best to build up the Turkish forcss.
Matloff: Let's concentrate a little bit now on NATO policies during your tenure.
What policy decisions of NATO did you consider most important during your tenure?
I hmiiut: Strategy wvas one of the most difficult of all. The general strategy
 was massive retaliation, and before I left this building as Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, I was convinced that that was the wrong strategy. I
found mors and more people, military and civilian, agreeing with me. To make a
loug story short, this argument went on until 1968, when Gen. De Caulle withdrew.
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Matloff: Did he withiraw over the issus of strategy?

lampitzex: No, not at all. That wasn't even msutioned. Be withdrew for his

35 3.3(0)( G )

Matloff: Llat's talk strategy, since we've gotten off on the subject. You saw

the major problea in NATO strategy, I take it, that the dominant thrust was on
messive Tetalistion vhen you came into the post. 'ma any changes occur in the
strategy vhile you were SACEUR? '
Lesnitzer: Yes, we changed over to @ flexible response. I chaunged it fo the
Iut years. |

Matloff: Do you racall your role in the NATO stratsgic planning? What was the
enphasis that you gave 1t? Did you play an active role in the shift?
lesnitser: Of course, I was exercising all the push and pressurss that I could
to get to a flexible response, becauss we had such outworn concepts that 1if
there was an attack larger than a brigade, we would respond with a massive
Mur attack. It didn't make any sensa.

Matloff: Whea do you pinpoint the shift in the planning toward flexible response?
lemnitzer: It was all during my time, because vhen I was JCS Chairman, we felt
this was the advisable strategy. 1

Matloff: I think that in most of the writing on NATO the year 1967 is usually
given. Does that sound about right?

Lemnitzer: '67, '68, yes.

Matloff: What was your attitude toward the buildup and use of nuclear weapons?

How did yéu feel about that part of it, both strategic and tactical?

17
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Lemnitzer: 1 thought it was extremely importsnt. Here's whare I reach beck

to vhen I was the Army Deputy Chief of Staff of Plans and Research. The nuclear
weapons were coming along and we were changing our plans to keep them intesgrated. '

The question of the utilization of nuclear weapons was very high on the priority
1ist to be sure that we knew what we were doing, where they were located, and

thoss circumstances under wvhich we felt that the use of nuclear weapons would

 be justified.

Matloff: How about your attitude toward nmuclear wersus couventional defense?
Lemuitzer: Ve were absolutely convinced that we didn't have the wherewithal

to put up an effective conventional defense, due to the imdalance of forces.

Matloff: Then conventional forces had to be built up?

Lemnitzer: For six and s half years I was Suprens Commmsnder in Burope and I
realized that having the ambiguity of the use of nuclear weapous was the thing
that gave us the deterreat that wc neaded. So this is a great disappointment I
have thase days when civilian people, and I don't kmow of any military ones,
say that the nuclear weapon is useless. It bas provided us 34~35 years now of
protection in Europe with smaller conventional forces than the potential enemy
has.

Matloff: Then you still feel that the use of the strategic deterrent is very
important?

Lemnitger: That's right.

Matloff: Did you encounter any differences, still speaking about strategy in

NATO, in the United States' outlook versus that of tha Allias in probleas of

strategy?
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tzert We had all kinds of reactions transmitted to us. I remamder a
German Minister of Defense who was mewly sppointed. The first thing that he
wanted, vhen he visited SHAPE, was to see the nuclaar plans that would involve
certain parts of Germany. That was his intersst {n it. We had representatives
from the variocus countries, and the United States occasionally--for example,
kout representative on the Council-—who would be very fearful of the use of
nuclesr weapons. But they simply couldn’t avoid the conclusion that we didn't.
have the conventional forces to stop a major Soviet attack. It was the miméy ‘
of the nuclear wespon—-would n use it or not—that gave us the deterrance, in
my opinion, that has existed for 35 years.
Matloff: How eionly did you work with tiu Secretary of Defense and the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs in getting the adoption in MATO of the flexible response
strategy? Were thﬁy helpful in this regard? Did they give any push in this
direction? | '
Lemnitzer: People here felt the same way that I did vhen I went over thare.
The changeover didn't take place until 1968, after the French withdrew. I was: ' -
at the Militery Committee meating in Oslo, after ths French bad decided to
withdraw, and the major action that it took was to recommend to tﬁ- Council thé '
adoption of a tactical flexible response. That was the meeting in about September,
and in December, sas I recall, the recoanmendstion was adopted, by the Defense min-

isters because there was no one opposed to it. De Gaulle hed withdrawm.

Matloff: 8o that there was no serious opposition within NATO?

Leanitzer: No.

Matloff: BHow about the impact on KATO planning? 1 imagine there must have been

8 lot of activity going on after the adoption of the new strategy.
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hngtnr: As @ matter of fact, not as much as you'd think, decauss aven with
the massive retaliation strategy, so many .ftitudu were inclining toward a
flexible response that things were moving in that direction.
Matloff: How about the proposals for the MLF and the ANF? I beliave those cane
up during your period?
Lesnitzer: ML¥-——multilateral force, yes.
Matloff: What was your attitude toward the MLF and the ANF! How realistic
were these proposals, in your opinion?

mnitzer: They were proposed by people that thought that the concepts would
work, for instance, that you would put missiles on ships, and so on, but when -
you thought the whole thing out, it was not feasible. Then there was the idea
that we were going to have MLF, multilateral force, on submarines. That fell
flat on its face immediately, because the idea of having a Polaris crew, for
example, made up‘of Greeks, Turks, British, and Americans, living together and
so forth, in the kind of an enviromment of 60 days in the ocean, was impossidle.
. Matloff: This was an effort, 1 gather, by those who were proposing thesa two
plans to cut the Europesns in on the nuclear weaponry.
Lmlmr_: - That is absolutely correct.
Matloff: 1 uﬁa it in your viaw they were not realistic proposals?
Lemnitzer: Yes, I would say that you're right on that. I felt that they were
not realistic.
Mstloff: 1 should have put it this way—why did they faﬂ of sdoption?
Leunitzer: Because of the pctsoaﬁcl problems involved—food, pay, clothing,

training, background. We finally came around--1 did, before I got over to
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SHAPE-~that you've got to have unite of certain mationalities. I think I was
convinced of it in Korea, wvhere we had s division that wes American, but we

bad attached Ethiopians and Colombians, by battalion size, or by ragimental
sizse. Intagrated units in the conduct of military operations would not work.
I'11 go back to the beginning of WWII, when I was convinced of this, And, in my
talk at the Eisenhower monument at West Point, I cited the decision of Ceneral
Bisenhower that you might have an integratsd staff, but integrated forces of
various natfonslities at the lower i-ulo was infeasible, undesirable, hd
ineffective.

Matloff: 80 you were opposed, then, to the MLF and the ANF?

Lemnitzar: Yes, as & cou;cpt. but they put the MLF primsrily in dealing with |
the missiles and solely for the ides that you just mentioned. They wanted to
give the Europeans a feeling that they were participating in the conduct of amy
nuclear operations tht we had.

Matloff: The ANF, which would seem to be a pale sliver of the other planm,
also, I take it was unrealistic? |
Lemnitzer: This is right.

Matloff: What was the relationship between strategic plamning and arms control?
Did MATO get into this area while you ware SACEUR?

leunitzer: Up until the time I left SHAPE in 1969 there were really not any very
serious discussions about aras control. It wasn't until the Reykjavik meeting
that they made the decision about mutual balanced force reduction, MBFR. That
was the first case of any serious negotiations for reduction of forces. 1
think that one of the most important factors in this regard is thaﬁ there was

such a great imbalance between our forces and those of the Warsaw Pact.
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‘Matloff: Did you get in on ihou discussions at all?

Llemnitser: No, not very much, only to point out that if thers were any reduc-
tions, we couldn’t make comparable reductioas on both sides. Otharwise we
would jnu continu.'nnd sake worse, the imbalaunce.

Matloff: That the balance favored the Warsaw !act,A particularly in the conven-
tional side?

lgunitzer: That's correct. '

Matlofft How about in the early part of your temure, did you get drawn im on
the discussions over the limited test ban treaty in 1963t

Lemnitser: No, I had sufficient knowledge sbout the muclear weapon problems
and 1 vas hurtil.y in favor of the test ban treaty. The Sacretary of State
cams through SHAPE on his way back to the States, and he said, “You know,
General, you'll be wery interested to know that after he signed the test ban
tmi:y Khrushchev got up and walked around the table rubﬁin; his hands and
said, 'Row let's trade lLemnitzer for Vorishevlioff OI." somebody’ .”

Matloff: That's » good story. We mentioned Reykjavik, and this brings up a
very i{mportant report, the Harmal Report, that took place during your tanure as
SACEUR. Do you remewber that? Did you have any input to it? This was a followup
on the report of the three wise men back in the '50s. Now we're in 1967, right
suack in tha middle of your tenure, and this problem about dealing with the
ocutside world came up again: vhat NATO's position should be on problems that
arise outside its geographic area or what kinds of consultation should take
place in the Alliance over such problems. Did you get drawm ia on timu dis~

cussiouns at all?
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lamnitzer: Mot very much, for the reason that the military problems were min-
imal, compared with some of the political problems that they wers discussing.
Matloff: BRow important did you regard that report?

lamnitzer: It wasn't very significant from my point of viev and from the stand-
point of my missions, assignments, and capabilities. Thers's where my atten-
tion was drawn to and I dida't m that the report changed things materially.
Matloff: Do you think that there was any possible commection with what hap-
pened at Reykjavik? Did it l.gnd to Reykjavik, and foater @ spirit of detente? |
lemnitzer: That was the attitude at Reykjavik, when the MBFR agreement was uéc. ‘
It was an agreemsnt to study the problem, but there were no agrsemeunts reached.
I had no oi:jnction to that. I didn't think that we could lose if we kept in
mind the disparity of conventional forces on both sides; that if any adjust-
msats were going to be made, they had to be evaluated because you couldn't A
say it would draw so many divisions on the part of the Soviets and the same
mmber of divisions on our part.

Matloff: Were you actually at Reykjavik?

lemnitzer: No, I didn’'t go. As far as I know, there were no major military
people there. | |

Matloff: The question has arisen in the ninds of some scholars whether the
Harmel report was on the road toward the spirit of detente which comes in a -
1ittle later. |

Lemnitser: 1 see. 1t could be so construed. It was going in that direction.
Top political policy was being made.

Matloff: On the quastion of the allied problems that arose during your period

as SACEUR, were there any problams over roles and missions of the differsnt
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countries? over budget? over whether the allies were pulling their weight, and

the 1ike? IS 3-3(,b)(, 6 ) .

Lemnitzer:s Yes, lots of problems sbout allies pulling their weight. Yor

All T could do was to point out to some of the political

suthoritias-—and we used to have those seetings at least oncs a year--to indicate

wvhat we thought a country should be villiag.to comait, We were usually on the

short side.

Matloff: Were thers any important chsnges in roles and missions cn the national
level during the period of your tenure——any changes in what the functions of
hrughhr countries in the allisnce should be?

‘Lemnitzer: Yes, we had problems that we were discussing. I think that we did
move shead and gat some pretty good agreements, particularly on antisircraft

and air defenss.

| Matloff: How about the budget? Did you get drawn in on the problems of ut;ing
the budgets?

h-htgcrs Mo, we didn't get into n-uomi budgets at all. The national contri-
butions were made on the part of 1§dlvidua1 nations.

Matloff: Did the Secretary of Defense get in on the question of advising on
roles and migsions and forca structurs, in discussions with you? on what role
differant countries could play, possibly? Can you recall vhether any of those
quastions came up? |

Lemnitser: Not psrticularly by individual vations. But vhile we're talking

about the mb_fcct ‘hers, wa were always under pressure to do certain things with
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regard to persounal. If we were going to reorganize the staff, there was the
question of what nationality goes hers and thcu} and this vas a cn'lmt prob~
" leme For exanple, I remember s0 wall the great pressurs to streanling my staff

35 3.3(b)( 6 )

Matloff: It was coming from mora than just

lemaitzer: They scressed bloody murder, They wers the ones that were pressuring
to reduce the staff. I had the problem. In this particular process, which was
1’11 just say a word

about 1967,
about this. mur I{’e‘m:»tuto ny office after the reduction notification got
out to the utﬁm;.m“,;h was on ths talephone, and

wanted to talk to me right away. He wasn't going to "neéjpt i¢3

1 said, "No ons vets

our senior officers in what they write.” It just so happened that I had been in

the SHAPE office on one of my visits when President Eisenhower was ths SACEUR,

353.300) @)
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and ghc same thing had happened. The British !llptour of Defence started chew~
dng Gen. Risenhower out for not having anyons who writes a lettsr, or has &
statsment to meke, obtaining approval of the suprese ec-nndcr. Gansral Eisenhower
said, “That'’s mot the way this headquarters works. On s u:ioﬁl probles we
do not taks the mpouibuity. Ve ﬁ-um that you are appointing self-reliant
officers and that they cau be depended upon to handle themselves correctly, and
that if they can't, you have to move them.”
Matloff: I wonder 1f I cam direct your attention to the problem of the threat
that NATO faced during the ysars that you were SACEUR. Did you encounter iny
differences in the perception of the threat batween the United States on the one
band, and the allies on the other? Did all sides -lock at the Soviet threat in
the same way?
lemnitzer: I can't remember any specific differences, except in minor details,
because we were working on the problems as & group of people, on a political
level gnd a military level. I don't recall any serious differences as to
what the threat nu;
Matloff: In terms, possidly, of the Germans, who were vary such concerned with
their front, sc close to the horders of the Eastern Bloc, perhaps looking at the
_problem in a more parochial way; wheresas the United States was facing the global
threat, and having the responsibility for the nuclear deterrent, looking at the
threat in a somevhat broader way. Did you encounter any of that, for exsmple?
Lewnitzer: 1 encountered: that particular type of problem in connection with
the general approach of NATO. It wu; we defend as far forward as possiblé.

That was the statement that got a hell of a lot of discussion. The Germsns
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 wars very insistent that we try to gear our plans so that we could conduct
an sffective defense as far forward as possidble. As far ss the United
States or Canada was concerned, that didn't make a hell of a lot of differ-
ence, except vhere their forces vere dnvolved, But we alweys had discus-
sions, vhether it was in Turkey, or in northern Norway, to defend as far
forwverd as possible. I don't think you could argue sbout it: how far was
as far forward as possible? But you'rs right about the fact that the
Germans wers most dseply involved in this particul;r aspect.

Matloff: Here's a good point to rafse questions about the area problems
within HATO and where the msjor EBuropean partners fitted in. How did you
sae the role, for example, of Britain? How did you view {ts position in the
alliance? Was its effort to hold on to its own independent deterrent tedo
:l..tic? Why was it so insistent on holding on to the atomic bomb development?
Lemnitser: It wasn't only with Britain; it was with France, too. The French
had ths knowhow. 1 think Gen. De Gaulle put this in the plainest terms to
me, when he said, “"Cenaral, I don't believe that a nation can be a first
clsss nation in the modern world without having the atomic boudb.” That's
why he persisted in going shead with the nuclear one. This brings me back
to one of your esrlier quuiionn. We had & rov {n the Joint Chiefs of
‘Staff when 1 wvas Chairmsn. It started before my time, with General Twining.
The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended strongly to the United States govern-
ment that we should provide assistsace in the development of nuclear power
to France. We pointed out repeatedly to the authorities hare in Washington

when I was Chief of Staff of the Army, and Chairman, and so on, that France
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was spending most of its military budget on research om issuas and on itess that
we knew that the Soviets already had, and that if we would pass to them some of
this knowhow, they could make available a larger chunk of their defense budget
for the conventioual forces. We worked om that, right up to the time when 1
was Chairman, and we just couldn’t get ocur authorities hare to agree to that.
Matloff: You would have supported giving the French the benefit of the American
" nuclear research?
Lemnitser: That's correct. We knev that the Freach were uﬁrktu. on certsin
features of the nuclear probdlems, im nuclesr power and weapomry, that we knew
that the Soviets already had. ‘We preferred to give the French our knowhow in
that regard, on the basis that they would put the effort that was saved in
nuclesr research and 80 on into conventional forces.
Matloff: Are we speaking about nuclear deterrant, the strategic deterrent, or
tactical nuclear development?
Lemnitzer: All across the board.

35 3.300) G)

Lemuitser: Yes. This reminds me of something else that fits into this. I used

Matloff: The adninistration turned this down?

to go to the NATO meetings and talk to the military representatives.

decided that we had to do batter in bringing in our allies on puclear matters.
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It's now dealt vith up at the Defense planning level. 1 set the Joint Chiefs to
work on & project of prepering a two-hour, s four-hour, and a six-hour briefing.
We worked for over a year onm it, to produce muclesr information for our allies

at the top level or down to lower level datail. It took a year to get that
cleared for pressntation to anyone in RATO who asked it.

Matloff: This is in the American circles?

lmiiur: Through ths American agency that controls the release of classified
information. We worked for over a ysar on that, and we finally got apprml.',
Then we took an airplane and put a crew aboard with briefing tesms, and they
traveled around. We did s lot of briefing and we droke the lock om nuclear mater—-
1al, but it wasn't until much later. It reminds me, later on Mr. McNsmara saw
this and resliszed that we weren't doing enough. He came over to mvm day,
snd he came with an idea that we were going to form a nuclear couitt.u at the
political level. I asked, "What are you going to call it?" He explained that

of the 15 nations in NATO, we'd have the five principal naticns and then we'd
rotate the smaller nations through it. He said, "We're going to call it the
Salect Committee.” 1 responded, "Geez, I think that's a lousy name for {t.”

Be was kind of shaken, and he said, "What's wrong with the name 'Select Committee'?"
1 replied, "Look, you're talking to an organization of 15 nations. It's going

to be easy to select five nations on the comsittee, but it's going to be damn
hard to select ten of them off.” So, he saw it, and he want back to the U.S. The
pext time I saw hia, I said, "We've got a name for your committee.” They were
still working on this thing, and he asked, "What 1s 1t?” I said, “The McNamara
Committee.” He went straight up through the ovarhead and did mot like it. But

that comnittee has developed into the Nuclear Plans Group and is in effect today.
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Matloff: You may recall some of the writings of Alastair Buchan. I don't know

if you ever met up vith him. He was a British writer, very much 1avolv.cd_1n
the founding of the International Strategic Studies lustitute in London. He
wrote that the British bomb was aimed at Washington, and that the French bomb
was aimed at both Washington and London, in order to have an impact on the
United States. Would you go along with that?

Lemnitzer: No.

Matloff: He was writing quite seriously, that this was their way of assuring
‘themselves that their advice would be heard by the hcricnn power. But you
wouldn®t follow that not'ion?

Lemnitzer: No.

Matloff: On the French side, hov did you react when you saw that the French
were moving to oust the headquarters and the allied bases?

Lemnjtzer: We didn't have any warning about it. We didn't detect that they

vere moving toward that. HNo one did in the area whers 1 was located, and I was

in Paris.

Matloff: It came ss a surprise? _

Lemnitzer: Complete surprise. That's the oniy way 1 can express it. There
wvas no indication, vhatsoever, that came to us at SHAPE. There we were at
Paris, in the political arena, aud there was nothing in the communications
that implied that De Gaulle was leaning this way, until at the end of February,
I think it was, vhen he made the annouﬁccmt. Bingo.

Matloff: How would you account for that position? You have already offered a

fev resasons. Nationalism, undoubtedly. Anything to do with his hangover from

World War 11 days? Feelings about the coalitiom?
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Lesnitser: To go back to Tom Gates, whan he was Secretary of Defense. I had
attended with Tom Gates the NMATO mesting in Paris in December 1960, and he used
to complain bitterly that Gen. De Caulle wes never heppy with the assignments
that the French officers had in the NATO structure. He got into a hell of an
argument, not only with Gen. De Gaulle--I wasn't iml'nd too much on that one~—
but with the Chief of Staff of the French forces, and others. That was coming

from Gen. De Gaulle. I always tried to assist Tom Gates in answering him, and

my answer to this particular plaint was this: Who is the Commander in Chief of

the Allied Forces Central Europe? A Franchman. What forces will he have under
command? Canadian, British, American, German, Danish——the largest concentration,
the greatest field command assignment in the allience~-of course, not SACEUR, .
but he would be in command of military operations in cemtral ‘lurop.. Thare

wasn't any more important command position. But it never satisfied Gen, De
Gaullas.

Matloff: WVas there anything specifically that had occurred, do you think, that
made him take the French ocut of the military part of the allisnce?

lemnitzer: It was the idea that the Soviet Union was not going to make any
trouble for anybody. |

Matloff: A different perception of the threat? Perhaps a change in the parception?
Lesnitzer: That's correct. And one point I forgot before: many of my collaagues,
civilian and military, felt that Gen. De Gaulle thought that he could be the
honest broker between east and west and be instrumental in bringing the two of
thea together, without the need for an alliance. As a sequel to that, I knew

Cen. De Gaulle's aide, vhen he went to his retirement home in the east of
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France, and he told me that Cen. De Caulle felt that way when he pulled the
forces out, and that his views in this regard were completely blown apart when
the Russians went ianto Czechoslovakia in 1968. Cen. De ‘c.un- went down very
rapidly, -'nuuy and physically, after that. That was in August 1968.
Matloff: A fascinating addition to that story. How much of a loss was the
Treuch departure from ths military part of the allisnce?
lennitzer: They had some of the key positions in the staff and cthey had two
divisions down on the lu'var:lun front, on the right flank, in the center.
Matloff: What about the logistics of the slliance?
Lemnitzer: Yes. We had spent over a bhillion dollars in establishing our line
of communications scross France, and we were going to have to give :lu- upe
T}:nto was no sultable, no comparable line of commumictions possible after that.
Matloff: Ve have talked about Britain, France, and Germany. You mentioned the
Gernan desire for defense as far forward as possible. llw did you react toward
the German move toward Ostpolitik, toward building bridges with east Europe? I
don't know {f that began vhile you were still SACEUR, but certainly dy 1970
Willy Brandt was talking about building bridges, and instituting a ‘poncy of
orientation tovard the east. _
leanitzer: There was no indication of that in a substantial way up until I
left in '69. |
Matloff: No fear that the Germans night be going in both directions?
Lemnitzer: WNo. '
Matloff: During your tenure, did you see any changes in the original impor-
tance of the central front in NATO, vis—a-vis the northern and the southern
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flanks? The grest threst that was ful_.-ed at the hglnnﬁu of the alliance
was the central front, that the luuinn'o aight move against it. As time went
oﬁ, obviously, the threat became more diversified. Did you have a feeling that
perhaps the threat was shifting to the north and to ths south? .
Lemnitzer: No, I never had any 11lusions in that direction vhatscever, and
there wasn't any necessity or-prlllurc to have this kind of an attitude. There
was not going to be any major transfer of troops from the center to the southern
front, or to the northern fromt. _
Matloff: How about coming from the Russian sids, perhsps trying to ocutflank the
alliance? |
Lemnitzer: There wasn't any way to cutflank it, either from tho'north. or from
southern Europe.
Matloff: The French were writing, as I racall it, that the threat had shifted;
that the communists were going to try to outflank tha allisnce through Africa;
and thst NATO would face its greatest threat from the south. This was right on
the beels of the Algerisan war period.
Lemnitzex: No, one of the great threats was down through Austria and into Italy,
but that was still the central front.
Matloff: In recent years, there's been much concern about the Middle East, the
Persian Gulf, and the oil problem, and the possible cutflanking without even a
direct military invasion.
Lemnitzer: I'm still an ardent advocate of trying to do something for the Turks,
to prevent the Soviets from attacking aﬁd isolating Turkey and getting the eastern
Mediterranean, Middle East, snd so forth. That's what I thiuk'u a considerable
threat today. |
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Matloffs You hsd touched before on the Csechoslovakian crisis in 1968. How
did SEAPE veact to that crisis?

Lemnitzer: It reacted sharply. VWe immediately put into effect all ocur contin~
gency plans, in secrat--nothing on the surface, because they weren't favading
us. We put all cur alert measures into ef!ﬁct 12 the center and our recon-
naissance was intensified. But I got no instructions, no political guidance.
Matloff: HNot from the Council?

lesnitzer: Wothing.

Matloff: Nothing from the American president?

hmitur; Mo. This is a real sore point with me. 1 took pains to tell General
Rogers about this when the Polish issus came up. We lwd’put into effect every-
thing that we could do militarily. We even chinnd an exarciss of a couple of
German divisions, to move them away from the front, lest we give the Soviets
the excuse that thay move in to protect Czschoslovakia. So, I called up by
phone & number of times. In the first place 1 called back he'tc. to talk to
Gan. GCoodpaster. This was August 21, 1968, I asked the question, “What does
the United States propose to do about this movement into Caechoslovakia?™ Gan.
Goodpaster wasn't there. No one else knew anything about it. It was all kind
of low-kay sccepting what the Russians were doing. And I thought, My God, what
are the Chiefs doing? The Chiefs wers not doing anything. Two days went by, and
I was getting critical comments from my ssnior military people, such as, “What
are we supposed to do?” I said, “1'm trying to get political guidance. Hava
you got all your alert measures and everything in?" “Yes. GCGot them all.” On

the third day, this is in August, I sat down and wrote s note to Brosio [sgcrctlry
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Gensral of NATO], pointing out that 1t was going on 72 hours now, that the

Soviat Union wes moving in and taking ovaer Czechoslovakis, and I had not had

any political guidance, and I wented some quickly, because there are many things

that we could do., But Brosio was in Italy, His deputy was the only one around;

there wasn't a minister in sight. In August, everyons was on sumser leave. I asked,

“What the hell is the president thinﬁng about?™ And you know vhat answer I

got out of probably this office or the Chairman's office? "We're going to stand

by and see what our European allies decide to do.” And 1 made the statement to

ny Chief of Siaf! and a couple of paople in SHAPE, “"That's a hell of & fine d:h!-

bition of ludctaMp on the part of the United States and NATO. That's the

worst I've seen since I've been over here.” |

Matloff: Do you fesl free to speak on ths subject of what you see as NATO's

‘role in such circumstances? What NATO can do when you get s threat outside

of {te geographic area?

lesnitzer: We go on alert for various contingency plans. We've got contin~-

gency plans for almost everything. But what some of my senior officers, Germans

and others, ware thinking was to move a division up to the border and let the

Soviets know that they're not going to come any further. The ailitary wanted
 to know 1f there wasn't something they could do to offset this debacle.

Mstloff: So you felt that both from the allied side, through the Council, and

from the American presidential side, thare was noc adequate polftical guidance?

lemnitzer: None. When the Turks were going to invade Cyprus, 1 was awvskened one

morning, with Mr. McNsmara and the President on one phone, and they no sooner got

off than I got Brosio on the other. They sll told me: “You gat the hell down there
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to Turkey, to Istanbul, aud get with the American Ambassador and with the Prime
Minister and point out what e tragedy this would be, and so forth.” I bad

two occasions like that, when we stopped the Turkish invasion of Cyprus. In
othar words, on the Czech crisis everyone took it sort of nonchalantly here

ip Washington, which infuriated me. You know where we got the best fuformation?
From Shirley Teaple Black, who had been an Ambsssador in Africa. She happened
to be in Prague at the time of the takeover. She had developed a magnificent
ability to remember things. We got Shirley Tesple to stop by SEAPE. And she
gave us the best information we had of lww the Soviets did it, how they

handled their tanks, and so on.

‘Matloff: On the impact of the Vietnsm war -on NATO, particularly on United
States relations with its allies--did that war make your position more 4iffi-
ecult? If so, in vhat way?

Lemnitzer: Yes. It d1d, but I understood it. I just had to tell my pecple
that were complaining that this was the way it was. We were at war in Hctnnh,
and as Chairman I had been through the beginning of it. The Cermans complained
that ve were moving a lot of bombs and so forth out of Germany, which we were,
because we were running out of boabs in Vietnam. I had to tell the Ministers of
Defense and right up to the Prime Ministers, “look, this {s American equipment;
the Americans are at var in Vietnaa; and they're rimning out of this kind of equip~
ment, 80 we're going to take it and move it over there to Vietnam.™ Then I had

the same kind of complaints from American forces and personnel and from our other
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allies. I said, "1 understand your complaint, and it's a valid complaint,

" but the United States is at war in the Far East, and we've got to get our best
people over thare lnd get the materisl over there to win the war.”

Matloff: Were you ever asked to put 2 request for ﬁiuct help for the United
States to the allies, and NATO, for u-innnec in vuﬁnu?

Lemnitzer: No.

Matloff: This is sn issue wvhich has come up time and again in the history of the
sllisnce. Do you remember when the Freanch were in the Algerian war? They wanted
belp from NATO and they felt that that was a problem for NATO,.

Lemnitzer: Yes. The question has come up a number of times also in regard to the
rapid deployment force. Shouldn't the British, or the Germans, or the Freach send

some people down thare?

Mstloff: I guass that did not come up during your period.

Leanitzer: RNo. ‘ |

Matloff: 1'll ask a few gensral questions, if I may, om your perspectives on
NATO organization and functions. As a result of your experience, how do you see
the American role in RATO and its relations with Europe? Did you sse the American
coummitment as a permanent one?

Lemnitzer: No, I never sccepted the word permanent, because I hoped that one day
there would be a rapprochement of one kind or another with the Soviet Union and that
the tension would go down. But vhen they isolated Berlin, and there was an sctual
iron curtain, I just didn't see it in my time.

Matloff: Do you recall, possibly in your original activities in connection with

the NATO treaty, whether you had the impression at that time that the American
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troop commitment was seen as permanent? Do you recsll the Acheson testimony
when he was called before the Senate Committees?
Lemnitser: No, I never considered it permanent, no.
_lgtloﬁ: He was asked the question directly: “ls this a persmanent commitment?"
And he said point blank, “No."

‘ ser: Yes, but later on President Eisenhower thought maybe thet it wasn't
parsanant either.
Matloff: Later on Acheson waffled.
Lemnitzer: I didn't know that.
Matloff: When you read his memoirs, he takes a somevhat more smbiguous view.
Is it your feeling that American forces can or should be reduced?
Lemnitzer: No, absolutely not. I base part of ay judgment on this: we have a
force of ressonable size in Europe, a force that has csrried out a mission of
deterrence. Our allies are building up. Of course, w hve'htur forces
there, far better, than the ones I had when I was thers. I had oaly five
American divisions; the British only a couple, and the Germans only a couple.
Things are different now. S0 I just feel that if you take out a substantial
nuaber of Americans, the ides is going to go through every Buropean mind that
the United States is severing its connection. We've certainly got the ingre-
dients or the amount of force there which has done the job for 35 years. To
change it in any substantial way, in my opinion, will put the idea in minds
thst Americs has lost its interest in Europe, and you'll find the Soviets

taking advantage of everything and doing its best to separate vhat we've been
‘trying to do for 35 years.
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Matloff:t What do you ses as NATO's relaticuship with sexternal prodblems and
arsas—-that s, external to its geographic area? Some pacple hu proposed on
occasion to extend the geographic area of the allisnce. Others have locked for
othar ways of handling crises that arise outside that geographic ares, for
exsmple, in the Middle East and the Persisa Culf.

Lemnitzer:t I think over the years we've made one extension in the Atlantic.
‘l‘lnt'n the 1imit of it, as far as I can see. North Africa wes also considered |

a possibility. The idea of sending a Germsn unit to reinforce our forces down

in Irsn and things like that in time of war has come up. I maintain that every-
thing the Cermans can produce we nsed to reinforce our position im centrsl Europe.
There's no wvay to send l regiment down there from Germany. It would create a

lot of complicated logistical problems, and I'd much rather see them build up
their forces thc;n [in Eurcope] so that maybe we can take some forces out. But

not vice versa.

Matloff: I take it that you would not favor extending the geographic boundaries
of the alliance? |

Lesnitser:

on ths southeastern front.

No. I think that's why Turkey is so important. Turkey is a buffer
Matloff: There has been s trend in NATO, as you well know-~for example, the
raport of “The Three Wise Men™ and the Harmel report, to increase and improve
consultation among the powers of the allies vhen political crisas or military
crises arise ocutside the alliance. Does that seem the right direction to go:

to try to improve the consultation?
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Lewnitzer: I think that @ certain smount of consultation goss on continually
anyway. I can imagine that in the case of a msjor fuss in ths area of lran,
for instance, s meeting might be called, and there would be a comsultation,

but I think a considerable degres of consultation is continuously going on.
Matloff: Do you see any possible changes in the alliance structure and function?
Lesnitzer: By structurs, 40 you mean organization?

Matloff: The organization.

Lemnitzer: Mo, I think it's been tried, tested, modified over the years. 1
think that there's no reason why it shoulda't be continucusly lookad at, at
SRAPE, which is being done.

Matloffs Anythiu more that can be dons in handling ths nuclear deterrent
problem, as who's responsible for what?

Iemnitzer: No, I think here the arrangements are pretty clear cut. United
States forces are on the continent and the French and British have their own
nuclear fofen. which are for their internsl defense.

Matloff: So you don’t see any need to change that aromnd?

Lemnitser: Yo.

Matloff: How about giving more rnpouoiuuty.‘ for conventional defense to Ruropean
powers of the Alliance, do you see that as a possibility?

Lesnitzar: They have the major responsibility now. There's a general formula
which indicates that if war Srolu out in central Europe, 75X of the troops would
be European, about 801 of the naval forces would be European, and about the same
:hinj for the Air Forces.

Matloff: How about the question of military integration within the alliance:
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do you think it can go further? Should it go furthar? Has it gome about as

it can go?

Lemnitzer: 1 think imtegrated staffs are as far as you should go. They've got
air defense pretty worked out as an integral force. SHAPE worked that out, and
they have a force mow, but I think as far as land units, tactical units, and so
forth are concerned-——mo way.

Matloff: Would you say that the significanca of NATO to American natiomal secur-
1ty has changed in auy way from the begimning of the Allisnce's establishment?
Is it still very vital for American security or not?

lemnitzer: Yes, I think so. I maintain in my speeches and so forth that the
best place to defend the United States is along the present iron Curtain.
Matloff: MNo change, then, over the 33 years?

Ilamnitzer: Yes, no change.

Matloff: Lat me ask you the kind of question I did when I asked you, toward the
very close of the interviev on the role as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
to comment on soma of the personslities. You've touched on some of them, but
would you commant on the styles, personalities, and sffectivaness of some of

the officials with vhom you dealt in your role as SACRUR, particularly on the
American side? Do you want to say any more about Secretary McNamara than you've
already said?

lemnitzer: My views regarding Mr. McNamara hava been revised considerably because
of his recent statesent that the nuclear wespon has no military use whatsoever.

He has revesled that he recommended to the President and the Secretary of Defense
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that they should never utilise a muclear weapon, which was a great disappoint-
sent to me.

Matloff: Clark Clifford.

 lemnitser: I had very little to do with Mr. Clifford. He didn't visit us over
there. He had a short tenure.

Matloff: I'11 mention some of the deputy secretaries of defense. Roswell
Gilpatric wvas the first of the deputies under Kenmady.

lemnitzer: I thought he was one of the best of the deputy secretaries of defense,
and I still do.

Matloff: Cyrus Vance, who succeeded him.

lemnitzer: I didn't have too much to do with Cyrus Vance during my particular
tenure.

Matloff: Psul Nitse, who moved up from the ISA to becoms the Deputy Secretary of
Defense, 1967-69.

Lemnitgzer: My association with Psul was with that incident in our meeting in
Paris vhen he was with Mr. McHamara snd insisted that we have a separate conven-
tional staff and a separate nuclesr staff in SHAPE.

Matloff: Some of the people who headed ISA during your tenure-~how about William
Bundy?

lemnitzer: Very little.

Metloff:s John McRaughton? He served in that position from 1964 to '67.
Lemunitzer: Wasn't he with that special group~——what was the staff that

Mr. McNamara set up? Systems analysis?

Matloff: It was really the Enthoven group that dealt with the systems analysis.
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lamnitzer: John McNaughton rings a bell, but I .can't remember vary much about
him.
Matloff: How about Paul Warnke? He served from '67 to '69 in the ISA position.
lemnitzer: Mo, I had very little contact with h-.
Matloff: 7Two of the Joint Chiefs Chairmen who succeeded you, first Maxwell Taylor,
snd then General Barle Wheeler.
Lemnitzer: We got good support from both of them on NATO problems. Both of
then were very well In!orud and very helpful.
Matloff: How about on the effectiveness and the styles of the presidents? I
think that you'wve _nlrudy commented that Johnaon didn't seem to display as great a
grasp of the probless as did Kennsdy, as tine went on. Did you have any dealings
at all with Nixon, the successor of Johnson?
lemnitser: Yes, ss & matter of fact I had a good meeting that I remember with
¥re. Mixon, It was ﬂzht after he took office, in January 1969. Ha came to
Brussels with Kissinger and 1've atill got my little card on which I put notes
to brief him. Nixzon and Kissinger.
Matloff: Do you remember your impressions of them?
Lemnitzer: Both deeply interested in NATO, and as far as 1 vas concerned gave
us fine support. -
Matloff: Who awong the foreign leaders in defense and foreign policy particulrly
impressed you during your tenure as SACEUR? You've mentioned some of them—-you
mentioned De Gaulls, and your dealings viih him——and I think you mentioned some
of those NATO secretsry gemerals. Are there any other people?
Lemnitser: General Sunay of Turkey. I had a great many deslings and long friend-

ship with him through the improvement and modernization of the Turkish forces.
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Matloff: Nome of the defense ministers or foreign aiuutcri particularly
imprsased you?l

Jemnitzer: Ko.

Matloff: The last gquestion, the same one I asked you about your role as Chair-
man of the Joint Chisfs ~ what do you regard as yt;ur uajor achievenents and
successes during your tenure &8s SACEUR?

Lemnitzer: Yes, the relocation, change of plana, almost every asspect of the
whole thing that wes accomplished as a result of the decison of Ceneral De Gaulle
to remove all NATO and foreign mtlitary forces from France. I consider the major
scconplishments of moving over s hundred thousand people, a billion dollsr line
of coamunications, with equipment and so forth, out of France; and the reloca-
tion in &ﬁany, Balgium, and the Netherlands; and the movement and relocation:
of the Supreme Headquarters, Allied Forces Central Rurcpe and Allied Forces
Central Europe. That period of two and one~half years, I think, involved a
major accomplishment doue with good relations with General De Gaulle and France.
We worked out contingency plans—~the contingency plans I made with General
Aflleret, who was the French Chief of Defanse staff, sfter the break. We both
realized that if thare was & war, France would no doubt be in it, and we started
the development of contingency plans for the utilization of French forces. It
has developed to the point now vhere I dbeliave we have the best srrangements,
short of co—nné. that are possible to attain.

Matloff: How about the other side of the coin? Any dissppointnsnts, any ucom~
pleted tasks, that you would have liked to have finished, in NATO?

{
Lemnitzer: 1'd like to add to the accoaplishmenta the speed with wvhich we were
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able to get a change from massive retalistion as the .cn-ial policy to flaxibdle
response in 1968.

Matloff: On the other side, anything that you would have liked to have com-
pleted?

lemnitser: Really, 1 just don't know.

Matloff: There's no reason why you should have had disappointments, if you
didn't. ‘

lemnitzer: 1 feel pretty confident that I left a good, working organization
after the hiatus of great changes due to General De Gaulle's decision.

Matloffs Thaok you very much, Gen. Lemnitzer, for your cooperation and willing-
ness to 'alun your recollections with us. h

Lemn{ tzers: l sppreciate what 'you'ro doing. 1'¢d like to contribute to gerting
this down ont paper because some day we nay have tobdo it again, and at least
people would be able to look back and learn something from what we did. I must
say that we had nothing to go on with the establislment of NATO. We never
dreamed that such an event would aver take place. I think over the years I
taks the greatest pride in ny u.oe!ptton and the accomplishments of RATO to
date, particularly 35 years of relative peace.

Matloff: Certainly your activities in connection with NATO to this day reflect
your continuad interest in this alliance.

lamnitzer: Yes, indaed.

Matloff: Thank you very much.

Lammitzer: I appreciate it, and if you run into some particular gap, don't

hesitate to let me know.
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