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Matloff: This is an oral history interviev with General Lyman L. Lemnitser,
held in the Pentagon in Gen. Lamnitzer's offics on January 24, 1984. This is
a continuation of sn interview begun at cur previous meating on January 19.
General, at this mesting we'll concentrate, if we may, on your period as
SACEUR, in NATO, from 1963 to 1969. Befors we begin on this, I vas wonéoziu;,
did you have s chance to brisf your successor as Chairman of the Joint Chisfs,
Gen. Taylor, before you took over the SACFUR position? Wss there a triuaition
of soma kind, or did you go directly from one post to the other without a
chanca to talk to your successor?

Lamnitzer: No, I asked, and it was agresd, that I remain in Washington for
approxinataly a month, I¥ was during that wonth that a graat many things
happened. The Cuban missile crisis devaloped. I was using my office as
Chairman to complete guita a few papers that were under way and that 1 was
favolved in, but shortly sfter the lat of October, 1961, the Cuban missile
crisis come up. Some of our people in CIA in reading the intelligence found
that Khrushchev was installing some nuclear missiles in Cuba. T stayed in the
office of the Chairman and kept in close contact with General Taylor. I sat in
on a good many of the meetings, including those with the President, to develop
a procedurs to tackle this Cuban missile probdlem.

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

Lemnitzer: No, I was not » member of anything, except as 5 former Chafirman of
the Joint Chiefs of S5taff I had at my fingertips all of the wherewithal from
which the intellingence wae gained that these missiles were being installed.

1 attended meetings at the White House with Cen. Taylor, in which they were
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discussing ways and means to desl with this particular problem. During that
month it was decided by the Atlantic Council that the changeover of SACEUR
should be delayed. However, 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; vorking out of the nrranxaucntu.on the Cuban nissile
crisis. That's what happened. I recall that I left Washington about thres or
four days before the end of October. I was installed as CINCEUR in Europe,
which I had recommendad. 1 did it for this reason: 1 felt that if I could get

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

got ten the orientation on CINCEUR behind me.

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

Lemnitzer: That's correct. There was another very importsnt reason for this.
There was some digcussion as to whether 1, as a SACEUR, should vigit Berlin. This
question came up during the period of transitiom. I insisted that it was & gen-
eral principle of mine that in taking over a new assigoment, you visit the most
remote sreas of your responsibilities first. I considered Berlin the most impor—
tant, and so I insisted that I be permitted to go to Berlin., There was scme oppo-
sition to it, because 1 had been SACEUR desmignate. Those in opposition felt that
this would create a problem with the Soviet Union on Berlin and thers weres lots
of people who felt that this was a provocative idea. Nevertheless, we went
through with it and it worked out extremely well.

Matloff: Do you recall, from whom did this opposition arise——American or

foreign circles?
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Lemnitser: Aserican, mostly. None of our allies axpresssad any great concesrn
about it. But we'd been through this befors, with regard to the SACEUR/CINCEUR
hats, sud the relationship with Barlin.

Matloff: You mentioned the Cuban missile crisis. 1 think that we ought to wind
that one up. Apparently that crisis vas lundlcd-bettnr than the Bay of Pigs.

At least most of the writing oo these two crises seems to come dowm on the side
of tha handling of tha second crisis more afficiently. Was that your impression?
Lemnitzer: It was no longer & covert operation. That was ous of the problems in
dealing with the Bay of Pigs. It vas a covert operation right up until tha time
it wes gotten undervay, I mesn, the actusl landing got undervay. But this vas a
ma jor national issue with the President, the Commander in Chief, involved. 1
recall one meeting at tha White House, on a Saturday evening, after attending an
Army/George Washington football gams here in Washington. Gen. Taylor was thars,
and we were notified that, without attempting to rush out, but wvhen the gams was
over, wa should stop by the White Houss. We did it separately. ‘thnl we got to

the White House, v found a communicatfon from Khrushchev which, in essence,

and I'1] take my missiles out of Cuba.”™ That got

said, “All right, Mr. President, you take your missiles out of -

me embroiled in a very furious argument at that meeting. Shortly after the
nessage from Khrushchev had been read, one of the aides came in and told the
President that there was an important call from Amb. Stevenson in New York

City, and bs left. After he left, Vice Prasident Johnson looked around the
table and said, "1 think that Khrushchev has made a very valid and important

point, and I thiok that we should accept 4t." 'That kind of shocked me, for the

QsD
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reason that we'd been through wonths and months of argument and discussion about

the 80 1 pointed out

that this was not s U,5. problem, that this was & RATO problam; but he wouldn't

9.
i
i3
|
4

3
3
g\

agree vith that. Wa had a rather furious srgument. I tried to relate all the

important decisions that had had to mske to put themsslves on

a target for Soviet nissilss, and that although they were U.S.~produced missiles,

et

they were not there in & U.S. role. They vere manned by U.5. forces, indeed,

S but this was s major matter dealing with the entire Alliance. When the President

Ll

cams back, ws discussed this somevhat, but the meeting ended up in sort of a
histus, and oo major decisions wars taken as a result of it. )

Matloff: Did you have -the faeling that the Joint Chiafs of Staff had more imput
5 in the handling of this crisis than in the Bay of Pige?

Lemnitzer: Very such so, becsuse when ws began looking for what would happen if
Khrushchav didn't take his missiles out, I think that it was gemerslly understood
3 by averyons that participeted, at least by those 1 contacted, that if he didn't

take them out, we'd have to go in there and taks them out oursaelves.

Matloff: It 1 uqdurltnnd correctly, you stayed in Washington during the vhole

] e i

period of that crisis in October?

a

Lemnitzer: Not quite the whole period. I stayed there umtil the last week in

October. By that time the crisis had settled dowm.

Skt it sk s

Matloff: We must ba in 1962.

é Lemnitzer: That's when it was, ‘62, yes,

Matloff: Because by '63 you wers already in NATO.

Lemnitzer: This is right.
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Matloff: lat's coms back to NATO mow, and wa'll focus on that more. Do you
recall, did you receive any imstructions, writtsan or oral, before you went to
the NATO assignment, given either by the Prasident, or the Secretary of Defense?
Did anyone instruct you as to any of the problems or positions that the United
States might be taking that would guide or orient you in your new position?
Lemnitzer: WUe had been discussing the relief of General Norstad betwean the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Defense Department. Than, with the Cuban missile
crisis coming along right behind it, there wers no written inatructions, but
generally, emphasis on certain aspects of the policies that we were carrying
on at that tise.
Matloff: Aond lo-nc special briefing by the President or by the Secretary of
Defensa?
Lemnitzer: No, because I had many opportunities in wmy contacts with the Pres-
ident to discuss certain aspects with him. Now, one important aspect here was
very deeply involved becsuse Gen. Norstad had had durfng tha summertime s mild
heart attack, and he was very anxious to step out. I was coming up to mandatory
retirement sge, or close to it. I recall one day that the Prasident was talking
about how we should make the transitfon. He knew of my associastion with RATO from
the days of Mr. Forrestal, when I represented the United States while we were draft-
ing the NATO treaty. He considered that I had the best background snd experience
of NATO and that I should take that assignment, rather than any other. I pointed -
out to the President on this occasion--and this was never talked about very much
until we got into pretty deep trouble from it-that I didn't think 1 should

accept the nominstion and the appointment of SACEUR, because I was coming up to
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mandatory retirement age. This upset him a bit. He didn't think that that was
too important sm issue. But I pointed out that for many 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 offfcers in the RKATO alliance
that I had known for various lkey positions~-many of thes Franch and Bricish,
not so many German. But there was a general tendency to be nominating retired
people for key positions on SACEUR's staff. I told the President very frankly
that on every occasion I recommended the turning down of an officer that was
going to be retired and would bs on the SHAPE staff. 1 recall my words, that
thers was a tendency in the Alliance in the late *50s and early '60s that made
it lock almost like & retirement club, and that in every case I had recommended
against this. We had considerable discussions on this. To wind up what the
@#tatus was vhen I went to SHAPE, the Preaident had gone into the pay and the
sppropriateness of a ratired officer, and I told him that ) had definitely made
up ny mind that as a retired officer I would be the wrong person to take SACBiIR.
The President made thia comment, “Don't worry about that. I'1l1 take care of
that.” For years, 1 never knew how it was taken care of. Up until that time
vhen the President was assassinated, I had received no word from him, but we

had gone ahead, and I congidered that 1 had not been retired.

Matloff: Were you briefed by your predecessor, Gen. Norstad, when you came over?
Lennitzer: Yas, I went over early, in September. 1 remember that I had been
down in Fort Bragg for a demonstration with President Kennedy. We were establish—

ing the Green Berets. While I was down there, I got a message that vas relayed
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to me from Ganeral Norstad, saying that Gen. De Gaulle desirsd to take advantage
of the opportunity to interview me before taking over. One sspect of this vas
that I knew General Ds Gaulle in World War 11, when he toock over the position
that tha Joint Chisfs of Staff and Roosevelt and Churchill had indicated that
General Gireaud should take. I was at Casablanca during the meeting there
[January 1943]. So 1 knew Gen. De Gaulle quite well, because we had many
conferences during World War II, We had very disagreeable and acrimonious
meetings where he was trying to squip an Algerian and a Horoccanrdivisloa 2 a
basis for going back into France. We didn't have enough equipment to equip our
own divisions, and we were dealiong with deficits. But when he i{ndicated that
he waated to interviaw ue, I readily accepted. I came over and spent a weekend
and aeveral daye of :h§ following week with General Norstad at SHAPE and I had
about a two~hour interview with Gen. De Gaulle. It was one of the most valuable
background experiences for this post that I ever had.

Matloff: Did you get any clue ar that time that France might be going a wmore
separate way?

Lemnitzer: Ko, absolutely none. He asked many very sharp questions pertaining
to my views on muclear weapons, and for about an hour and a half, 1f I recall
carrectly, I vas answering his questionzs. Then I recall that there was a

period of silence, and he said, “Well now, General, you've been very frank with
me. Now I'd like to be framk with you and tell you what the policy of the French
govermment will be during the period when you take over as Supreme Allied Com—

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

and with the French govermment.
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Matloff: We'll come back to the Prench problems later on, if we may. Do you
recall how long did you stay just with the CINCEUR hat, before you took over
SHAPE?

 lemaitzer: Oone month. That 1sn't quite right. Two months, Vs were scheduled
to have both cerewonies the first of Novamber. That's vhy 1 went over in the
last week of October. It's interesting also, as a sidelight, that Dean Acheson
left Washington the same day as I did, by differeant transportation, to appear
before the NATO Council, and allay its concerns about the handling of the mis~-
sile crisis. Leaping way ahesd, because I can 8lways remamber Gen. De Gaulle's
words to me repeatedly, he_wuuld say, "Genaral, your Prasident undertoock ua jor
decisions during the missile crisis without any consultation vhatsoever with the
Allies on issuss that could have resulted in a8 nuclear war.” He repeated that,
I guess at least ten times, during my tenure. But Dean Acheson did such & magnif-
Lcent job of presenting the situation during the missile crisis in October, and
the rapidity with which messages vers flying back and forth, that he convinced
the Council that indeed there was not time for consultation. When he left, the
Council unanimously agreed that it had been handled very skilifully and very
courageously by President Kennedy.

Matloff: Did General De Gaulle come back to the handling of this f{ssue later
on, or was that just at this point?

Leanitzer: Whenever we started talking about anything nuclear, he would bdring
it up. As a matter of fact, Gnn; De Gaulle had a very interesting statemant—-
not only with me, but with Chip Bohlen, snd salso with the United Stotes Governw-

ment—--in which, wvhen conversation started, or when he was informed or queried
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about something, ha would always 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 fuunctions?
Lemnitzer: The problems were those that ay:predecessors and my successors faced.
It was obvious that we had to put the main effort om building up NATO's conven—~
tional forces. As a result of the Athens guidelines, a meeting which I attended
vwhen the nuclear problem was first dealit with, the emphasis was put particularly
on the GCermans. But this was a problea with all of the NATO countries—-Norway,
Denmark, Canada, and the rest of them, trying to msake commitmsnts to meet the
force goals that wa had.  Several incidental things happened which caused dif-
ficulty. Berlin; for example, caused problems repeatedly. There was difficulty
and harassment ca the Autobahns, and then in the ailr corriders., Repeatedly the
Soviet Union would point cut that it was going to conduct exercises, and for
48 hours it wss not safe for any other planes to fly in the air corridors--just
plain harassment.
Matloff: Did the change of administrations which took place while you were SACEUR,
the change from Kennedy to Johnson in 1963, or the change later on in the Secretary
of Defanse's office from McNausra to Clifford in 1968, in any way affect your pri-
orities or your conceptions of your role in SACEUR?
Lemnitzer: Yes indeed. As I told my audience at the Eigenhower mamorial in Kansas,

ona of the first things I ran into was the Secretary of Defense and one of his
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assistants coming over and asking ae to come down to the embassy In Paris,
which I thought a bit odd. BSince they wars ctoming to France, I felt they should
come ocut to SHAPE. It was Mr. McNamara and Mr. Nitze, head of ISA. After we
got into the so-called cage down in the embassy in Paris, where conferences
.cdok place within a room that was surrounded by steel, 1 was told that they
had come to the coanclusion that I should reorganize the SHAPE gcaff,
Matloff: This was esrly in your tanure as SACEUR?
Laanitzer: During the first couple of months. They wers convinced thatr I
should have my staff organized into nuclsar and conventionsl sections. I had
been through this proposition in a study during my chairsanship of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, and we cane to the conclusion that it wasn't feasible or
desirable, and that it coulda’t function effectively.
Matloff: The sllied staff?
Leunitzer: The alltied staff. 1 pointed it out to them on this occasion—-Walter
Stosssel accompanied me on this viaig, that you can't separste s tactical ajir—
craft that can drop either a conventional or & nuclear weapon; you have artil-
lery that can fire nuclesr,or conventional weapons; and your intelligence
wasn't separabla by conventional and muclesr., I had a pretty good feel for
this, dﬁc to my experience in the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and so I said, "Fo

way.  On the return to SHAPE, Mr. Stoessel was very coucerned that it looked
1ike I might be fired. I told the group that I would only start reorganization
of my staff if I got the directive from the Council. But 1 also poiated out,
1f 1 got such a directive from the council, it would have to get another SACEUR.

Matloff: What was Stoessel’s position at this tiwe?

10
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Lemnitzert He was uy adviser on international affairs, and onm SHAPE's staff,
Matloff: He was the adviger to BACEUR.

Lamnitzer: Yas.

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

of Defanse.

lemnitser: Indeed it was. But ths following May I went to Athens with Secratary
McRamsra, and at thet meeting the nuclear problem was discussed and counitments
made for the use of United Statea weapons available :J'aaxo. The Athens guidelines
really put us in busipess in a nuclear way, bacause we didn't have the arrangemants
carefully worked out beforshand. | ’

Matloff: Did you run into any other problams with Mr, McNamara in your capacity

as SACEUR?

Lamnitzer: I can cite just one problem that I had with Mr. HeNamars. I had grear
pressurs on me to “streamline” the SHAPE staff and the allied forces—northern,
centrsl, southern Europe, and 1and forces southeast (Izmir). One of the most dif-
ficult problems that I had with Mr. McNamara was the fact that we ware going to
reorganize the staff at Izamir. Mostly Turkish snd Greek forces wers involved, minor
allied forces. But the Sixth Allied Tactical Air Force was mostly American, and

it slso had their forces. In u;kinn-an analysis for the streamlining of that par—
ticular staff, when we submitted our proposal, 1 got word from Washington—this

was not s written directiva—that there were too many Americans on that ataff,

and that there had o be sn equivalent amount of Gresks, Turks, and Americans.

1 took violent {ssue with this. I recall my justification.

11 75 3.3 G )
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But the point never got scross. He [Mr. McRamara] just
simply wouldn't agres with ft. I don’t think it was ever turnsd down, but we
saver resolvsd this particular issue satisfactorily.

Matloff: BHow oftsn did you mest with the Sacretary of Defense and other top
officials? 1I's ssking now about the working relstionships in the course of
your long tanure as SACEUR.

Lemnitzer: I sttended a grest many of the regular msetings. I remembar that
thars was one in December each year, which was s very important one, wvhare our
State and Defense Secretaries and foreign ministers and defense ninisters
attended. 1Then I dié a fair amount of contacting by my visite back heare, to
London, Bonn, and so on, to keep in touch with top military, foreign policy,
and defense people. I would say that I made an attespt at least three tices s
year to coma into contact with the top political elements of ths Alliance.
Matloff: Did the change from McRamara to Clifford as Secretary of Defense
toward the end of your tenure in 1968 effect your functions or role im any way?
Lemnitzexr: No, 1 4idn’t have too much contact with Mr. Clifford. When he made
a visit, I think to Italy, 1 went down to see hin. Ba was ﬁkin; another tour,
but in order to make a parsonal contact with him, I left my headquarters to be

wvhere he was.

12
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Matloff: Vere you dealing mostly with 0SD through the Secretary of Defanse,
or vere thers other officials in 05D that you came into contact with during
your period as SACEUR?
Lemnitzar: Mostly through the Secratary of Defense or his ISA people, who were
very such involved.
Matloff: Was there much contact with the Deputy Secretaries of Defense?
Lemnitzer: Not very often. Only if it happanad that on a visit back when the
Secretary vas off cn some particular trip and I vasn't available to weet him,.
Matloff: How about meetings with the American Joint Chiefs of Staff‘nr theirx
Chairman, in your role as SACZUR? Did you come into frequent contact with them?
Lemnitzers Yes, Cenersl Taylor, and then General Wheeler.
Matloff: There were frequent meetings with them?
Lennitzer: Yes. 1 never came into Washington without & visit with the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, and most times, without getting to see the Secretary or the
Deputy.
Matloff: How about the working relatiouships with our State Department
and its Secretary?
Lemnitzer: 1 had very little difficulty with that. 1 kept in close touch,
since Chip Bohlen was a close friend of mine when I was SACEUR. We got along
very well, indeed. As a matter of fact, I remenmbar the letter 1 wrote to Chip
Bohlan when he was relieved and was coming back to retire, that it was one of
the best working relationships between the military and the State Department
within U.S. circles that I could visuslire.
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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fesmitzert Yes, Bt these meatings 1 always made it 8 point to meet with Dean
Busk, but not as often as I did with the Becretary of Defense.
Matloff: How about with the White House? Did you have direct access to the
President in this capacity?
Lemnitzer: Yes, 1 did, and I took advantage of it, to at least make & call,
with President Kennedy and President Johnson, the two principul ones during
my tenuras.
Matloff: Did you notice any change in their priorities toward NATO, when
thers was a changeover fros Kannedy to Johnson? Was there any differance?
Lemnitzer: Yes, fraokly, I didn't feal that Prasidant Johnson had the sane
grasp or understanding of NATD that President Tannedy did. There was no frie-
tion but 1 just felt that President Kennedy was keeping in much more close
touch with vhat was happening in the NATO ares.
Matloff: Did you go directly to these presidents when you wvanted to get in
touch with them, or did you have to go througﬂ the NSC assistant?
Lemnitzer: No. The formula I used when I'd make a visit back hare was to
ask the Chairman, Joint Chiafs of Staff, to nake urringe-nnts for a visit for
me with the Secretary of Defense or with the Deputy Secretary, and so0 on. It
was all arranged right through this SEAPE Liaison office.,

Matloff: You went through the Pentagon, through the SHAPE Liaison Office?

Lemnitrer: Yes.

e ———————

Matloff: And they would get in contact with the National Security Assistant,

to arrange a seeting with the president?

14
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Lemnitzer: That's correct. I have a great interast in this office, bacause

{a Mr. Porrestal's day and Louis Johnson's day, befors SHAPE got established

4n the hotel in Paris, we had a hell of a time conducting normal administrative
business over the talephone. I came up with the idea that this was sll wroug,
that we had to have direct contsct, and 1 recommended that this little office
be astablished right hers, and that there be a leased line betwsen hare and
SHAPE. It's still working.

Matloff: How far back does this office go?! We're speaking now about the SHAPE
Liaison Office in the Fentagon.

Lemnitzer: Way bsck to 1949-50.

Matloff: This has a long history in {tself.

lawnitzer: Yes sir.

Matloff: How about your relationships with Congress! Were you often called

back to tastify?

Lemnitzer: Yas, every year. 1 testified befors the varicus committees on for—
eign relations and policy, particularly with regard to the military aid program.
Matloff: Did you find Congress rather sympathetic toward the NATO problem? '
lesmitrer: 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
so much interest, but we tried to keep in touch with them, particularly with

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

Matloff: Was the thrust of the interest of Congress largely on the military aid

program more than on other aspects of NATO?

15
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Lemnitzer: Yes, prisarily the aid prograas and their indications that they'd
1ike to see the forces in Furope bduild up fastar, and that the United Ststes
carrisd too much of a load. '
Matloff: How sbout the working relationships with the HATO Council? I gather
that you were in frequent touch with the Council.

Lamnitzer: M¥o, not too much with the Council, but I'm glad that you mention
i1t, becauss I maintained the closest contact with the Secretary General., I
found that this was sxtremealy important.

Matloff: Did you evear find that wearing your American hat sometimes got into
conflict with the alliad hat? Did the two ever give you problems?

Laanitzer: Not spacifically, no. That was not the case. I uss the exanple of

my relations with Gensral Sunay, vho was later President of Turkey. When I was
Chief of Staff of the Army, he was chief of staff. I maintained close contact

with General Sunay for the reason that he was z vary important figure there and

.wa were doing our best to build uvp the Turkish forces.

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?

Lennitxer: Strategy was one of the wost difficult of all. The general strategy

. was massive retaliation, and before I left this building as Chairmsan of the

Joint Chiefs of Stsff, I was convinced that that was the wrong strategy. I

found mors and mors people, military and civilian, sgreeing with me. To make a

long story short, this argument went on until 1968, when Cen. De Gaulle withdrew.
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Matloff: Did he withdraw over the issus of atrategy?

Lamnitzer: He withdraw for hias

No, not at all. That wasn't even mentioned.

3$ 3.3(0)( G )

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

the major problem in NATO strategy, I take ir, that the dominant thrust was on

massive retaliation vhen you came into the post. Did any changes occur in the

strategy uhilq you were SACEUR?

Lemnitzer: Yez, wa changed over to a flexible response. I changed 1£ io the

lllé.yll!lo

Matloff: Do you racall your role in the NATO strategic planning? What was the

smphasis that you gava 1t? Did you play an active role in the shift?

lamnitzer: Of course, I was exercising all the push and pressures that I could

to get to a flexible reaponse, becauss we had such outworn concepts that if

there was an attack larger than a bdrigade, we would respond with & mansive

nuclear attack. It didn’t make any sanss.

Matloff: When do you pinpoint the shift in the planning toward flexible response!?

Lemnitzer: It was e&ll during my time, becausa vhen I vas JCS Chairman, we felt

this was the advisabls atrategy.

Matloff: I think that in most of ths writing on NATD 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 nuclesar weapons?

How d1d you feel about that part of it, both straregic and tactical?
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Lemnitzer: 1 thought it was extremely important. Hers's whers I reach back
to when 1 was the Army Deputy Chief of Staff of Plans and Researche The nuclsar
veapons were coming along and wa were changing our plans to keep them integrated.
The question of the utilization of nuclear weapons was very high on the priority
113t to be sure that we knew what we were doing, where they were I-nuted, and

those circuastances under which we felt that the use of nuclear weapons would

- be Justified.

Matloff: How about your attitude toward nuclear versus conventional defsnsa?
Lemnitrer: We were absolutely convinced that we didn't have the wherewithal
to put up an effective conventional defense, due to the imbalance of forces.
Matloff: Then conventional forces had to be built up?

Lemnitzer: For six and a half years I was Supreme Comsmander in Burope and I
realized that having the anbiguity of the use of nuclear Wwespous vas the thing
that gave us the deterrent thet we needed. So this is a great disappointment I
have these days when civilian people, and I don't know of any military ones,
say that the nuclear veapon is useless. It has provided us 34-35 years now of
protection in Burope with smaller couventional forces than the potential eneay
has.

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

Lemnitzer: That's right.

Matloff: Did you encounter any differences, still speaking about strategy In
NATO, in the United States' outlook versus that of the Allfes in problems of

strategy?

18
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Lemnitzer: We bad a1l kinds of rsactions transsitted to us. 1 remsmber &
German Miniater of Defense who was newly appointed. The first thing that he
wanted, when he visited SHAPE, was to ace the nuclear plans that would involve
cartain parts of Carmany. That was his intsrest in it. We had representatives
¢rom the various countries, and the United States occasionally—-for example,

our representative on the Council—who would be very fearful of the use of
ouclesr weapons. But they simply couldn’t avoid the conclusion that we didn't
have tha conventional forces to stop a major Soviet attack. It was the ambiguity
of the nuclear wespon—-would we use it or not—that gave us the deterrence, in
uy opinion, that has existed for 35 years.

Matloff: How closely did you work with tiu Secretary of Defsnse and the Chairmsn
of the Joint Chiefe in getting the adoption in NATO of the flaxible response
strategy? Were they 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 didan't take place until 1968, after the French withdrew. I was-
at the Military Committee meating in Oslo, after ths French had decided to
withdraw, and the major sction that it took was to recommend to tha Council the
adoption of a tacticsl flexidla response. That was the meeting in about September,
and in Decesmber, as I recall, the recommendation was adopted, by the Defense min-
{gaters because there was no one opposed to it. De Gaulle had withdrawn.

Matloff: S0 that there was no serious opposition within RATO?

A ———-

Lemnitzer: No.

Matloff: How sbout the impact on NATO planning? 1 imsgine there must have been

AT

s lot of activity going on after the adoption of the new strategye.
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Lasnitser: As & matter of fact, not as much as you'd think, because even with
the massive rataliation strategy, so many attitudes were inclining toward a
flexible response that things were moving in that direction.

Matloff: How sbout the proposals for the MLF and the ANF? I believe thoio came
up during your period?

lLemnitzer: MLF-—multilateral force, yes.

Matloff: What was your attitude toward the MLF and the ANF? How realistic
wvere these proposals, in your opinion?

Lennitzer: They were praoposed 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
exauple, nade up'of Greeks, Turks, British, and Americans, living together and
so forth, in the kind of an euvironment of 60 days in the ocesn, was impogsible.
Matloff: This was an effort, 1 gather, by those who were proposing these two
plans to cut the Europesns ia on the nuclear weaponry.

lemnitzer: That i1s sbsolutely correct.

Matloff: 1 take it in your view they were not realistic proposals?

Lemsnitzer: Yes, I would say that you're right on that. I felt that they weare
not realistic.

Matloff: I should have put it this way-——why did they fail of adaption?
Lemnitzer: Because of the parsonnel problems involved—food, pay, clothing,

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

had attached Ethiopians and Colombians, by bettalfion size, or by ragimental
size. Intsgrated units in the conduct of military operations would not work.
I'11l go back to the beginning of WWII, when I was convinced of this, And, in ny
talk at the Eisenhower monument at West Point, I cited the decision of General
Eisenhower that you might have an integratsd staff, but integrated forces of
various nationslities at the lower levals was infeasible, undesiradble, and
ineffective.

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

Lemnitzar: Yes, as a con;:cp:. but they put the MLF primsrily in dealing with
the missiles and solely for the idea that you just mentioned. They wanted to
g8ive the Europeans a feeling that they were participating in the conduct of any
nuclear operations that we had.

Mstloff: The ANF, which would seem to be a pale sliver of the other plan,

also, I take it was unrealistic?

Lemnitzer: This ie right.

Matloff: What was the relationship between strategic planning and arms control?
Did NATO get into this area while you were SACEUR?

leunjitrer: Up until the time I left SHAPE in 1969 there ware really not any very
sericus discussions about aras control. It wasn't until the Reykjavik merting
that they made the decision about mutusl bdalanced force reduction, MBFR. That
was the first case of any serious negotistions for reduction of forcas. I
think that one of the most important factors in this regard is that there was

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

Lemnitzer: No, not very much, only to point out that if thers wers any reduc-
tions, we couldn't make comparable reductions on both sides. Otherwise we
would just continue, and make worse, the imbalance.

Matloff: That the balance favored the Wsrsaw Pact, particularly in the conven-
tional side?

Lennitzer: That's correct.

Matloff: How about in the early part of your tenure, did you get drawn in on
the discussions over the limited test ban trsaty in 19637

Lemnitzer: No, I had sufficient knowledge about the nuclear weapon problems
and I wvas hcartll} in favor of the test ban treaty. The Secretary of State
cams through SHAPE on his way back to the States, and he said, “You know,
General, you'll be very intsrested to kuow that after he signed the test ban
treaey EKhrushchev got up and walked around the table rubbing his hands and
said, 'Now let's trade Lemnitzer for Vorishevloff of somebody’."”

Matloff: That's a good mstory. We mentioned Reykjavik, sud this brings up a
very important report, the Harmel Report, that tock place during your tenurs as
SACEUR. Do you remember that? Did you have any input to it?! This was a followup
on the report of the three wise men back in the 'S0s. Now we're in 1967, right
smack in the widdle of your tenure, and this problea sbout dealing with the
outside worlid came up again: vhat NATO's pesition 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 drawn in on tﬁosn dig-

cussions at all?
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lemnitsar: Mot vary much, for the reason that the military problems wers min-
imal, compared with some of the political problems that they were discussing.
Matloff: How fuportant did you regard that report?
Lemnitzer: It wamn't very significant from my point of view and from the stand-
point of wy missions, aseignments, and capabilities. There's vhere =y atten-
tion was drawn to and I dida't see that the report changed things materially.
Matloff: Do you think that thers was any possible connection with vhat hap—
pened at Reykjavik? Did it ;ead to Reykjavik, and foster a spirit of detente?
lamnitzer: That was the sttitude at Reykjavik, vhen the MBFR agreement was made,.
It vas an agresment to study the problem, but there were no agreements resached.
I had no o;jection to that. I didn't think that we could lose if we kept in
nind the disparity of conventionszl forces om both sides; that if any adjust-
ments were going to be made, they had to be evaluated because you couldn‘'t
say it would draw so many divisions on the part of the Soviets and the same
number of divisions on our part.
Matloff: Were you actuslly at Reykjavik?
Lesnitzer: WNo, I didn’t go. As far ss I know, there were no major military
people there.
Matloff: The question has arisen in the minds of some scholars whether the
Harmel Teport was on the road toward the spirit of detente which comes in a
lictle later.
Lemnitzer: I see. It could be so construed. It was going in that direction.
Top political policy was being made.
Matloffr On the question of the allied problems that arose during your period

as SACEUR, were there any problens over roles and missions of the different
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countries? over budget?! over wvhather the azllies wers pulling their weight, and

the 11ket 35 3.300)( 6 )

Lemnitzer: Yas, lots of problems about allies pulling their weight. For

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

authoritias~~and we used to have those mestings at least once & year——to indicate
vhat we thought a country should de willing to commit, We were ususlly onm the
short side.

Matloff: Wers thers any important changes in roles and missions on the mational
level during the period of your tenurs——any changes in what the functions of
particular countries in the allfance should be?

Leanitzer: Yes, we had problems that we were discussing. 1 think that we did
wove ahead and get some pretty good agreements, particularly on antisircraft

and air defensa. -

Matloff: How about the budget? Did you get drawn in on the problems of ut.ting
the budgets?

Lemnitzer: No, we didn't get futo nationsl budgets at all. The national contri-
butions were made on tha part of individus) narions.

Matloff: Did the Secretary of Defense get in om tha question of advising on
roles and missions and force structure, in discuseions with you?! on what role
different countries could play, possibly? Can you recall vhether any of those
queations came up?

Lemnitzer: Not particularly by individual nations, But while we're talking

sbout the subject hers, we wera always under pressure to do certain things with

24




‘v ] ] i .
e R i o A o IR oo SV S B L ST

DECLASSIFIED IN PART
Authority: EO 13526
Chief, Recards & Dactass Div, WHS

Date: 4L 1 7 2013

ragard to personnal. 1f we wers going to reorganise the staff, thare was the
qusstion of what nationality goes hers and thui. and this was a constant prob~

1lem. For exasple, I remember z0 well the great pressurs to streanling my steaff

35 3.300)( b )

Matloff: It was coming !m sore than just

Lesnitzer: They screased bloody murder. Thay wars the ones that were prassuring

to reduce tha staff. 1 had the problem.

In this particular procass, wvhich was

about 1967, I*'1]1 just zay a» word

about this. Ons day 1 came into my office after the reduction notificatfion got

out to the nation, and the was on ths telephone, and

wanted to talk to ma right away. He wasn't going to accept it;

I said, "No ons vets

our senior officers in what they write.” It just so happened that I had been in
the SHAPE offics on one of my visits when President Eigsenhowar was the SACEUR,

753.3(0) & )
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and tha same thing had happened. The British Minister of Defence started chew-
ing Gen. Eisenhower out for not having anyons who writes a lettar, oi has &
stataoent to make, obtaining approval of the suprems commander. Gensral Eisanhower
said, "That's not the way this headquarters works. On 5 pational problem we
do not taks the vesponsibility. We i:rum that you are appointing self-reliant
officers and that they can be depended upon to handle themselves correctly, and
that 4{f they can't, you have to move them.”
Matloff: I wonder if I cam direct your attention to the problem of the threat
that NATO faced during the years that you were SACEUR., Did you encounter any
differences in the perception of the threat between the United States on the one
hand, and the sllies on the other? Did all sides loock at the Soviet threst in
tha same way?
Lemnitzer: I can't remember any specific differences, except in minor details,
because we were working on the problems as a group of people, on a2 political
level and a military lsvel. I don’t recall any serious differences as to
what the threat uu;
Matloff: In terms, possibly, of the Germans, who wers vary much concerned with
their frcut, so close to the borders of the Eastern Bloc, perhaps looking st the
problem in 8 more parochial way; whereas the United States was facing the global
threat, and having tha rasponsibility for the nuclear deterrent, looking at the
threat in a scasvhat broader way. Did you encounter any of that, for example?
Lemmitzer: 1 encountered that particular type of probiem in connection with
the general approach of NATO. It was: we defend as far forward as possiblé.

That was the statement that got a hell of a lot of discuszion. The Germans
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were very insistent that we try to gear our plans so that we coﬁld conduct
an sffective defense as far forward as possible. As far as the United
States or Canada was concerned, that didn't make s hall of a lot of differ-
ence, except vwhere their forces were involved, But we always had discus-
sions, vhether it was in Turkey, or in northern Norway, to defend as far
forward as possible. I don't think you could argus about it: how far was
as far forvard as possible? But you're right about the fact that the
Gersans wers wost deaply ianvolved in this particular aspect.
Matloff: Here's a good point to raise questions sbout the area problenms
within NATO and where the major Buropean partners fitted in. How did you
gsee the role, for example, of Britain? How did you view its position in the
allisnce?! Was its affort to hold on to its own independent deterrent real-
{atic? Why was it sc insistent om holding on to the atomic bomb developuent?
Lemnitzert It wasn't only with Britain; it was with France, too. The French
had the knowhow. 1 think Gen. De Caulle put this in the plainest terms to
me, when he said, “Ceneral, I don't believe that a nation can be a first
class mation in the modern world without having the atomic bomb.” That's
why he persisted in going ahead with the nuclesr one. This brings me back
to one of your earlier questions. We had a rov in the Joint Chiefs of
Staff when I was Chairman. 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 assistance in the development of nuclear power
to France. We pointed out repeatedly to the authorities hare in Washington

when 1 was Chief of Staff of the Army, and Chairman, and so on, that France
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was spending most of its milicary budget on research om issues and on iteas that
we knew that the Soviets already had, and that if we would pass to them some of
this knowhow, they could make available » larger chunk of their defense budget
for the conveational forcas. We worked on that, right up to the time when 1
was Chajrman, and we just couldn't get our suthorities hers to sgree to that.
Matloff: You would have supported giving the French the benafit of the American
nuclear research?

Leunitzer: That's correct. We knew that the French wers working oz certain
features of the nuclear problems, in nuclesr power and weaponry, that we knew
that the Soviets slready had. -Wa prefserred to give the Franch our knowhow in
thet regard, on the basis that they would put the effort thst was saved in
nuclesr research and so on into conventionsl forces.

Matloff: Are we speaking about nuclear deterrent, tha stratagic deterrent, ox
tactical nuclesr development?
Llemnitzar: All scross the board.

75 3.300)¢ G0 )

lLemunitzer: Yes. This reminds we of somsthing eise that fits into this. I used

Matloff: The adninistration turned this down?

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

decided that ve had to do better in bringing in our allies on nuclear matters.
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It's now deall with up at the Defanse planning level. I set the Joint Chiefs to
work on a project of preparing s two-hour, a four-hour, and a six-hour briefing.
Ve worked for over a year on it, to produce suclear Information for our allies

at the top level or down to lower laval detail. It took a year to get that
cleared for preasantation to anyons in NATO who asked it.

Matloff: This is in the American circles?

Lemnitzer: Through tha Aserican agency that controls the relaase of classified
information. We worked for over a ysar on that, and we finally got approval.
Then we took an airplane acd put a craw aboard with briefing teams, and they
traveled arcund. We did & lot of briefing and we broke the lock on nuclear sster—
1al, but it wasn't until msuch later. It reminds me, leter on Mr. NMcNamars saw
this and reslized that we weren't doing enough. He came over to SHAPE one day,
and he came with an idea that we were going to form a nuclear counittau 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 principsl nations and then we'd
rotate the smaller nations through it. MHe said, "We're going to call it the
Select Committee.” 1 responded, "Geex, I think that's a lousy name for it.,”

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

to be easy to select five nations on tha comamittee, but it's going to be damn
hard to select tan of them off.” S0, ha saw 1t, and he went back to the U.S5. The
next tine I saw him, I said, “We've got a name for your committee.™ They were
still working on this thing, and he asked, "What is 1t?" 1 aaid, "The McNamara
Committee.” He went straight up through the overhead and did not 1like it. 3ut

that conmittee has developed into the Nuclear Plans Group and is in effect today.

29




T e . P [P iy S RS S |

Page determinad to be Unclassified
Reviewed Chisl, RDD, WHS
1AW EQ 13528, Section 3.5

Uate: JUL]. 7 2013

Matloff: You may recall some of the writings of Alastair Buchan. 1 don't know
if you ever met up with him. He was a British writer, very much involved in
the founding of the International Strategic Studies Iustitute in London. He
wrote that the British bomb was aimed at Washington, and that the French bomb
was simed at both Washington and London, in ordar to have an impact on the
United States. Would you go along with that?

Leanitzex: No.

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

Leunitrer: Ro.

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

feaniteer:t We didn't have any warning about 1t. We didn't detect that they

were woving toward thst. No one did in the area where 1 was located, and 1 was

in Paris.

Matloff: It came as a surprise?

Lemnitzer: Complete surprise. That's the only way I can express it. There
was no indication, whatsoever, that came to us at SHAPE. There we were at
Paris, in the political arena, and there was nothing in the commumications

that implied that De Gaulle was leaning this way, until at the end of February,
1 think it was, when he made the annwuncement. Bingo.

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

few reasons. Nationalism, undoubtedly. Anything to do with his hangover from

World War 1I days? PFeelings about the coalition?
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Lemnitser: To go back to Tom Gates, when he was Sscratary of Defenss. I had
sattended with Tom Cates tha WATO meeting In Paris in Deacember 1960, snd he usaed
to couplain bittarly that Gen. De Gaulle was never happy with the assignments
that the French officers had in the RATO structura. He got into a hell of an
argument, not only with Gen. De Gaulle=-1 wasn't involved too much on that one—
but with the Chief of Staff of the French forcas, and othaers. That was coming
from Gen. De Gaulle. I always tried to assist Tom Gates ip saswering him, and
my snaver to this particular plaiat was this: Who is the Commander in Chief of
the Allied Forces Central Burope? A Frenchman. What forces will he have uunder
compand? Canadian, British, American, German, Danish-~the largest concentration,
the greatest field command assignsent in the allisnce--of course, nmot SACEUR, -
but he would be in command of military operations in central Buropa. Thare
wasn't any more important command position., But it never satisfied Gen. De
Gaulle.
Matloff: Was there anything specifically that had occurred, do you think, that
made him teke the French out of the military part of the allisnce?
Leznitzer: It was the idea that the Soviet Union Ill:l not going to make any
trouble for anybody.
Matloff: A differsnt percaption of the threat? Perhaps a change in the perception?
Lemnitzer: That's correct. And one point I forgot befors: wmany of my colleagues,
civilisn and military, felt that Gen. De Gaulle thought that he could be the
honest broker batween 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

Gen. De Gaulle's aide, when he went to his retiresent hose in the east of
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France, and he told me that Gen. De Gaulle falt that way when he pulled the
forces out, and that his views in this regerd were completely blown apart when
the Russians went into Czechoslovakia in 1968. Gan. De .caulh went down very
rapidly, -'muny and physically, after that. That was in August 1968,
Matloff: A famcinating addition to that story. How much of a loss wvas the
¥rench departure from the silitary part of the allisnce?
lamnitzer: Yhay had some of the key positions in the staff and they had two
divisions down on the Bavarian front, on the right flank, in the center.
Matloff: What about the logistics of the sllianca?
Lemnitzer: Yes. We had spent over a billion dollars in astablishing our line
of communications scross France, and we were going to have to give tha; up.
Thers was no suitable, no comparsble line of communictions possible after that,
Matloff: We have talked about Britain, France, and Germsuy. You mentioned the
Geraan desire for defense as far forward as possible. How did you react toward
the German move toward Ostpolitik, toward buflding bridges with sast Europe? I
don't know if that began while you were still SACEUR, but certainly by 1970
Willy Brandt was talking about building bridges, and instituting = policy of
orientation towsrd the east.
Leanitzer: There was no indicatfion of that in a substantial way up until I
left 1in '69.
Matloff: No fear that the Germans might be going in both directions?
Leznitzer: No.
Matloff: During your tenure, did you see any changes in the originsl impor-

tance of the central fromt in NATO, vig-a-vis the northern and the southern

32



Page determined to be Unclassified
Reviewed Chief, RDD, WHS
IAW EQ 13528, Section 3.5

bt JUL 17 2013
flanks? The gresat threat that wss feared at the beginning of the alliance
was the central front, that the Russians might move against it. As time went
on, obviously, the threat became more diversified. Did you have a fealing that
perhaps the threat was shifting to the north and to the south?
Lemnitzex: No, I never had any illusions in that direction uhnt;oevnr. and
there wasn't any vecessity or pressure to have this kind of an attitude. There
was not going to be sny major transfer of troopulfru- the center to the southern
front, or to the northern front.
Matloff: How about coming frow the Russian side, perhaps trying to cutflank the
alliance?
Lemnitzer: There wasa't any way to outflamk it, either from tha’north, or from
gsouthern Europe.
Matloff: The French were writing, as I recall it, that the threat had shifted;
that the coumunists were going to try to outflank the alliance through Africa;
@nd that NATO would face its greatest threat from the south. This was right oo
the heels of the Algerisn war period,.
Leanitzer: No, one of the great thrests 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 oll problem, and the possible outflanking 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 and isolating Turkey and getting the sastern
Meditervanean, Middle East, and so forth. That's what I think is a considerable

threat todsy.
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Matloff: You hed touched before oun ths Cxachoslovakian crisis in 1968. How
did SHAPE react to that crisis?

Lemnitzer: It reacted sharply. We immediately put into effect all our contin=-
gency plans, in secret--nothing on the surface, because they weren't invading
us. We put all our alert messures into effect in the center and our recon~
naissance was intensified. But I got no instructions, no political guidsnce.

Matioff: Not from the Council?

lemnitzer: Nothing.

Matloff: Nothing from the American president?

lemnitzer: No. This 13 a real sors point with me. I took pains to tell Ceneral

Rogers about this when the Polish issue came up. We h;d-put into effect avary~
thing that we could do militarily. We even ch:hsed an saxarcise 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 Czechoslovakia. So, I called up by
phone & number of times. In the firat place I called back hgte, to talk to
Gen. Goodpaster. TYhis was August 21, 1968. I asked the question, "What does
the United States propose to do about this movement into Crechoslovakia?” Cen.
Goodpaster wasn'’t there. HNo one else knew anything about 1t. It was all kind
of low-key accepting what the Russians were doing. And I thought, My God, what
sre the Chiefs doing? The Chiefs were not doing anything. Two days went by, and
I was getting critical comments from my senior military people, such as, "What
are we supposed to do?” 1 gaid, "I'm trying to get polit{cal guidance. Have
you got all your alert measures and everything in?" "Yes. Got them all.“ On

the third day, this is in August, I sat down and wrote a note to Brosio {Secretary

34




e o At P = s ' B A

Page detarmined to be Unclassified
Reviewed Chief, RDD, WHS
1AW EO 13526, Section 3.5

vae: JUL 1 7 2013

Censral of MATO], pointing out that it was going on 72 hours now, that the
Soviat Union was moving in and taking over Czechoslovakis, and I had not had

any political guidance, and 1 wanted some quickly, because there are many things
that we could do., But Brosio wvas in Italy. His deputy was the only one around;
there wesn't a minister in sight. In August, averyons was on summer leave. I asked,
=What the hell is the president thinking about?™ And you know what answer 1

got out of probabdly this office or the Chairman's office? “We'rs going to stand
by and ses what our European allies decide to do.” And I made the statement to
my Chief of siat! and a couple of ptopli in SBAPE, "That's a hell of s fine exhi-
bition of leadership on the part of the United States and HATO. That's the
worst 1've seen since I've baen over here.” ‘

Matloff: Do you feel free to speak on the subject of what you see as NATO's
‘role in such circumstances? What NATO can do when you get s threat cutside

of its geographic area?

Leunitzer: We go on alert for various contingency plana. We've got contin-
gency plans for almost everything. But what some of my senior officers, Cermans
and others, were thinking was to move a division up to the border and leat the
Soviets know that they're not going to come any further. The military wanted

to know i{f there wasn't something they could do to offset this debacle.

Matloff: So you felt that both from the allied side, through the Council, and
from the American presidential side, thare was no adequate political guidance?
Lemnitzer: None., When the Turks were going to invade Cyprus, I vas awakened one
morning, with Mr, McNamars and the President on one phone, and they no sooner got

off than I got Brosic on the other. They all told me: "You get the hell down there
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to Turkey, to Istanbul, and get with the Aserican Ambassador and with tha Prime
‘Hininier and point out what a tragedy this would be, and so forth.™ I had

two occasions like that, when we stoppsd the Turkish invasion of Cyprus. In
othar words, on the Czech crisis svaryone took it sort of noochalantly here

in Washington, which infuriated me. You know where we got the best ftaformation?
From Shirley Templie Black, who had been an Ambassador in Africa., She happened
to be in Prague at the time of the takeovar. She had developed a magnificent
abilicy to remember things. Ws got Shirley Temple to stop by SHAPE. And she
gave us the best information we had of how the Soviets did it, how they

handled their tanks, and »0 on.

Matloff: Ou the impact of the Vietnan uur'on RATC, particularly on United
States relations with 1ts allies——did that war make your position more 21ffi-
cule? If so, in vhat way?

Lemnitzer: Yes. It did, but I understood it. I just had to tell my people
that were complaining that this was the way it wvas. We were at war in Vietnam,
and as Chairsan I had been through the beginning of it. The Cermans complained
that we were moving a lot of bombs and so forth out of Germany, which we were,
because we were running out of honbs in Vietnan. 1 had to tell the Miniszters of
Defense and right up to the Prime Ministers, “"look, this {s American equipment;
the Americans are at war Iin Vietnam; and they're running out of this kind of equip-
ment, 0 wa're going to take it and move it over there to Vietnam.™ Then ¥ had

the same kind of complaints from Americsan forces and personnel and from our other
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allies. I said, "I understand your complsint, and it's a velid complaint,
" but the United States is at war in the Far East, and we've got to get our best
people over there and get the material over there to win the war.”

Matloff: Were you ever asked to put a request for direct help for the United
' States to the allies, and NATO, for assistance in Vietnaa?

Lennitzer: No.

Matloff: This is an {ssue which has come up time and again in the history of the
alliance. Do you remember when the French were in the Algerian war? They wanted
help from NATO and they felt that that wes a problem for NATO.

Lesnitzer: Yes. The question has come up a number of times alsc in regard to the
rapid deploywent force. Shouldn't the British, or the Germans, or the Franch send
some people down there?

Matloff: 1 guess that did not come up during your period.

Lemnitzer: No.

Matloff: 1'll ask a few general questions, if I may, on your perspectives on
NATO organization sad functions. As a result of your sxperience, how do ybu see
the American role in NATO and its relatione with Europal! Did you see the American
counnitment as a permanent one?

Lemnitzer: No, 1 never sccepted the word permanent, because I hoped that one dsy
there would be a rapprochement of one kind or another with the Soviet Union and that
the tension would go down. But when they isolated Berlin, and there was an actual
iron curtain, I just didn’t see it in ny 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 conmitment was seen &3 permanent! To you recall the Achemon testimony
when he was called befora the Senate Conmittees?

Lemnitzer: No, I never considered it permanent, no.

Mhtloft: He was asked the question directly: “Is this a permanent comsitment?"
And he said point blank, "No,"

Lemnitzer: Yes, but later on President Eisenhower thought maybe that it wasn't
parmanant aither.

Matloff: Later on Acheson waffled.

Lemnitzer: I didan’t know chat.

Matloff: When you read his semoirs, he takes a somevhat more subiguous view.
Is it your feeling that American forces can or should ba reduced?

Lemnitzer: No, sbsolutely not. I base part of my judgment on this: we have a
force of raasonable size in Europe, 8 force that has carried out a mission of
detearrence. Our allies are building up. Of course, we hth‘h-tter forces
there, far better, than the ones I had when I was there. 1 had only five
Aperican divisions; the British only a couple, and the Germans only a couple.
Things are different mow. S0 I just feel that if you take out a substantial
number of Americans, the idea is going to go through every European 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
that America has lost its interest in Eurovpe, and you'll find the Soviets

taking advantage of everything and doing its dest to separate vhat we've been

trying to do for 35 years.
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Matlofft What do you ses as NATO's relationship with exterasl problems and
aress-that {s, external to its geographic area? Some people have proposed on
occasion to extend the geographic ares of the alliance. Others have looked for
other ways of bandling crises that arise outsids that geographic area, for
exsmple, in the Middle East and the Persisn Culf.

Lesnitzer: I think over the years we've made one extension in the Atlantic,
That's the 1imit of it, ae far as I can see. North Africa wes also considered
a possibility. The ides of sending a German unit to reinforce our forces down
in Iran and things like that in time of war has come up. I maintain that every-
thing the Cermams can produce we nsed to reinforce our position in central Zurope.
There's no way to send ; rvegiment down there from Germany. It would create a
lot of complicated logistical problems, snd 1'd much rather see them build up
their forces theio [in Europe]) o that maybe we can take some forces out. But
not vice versa.

Matloff: 1 take it that you would not favor extending the geographic boundaries
of the alliance?

Lesnitzer: No. I think that's why Turkey is so important. Turkey is a buffer
on the southeastern front.

Matloff: There has been a trend in NATO, as you well know--for example, the
report of “The Three Wise Men™ and the Harmel report, to increase and improve
consultation among the powers of the allies vhen political criges or military
crises arise outside the alliance. Does that seen the right directfon to go:

to try to improve the consultation?
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Lemnitxer: I think that a cartain amount of consultation goes on continually
anyway. 1 can imagine that in the case of & sajor fuss in the area of Iran,
for instance, a meeating might be callad, and there would be a consultation,

but I think a considerable degres of consultation is contimuocusly going on.
Matloff: Do you see any possible changes in the alliance structure and function?
Lawnitzer: By structure, do you mean organizstion?

Matloff: The organization.

Lemnitzer: No, I think 1t's been tried, testad, modified over the years. I
think that there's no reason why it shoulda’t be continuously looked at, at
SHAPE, which is being done.

Matloff: Anythin; more that can be done in handling the nuclaar deterrent
problen, as who's responsidle for what?

Iamnitzer: No, I think here the arrangements are pretty clear cut. Unitcad
States forces are on the continent and the Prench and British have their own
maclear forces, which are for their internal defanse.

Matloff: So 7hu don't see any need to change that around?

lamnitzer: No.

Matloff: BHow about giving more responsibilit! for conventional defense to European
powers of the Alliance, do you aee that as a possibility?

leanitrer: They have the major responsibility now. There's a general formula
which indicates that if war Sroke out in central Europe, 75X of the troops would
be Buropean, sbout 80X of the naval forces would be REurcpsan, and about the same
thing for the Air Forcas.

Matloff: How about the question of military integration within the alliance:
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do you think it can go further? Should 1t go furthar? Has it gone about as

it can go?

lemnitzer: 1 think integrated staffs are as far as you should go. They've got
air defense pretty worked out as an fntegral force. SHAPE worked that out, and
they have a force now, but 1 think aa far as land units, tactical units, and so
forth are concerned—mo way.

Matloff: Would you say that the significance of NATO to American national secur-
ity has changed in any way from the beginning of the Alliance's sstablishwent?
Is it still very vital for Americsn security or not?

Lemnitzer: Yes, 1 think so. I maintain in ny speeches and so forth that the
best place to defend the United States is along the present Iron Curtain.

Matloff: Xo change, then, over the 33 years?

Lemnitzer: Yes, no change.

Matloff: Lat me ask you the kind of question I did when I asked you, toward the
very close of the interview on the role ss Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
to coament on scme of the personslities. You've touched on some of them, but
would you comment on the styles, personalities, and effectiveness of some of

the officials with whom you dealt inm your role as SACEUR, particularly on the
American side?! Do you want to say any more sbout Secretary McNsmara than you've
already said?

Leumnitzer: My views regarding Mr. McNamara have been revised congiderably because

of his recent statement that the nuclear weapon has no military use whatsoever.

He has revealed that he recommended to tha President and the Secretary of Defemse

41




P .. .
4 . v »

oote
. eeiewes o [ R PIRRS i) B
.. . PRSI

Page detarmined to ba Unclassified
Reviewad Chief, RDD, WHS
AW EO 13526, Section 3.5

Date: JUL 1 ? 2613

that they sbould never utilize s muclear weapon, vhich was s great disappoint-
ment to wme.

Matloff: Clark Clifford.

Lemnitzer: I had very little to do with Mr. Cilifford. He didn't visit us over
thera. He had a short tsnure.

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

Lamnitzer: 1I thought he was one of the best of tha deputy secretaries of defensa,
and I still do.

Matloff: Cyrus Vance, vho succeeded him.

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

Matloff: Paul Hitze, who moved up from the ISA to bacome the Deputy Secretary of
Defense, 1967-6%.

Leanitzer: My sssociation with Psul was with that incident in our meeting in
Paris when he was with Mr. McNamers and insisted that we have a separate conven~
tional ataff and a separate nuclear staff in SHAPE.

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

Lemnitzer: Very little.

Matloff: John McNaughton? Be served in that position from 1964 to '67.
Lesmitzer: 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 deailt with the systems analysis.
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Lamnitzer: John McNaughton rings a bell, but I can't remember very much about
him.
Matloff: How about Psul Warnke?! He served from '67 to '69 in the ISA position.

Lemnitzer: Ho, I had wvery little contact with him.

Matloff: Two of the Joint Chiefs Chairmen who succeeded you, first Maxwell Taylor,

and then Genaeral Earle Wheelasr.

Lamnitzer: We got good support from both of them on HATO problems. Both of

then were very well informed and very helpful.

Hatloff: How ahout on the effactiveuness and tha styles of the prasidents? I
think that you've alrsady commented that Johnson didn't seem to display as great a
grasp of the problems as did Kennedy, as tiae went on. Did you have any dealings
at all with Nixon, the successor of Johnson?

lennicser: Yes, as 3 matter of fact I had a good meeting that I remember with

Mr, Rixon. It was right after he took office, in January 1969. He came to
Brussels with Xissingar and I've still got my little card on which I put notes

to brief him. Nixon and Kissinger.

Matloff: Do you resember your impressions of them?

lesmitzer: Both deeply interested in HATO, and as far as I was concerned gave

us fine support. -
Matloff: Who among 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 Gaulle, and your dealings with him——and I think you mentioned some
of those NATO secretary gemerals. Are thers any other people?

Lemnitzer: General Sunay of Turkey. I had a great many dealings and long friend-

ship with him through the improvement and modernization of the Turkish forces.

43




Page determined to be Unclassified
Reviewed Chief, RDD, WHS
AW EO 13528, Section 3.8

vate: JYL 1 7 2013

Matloff: Hone of the dafense ministers or foreign ministers prticuhrly
impressed you?

Lemnitzer! Ro.

Matloff: The last question, the same oae I ssked you about your role as Chair~
man _of the Joint Chiafs - what do you regard as y;ut ma jor achievements and
succasses during your teaure as SACEUR?

Lemnitzer: Yes, the relocatlon, change of plans, almost every aspect of the
whole thing that was accomplished as a result of the decison of General De Gaullas
to remove sll NATO and foreign ailitary forcesn from France. 1 consider the major
accoaplishnents of moving over a ndred thousand pecple, a bfllion dollar line
of comsunications, with equipnent and so forth, out of France; and the reloca=-
tion in Germany, Belgium, and the Netherlands; and the movement and relocation

of the Supreme Headquarters, Allied Forces Central Europe and Allied Forces
Central Europes That period of two and one-half years, I think, involved a

ma jor accomplishment done with good relations with General De Gaulle and France.
We worked out contingency plans—the contingency plans 1 made with General
Allleret, who vas the French Chief of Defanse staff, after the break. Ve both
realized that if there vas a var, France would no doubt be in it, and we started
the development of contingency plans for the utilization of French forces. 1t
has developed to the point now vhere I believe wve have the best arrangements,
ghort of command, that are poasible to attain.

Matloff: How about the othsr side of the coin? Any digsappointuents, any uncow™
pleted tasks, that you would have liked to have finished, in NATO?

Lemnitzer: 1'd 1ike to add to the acconplishoents the speed wtth vhich we vere

44




; S ik . 1.

‘Q ‘- Page detarmined to be Unelassified

!

reviewad Chiel, RDD, WHE
AW EC 13526, Saction 3.5

vae:  JYL 1 7 2013

abls to get a change from massive retaliation as the genaral policy to flexible

responss in 1%68.
Matloff: On the other side, anything that you would have liked to have com—

lamnitzer: Rsally, I juat don't know.

Matloff: There's no reason why you should have had disappointments, if you

Lemnitzer: 1 feel pratty confident that I left a good, working organization

after the hiatus of great changes due to GCeneral De Gaulle's decision.

Matloff: Thaok you very much, Gen. Lemnitzer, for your cooperation and willing-
ness to share your recollections with us. h

Lemnitzer: I appreciate what you're doing. I'd like to contribute ta getting
this down on paper because some day we may have to do it again, and at least
people would be able to look back and learn something from what we did. I sust
say that we had nothing to go on with the establisghment of HATD. We never
dreamed that such an event would ever take place. 1 think over the years I
taks the greatest pride in my zssociation and the accomplishments of NATO to
date, particularly 35 years of relative peace.

Matloff: Certainly your activities in comnection with NATO to this day reflect
your continued interest in this alliance.

Lemnitzer: Yes, indeed.

Matloff: Thask you very muche.

Lennitzer: 1 appreciate 1t, and {f you run into some particular gap, don't

hesitate to let me know.
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10 February 1982

Dear Mr. Goldberg,

Thank you for your letter of 26 January 1982
which explains the interview exchange system being
established among the historical offices within
the Department of Defense (Army, Navy, Air Force,
Marines, JCS and 0SD.)

. . ¢
a Singe—under ‘h‘“9sz“bli“h‘é systen—it—is o

to anyone other than official h i
to"the above listed o Ices, I prefer—that access

Sincerely,

L X

L. L. LE
General, United States

Dr. Alfred Goldberg

0SD Historian

Room 5C328, The Pentagon
Washington, D.C, 20301
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