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INTERVIEW WITH WILLIAM C. FOSTER
FEBRUARY 27, 1974

GOLDBERG: This is a recording of an interview with Mr.

William C. Foster, Deputy Secretary of Defense from September 1951
to January 1953.

Could you tell us the circumstances under which you became
Deputy Secretary of Defense?

FOSTER: I was, at the time, Administrator of the Economic
Cooperation Administration. General Marshall talked to me and said
he was about to retire, and would like me to talk to Mr. Lovett. Mr.
Lovett came to my office in the Miattics Building and confirmed that
Mr. Marshall was leaving on account of Mrs. Marshell's health. He
asked if T would be willing to give up what was a Cabinet-level
position and become his deputy in the Defense Department. Since I
hed been in the Pentagon all during World War II, and we had worked
together when he wes Under Secretary of State in the old Economic
Cooperation days, I knew him well and he felt we could get along to-
gether, He felt this was a more important job at the moment with the
dying out of the European phase of the Marshall Plan and would I cross
the river. This was the way it developed. Momentarily, I was both
Economic Minister and Defense Minister at the NATO meeting in Ottaws

in that Fall of '51. Mr. Lovett felt he should stay 1n Washington,
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so- I went with Mr. Acheson and Mr. Snyder to that meeting and
acted in-tha.‘!: dual capacity for the last time.

GOLDBERG: Did Mr. Lovett specify the areas or functions in
which he particularly wanted you to operate?

FPOSTER: He sald the legislation provided end the way he wanted
me to work was that I would be his alter ego. If he wasn't there,

I would be Secretary and I would have many of the management functions
and he would handle many of the Congressional representations on
policy. He wanted me to do a good deal of the budget along with
McNeil. It worked that wey and I was the alter ego. Iovett was not
in the beat of health at that time, so that many times, I was both
the Deputy and the Secretary, although he was availsble at Walter Reed
and other places.

GOLDBERG: What areas particularly attracted your attention and
interest? Where were you putting much of your effort during this
period?

FOSTER: I think my forte was really administration. I handled
the Joint Secretaries, which you know were fairly active at that time.
The Under Secretaries, also came in on another kind of management
council., I dealt a good deal with the Appropriations Committees with
McNeil. I met with Bradley every morning, before lovett got in, to
go over vhat was happening in Korea, cable traffic, and I was gener-
ally Chairman of the Armed Forces Policy Council. T met with that
regularly -- weekly or daily or whatever it was -- but it was very
frequent. Anna Rosenberg, McNeil, Jack Small, McNarney -- so that I
was the General Manager, I guess you would say.
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GOLDBERG: Can you recall significant problems or issues
with which you were concerned end which had a very considerable
impact on national security and on operatioms of the Department --
things that stand out in your mind.

FOSTER: I am an engineer by training, so I dealt a good deal

with the Research and Development Board. Out of that actually came
my recommendation in '58 to McElroy to set up the separate Direc-
torate of Defense Research and Engineering. While the Research and
Development Board was a very useful function and very good people
were on it, as you know, it didn't seem to have the control of
research in the verious pockets that I felt would be in the best
interest of the United States, and I think my Judgment, at least for
awhile, proved to be correct. I am not sure how it functions now.
I spent a good deal of time in that field. I think that we attempted
to bring the Services together to avoid duplication and to meet the
problems of the nation at war. I did a great deal of the teatimony
on the Hill, not so much on the broed policy of what would be con-
sidered now a posture statement, but on these problems with the
Services that needed the head office to eddress the Armed Services
Committees and the Appropriations Commlttees. I was = busy man and
was there from 8:00 to 8:00 most of the time, although not so long on
Sundays, but T3 days a week.

GOLDBERG: I don't think the pattern has changed very much.

FOSTER: My friends over there, that I have been in touch with,

seem to find that It is a big job, and there are certain things you
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have to do. People ask to what do you attribute whatever success
you've had, and I said that I had damn good people under me who
could call om me when they are in trouble, and except for that I
let them go thelr way. There 18 & difference now - Iovett and I
could pick our own subordinates. It doesn't seem to work that wey
now. Most of the cabinet are picked and then are also appointed
all the subordirates that don't have any personal loyalty, or are
not apt to have any personal loyalty, to the boss.

Trumen said who do you want, We would spend a lot of time with
various people outside. I used the Business Advigory Council which
I bed been in close contact with for many years as Under Secretary
of Commerce, and I found we could get names of pecple we needed, -
production: Jobs, legal jobas, economic jobs, so that some of the
people were there in the Services and McNeil was there. We did
have to fill in gape of Under Secretaries, Assistant Secretaries,
Research and Development.. McNarney was brought back, in the office
next to me. It was s happy family. We did get along very well,
understood each other and had loyalty to each other, and I think
thet was the reason I felt we sccomplished quite a lot.

GOLDBERG: Were you particularly involved in any of the major
research and development progrems of the period?

FOSTER: Well, I met with various people interested in that in
the Services, particularly in the Air Force. The missile Program
actually started in that Administration, as you know. And in
chemical warfare, I had some competence and I met with them and with

L
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Whitmen.many times, and with his deputy Jim Perkins and several
people vho were prominent in the oil business and in the chemical
business. In fact, I later got into the chemical business as
President of the Manufacturing Chemists. Various friends I met

with and worked with in that office had contributed to United States
defense efforts. Of course, I was active with Le Baron and Starbird
in relationships with the AEC. I made some trips with them and spent
a good deal of time on that subject. I was more technically minded
than Lovett and because of that background I did get into that area
in the formative stages. The Department is a big machine to operate
and I don't pretend that anybody does more than give it a nudge. Moat
of the stuff comes up, probably starting with a Iieutenant 3 by the
time it gets up to the top, it has all the signatures on it as though
the tops originated it, but the Iieutenants have s big part i{n run-
oing the machine. That's why as time went on, I tried to introduce,
which was later reversed, programs where we had at lower levels s
consultant along-side the boys who started these things. Then we
could have more knowledge about it when it came up the stream rather
than weiting until it got to the top and say yes or no, instead of
trying to analyze it from the finasl proposal only.

GOLDBERG: I wonder 1f you had to be barticularly concerned with
some of the inter-service problems in the Resesrch and Development
field during this period in such matters as nuclear weapons and missiles,
where you did have competition and you did have efforts to secure prime
positions in developing and employling weapons?

5




g ' ' . b @ a ) '
Page determined to be Unclassified
Reviewed Chief, RDD, WHS
IAW EO 13626, Section 3.5

Late: MAY (0 1 2013

FOSTER: Yes, not so much the employing as the developing. I
don't pretend to have any great competence in planning war-fighting
strategy. I was in World Wer I, but through the Joing Secretaries
or Joint Under Secretaries I came in contact with a good many of
what looked to be overlsps; I therefore had to meske decisions. T
remember particularly the Air Force and the Army on tactical air-
craft where Vandenberpp and Finletter hed = strong position, and Pace
and Collins another, and a decision had to be made. I, like Solomon,
cut the thing in two. Of course the same thing was true to some ex-
tent with the Navy and its missiles and the Air Force and its missiles
and the Army wlth its defensive anti-gircraft. This was almost a
dally occurrence. I think the biggest fight was on tactical air
between the Air Force and the Army which became heated indeed.

GOLDBERG: What was the general attitude then at your level and
that of Mr. Lovett toward interservice problems? Was it basically
one of achieving satisfactory compromises which would be escceptable
to the contending Services or was it an effort perhaps to go beyond
that and get not only st the merits but at the beat solution to the
problem?

FOSTER: Well, I think you come out with both things, at least
you try to -- many times you had to make a compromise and other times
you had to make a flat decision. You had to require decisions that
offended one or the other of the Services. By and large, there was
some merit in both positions and therefore, you had to work out what
appeared to be the best solution for both sides. You disappointed
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both sides usually, and sometimes you disappointed one bitterly,
but by and large your attempt was to find something where both
would feel that they hed an opportunity to do a Jjob, which was
what they were in business for.

GOLDBERG: Was there a feeling during this period that the
Alr Force was in the ascendency? Did the other Services Ffeel
threatened by the strength of the Air Force, its success with
Congress and the Adminisgtration in getting more resources than the
others, its having ideas and attitudes more readily accepted?

FOSTER: I don't think there wes too much of that. I think one
of our jobs really was to convince all of the Services that they
were getting e fair shake. There were times where the Air Force
got a little more on certain programs than the Army, dbut the Navy
felt it was in pretty good shape in those days. We had pessed the
B-36 problem. I think we attempted to be fairly even-handed as to
who got what, but in some things the Air Force seemed to get a little
more than the Army, particularly, but I think it wvas a falrly even-
handed result.

TUCKER: So, at this point the dissatisfied claimsnte were not
trying the end-run route to appeal the decision.

FOSTER: No, I don't think they were. By and large they felt
that Lovett and I were equitable as to who got what. The biggest
fight was the total dollar budget, and I won't say that this weas
decided with the wisdom of Solomon, but 1t ceme out failrly equitably.
I think 1t resulted in that because the conflicting forces were equal
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enough so that when you got through, things came out pretty evenly.
TUCKER: Along those lines, were there budget ceilings es-
tablished in the White House or in the Bureau of Budget, or were
you fairly free in asking for what you really thought you needed?

FOSTER: The Services alweys came in for 30% more than they
actually got. Our Jjob in 08D was to put 1t down within reasonable
figures, reasonable to the President and Bureau of Budget. But the
Bureau of Budfet did not exercise the seme control over the Defense
Department in those days because we were 1n a war. I don't think
they ever regained the same control of the Defense budget as over
other agencles that I have been part of from time to time.

GOLDBERG: I would like to go back for a minute to some of
your earlier experiences before you were in the Defense Department.
You had this very extensive experience in the Eroncmic Ai# Program;
gfter we got the Economic Ald Program, we got the Military Assist-
ance Program going. Did the military have much of & role or much
connection with the Economic Aid Program?

FOSTER: Not until;1950, after the North Korean invasion took
Place. It was called ECA until the summer of 1951. When I left 1it,
it became MSA. I did testify along with Louls Johnson and Dean
Acheson during the early summer of 1950. The Defense budget at that
time was minflgscule, We had fairly substantlial budgets for economic aid.
The first year $L billion, I think -- a total of 3 years around $10
billion dollars. The only militery part wes that NATO came into
existence in 1949. Forrestal was still alive in 1949. I did testify

8
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with him a couple of times. Our theory was that the cheapest
money you could spend for the military was that overseas because
it became very much entwined with the Economic starting in the
middle of the summer of 1950. I saw more economic-military when
I was Deputy Secretary through the MAAGe which I visited all around
the world. The economic and military became incspable of separation.

The first two years of ECA Mr Forrestal visited us sbroad a
few times, and General Eisenhower went over in 1951 as SACEUR. I
spent a lot of time with him because he was helping our recovery Job.
The first time I visited him was here in his Pentagon office before
he went over. When I met him in Furope, he felt that he was for-
bldden to get into political discussions at all, but he was being
asked to talk with heads of State and Foreign Ministers, and be said,
"I don't feel it's my Job." I said, "Sure as hell it is your job and
you've got to do it." Then he said, "Well, no one has really told me
to do that." I sald I would get word to him from Truman as soon as I
got back home. I attempted to set up a meeting for him in Europe with
the President. On my return to D.C.. General Marshall end Mr, Acheson
said, "No, you can't do that, the President can't do that," - but I
sald, "Here Ike sits with all these demands and what is good for the
economic business 18 good for the defense business and we have to do
something.” The President said, "I'11 meet him in Iceland," but
Acheson and Marshall said "Send him a letter, you can't meet him in
Iceland.” So he sent him a letter. Anyway, he got into the political

.
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business in Europe in a big way thereafter., He felt he was being

asked to help in economic decisions which he didn't feel competent
to do at that time. The military was so intertwined actually with
economic recovery that he should do it, and of course he became ex-
pert at it with good results.

GOLDBERG: Can you recollect any of the specific aspects of this
economic-military interplay between the economic assistance program
and the military once it did begin to function? You mentioned Korea
as providing some real impetus to that?

FOSTER: It actually forced a combination of the two. NATO
was gradually developing ita needs and we did pick up through economic
assistance a portion of their budgets, and they therefore could join
with the military activities to a greater extent than otherwise would
have been possible. I found that the economic aid which came through
MAAG was a great boon to the people in the Fer East. This was particu-
larly true of Indo-China; it was true in Japan and Thalland -- not so
important in Burma, but we had special technical and economic miassions
in many of those Far Eastern countries. Of course, Greece wag after
World War II, a place where the military, if anything was more important
than the economic, since communist forces controlled much of the economy.

GOLDBERG: We might follow that with discussions of the Korean
mobilization which occurred beginning in 1950 and the role that you
played in that. You were in a rather unique position here, on the
economic side to begin with and moving to the military, so you had s
view of both at the time and the relationship between the two. Have

10
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you any thoughte about this with particular reference to the sctual

operation and the success of the operation. There are a great many
people who feel that we made quite a few of the same mistakes as in
World War II, but that we could not help ourselves. We were con-
strained to make errors in order to reetify them.

FOSTER: I think your analysis 18 a good one. I went through
the World War II situation too, both ways, up and down, and many of
the problems of Korea were due to the abrupt and unwise demobilization
that took place after World War II. Our troubles in Korea went back
to the rapid demobilization of World War II. I was in the Purchases
Division and became DMirector toward the end of World War II. I found
that some military men had been ~- well - Tucius Cley, a Captain for
twelve years, a Major for six and to a full General in two or three
Years. I had an Air Force Colonel who spent thirty years getting to
be a Colonel. Before World War II he had to get permission from
budget to make a long distance call to Wright Field ~- a dollar call --
he had to get a special suthority for the smallest item. The change
in state of mind was a terrible transformation from being handi capped
financielly to having practically anything they wanted. Of course in
that kind of change you made a lot of mistakes.

GOLDBERG: I remember what General Marshall said about that in
testimony before a Congressional Committee in 1940, when they were
churning out huge sums of money. He went back up to the Hill and said,
"don't give us any more, you're choking the cow."

FOSTER: I was a small business man before the war. I had my own

11
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steel business in Long Island City but as director of purchases,
I developed a Foster rule of thumb. I put my finger over the last
6 digits and could recognize what we were spending. Your analysis
is correct. You had to try things and get things speeded up. Many
times your triels were bad errors, but it had to be done. We had
difficulty in getting enough of certain things. We were short of
ammunition at various times, as you know. Because we needed men
quickly, we had to depend upon people who were inexperienc8d. We
got a lot of bad stuff, but we had to get production. In World War II
you had to devise artificiel substitutes for competiticn. I did much
of that in pricing activities. I met my first Congressional Committee
during World War II when I had to get the War Pricing Act through, so
that we could look at industries books and give credit to pecple who
did a good fast Job, share the profits with them, not take it away
from them afterwards. I am a disbellever in renegotiation. T think
you should share with people who do a good Job, otherwise they are
not going to do the good job. We worked out synthetic competition by
glving targets, even though many first times targets were wrong, but
after you 3ad a continuing run, you began to get correct targets and
they still would do better by sharing in the profits.

GOLDBERG: What did you feel were the major problems in connec-
tion with the mobiligation for World War II, primarily with industrisl
mobilization?

FOSTER: The problem of conversion, trying to get the big com-
panies to give up their cobviocusly profitable organiged lines. Even

12
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though we got them to give it up, they were not in themselves eager
to produce new things. Therefore, we spent & great deal of time to
get emall business to be sub=-contractors, and in order to divide the
load more adequately, we tried to work out ways that sub-contracts
would be forced on big business. 1In order to get the small companies
io do a good Job, we had to work out consultant groups to help 1k';hem
to do 1t. The major problem was one of mass. We just did not have
enocugh of what we needed to build up overnight the tremendous produc-
tion we did need.

GOLDBERG: Well, perhaps this was because you didn't have enough
compulsion to use on them.

FOSTER: We had that with the textile industry, and we had a hell of
a8 time with the textile industry to get them to shift from clothing to
tents and other things we needed at that time. They were a very inde-
pendent group. They claimed that labor didn't want to do it, and they
had thousands of other reasons why they didn't want to do it. We could
only do it by persuasion. We finally got the unions. We had very good
cooperation with the unions. We had to get them in together with the
production forces to make sure that everyone was pulling in the same
direction. Now we couldn't force General Motors to make the tanks we
wanted, but we had to give them the opportunity to make money. At the
game time. they did want to make a contribution to the war effort but
not naturally st the expense of our destroying their company.

GOLDBERG: Do you think that a formal declaration of war would
have solved that problem for you in the Korean war?

13
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FOSTER: No, I don't think so.

GOLDBERG: It did in World War II.

FOSTER: That was a clear case; maybe in that sense a declaration
of war in Korea would have helped, bug no one had any real doubts that
we were at war in Korea.

GOLDBERG: Yes, but it was a limited war.

FOSTER: It was a limited war. With a declaration of war it is
easier to give emergency orders. Mr. Truman did not think g declara-
tion of war wes needed.

TUCKER: To what extent were these mroblems incrgased by the
organizetion of the Munitions Board? Mr. Lovett in his final letter
does speak gbout the three claimants being judges of their own claims
as members of the Board., X

FOSTER: 1In World War II or the Korean War?

TUCKER: The Korean War.

FOSTER: The Munitions Board became really not what it had been
in World War II at all. It was very much a subsidiary to the Services,
it did not have the influence - only the form -- a lot of people running
around doing things because it could give out priority orders. The real
claimante were the Services directly, and they got pretty much what
they wanted, I was in contact with the Munitions Boerd, but I did not
really feel it was the moving spirit in production. They did have the
ability to allocate basic materimls and of course this wae the important
part of it, but they almost did it as ordered.

TUCKER: As ordered by the Services?

1k
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FOSTER: This may be a reflection on Mr. Small, but the Board
did not come through big and strong. I think he hes died, or other-
wise he might dispute it. This is another thing about revision of
history. The fellow who is last on the scene has an advantage.

GOLDBERG: I gather from your earlier remarks that you perhaps
have the same view about the Research and Development Board during
this period and after,

FOATER: The Research and Development Board did not have other
than an sdvisory role. They had meetings and committees - their
recommendetions had significance,but I didn't feel it was amything
other tha.;n standing off to the side. There was some question in the
minds of many of the participants about Oppenheimer of Ios Alamos. The
Services did not like him then., They felt he was not really doing his
best to contribute to winning the war. I think this was & false feel-
ing. He was a very outspoken fellow at those meetings and he was ANy
times sort of against the military.

GOLDBERG: Was this a result of his attitude on the development
of the hydrogen bomb?

FOSTER: I don't know what it was due to. He was just an "aginer"
by instinet. I think it was partly due to that, and, as sometimes
happens to scientists, he dldn't go along with the crowd. We had some
of the same trouble with Edward Hugh Condon, if you remember.

GOLDBERG: Yes, of the National Bureau of Standards.

FOSTER: I hed to defend him against the House Un-American

15
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but he Jjust didn't want to be pushed. He is doing very well I
understand now.

GOLDBERG: T would like to move on and talk a little bit about
RATO which has been one of our mejor concerns now for the last 25
years. What were your views sbout the goals that were set in the
early days of 1951, 1952 for NATO?

FOSTER: You mean in the terms of force contribution? Of course
this has been a continuing problem all along. In 1949, the European
countries were really incapable of any major financial contribution.
We attempted to get them to do more and more, and my last year in
the Pentagon I spent a lot of time with the Budget Bureau attempting
to field a German force that would be a useful contribution because
They would support their own force. I thought to do that we had to
prime 1t by making available from our own budget enough so that they
could get 1/2 million men if necessary. The other nations were al-
weys resistant, but we were certainly in favor of supporting it to
start with because all the ceuntries could make some contribution,
and they can make a greater contribution but they just haven't. They
never have changed much in the 25 years. I think the Furopesans were
right at first because of their economic needs to a greater extent
than now. They mede a remarksble recovery and they got used to
puttirg most of their efforts into their own economic recovery. All
we filled was about five percent of that. Fortunately, they were
DPecple used to doing things so that all they needed was that primer.

16
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Having started down that course, they felt things never changed.

They still feel its to our interest; therefore, they feel we ought

to give most of the contribution. They will give some of the men,

& lot of the men. They will glve an economic base in Europe. They
want to be given a good desl of dough to support them, A lot of them
say its cheaper for us to have 200,000 men over there than to bring
them home and let them stand around here.,

GOLDBERG: Our initial demands at the early NATO Conferences
were very high. Why did we insist on such very high goals when we
must have known that they were unrealistic from every standpoint?

FOSTER: I think this wes domestic pressure in the United States,
I think there was a feeling peychologically unless you really held up
& high target, they wouldn't come up with it, and they didn't. We
gradually came down toward them{ Speaking of that, I organized the
3 Wise Men in 1951 in Ottawa. At a NATO meeting, we had about 300
people in the room. TI've forgottem who was Chairman then - Lester
Pemrson of Canada, In any event, Dean Acheson said Foster had some-
thing to say. I sald we wanted to do something about this target and
I was not sure the present methods were doing it well. We tock a lot
of abuse -- 290 people out of 300. We thought we should have something
other than a debating group and that we ought to discuss thig in a
smaller group, so we called for a smaller group -- 75 people showed
up, and I said to Pearscn "What I want 1s one person from each nation
a meeting of 14 or 15 people" and he agreed with that. The group
agreed and we met that afternoon. That group selected three pecple --

17




[ ] in ‘ [ SRR T UH T I SRR S IR B e . wmeorhe 4

Page determined to be Unclassified
Reviewed Chief, RDD, WHS

IAW EO 13526, Section 3.6

Date:

MAY O 1 2013
Averell Harriman, Lord Flowden, and Jean Monnet.

The "three wise men" attempted to set up a balanced budget
situation that they felt was achlevable. They also hoped to set up
some Other objectives in addition to the military. It was a good
group &nd 1t came up with a good report, but not much happened. Well,
to answer your original question. The NATO funding and military con=
tribution never met the targets, even though the targets were gradually
reduced.

GOLDBERG: I guess that's what targets and goals are really for.

FOSTER: Yes, but one should have some realism, and though we
think the targets were realistic, the achievement wes nowhere near
target. Maybe we were cock-eyed on the earlier targets. I was a
little iffy on those discussiona and thought the early targets were
too high - much too high.

GOLDBERG: When you get that many nations involved, with their
differences, it is difficult to get -

POSTER: Especilally when one of them is Fremch. The least
wealthy nations were the most cooperative. The French had DeGaulle,
in addition. An individuslistic people plus DeGeulle is = combingtion
that's hard to beat.

GOLDEBERG: During the Korean war the Govermment had other problems
and programs as important and demsnding as the Korean war itself. We
mentioned one here -- NATO, and there were glsc other major rearmasment
programs which were undertaken st the seme time. What is your feeling
about this? Was the Koreen wer in a sense slmost secondary or s side~
1ight?
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FOSTER: No, I don't think so. Directly to the contrary. The
Korean war was No. 1. The others were important - Indo-Chins was
a major problem. NATO, of course, had major secondary importance.

We spent sc much time on the Korean war. Developing the nuclear
part of our armament wae another important problem and became in-
creasingly important. We thus developed concurrently the major
strategic weapons, which was very important.

GOLDBERG: Because of domestic political pressures; the Korean
war wes obviously in the forefront all of the time. It hed to be
given a greaet deal of time and attention, but weren't we devoting
more of our resources during this period to other purposes such as
the bulldup of SAC, air defense of the United States, and forces for
NATO, than to Korea? This was what made the mobilization and reerma-
ment greater than it would have been if it had been simply for Korea.

FOSTER: Quite right. In the aggregate, those things together
were greater than Korea, but Korea was in the forefront of the
emergency situation. You could take more time with Air Defense, SAC,
and nuclear weepons development, but you had to meet the Korean situa-
tion every morning.

TUCKER: What percentage of your time was devoted to the problems
of Korea, purely Korea?

FOSTER: It is a hard thing to quantify, but I guess about 25%
to 30%.

TUCKER: May I go back to perception of the threat in Indo-China.
Was this perceived as a threat from Communist China or an internal
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threat, or was 1t looked at more in terms of ite relatiomship to
what we wanted France to do in Furope and its threat to France?

FOSTER: The Covermment was sort of divided. Some of us felt,
the French were leading us down the path in Indo-China. Certainly
in '51 this was true. That wer wes a guerrille one in which they

arad
were fighting insurgents largely, and some of felt the French should

K
be doing it instead of leaning on us. We did have a very large MAAG
operation there, and we were getting very little out of it. We never
got anything except a black eye. The State Department felt that we
should do more for France, but some of us in the Pentegon felt we
should cut our ties and let the French bail themselves ocut. I was
very strong on that, dnd I was beaten over the head by my beloved
friend David Bruce who was then Under Secretary of State.

GOLDBERG: What was Mr. Lovett's view on the subject? Was it
the same as yours?

FOJITER: Wo, I argued with my friend Bob on this one. He was
somevhat of a Francophile but not to the extent Davld wes. He never
suppoerted me vociferously but usually stood behind me quietly. This
wag a very active part of our business because we were suppl&ing focd
and weapcons. It cost a lot of money then and now.

GCIDBERG: As long as we mentioned this business of the threat,
obviously the perceived or apprehended threat from the Soviets was
overriding or at least influenced everything we were doing or thinking
at this period. What do you feel was the bagic attitude, at least in
the Department of Defense, on the role of the Soviet threat, in terms
of our program?
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FOSTFR: Of course this was the major stimulus for air defense,
for nuclear wespons development. The imminent threat of attack by
them in Western Europe or attack by them on the United States never
ceased to be & major support for a lot of other weapons programs.

All the strategic programs certeinly were brought sabout by the fear
of the Russian possibility.

GOLDBERG: There was apparently an upsurge of fear of this threat
during this period. Was i1t only the Korean war which precipitated that
or were there other things?

FOSTER: We had Berlin, you know., When I was in ECA, I went to
Berlin about 10 or 15 times.

GOLDBERG: That had preceded 1t.

FOSTER: It preceded it, but there hed been no diminution in the
number of gtoppages at the gates of Berlin. Mr. Stalin was always
thinking up things that would annoy us. The mcbilization by the
Soviets pericdically - you never kmnew whether it was the real thing
or & trisl run. They kept the pot boiling all during this period and
forced us tc spend a lot of money against alrplene threats which they
didn't heve. SAC was kept active all the time,.

GOLDBERG: Did you have much to do wlth SAC during this period?

FOSTER: I went out there several times and LeMay came into the
Pentagon with Vandenberg a number of times. I had it mostly through
their demend for more, more and more. I got that every day. Yes, I
had a good deal to do with 1t.

GOLDBERG: Were you interested or particularly involved in their
strategic thinking, their ideas on the nature of their target systems?
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FOSTER: Yes, in general terms, but I can't say I spent s great
deal of time on this. I had to be aware of it, I had to be aware of
the basic ressons for the 2% war theory, and the Chiefs were always
eager to glve you a briefing on how imminent the threst was. It was
their business. I am not the most enthusiastic supporter of the Joint
Chiefs. I have been in sort orlnn adversary position for meny years,
both then and later.

GOLDBERG: I would be interested in your views of your relation-
ship with the Joint Chiefs and the military services. This is a ma jor
problem in the Defense relationship at your level.

FOSTER: A lot depends on who they are. I got along very well with
Bradley. He was a very temperate demander from the viewpoint of the
Chiefs. I don't think that's been the case with some of the later
Chiefs, there's been a real problem about that. Are they representing
their Service or are they representing the overall activity? I have
made recommendations from time to time that when a msn becomes s Chief,
he ought to elther leave the Service or ought to have a deputy who is
Chief. He 1s above and beyond the Service, but he will never get over
the Service inclination. If he still has both responsibilities, there
is something wrong with that kind of organization. To Fitzhugh, the
Blue Ribbon Panel, I wrote a long screed on this subject. I alao wrote
him that a civilian did not have the reel constitutional command of
the Services that is contemplated -- the constitutional provision of
civilian control. Why? Because they do not have the information. Tt

is hard to have & balance at the top level between the civilian point
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of view and the military point of view. In time of trouble the
Chiefs became almost preeminent. Anything they demand they get.
They feel they can go up to the Congress on their own and demand it.
There's something screwy about this civilian control. This made and
makes me very unpopular with the Chiefs.

GOLDBERG: Did you have some specific problems during this periocd?

FOSTER: No, I got along quite well with that group. Never had
any real trouble with Bradley. I won't say there weren't troubles
with Vandenberl, Fechteler, and Collins. They were fighting for their
Service usually. Speaking for the Chiefs, was Bradley and he really
spoke for the Chiefs. I got along better with them then than T did
with later Chiefs -- maybe because then I had more authority.

TUCKER: Would you propose an Independent staff for the Seeretary
or just the separation of the Chief from the operational function?

FOSTER: No, I thought there should be a sort of Joint civilian
chiefs and a civilian body more effective than the Joint Secretaries.
T used the Joint Secreteries a good deal and met with them regularly,
and with the Joint Undersecretaries on the administrative side, but it
seems as though they, too, have a single approach. What I attempted to
do was give them a common feeling for the whole institution rather than
for their particular Services. There is reslly nobody that does that
except the Office of the Secretary itself. Maybe there should be an
independent civilian board that meets with them; maybe a mixed board.
I am just not sure. I think the Chiefs do get an authority which they
neither deserve nor are competent to discharge. These are harsh words.
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I don't know when they will get to read this tape, but they know
I feel that way.

TUCKER: Part of this perhaps comes from your later relationship
in ACDA in which you certainly had great difficulties, and everyone
else in that position had problems with the Chiefs, I knocw.

FOSTER: When Kennedy was President, Max Taylor wes Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs end we had & couple of set-to's. The Govermment was
run differently then. A Committee of Principals really wes much more
effective than the National Security Council or even the Cabinet. In
those days I met with my peers in the upper ranks very regularly. In
Mr. Nixon's time, I think Mr. Smith, in fact, met with him a few times;
I don't know whether Ikle has ever seen Nixon. At any rate, at one
point, when I made a recommendation in the meeting of these Principals
with the President, Max said, "This is absolutely against the national
interest."

"Max," I said, "you don't even know what the national interest is."
He said, "I'd like to talk with you and the Chiefs on that.” I said,
"I Just want the Chlefs and you," 80 I met with Max and the Chiefs.
"Max," I said, "when you say national interest, you forget the ecconomic
interest, legal interest, political interest, some of the psychological
interests, which I, as head of ACDA by statute, am required to take
into account." He said, "Bill, you are absolutely right, and when I
meet with the President again and withjyou and have an argument, I
will say, from the military viewpoint.” I said, "I could never dispute
that. If it is against the national interest, I think I am better
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equipped than you are to judge that." They do talk about the
national interest. I don't pretend to be a military expert at all.
Military interest is an element in the national interest and many
times the controlling one, but there are all these other aspects
which have to be taken into account, or should be. That is enough
on the Joint Chiefs.

GOLDBERG: What about the military Services, - your relations
with them, and your feeling s&bout the relationship between OSD and
the militery Services.

FOSTER: As I sald in the beginning, we had the great virtue of
having our own people in most of the top eivilian spots in the mili-
tary Services. We had a very harmonious relationship. I wae devoted
to Finletter -- not so much to Pace. I had some trouble with Pace.
You probebly heard about the Quartermaster Iaboratc;ry. Well, Senstor
Douglas learned that they were going to put a single Quartermaster
laboratcry some place 1n Messachusetts, and he got hold of all the
people who had a leboratory in their states, possibly L0-50 legislators.
The repcrt came back to me from Pace that they were not going to allow
it. It seemed to them that it would weaken the activities of the
Quartermaster. Pace said, "I can't do anything with them. Yet we
did ell this research, we had all these people look at this thing,
we hired consultant engineers, talked to various people, but we can't
convince them. I would like you to go up and talk to these people
because I can't do anything with them." Well, I went up, looked at
the site selected. It was the ideal site from the Army viewpoint.
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Douglas sald, "Do you know Mr. Secretary that the site that you
are supporting is not the one that had a1l that support?" I said,
"Why, what do you mean?" '"The one that had all that approbation is
50 miles away, the one that Pace and the Quartermaster (General are
recommending.” I said, "No, I didn’t know that - nobody told me that."
It was 50 miles away. I said, "Well, I withdraw my support. I will
take the Secretary and the Quartermaster Genersl back with me snd we
will have this out." And I said to Pace, '"What the hell do you mean
getting me up here with that group of 50 legislators and making an ass
of me?" "Well, we didn't think a change of a few tens of miles made
a difference." I said, "You should fire that Quartermaster General.”
So I say, Pace was not my favorite secretary. It was Bendetsen, the
Undersecretary, who I was very close to then and later. I took him
around the world with me on the last trip to MAAG misgsions in 1952
during the election campaign.

GOLDEERG: The Navy wes bebaving all right during this period?

FOSTER: Yes, Kimball was very cooperative and they gave no
trouble. Fechteler was CNO. He wasn't particularly obstreperous,
and the Adr Force = Finletter and Gilpatric -- were very close to me.
Floberg was a cooperatlve Assistant Secretery of the Navy. We had a
very harmonious relatiomship.

TUCKER: These relationships extended to the Assistant Secretaries
in the militery departments?

FOSTER: Yes, they, too, were gelected in consultation with Lovett

and me.
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GOLDBERG: There were a lot of men with substantial stature
in those positions, but things changed.

FOSTER: T can't imagine how you can run a railroad when half
of your assistants are selected not for their ability neceesarily.

I am a Republican. I have served 6 Presidents, 4 of whom were
Democrats, end I got along very well with them. I haven't gerved
Mr. Nixon closely. I was closer to Mr. Nixon when he was Vice-
President. I had a good deal to do with him then.

GOLDBERG: I would like to talk a little bit about your relation-
ship with the White House. Are there any observations you would like
to make about that? Obviously, there are very great differences in
styles and relationships among Presidents, and this, of course, s
vital to any major function of Government.

FOSTER: Either Mr. Lovett or I would call up Mr. Conn€lly, the
appointment secretary, and see President Truman on one-half hour
notice on any day, and frequently we did. The President would come
to the Pentagon a few times and visit with us and the Chiefs. When
I wvas asked to become Deputy Secretary, the President asked me to
come over and see him to tell me that he wanted me to & this thing.
I said, "Mr. President, it will be an election year next year" --
this was May or June 1951 -- possibly 3 months before Marshall left,
and I sald, "You know I am a Republican and I think an election year
would be a very active one indeed." He said, "Bill, I am not going
to be running. Even though I were, have I ever, in any of the things
you have done for me, put any political pressure on you in any way
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against your inclinationt" I said, "No sir, you never have." He
appointed me the first time without ever seeing me, with Harriman,
when I was made Under Secretary of Commerce. So I saw the President --
I don't know how many times. He gave me seven Presidential appoint-
ments at various levels. He asked me to take one or two others that
I did colleterally. It was a very warm and frequent contact with the
White House, and he gave us his cordial support. He was of the
greatest help in every way.

GOLDBERG: Did he play a substantial role in connection with your
major decisions? Did he leave & great deal to you and Mr. Lovett?

FOSTER: He left a great deal to us, but if we had a real problem
we could get to him at once and he would give us his decision at once.

GOLDBERG: What kind of things would you go to him for?

FOSTER: I get a little confused between the things I went to
him for wvhen I was ECA sdministretor and Deputy Secretary at the
Pentagon. It was Jjust so normel - not much stands out on it. I can't
think of any particular time when he did not support us.

TUCKER: Did he keep hia part of the bargain apnd not lntroduce
any political considerations into the management of the Defense Depart-
ment establishment?

FOSTER: For the seven years that he wes President and I served
him, he never but once called me to appoint a specific man. OFf all
the six presidents, wlth all due respect, he was my peerless leader.
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