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Austin, Texas
January 13, 1975

A nodest note to future archivists, historians and ot her
schol ar s:

The research schol ar nay have sone problemin ascertai ning
the roles of individuals when confronting the nass of docunentary
materials such as that in the LBJ Library. During ny eight years
as Secretary of State nore than 2,100, 000 cabl es went out of the
Department with ny nane signed to them In addition, there were
tens of thousands of menoranda within the Departnent and | arge
nunbers of comuni cations fromthe State Departnment to the Wite
House. n every working day throughout the year al nost a
t housand cabl es went out of the Departnent of State. n a nornal
day, the Secretary of State woul d see personally perhaps 6-8 of
t hese cabl es before they went out; the President mght have seen
one or two. O course a Secretary of State is responsible for
everyt hi ng which went out of the Departnment of State during his
tenure -- and | don't wish to evade that responsibility.

There was one sinple device which | used to indicate what |
had approved and what | had sinply read for information and
"noted." Wen | read a docunment on which | was not naking a
decision, | would use the initials "DR'" wth a horizontal |ine
drawn through them This distinction is not infallible because
there may have been an occasional exception. But it was a
general practice and woul d cover nore than 95% of the
docunentation. Perhaps it shoul d be noted that any approval of
outgoing tel egrans was given on the original green sheet which
went to the Code Room therefore, the pink copies which were
di stributed around governnment mght or mght not show the
di stinction nentioned above.

Further, comunications to the President fromne were al ways

seen and signed by ne personally. For exanple, | always saw and
signed the daily report of mscellaneous itens which went over to
the President for his "evening reading.”" The only exception to

this rule had to do with purely formal docunments which were
recogni zed as fornmalities both in the State Departnment and in the
Wi te House. An exanple would be a forwarding of a request from
a foreign government for an agreenent accepting the foreign
governnent's nom nation of an anbassador to Washington. Not once
in the history of the United States have we refused to receive an
anbassador nom nated by another country. This sort of thing,
therefore, was handled purely routinely and did not carry ny own
signature; whether the return docunent fromthe Wite House was



signed personally by the President, | amnot sure that | know --
but it is of no inportance.

In addition, it was ny practice never to dictate nenoranda
of conversations between nyself and President Kennedy or
Presi dent Johnson. | did not keep an office diary like a Harold
| ckes or a Janes Forrestal. M view was that a President was
entitled to have a conpletely private conversation with his
Secretary of State if he wished to and that if he wanted a record

of it, it would be his choice. | would, of course, translate ny
conversations with the President into instructions to ny
coll eagues in the Departnment. 1In doing so, | did not always tel

ny col | eagues that these instructions derived directly fromthe
Presi dent because | felt it was ny role to stand as a buffer

bet ween the President and the bureaucracy with respect to matters
of considerable controversy. | make this notation for the record
because future research scholars nmay spend tine | ooking for

menor anda of conversation between nme and ny Presidents, which are
sinply not there.

Finally, | had no mechanical neans in ny office at any tine
to record tel ephone conversations or other conversations in ny
office. Wiwen | first becane Secretary of State | was unaware
that the practice had devel oped that the principal secretary to
the Secretary of State would often remain on the tel ephone to
take notes on conversations between the Secretary of State and
the President. Wen | discovered this practice, | asked that it
be discontinued and | had a tel ephone in ny own office connected
with the Wiite House which could not be |istened to by anyone in
ny outer office. Again, ny attitude was based upon ny feeling
that a President is entitled to privacy if he wants it. It is
possible that State Departnent files will show a few of these
t el ephone notes which were circulated to a few officers in the
Department who were involved in the particular question. |If the
research scholar finds that this type of notation suddenly dried
up, it was based upon ny own decision to discontinue the
practi ce.

The notes of the Tuesday | uncheon neetings w th President
Johnson wi Il be of special inportance on certain subjects such as
Vietnam These notes were nade -- to the extent that they were
made -- by a nmenber of the President's staff, such as Wlt
Rost ow, Tom Johnson, or someone el se. Those notes were not
circulated to the other participants for checking before going
into the record, but I have no reason to think that they are not
very accurate indeed.

Si gned Dean Rusk
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| NTERVI EWER  PAI GE E. MULHCLLAN
Date: July 28, 1969

Tape 1 of 1

M Al right, sir, if we should be interrupted by anything, |
can turn this off without any difficulty and can do so with
ease. Let's get your identification, which takes very
little time, on the beginning of the tape. You' re Secretary
of State Dean Rusk, and you served in that office |onger
than any other man except Cordell Hull; fromthe begi nning
of the John Kennedy Adm nistration through the end in 1969
of the Lyndon Johnson Adm ni stration.

That is correct.

M Suppose we begin, as you suggested, sir, by just a genera
question--the type of nman that you found President Lyndon
Johnson to be.

R Vel |, Lyndon Johnson was a powerful personality and a very
conplex one. | won't go into those general attributes which
are well -known to the public, but rather reflect upon some
of the qualities which struck me as one of his close
associ at es.

To begin with, he had an all-consumng conmtnent to
his job as President. He had becone President through the
great tragedy of the assassination of John F. Kennedy, and
it was as though he felt that since he had not been the
first choice for President, he was going to do everything
that he possibly could to be a good President and to be a
great President.

He was a severe task-nmaster, in the first instance for
hinself. He never spared hinself, and his col | eagues were
anxious fromtime to time about whether he mght draw upon
hi nsel f another heart attack. He worked |late at night, he
wor ked early nornings, he took his evening reading to his
bedside with him and that kept himup frequently nost of
the tinme until one or two o' clock in the night. He would
wake up at four or five o' 'clock in the norning and call the
Qperati ons Roomof the Departnment or the Wiite House to see
how t hings were going in Viet Nam
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V¢ repeatedly tried to get himto take tine away from
his desk or fromhis job, and rel ax and get sone
refreshnent, but we were relatively unsuccessful in doing
so. Even when he was at the ranch the tel ephone was busy
and he had staff present to keep in touch with what was
going on. In other words he fully coomtted hinself to his
J ob.

He pl aced a great enphasis upon performnmance rather than
words. | remenber during the first week of his Presidency
he called ne on the phone one day and asked ne what was
bei ng done under the Alliance for Progress. | gave hima
rather general summary in State Departnent | anguage, and he
said very inpatiently, "I don't nmean all that. | nean what
are we doing--what are we actually doing? Send me a list of
the actual actions that we're taking under the A liance for
Progress and what actions the Latin Anericans thensel ves are
taking." And the historian will notice that when Lyndon
Johnson becane President the actual commtnents of funds and
of action under the Alliance for Progress went up very
rapi dly because he was interested in getting the job done.

Wen India found itself in difficulty about its food
problem it was perfectly apparent that the United States
woul d not be able sinply to nake up India' s deficiencies and
that India would have to go through a revolution in its own
agriculture if it were to feed itself. Lyndon Johnson
assigned Secretary of Agriculture [Oville] Freeman the task
of requiring India to take najor new steps in the
agricultural field as a condition for any substantial food
assi stance fromthe United States. Now, he followed that
very carefully and was concerned about the perfornmance of
India inits ow behalf. He took the viewthat the
President of the United States coul d not be nore concerned
about feeding Indians than the Prine Mnister of India, and
unless the Prine Mnister and the Cabinet in India took the
steps necessary to feed their own people, there was nothing
the United States coul d do about it.

He was inpatient with delay. e good exanpl e cones
fromthe procedure by which we appoi nt Anbassadors. Wen we
nmake a decision to send M. X to a particular post, it is
t hen necessary to ask the host government for what is called
an agrenent , to receive the Anbassador. Nornally, these
agrenents take about ten days to two weeks because they go
t hrough certain procedures in other governnments. Qur own
normal procedure requires about a week because it has to go
through the State Departnent and go to the President. But
Presi dent Johnson soon devel oped the habit of wanting
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imredi ate agrenent for any nman that he had naned, and asked
our Anbassadors abroad to go to the host governnment to get
oral agrenments in order that the announcenent coul d be nade
i mredi ately and the nane go to the Senate w thout any del ay.
Now, part of this was his desire to avoid | eaks to the press
during the period when the agrenent was bei ng expected, but
it was just a snmall exanple of a habit he had of wanting to
go ahead just as soon as the decision was nmade. Sonetines
that crowded his col | eagues and crowded ot her governnents.

Lyndon Johnson was a man of high intelligence. | never
sat in a session with himabout even the nost conplex and
technical nmatters when | had any inpression that he was
failing to grasp all that was invol ved and was m ssing the
key issues that were before him That high intelligence was
conceal ed--at least as far as sonme snobbi sh Eastern
intellectual s were concerned--by a Southern accent and his
Sout hern manneri sns, but he was a nan of great intellectua
capacity and had an ability to understand the issues that
were in front of himclearly and in great depth.

| found himextraordinarily well-informed about foreign
affairs. | think his experience as Majority Leader during
t he E senhower Adm nistration brought himinto daily contact
with the principal issues of foreign affairs over that
period of tinme. Wile Vice President he followed foreign
affairs very closely and traveled to foreign countries a
great deal. He sat with us in the National Security Counci
and sat with us in the Cabinet, and | had nany i nfornal
talks with himwhile he was Vice President about what was
going on in the Departnent of State. So he cane into the
office well-informed about nost of the key issues of foreign
policy. He never represented hinself to be an expert on
foreign policy, but as President he knew that this was a
maj or preoccupation of his and he kept closely in touch with
it at all stages.

He was a man with great persuasive ability. |'ve seen
himin neetings wth businessnen and | abor | eaders and
Senators and Congressnmen and in the Cabinet and in
di scussions with foreign dignitaries; and he had a knack for
persuasion. Wen he nade a deci sion, he had generally
t hought about it in great detail, and he was wel| abreast of
it, and had nobilized in his own mnd the reasons why he
wanted to do one thing rather than another. That put himin
a position to tal k persuasively about his decisions with
anyone wi th whom he was in contact. President Johnson gave
his loyalty to his col | eagues and expected their loyalty in
return. He didn't spend any tine cutting up one col |l eague
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in the presence of another. He supported his coll eagues and
joined with themwhen they were subject to attack fromthe
outside. He, however, expected the same kind of loyalty in
return, and | know that there were times when he becane very
upset when he woul d hear through the press or through
Ceorget own gossi p that one or anot her coll eague was

underm ning himby remarks nade at cocktail parties or in
off-the record conversations with nenbers of the press. He
resented those who tried to build up a record at his
expense.

Ohce in awhil e an Anbassador abroad or sone senior
col | eague i n governnent would wite in menoranda di sagreeing
with particular policies. The President was not willing to
engage in correspondence w th such individuals. He expected
nmenbers of his Admnistration to follow his deci si ons when
they were nade. He was willing to listen to anything they
had to say before the decision was nade, but he expected
themto conply with a decision when it had been reached.

And he, therefore, was always inpatient with those who were
trying to build on the record a record of dissent.

Lyndon Johnson had deep feelings about his objectives.
H s objectives were large and bold. He didn't think in
smal|l terns. He thought in the nost far reaching terns.
When you think about his attitude on civil rights and on
poverty, or his passion for peace, one got the inpression
that these were nmatters that canme not just out of his mnd
but out of his heart and soul. H s glandular reactions were
very strong in behalf of his program and it was very narked
in his personal conversation how strong he felt about some
of the things he was trying to achieve.

Lyndon Johnson had an instinctive way of putting
hinself in the other fellows shoes. As a natter of fact
when an issue cane up, his first habit was to try to figure
out what was in the other fellows mnd, what his
noti vations were, what his own problens were, what his
situation was, what freedomof action the other fell ow nay
have. Now, he was constantly groping to try to understand a
man |i ke Kosygin, or a wonan |ike the Prinme Mnister of
India. He was trying to find out where our own policy cane
into conflict with the policy of others, and one of the ways
todo that is totry to figure out just what really lies
behind the policy of the other fellow He spent a great
deal of tine thinking about what kind of a man Kosygi n was,
what pressures were upon him and how he | ooked at the
world, howthat would fit into the possibility of any
agreenent between oursel ves and the Soviet Union. Wen
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Lyndon Johnson tal ked to busi nessnen, he reflected a deep
under st andi ng of the probl emof the businessnan; and when he
talked to | abor, the same thing would be true. He had an
extraordi nary way, perhaps derived fromhis experience in
the Senate, of putting hinself in the other fellow s shoes.

(ne interesting aspect of President Johnson's tenure of
office was a certain code of conduct which he felt in
relation to other political |eaders. He never, for exanple,
woul d all ow any of his colleagues to criticize President de
Gaulle as an individual. He suppressed all tenptations to
attack de Gaulle personally, and you won't find in the
public record anywhere personal attacks by President Johnson
on nen |ike Kosygin, or Mao Tse-tung or Ho Chi Mnh. He did
not believe that political |eaders should attack each ot her
personally. He also felt that political |eaders should not
cause each ot her unnecessary problens. | renenber on one
occasion Sir A ec Douglas Hone, the Prine Mnister of Geat
Britain, was visiting in the Wite House. And on the way
out of the neeting, Sir Alec net the press at the door of
the Wiite House and was drawn into a discussion of British
trade with Quba. Well, that caused President Johnson sone
resent nent because he felt that if Sir Alec wanted to talk
about trade with Quba, he ought to talk about it in the
House of Commons back hone and not tal k about it on the
front steps of the Wite House.

This was the buses for Cuba--?

That was the buses for Quba issue. He felt that it would
have been nore considerate for Sir Alec not to cause Lyndon
Johnson any problens here in this country by what he said on
Lyndon Johnson's own doorstep, but do it under other
circunstances. Now, that was just a part of his code of
conduct in relation to other political |eaders.

Presi dent Johnson was al ways consi derate of his Cabi net
officers. | think he felt that they were the ones who
shared with himthe public responsibility and the
Constitutional and statutory responsibilities of office. It
was the Cabinet officers who had to appear nost often before
the Congress to defend a program It was the Cabi net
officers who net the press and hel ped to carry the public
expl anation of policy, and who had to share the ultinmate
responsibility. So President Johnson always tried to
protect the position of his Cabinet officers. He didn't
undercut them by goi ng behind theminto the depths of their
respective departnments and giving instructions to
subordi nates without the know edge of the Cabinet officer.
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He typically operated through the Cabinet officer hinself.
He was prepared to del egate responsibility.

In the Departnment of State, we sent out sonething |ike
a thousand cabl es a day, and | suppose President Johnson
m ght have averaged seeing one or two of those cabl es every
day. He wanted to be kept infornmed about what was
happeni ng, and he preferred not to read about i nportant
matters in the press before he had heard about it fromhis
Cabi net officer. So every day we woul d send over a
menor andum of princi pal devel opnents in the Departnent of
State which was a part of his evening reading, and those
nmenoranda are on the record and can be consulted to see how
intimately he was kept inforned about what was goi ng on.

But he was not jeal ous of his Cabinet colleagues. He
spent no tine in trying to dimnish their stature in any
way. He took the view that a strong Cabinet officer neant a
stronger Admnistration, and that a successful Cabi net
officer was a part of a successful Presidency. So he was
al ways very considerate in dealing with his principal
col | eagues.

He was inpatient about the inability or the
unwi | I i ngness of senior coll eagues to agree anong
thensel ves. He disliked the role of refereeing anong seni or
col | eagues, and that wasn't because he hesitated to nake a
decision. He was always prepared to nmake a decision, but I
think he wanted his colleagues to try to do everything they
possibly could to find out what is best for the United
States. He wanted his senior colleagues to try to cone to
concl usi ons which they would reach if they thensel ves were
President. The President hinself cannot escape the
responsibility of decisions, and it was necessary therefore
for the Secretary of State, or the Secretary of Defense, or
the Secretary of Comrerce, or any of the others, to put
t hensel ves in his shoes and try to cone to a conclusion of a
sort that the President should make, and not just put up
their own specialized points of view

| would like to record that the Secretary of Defense
and I, M. [Robert S.] McNanmara, al nost never went to the
President with a divided opinion. W took it upon oursel ves
to make a special effort to reach a common concl usi on, and
that didn't nean that President Johnson woul d al ways accept
our common conclusion. He had views of his own, but he
wanted to have the best effort of his colleagues invested in
the problembefore the President hinself came to a fina
result.
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| woul d add that Lyndon Johnson was a nman of great
personal ki ndness and consideration. He was ready with a
word of encouragenent and a word of appreciati on and
t houghtfulness in regard to one's personal situations and
personal circunstance, and natters of illness or weariness
or developrnents in the famly always found himto be a
personal friend of his senior colleagues. That was a very
mar ked characteristic of his.

As you notice in scanning down ny |list here, you' ve

antici pated a good nunber of the things that | wanted to be
certain to get on this record. D d you know M. Johnson at
all in your earlier diplomatic career, when he was a young
Senator in the late 1940's and you were already a senior
official in the State Departnent?

| had met him but | can't say that | really knew him in
any serious neaning of the word, until he became Vi ce
Presi dent .

You mentioned that you thought he had paid close attention
to issues, at |least during the E senhower years, in foreign
policy. Do you know that he was particularly close, say, to
Secretary Dulles or any of the other officials in the
foreign policy comunity?

Vell, as Majority Leader for six of those years during the
Ei senhower Adm nistration, it was necessary for himto be in
cl ose touch with the Admnistrati on because of the vast
amount of |egislation affecting foreign policy, The

Presi dent doesn't have a dine and doesn't have a man that
isn't provided by the Congress, so alnost all elenents of
foreign policy cone before the Congress in one way or

anot her .

The Majority Leader, in nmanaging the |legislative
programw th the Congress, nust necessarily be famliar with
the details of nost of that |egislation, because it would be
his responsibility to see that it is enacted into law So |
think his experience as Majority Leader was inval uable to
himin making himentirely famliar with foreign affairs
pr obl ens.

Now, sone subjects were matters of special interest to
him For exanple, as a Senator he was a | eader in the Space
Program and went to the United Nations to deliver a speech,
at E senhower's request, on the space effort itself.

You said that in the Kennedy Adm nistration he was
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definitely included in the neetings of inportance. In your
opi nion he was not |eft outside when a matter of critica
i nportance was bei ng di scussed?

That's right. He was always present at neetings of the
National Security Council and neetings of the Cabinet. But
nmore particularly he did a good deal of traveling while he
was Vice President. On each one of those travels, he would
conme in for extensive briefings on the problens affecting
the countries that he was visiting and woul d get briefed on
the policy so that he was able to tal k business with his
hosts. So he had as Vice President a pretty good
indoctrination into foreign policy and knew what President
Kennedy was trying to acconplish in foreign policy.

These trips that he took, at |east according to sone nenbers
of the press, were not spectacul ar successes. | take it you
don't agree with that assessnent?

No. He did not undertake protracted negotiations on any of
these visits. They were good-will visits for the nost part,
or he attended an inauguration or sonething of that sort.
Hs job was not to inject hinself into protracted

negoti ations over particular points at issue, but genera

di scussion of relationshi ps between our country and any
other country. He always reported back in sone detail when
he returned and gave the President and the Secretary of
State his inpressions of his visits and of the peopl e that
he had seen during his visit. | don't know on what basis
anyone woul d say these trips were not successful. | suppose
that woul d cone from peopl e who thought that his m ssion was
nmore than it actually turned out to be.

| think primarily it's the syndrone that nakes i nportance
out of an alleged rebel yell in the Taj Mahal, and this type
of thing.

Vell, | think it's fair to Lyndon Johnson to point out that
whil e he was Vice President, there were those around Kennedy
and in the press who were prone to needle him Now he
conducted hinself with great dignity under that kind of
needling and did not respond to it, but it's always fair
gane to nmake fun of a Vice President.

As the current one is denonstrating.
He had his share of that when he was Vice President. | was

al ways very struck with the extraordinary fact that this man
of enornous energy and great drive acted as Vice President
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with such restraint and such consideration for the position
of the President. He put hinself under great personal
self-discipline and acted |like a Vice President, even though
all of his instincts were to get out and take the | eadership
and to nove and to drive and to | ead; and so his perfornance
there was a performance of great self-restraint.

| understand that you assigned, fairly early in your service
as Secretary of State, a regular |iaison Foreign Service
Cficer tothe Vice President's office. Wose initiative
was that? Was that yours or his?

The original idea was mne, but he enbraced it. |'mnot
sure whether this was done with other Vice Presidents or
not, but we had a Foreign Service officer assigned to himas
personal staff.

VWas that Lee Stull ?

| think he was one of them | don't have the nanes at the
tip of ny tongue, but the function of this Foreign Service
Gficer was to keep the Vice President fully infornmed about
what was going on. He got the daily intelligence
information. He got the daily wapup of activities in the
Departnent of State, and he was always available to the Vice
President for information. Wen the Vice President hinself
had a particular question that he wanted to ask, that
officer could always conme to the Departnment and dig out the
answer for him but the purpose of the arrangenment was to be
sure that the Vice President was constantly infornmed about
what was going on in foreign policy.

And did M. Johnson, when he was Vice President, utilize
this liaison officer fully--take advantage of hin?

Yes, | think so. | think he was a very busy nman, and of
course this nman was available to himfor his trips and
hel ped to prepare himfor his trips.

At the tine that President Kennedy was assassi nated, you
were in an airplane flying to the Far East and had to turn
around, so you were not in Washi ngton when M. Johnson
returned as President. How soon did you have your first
conversation with him and can you describe the

ci rcunst ances and content of that conversation?

| saw him | think the next day--the first norning of ny
return, in the Executive fice Building, in his office over
there. | went in and told himthat |, of course, expected
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himto have his own Secretary of State, and that | was
prepared to put in ny resignation. He, on the other hand,
asked ne to remain in office, and | could do nothi ng but
agree to do so under those circunstances because the burdens
he faced were so great that if he really wanted sonmeone to
be there to hel p out under that circunstance of tragedy,
there was no choice but to go ahead and do what he wanted
you to do.

Wre there certain problens in the foreign policy area that
seened to be uppernost in his mnd at that time, or that
bot hered himparticul arly?

VW didn't get into those in that first session. It was just
a case of ny offering to make roomfor a man of his own
choice and his indicating that | was the man of his choi ce.

So he didn't have any, what you mght call in diplonmatic
terns, "instructions" in that sense?

No, no special ones at that tinme.

As your rel ationship devel oped with himpersonally, howdid
it growto conpare wi th what you had experienced with his
predecessor? Were you closer or nore distant--in what ways?

| was sonewhat cl oser in personal terns with Lyndon Johnson
than I was with John F. Kennedy, | was very close to John F
Kennedy, but only on an official basis. That is, we were
never on first-name terns with each other, for exanple,
under the Kennedy Admnistration. Ms. Jacquel i ne Kennedy
once told nme that | was the only nenber of the Cabi net that
the President called "M. Secretary." So, although | saw a
great deal of President Kennedy, | was not an intinate of
Presi dent Kennedy's. W had a certain arns-|ength
relationship partly because of the Viet Namwar and partly
because of the difference of personalities. President
Johnson and | got to be nuch cl oser personally, and the
official relationship was reenforced by a personal

fri endshi p.

Was that a consistent thing? The point has been nade that
Presi dent Johnson had periods of "highs" on certain

i ndividual s and "l ows"” on the sane individual s--that his
favor and his disfavor sort of varied over tinme. Ws that
your experience?

| couldn't detect that in ny own case. W& were so nuch
i nvol ved with each other, again, partly because of the M et
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Nam war; and we saw each other very frequently and were on
t he phone with each other even nore frequently. V& were in
t he sane foxhol e and as nei ghbors in a foxhole, you get to
know each other pretty well. | didn't detect any ups and
downs as far as our personal relations was concerned,

al t hough we both had ups and downs as far as policy matters
wer e concer ned.

So you mght differ on policy, but still it didn't affect
your personal working rel ationship?

Vell, | don't mean that we were differing on policy. W
never westled on the rug with each other or anything of
that sort, but the two of us together woul d have our ups and
downs as events in the world transpired.

Wien they got particularly tough, and particularly in
connection with Viet Nam and you seened to be taking
perhaps a lot of the Admnistration's fire, did M. Johnson
ever indicate that he understood that you were perform ng
this duty and that he synpathized with that and gave due
appreci ati on?

Vell, ny attitude was always that of President Johnson
hinself. | never let any blue sky show between his point of
view and ny point of view, so that to the extent that | was
taking fire, | was taking fire for his policy. He fully
under st ood that and we have never had any problens as far as
that was concerned. He always gave ne | oyal support, ful
support, and | did the sane for him

Was accessibility to the President better under M. Johnson,
or different than it was under M. Kennedy?

There was no particular difference on that. | saw President
Johnson a great deal nore than | saw Presi dent Kennedy.
Again, the Viet Namsituation nmade that inevitable.

Your position as a Kennedy appoi ntee who did stay on

t hroughout the Johnson years--did that cause any suspi cion
in the early part of the Johnson Presidency--the fact that
you were really another President's Secretary of State?

| don't think so. | never had any evidence of that as far
as President Johnson was concerned, because he kept on a
great many of the Kennedy appoi ntees. He took over the
Kennedy Cabi net and nade rel atively few changes until a good
deal of tinme had el apsed. He took over sone of the Kennedy
personal staff. He did not conme in with a teamof his own.
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As a Senator, he had been nore or | ess a | one operator.
He had not built up around hima | arge group of people who
coul d nmake up an admnistration, so that in his search for
people to work with himhe naturally turned to a good many
of those wi th whom he had worked as Vice President and kept
nost of the Kennedy appoi ntees that he found when he becane
Presi dent .

Do you think on the other side of that coin that sonme of the
bitterness of criticismdirected at you mght be
attributable to the fact that sonme of those naking that
criticismhad been Kennedy people who |eft and ended up on
the other side of policy issues, particularly Viet Nan?

Vel |, sone of the peopl e around Kennedy were espousi ng
policies that Kennedy hinself did not accept.

You nean before the assassi nati on?

Before the assassination. After Kennedy died, then they
tended to associate their own points of view w th President
Kennedy. They tried to capture President Kennedy for their
own point of view after the assassination. John F. Kennedy
was a man who had to nake sone very hard decisions, and he
overrode the advice of a good nmany of the nore frivol ous
peopl e around him

This is, perhaps, not directly on President Johnson, but |
think it's relevant to the Admnistration and inportant.
How bad do you think that this type of Kennedy supporter
that you were just tal king about hurt President Johnson in
the early part of his Admnistration? D d this kind of
opposition get himoff to a very bad start in sone ways?

| think there was one point that | regretted very nuch
because | thought and felt that it was false, [and] that is
the idea that sonehow President Johnson acted w th anything
short of full consideration and synpathy for the nmenbers of
the famly at the time of the assassination. | had
occasion, as Secretary of State, to have to nake a good nany
of the arrangenents about the funeral and about the
transition of power, and every tine | talked to President
Johnson about whet her we should do this or whether we shoul d
do that his customary answer woul d be, "Watever the famly

wants." He acted with great consideration there, and sone
of the picayune gossip that sonmehow put himin a fal se
position to ne is just not right. | never saw any of that,

and | was in a position to see what his attitude was in the
matters that count ed.
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Particularly the story of the personal blowup that M.
Johnson al | egedly had at Robert Kennedy at the first Cabinet
nmeeting. Do you think that's false?

| don't renenber or recollect a Cabinet neeting of that sort
at all, It just didn't strike any recollections in ny mnd
at all. | have great skepticismabout any such reports.

D d you ever get drawn in in any way to what the press
call ed the "Bobby problen?" Dd M. Johnson ever confide in
you his difficulties with Senator Robert Kennedy?

To sonme degree, but | had had ny own Bobby probl ens when |
was Secretary of State under President Kennedy. Bobby
Kennedy was a very energetic fellow and |liked to dabble in
matters affecting other departnents of governnent outside

t he Departnent of Justice, and had ideas of his own that
sonetines were good and sonetines were bad. Wen his ideas
were bad it took a good deal of doing to get himout of
them But | was never in the mddle of any particul ar
controversy between Lyndon Johnson and Robert Kennedy.

One of the things we pick up nost consistently is the

i nportance that Ms. Johnson played in the Johnson

Adm ni stration and with Lyndon Johnson personally. Do you
have any strong inpressions of Ms. Johnson and her rol e?

Vel |, she was a very great lady and will go down as one of
our very finest First Ladies. | have no doubt that she had
an inportant influence on Lyndon Johnson. She was a great
source of strength to him She was always a hard worker and
threw herself fully into the requirenments of her job. She
was i ndefatigable, was always available to be hel pful to
people. She had been when she was the Vice President's
Lady.

| was going to say--didn't she and Ms. Rusk establish sort
of a working rel ationship on sonme projects that early?

Vell, Ms. Rusk's duties brought her into close contact with
Ms. Johnson when M. Johnson was Vice President. There
devel oped a great esteem at least as far as Ms. Rusk was
concerned, of Ms. Johnson. Then that continued and was

rei nforced when Ms. Johnson was First Lady. The burdens
that fall upon the wife of the President are very heavy, and
Ms. Johnson carried themout literally to the Queen's
taste.

Good phrase. D d she get interested in substantive matters

13
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at all, or just as a sort of noral support?

| never had any inpression that Ms. Johnson was interfering
in foreign policy questions that she would inject herself
into them Now, what m ght have occurred in personal
conversations the two of themmght have had, | just don't
know But | never had the slightest indication that she was
injecting herself into foreign policy questions. She was

al ways extraordinarily hel pful and when foreign visitors
canme to Washi ngton, she was a good hostess to visiting

VIP s. She was always a very agreeabl e guest when the

Presi dent and she went on trips abroad. But she stayed
pretty much out of the substance of nmatters as far as |
could tell.

In line with that, you nade a few comrents in the opening
answer you gave that mght be worth exploring a little bit
nore--the subject of Lyndon Johnson as a personal
diplomat--in [your] opinion as a professional in that field.
A lot was nmade about M. Johnson's style, and so on, perhaps
offending the dignified foreign statesman--do you think
that's an exaggeration again on the part of the critics?

| think that's an exaggeration and is a part of that kind of
press gossip that the press can't live without. 1 always
found himvery effective in his dealings with foreign

| eaders.

That woul d apply to such instances as the fanous
confrontation with the Pakistani [Zulficar Ali] Bhutto, and
you nentioned the one w th Hone?

Ch, President Johnson didn't give away American policy when
he was tal king with people w th whomwe have i nportant
differences. Bhutto was a very unreliable nan, and we knew
himto be an unreliable man. He was out to do the United
States no good, so President Johnson woul dn't bow and scrape
before people like that. In his discussions wth Kosygin,
he was very frank. They were brutally frank with each
other. Neverthel ess, President Johnson could put the case
of the United States as effectively as |'ve ever heard it
put w th whatever audi ence he was dealing with in terns of
foreign dignitaries.

And he did his honework, in the sense that he nastered the
detail necessary on the subject? | think you nade reference
to this.

Yes. He followed foreign policy matters so intimately
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through the years that it was not a case of just getting him
specially briefed up as though he had never heard of

probl ens when he was dealing with a foreigner. He had
special briefings prepared for himfor each visit, of
course--each visit that he nade abroad--but they were
briefings about matters with which he was al ready general ly
famliar.

So he didn't have to start fromscratch, as it were, to
mast er then?

That's right.

D d he have any particul ar successes? D d he establish
particul ar rapport with any foreign | eaders as far as you
under st ood?

Vell, | think one striking exanple was his relation with the
Presi dent of Mexico. President Johnson took the view that
this hemsphere is our hone; this is where we live; these
are our neighbors. If we can't get along with our

nei ghbors, w th whomcan we get along? He set out to nmake a
maj or effort to inprove our relations with Mexico, and, in
fact, our relations with Mexico during Lyndon Johnson's
Presi dency becane better than they've ever been in our
history. This included a warm and cl ose personal
relationship wth the President of Mexico, and that was a
not abl e exanpl e of what you' re asking about. He did an
especially good job in that relationship.

But, in general, he tried to treat other political
| eaders with consideration and courtesy and under st andi ng
and at the sane tine uphold Amrerican interests.

| was going to ask--on the other side, were there any world
| eaders with whomhe sinply didn't get along? The nanes
that come to mnd, of course, w thout any thought, are U
Thant and |ater on Harold WI son.

Vell, it's true that he and U Thant were not soul nates, and
that they had inportant differences. This was partly
because President Johnson found U Thant to be unreliable.
Thi s al ways of f ended Presi dent Johnson when he found t hat
other | eaders were trying to take advantage of him or to
betray confidences, or to take unfair advantage in one
situation or another. President Johnson al ways had
difficulties with Prime Mnisters of India, but that was
partly because the Indians | ooked upon their relations with
the United States as a one-way street--that we were supposed
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to do a great deal for India and I ndia was not prepared to
do anything for the United States.

In general the President got along very well wth
foreign leaders. This was strikingly brought out during the
Punta del Este summt neeting of the Presidents of the
hem sphere. That was a great success in terns of President
Johnson' s own personal relationship with other politica
| eaders in the Western Hem sphere. That showed the warnth
of his attitude toward Latin Anerica. He invested a great
deal of effort in that meeting and went to particul ar pains
to establish a personal relationship with all the Presidents
and succeeded dranmati cal ly.

He nmanaged to treat, say, the Presidents of snall,
relatively insignificant, countries with the same regard
that he would treat, say, the President of a major South
Anerican country?

That's correct. He was always very consi derate and
t hought ful about the way he treated representatives of snall
countries.

Wuld this apply even to one who was, nmaybe, giving hima
little trouble, as in the case of Punta del Este, wasn't it
Arossnena of Ecuador ?

Presi dent Johnson was very frank with him He was
consi derate, but he was very frank. There were no punches
pulled in their discussions. It was a good transaction.

D d President Johnson change in any way the Wite House
organi zation for national security affairs as conpared with
Presi dent Kennedy's national security operation in the Wite
House?

The princi pal change that President Johnson brought about
was the institution of what came to be known as the "Tuesday
Lunch.” There was in effect, an inner War Cabi net nmade up
of the President and the Secretary of State and the
Secretary of Defense, usually the chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, the personal Assistant for National
Security Affairs--first it would be McGeorge Bundy and then
VWalt Rostow-and with one or another staff officer along to
t ake not es?

You didn't nmention the Drector of the O A?

The director of the O A was frequently there, yes. 1In the
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first place, President Johnson discovered that, at |east,
that group knew how to keep their nouths shut, whereas in a
| arge neeting of the Cabinet or a |large neeting of the
National Security Council the chances for |eaks to the
outside were always present. He knew that he could talk in
the nost intimate way, the nost provisional or tentative
way, at that Tuesday Luncheon w t hout having things | eak out
to the press. W transacted an enornous anount of busi ness
at that Tuesday Luncheon. Each one had its own agenda.

Who prepared the agenda?

Valt Rostow or McGeorge Bundy. There woul d be anywhere from
two to ten itens listed for discussion. W would bring to
the neeting any particul ar papers we needed, or we woul d
bring to it our own recomrendati ons. W' d have a ful

di scussion, and it was in a relaxed fashion. W could
debate with each other, we coul d expose different points of
view, we could look at all the alternatives, we could talk
about the attitude of other personalities and individuals
such as Senators or |eading Congressnen. It was a nost

val uabl e institution and nade a great difference to the ease
of working rel ati onshi ps anong those who were carrying the
top responsibility.

Wre decisions generally nade at that neeting, or just the
di scussion sort of carried on and then decisions arrived at
alater tine?

No, many deci sions were nade. The Special Assistant for
National Security Affairs, say Walt Rostow, woul d take notes
on the decisions and then assi st when we went back to our
Departments, in giving effect to the decisions. He would
de-brief one or two of ny coll eagues on what was deci ded at
t he Tuesday Luncheon, and |I would give ny own instructions.
Each one of us took notes on decisions made on matters for
whi ch we were responsi bl e and went back to our Departnents
and put theminto effect. This nade it possible to dea
with a great nmany questions orally rather than with

el aborate papers, and to do so on the basis of full

di scussion of all the alternatives. | found that a nost
useful session. W transacted a |ot of business there.

You didn't find that it caused difficulties in understandi ng
as to what had been decided. | mean, your notes didn't
differ from say WAlt Rostow s or Secretary McNamara' s?

Vell, we would frequently conpare notes afterwards and if
there were any differences of view as to what had actual ly
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been decided, we'd always take it up with the President for
clarification. But that sel domoccurred because usually it
woul d be quite clear at the table itself as to what was
bei ng deci ded.

Do you know how detail ed the records of those neetings were?
You said there was sonebody present to take notes.

| think at the beginning the records were rather flinsy, and
then the President realized that it would be extrenely

val uable to have a fairly full record of the Tuesday
Luncheons, and he had Tom Johnson or sonebody el se present
to take notes. And then Walt Rostow woul d al so take notes,
so the record becane fuller as the Luncheons proceeded.

How di d that organization--that institution, as it
wer e--conpare to President Kennedy's Ex-con®

Vel |, the Ex-comwas a highly specialized ad hoc body to
deal with one particular crisis.

It operated only in the Quban--?
Only in the Quban mssile crisis.

There was not a regular snaller-than-the-NSC group under
Kennedy?

No. President Kennedy frequently would nmeet with, say, Bob
McNamara and nyself on a particular natter. Secretary
McNamara and | did not |ike, ourselves, to get into nuch

di scussion in the National Security Council or in Cabinet
nmeetings with so many people sitting around the room Most
often we woul d see President Kennedy either just before or
just after such a neeting where the real decision would be
taken, so that the discussion in the National Security
Council would be nore restrictive and would not lend itself
to leaks and to distortions by people sitting around the
room

Havi ng this ongoing thing, the Tuesday Lunch then, did that
mean that President Johnson pretty well downgraded or
ignored the NSC as a formal group?

He had occasi onal neetings of the National Security Council,
but the National Security Council doesn't really lend itself
to the kind of full and free debate and di scussion that is
required for inportant decisions. In the first place there
are too many people present. There are fifteen to twenty
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people sitting around the room and it's not good for a
Presi dent and a Cabinet officer to debate each other in the
presence of other people. There ought not to be any bl ue
sky showi ng between the President and a Cabinet officer. |If
they engage in a debate before w tnesses, then there's

al ways the danger of its being | eaked that somehow a Cabi net
of fi cer took another point of view whereas after a decision
has been nmade, it is incunbent upon a Cabinet officer to
support the decision nmade by the President regardl ess of
what his own personal point of view had been in the course
of making the decision. So, fromthat point of view, to ne
it is inportant that such differences be discussed very
privately with the President and not in situations where

| eaks coul d occur.

What was President Johnson's use of the Wite House
operation--the Bundy shop, first, and then the Rostow -was
it de-enphasized as conpared to Kennedy's use of it?

No. That function is indispensable to a President partly
because there's such a mass of business that it is inportant
to have, right at the President's el bow, sone staff who can
hel p manage the flow of papers. Every day the Departnent of
State woul d send over to the Wiite House at least a half a
dozen papers requiring the President's decision or requiring
his attention. MNow, the Secretary of State can't spend al

of his time running back and forth between his office and
the Wiite House to deal with this paperwork hinself with the
President, so these would go over to Walt Rostow. VIt
Rost ow woul d then arrange a tine to get in to see the

Presi dent and put thembefore himor put themin his evening
reading and get a notation back as to the President's w shes
inthe matter. So that in the first instance, just the
managenent of business required that there be a staff of
that sort.

Then each President has his own way of expressing
hi nsel f and his own way of operating. It is al nost
i npossi bl e for another Department to produce finished
products for the President in terns of statenents, speeches,
official comunications in the President's own nane; so that
the staff there would be very useful in redrafting nmessages
and speeches and statenents and i n hel pi ng the President
prepare hinself for press conferences and things of that
sort.

Now, where such a staff could cause trouble would be in
comng between the President and a Cabi net officer wthout
the Cabinet officer's know edge. Walt Rostow and Mac Bundy
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were very good about that. |If they had any thoughts that
they wanted to inject into a policy discussion and they
wanted to put thembefore the President, they would al so
informthe Cabinet officer so that the Cabinet officer woul d
have a chance to comment on those proposals fromhis own
point of view President Johnson was very good about not
allowing his own personal staff to come between himand a
Cabinet officer. |In that respect he was sonewhat different
from Presi dent Kennedy who would |l et that happen fromtine
to tine.

You didn't get the inpression maybe that the Bundy-Rostow
subor di nat es were goi ng around you on certain occasi ons?
You said that M. Johnson was very good about not going
around you, but what about the people at maybe the second
level in the Wite House national security operation?

No, because those fellows were usually drawn into

di scussions. You' d have a nman there working on financia
matters, and we'd bring himin when nonetary questions were
up. Another man woul d be working on Viet Nam we'd bring
himinto the Vietnanese discussions. They usually were
parts of the various task forces that were working on

i ndi vi dual subjects, so that their views were pretty well
known to the rest of us at all times anyhow because t hey
were working parts of the machinery of policy formulation.

And they didn't try to predetermne the State Departnent's
vi ewpoi nt by di sclosing a Wite House vi ewpoi nt or anyt hi ng
of this nature?

Vel |, when one tal ks about a Wi te House vi ewpoi nt, one has
to be clear about whether one is tal king about the

Presi dent, or sonebody else. M view always was that unless
the President hinself was speaking, | was the Wite House.
When sonebody woul d call, as occasionally happened at a
staff level, and say to one of the nenbers of ny own staff,
"The Wi te House wants this" or, "The Wiite House wants
that,” | would always want to know whet her that meant that
the President wanted it because no one speaks for the

Presi dent except the President--unless it be the Secretary
of State on foreign policy natters.

So you don't think your subordinates had any trouble
di sti ngui shing what was the view of the President?

| don't think so.

Do you think that the staff over there ever acted--?
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No, let it be said that they had some extraordinarily
conpetent people on that staff over there, and that you were
glad to get their help nost of the time, because they had
ideas to contribute and they had judgnents to contribute.

So there was a pretty good working rel ationshi p between the
national security staff and the Departnents of State and

Def ense.

Then you don't think that they ever acted to, say, block out
the views of the Departnment to the President in any way?

No, I'msure that didn't happen

D d the operation over there change substantially as between
McCeorge Bundy and Walt Rost ow?

No, | didn't detect any particul ar change. MGeorge Bundy
was a sonewhat nore skillful draftsman than Walt Rost ow

VWalt Rostow, at the begi nning anyhow was a little prolific
in his words, was not as succinct as McCGeorge Bundy. But
Valt Rostow inproved greatly in that respect and got to be a
very efficient special assistant in all respects.

What about the rest of the Wiite House staff under M.

Johnson, the staff that wasn't associated specifically with

nati onal security affairs? Wat brings this to mndis a
recent article relative to Viet Nam by Nornman Cousins [ Look,
July 29, 1969] in which he nmentions his contacts being

[Bill] Myers and [Jack] Valenti, who were hardly NSCtype
staff nen. D d they neddl e--the non-national security

staff?

That woul d usual |y cone about in speech-witing. W always
had a chance to ook at the drafts of speeches and nmake
suggestions on themand ook at final drafts and check
anything there that ought not to be said or nake suggestions
about what ought to be said.

Moyers was occasionally at the Tuesday | uncheons and
took part in the discussion along with everybody el se, but I
didn't get any sense of interference. They handl ed
t hensel ves with correctness, | think.

You have nentioned several tinmes and nore or |ess
anticipated this line of questioning--the relationship

bet ween your Departnent of State and the other departnents,
particularly the Departnent of Defense. Frequently the
critics nmake the point that Defense was taking over
initiatives in foreign policy, and so on. Do you think this
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was bot h exagger ated and done basically on your agreenent
with Secretary McNamara which you said you frequently
reached?

Wen Secretary McNamara and | took office under President
Kennedy, we net with each other and | said to himthat the
safety of the Amrerican people is a prinmary object of foreign
policy; therefore, I, nyself, as Secretary of State, would
be interested in national security. He said to nme that the
primary mssion of the Departnent of Defense was to support
the foreign policy of the United States, and we agreed that
we woul d do everything that we could to establish close

wor ki ng-rel ati onshi ps between our two Departnents. For
exanpl e, we encouraged contacts at all |evels between our
Depart ment s- - bet ween the majors and the desk officers, and
the lieutenant colonels and the office directors, and peopl e
like that. | amproud of the fact that during the

Kennedy- Johnson years an inquisitive and suspi ci ous press
was not able to generate any inpressions of feud between the
Departnent of State and the Departnment of Defense. This is
because the two Secretaries insisted that it be that way,
and that there not be running feuds.

Anot her factor that nade a difference was that the
State Departnent now has over three hundred officers who are
graduates of the war colleges, and the Defense Depart nment
has at |east that many officers who graduated from various
training prograns in the Departnment of State, so that there
is a broadening of the understanding of the other fellow s
pr obl ens.

On bot h si des.

That doesn't nean that you come to autonatic agreenment on
every question, but you at |east understand better than was
true in the early days what the other fellow s probl emwas.

D d your agreenment in regard to that particular problemwth
Defense extend simlarly over into M. [Qark] difford's
tenure? The press did try to pronote a feud there, | think,
toward the end.

Vel |, that cane about at the very end when sone of the
civilians in the Defense Departnent tried to stir up a
canpai gn agai nst deci sions taken by President Johnson, and
that was primarily responsible for that flurry of press
specul ation at the very end there. So it did not work quite
as well under dark difford as it had worked under Robert
MeNanar a.
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What about M. Johnson's fairly well-known habit of

consul ting peopl e outside government? D d that ever cause
trouble for those of you he charged with the responsibility
of maj or deci sions?

No President should restrict hinself in terns of ideas or
sources of advice. A President ought to be free to consult
anybody that he wants to outside the Departnent--his
chauffeur, anybody at all, Congressnen, Senators. A
Presidents are going to do that, and it's a part of the
nmeans by which a President can try to cover every point and
be sure that sonething is not being overl ooked that he ought
to have in his mnd. Now that is a part of the President's
own mnd, and that is sonmething that | think is entirely
appropriate and never caused any speci al probl ens because
these matters had to be dealt with on their nerits, and
peopl e i n governnent have no particul ar nonopoly of ideas.

O course, those people are not reading the traffic in
foreign affairs--

Vel |, they may have good ideas even though they don't read
the traffic. | never had any probl ens about that nyself.

What about the admnistration of the State Departnent? Was
Presi dent Johnson interested at all in that aspect of your
j ob?

Not in detail. He delegated that responsibility; and I, in
turn, delegated that largely to the Under Secretary and the
Deputy Under Secretary for Admnistration. The President
was, of course, very nuch interested in Presidential

appoi ntees, and we had up to two hundred Presidenti al

appoi ntments in the Departnent of State if you include all

t he Anbassadors. But he did not try to tell the Departnent
of State howto run itself any nore than he did ot her
Depart nent s.

Was the chief initiative as far as admni stration the
SIGIRGinitiative of '69?

No, that was not primarily on admnistrative questions. The
SIG 1 RG organi zati on was for the consideration of policy
matters.

And for interdepartnmental coordination. Ws that President
Johnson's initiative or yours?

| think it cane up froma study that M. [N chol as]
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Kat zenbach had done about how we m ght inprove the
machinery. As a matter of fact, we never gave that a ful
tryout because it was getting a slow start by the tinme the
Admni stration cane to an end.

But M. Johnson didn't take any direct interest in that
nmechani cal -type thi ng?

No, he was interested in the final product, but he did not
inject hinself into the process.

You menti oned anbassadori al appoi ntnents and, of course,

ot her appointnents as wel |l --of Assistant Secretaries and
others that are Presidential. D d M. Johnson pay what you
t hought was due wei ght to your recomrendations on those
matters, or sonetimes go around you for his own politica
needs?

It depends on what you nean by due weight. After all, these
are Presidential appointnments, and they're not appointnents
of the Secretary of State. M general habit was to
recomrend professional officers as frequently as possible
because, in the first place, | nyself had no coterie of
friends or people that I had wanted to bring into governnent
with me, or anything of that sort. President Johnson woul d
take nost of those. He had about seventy percent career
Anbassadors during his Presidency, but he al so had ot her
peopl e that he wanted to put into anbassadorial posts for
political or other reasons. | understood that nyself and
expected that some of ny recommendati ons woul d not be
accepted and that nanes that | would not nyself have put
forward would in fact have been appointed, but that's par
for the course. That's going to happen with any

Admni stration, any Secretary of State.

And that applies as well to the Assistant Secretaryshi ps and
things within the Departnent as well as to anbassadors?

Not so nuch to Assistant Secretaryshi ps where the President
was nmuch nore inclined to take the recommendati on of the
Secretary of State, and that would be true with the other
departnents as well. He tended to give the Cabinet officers
an extra amount of weight in determning who their own

col | eagues woul d be.

D d that viewpoint of yours that career people perhaps
shoul d be noved i nto anbassadorial positions have any effect
on M. Johnson? D d he have a strong bias for or agai nst

t he professional service that he ever indicated to you?
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Vell, he always had a little reservati on because he knew
that a professional officer would not be a Lyndon Johnson
man in the strict sense of the term-in the sense of
personal conmm t nent --because a professional officer is not
supposed to be personally commtted to a particul ar
Admnistration in a political sense. The President was
inpatient, for exanple, because he did not believe that some
of our Anbassadors in Latin America were putting forth
Lyndon B. Johnson as the President of the United
States--were still working in the general atnosphere of the
Kennedy Adm nistration. An Anbassador is the alter-ego of
the President. He's the President's personal representative
to a foreign country, and the President felt that an
Anbassador--and | agree with himon this--that an Anbassador
should, in the first instance, be the best representative of
the man who is the President of the United States that he
can possibly be. | once talked to the head of the British
Gvil Service, and | conplinmented himon the way in which
the British Gvil Service seened to stay outside of
politics. He said, "Ch, no, you ve got it wong. The
British GQvil Service gives its full support to one
admnistration at atine."

There's a difference between that and being out of politics.

That's right, so there were tinmes when President Johnson, as
any President, would becone inpatient with particul ar
Anbassadors on points of that sort.

But he didn't let it color his viewtoward the professional
servi ce?

No, | don't think so. Any new President cones in with a
certain arns-length attitude toward the Foreign Service, but
the nore he stays in office the nore he realizes that this
is a great professional service with a lot of talent init,
and he gets to be nore respectful of the Foreign Service as
he goes al ong.

The press consensus grew to be that under you and under
Presi dent Johnson the role of planning in the State
Departnment was de-enphasi zed substantially. Do you think
that is true, and if so was it your initiative or his that
caused that change?

Quite the contrary. M viewis that every policy officer is
a planner. Every desk officer, every policy officer up and
down the line should be thinking in | onger range terns about
his job and what the future holds. Everybody shoul d pl an.

25
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| did not believe that you shoul d concentrate pl anning j ust
in sonething called the Policy Planning Staff. | considered
nyself a planner, and | expected every junior officer in the
Departnment to be a planner as far as his own job was
concerned. You can't separate plans and operations in any
di stinct sense because everything you do has to do with your
future plans, and everything you do ought to be done in
relation to what outcone you want in the long run. Now,
there is a limt beyond which you can do planning in the

| ong range sense because you can't see that far ahead. The
unexpected is always interjecting itself, and the situation
that you mght | ook upon today will be quite different a
year fromnow or two years fromnow, and your plans, if they
becone too hard and solidified, will be irrelevant. So this
is a process and not sonething that can be put into one
basket named planning but it's something that everybody has
to be invol ved wth.

The tenure that you served saw two naj or reorgani zati ons of
functions sort of |oosely under the State Departnent--A D
and the Arns Control and D sarmanment Agency. Dd M.
Johnson use those agencies as parts and arns of the State
Departnment as they were set up, or did he deal with them

i ndependent | y?

Bot h these agencies took their policy guidance fromthe
Secretary of State. They're set up that way, and alt hough
Presi dent Johnson woul d deal directly on occasion with the
Admni strator of AID and on occasion wth the Drector of
t he D sarnmanent Agency, the policies involved were handl ed
as though these agencies were parts of the Departnent of
State.

That didn't cause any trouble? The organization of those
was satisfactory as far as you were concerned?

That's right. There was no problemon that.

Sone of this on decision-nmaking you' ve antici pated, but sone
not. Wen you tal ked awhil e ago about yourself and M.
McNanmara, for exanple, coordinating your decision before you
sent it to the President, the inplication could be drawn
fromthat, | suppose, that M. Johnson didn't get a chance
to hear all sides. | take it you' d think that was unfair--

No. Secretary McNamara and | accepted the responsibility
for exposing to the President the alternatives and the
different points of view |If the other points of view were
not sufficiently put forward, the President woul d on
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occasi on appoint a devil's advocate for the purpose of
presenting anot her point of view.

Specifically as a Devil's Advocate?

Yes. He used CGeorge Ball in that connection, for exanple,
on a nunber of occasions; there were tinmes when he woul d
actually organize a little debate in front of hinself wth
staff officers taking part. He would assign a staff officer
the task of presenting a particular point of view and

anot her staff officer the task of presenting another point
of view, and he'd have a little debate in front of hinself.

And everybody knew that they had been assigned that job?
That's right.

So that if soneone was playing the Devil's Advocate contrary
to his own inclinations, that woul d be a known situation?

Ch, the President never, never objected to people putting
forward views that were contrary to his own inclinations in
the course of making a decision. He wanted all points of

vi ew brought forward, and any w se person who was deal i ng
with policy matters would insist upon that in any event. W
used to do that at the Departnent of State. After the

deci sion was nade, the President expected his coll eagues to
support the deci sion.

How di d you personal |y render your advice to the President?
You mentioned in connection with Kennedy that sonetines
you' d stop prior to the NSC neeting and render your advice
because you didn't want to expose it. Dd you do the sane
thing with M. Johnson?

| saw President Johnson usually several tines a week,
certainly at the Tuesday Lunch and then many ot her timnes
during the course of the week. And we were on the phone
with each other. There were many ways in which we could do
it. W could do it by paper, by sending over nenoranda; we
could do it on the tel ephone; we could do it in persona
conversation. So there was a constant flow of thoughts back
and forth between the two of us on a w de range of

questi ons.

But privately, invariably?

Privately, except in the case of papers. There would be
ot hers who woul d know about the papers.
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But you never felt that you had trouble getting your advice
to himin some way that didn't expose any differences that
you mght have to others?

No. The President would frequently want to be sure that
when a paper cane over, it was ny paper. Sonetines you'd
send over a paper, say, fromM. Ben Read, who was the head
of the Secretariat in the Departnment of State, to M.
McCGeorge Bundy or to M. Walt Rostow On the face of it it
woul d not show whether or not | personally had seen the
paper and had concurred in it. He rather took the view that
if it's anything that's worth the attention of the
President, it is worth the attention of the Secretary of
State. So once in awhile he woul d send a questi on back as
to whether | had nyself seen the paper, and whether it was
ny paper or whether it was just a staff paper. But the
channel s of communi cation were w de open, and they were used
a great deal and in a variety of ways.

Wre inportant decisions--it's awfully hard to escape from
using Viet Nam as an exanpl e sonetines, although that's not
t he subj ect today--decisions such as, for exanple, to begin
the bonbing of the north--would a decision |ike that be
taken in very explicit and in very clear terns, or were they
sort of slipped into as sort of reactions to events?

No, any najor decision of that sort would be taken in the
nmost sol erm f ashi on

And very clearly and definitely?

That's right. Never any anbiguity about starting the

bonbi ng, or stopping the bonbing, or bonbing pauses, or
negoti ating noves. You see, as far as Viet Namis
concerned. President Johnson was his own desk officer. He
was actually the Commander-in-Chief. This was a great
preoccupation with himso that every detail of the Viet Nam
matter was a matter of information to the President, and the
deci sions on Viet Namwere taken by the President.

The reason | pursue that is because there have been
criticisns that the practice of keeping one's options open
sonetines led to what anmounted to vacillations in the sense
that no clear, firmdecision was really ever taken in some
instances. But you disagree with this?

Vel l, if no decisions were taken, that neant that nothing
woul d be done, and doing nothing is itself an inportant
decision. There were tinmes when we woul d take anot her week
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or ten days before we would take a particul ar action because
we wanted to think it over nore and feel out the situation a
bit nore, but this was not an accidental l|ack of clarity.

It was a deliberate decision to postpone.

Wi ch, as you say, is a decision in itself.
Yes.

What role did the President play, or did M. Johnson pl ay,
inatine of absolute crisis, say, |like the June war of
1967, for exanple. D d he stay in nore-or-|ess constant
communi cation with you, for exanple, during that period--on
t he spot, personal interest?

Yes. At nonents of great crisis, the President would put an
enornmous anount of time in on the crisis itself. This would
be true whether it was the June War between Israel and their
Arab nei ghbors, or the Soviet nove into Czechosl ovakia, or
any maj or new nove as far as Viet Namwas concerned, The
Presi dent woul d give whatever tine was necessary.

He nore or | ess manned the operation room hinsel f?
That's in effect exactly what woul d happen.

So you didn't have trouble finding himor getting to himin
nonents of crisis?

Dean Acheson once said that in a relation betwen a
President and a Secretary of State it is inportant that both
understand which is President. Now, President Johnson never
had any doubt about who was President, nor did I

That nakes for a pretty good working relationship in al
ki nds of areas.

The press was very fond, and anal ysts of various Kkinds
were very fond, of dividing M. Johnson's advisers into
clearly | abel ed groups--the nost fanous bei ng "hawks" and
"doves." During your tenure in the Departnent of State, is
it true that various departnents--State, Defense, or
others--fall into clearly definable postures over a period
of time that can be tal ked about in a | abeled way |ike that?

Not really. 1In general, | think the attitude of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff can be nore or less predictable froma point
of viewof solely mlitary analysis, but that would not be
true of the Defense Departnent as such, including the
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Secretary of Defense. Now, one of the reasons why people
get branded is that they' re speaking to different audiences.
Secretary McNamara was talking to the Armed Services
Commttees. Therefore, he, in trying to defend the noderate
and mddl e position of the Admnistration, sounded |ike a
dove; whereas | was talking to the Foreign Rel ations

Comm ttee where, in defending the noderate, mddl e position,
| sounded |ike a hawk. It depends upon your audience as to
how it appears to be.

That's a distinction | haven't ever heard before, and sounds
like a very valid one.

McNamara and | woul d probably be saying exactly the same
thing, but because of the difference in the audience it
sounded different.

And woul d be witten up differently.
And woul d be witten up differently.

| think it's Myers who has been quoted as sayi ng that by
the end of 1965 the governnent was nore or less bitterly
di vided over the Viet Nampolicy. Dd you think that was
true?

No, | didn't find that to be the case.
Ddit ever get that way?

Not so far as | know. W cane close to that during the
difford period--at the very end of the Aifford period--but
that never nmanifested itself in clear recommendations from
Adark difford that we pursue a radically different course.
This was just a case of growi ng ul cers and worryi ng about

it, not really comng forward with specific proposals. Plus
difford, for exanple, as Secretary of Defense, did not nake
the proposal that he nmade just recently in his For ei gn
Affairs article. [July, 1969]

Was it possible to make such proposal s? Coul d those who
dissented froma policy after it was nade get nore than a
pro forma hearing? You said they could send a neno up but
couldn't get any conversation. How, then, do you get a
pol i cy change under those circunstances?

It's always possible to put in a proposal to change what we
are doing, but there were times when the President woul d
sinply ook around the roomand say, "Now, gentlenen, |'m
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not going to do this so just don't fret me about this,
because I"'mnot going to do it." That would put an end to
that kind of discussion for awhile.

So that would close out, at least for the tinme, any change,
but it woul d have been preceded by consi deration.

That's right. | never felt that | was inhibited i n any way
fromgoing to the President and nmaking to himany proposa
that | had on ny mnd.

That's fairly clear. Wy do you think that M. Johnson
never either agreed to, or allowed his subordi nates such as
yourself, to really go out and sell the Viet Nam policy?

Ch, | don't think that he inposed limtations on us in that
regard. | nade nore speeches than any Secretary of State.

At his instructions?

Vell, wth his know edge and consent. | did a good deal of
that on ny own. What we did not do was to take steps to
create a war psychology in the United States.

| guess that's what | neant.

Now, that was an inportant decision. It was not nmade all at
once, but it was a natter that we tal ked about on a nunber
of occasions. W did not lay on big mlitary parades. W
did not put on big bond drives or [have] novie actors goi ng
around the country whoopi ng up war-fever, and things of that
sort.

The reason we didn't was because there's too nmuch power
inthe world to | et the Arerican peopl e becone too nad.
Public opinion could get out of hand if you went too far
down that trail, and with nuclear weapons |lying around it's
better not to have that happen.

(One of the inportant things to reflect upon, as far as
Viet Namis concerned, is that we were trying to do a kind
of police job to fend off this aggression agai nst South M et
Nam but to do it calmy and, in effect, in cold blood. Qur
obj ective was peace. It was not to let the situation go
down the chute--the chute into a larger war. Sone day we'll
have to eval uate whether that decision was right.

But it was a clear-cut decision not to take this kind of
acti on?
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That's right.
And M. Johnson parti ci pated?
That's right.
That was what | neant by selling, | guess.

VW did not go out to whip up the anger of the American
people over Viet Nam In retrospect that needs exam nati on.
It mght be that we shoul d have done nore of that than we
did, but we deliberately did not do that.

Once the dissenters becanme vocal and fairly nunerous, you
acted frequently as the Admni strati on spokesman to them

Dd you find that you could reach themat all--that they'd
listen, even?

Vel |, sone woul d; sonme would not. Sone people had the view
that somehow the United States unilaterally coul d nake peace
in Viet Nam regardl ess of what Hanoi did. That on the face
of it is an absurdity, but it's not apparent as an absurdity
to sonme critics. W never really were able to get North
Viet Namseriously interested in sitting down and naki ng
peace in that situation, and the present Adm nistration has
not yet been able to do that either. But we had very little
pressure during the Johnson Admnistration to w thdraw from
Viet Nam regardl ess of the consequences. W can get into
this later in discussing Viet Nam

D d the dissenters have the know edge to be responsible; or
did they act frequently out of sinply not having the
classified naterial available to themthat mght have
changed their mnds?

Vel |, a good deal of it was w shful thinking, hoping that
sonehow the problemwoul d just go away if we got out of
it--that maybe Laos and Viet Nam and Canbodi a and Thai |l and
woul d survive whether we did anything about it or not; that
Ho Chi M nh was just a good old Nationalist and that all he
was wanting to do was to set up a kind of Yugosl avia out
there, free fromChina, and free fromthe Soviet Union. A
ot of wishful thinking of that sort that entered into sone
peopl e's consideration of the matter.

It was not a matter of you having possession of certain
secret information that | ed you to one concl usion and the
di ssenters not having it?
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No. The basic facts on which opinion could be forned were
wel I -known to the public, and there were very few secrets
that had any direct bearing on the major decisions affecting
t he war.

Let's bear in mnd that there are sone specifically
organi zed groups who are conmmtted to opposi ng what we are
doing in Viet Nam The Communi sts are very active, working
t hrough i nnocent organi zations. The confirmed pacifists
i ke the Quakers, for whom| have the highest regard, are
goi ng to oppose sonething like Viet Nam just as they
opposed the war in Korea, and just as they' ve opposed ot her
things. So sonme of this is highly organi zed.

Then as the war dragged on, and it was a sl ow bl eed,
there was no clear indication that the war was going to cone
to a finite conclusion. So sone people just got weary of
the war and wanted to bring it to an end and to bring the
casualties to an end, and that |led themto enbrace points of
view that in calner nonents they woul d not have enbraced.

Dd the press contribute, you think, inportantly to this
wi shful thinking atnmosphere, or this irresponsibility of
Vi ewpoi nt ?

Sone el enments in the press, the New York Tines, for exanple.
| sent the New York Tinmes a copy of the editorial which they
had witten at the tine of the conclusion of the SEATO

Treaty. On that occasion they said that the SEATO Treaty

was a great diplomatic triunph for President E senhower and
Secretary of State Dulles. | got back a tortured

thirty-page nenorandumfromthemtrying to explain that what
they were saying in 1967 and ' 68 was consi stent w th what

t hey had said back when the SEATO Treaty was forned.

But you think there was a real elenment in the Eastern press
that was particularly critical in this regard? Ws it
partly the Eastern press's disillusion with Johnsonian style
that led them This is kind of confused in ny own m nd
here, what I'mtrying to ask--

| think sone of it was just confusion anong the editorial
boards of sone of the newspapers. | think it was confusion
in the New York Tines, for exanple. They never |aid out
clearly what their major premses were. Now, Senator

[ Wayne] Morse woul d get up on the Senate floor and say that
Sout heast Asia is not worth the life of a single Anerican
sol di er.
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That's cl ear enough.

| disagreed with him but | respected his saying that

because then you woul d know how to read other things that he
was sayi ng about Viet Nam The New York Ti nres woul d never
lay out clearly its major premses about Viet Nam [t

didn't say that it wanted to w thdraw regardl ess of the
consequences, but internediate steps which it woul d support
were sinply steps in that direction

Favoring policies wthout consideration of outcone?
That's right.

One other matter that is in this general area of

organi zation and admni stration and personal relations is in
regard to nmessages. You' ve said a couple of things about
this--that the Wiite House staff perhaps prepared the
wording usually. D d the Departnent have its say in najor
foreign policy addresses adequatel y?

Yes, | think so. This is one job that the Departnent of
State is not very good at. W have very poor speechwiters
in the Departnment of State. | asked the Inspection Corps
once in their visits around the world inspecting our
Enbassi es abroad to keep their eyes and ears open for

articul ate peopl e--peopl e that knew how to express

thensel ves orally or in witing--in order to try to get nore
help in this regard, but we never succeeded. 1| only had
medi ocre success in getting real help in witing ny own
speeches so a good deal of the burden fell on people Iike
Harry MPherson over in the Wite House in actually drafting
final texts. That, to a degree, is going to be inevitable
anyhow because sonmeone who is at the right hand of the

Presi dent can have a chance to slip in and talk to the

Presi dent about various ideas and nmet hods and ways of saying
things, and sort of draw the President into the actual
preparation of draft speeches. Had we had greater
conpetence in the Departnent of State, the President would
have been glad to absorb as nuch as we coul d have produced
for himin that regard, but we just weren't very good at it.

Wre there particul ar speeches on foreign policy matters
that are well-known in which the State Departnent had a
specifically inportant initiative, in either causing the
speech, or that you were responsible for the nature of the
viewpoint init? I'mthinking of things like the UN
speech in late 1963, or the State of the Union in 1964, or
Johns Hopkins, or [the] San Antonio formul a--?
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VW woul d al ways put raw naterial into such speeches.
course there were a nunber of occasions where we woul d
recomrend that the President appear and nake a speech, such
as at the UN W would send over, frequently, statenents
to be used in press conferences or to be used as Wite House
rel eases--statenents on particul ar subjects--and many of
those were used as we sent themover with only m nor

nodi fication. But, generally speaking, President Johnson's
speeches were determned by his own judgnment as to where he
wanted to go, and with whom he wanted to neet, and when he
wanted to go, and generally what he wanted to tal k about.

Thi s exhausts the categories that | knew enough to include
in this general subject category. Do you know of others
that we haven't tal ked about? | don't want to cut you off
on this general area of consideration.

No.
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