
Paul H. Nitze Oral History Interview – JFK#3, 7/11/1964 
Administrative Information 

 
 
Creator: Paul H. Nitze 
Interviewer: Dorothy Fosdick 
Date of Interview: July 11, 1964 
Place of Interview: Washington D.C. 
Length: 12 pages, 1 addendum  
 
Biographical Note 
Paul H. Nitze (1907-2004) served as President of the Foreign Service Education 
Foundation from 1953 to 1961, Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security 
Affairs from 1961 to 1963, and Secretary of the Navy from 1963 to 1967. This interview 
focuses on the Defense Department examining strategies for nuclear engagement and the 
United States negotiating with France about their nuclear program, among other topics. 
 
Access 
Open 
 
Usage Restrictions 
According to the deed of gift signed November 9, 1972, copyright of these materials has 
been assigned to the United States Government. Users of these materials are advised to 
determine the copyright status of any document from which they wish to publish. 
 
Copyright 
The copyright law of the United States (Title 17, United States Code) governs the making 
of photocopies or other reproductions of copyrighted material. Under certain conditions 
specified in the law, libraries and archives are authorized to furnish a photocopy or other 
reproduction. One of these specified conditions is that the photocopy or reproduction is 
not to be “used for any purpose other than private study, scholarship, or research.” If a 
user makes a request for, or later uses, a photocopy or reproduction for purposes in 
excesses of “fair use,” that user may be liable for copyright infringement. This institution 
reserves the right to refuse to accept a copying order if, in its judgment, fulfillment of the 
order would involve violation of copyright law. The copyright law extends its protection 
to unpublished works from the moment of creation in a tangible form. Direct your 
questions concerning copyright to the reference staff. 
 
Transcript of Oral History Interview 
These electronic documents were created from transcripts available in the research room 
of the John F. Kennedy Library. The transcripts were scanned using optical character 
recognition and the resulting text files were proofread against the original transcripts. 
Some formatting changes were made. Page numbers are noted where they would have 
occurred at the bottoms of the pages of the original transcripts. If researchers have any 
concerns about accuracy, they are encouraged to visit the Library and consult the 
transcripts and the interview recordings. 



 
Suggested Citation 
Paul H. Nitze, recorded interview by Dorothy Fosdick, July 11, 1964 (page number), 
John F. Kennedy Library Oral History Program. 







Paul H. Nitze– JFK #3 
Table of Contents 

 
Page Topic 
22 Adding to the defense budget 
23 John F. Kennedy’s [JFK] concerns about missiles in Europe 
24 First strike capability 
25 Argument for retaliation capability 
26 Question of how much nuclear capability is needed for retaliation 
27 Concerns about the United States’ missiles being destroyed 
28 JFK’s visit with President Charles de Gaulle 
29 Paper on assisting France with their nuclear program 
30 Negotiations with the French 
31 JFK’s interest in the gold and dollar balance 
32 State Department’s objection to negotiations 
33 JFK’s approach to developing policies 
Addendum  “Report of Senator Kennedy’s National Security Policy Committee” 



' ., 
--· 

Miss Fosdick: Mr. Se.cretary, I notice in the report of the Kennedy 
Committee on National Security Policy which you headed it is stated 
that a general approach to the mix of general war capabilities should 
be determined by the President-elect as early as a full briefing by 
those who know about the subject could be arranged. I have the im­
pression that the decisions by the President and the Administration 
on the mix of general war capabilities came out rather closely in line 
with the recommendations of your report. Would you comment on how 
this happened or what the significance of this might be? 

Mr. Nitze: I think it did end up very close to the recommendations of 
our initial report to the President. The way in which this developed, 
however, was not quite as orderly and as rational an approach to it, as 
I assumed in the report that we might take. 

The first question that faced the new Administration was the amount 
of additional dollars which Mr. Kennedy would ask for to add on to the 
Eisenhower budget; so that the first question would be addressed to 
the more essential points of how one could assure the United States of 
having a secure second strike retaliatory capability. This was the first 
thing that the Administration addressed itself to. We were all con­
cerned about the vulnerability of the SAC bombers to the possibility of 
a surprise attack and we thought that it would be some time before we 
would have enough POLARIS missiles and really secure MINUTEMAN in order 
to give us an assured second strike capability - one whicn could not be 
eliminated by an initial surprise attack by the Soviet Union. So that 
the first decisions of the Administration were the acceleration of the 
POLARIS shipbuilding program from 29 boats each with sixteen missiles to 
a program of 41 boats each with sixteen. Mr. Kennedy asked for the 
money for the long lead items for the full 41-boat program, and the 
schedule then called for one POLARIS submarine a month being produced 
at the peak of the program which, as I remember it, was the year 1964 -
this was the year in which we would reach our peak rate of production. 
He did everything he could in order to get this POLARIS system to the 
optimum size as fast as possible. This decision was made at the very 
outset of the Administration. Concurrently there was a discussion as 
t o how much t o accel erate the MI NUTEMAN program, and this al so was 
accelerated. l{y" recollection is that a second production line was 
added to the first production line, and the money for that acceleration 
of the MINUTEMAN program was also. in the first add-on to the Eisenhower 
budget. 

Later in the Kennedy Administration the issue that I had referred 
to in our paper came up time and time again, as to the mix of systems 
in package one, the strategic package. How many additional MINUTEMEN 
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should we buy, should we buy the mobile MINUTEMAN on railroad cars, 
should we go forward with the SKYBOLT system, should we go for the 
RS-70 follow-on bombers, and furthermore should we buy the mobile 
medium range missile which General Norstad was saying he needed for 
European defense? Every y~ar these issues were debated again and 
again and again in order to make the decisions as to what we would 
recommend to Mr. Kennedy. 

Then discussions were carried on with Mr. Kennedy as to what he 
finally recommended to Congress in a way of a program in package one 
and what its composition should be. Over the years he stuck to the 
original decision on 41 POLARIS boats each with sixteen missiles. 
Eventually it was decided that the mobile railroad car based MINUTEMAN 
was less effective for the dollars which it would cost than additional 
hardened MINUTEMEN in solos spaced some distance apart. The Air Force 
felt that we should have a larger number of MINUTEMEN which Mr. Kennedy 
finally approved, and also felt we should have this follow-on bomber or 
that we should buy more B-52s. They also felt that we should go forward 
with the mobile medium range ballistic missile for the European theater. 

Mr. Kennedy was very much concerned about the mobile medium range 
missile in Europe. He felt an issue would arise as to where one would 
locate these mobile missiles. The only European country which looked 
with favor upon having mobile medium range ballistic missiles on its 
territory was Germany. The French were prepared to see these mobile 
medium range ballistic missiles bought but they would not lave any of 
them on French territory unless full control, not only over the 
launching system but also over the warheads, was given to the French. 
But this implied a multiplication of national nuclear deterrents and 
this then got into the realm of command and control? and how did one 
maintain centralized single command and control over the entire strategic 
system. If one had bits and pieces of it controlled absolutely by a 
number of NATO nations, then there was the great dnager that one 
part would be used alone which would commit us really to go in with 
them, then the President would have lost control over the operations. 
We would be in the position that Germany was in in 1914, when their allies, 
the Austrians, really got them into war without their full consent. 
The President was not so concerned about the British having an inde­
pendent nuclear deterrent because he felt that our relations with the 
British were strong enough so that it was highly unlikely that the 
British would be prepared to use their nuclear weapons apart from 
us - independently from us. He felt, however, that t he Germans, 
because of their very great and deep interest in reunification, might 
use this threat, if they had control over their own nuclear weapons, 
to cause a crisis in the hope that we would back them up, and that we 
might .be sucked into a general nuclear war not of our desire. He thought 
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that if the French had this they might eventually make some agreement 
with the Germans, or that the Germans might end up in control of the 
Franco-German bloc and therefore he was not desirous of the French 
having this. Thus, he was ve-ry lea-ry of the mobile medium range 
ballistic missile. In fact, Mr. McNamara did not, until later in the 
game, reconnnend that we go forward with even the research and develop­
ment work necessa:i;Y to effect such a missile. 

As to the B-52s, it was not felt by Mr. McNamara that they really 
contributed to our second strike capability. I th~nk eve-rybody was 

---- ~ 

ve-ry hesitant about looking into the possibility of a win capability 
which involved the United States in striking first - kind of out of the 
blue. It was recognized that our policy and our strategy did contemplate 
the contingency under which we would initiate general nuclear war - that 
was an all-out conventional attack by the Soviet Union into Europe which 
could not be contained by the forces that we and the Europeans had in 
Europe. In that event, we would have to start the general nuclear phase, 
but it was felt that this was not the same thing as a surprise first 
strike with the objective of disarming the Soviet Union and putting 
them in a position where they couldn't respond in any way. 

General Powers and General Page of the Air Force both felt it was 
important for us to have some kind of a first strike capability which 
would effectively disarm the u.s.S.R. It was Mr. McNamara's view, and 
my view, that if one could really do this it would be worth adding to 
the list of options which the President might have. But all the computa­
tions that we could make indicated that under the most favorable circum­
stances, one could not completely disarm the U .. s. S. R., one could go 
perhaps 90% of the way, but the remaining capabilities left to the Soviet 
were estimated to cause casualties in the United States of somewhere in 
the order of 9 to 10 million. No one could really contemplate a war 
which resulted in 10 million casualties from nuclear weapons in the 
United States as a war which turned out politically to our interests. 
Therefore the decision was, as had been predicted in the paper we wrote 
after the election, it did not seem to be within the technological 
capability to really aspire to a win capability which would be a win 
in both the military and the political sense. 

On the other hand, as had been suggested in the paper, I think 
eve-rybody, including Mr. Kennedy, agreed that if we had only a minimum 
retaliato-ry capability - a capability which could only be used against 
Soviet centers of population - thi.s would put us in a ve-ry dangerous 
position indeed; it would not be as credible a deterrent as the type 
of general war nuclear posture that we sought. 
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I in particular felt that the Russians in their own councils would 
consider a number of factors before they went down a course which they 
thought had a prospect of leading to general nuclear war. One of the 
factors was the factor of the damage which they might suffer to their 
civilian centers of population; another factor was their estimate of 
what might be the probable outcome of the initial phase of a nuclear 
exchange. If thei.r generals told the high councils of the Kremlin that 
the initial phase of the nuclear war would end up with the United States 
having a residual capability considerabll in excess of the remaining 
Soviet nuclear capability} that the Russians would come out by far second 
best and that the future of the world would then beJ at least insofar as 
it was controlled by military considerations, dominated by the surviving 
people in the United States rather than by surviving people in the Kremlin; 
this consideration} I feltJ would be. a more absolute deterrent to the 
Soviets from going down this course than the risk that they might lose a 
certain number of citizens. This seemed to me to be particularly true if 
one considered the fact that the Russians might evacuate their cities. 
There were a number of things they could do to reduce the personnel 
casualties that they possibly might suffer, and they had really been 
rather brutal in World War II about suffering casualties and still going 
on to win. Therefore} it seemed to me that the strongest deterrent was 
the prospect of the Russians seeing, if this war c.ame about even if they 
struck firstJ that after our retaliation they would be in very much a 
second best position. 

I think this was persuasive to the President; it seemed to me to be 
a perfectly clear argument; I think that Mr. McNamara felt it was a 
perfectly clear argument} and this was the basis for our policy to try to 
develop forces which would be so strong and so survivable that even if the 
Russians struck first} we would be able to make the second strike stronger 
than they hadJ and still have in reserve sufficient weapons so that we 
would still be in the stronger position with those weapons we hadn't used 
than the Russians would beJ and so that we would be left dominating this 
miserable battlefield. From the standpoint of deterrence} this would be 
much stronger than the minimum of retaliation capability. 

Miss Fosdick: You say that the President came to this conclusion. How 
were the arguments presented to him, by memorandum _ or were there continual 
discussions with him over a period of time? 

Mr. Nitze: Over a period this was very much on his mind and very much on 
Mr. McNamara's mind and I believe that Mr. McNamara discussed these issues 
with Mr. Kennedy as often as two or three times a week. Of course, during 
the Berlin crisis this was no longer a theoretical kind of discussion. 
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This was a very real discussion, a discussion devoted to real contin­
gencies which you could see coming before you - not just possibilities 
but probabilities that you would be faced with this decision and that 
decision and the other decision each of which did involve the chain of 
general war. It was the only way in which we could possibly defend 
Berlin - to make it clear that in Russia they were going down a course 
which we would respond to in a way which they would then have to respond 
to in a series of escalations which would bring us very close to a general 
nuclear war. We couldn't save Berlin except through such a chain. The 
President was determined to save Berlin so he knew that it was probable 
he would have to make decisions which were getting much closer to the 
ultimate decision of having to finally press that button. 

Miss Fosdick: Did you talk to him personally about these problems now 
and then, or was it a matter mainly of your persuading, arguing or dis­
cussing with Secretary McNamara and then having him, in whatever contact 
he had with the President, convey these thoughts? To what extent did the 
President get into the detail of this the way he did in so many foreign 
policy questions - and enter into argument and back and forth exchange. 

Mr. Nitze: He got into this very much in detail, but he got in it largely 
with Mr. McNamara and in part with the Joint Chiefs, in part with the 
National Security Council briefings of the Net Evaluation Group. At many 
of these I was present. But I never discussed these matters with 
Mr. Kennedy apart from Mr. McNamara. 

Miss Fosdick: This was part of your general principle of operation? 

Mr. Nitze: I felt that I would destroy my usefulness to the President if 
I were to short circuit Mr. McNamara and go directly to the President. 

I have a further comment that I would like to make about this question 
of how much .do you need for retaliation, how much do you need in order to 
be certain that the Russians know that even if they were to strike first, 
we could still end up the initial phases of a nuclear war in the dominating 
nuclear position. There was a further element that came into this discus­
sion i n t he l atter days of Mr . Kennedy' s Administration and this was the 
question of damage limitation. 

The purpose of a second strike would be to reduce the remaining 
Soviet strategic nuclear capability to a very small a.mount, not just in 
order to be able thereafter to dominate the nuclear equations between 
the Soviet Union and ourselves but also to limit damage to the United 
States from those remaining weapons. Now this concept of limiting damage 
to the United States was a very difficult concept for all of us to work 
through to its ultimate logic. In the event the United States were to 

-5-

----~----- ---



strike first on the contingency, say, that Europe were invaded first and 
we initiated general war, then one would find the situation where none 
of the Soviet forces had been as yet shot off and our strike would find 
all those missiles still on the ground - many of the planes still on the 
ground - and let's say we destroyed 9Cl/o of it, then only the remaining 

27 

lCf/o could damage the United States. But after all, what we were talking 
about was not an initial first strike against the Soviet Union except in 
this one contingency. Our main strategy was that even if the Russians 
struck first, then our second strike would be so heavy that we could take 
out their remaintng facilities and still have a greater reserve than they; 
but, if the Russians had struck first, then all those missiles would have 
hit their targets, a lot of the facilities they would be destroying would 
b~ empty holes - the missiles would have gone, the planes would have gone. 
We would just be seeing to it that they had no remaining capability; we 
would have already absorbed much of the damage. Under those circumstances, 
was it really worthwhile to hit all these empty holes: We would have 
suffered such damage from the initial strike that it would be hard to 
conceive of the United States going on as a political entity. 

Were there any other things that one could do in order to limit 
damage? This got us into considerations of the anti-ICBM, the Civil 
Defense Program, and the anti-Soviet submarine launched ballistic 
missile system. It was only if we could intercept these missiles, or if we 
could devise a program so that we would have a combination Civil Defense, 
plus AICBMs, plus weapons which would control their submarines. As it 
turned out the requirements for damage limitations, in other words the 
forces that we needed in the United States in order to give us some shot 
at reducing the damage from an initial Soviet strike to manageable proportions, 
these requirements for U.S. forces were greater than those you would need 
in order to assure yourself of a military win capability. 

So the arguments switched over a period of time from the one which I 
had presented to Mr. Kennedy in this initial task force paper as to the 
relationship between a win capability and a retaliatory capability. The 
arguments switched to one between damage limitations, which is a more 
difficult target, and an assured retaliatory capability - and that's where 
it is today. This is the only additional comment I have. I think it is 
an important point. 

Miss Fosdick: You referred to President Kennedy's concern about the 
proliferation of national nuclear capabilities, particularly the French 
situation, perhaps you'd like to say something more about that. 

Mr. Nitze: I accompanied Mr. Kennedy on his trip to Vienna where he 
discussed matter with Mr. Khrushchev. On the way back from Vienna, we 
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stopped in Paris and ' saw Mr. DeGaulle. The discussions with President 
DeGaulle were, at least to me, extremely interesting. General DeGaulle 
said that in his view nuclear strategy, nuclear warfare, was nonsense. 
The whole thing made no sense whatsoever. It was a question of mutual 
destruction, and wasn't military strategy. Mr. Kennedy very much wanted 
to repair United States relations with General DeGaulle and with France. 
France was, after all, the key to a successful and solvent strategic 
posture for Europe. We had all felt that to carry out Mr. Kennedy's 
directive - to have a choice other than ignominous retreat or general 
nuclear war - the European countries plus ourselves could build an appro­
priate structure provided that we got full French cooperation. At one 
time the French had committed themselves to contributing sixteen 
divisions to NA~O - this was at the time the Germans originally committed 
themselves to twelve. The French wanted to be sure that they had stronger 
forces in Europe than the Germans did because they were worried about a 
predominant German military capability on the continent. After that time 
the French cut this pledge back from sixteen to ten to six, and finally 
withdrew their commitment al..mflst entirely from NATO. I think they have 
now restored it to two, with a possibility of three. 

But when one looked to the requirement for some thirty to thirty-two 
good divisions in the central front of Europe plus a mobilization capa­
bility of an additional twenty-eight or thirty divisions, where could one 
see the possibility for this? The main place was France. Therefore, 
Mr. Kennedy went to the greatest lengths to see whether he couldn't work 
out some mod.us vivendi, some way to get over the misun~erstandings or the 
differences of viewpoint between General DeGaulle and himself. 

Originally at that session in Paris, Mr. Kennedy thought that what 
General DeGaulle really wanted was the triumvirate, the NATO directorate, 

· of the U.K., France and the U.S., and he asked me to get up a paper there 
for him in Paris which would outline what we could in fact do in order to 
meet General DeGaulle's presumed desires for such a directorate. I did get 
up for the President in Paris such a paper, which went somewhat further 
than I think the other participants in NSC dis¢ussions had thought was 
right. Before that time the President made it · perfectly clear to me he 
wanted to see the boldest proposition down this line that I could come 
up with. I had only an hour to do this . I carreup with such a paper 
and he immediately used this in his discussions with General DeGaulle. 
The point was that he did agree that we would do this to the extent that 
he wanted to implement it and we could find ways to implement it. The 
upshot of this discussion was that Mr. Rusk, on behalf of the United States, 
and Couve de Murville, on behalf of the French, were to have subsequent . 
~iscu1ssitonhs Bto.ts~ehhowthweFrcouldh setd up a 

1
system of consu1dlt~tdiobns ~hich·wthould _ ~ 

invo v:e e ri is , e ;enc an ourse ves, on a wor wi e a sis, wi 
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periodic meetings at the political level, and periodic and related meetings 
at the military level to discuss problems of political-military strategy 
worldwide. This Mr. Kennedy agreed to, or suggested that he thought this 
is what DeGaulle wanted. 

Miss Fosdick: Was this the essence of your paper? 

Mr. Nitze: This Wa.s the essence of my paper. As it turned out, General 
DeGaulle would never authorize Couve de Murville to follow up on the dis­
cussions. This wasn't really what DeGaulle wanted. It then became clear 
that what he wanted was collaboration from the United States in assisting 
the French to develop a nuclear capability of their own. This was really 
what he wanted. He didn't really want the political directorate that he 
had discussed earlier. There were very strong reasons for not helping 
France to do this. On the other hand, there continued to be very strong 
reasons to try to bring France back in the fold. The upshot of this was 
that I did do some work on a paper to try to test the French out to see 
whether there was any negotiating position which we could eventually arrive 
at with the French which would make it possible for us to give the French 
assistance in their nuclear program. It seemed to me that if the French 
really were to commit themselves to NATO in quite a different sense than 
the sense in which they were then behaving in NATO - if they were really 
to become part of NATO the way we were and the way the Germans were, if 
they were to view their defense as being part of the NATO defense - then 
it would be possible for us to give them assistance in developing their 
own nuclear capability. But the forces should not only then be earmarked 
but assigned to NATO, so that the plans would all be NATO plans and the 
authority to use these forces would all be NATO authority. Granted that 
if NATO broke up the French would still have a national nuclear capability, 
still if they would demonstrate to us their seriousness in making NATO 
really work, maybe the payoff would be enough so that we could take the 
disadvantages and the risk that the French would end up with a capability 
of their own; particularly, in light of the fact that it looked to me as 
though they were going to go down the road to getting their own nuclear 
capability in any case. I think time has demonstrated that this was 
correct, and therefore it would seem to have been to our interest to help 
them get a nuclear capability whi ch they were going to get anyway provided 
we could get them really to be part of NATO. 

Miss Fosdick: What was the fate of this paper, or this proposal? 

Mr. Nitze: It met violent opposition from the State Department. I guess- it 
was the Standing Group of the NSC which considered this paper. Mr. Kennedy _ ~ 
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finally did authorize me to explore these ideas with General Lavaud, who 
had been sent over by the French to negotiate with us a balance of pay­
ments cost equalization proposition which we had made to the French with 
respect to our dollar gold drain situation in France. We were spending 
about $300 million a year in Franc~ which added to our gold drain and we 
had asked the French to see whether they couldn't work out a program with 
us for radically reducing or, in fact, equalizing this $300 million 
account. General Lavaud was on his way over to talk to me about that, 

'Jo 

and I knew that Lavaud was going to make one of the preconditions for this 
balancing out of our gold and dollar drain sale by us to them of some of 
the things they needed for their nuclear programs. This seemed to be the 
time to go forward with this exploration. The President did authorize me 
to make this exploration with Lavaud, and I did do exactly what the President 
authorized me to do. As it turned out, Lavaud said that the various things 
that I was raising were beyond his instructions, that he was instructed 
merely to negotiate this purchase of military supplies from the United 
States, and he was not authorized to negotiate with me with respect to 
France's role in NATO. But we finally developed an agreed minute of the 
negotiations which made it perfectly clear that if the French were pre­
pared to make radical commitments of their support to NATO including the 
number of divisions they would supply and various other things that would 
include permitting us to have our planes with nuclear weapons in France, 
then we would consider assisting them in their nuclear program. 

Miss Fosdick: What was the fate of this ·minute? 

Mr. Nitze: The minute had an evil fate. Shortly thereafter Mr. Kennedy 
was asked in a press conference whether we would assist the French in 
developing an independent nuclear capability and Mr. Kennedy replied that 
he thought it would be inimicable to the interests of the allies for us 
to assist the French to develop an independent nuclear capability. The 
President's reply was not inconsistent with what in fact he hl.d authorized 
me to negotiate, but it appeared to be and it got the French so mad that 
the negotiations ceased right there. Subsequently Ambassador Alphand 
raised with McGeorge Bundy and me the importance of rebuilding a bridge 
with General DeGaulle. McGeorge Bundy and I followed this up with a 
series of discussions, saying that we would be prepared to reopen the 
negotiat i ons of the type that I had i nitiated with General Lavaud and 
that we would do it in any way that they wanted to do it; that it would 
be our view, however, that it would be unfortunate to have no preliminary 
negotiations prior to a discussion between General DeGaulle and Mr. Kennedy. 
One was too apt to have a misunderstanding if there were no prelimi nary 
work. Our suggestion would be that if General DeGaulle would appoint 
somebody, in any capacity, to speak for him and try to work out some of the 
ground rules which should be explored first, before a high level meeting, 
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this would be useful. Ambassador Alphand agreed with our position after 
a prolonged series of discussions and said that he was going back to 
Paris, he would see General DeGaulle and he would advance these arguments 
to him and hoped that he would have some success in getting somebody ap­
pointed. I think that Ambassador Alphand hoped that he personally would 
be the man selected by General DeGaulle. But, as it turned out, General 
DeGaulle was not interested in doing this at all. At least we never got 
any reply to this initiative. This initiative was some months, even 
perhaps weeks, prior to the sessions in London with respect to Skybolt 
which led to Nas3au. 

Miss Fosdick: After Nassau there was less chanqe. 

'I 

Mr. Nitze: Then at Nassau we tried again to open up this possibility with 
the French and immediately after the Nassau Agreement (Mr. Bohlen was with 
us at Nassau), Mr. Bohlen was given orders by the President to go 
immediately back to France and see General DeGaulle and make it clear to 
General DeGaulle what we were prepared to do with the French not only 
what we had agreed to do with the British in respect ~o the Nassau Agree­
ment, but, in view of the different circumstances in Franc.e of their not 
having nuclear weapons of their own, we would be prepared to go forward 
further in order to make this a meaningful offer. I think that General 
DeGaulle was faced with a very grave issue as to whether or not to accept 
this offer which did, however, still involve the French commitment to 
NATO, or whether to kick this offer in the teeth the way he did in that 
January press conference, and go down the line of trying to split the NATO 
as a precondition to negotiations thereafter with respect to NATO. 

Miss Fosdick: I am rather struck with the fact that President Kennedy 
authorized you to negotiate with Lavaud when others, including the State 
Department, seemed to be reluctant and were advising a rather different 
line. Do you want to comment further on this departure from the normal 
channels of officialdom? 

Mr. Nitze: President Kennedy was very much interested at this time in 
the gold and dollar balance problem·which we all faced. He felt that 
this was one of the most important things that had to be controlled; that 
if we didn't control this gold outflow, there could be a run on the dolJar 
and t hi s coul d be a di saster , forcing us to currency control and all kinds 
of things which were unattract ive. He was very practically interested 
in the prospect of being able to improve our gold and dollar balance of 
payments position by an amount as large as $300 million per year. So 
despite the objections of the State Department to this, he felt he 
did not want to forego the chance of getting this $300 million just 
because of those things and, therefore, authorized me to conduct these 
negotiations. 
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Miss Fosdick: I presume your own interest in addition to the gold and 
balance of payments problem was your own concern to do what you possibly 
could here to save NATO and to improve the French cooperation with the 
plans for the development of NATO. 

Mr. Nitze: This is correct. All of us that worked on these matters in the 
Pentagon - McNamara, General Taylor and I - were very much interested in 
licking this strategic problem in NATO. This seemed to be a chance to do 
it and this was our main interest - we were also interested in the gold 
and balance of paypients problem. Our main interest in trying to work this 
out was to meet the NATO strategic position - to weld NATO together once 
more. 

I should have pointed out earlier that I did show this paper of mine 
to Mr. McNamara before I took it up with Mr. Kennedy and the NSC subgroup 
and he authorize me to do that. He didn't say he approved, but he authorized 
me to do this. 

Miss Fosdick: What was the main line in the State Department in objecting 
to this? 

Mr. Nitze: The main line of the State Department objections to it was 
(a) that the proliferation of national nuclear capabilities was a bad 
thing and that one couldn't guarantee that if we. helped the French at 
some time or other, they wouldn't renege on their obligations to NATO and 
end up with a national capability; and (b) at least a part of the State 
Department - George Ball, Bob Schaetzel and some of the ~eople in EUR -
were dedicated to the proposition of the multilateral force as being the 
solution to both the strategic problems of Europe and to European unifi­
cation. They felt that this approach to the French would undermine the 
prospect of the multilateral force, and, I think, that this was perhaps 
their strongest objection. The President was always somewhat leary of 
what he conceived to be almost a fanaticism of the strong proponents of 
the MLF - not that he wasn't for the MLF, but he felt that it engendered 
almost fanatical support on the part of some people and he was always 
skeptical when he. saw that. 

Miss Fosdick: Is this perhaps an illustration of the fact that the 
President wouldn't let a program like the Multilateral Force - which was 
still in the paper stage and, as you say, the concept of a group of very 
enthusiastic people - stand in the way of certain very practical gains, 
such as progress in the handling of the balance of 'payments problem or 
progress in tying the French more directly into NATO? He wouldn't let 
that sort of gimmick, if I may use the word, stand in the way of concrete 
steps forward? 
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Mr. Nitze: This is quite right, but I think the point is even stronger 
than that and that is when Mr. Kennedy wanted to get something done, he 
wanted to get it done and he didn't easily tolerate opposition to what 
he thought was necessary to get it done, no matter where it ca.me from. 
When he really had the bit . in his teeth to go forward with a program, 
he would unilaterally, singlehandedly, push on the thing and drive forward 
on it. 

Miss Fosdick: And overrule Department recommendations and other points 
of view if he felt they stood in the way of something he was pretty sure 
about. 

Mr. Nitze: That's right. He thought this was an inherent responsibility 
of the President to drive forward on the things which he felt necessary 
to do. His responsibility was different from that of any one of his 
cabinet members. He had the final responsibility. When he saw clearly 
that he wanted to do something, he would drive right ahead and you could 
see him kind of change countenance and get very stern and tough about it. 
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REPORT OF SENATOR KENNEDY'S 
HATIONAL SECUlUTY POLICY C®tI?TEE 

1.. Whoa baa the Comnittee consultedi 

a. We have aougbt the views of a large mnuber of those 

aenior Atnericane well informed on national security matter• regard• 

leas of party affiliation. Without exception we have found them 

anxioua to cooperate. Those consulted includec 

Robert Lovett 
Arthur Dean 
John C. McCloy 
Henry Alexander 
Willism c. Foster 
Dean Rusk 
General William Draper 
.James Conant 
Robert Bowie 
Dean Acheson 
Moorhead Pattersou 
Joseph Johnson 
Stacy May 
Colonel George c. Lincoln 

b. We have tapped the views of those within the Administra­

tion who have been prepared to give advice, includingz 

.. .,._ 

·: 

States Bohlen, HenderllOtl, Qlilion, Mac.Arthur, etc. 
. - \ - :. ? 

Defenaet Gen. Bonesteel, Gen. Parrish, Adm. Hooper, W.S.E.G:.• ;e 
Marvin Stern, etc. ·-· ~ 

Treaauiyt Graydon Upton 

Budptt Elmer Staata 
'· ~· ., 

C.I.A.i &!chard Bissell " ,.! .,,: 

' 
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•• We have aougbt the 'View• of aome of the research 

lnatitutions, including: 

f.stcludingt 

BAND 
Stanford Research 
Institute of Defense Analyses 
Fore~gn Policy Research Institute. Penn. 
Washington Center of Foreign Policy Reaeareb 

d. We have consulted with certain knowledgeable foreigners, 

British: Watkinson,_ British Minister of Defense 
. Rozier, British, Chiefs of Staff 
O'Neil, Parliamentary Secretary of State for Disarmament 
Hembera of the Labor Shadow Cabinet 

lepresentative• of Mr. Adenauer and of t:he German Social Democratic 
Party · 

Canadfana,_ including George lgnatiev, Amb. Bt:enaJ• Dana Wielgresa 
· .. · . 

.. , . 

' · 
I • ~ 

2.. What haa the Comdttee attempted to dot 

Xt bu attempted to isolate the principal national security 

issues which the Preaident-elect 18 likely to face during the tranaition 

period and to aort out thoae on which ~· ~t:tee feels reasonably 
' . 

.... { 

fhm recommendations can be made and thou requiring further guidance ~ 

from th• President-elect. ; 
• :J 

· .. ._ . ... . 

S. vi.t aaj~ iesue• emerged from the 'Camtftte•'• consultation? 

a. J>efenae Policy 

b. Disazmament Policy in Relation to Defense Policy 
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o. 'the Gold Drain and U.S. Balance of Payment• 

•• 'lhe Organiution of the State l>epartDent 

•· U.S. Representation to the United Nations 

f. Berlin, NATO. the problem of deGaulle, the 6 and tho 7 

Brief memoranda on each of these 1•8U8• are attached. 

,,. 
4. The Comnictee, or one or more of ita member•, would welcome 

an opportunity to discuss these iaauea with the Preaident•elect aa 

aOOft aftar November 9th u may suit hi• convenience. In any case the 

Comittee would welcome guidance aa to any further work Senator Kennedy 

may want it to undertake. 
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A. Six Area& for Consideration in The Defense Field . 

'l'ho following a~ area• are all interconnected. What ia decided 

in on• area will radically affect what is possible and can and should 

be decided in the othera. Perhaps the moat fundamental interaction i• 

betlMen defense requirement• and the politico-economic feasibility of 

the gross defense budget fmplied by an acceptance of those requirement•.• · 

Bwtt though the 8ix areaa are necessarily listed aeriatim, the actual 

judgment• and decisions 111.1st be arrived at: more or lesa concurrently 

aa parta of an integrated program. 

l. laaic Strategic Jud!P8Dta1 For the new defense program to 

get under way with evidence of purpose and direction. the newly elected. 

President should early ~ive at a judgment on the two ~ three b.tsic 

[ atrategic iasuee which the. Eisenhower Administration bas tended to 

'[ · compromise about~ sweep under the rug and pemit to remain a• the 

1 
subjects of 1ntemecine warfare between and within tha Senicea. 

, . , ·1 These ue not easy judgments to arrive at. The initial decisiona may 

·I have to be tentative. 1lhey mould noc,. however. be 1.pored or in• 
' . ·.,,_ . 

'· •· Xbe most baa1c iasua 1a between attempting to achieve 

a · politically meaningful "will'' .capal>ility 1A ,seneraJ. nuclear war 

versua the creatiorl of a secure retaliatory capability. 

Weapon• ayatema and progrmaa neceaaary for a "win" ca,.. 

bllitT may differ quite radically fraa tboM required for a aecure 

retaliatory capability. 

' . ..... ·. ... ..... . 

. 
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A true "win" capability would require accurate and powerful 

actack systems, first class target acquisition systems, elaborate 

active and passive defense systems. forces for tbe prosecution of 

tba eecond and thir:d phases of a general var and a good recuperation 

program. It is doubtful whether such a capability ia possible within 

presently foreseeable teclmoloSY• In any case 1t would be immensely 

expensive both economically and politically· to make an all out drive 

toward achieving such a. capability. It would also probably re.quire 

a firat or preemptive strike by our side to capitalize on. its 1'winn 

possibilities. Furthermore. such a capability would probably be 

destabilizing - in other words would increase the dange:of nuclear . . 

war. 
• f ,. • 

OQ the other hand there are very great political mid military 

danger• :ln having merely a. punitive retaliatory capability with no 

·poiiibility of a "win''• U deterrence were to fail 9 or threaten to 

f~. we would be left: with no option for military action other than 

a ·celf•defc.:lting punitive attack. .~ 

A pure retaliatory capability therefore undermines the ere• 

dibilitr of the deterrent and gives little or no support to the · poli• , 

tical aspee.ta of our policy. 

· It would therefore seem that in addition to a secure deter­

rent poatura, some amxrtxture of possible . "win" capabilltiea ia called 

for ' . 
·- ,~ .. . 

. . . . ' . . ,,_·, 
t 

. ·. : ..... . 
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A general approach to the 'Uix'' of general war capabilities 

co be striven for abould be determined by tha l'resident•elect. as 

early aa full briefing by thoae knowledgeable in the aubject can be 

b. \'he iaat Administration hu never clearly faced up 

to the issue of the degree to which we should rely on nuclear weapons 

. tn limited wars. In essence they have said we will do what we can 

with conventional weapone; what can• t be handled b7 conventional 

weapona mat be hanclled by nuclear weapon• •. 

Budgetary pressures and the pre-ssurea for greater general 

war capabilities haw cauaed •continuous squeeze on our non-nuclear 

eapabiliciee • . 

'1'be·fre11dent-elect. in the campaign. came out clearly for 

. ',~ a strengthening and moderm.Qtion of our limited var capabilities 

, l 
I 

,i 
I 

and particularly the non-nuclear component of~ these capabilities. 
. - . ~ 

To· have capabilities which would meet all contingentfaa 

ill be a tremendous undertaking• An early Preaiden~l decision• 

aftiar appropriate briefing. of the ~peed and. &Cope of the approach 

. to thil problaa. will be needed. .~ . \ 
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I• Disarmament Policy in Relatien ,to Defense Pelicx, 

!be Conmlttee ia. tmpreaaed by two circumatanceai the firat ie 

the veryi:eal international psychological pressure for c:11sarmament:; 

th• eecond ia the unrea11cy.,:unworkabil1ty. and lack of serioua 

IUbatance to moat of the disarmament proposala which have been ad• 

vanced. 

the U .s. baa gotten trapped in a position where general and 

complete disarmament. has received the saned.on of the.United Nations 

ae a goal. 

t'he U.S. ha• also been forced to agreement with the principle 
' -

, of : Parity (equality between Westerners and Coimamista) in the fora 

of negotiation. The parity principle then gets itself extended. to 

any organization or control me.chanilill connected with disamamrmt . 
-

ot: control and regulation. 'J.'hia can Oltll.7 reaulc in Comnmf st power 

to veto or control in view of their superior diacipltna. 

We believe that the most feasible intel:mediate tam objective 
., 
I 1• not complete lbld total di.841.'1D81Deilt: but a mre stable nuclear rel.a• 

tionship between tha two bloca. 

· -l'ha 110at feaaible and practicable route to auch a relationship 

1 · 

I 
I ,. 

. . lies through reciprocal actiml and couater-action between the two . bloc•. ~ 

In the· meantime, however• the political psychological problem 

••t be dealt with, and eueceasfully dealt with. Even in England 

there HeBt to be • gap between the understanding of those profeasionals 

..Uecl of the disamsment problem Gld both public opinion and the 

Brltiab Cabinet. · ,, ., 



' ' 

' .. 

talent working on disamament 

ls. called for_.. Thia applies not only to technical talent but mose 

im,ortantly to political andpsycbological talent. 
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C., The Gold Drain and U.S. Balanc~ of Pa'yptents 

of the Treasury who enjoy• high respect and confideuce .1n the inter-

! national financial world. ·~ 
· .~ .... -

lf th• President-elect desires them. we have apecific name• to 

pro'fON .. • .:v:. . 
- .... ~ . .;.~: . -· _;.· 
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1>,. • The Organization of the State Deertment 

Two-member• of yaur Comietee • . and a substantial number of 

those n 1rere inattucted to consult:. attended a three day meeting 

at Arden Rouse on State Department Organization. 

We. thf.nk t:he r~n of that ineeting can well be: used as a 

Mai• for the new Administration•• approach to the problem. 'l'h• 

report is attached. 

·fbe. Comnittee baa more detailed suggestions both a• to organi• 

sad.on and aa to -personnel should the President-elect desire to 

recd.ve them. 
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!•,, U.S. Representation to the United Nation! 

t'he experience at this falle meeting at the United Nationa baa 

demonstrated the gross fnadequacy of our present organization to 

deal with the problema that now arise there. 

1'be stature of.our permanent representative ia inadequate. 

1'ba U.S •. delegation wa• relatively unknown and ineffective .. 

!he eta.ff was inadequate,. overworked, and dispirited. 

The non-partisan U.S. policy orientation of the operation which 

had been developed iii Senator Austtn•e day had ·disintegrated. 

Your Committee believes that the U .N. job ia now of such a 

magnitude that it would warrant the appointment of a thr.ee-man team 

to handle the Permanent ltepreaentative workJ ona would be the 

Pea:manent Representative and concentrate on policy t one would 

concentrate on the debate within the Assembly and its coa.mitteas,. 

the· third would c:oncentrata on liaison with the other delegations. 

1'be U.S. dalegad.on should be of higher level and_ should restore 

a effective non-partisan approach. 

Au enlarged and more competent ataff could be attracted if the 

flrat two atepa were dona. " 
. . ·. ~-...:: ~ 
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P. Berlin, NATO, deGaulle, the 6 and the Z 

1. A renewal of pressure on Berlin to force a smmait conference 

will clearly be one of Khrushchev's gambit:• which nust be promptly 

dealt with by the new Administration. 

Mcrnauer sent over a personal representative. Mr. Erik Blumenfeld. 

to urge that the candidate make a pledge during the campaign to go to 

Berlin, among other places.. at soma early date after the election. 

rhia seemed too Ulch of a cow of Eisenhower's "I will go to Korea" 

to be 1111ch use 1.n the campaign • 

. ~i llan clearly favors an early sunmit meeting in order to · 

forestall 1mmed1ate pressure'Dft Berlin. 

deGaulle'• position appears to be closer to Adenauer's than 

.Macmillan' a • 

.lt ia probable that Khruahchev prefers to threaten Berlin to 

preasure us in direction• he want• on other issuea rather _than actua.117 -

to pull the string of final action. the possibility of a ~ewed 
. . .. . 

·. A common position with the llrittsh. French and Gemana mac promptly 

be ·developed. Such a .position. DJat include a negotiatJ.na poaition·with . .. 

· respect to Berlin itself, a solution we could live with ad which would 

iiot ·bave a specific time limit. a negotiating position with respect to 

renewed summit discuaaion•• and agreement: on a contingency plan to cover 

the renewal of a blockade. ~.· "'i , 
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If the Preaident•elect does not r....ah to go to Europe at an early 

date. he may wish to set an early meeting with MacmUlan. Adenauer 

· and deGau.lla in the United State•. 

2. MTO: Imcnediately aftei:- the election, someone should be 

authorized by the Preaident-elect to request access to the Bowie re .. 

port on NATO. Thie is understood to be a carefully thought through 

' 
report which is receiving careful cons.ideratiou both in State and the 

rentagon. · Unless prompt action is taken to gain control of the aitua• 

~. pod.t.lona may crystalize, particularly in the Servicea which 

. 'liay be hard later to overcome. 
I . . -

J •-· !he most crucial political prob lea facing us in our rel&• 

tiont With our European allie• ta that of how to handle deGaulle. It 

appears unlikely that he can either be appeased, or beaten down bJ 

frontal .attack. 1'be be.at strategy would seem to be to rebuild our · 

relation• with the British. Itallatia and other• and bring the Germane 

~ to eooperating with us in restricting deCaulle ' s freedom to 

diarupt the We1tern coalition. Progreaa should then be possible on 

. tadividual epenu of the European problem., IR the long rwl deGaulle 

vlll 'be succeeded by aomeone else. 

4. h cOllflict between · the Comnon Market Six and the Outer 
' 

Seven abould be more firmly ~sped by th• new Administration. Our 
.. 
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Weight should be put behind getting England and ita aasociatea an4 

to IOIDll extent ourselvea, into the ambit of the Six. We shculd work 

againat exclusivity and inward turning on the part of the SiL 
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