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SPECIAL INTERVIEW |

DATE: March 30, 1993
INTERVIEWEE: McGEORGE BUNDY
INTERVIEWER: Robert Dallek

PLACE: New York City, New York

Tapelof 1, Sidel

B: What are you doing with this [material]?

D: | am working on volume two of my Johnson biography. Volume one, Lone Star Rising,
came out--
B: Yes, | remember. | haven't read it because early Lyndon doesn't interest me.

D: Well, that's interesting, because--
B: It will when | come to figure out what | think about him; I'll have to read that. | read the
first [Robert] Caro [volume] with such dismay.

D: Volume two--

B: Isworse.
D: Of course, I'm not an objective witness--
(Laughter)

B: WEell, I'm not asking you to rate the competition; | just want to berate the competition.
(Laughter)
D: Weéll, if you invite me to, | can do that too.

B: I'll bet you can, chapter and verse--
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Y ou can even find it in some of my footnotes. But what | did in this first volume was to
try and look at the pre-presidential, pre-vice-presidential career. And what | found with
thisman isthat heisterribly complicated, and that on the one hand you can be very put
off by him.
| don't think anybody who knew him well wasn't put off by him at some point. | have not
met anybody.
But | found that he also had extraordinary virtues and was a man with extraordinary
vision. Thething | arguein that book was that he wanted to transform the South by
integrating it into the mainstream of the country's economic and political life. Andto do
this he hit upon the idea that the New Deal and government largesse and all these federal
programs, and then the defense spending, beginning in the 1940s was of course an
excellent plan. And indeed, small wonder that Texas had more air bases than any other
state in the Union in the 1950s. He was brilliant at doing that kind of thing. But now |

come to the vice-presidency and the presidency, and thisis avery different kind of thing.

Anyway, what | wanted to get you to do in the limited amount of time we have
here today istofirst of al, if you can tell me, do you remember when you first met him?
| suppose it was in the early days of the Kennedy Administration; | don't have any
recollection that | had met him before that, there was nothing where | would have
approached him.

More importantly, do you have general impressions you can give me of the man, of the
President?

Yes, | can. Do you want to begin that way?
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Y es, begin that way and then we can get into specifics about both domestic and foreign
policy matters.
There arejust a great many things to say about him. | suppose the most important is, as
you aready know, mainly the enormous combination of ambition, energy and operational
brains; [the] conceptional brain I'm not so sure about. | wonder if he would even know
what you are saying about what he wanted to do, himself.
That's interesting, and | raised that; he was a great operator and an ad hoc sort of--
And a[man who asked], "How do | judge this?'
| don't think he ever read abook in hislife.
That's interesting. | don't know that he did. He certainly read furiously, and you couldn't
tell what he thought about what he read except by what he did. He didn't want to talk
about the pluses and minuses of a paper. | think you'd find, if you talk to the guys who
really wrote speeches with him, that it wastrial and error for them. That'savery
interesting question; it would be interesting to know what [Jack] Valenti and [Richard]
Goodwin--Goodwin doesn't have awhole lot of truth in him but he's bright as hell.
McPherson?
Harry would have the most thoughtful view. My experience with him was very much
trial and error. He wouldn't say what he wanted to do about [Chancellor of Germany,
Ludwig] Erhard, for example; you had to find out by doing it or not doing it.
Here | think there might be an interesting distinction of the man. | find in reading the
record--thisis mainly what | do, iswork my way through.
Check through the whole--get the whole damn--[you're a] well-trained Columbia Ph.D.

It's an act of madness.
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Y ou have to learn to disbelieve in those documents, especially with LBJ.
| love to tell the story about John Connally, who | interviewed a couple of times. | sad
to him, "Governor, | understand you've put five million pages of material into the
Johnson Library now." Hesaid, "Yes, but you ain't going to find the whole story there."
(Laughter)
Of course not. That's avery important friendship though, and John Connally's man-to-
man assessment of LBJwould be as good as anybody's.
Yes, | spoke with him at length a couple of times.
Whether heisforgiving isadifferent question. Heisahard mantoo. Infact, heisa
harder man.
The point | was going to make is, | think there is a distinction--the point you're raising
about Johnson: Trial and error; ad hoc--see, | think in domestic affairs there was a
clearer vision of where he wanted to go.
He had a much wider--his map was full of many more points of information.
When it came to foreign affairs, the impression I'm getting from reading the record is that
he was much less sure of himself, and what | hear you saying to meisthat it was a certain
trial and error. One of the more specific questions | might get into now is, you worked
with John Kennedy, and the sense | have of Kennedy was that he did have avery keen
feel for foreign policy.
Certainly by the time he died--it's the way life works--he was an extraordinarily
perceptive, informed, and in relevant terms an experienced practitioner, and confident in
himself and perceptive about who was helpful, and in which ways, and all that sort of

thing. So hewasriding and in control.
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Johnson had this enormous recognition that this was an important subject. He
didn't have any sort of temperamental isolationism, rather the reverse. He was interested,;
he seemed also to be active and effective in the world. He'd been, in that sense, in the
front ranks of Cold War Washington for twenty years. And his basic instincts were
relatively standard Cold War instincts with a serious admixture of the domestic reformer.

He liked helping the Indians, but he wanted to do it in his own way.

Y ou mean the South Asians.
South Asians. | don't know if the subject of other Indians ever came up. That would
have been domestic, and he would have been friendly [to the issue] and he would have
listened to [Secretary of the Interior, Stewart] Udall.

| think his problem in foreign affairs at the beginning was sort of, "I'm going to
show these guys I'm not a Texas provincial. I'm aworld statesman and | can talk to
[Charles] de Gaulle." So he makes alittle mistake the first day, thinking that he'd
persuaded de Gaulle to come to Washington. Anybody who thinks he can second-guess
de Gaulle on the contents of a mano a mano conversation on the first day out is over-
stretching, even Lyndon. Anyway, at least that kind of "I'll show them" [attitude] isa
part of it. It's not the only part, not the largest part, but it wasn't his own home country in
the same way [it was| proving to Larry O'Brien that he could count the Senate better than
O'Brien could; that was easy.
What about his relationship with you and [ Secretary of Defense, Robert] McNamara,
[Secretary of State, Dean] Rusk; does this enter in?
Are we talking about the beginning, the middle, or the end?

In the beginning. There are great differences, obviously.
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There surely are.
In the beginning, because there was this dependency that he--
With Rusk there was [?] areal sensethat, "Thisis my kind of man, and | can get along
with him, and | understand him and he understands me, and we are both aware that the
country isfull of Yankees." He had that feeling about Dean Rusk, very strongly. And he
never had any reason to change his mind. He was a man that he relied on, he trusted, he
could be sure there would never be aside-bar play. And they were attuned. There were
lots of ways in which they were very different. Dean Rusk was--it never occurred to him
to try to take three tricks with one ace. And Lyndon felt that any trick where you only
got two tricks for an ace wasn't good enough. Y ou did something good for the party and
if you could get aradio station on the side, you know, what the hell? 'Y ou were supposed
to do that. That was the way it worked.

Dean Rusk was much more Presbyterian. | don't really know his denomination,
but [he was a] serious, virtuous, nonprofit sort of guy. So that was always a very
trusting, very untroubled relationship, in terms of "where do | stand with the other guy,”
for both.

McNamara was more intense; "Mister Sta-Comb" was the brains of the lot and all
that kind of thing. Asthe vice president, he found that McNamara was enormously
energetic, and enormously loyal, and enormously reliable, and he also found out--this at
the end of the game and | was not in the government; | was only watching a friend--how
exhausted--mentally, tension-exhausted, frustration-exhausted--McNamarawas. But that
was avery strong, good, untroubled relationship. It was more complicated between him

and me. And that's astory that | probably want to wait and tell you all in one bunch off
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the tape. He had thought me useful, and he had not thought of me as one of the peoplein
the White House who was trying to fence him out. For instance--

When he was vice president.

When he was vice president. He wasn't in the office much; | didn't call on him much. He
didn't happen to have aguy in our staff meeting, but if | were doing it over again | would
probably invite him to do it, and he probably would have done it, and it would have
probably made him alittle less nervous. I'm not sure JFK would have encouraged that,
not that he would have stopped me: "Y ou really think you need to do that?"

It's an absolutely marvelous small point that the K ennedys thought Johnson was
indiscreet, [and] Johnson thought the Kennedys were indiscreet. And indeed what |
think--what does the psychiatrist call it when you give a different reason from your real
one? Thereal underlying problem was they were rivals for the top job. Y ou never
forgive the other guy for wanting the presidency in away that endangers your own
hopes; [Adlai?] Stevenson, Kennedy. Kennedy kept trying to help: you want to talk to
Arthur [Goldberg?] about that. He did more than a man could be asked to do to try to
make them understand each other. And all they said to themselves was, "Arthur has got
one weakness; he likes that other guy.”

(Laughter)

The bottom line.

Terrible, terrible. So that was a difficulty, but not with Bob. | don't know what their
relationship in the earlier years was.

Bob McNamara

Yes.
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Not Bobby Kennedy.
That's so clear in the records. | got caught in that jam a couple of times through failure to
perceive how edgy it was. But my own relationship with him was flexible, like
everybody else's; he was a man who when he decided that he was annoyed at you he'd get
your name wrong, “that Moyer," or "that McBundy," deliberately. Scoundrel!
Ed Guttman tells me that he was offered the press secretary job by Johnson at some point,
and turned it down. And he said that ever thereafter when he saw Johnson, it would be
"Goodman," or "Goatman," or anything that was wrong.
Have you run into the great habit that Lady Bird had, when she discovered that you had
been sent to left field and that communi cations had broken down? It would go on for two
or three days. Phone calls weren't returned; memos didn't come back; you ceased to
exist. It'svery hard to conduct the job of that particular office when you have no
relationship. It's actually very dangerous for the old bastard, because you may haveto
make a decision when he's not paying attention.

What would happen along about the third or fourth day was that Mrs. Johnson
would call Mary and she would say, "Y ou know, thisis acrazy city, and Lyndon and |
have said to each other, | suppose forty times, we ought to get the Bundys over. And
now finally we found the time and could you come, just the two of you tomorrow night?"

And you would go and he would be polite, and whether she had told him, "Thisis
nonsense; you've got to see him again." "I can't stand the bastard.” "If | ask him, 'Will
you come to dinner™--what that conversation was is purely imagination. But the repair
job--and I've since encountered other people who have been through that. And while we

are on this--I'm going to ask you to turn off the tape here.
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(Interruption)

Y ou learned to hold something [in abeyance] that he's not in the mood to pay attention to.
Thereisavery interesting, smple, and important case, the famous memorandum of
George Ball on Vietnam in the fall of 1964. | don't now know whether | actually stuck it
in the night reading, or whether | didn't bother because it wouldn't get read. Probably the
White House records would show it, athough they might not; he might not have checked
it. 1t might not turn up; there is an uncertainty there. But what | do know is that he was
not going to make that an object of his close attention in September and October of 1964.
He had done what needed to be done for the time being about Vietnam in the Tonkin
Resolution, and long-range thoughts from George Ball, especially since way down deep
that wasn't "him," were not going to be the subject of any kind of [inaudible] that can
wait.

Here is maybe one example when the record should not be looked at as something that
you swallow whole.
All that | really know--I don't know the record, as| say; | don't know whether | showed
him the paper or said to myself, "He will never look at that." Because by then | knew
him well enough to know that this was a man who wasn't answering or following the
actual, operational, real questions; that you couldn't find out anything that didn't relate to
the next stage of the campaign. That's so clear, that that's the reason that George's memo
doesn't surface in pre-election.
Would you say this was true of the Mike Mansfield |etters and memos that come much
earlier?

No, that's a more complicated matter. Mansfield is a senator; Mansfield is an important
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senator. Mansfield and he had been on the same side of many battles. He doesn't want
Mansfield against him and he wants Mansfield on board. Therefore, a Mansfield memo
would get attention. But George Ball ison board. He works for Dean Rusk; he works
for me. He's not going to make me any big trouble. He doesn't have any votes.
Mansfield isasenator. So that one interviews Mansfield--I do a memo to be used with
Mansfield; it probably would have said, "Remember this about him, that about him; he's
going to want to know the following." Thisis part of a dialog to keep him on board and
it does keep him on board. And that's roughly his attitude toward the responsible doves,
until [Senator J. William] Fulbright drives him crazy.

Which is more like the late 1960s.

Fulbright doesn't play at all. That's not the right way to put it: Fulbright doesn't play as
Johnson would have played if he had made the same agreement. |f Johnson had
sponsored some president's resolution he wouldn't have found reason to question its
validity ayear later. He didn't play the game that way. Now maybe you do play the
game that way, but you don't think you play the game that way. And Fulbright was a
troublemaker. Mansfield was aload-bearing wall in the real work of the Senate.

He was ateam player.

Team player.

What about the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution?

The Gulf of Tonkin Resolution isavery complicated story. I'd have to think whether |
want that on tape or not.

I've read every document that--

Let's put it off the tape for the moment and we'll see whether it's simple enough.
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(Interruption)

D:

Clearly, I'm never going to finish with you today; you've opened up a can of worms here.
(Laughter)

I'm free aslong as you are.

| have to get to LaGuardia.

Y ou haveto get to LaGuardiafor an eleven o'clock flight?
Noon. So you think if I go back at 10:30--?

What is it, a domestic?

Y es, American Airlines to Chicago.

American Airlines, unless there's some trick in the weather--
(Interruption)

--everybody in this part of town [inaudible].

Not to mention the rest of the country.

Let me ask you if you are willing to talk alittle bit about Vietnam generally, then
specifically. | must tell you, in some ways | have anguished having to write about thisin
my book.

It'sahard subject. The reason I'm talking about it in my book isto get it out of the way
before the next book, which is going to be memoirs. | said, "What do you want me to
talk about?' The people at Yale said, "WEell, the only thing we really, in the department
we ask that question, if heasks[7]." They said they would like me to talk some about
Vietnam [7]. So| did alecture on what do | think about it. But where do you want to
begin?

Your lectures, | takeit, will be published--
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They will be published long before you are, unless you are doing thisin segments.
One huge volume; it's probably going to take me another three and a half yearsto get it
out.
| think | can beat that. 1'd better.
And then your memoirs--
The memoirswill be about something else. They will be sort of the whole--I don't even
know. | am reading other people's memoirs to figure out what they really ought to be.
And Kai Bird is doing--
Heisdoing agenera study of my father, my brother and me [The Color of Truth,
McGeorge Bundy and William Bundy: Brothersin Arms, A Biography]. And his
timetable seems to be about ten yearslong. So I'll get there before he will.
Vietnam.
Where do you want to start?
Go to the beginning, Kennedy, the shift over to Johnson. Are you of the school that
thinks Kennedy would have done much the same?
No, | think he would have done different because heis a different man. But how much
different isavery hard question. He was a more modern man in the sense that he could
have said, "Thisisamess; it won't work." When he would have said it, how much he
would have said it would have been, as it was for Johnson in 1965--I'm clearer now than |
was at the time about the four-year focus [inaudible]. He [LBJ] wasn't going to do
anything that would give [Barry] Goldwater a break, Kennedy neither. And in that sense
they were both taking that year off. | suppose therefore the most interesting question is,

would Kennedy have gone for aresolution, assuming the same events? Some people
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make a great big thing out of 34A [operations]. | don't. [They were deniable?]
operations as if it were plausibly somebody else's, and that's all that is. The Vietnamese
may be out there doing whatever the hell they were doing.

But the broader issue of Kennedy's view of the war and whether he wanted a
second term to be devoted to the war: | think he would have been freer to cut loose. He
could never face the electorate again. Johnson, until the spring of 1968, had himself in
his own mind's eye as president for another four years. He was a candidate until he
wasn't. He was a hawk; he was temperamentally sort of always more "one more regi-
ment” than Kennedy. [He thought] we didn't stand as fast as we should have in the
missile crisis; we didn't press Berlin as hard as we should have. Maybe he didn't say that;
maybe you can't find that in the record. | doubt if you'll find it on the tapes, because he
seldom said anything that would leak against the President.

(Interruption)

WEell, we had Kennedy--

We were talking about Johnson versus Kennedy on Vietnam. Kennedy--what he would
have doneisavery hard thing to say. But the triangulation that | put on it isthat as
compared to Johnson he was simply--had Johnson really known the concessions at the
Cuban Missile Crisis he would have been genuinely shocked. How could you give up
something that's undermined your ally? Thereisarea temperamental difference that |
think would have taken the--Johnson simply wasn't asking himself the "would you get
bogged down?" question. | suspect if you wanted to make an early litmus test and you
were looking to see what Lyndon Johnson--if you can find out, because he was very

careful and very discreet--but we had al this fuss about Laosin 1961, and what Kennedy
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really got out of that was all these people that want to save Laos--the only guy in the
Joint Chiefs who wants to save Laos is the navy [chief]. Now isit an accident that it's
none of his business, because Laos is landlocked?

(Laughter)

| never heard that before.

And Kennedy saw all that, had a skeptical view of it, and the Kennedy who had finished
the electoral course and was free to make his own judgments, would in fact have wanted
to have a half-million men in Vietnam, and wouldn't have seen that a hundred thousand
led to two hundred thousand? The notion that they are alike because the same bloody-
minded hawks were running the government, whoever was president, istotal baloney.
Because the one thing that Rusk and McNamara and Bundy had in common was that they
understood that they were working for a president who--either one--would insist on
making his own decisions.

That'sacrucia point.

It's baloney that we were running [and] deciding [for] either of these guys. It's an easy
way for intellectuals to think, that other intellectuals are [or?] so-called [inaudible]
persons that live by the word can take charge and run agovernment. Thisisa
presidential form of government; it doesn't work that way. It's like thinking John Hay
ran Lincoln's decisions.

These people don't get to that Oval Office because they are wallflowers.

No way.

Okay; we have Johnson, then, in the office and you described his temperament as "one

more regiment,” or having--
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WEell, it's an interesting question. The process of decision making in 1965 is an
exceptionally complicated one. I've said but | want to underline it--1 forget whether we
were on or off the record. Are we taping now?
Yes, weare.
Were we a minute ago?
Yes.
Okay. He putsit off except for the Gulf of Tonkin exception; he wanted a resolution.
(Interruption)
Nobody can say exactly what JFK would have done. But that it would have been
different and that it would have been less, | think, is a safe generalization. The
demonstration of it is not in the movie.
(Laughter)
What nonsense. Who cares whether it's such nonsense, but it has such an impact on so
many--
It must make teaching the subject just a difficult problem.
When | talk about Kennedy and the assassination and | ask how many of them have seen
the [Oliver] Stone film--
The hands go up.
A great number of them. "How many of you are persuaded by what he is describing?’
Large numbers?
These are young people--
| have trouble with one of my own children, areal movie fan.

| don't mince words; | tell them, "Y ou are being bilked; you are being sold a bill of
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goods, you are being brainwashed. Let'stalk about reality.” Then | even tell them | have
FBI documents demonstrating that Johnson had absolutely nothing to do with killing
Kennedy. Now that's good. I'm an authority; that they like, and | counter with right [7].
Then there are always the handful always, sort of very left, paranoid.

There are people for whom it fits their own paranoia, and there is nothing you can do
about it.

Most of them are pretty good, open-minded kids who just are ignorant.

But it's so important to get them to hear something closer to reality, because it gives them
aview of our government.

The notion that there could be a secret conspiracy is the kind that can be revealed only by
some flamboyant movie producer.

(Laughter)

Or that now we will open the Kennedy documentary records and we are going to find
what this Stone has called for. What are they going to find? It'scrazy. Then he will say
that it was destroyed. He's going to have his story, hisway, for his paranoia.

If you would give me some general estimates of--1 would like at some future time maybe
to come back and talk to you further.

That would be better for both of us, if you've got the time.

Yes, | will be back. In general, because there has been so much recrimination and so
much pain--1 just sasw McNamarain Washington.

WEell, he'sjust coping with Deborah Shapley at the moment.

| just finished reading that book yesterday [Promise and Power: The Life and

Times of Robert McNamara].
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Y ou see the problem then. She's an earnest, able person, and Bob made a mistake that is
still painful for him. Fundamentally, where he was and where she was made too much of
agap for communication. Naturally it hurts him, and she can't understand why he's hurt,
and so forth.
There's no core [7] to this man, or we can't understand--
The reviewers are worse than both the book and the subject.
| read the reviews first and then | read the book, and | was taken aback because the book
is not as bad as--
No, it'snot. It does sort of say the man can't trust or be trusted again, and that's not the
point. If I wroteit, if | had trouble in the family and | couldn't reach a very close relative,
[inaudible] then I'd call Bob McNamara.
Y ou wrote him that.
And heis entitled to know about himself, that he's not the man in that book. She could
even understand that, if you could get her to back away and think it through. But she has
to be the hanging judge, because from her point of view Vietnam was a great mistake.
She's sort of locked in the 1960s.
Exactly right. What do you want me to talk about?
What I'm curious about is, now in all the years that have gone by, you look back on all
this and how do you feel about this whole experience? Was it a great mistake?
Oh, sure it was a mistake.
I'm playing devil's advocate alittle bit with you now; it's so easy for usto look back and
say--

That's true.
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--"What amistake." And yet in the memos | read from the period in which you and Rusk
and McNamara were operating there wasn't that. Certainly in 1964 and 1965 there was a
feeling this had to be done.
That's right.
This had to be confronted. And even what you say about Kennedy, I'm mindful--I think
that he would have been much more flexible than Johnson would have been.
Oh, it was a hard extraction. You don't solve the problem by saying Kennedy is
different. (Interruption)
That's one of the reasons | want to get it written, isif | don't do it now, | can't write
memoirs that won't, in terms of public reviewers, turn around that subject. It's probably
the largest event that | got closely entangled with and | don't want it to be sort of the story
of my life, becauseit's not.

| don't know how it would have come out with Kennedy, so let's just talk about
Johnson. | think what happens in 1965, 1966, 1967 is that he organizes, and he really
does organize. He runs the decision making; he knows that he's running the decision
making. What he wants is to hold the country together and first, not lose; and second, in
some sense prevail. And what he decidesis that that's important; he has aready decided
that that'simportant. [He] in a sense made the [decision], "I'll winin 1964, and | will
stand in Vietnam in 1965, and | will have the Great Society.” The most important of
theseisthe Great Society. But heis convinced that he can have both, because he is
simply not going to accept the notion that he is going to be the man who can't hold the
Alamo. A bigjump, in the sense that he knowsit is not the Alamo. But the judgment

he's going to have rendered on him is not going to be that he lost. Heis going to hold it
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with everybody and he is going to organize; he's not going to command it. He's going to
be the Senate mgjority |leader--shorthand--therefore, [and saying] McNamarais going to
bring him, not just a plan, but a plan with the chiefs, and still more with Westy on board,
and then the next plan the chiefs and Westy on board. And Ball is going to bring
him--shorthand--Mansfield, and Stevenson, and after Stevenson he's going to have
Justice Goldberg. Why does he put Goldberg in there? [John Kenneth] Galbraith asked
him to. Galbraith says, "Y ou've got to have a man of peace." "WEell, | can get a man of
peace if that's what Ken and Arthur and thelir friends want."

Does he think it's going to change; does Johnson think Goldberg is going to bring
peace? No, Johnson thinks Galbraith thinks it's going to bring peace, and Galbraith has
some votes. And poor old Arthur has his career wrecked for the zero of being the
president's peacemaker--this is the one that made me mad. It's baloney that Arthur
Goldberg will make any difference, because what does the ambassador do up there? He
does what Dean Rusk getstold by Lyndon Johnson to do. And what are they going tell
him to do? Just what they would tell some career ambassador. So it's baloney, but it
keeps Ken Galbraith quiet in the summer of 1965.

He's stroking the liberals.

Y es, which he does very well; he's been doing it all of hislife. And that's just what he
thinksitis. When you talk to [Richard] Russell you're talking to real power; when you
talk to Mansfield you're talking to 50 per cent real power. With Fulbright--of course he's
wrong about Fulbright; Fulbright causes him more troubles than there are in this world.
The man can hold afew damned hearings, and that's going to louse up my consensus for

the war? He's anobody, this Fulbright. Well, he's not a nobody, but he ought to be, in
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Lyndon Johnson'sworld. So he's going to organize a consensus behind, "I'll make peace
with my left hand and I'll make war with my right hand, and everybody iswith me. And
I'm going to do it without calling up the reserves. I'm not going to alarm the American
people. [But] Bundy wants me to make a speech.” So he goes to Johns Hopkins.
"Bundy wants to goddamn go and debate the radicals,” so he sends me to the Dominican
Republic to shut me up.
He sent you to the Dominican Republic in the spring of 1965 to prevent you from--
| think so. "Just get him out of town." And then | come back and | schedule a debate, at
the invitation of CBS, and he goes and tries to stop it.
Did he stop it?
He saysto Moyers, "Announce that that debate is off." Moyers saysto him--I didn't
know this at the time--"Mr. President, you can't do that; that won't stick, [McGeorge]
Bundy's agreed to do it. You just haveto sit and enjoy it." But the notion that he has to
let an assistant make a speech he thinks he's told him pretty firmly not to make--he
doesn't say, "I'm sending you to the Dominican Republic to shut you up."” But his
thought is, "I stopped him and the son of a bitch didn't pay attention.” So my relations
with him break down, and that's one reason | leave the government. It's not the biggest
reason. But | called [President of Harvard University] Nate Pusey in the fall of 1965 and
said, "Do you ever reappoint aprofessor?’ Hesaid, "It will take me alittletime, but |
think | can arrangeit." And then | get an easier way out, which is the Ford Foundation.
That people can misunderstand: they don't know | have to get out.
What were the other reasons for your leaving?

Basically it's the breakdown with Johnson; he doesn't trust me any more.
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And principally over this episode.
Over the overall question--it'sareal one: I'm areal believer that you can't make war
without explaining it. He's abeliever that you can.
Don't you think he was ruined by the Goldwater election?
How do you mean?
How | mean is, he wins this phenomenal landslide--
He thinks he's got such alandslide that he doesn't have to--
He relaxes the political antenna which were so keen, which had been so effective for so
long. What happens--see, thisiswhat | puzzle over.
| don't know.
In February 1965, Hubert Humphrey sent him a letter, avery interesting letter, in which
he says, "Remember, Mr. President, that in World Wars | and |1 we needed that
consensus. People need to understand what they are fighting for.” He knew Roosevelt;
he knew that Roosevelt operated by the adage [that] before you can have an effective
policy abroad you need to have some kind of stable consensus at home. He knew this; he
was too astute a politician [not to]. Why--?
WEell, there are two things to say there. One, he wasright in this sense: He once
said--and | forget in what context or to whom or which date--in effect, "Y ou guys are
paying so much attention to the noisy antiwar group, that we are--thisis a hawk country.
Y ou go and test down [?] who is going to vote which way. If it isbetween your New
York liberal friends, or if it's between Fulbright and the sentiment of the country, the
country isahawk." And of course, heisright. You look at the elections from 1964

onward, and the only dove who ever won--arelative dove--is Lyndon Johnson in 1964,
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and that was because Goldwater was crazy. [Inaudible] 1 still get angry at my rioting
friends in Chicago. The Chicago convention lost that election.

Apropos of that, | have one specific thing | must ask you, because it's right--

[Inaudible] bothering me [7].

I've been told that in 1968, McNamara called you up and told you that he had a
conversation with Hubert Humphrey and that McNamaratold Humphrey, "If you tell
Johnson"--this is around September--"1'm breaking with you and I'm going to go public
on a peace program, or awithdrawal program, Vietnamization or call it what you
will"--McNamara called you and said, "Will you go along with me if Hubert announces
this? We will come out publicly endorsing his stand.” McNamaramay lose hisjob at the
World Bank, because this is supposed to be a neutral position; you don't get on the public
record that way. Do you have recollection of that?

| don't have recollection of that. | have recollection of how | felt, and | would hope that |
told Bob what | felt, which was that Hubert should do that. | actually made a speech
which infuriated Johnson that same season, which went about a lap beyond Hubert. It
didn't go to getting out, but it was my effort to say that | was very much on that side of
the argument.

The background for thisis that--

Hubert didn't go as far as he wanted to go.

It was McNamarawho told me this, and he said, "Ask Mac Bundy about this but don't
tell him you heard it from me initially, because | don't want to color the--"

What does he remember that | said?

He remembers that you agreed. But his memory is vague on thisand so, "Test the
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waters," he said to me.

B: That's right, surely we were both out of the government by then. We were both believers
that--

Tapelof 1, Side2
--and Hubert over Nixon by a country mile, but that's picking on [?] character alone.
Nixon is the shabbiest piece of work that ever made it, that | saw, for avery long time.
So that was an easy choice for both of us. 1'm sure we had the conversation--if Bob
remembers the conversation, it fitsinto everything | recollect about 1968.

D: Good. One other thing | wanted to ask you about was the 1967 war. Now, you are out
by then.

B: Y ou mean the Israeli war. | get called back in.

D: Oh, okay.

B: And | think it is McNamaras fault; you'll have to ask him. They get into awar after
Johnson has tried very hard, really, to prevent it, to stop it. [Inaudible] The war comes;
the Israelis made that choice. | saw [Abba] Eban on that subject not long ago; he does it
very well. But Johnson was surprised that they actually went. And | got called down
there sort of in the capacity of "old hands come to a tough problem,” and we yammer
around, and by the end of the day McNamara has said to the President, "Y ou need to get
someone to run this war for you, because Walt is busy with Vietnam." Johnson appoints
me. Turn the machine off and | will tell you why--

(Interruption)
The other point you have to bear in mind is, [Johnson's policy in] 1965 worked, in the

sense that he doesn't call up the reserves; he doesn't have arebellion in the House, he
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does pass a hundred bills, and he gets another fifty in 1966 in spite of Fulbright's
goddamn hearings, which he can hardly stand because they are off the board [?] in terms
of his political experience of what you can honestly [inaudible] to do. But that's the
second hearings. He got the first set of hearingsin when? Isit 19667

D: 1966, | believe.

B: And then there are more in 1968. And | really don't follow it closely in 1967; | seeit
again when the "wise men" are called in. Inthefall of 1967 we give him lousy advice
[because] we believed what we were told.

End of Tape 1 of 1 and Special Interview



