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W: On a far different type of personality, what would you say about Eisen-
hower?
M: I had the job that was more testing of the character of Eisenhower than ..

any other military job in the European Theatre because it was my job to

write the score on him as Chief Historian of the :Theatre. When I first
took over he talked to me very briefly. He said, "Colonel Marshall, your
job is to determine the facts and write the truth. Your job is not to
support my reputation. If you find someplace where you've got to be cri-
tical of what I've done, you go ahead and do it. If I find you deviating
from the line of fact, then you may be in trouble. But as long as you
stick to what you can prove, that's what I want you to do." I only had one
argument with him subsequently, and that was when I wrote for him his re-
port on the war to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. It had been done by a group
at CHAFE and done very badly, and he called me in and asked me to go over
it. I told him that it wouldn't do, it was historically inaccurate. He
asked me if I would do it from scratch, so I did. Then he called me and
said, "I have some objections to this. You made too much use of the per-
pendicular pronoun here. There's too much of 'I did so and so.' You
know that is not my system of command." I said, "General, I know it is
not your system of command, but on the otherihandI am historian of the
theatre. You have continued to pass credit to others such as Monty and
sometimes Bradley in order to get them along and build them up, and make
them feel good. But my job as historian does not allow for me to do that
or ultimately no one will know what the truth is. Therefore, when you
are responsible for the action, I've got to say, 'I'. There's no choice

in this matter. If you want somebody else to do it, then they can change

it; but I can't change it." And he thought about it for a couple of
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minutes, and he said, "I guess you're right. I don't have the right to

tell you 'no.'" That's the only discussion we ever had. He was as fair-
minded as anybody I ever knew, and I'11 add to that that this man was a
great strategist and a great tactician. The idea that he was just a di-
plomat among warriors is nonsense. That he was a melder of Allied forces,
that that was his technique--no. He was a great tactician. The essential
history-making decisiones were made by Eisenhower, and some of them with

no one else supporting him. He was the one that said the Kosack Plan,

the original plan. to invade Normandy, was no good, and he scrubbed it
after he was appointed Supreme Commander. Then finally when the British
and American Joint Chiefs said, "We're going along with the old plan,"”

he said, "Then you'll have to relieve me. I will notdo it because it will
fail." And it would have failed. The first plan called for a three divi-
sion front with a two division backup. He said, "That cannot take Norman-
dy. It's got to be a five division front with a two division backup."

It was Ike who was responsible for the extensjon of the operation. And we
really failed at Omaha Beach, and we would have failed miserably had we
tried the Kosack Plan. I became conviced of that at that time. The fact
of the matter is that as one person I had to work over every single unit
in the invasion. The historians were not under me. I was sent by the
general staff on a trouble shooting job. I was pulled out of the Pacific.
They had 25 historians ashore with the combat forces and I was sent over
there because the War Department suspected that this operation was going
haywire, it was off the track. After I got dealing with the forces, I

went with the 101st Division and initially covered the Airborne. Then I

found out that everybody who was with the 1st Division of the 29th and the
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4th had flunked their jobs except for one Lieutenant Colonel Gale; he had
been doing his job. So I took them over regiment by regiment and company
by company. By the end of things I had covered every single part of the

Normandy Invasion except for the ranger attack on . I had

to determine what had happened to the troops and where they had come ashore.
This is particularly true of Omaha because they didn't know; the whole
thing was scrambled. Finally when I was through I knew more about the in-
vasion than any of the men put together, just out of the nature of my work.
Did Cornelius Ryan depend on any of your findings?

He says so in his book.

What about Bradley?

Bradley is regarded as a rather simple, Lincolnesque character, somewhat
homespun. That's a false picture. Bradley was a very, very shrewd indi-
vidual; he's always been very concerned about power. He loved command
positions. He was a very good field commander. I would not agree with the
assessment of General Eisenhower that he was the best tactician in Europe.
I didn't feel this was true; but he certainly earned his five stars. All
I'm saying is that the press and other influences have stereotyped him.
They give you the feeling that he was a warm, simple man who thinks along
simple lines. It is not true. The greatest tactician that I met in Europe,
by the way, was the commander of the 19th Corps, General Raymond McClellan.
He was an Oklahoma National Guardsman. He was president of the first mort-
gage company in Kansas City.

He was not a regular Army man at all.

No, But he was so good that he was offered three stars in the regular

Army when the war was over, and he took it. He still held on to his job

in Oklamoma City.
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W:

I have only mentioned five people that would come to the mind of the

common person. Out of all your experience, who else would you single

out for some special comment?

Two of the most brilliant generals we had in WWII you have probably never
even heard of. One of them was Ed Hull and the other was Tom Handy. But
they were operators at the War Department. Ed Hull later became Far East-
ern Commander, well after MacArthur's time and after the Korean War. They
were two real brainy men and fine personalities. 1 thought that General
Simpson, whose name is now almost forgotten, was the best Army commander
that we had in Europe in WWII, because he handled an Army to serve his
divisions primarily. His headquarters and his staff were very unpreten-
tious. They were just working all the time to take care of the troops.
Nimitz: is one of the grandest figures I ever ran into, and a great Admi-
ral in every sense; just as magnetic as they come. Men were drawn to him.
He always had the habit of telling an off-color story after giving instruc-
tions to troops when they were going out on an expedition. He'd be very
tough during the hours when he was instructing his commanders on how they
would act, then at the last minute he would say, "Wait a minute. Have

you heard ....?" By the time we were two days at sea everybody in the
convoy had heard this story. It was passed down the Tine and they all

knew it was Nimitz' story. For real magnetism, he had it.

More so than Halsey?

Oh, far more so. Troops were not particularly drawn to Halsey. They knew
him as a name and they liked his attitude, but Nimitz was a different kind.
For instance, I remember the Texas Picnic we had in Oahu in 1943 when 30,000

so-called Texans gathered in this park. The next day the Hawaiian police

department had to pick up something 1ike 120,000 beer bottles. Nimitz
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W:

came out there with Richardson, who was the Army commander of the Central
Pacific, and I saw about 2000 soldiers fall in behind Nimitz and parade
along, because they wanted to show their appreciation for him. Though
Nellie Richardson was a wonderful guy, there was nobody fdlowing Richard-
son. Nimitz had this was of getting through to pecple. He would do it

in a very simple way. For instance, when the Battle of Kwajalein was over
he came ashore on the fourth day and there was a group of correspondents
waiting to ask him his impression of this scene of devastation. It was
the worst devastation that I've ever seen in a war. He looked it over and
said, "Gentlemen, it is almost the worst scene of chaos I have ever wit-
nessed in my life. The only thing that I can compare it with is the Texas
Picnic." (Laughter)

I don't know whether Nimitz has had a decent biography or not.

He hasn't. But this is true of our history. Historians, I've found, like
to track after other historians. They want to do another book on the same
subject in which there is a lot of secondary literature and then write a
better book. There are all kinds of subjects lying fallow and they don't
go for them.

Because they would have to do the original spade work.

That's why an amateur muddler like myself could move into this field and
do profitable work in it. For instance, there has never been a biography
on George Meade of Gettysburg. There has never been a biography of Garfield
as a soldier, and he had a remarkable military career. There are all kinds of
stories that are there to be told. Where they have written scores of bio-

graphies on Pancho Villa, there have been none on Pascual Orozco. Orozco

is a far more interesting revolutionary figure than Villa. I could sit
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down and write a 40,000 word book on Orozco that would make people's
eyes pop. He was such an extraordinary character; a man who turns
coat six times, that's something extra. He was the guy who recruited

Pancho Villa. He was also the guy that started the Madero revolution.

He's forgotten now.
W: He is a name in the books on Villa.
M:  Which gets me back to another point. I've been asked about my motivation
for writing. I have never hesitated to reply, "I write to make money.
I don't believe in writing for scholarship. When I write a book I write
it with the intention of making a profit from it."
W:  You have been successful on two scores. One is the making of the profit; the
other is being recogngzedrby the beéﬁ]e Qhoﬂgudge therkind of book that

you write. For example, the American Heritage book. 1I've read two or

three different places in which people regard this as the standard book
on the First World War, at least from an American military historian's
viewpoint. A few years ago the book most often mentioned was the book
my Basil Hart, and another one by Cyril Falls.

M: I knew them both well. I knew Basil Hart particularly well. He was a
close friend of mine. I was surprised to discover that he spent less
time on the Western Front than I did. There is one difference in his
career and mine: I stayed in the military. When I got to writing my
book I was still thinking in military terms because I was having to deal
with military problems. I'd had enough time on the Western Front that I
could write a book about it realistically, what life is.]ike; whereas the

younger British historians could not remember and Hart himself couldn't

remember. I can remember quite well, though I've never written anything
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about it. I believe that what you can turn out must be largely condi-
tioned by your experiences. That's true of any book writer. The less
that you can remember, the less you can devote to a particular subject.
out of experience, the more you've got to extrapolate; and guess work
is pretty bad. That's where the younger school of British historians
go wrong. If the Western Front had been as deadly as they make it out
to be in their books, we would have all gone nuts within a week. Where
you've got extraordinary difficulty and hardship, you've also got intense
humor. 1It's made so by the circumstances. And there were periods of
relief on the Western Front, and then you would enjoy life as you've
never enjoyed it before. These things are not brought out in the new
books.

W: It seems to me to be an interesting point, because some of the newer
historians--not only British historians but American historians as
well--show a marked lack of humor in their writings. It seems to be
an idea of moving from dismal to deadly without any real break in the
action. The kind of thing that I'm thinking of is a book that I'm
sure you're familiar with. It is a book on that hofrib]e campaign in
the first part of the war that the British were involved in. There is
one book by an American by the name of Leon Wolf called In Flanders
Field. It is quite extraordinarily well written.

M: Yes, that is a very good book. It is one of the best books on the war.

W: He has also written a book called Little Brown Brothers about the Phi-

lippine insurrection. He seems to be in a different league from the kind
of man who wrote The Donkeys.

M: He talks in there about the troops being so morbid that they would sing

a song, "Oh, my; I don't want to die; 1 want to go home." I remember the
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tune so well. He talks about the troops being so morbid that they would
sing this song in the dugouts. That was our gag. It was fun ridiculing

your situation. We did that to get a good laugh.

W: The man is Allen Park, on The Donkeys. He is a Britisher and I think the
purpose of the book was to put Hague at rest, and also some of the satel-
1ites around Hague. These were the donkeys, in other words.

M: Well, Hague did have some donkeys around him. But you recall my treatment
of Hague. In the last year of the war, this man was a grand commander; he
was extraordinary. I can't think of any general that behaved very well
during the first two or three years of the war. They were all up against
something that they couln't understand.

W: Even on the German side.

M: That's right.

W: Among the commanders, who were the foreign commanders that you would place
at the top of your 1ist for ability in any of the wars? Let's start with
the Germans.

M: In WWII I'd say Manstein was their best general. 1[I do not agree with the
deflating of Rommel. I think Rommel was a great commander, not as great
as Manstein, but still a very great soldier in the real sense. Incident-
ally, I was responsible for the recovery of Rommel's papers. In WWI, just
try and find a good one. I thought Ludendorf had the most over-inflated
reputation of any military commander in history. In fact, I saw Hart in
1960 at the time I was writing my book, and I said, "I'm writing that partly
to make up for the damage you did when you put Ludendorf into your book,

Reputations Ten Years After. You talk about what a great guy he is. I

think he's one of the biggest boobs among strategists in history." He said,
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"Sam, I've reached the same conclusion." I said, "Well, havent you reached
it a little ]éte?" He was bad.

W: On the British side?

M:  Plumer is credited with being the most exacting of British commanders in
WWI. He was the most accurate and he had the best staff planning. Monty
in WWII is much derided. He was so slow and he was such a prima donna--
“Impossible in victory," as Pershing said of him. Montgomery was a fine
general. I don't see how anybody really can discredit him. He was pro-
bably as careful an organizer as any war has ever known, at least in our
time. His 21st Army staff work was far better than the staff work under
Bradley or any other command that we had in Europe.

W: As a military historian, how do you assess Montgomery?

M: I thought his job in which he's looking back at history is a terrific book.
It wore him out. He wrote me about this and he said he'd put four years
into and it, that it was worse than fighting a war, and that he would never
do anything of the kind again. When he gets to American history he is e-
specially good. I was the one who got him to write about his WWII experi-
ences. He had shut out all the historians in the British Army; and after
I took over as Chief Historian, I knew I had to get the allied coopera-
tion established before the war ended or we would never have any transfer
of papers. So I went to the French and the Canadians and they immediately
accepted my reciprocal proposals. Of course, I was breaking security to
do this. I had no right to do it, but I knew I could get away with it
and nobody would call me on it Tater. Then I went to the war office in

London and there was a Brigadier Latham there and he said, "Colonel

Marshall, we don't know how to deal with an old blighter 1ike Monty.
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We put 60 historians ashore with him in Europe and he promptly boot-
ed them out of Normandy; and we haven't been able to get him back
since. Now, how would you deal with such a blighter?" I said, "I
simply haven't any notion." He said, 'l have an idea. You return
to France and write me a letter at the War Office and say that you
are writing us in the name of the Supreme Commander and you are ask-
ing cooperation across the board with General Montgomery. We'll
pass the letter on to him and I think he'll respond to you." I
laughed at him, and he said, "It's no laughing matter. He does
respect chain of command." So I wrote the letter, thinking that
it was one for the wastebasket; and ten days later a British Colonel
popped up in my room at headquarters and said, "Colonel Warhorse
reporting for duty, sir." I said, "What did you say your name was?"
He said, "Warhorse. I'm from General Montgomery's headquarters and he
wants to know what he can do for you." He had in tow a major by the
name of Darrow who was a London lawyer, and he struck me as the
shrewder of the two characters. So I kept Warhorse there as "hostage"
and sent Darrow back to Monty with my proposals. He showed up in
about five days and said, "Ive got it signed, sealed, and delivered.
I said, "Did you have any trouble?" He said, "Well, he came near kick-
ing me out of his tent four times, but each time he changed his mind."
So from that time on we had cooperation, and out of that he wrote his
two books on his campaigns in Africa and Europe.

W: Looking back over the First World War about the time you were doing your

American Heritage history, did you have any admiration for the British

colonial soldiers such as Kitchner or others, who's come from the Victor-

ian Era, almost, into the First World War?
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M:  Kitchner is one of the great figures in British military history. I
don't see how anybody can discount him. Here he had not been back to
Britain since practically the beginning of his military career, and yet
he came into the job and quickly realized the proportions of the war
and set about organizing the new army. Without a doubt he was a great
soldier; many of the colonials were, because they'd had hard field ser-
vice. As the old Frenchman who was Minister of War under Napoleon said,
“It is field service rather than training in a barracks yard that makes
an old soldier."

W: What about the French in either of the world wars?

M: I don't think there's any question that Marshall Foch was a master of war,
and a very great soldier. 1 would also say that the reputation of Marshall
Weygand was very seriously sullied. He did not have that coming. He was
a fine man, he was a fine commander. Weygand was Chief of Staff and then
was in command of the French Army at the time of the collapse of France in
1940.

W: In the First World War, wasn't Weygand in charge of the territorial soldiers
in France?

M:  No. I knew him quite well and I had considerable correspondence with him.
He was a straight thinking man, a very decent man, He was not in any sense
a collaborator.

W: Who in WWII were the best among the French?

M:  Tussini. He became a Marshall and went to Indo-China, and he died while he
was there. Le Clerc didn't have a chance. He was just a division commander;

he was good as a division commander. But who else have you got? That's about

it. Jouan was a pretty good man, but again as to battle command, he didn't
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have sufficient experience.

W: What about Petan?

M: I thought he was a disaster from the word go. I didn't believe in him in WWI
and by the early 1930's I was certain that his spirit was destroying the French
Army. When WWII came along I knew the French wouldn't stand, and I was con-
fident from the beginning that the Maginot Line would be cracked and kept on
saying so. Everybody thought I was nuts at the time for saying it--either
that or pro-German; but it was obvious to me. I remember writing to one of

my fellow correspondents in Europe, Edgar Ansel Morrow, and saying, "You quit

touting Gamelin; the general is no good. You're going to find out that the
French Army is no good and this army is going to crack wide open." I couldn't
made them believe me.

W: What about De Gaulle?

M:  "01d Stoneface?" As far as battle experience in WWII is concerned, he didn't
have enough to prove anything. His theorizing about war is limited to one
book, and it proves that De Gaulle did not understand modern warfare. Most
of what he has written about armor is wrong.' Had the French done what he
proposed, they would have been no better off. As a writer he is superb. He
is one of the masters of prose in this century, and without a doubt one of
the great figures in modern history. 1I've had some personal experiences with
him, and frankly, I don't like him. He was as rude as could be. On the other
hand, when my WWI history came out, he had the kindness to write me a letter
and he said, "I have waited for one book to come out on WWI that would be a
monument to that event. This is the first book." [ still have that letter.

W: He was a great hero.

M:  Yes. He was always pretty much of an anti-establishment man. I could not

describe myself with that term. For instance, Basil Hart expressed himself
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in his memoirs as being that way. From time to time I was opposed to what
the establishment was doing, but I was also well aware that I owed my pro-
gress to the support of the establishment and not to it's bucking me.

W: One name aside from the military is Churchill. That requires some kind of a
comment.

M:  0ddly enough, I cut my eyeteeth on his works. When I got back from WWI, I
picked up a book which he had written when he was about 20, I liked it and
began buying everything that he wrote. I guess I've got a complete Churchill
Tibrary.

W: Those early Churchill books are extremely hard to get.

M: I don't think his style influenced me a bit. I don't have that kind of style.

When I'm dealing with war I would rather make the mistake of understatement
and I stay away from adjectives; I want the action to explain itself. It's
terrible enough as it is. His style is tremendous. Without a doubt he al-
ways thought as a soldier, but he oversimplified strategy greatly. That's
all right when you can get away with it, but there are times when there's no
payoff in the indirect approach at all. We'd all rather slip up behind some-
body and give him a rabbit punch than hit him in the jaw, but it just doesn't
work out that way.

We I've run across the criticism of Churchill as a writer that he seldom tripped
up as a stylist, but as a historian he tripped up badly on that six volume
set of books that he wrote about the First World War. It has never been
accepted as a diffinitive work, even on the British side.

M: He didn't do six volumes; you're thinking of the Second World War. He did

the Unknown War and the World Crisis. It hasn't been accepted simply because

it is slanted; but it's good writing and it's good history. Here is the dif-

ficulty of Churchill as an historian; Churchill will never sell Churchill
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short. He was a principal figure in these operations, so he will al-

ways put his best foot forward. That means that right from the begin-

ning you're getting the war from Churchill's point of view. This is
true certainly of WWII. The other thing is, he's almost always deal-
ing with high Tevel situations. It is from reading books by Sir John
Harding that you can get your appreciation and respect of Churchill in
perspective. To sum it up, there are six or seven individuals who are
right next to him in this period who are, at the same time, fair mind-
ed; and you can tell what his limitations are as well as his strengths.

W: You were born in 1900, which means that you have lived through the eras
of the two Roosevelts and up to and including the present administration.
0f those Presidents that you've had a chance to observe at close range,
during war and peace, could you name one that you would single out as
the best man?

M:  Harry S. Truman, without exception. There are three Presidents with
whom I have had close acquaintance and fairly close association. They
are Truman, Eisenhower, and Mr. Nixon. Mr. Nixon does a very good job
as Commander in Chief. He commands more in the style of FDR or Truman
than did either Johnson or Kennedy. It's a pretty well-balanced appre-
ciation of how a Commander in Chief shou]d proceed; I Toved Truman on
the job. He had tremendout courage. He knew how to organize government
and he knew how to use it, and he knew how to make decisions when they
were tough. He also was a wonderful guy.

W: One of the recent issues that you were involved in to some extent was the
CBS program, "Selling the Pentagon." It seems to me that you left a fair-
1y indelible impression in that television interview with CBS when you

felt that the program had a sizeable amount of fraud in jt. I watched

the program twice, and to me it was fraudulent on the face of it. What
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is your opinion about the whole controversy over that program?

M: It was, in the first place, agreatly inflated debate. You used the
correct word when you said that most of the show was fraudulent. One
point that I made in main criticism was that it was never said in the
production of this picture that the main purpose of the Information
Center was to help the press, TV, the authors, and the general infor-
mation services that take care of the American public. This wasn't
said. If you eliminated all the individuals who were engaged in that
activity, the costs of public information services in the Pentagon
could be cut by 60%or more. For example, they didn't bring out that
they made that picture with the help of 2000 man hours from people at
the Pentagon. This is a case of the dog that bites the hand of the
man that feeds him.

W: I had the definite feeling in seeing the picture and knowing only a
bit about the information agency, that a preconceived notion about
this was to show that the Pentagon information people were simply a
propaganda arm of the Pentagon, and they said, "Now we've got this
theory and we're going to make up a film to prove it."

M: Right. Here's an illustration. They took old film clips from propa-
ganda films, interior information films, that had been done 10 years
before, and they picked out the worst possib]é cases. Now, if you did
this with any individual or any private industry, went back into every-
thing it's done and brought it together and said, "This is representa-
tive of their operation," you could destroy any person or any firm on
the face of the earth. And that was what they had done. They'd taken
the sour stuff. People asked why it was that the services didn't des-

troy this stuff when they knew it was so bad. Under law as written by

the Congress they're not permitted to destroy it. They have to keep
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it there; they have no choice in the matter. It was because they com-
plied with the 1ew that this archive was turned against them.

W: Would they have had a choice in letting CBS or any other network use
that material?

M: No; absolutely not.

W: I'm sure that most suspected along the way,as this film was in produc-
tion, that they were going to be Tined up against the wall and shot down.

M:  They couldn't have done anything about it. In connection with those
film clips I was telling you about, they indicate, for instance, that
this is the general spread of the information out of the Pentagon, so
you get the impression, "This is the Army." There wasn't one single
film clip that was taken from the Army archive--not one. All of those
film clips were from stuff used by the other services. Where they got
all those officers going around the country and talking about the menace
of Russia, this was part of the information program indicating that this
was coming out of the Pentagon. As a matter of fact, it was coming out
of the industrial war copies, which has nothing to do with the Pentagon.
It had nothing to do with the Information Services; it was an entirely
independent move.

W: You wrote a magazine article for TV Guide about your reactions to the
program. Did you get some mail on that?

M:  0Oh, yes; tremendous mail. I think something 1ike 1500 letters came in.

W: Were you satisfied by gett1ng your views out on it that you made any dent

| in revers;ng the effect that the program and subsequent pub11c1+y had? 7

M: Not really. For example, I wrote the Wasington Post an article which

they published and said that in the course of this TV program they had

asked Fulbright and Silvester whether they thought it was proper for the

services to discuss foreign policy, to arrive at foreign policy. They
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said, "No." They thought it was wrong for the services to discuss
foreign policy or put foreign policy before the troops, even to go
into such things. I said that the question was not passed to me and
that I was the only person that knew anything about it; and this is
the way it happens on TV. When I was made Chief of Orientation of the
Army in 1942, there was a wave of criticism from the press of the Uni-
ted States that our troops didn't know anything about the cause for
which they were fighting, and that the services were letting them
down, the services were not giving them anything about the cause.
There came a note from the White House to the Chief of Staff asking
why this was so, this great wave of criticism about troops being left
in ignorance; and General Marshall replied that it would be taken care
of. I said there was only one way that we could inform them about the
cause, and that was to inform them about what the foreign policy in
the United States was, to inform them about the North Atlantic Charter,
to inform them about the position with respect to Hitler, to tell them
why this decision was made. And I did it with the approval of the
Foreign Affairs Committtee of the Senate and the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee of the House, and with the approval of the State Department, and
with their assistance. So I was the son of a bitch that started the
whole thing, and we are now being criticized not only for doing what
we started, but something that was done with the approval of the Con-
gress of the United States and everybody else concernced. That's how
ridiculous it was.

W: The impact that they made with the program, you would think, would not

be reversible by any disclaimers that were made later on, regardless

of whether they were aired on television or not.
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M:

I think that's almost inevitably the case in dealing with the media.
The initial shot it what takes hold of the mind. But I think CBS

made a pretty good stab at it. They were doing their best to get the
strongest possible persons to attack the picture. It was Burton Ben-
jamin, the producer that I've worked with on many CBS pictures, who
called me up and said, "Sam, I want to know your position on this."

I said, "I think CBS is just crazy; I think the whole thing was nuts."
He said, "Then you're absolutely opposed to what we did?" I said, "Ab-
solutely. But I think it was crazy. I think it was bad judgement. It
was ethically bad and it was dishonest." He said, "Will you go on the
air and say that this is true?" I said, "Well, certainly, if you want
me to." He said, "Well, we want you to very much, because we're in
trouble over this thing." Well, when we got there that night the CBS
moderator said to Silvester and myself, "We don't want to discuss the
picture, we want to discuss the larger issue concerning the informa-
tion." I said, "Look, what the hell do you thing we're her for? You're
either going to discuss the picture or there's not going to be a show."
Silvester jumped in too and he said, "Look, bud, you better begin to
understand things. That's what we're here for. 1It's your picture that
started this and unless we say what we think about the picture, there
isn't any show."

I remember even during the program, the moderator trying at least a
couple of times to get the conversation off this specific subject of
the picture and on to some broader issue, so to speak; but it always
got back on the issue, I noticed--there was no avoiding it. In fact,

that was the whole function and purpose of having everybody together

there.
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M: Well, I think what happened was that they had not really told him what
they had in mind, and he was worried about how he was going to Took.

W: Because he was representing CBS.

M: Right. There could be not cutting of the picture because it just ran
an hour. They either had to go with it as it was or it didn't go at
all. |

W: They did get that cracked off. There seemed to be a noticeable number
of articles in the weeklies and newspapers, and all said to a certain
degree anyway that they had made a bad mistake in the way that was
done. I thought that from the beginning.

M: Even the Washington Post went after them, which is unusual.

W: General, John Kenneth Galbraith wrote a book not long ago called How

to Control the Military. It's his argument, an on-going argument, that

the military establishment in this country is in bad need of stronger
control by the federal government. I wanted to ask you what your reac-
tion to that argument is, which is not any new argument by Galbraith--
it's an on-going argument. Do you think that more stringent controls
by the legislative arm of the government are needed to harness the mili-
tary, so to speak?

M: Well, I'11 have to parse the question, really. I have not yet seen a
book on the military written by a paciffst that dealt in realistic
terms with the problem, and Galbraith is an out-and-out pacifist. He
knows practically nothing about the military. So we go on from there.
The military suffers from various diseases, one of them being elephantia-
sis, and I mean at the higest level. I remember running into General

Cooke, who's a pretty well known Air Force commander with a great reputa-

tion also in the industrial worid. This was about 1957, and we just
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collided in the halls of the Pentagon. He said, "Marshall, you know
there isn't anything wrong with this establishment that couldn't be
corrected with a vacuum cleaner and a broom." I said, "what do you
mean?" He said, "I mean sweeping 60% of them out of here. The thing
is just top heavy with people." But this is not all the fault of the
military by any means, because most of the excessive mushrooming in
organization has occured withing the secretariats. For example, in
McNamara's shop, which was a few people only, he went in there and
it became hundreds of people by the time he went out. This is true
of every secretary's office. 1It's also true of the Joint Chiefs.
What is it called--Parkinson's Desease? It affects all human organi-
zation.

W: The top heaviness is located in Washington, D.C.

M: That's right; ndt much e]sewhere; For the last year, I have been in-
specting the Army for General Westmoreland; I'm a special consultant.
He called me in to go over the Army, to get my judgement of the pre-
sent condition of the Army as to its training efficiency, levels of
discipline, morale, etc., because I've had more experience with that
over a longer time than probably anyone else. That has taken me from
Army base to Army base. Yes, there is always, as in any operation, some
fat, some operations that should not be there at all, some that are flub-
bed ups; but I must say that most of the Army's troubles in the past year
have come from extreme turbulence in the personnel situation, the too
rapid overturn rather than the employment of people in jobs that were
unnecessary. The fact was that a good many of these posts, such as Ft.

Carson, couldn't be adequately manned for work that was absolutely es-

sential. There were not enough people there. They couldn't do proper
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maintenance, they could do no training at all; they didn't have enough
people to do.it. I have never been impressed with extraordinary

in the military system; to the contrary. And I guess I've seen as much
of the general staff as anyone else. I do get it at the Pentagon be-
cause I guess I've had as many tours in the Pentagon as anyone; I've
had nine or 10. I Tost count of them after a while. The thing one
notes is that about 20%-30% of the personnel is terribly overworked

and the rest are terribly underworked.

W: An issue that 1s4assoc1ated with this controlling of the military and
its size, etc., is that each time the Presidént makes a decision on a
new phase in our present war, whether it's Cambodia or the harbor mines,
or what have you, there is an instant negative reaction on the part of
the legislators to this, because they were not consulted. The argument
is that any action that is potentially explosive, as literally almost
as the mining of the harbors, should not be the decision of the Commander
in Chief, that the legislative branch ought to have a role in that. Is
that a long, on-going problem? |

M: It is not a valid argument. I remind you first of all that this is an
election year, and therefore you see this objection is in an exaggerated
form. I must say I have never know a time in our history when the oppo-
sition party played politics with the national interest in the same mear
way they're doing it now. They take mean advantage of every possible si-
tuation. But you cannot conduct war this way. If this kind of thing
were to be taken up with Congress, inevitably it would be Teaked by the
opposition to characters 1ike Jack Anderson; and then they next thing

you know, before you have a chance to pull the move, the enemy knows it.

I should think that this would be plain enough to anyone. You cannot
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conduct war this way. The trouble is that we've tried to conduct it
this way, and that is why Vietnam has been such a fiasco. We tele-
graphed every punch right along the 1ine; and, as I say, these objec-
tions are 1nva1id even from the point of our history. Of course, this

is not a so-called "declared war," but it is a war, and let's quit kid-

ding ourselves about it. If you go right back to the time of the argu-
ment over the Constitution, you find out where Madison and the others
are discussing how the powers should be stated, that only the Congress
has the power to declare war. It's right there in their argument that
it's got to be stated that way, because the President must have the
power to make war. So the idea that this is unconstitutional 1s‘just
bunk. This was their reasoning. This is stated in literature and in
history.

W: This argument is a political football, then?

M: Sure. And it's reiterated because a good many politicians follow the old
dictum that you can't fool all the people all the time, but you can fool
all the people some of the time, etc. They twist it to suit their own
purposes. They know that by reiteration they can fool enough people;
let's put it in those terms. |

W:  You say this is the first time in your experience that you've seen in
wartime a situation like this exist, where it is used 1ike a political
issue?

M:  Oh, no, I didn't. I sajd it's used more viciously this time. It was used
in the Korean War almost as viciously.

W: One final question that brings us back full circle to Vietnam. Do you
care to venture an opinion on how you think it's all going to come out?

Do you think it's all going to peter out, as some say, without any great

satisfaction on anyone's part?
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M: No, I really don't, because I'm not a tea leaf reader or a crystal ball
gazer, and so much of this is on the laps of the gods. If you were count-
ing on an enemy that had some kind of reason, some kind of compassion,
some kind of a real interest in contributing something to the peace of
the world, then you might have a different set of calculations; but
these people are not that way. So I can't look ahead even far enough
to make a good guess about how the next election is coming out, and hence
I don't know how the presidency will stand after November. I am per-
fectly willing to make a forecast when it's based upon my knowledge of
the factors in the situation. If I were to try to predict here what's
coming, I would be doing some rank guessing, and you might as well be
making the guess as asking me to do it. It's impossible.

W: 1 do take it, though, since you said earlier that this war hasvbeen a
disaster, a fiasco for us, that we shouldn't have any hopes that there's
going to be any kind of a satisfactory resolution to it after all this
bungling on various fronts that has been accomplished in it.

M: It would be the most astonishing development during my lifetime to see
a satisfactory resolution to the war in Indo-China. It need not have
happened that way, but that's the pogition we're in, I think it's most

unlikely. You can make just so many mistakes and then you've had it,

and I think we've passed the point of successful recovery in this war.




