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;s . 1 . 
Interview # 1 

Interview with Mr. Chalmers Roberts by John Later 

Washington, D.C. August 29 , 196? 

Q : r^r. Roberts, f i rst would you outline your personal bpckgroun'5, 

and t e l l us the circumstances un-^er which you were a corresoondent 

in Washington 'during the Kisenhowar Administration? 

I'̂ Ir. Roberts: Well , Itve been in Washington, on and o f f , since 

1933 . But I started covering diplomatic news, foreign p o l i c y , 

almost immediately after Eisenhower 's inauguration in 19^3 . 

So except for the f irst couple of months, I lived continuously 

through the eight years of the Kisenhowar Administration with 

the administration 's foreign pol icy , an^ that meant, for most of 

that time, of course, with Secretary Dul les . 

Q : Would you te l l us something of your personal relations with 

Secretary Dul les , and the association that you had with President 

-iiisenhower? 

iVIr. R o b e r t s : Well , those an- two di f ferent things . Eisenhower 

was not aoproachable to the press, in the sense that other 

i're si dents hav^^ been, to newspapermen. At least he certainly 

wasn 't to me. I never had a pers'^nal conversation with Sisenhower , 

as I have had with other Presidents . A few journalists d i d , but 



their number and occasions were very few, 

Dulles was a very f^lfferent proposition, partly, I think, 

corapensate'l for Sisenhower*s imay of f^olng business. D u l l e s , as 

overj'-one knows, was so dominant, in terms of the administration's 

foreign policy, that Ike le ft a great deal to Dulles--certainly 

the relationship to the press generally, "ore ss "be ing used in the 

t Id 
broadest sense of all comraunioat ions media, Dulles , H two 

levels of operation, a public one and a private one. The Dublic 

one was a record of many press conferences, far more than has 

been the caae since, and more than any since Cordell Hull 's day, 

when Hull used to have a daily press conference before the war, 

in which very little was actually said of substance, Dulles 

used the press conference for very important purposes, and he 

considered it very important. As he said, and others have said 

about him, he agonized over them quite a good deal . He 

always considered what came out in press conferences, what he 

said there, to be in effect state papers. 

In fact, there was a ruckus one time over one of his 

oress conferences in which I was involved. He made a mis-cue, 

something he said. I^d have to look it up to find out exactly 

what it was, but he said something that he didn't really me en to say 

on the public record. So the transcript which the State Department 

at that time was putting out, later the same day, in mimeogranhed 

form, was altered, and the phrase was either expunged or change'^ to 

get it back to the limits of what he Int^ended to say on the public 



record. Well, at that point the transcript ha^ a heading on it, 

under Department of State label, saying "Transcript of Remarks of 

the Secretary of State at the Press Conference of such and such 

a date," In fact this was not a transcript, and when I got back 

to the office and compared my own notes with the transcriot, I 

discovered the discrepancy. 

I called up Lincoln White, who was then the State department 

press spokesman, and said, "What are you do^ng? You can»t '̂o this. 

You can't put this out and say thisis a transcript, an'̂ ' then 

change it, doctor it." 

I raised a little hell with him, and he tried to apologize 

for "Dulles, and then he turned around and called Dulles an^ said, 

'Roberts Is raising hell about this, what are you going to do 

about it?" 

Dulles called me aad said, "I understand you've got s^me 

problem." 

I said, "Well, Mr. Secretary, I d^n't think you can call 

this a transcript of y">ur press conference if in fact y^u change it." 

He said, "Well, I consl-^er these things to be state 

papers, and they bncome part of the offfcial doctrine of the 

United Sta+-as government. I made a mis-cue and I'm not going to 

allow that to go -)n the public record that way." 

Beginning with the next press conference, the label was 

c h a n g e d t:5 say: "This is the State Department's tran?'crlpt," 

or some phrase to show that they ha"̂  a right to change it. 



Well, of course that r̂ idn't-. stop me or anyone else from 

T^riting what he actually had said, but it shô vs you the degree 

to which he considered the press conference an important 

operation. Now, hig second level of operation was a private level, 

which was sort of subdivided into a great many background lunches 

an^ dinners, not drinking sessions but sessions at which we had 

a drink, bstween the Secretary an^ a number of correspondents who 

were covering foreign affairs, basically almost always American. He 

did this sofTBtimes with foreign correspondents too, but not,to 

my recollection seldom were they mixed. These sessions were v^ry 

productive and very useful. In addition to that, there wê -̂  

individual meetings, ^-alks with him. I remember being at his 

house one tline when he was unhappyp about a oiece I had written 

during the Suez affairs, and he tried to sell me his oosition 

and what he was doing, 

Dulles, in these background sessions, where the rules 

were that you couldnot quote him or the State department — so called 

rule of compulsory plagiarism, you could only say "The administra-

tion's view" or "The Secretary is known to feel" or some device 

like that. In all of these things, he always was trying to out 

over his point of view, which is a perfectly oroper function for a 

Secretary of State. And it became something of a gams, for the 

reporter to be sure he wasn't just buying a pig in a poke and 

becoming just a transmission belt for the adminis^^ration, a problem 

which is still unresolved and probably never will be resolved 

because of the internal conflict that's bu'lt ? n between the press 



and ths government. Not just In foreign affairs. 

But Dulles had one habit, as I look back on it, one 

trick, you might even say, that was very Important and very 

interesting historically. Somehow or other, he had an intuitive 

feeling that you had to feed the lions, so he always had some 

tidbits for us in the for::n of hard news. Chat is, he would drop 

so.iB little item of some current interest that heknew we would 

consider worth pa'inting, and that always provided a news pe g on 

which to hang whatever his views were on the current topic. 

It was a sort of device t^ be sure that this got into the papers 

and into the radio and TV, an^ got a good display, -̂ne way or 

another. How conscious he was of this, I never was sure, but 

it certainly was an effective device, and one that his successors 

have not been as clever at as he was. 

A goodinany of the journalists who covered State "^epartn^nt, 

foreign affairs, at that period also knew him personally. Some 

had known hlra longer than I had. Scotty (James) Reston, for 

example. But we all got to know him pa rs^aally, an^ we ^i^ s?e 

him in -differing degrees in'^ivl'^ually or in small groups, or 

talk to him on the telephone, and he was quite accessible in 

bhis way. Of cours^i, it was in a sense an adversary proceeding. 

But basically, looking back on it, I t'- înk it was a 

pretty good relationship. It kept us all on our toes, and It 

kept him on his toes. 

Q: How often would youe stlraate that he held group background 



sessions for members of the press that were cover'.ng the St;ate 

Department? 

Roberts : Well , I ' ^ have to go back to the f i l e s on that , John, 

to know how many times, I saved al l ray notes from a l l those 

backgroun'^ sessions that I attende^l, both here and abroad , and 

I'v'^ promised to give these eventually to the Dulles oapers at 

^rinceton. It ran into considerable number. I t tended to be 

not too regular. I t tended to be related to the news; i f tte re 

was a crisis going on and he wanted his view out out without 

doing it so d irectly , why, we were more l i k e l y to see him than 

if there was a dull period . So I ' ^ have tocheck the record on 

the number, but it was quitefrequent . 

These would be attended usually by how many corresoon^ents'"^ 

Roberts : Oh, 20 , I would suppose. 

At the sessions was he formal or relaxed? 

Roberts: '̂ ê was quite relaxed . These sometimes-- most of them, 

I guess , were held in hotels , rooms rented for the occasion, either 

a dinner or sometimes not over a meal, depending on the pn^ss 

of circumstance. Sometimes they were at individual houses, ^ ick 

Harkness, I remember, had a number at his house in ri-eorgetown, 

as it was physically convenient. We usually started — everybody 



ha-̂  a drink, and he always stirred his bourbon with his big 

finger, and he was quite relaxed, and convivial, but always totally 

in control of what he was sayin;^ and doing, 

Q: Do you consider that he made effective use of the pross during 
his term in office? 

Roberts: Yes, I certainly do. 

Q: m ^ would be your appraisal of Mr. Dulles as a Secre'^ary 
of State? 

Roberts; Well, that's a very mixed bag, and I don^t know just 

how I'd come down in the en'̂ . I think the appraisal of any 

public official has got to be bounded, somehow or other, first 

by the times in which he's operating, an" secondly the circumstances. 

A Cabinet nember is the servant of the Presi'^ent, and that 

relationship determines to a great degree what he can do. 

Dulles certainly had Eisenhower's confidence, to a veiy 

extraordinarily high degree. There were occasions when 

iSisenhower overruled him, but nuil-as was very careful never to 

try to get ahead of Ike or get out in front of him. "ie krew 

that Ikrt's political popularity and international standing were, 

in effect, critical to anything that he, Dulles, wented to do, 

and he traded on those strengths, as was quite normal. B ut he 



always was careful to teleohone ^^senhower from wherever he was, 

before he anyttlng. Usenhower I think ever rea<1 

anything in the papers that Dulles hafl said or flone thft he 

ha-ln't been fully Informed in aclvanoe Dulles vias going to 

't'here was never any J,mmy Byrnes-Truman kin^ of problem between 

them. They didn't have a social poker playing relationship, but 

they had a close pa-sonal relationship. 

Now, within that limit. I think Dulles was, for Elsenhower, 

a good Secretary of State. In fact, if he did m general what 

Sisenhower wanted, their genarsl lines, attitudes toward foreign 

affairs were similar, Dulles had an Imi^nse amount of expertise 

built up over many years which I'm sure awed Sisenhower, as it 

-lid so many other people, including lots of t«wspapermen. -erhaps 

he took unfair advantage of this with the President. I don't know. 

X'hat's a hard question to answer. But basically I think he wag 

an effective Secretary for Sisenhower. 

Kow, the times in which he operated, perhaps even more 

Important - this was the period of change. Remember that Stalin 

died I think six weeks after ii'isenhower was Inaugurated, and 

the whole world began to change. Looking back on it, It's a lot 

clearer now than it was at the time that the so-called Comunlst 

monolith was breaking up. Dulles has been castigated for nob 

seeing this sooner, and perhaps s-me of that criticism Is .lustlfled. 

He also had to live with the fact that the Pentan;oti, under 

Charlie Wilson, and the Treasury, under George 'Tumohre, tnd the 



Congress i n i t i a l l y under Senator '^aft wante'1 to cut back heavily 

on defense spen^^ing. This cut the military budget, after 

end of the Korean War, and the military muscle, ^ulles r e a l i z e d , 

'was an instrument of foreign policy . So there were certain 

inhibitions on him, and out of that kind of a situation he 

developed things like the theory of massive r e t a l i z a t i o n which 

he enunciated. He had this phraseology trick of -^reaming up 

phrases -- "agonizing reappraisal " is another -- which ,(;̂ ot a lot 

of headlines , and usually got distorted beyond what he 

i n i t i a l l y meant. ^Jven the brinlcmanship thing,7;hich WPS not his 

phirase—nevertheless, i-f- was his technique, and he never 'denied 

i t . He used the term "going to the br ink " in hat interview; 

with Jim Shepley of Life that cause^ so much f l a p . 

I think in sum, r>ullas was an e f f e c t i v e Secretary of Sta^e 

for the President for whom he "tperated, ""hot he had a great ^eal of 

understanding of the world, that '̂ e orobably î-̂ n'-*- anpre elate 

so-^n enough the degree to which the Communist part ^f ^he world 

was changing, and his innate suspici">n made it -difficult f o r him 

to accept many of these changes. /n-i of course, on top of this 

he had this Presbyterian morality that offended so many Deoole, 

and I think in many cases did get into and color h" s t h i n k i n g — 

as when he got into all that nonsense about 'the immorality 

of neutral ity " fr^m which he f inal ly had to backtrack. I n 

sum, he was a strong Secretary ofState , and something to 

be said for just being a strong Secretary of S f a t e . 



Q: Is it your Impression •'-ha-b his "loctrine of massive 

retaliation was riavelope^̂  more or lass as a necessity, because 

of !:lie -̂ leslre In other parts of the a'imlnistratlon to cut 

expend It ure s? 

Roberts: Well, ^the doctrine of course began —I think It had 

Its origins even before he came Into office, but he knew that he 

was coming Into office with an administration that was 

•- êtGrminê  to cut down government spen-^lng, an^ that meant cut 

financial military spending. So there's s certain rationaliza-

tion involved there. This -'s not oecullar tothe -Eisenhower 

Administration, elthur. I think the answer is generally yes. 

Q: How would you describe his relations with the major countries 

with which we were allied at the time -- for example, the British, 

the "Prench? 

Roberts: Well,his relations with the British were c o l o r e d by the 

terrible personal relati-unship with Kden, ending in the disaster 

of Suez, in which I think that personal relatlonshlo played 

a part. Ag you know, this went back to the Indochina business, 

before he was Secretary, and I think the British dislike'^ him 

for his moralizing, because they t e n d to be more pragmatic than 

Americans, This is an Anglo-American problem at any time, 

but with T)ulles it was somewhat more Intense. I think his 



relationship there was not goo^. Things change'^ so much for 

the better when Macmillan carne in. His relations with the 

French were never — well, the French government in -he Fourth 

Refoublic, thore were so many governments that he was constantly-

struggling with one problem or another. His relations with 

personalities I think varied, one to another. I think his 

French relationship was a mixed bag. His German relationship 

of course was a very close personal t?elationship with Adenauer, 

and thet c o l o r e d the Fr-nnch riationship, because the "^ranc^-

Grerman rapprochement was only then beginning. He did 

see, he knew an^ he w o r k e d for that rapproehement, because he 

knew it was vital to any development in Westnrn Europe. I 

think thpre have been a lot of unfair criticisms of "^ulles 

because of his pre-war relations with business an^ legal 

relations with the iermans. I don't think any of th^se th'ngs — 

of course, those things are in the subconscious of anybo'^y, but 

I don't think they consciously affected what he was trying 

to do with the Germans, He knew first of all that you ha^ t-̂  

get the French and Germans to stop fighting. He knew that 

you had to get A'estern Europe back on its feet-. ' ch the 

Marshall Plan had alrea'^y begun, an^ tha"*" a strong '̂ 'ermany was 

important. The arming of Germany ha.-̂  ali^ady begun before "^ulles 

came in. The Adenauer relationship became his most imoortant 

foreign relationship. 

Q: iHd he seem to olace great value on his oersonal rf^latlons 



with lea'^ers of other countries? Di'^ he feel that that was 

an important aspect of fliplomacy? 

Roberts: /veil, I think he where the relationships were goo'^, 

anf̂  he dic^n't where they weren't good. That's sort of human. 

He did with Adenauer, and I think he did less so with others. 

Q,: I recall that Jiisenhower in his memoirs says thst Bden, 

before Eisenhower became President, expressed the hooe that he 

would not make Dulles his Secretary of State. According to 

Eisenhower, he said this to Eisenhower before he left --

Roberts: — that's ^nly an indication of how bad the relationship 

was before Dulles even became Secretary ofState , and of course 

this kind of thing was the foundation of a not good relationship 

that c o n t i n u e d as long a s Bden was 'n off ice ,eithe^ as 

foreign secretary or prime miaister. 

Q: Cgn you recall any specific Instances in which Eisenhower 

overruled Dulles on questions of foreign oollcy? 

Roberts: V'/ell, I think there were -̂wo basic issues. One was 

the intervention in Indochina, an^ the other was the approach 

to the Russians that culminated in the Geneva Summit meeting in 

1955. In the Indochina affair, the so callad first Indochina war, 



which ended with the debacle at "^lenbienphu an'̂  the Geneva 

Conference which divided Vietnam, t)ull9s was fletermine'^ to try to 

hang onto that part of ^he world . He ha^ a f ixat ion about any 

more o f the map of the world being colored Red. After a l l , the 

Republicans had gone through this whole period charging that 

the democrats had lost China, and they were not going to lose 

anything themselves if Dulles could help i t . On the othar hand, 

he knew that the French colonial s ituation in Indochina ha^ been 

very bad . He pressed the French on that , but not s u f f i c i e n t l y , 

because of the problems in Europe. Indochina was an adjunct 

of our relations with France in Europe, 

Well , "Dulles, in his 'determination not to le^ a iy more 

tjerritory go Communist, as he viewed i t , cranked up whp.t amounte'^ 

to an Intervention scheme, with the military , chiefly Admiral 

Radford who was then chairman of the Joint Chiefs of S t a f f , 

and the thing , as is now well known, got t-̂  the e^ge of Interventl-^n, 

General Ridgeway an̂ ^ some others fought It with the Pr'^si'^ent, 

and the thing f i n a l l y collapsed , for a number of reasons, but 

bas ical ly because Eisenhower, having got'-en out of a lan-^ war 

in Asia in Korea, d i d n ' t want to get into another land war in 

Asia in Indochina, as we subsequently have done. 

I think in that case, Dulles was prepared for some military 

act ion , whereas Eisenhower was against i t . The exact details 

of some o f that are s t i l l not on the public record. But I think that 

was a case in which you could f a i r l y say that Eisenhower 



overruled Dullos, He Hl^n^t want to go th8> far. He was willing 

ti compromise It out, which eventually was f̂ one at the Geneva 

meeting. 

Now the other case of the Summit I'̂ Ieeting in was a 

somewhat f^ifferent proposition. Here I think it 's necessary 

to remember, not the atmosphere {9f 196? but the atmosphere of 

1955* ^^ that time, we were a^ t he end of about tan years of 

very cold, cold war, which had include'^ the Berlin blockade, 

the Korean War, and a great number of incidents between the 

•^nited States and the Soviet Union, including shooting ^̂ own of 

planes—n^t yet the Hungarian revolt, but a lot of incidents and 

atmosphere in which there was a very frozen relationship an'̂  a 

very suspicious relationship. This country was w o r r i e d about 

Russians stealing nuclear secrets, worried about a nuclearP'^arl 

^-arbor, 7/e'd been through the beginning, I guess by then most of 

the McCartty period. So the atmosphere at that time was not 

con-^ucive even to the idea of the Pm silent of the Hnî -ed 

States sitting down with the head of the Soviet TTnion. If ^ou 

look back at what people said at that time, you'll fln'^ that 

amply demonstrated on the r e c o r d . It took all of Eisenhower's 

vary great personal prestige to agree to go to the Geneva 

Suiiimit I^feeting. 

When you contrast that with what h a p p e n e d thlsy year 

between Kosygin and Johnson at the Glassboro Summit, where there 

would have been a great outcry in this country and everywhere if 



the two of them hadn*t mat, because we''^ refiche-i t'-̂e pnlnt 

where the woria was aivare that hea'^s of these two nuclear super 

powers have got to be in communicati'^n. It 's just too 'langerous 

not to. But In that ha'̂  not been estableshe'^, an^ "Oulles's 

attltUf^e was tha^ the Soviet Un'on was essentially a s'=con^ rate 

power, the United States should do nothing to give her the 

ipeoognition on the world stage, it was an immoral nation, it was 

an atheistic nation, they were a bunch of bastards. They didn't 

live up to their obligations, and all the rest of the criticism. 

?Jisenhower instinctively felt that somehow or other, 

this nuclear weaoon had changethe world, and that you just 

c Tuld not go on having this kind of frozen relationshio between 

the two suptsr powers, I think this is an instinct thâ - ^^residents 

C0I7B to. Maybe it's because of what they know about nuclear 

weapons, and the fact that they're the ones with the finger 

tha+-- can be put ")n ^he button, an^ nobody else. 

So there was a sort of an internal struggle there, before 

that meeting, between Eisenhower and "Huiles, about go'ng to 

the meeting. It was capsuled in Herblock's famous cartoon of 

Sisenhower in his soorts clothes and r)ulles in a big winter 

overcoat with skiis, saying to Bulganin and Khrushchev, "Yes, 

we're coming." That was the atmosphe?'e in wh '̂ch ^he two of them 

we nt • 

Now, looking back on that, I think this was in many ways 

the moB t significant thing that the Eisenhower Adminis t at ion did. 



for which I give Eisenhower a great cleal of cref^lt, credit 

which I don 't think he ' s generally been g iven , which he 

deserves, h istor ical ly , He sort of pulled Dulles along dragging 

end screaming — as Stevenson once s a i d , " K i c k i n g and screaming 

into the 20th century . " 

To me, what Eisenhower did was to^break the cold war 

patina by agreeing to go to this meeting, by talking to these 

people. I t ' s perfectly true that the so-cal]j9 d Spir it of 

G-eneva evaporated, the specif ics o f the conference and the 

subsequent foreign ministers ' conference, which v^as suoposed 

to be about Germany, d i d n ' t resolve any of those problems. In 

fact , they got more frozen . But I think i t ' s ^air to say 

h istorical ly that that meeting establishes^ the tacit understanding 

between the two sl'^es that nuclear war was out, that neither 

of them couliff afford i t , Pt that oolnt, we ha^ a great many more 

muclear weapons than the Russians d i d , but they had enouf?;h t hat 

they coul'^ have k i l led a hell of a lot of Americans, I f there 

been a naclear war. It was noJa great sat is fact ion that we could 

have wiped their country out maybe totally . I t ha^̂  just become 

too 'dangerous, Ike real ized this , and he wsnte'^ to ^o something 

about it , i nst inct ively , and he agreed to talk to these neonle 

to see what could be done. That was one of the reasons he 

oroposed his so-called Open Skies plan at that meeting, which 

was the genesis of a great deal of the subsequent disarmament 

discuss ion. 



So I think that was the second case In which "Eisenhower 

overrode Dulles, and, I think, where Eisenhower was right and 

Bulles was wrong, 

^ i d you hav3 the inipression that Secretary Dulles a c c e o t e d 

the Open S k i e s idea rather reluctantly? 

Roberts: vi/ell, Dulles was always susoicious of disarmaraent. I 

think y o u ' l l find in Andy Berding's book of Dulles auotati-^ns 

the quote where he said, " It 's dangerous if Americans get the 

idea that disarmament is going to happen, because then everybody 

will want to cut -̂ own on our Defense bu- ĝet and our military 

strength, and that will weaken our oosition." It was sort of a 

vicious circle, Dulles had a high degree of skepticism about 

disarmament, and of course it was a pB rsonality oroblem an'' a 

policy problem, because of Harold Stassen, whom -Eisenhower had 

'lade his disarmament man. 

Q: '.'hat were the relations between ^ulles and Stassen? 

Hoberts: Well, not very goo^ ,̂ because they were both strong-

minded intelligent men. Stassen ha"! been set up in the White 

?louse office, and it gave him a direct access to "Eisenhower, 

and Dulles, like most Sec^^etaries of S+-ate, w o r k e d on the principle 

that nobody should come between the Secre^-ary and the President. 



That ' s fun'iaraentally a goo^^ rule. Stassen, f o o l i s h l y , at one 

of the London fits armament meetings, made a mis-cue by showing 

a paper to the Russians before it ha^ been cleare^^ by all the 

A l l i e s , or telling them about i t , an'^ this create'^ a big 

uproar, and Dulles was able to use the fall-out from this as a 

device to get Eisenhower to shift the whole operation into the 

State Department, where he had better control of i t . Then 

Stassen got into the pol it ical mix too, and in the end he 

disappeared and Dulles was top dog. 

Q.: Do you have any impression as to relations be tviieen Dulles 

and Nelson Rockefel]e r? 

Roberts: I don't think Dulles was very conscious of Nelson 

Rockefeller , but I c a n ' t be too sure about that . I remember 

Rockefeller when he was in the White House, He was terribly 

frustt?ated. He iwas frustrated by Dul les . He dir^n't at^ree with 

Dulles in a lot of ways. But he was, I think , a relat ively 

minor pinprick to D u l l e s . It was partly out of that experience 

that Rockefeller concluded, as he subseauently s a i d , that elective 

of f ice was where the power was, so he went beck to New Yor^ and 

ran for Governor. 

Q : How would you describe the relations between Secretary 

Dulles and the career people in the State Department? 



Roberts: Well, they got off on a very bad footing because of the 

McCarthy business, an'̂  in his initial address to the State 

D e p a r t m e n t foreign service types, he calle'^ for -- I think the 

phrase v«as "positive loyalty," an^ this cause'̂  a great flap 

because it implied that a lot of oeople were disloyal, as 

McCarthy was saying. An'̂  it 1 s true that Dulles went to great 

lengths to appease McCarthy, an'̂  this had a terrible influence 

on the State Department. It laste?^ through his whole lifetime. 

Secondly, Dulles essentially c a r r i e d the work of the Department 

around in his hat, and a great many people felt that their views 

never got a chance to be heard, or they never knew what Dulles 

was doing except what they read in the oapers and so on. A lot 

of thsse things were e x a g g e r a t e d , a n d some of Dulles's collabor-

ators will deny even to this '^ay that that's true, but I think 

it was essentially true. And that a d d e d to, if not an 

estrangement, an s t r a i n e d releti-^nship between Dulles a n d many, 

if not large numbers, of the professionals. 

Q: You say that he went to great lengths to aopease McCa^-thy. 

Roberts: Well, he did, because "Slsenhower di^. "Elsenhower, 

--.vou know, I think it was Sherman Adams who wrote that 

Slsenhcwer said, "I won't get down in the gutter with that 

fellow." It was Ike's sort of personal reaction to McCarthy, 

wh-̂m he obviously detested as an individual. And if the Presi'^ent 



says, "We're not going to have that kln'̂  of fight with this 

guy," then the whole Cabinet an^ the government is boun^ by 

this dictum, and Dulles was bounf^ by it, an'̂  "Oulles trlef̂  to 

play this game, as Eisenhower f̂ î , of appeasement. Of course, 

it got worse, and ended up with the debacle of the Army and 

all the well known stories. "Dulles didn't stand up for some of 

the people in the State "Oepartment who were under susoicion, as 

I think he probably should have. He did fight through the (Charles) 

Bohlen case, but he didn't have much appetite for taking on 

that kind of a problem, because he felt this stuff got in his 

way. What he wanted to do were things in foreign policy, and 

this kind of domestic thing was a nuisance, so he was inclined to 

say, "OK, throw McCarthy a bone and see if we can keep him quiet 

for a while," Of course, that technique seldom works. 

Qj ^̂ovi di-̂  Scott M c L e o d figure in this? 

Roberts: Well, McLeod was a spy for the McCarthyite s, in the 

administration, and everybody knew it. So "Oulles t r e a d e d 

gingerly around him, too. That was part of the whole operation. 

Q: D^a you have any impressions as to the views of Secretary 

Dulles and President Eisenhower with r e g a r d to recognition of 

Red China? V/as Dulles more firmly against that than Elsenhower, 

or what is your impression? 



Roberts: Well, JT-OU Imow, "Dulles viias originally for It, before 

the Korean War, as he wrote In his book. Then when he re-'̂ i'̂  

the book after he became Secretary, brought out a new e'^ltlon, 

he explalnef^ In the Preface why he*'̂  change'^ his raln'^. I think 

Slsenhower subscribed to the general principle that it's ri^'iculous 

that 500 million people, whateverdG the pooulatlon then was, 

should be Isolated, But the Korean War made this politically 

impossible. I don't think there was essentially much difference 

between them onthat issue. 

Q: You mean they both regarded It as theoretically ® rhaps a good 

idea, but --

Roberts: -- practically impossible, and they both r e a l i z e d that it 

was tied up with the UN membership issue, and that thft got them in 

a lot of problems with Nationalist China. Dulles had a good 

relationship with Chiang ^al-shek, and c^rssidered t h a t ^orm->sa 

was important, and that various tests with the Chinese over the 

offshore Islands were involve^ with this. And T think in 

retrospect, Dulles looks oretty good on standing uo. In that 

respect, the evidence is oretty well c o l l e c t e d in Donal'' 

Zagorla's book, about that incident, on th^ Sino-Sovlet conflict. 

Do you have any Impressions on the views of DuUes and 

President Sisenhower with regard to defense of the offshore islands, 

Quemoy and i^atsu pri larlly? 



Roberts: /^/ell, the islands themselves, both of them recognize'^ 

were ins igni f icant pieces of real estate . You remember, we 

did get Chiang off some islands called the Tachens, on the 

ground that they were less defensible m i l i t a r i l y , as I remember 

it now. They were not interested in defending these is lands , 

i'hey were interested in defending the Drlnciple that the 

Chinese couldn't do anythina: by aggression, couldn 't get an ything 

by aggression. I think Elsenhower was f rustrated , terribly 

frustrated by Chiang's stubborn determination to hang onto 

Quemoy and Matsu, and worried that he wanted to use them as a 

springboard for a l l his talk about going beck to the mainland. 

I t took quite a while for the Eisenhower Administration to get 

around to real ly tell ing Chiang, "Look, this going back to the 

mainland stuff is for the b i r d s . Now, you gotta get it out of 

y:>ur mind . " They pussy-footed around this for a long, long time. 

F inal ly , Dulles did tie Chiang up in a commitment over 

the thing , and we kept them on short leash by not giving them 

landing craft , and hol^'ing their gasoline suoply for alrcreft down 

and things like that . B u t the real estate wasn 't anything, 

was the potential of the thing , and of course the whole bup.iness 

of the offshore Islands e x a c e r b a t e d our relationshio wl':h our 

a l l i e s , especially the B r i t i s h . I remember ^den once saying , 

"Why coul'^n't we get 90 miles of blue weter between China and 

Formosa? I f you could get rid of these offshore islands it 

would make the thing much s i m p l e r . " 



Well, Dulles's answer was that the Chinese have never 

said they want the offshore Islands, they've sai^ they want 

Formosa, which is a part of China in Peking's view. An'̂  that's 

all over true, but as a practical fact, if we'd been able to get 

Chiang to give up all the offshore islan'ls when he got out of 

the Tachens, it woul^ have ma-̂e the issue much easier, an^ it 

would make it easier today if we had a clearer line, because 

then Formosa w o u l d be in a much better Dosition t'̂  be a 

separate entity, even though neither Chiang nor Mao accents 

it as siuch. 

I remember an Asian foreign minister—I think he was 

either from Australia or New Zealand, in that p e r i o d -- telling 

me t h a t he ' c o m e in and t r i e d to argue Dulles into getting 

Chiang off the islands, so that you could get a united allied 

posture behind Formosa for separate status, regardless of whether 

either of the Chinese regimes would accept it, that y-̂u sort of 

c o u l d enforce this onto China's view, on everybody, o-n the two 

Chinas. Of course, a great many people believe this is what the 

United States should have done. I think Dulles was very slow 

to p r o c e e d here, because he felt the slightest movement would 

upset Chiang. He overrated Chiang, he overrate-^ the China 

Lobby. I think the China Lobby c o l l a p s e d over these offshore 

island affairs, because It became perfectly clear the Ilni^od 

States didn't want to get in a war. That Is, the American people 

didn'^ want to get in a war with Communist China over a coi^^le of 



Islanf^s. It was ridiculous. It was not like the possibility of 

getting into a war over West Berlin, which haf̂  much more popular 

support if it became necessary. 

Ĉ : How (iid Secretary Oulles view the importance of his extensive 

travel to foreign countries? 

Roberts: Well, he justified this on a number o^ groun'^s. One 

of the ^roun'^s was that he got away from the teleohone, an̂ ^ he 

coul'i think, an̂ l he wrote a lot of speeches flying aroun'̂  in 

airplanes. I ^ion't Imow how much of that was really true or how 

much was justification after the fact. It annoye^^ a lot of 

ambassa'^ors, and a lot of unfavorable thinc?̂  were written about 

it. In fact, it ended up by ^ean Rusk writing a oiece in 

Foreign Affairs s criticizing D ulles for this, and saying that 

Secretaries of State shouldn't do this. Of course, when Rusk 

became Secretary of State, he r a c k e d up more mileage than "Oulles did. 

To come for a moment to an overall aooraisal of the "Eisenhower 

Administration, whfit wo;;ld be your estimate of its chief 

a 0 c o rap i i s hma nt s ? 

Roberts: well, I've already told you what I think, in a way, was 

Eisenhower's chief accomplishment—that he broke the crest of 

the c o l d war by agreeing to deal with the Russian iea'^ershlp, 



which was then Bulganln and Khrushchev, and he discovered at that 

meeting wh&t was very important: that It i.-vas Khrushchev who 

r e a l l y was the Number 1 guy. That 's where we found It out. I 

think that was the important thing. 

On other things, I think you can fau l t the Eisenhower 

Administration in a lot o f ways. "Oulle s got in a lot of s i l l y 

business about neutralism^ ovtr In-^ia, but when you look back on 

i t h i s t o r i c a l l y , the Eisen.h'^wer A'^rainistration continued the 

^ruman Administrat ion 's containment pol icy in Eurooe ,which has 

since been continued by the Kennedy an'̂  Johnson Admini. s t rat ions. 

There's been variance of t h i s , but fundamen+-ally, i t ' s created 

a stable l ine between the Co.nmunist and the non-Communist worl'^s 

in Europe. The i n s t a b i l i t y has been in the rest of the world, 

p a r t i c u l a r l y in the ex-co lonia l worl'^. '̂ he Br i t i sh were always 

very c r i t i c a l of Dul les , that he pus h e t h e r n too hard on colonia l -

ism and gett ing out of the i r co lonia l oossessi^ns. "'^ulles once 

"old me think i t was during the Suez a f f a i r ) that i t woul'̂  take 

ten years to clean up a l l th is colonial problem, an^ that i t 

would create problems between the United States an'̂  the Eurooean 

countries which thsn had colonies , for a long long time. ^¥ell, 

a c t u a l l y i t has taken r e a l l y l e s s time than he thought, altl^^ugh 

s")me o f these problems s t i l l e x i s t , a f t e r the period he was 

talking; about, ten years or so. 

Part of that colonial problem was r e f l e c t e d In the 

Indochina thing. I think that we made a mistake, i f you t r y to 



look back at Vietnam an̂ ^ Indochina from tO'-^ay's perspectivQ, 

of the itnraense American involvement there, life ma'̂ e a mistake in 

not looking at that problem in i t s own l i g h t . I t was looke'l 

upon by Dulles too much as simply an adjunct to An^rican 

pol icy in re la t ion to Prance in Europe. Hemember that Dulles was 

then pressing for a European army, in or'^er to b ring Germany into 

the scheme of things . The Berl in Conference in 195k, which I 

was at with Dulles, was suppose^^ to ' l iscuss Austria an*̂  Crermany. 

The one thing ^̂ hat it accomplished was to c a l l the G-eneva 

meeting on Indochina, or a c t u a l l y on Indochina and Korea, 

though nothing happened in Korea. Bidault was then the f '̂rench 

"Foreign Minister, and insisted that be couldn't d-) anything on 

EDC, the European Army, unless he could get a conference on 

Indochina that woiî  f ind some way out of the Indochina mess for 

the French. Dulles d idn ' t want this conference, but he agroed 

to i t in order to get B i d a u l t ' s promise that there would b e a 

vote, and presumably a favorable vote, in the French Assembly, 

on the European army. So we backed into i t . /B backed into 

the Indochina conference that way. We didn' t - - we were so 

dominated by our European re lat ionships at that Derio<^ that 

we had not r e a l l y taken enough look at the Asian r e l a t i o n s h i p s , 

in p a r t i c u l a r the Indochina one, on our own. I f we had, maybe 

we'd never have gotten into Indochina the way we ^id. 

In +-he end, of course, the EDO was killed in tha ^rench 

Assembly when Mendes-Prance became PrimeMinlster, and ther^i's 



always been a l ingering suspicion, although no oroof, that 

there was some kind of a '̂ eal between the Russians an'=' the 

French that the French would k i l l EDO, which was then the 

major Soviet preoccupation in foreign a f f a i r s in relati-^n to 

the West/ ine^change f o r Russian pressure on ô Chi Minh to 

agree to a settlement of the Indochina war. And i t i s true 

that at Geneva in both Molotov, who was ^hen the "R'orelgn 

Minister (of Russia) and Chou en Lai , the Chinese Foreign 

Minister at that time, pressured the North Vietnamese into 

sighing an agreement to divide the country, when they thought 

they ha'̂  won a batt le at Dienbienphu which entitle-^ them to a l l 

of the country. This was designed to keep us out, and ha'̂  this 

European mix in i t , and I think that was part of our oroblem. We 

were so preoccupied with Burope, J u l i a s was, because he 

considered + he Soviet Union the major threat , an'̂  the ooint of 

the threat to be Western Surope, that we got dragged into 

the P a c i f i c thing in Southeast Asia without r e a l l y r e a l i z i n g 

what was happening, 

Q: You speak of the containmant of the Rusrians in ^urooe, 

Do you bel ieve that Dulles had any real h-̂ pe of r o l l i n g back 

Communism in Eastern Europe? 

Roberts: Well,the rollback business was part of the D'>lit lcal 

polemics of the 19^2 Presidential camoaign. I -^on't thinl^he r e a l l y 

did. I think Dulles had an i l l u s i o n that Communism was weak 



because i t was based on, to him, fa lse premises, including i t s 

a t h e i s t i c q u a l i t i e s , and he came from a church family, as you 

know. The Soviet Union was weak. It was weaker than a lot of 

people rea l ized. Because of the secrecy they were able to 

impose, ani because of the psychological warfare they used, they 

made themselves look stronger than they were. I think t h a t ' s 

true, and Dulles real ized t h i s , but s t i l l he under-estimated 

their strength, and he under-estimated the a b i l i t y of the 

Communist regime to enforce i t s w i l l through the dictatorship 

that runs the country. 

Again according to Berdlng's quotes, he once told 

•Lrromyko that they were mak'.ng a l l sorts of trouble for themselves 

in the s a t e l l i t e s in Eastern Europe by their heavy-handed rule . 

Gromyko^s answer was, "•Afe don't need any advice from you, we can 

take oare of our own problems." v/ell, Dalles t u r n e d out to be 

more r ight than wrong, because both Poland and Hungary subsequently 

exploded. But when the t e s t came on rol lback in Hungary, the 

United States was not prepared to do anything. And Dulles , again 

quoted in Berding, said, "If we had intervened in Hungary, the 

only way to save Hun:̂ ary would have been through nuclear war, 

and that would have destroyed Hungary." 

In other words, when i^ car/ie to the nut-cutt ing, he realized 

this was a Russian sphere of inf luence, and tha-t- the Russians 

were not going to give i t up under any circumstances, and he 

assumed —who knows? r i g h t l y or wrongly, but he assumed that the 



Russians woul'^ go to nuclear v/ar over i t i f necessary. Now, 

whether they woul'^ have or not, no man knows, at l e a s t no man 

here. So when It came to nut-cutt ing , the l i b e r a t i o n turner? 

out to ba nothing but worf^s, 

IVas there any strong sentiment in the a-iministration for 

intervention in Hungary? 

Roberts: No. I r!on*t think there was. You must remember that 

Hungary came at the same t iiiie as Suez, This was the tragedy of 

Hungary, anr̂  Dulles realize^^ i t , an^ o f t e n complainerl about i t . 

I f you hadn^t hâ i Suez at the same time, I ^on't supDOse Hungary 

e s s e n t i a l l y wouli have turno<^ out ^ i-̂ -̂ ere n t l y , but tbe oressur^s 

on the Russians an^ rhs propaganda defeat of the Russians which 

they suf fered f lo m Hungary, which was immense, oerhaps woul^ have 

been even g r e a t e r , i f t h e r e b e e n a concentration of ooinion 

and a t t e n t i o n on Hungary at thst time. Bû  the worl"' was divided 

because of Suez, and you bad an in+^ernal Western c o n f l i c t between 

the United Sta+-es on the one hand, an'̂  the French and B r i t i s h 

an^ I s r a e l i s on Suez. Then you had he United States an" -̂he 

Soviet Union working together over Suez, whereas they were on 

opposite s i d e s over Hungary. No, I don't think there was ever 

any s e r i o u s thought or intenti'^n of going into Hungary. 

what extent was Dulles intent on checking the B r i t i s h , 



Frencli sn^ I s r a e l i s in the Suez c r i s i s ? ^o you think he was ĥe 

prime mover in shaping American oolicy in that case? 

Roberts: Well, I think he and Eisenhower both agree'̂ i on t h i s . 

Some of the books that have been written about Suez subsequently 

make this point. This book called Suez by Hugh Thomas t h a t ' s just 

been published in Snglan'"^ says that (fr^m the B r i t i s h View 

e s s e n t i a l l y ) that Sden mâ ê the mistake of thinking he coul'^ 

separate Eiseahovfer from B u l l e s , an'̂  I think t h a t ' s correct , 

i-'here was no -difference of ooinion between them. They both took 

what to them was a moral view that this was a wrong thing for 

the B r i t i s h an^ the French to ^o, i t was an immoral a c t , i t was 

a re-impositlon of colonialism, to them, en̂ ^ th is went agnirB t 

the ir moralist ic grain, an^ I don't think there was any 'difference 

between the President an'̂  the Secretary on that , ^hey were both 

determined to stop i t . I think Dulles was a somewhat more 

cynical fellow +-han Sisenhower. I think he would have been hapoy, 

without saying this out loud, i f somehow or other this had 

rosulted in throwing Nasser out, at the time, ê would have 

liked to have had his cake and eaten i t too, so to speak. Bu+̂  

his fundamen-^al objection here was that this was a re-impositi^n 

of colonialism, and i t just couldnU possibly work in the w o r l d 

^s i t then existed. 

To whai- extent were the views of Mr, r)ulles and President 

Eisenhower influenced by t h e i r outrage at having been deceived 



by the B r i t i s h an^ the French? 

Roberts: W e l l , p a r t i a l l y . P a r t i a l l y . That wag a tangential 

thing. I t was not the main point, hovv'ever. 

Q,: Do you bel ieve that both Secretary Dulles an'̂  Prasi'^ent 

Eisenhower were intent on a policy of en-^ing T^uropean 

colonialism? 

Roberts: They both shared the basic an^ s imol is t ic American view 

that colonialism is bad per se, R-^osevelt ha'̂  oressure^ Churchil l 

to get out of In'^ia, Americans have the general view that 

colonialism i s ba'^, an'̂  that we've always been against i t , as a 

country — except that^ we got int") a l i t t l e of It ourselves, 

which we've always ha'̂  a certain g u i l t y conscience about. An-'̂  

that ' s what inakes a lo t of people unhappy to^ay when we're charge^ 

with being a colonial power in Vietnam. I think tha+^'s oart of 

our present internal problem, is th is f e e l i n g tha^ somehow or 

other we're doing what we've condemned others for '̂ ->lng. 

Q: To what extent did Secretary Dulles take an Interest in 

relat ions with Latin America? Was that a at?ovince tha^ was l e f t 

largely to Milton Elsenhower? 

Roberts: I think Dulles, l ike most Americans, considere'^ 

•^atln America a nuisance. I mean. I n t e l l e c t u a l l y he knew i t was 



there, that i t ha^ a certain importance, an'̂  he coulr^ say a l l 

the right things about i t in public. He went to a number of 

conferences there, but i t was s t r i c t l y a back burner operation, 

and Milton Eisenhower, being the Presi ' ient 's brother, gave i t 

a specialc cast , but Milton himself has testifier^ how frustrate^ 

he was trying to get muoh done. Nonetheless Milton was the one 

.vho sort of was the precursor of the Alliance for Progress. 

Q: Mr. Roberts, what would be your estimate of President 

Eisenhower's grasp of foreign a f f a i r s ? 

Roberts: I think i t was very spotty,and I think - - "Eisenhower, 

you go back and read his books, and you see that he was raised 

in that period at West Point when mil i tary men r e a l l y did not 

think much abD ut the re lat ionship of mil i tary pow^r and foreign 

pol icy . The whole debacle of how Ber l in got l e f t out in the 

middle of the r;ast German Communist sea — Kisenhower's oart in 

that - - he was not alone in t h i s , the whole Roose vel t-Churchi 1 

correspondence is f u l l of evidence that Roosevelt was pretty 

naive about a lo t of this too, and Churchil l spent a great '^eal 

of his time tr;.ing to make the Americans understand that what 

we did in war was going to have something to do with postwar 

re la t ionships . That 's why he wanted to land in the Balkans 

an'̂  so on. Roosevelt didn't understand this adequately, an-̂  

Eisenhower didn't e i t h e r . They were so concentrating on, you know. 



hovtf could you win a war in a mil i tary sense with the le^nt 

loss of l i f e , that they forgot that wars never en^ in the 

f i n i t e sense. There always the Dostwar oroblems which the 

war creates , an'1 we've s t i l l got the oostwar problems in "^urooe 

in Germany. 

I think Eisenhower never hati s u f f i c i e n t graso of t h i s , 

which was a common f a u l t of many people, an'̂  s t i l l i s , in some 

cases, I think people now going through the service schools 

get ^uch bet ter grasp of this in terre la t ionship . Some of th is 

carried over into his Presidency. 

On the oth-3r hand, he had, as he showe'̂  when he was 

Supreme Comnan'̂ er during the war, a certain o o l i t i c a l and 

personal s k i l l with peoDle. I t ' s a curious thing there about 

his l i n g u i s t i c s . A great deal of fun was made about Sisenhower 

and his press i n f e r e n c e s , where he had this f a n t a s t i c syn+̂ a:!̂ . 
I remember going to Kisenh'^wer press conferences on many 

occasions when I woul'̂  s i t there and l i s t e n t^ him say something, 

volunteer something or give an answer to a question. I t seemed 

to bo p e r f e c t l y clear wha+- he was saving, but unless i t had been 

a prepared statement, i f i t were a-̂  l i b , when you came out an'̂  

read the t r a n s c r i p t , he never r e a l l y had quite said what you'<^ 

thought he said. But he had an a b i l i t y to get over to y-̂ u what 

was in his mind, even though he was f i g h t i n g to '̂ o i t over the 

words. He was so bad at e:?cpres3ing himself . I think this was 

true not only with reporters but with people he dealt with, with 



foreign statesmen. He had an intensi ty that maiie i t possible 

for people to un^^erstand him despite his frequent i n a b i l i t y to 

express himself c l e a r l y . l'hal-'s a facet of t h i s . 

He had a s implist ic view, as Dulles did, of the Communist 

world. As I said, S t a l i n died s ix weeks a f t e r he came to o f f i c e . 

There was not ai ear ly enough r e a l i z a t i o n of what t h i s meant. 

•'̂ e didn't know enough about what was going on in the Soviet 

Union in those early years. We suffered from the China 

experience. We didn't t ry to understand China s u f f i c i e n t l y wel l , 

understood something about the changing colonial w»rld, but 

we didn' t understand enough about the problems of the Third 

I'Vorld, as we now c a l l i t , Eisenhower had a ore t ty limited 

grasp of a lo t of these thlnc;s, and Dulles had a lot of expert i se , 

but i t was e s s e n t i a l l y Europe-based, although he'd been 

involved in the Japaiese peace t r e a t y during the ^ruman Adminis-

t r a t i o n . I t took the United States quite a while to see that 

the world a f t e r vi/orld War II was not the ol'^ world of ^urooea 

and America. The Hlsenhower Administration was in o f f i c e during 

a period of great change, and I don't think Eisenhower understood 

a l l these thin^is, 

the other hand, you look back to the n̂ ruman years, 

where the immediate postwar changes bogan, and you can f a u l t 

Truman and his Secretaries of State equally w e l l . We're too 

close to the Kennedy and Johnson years yet probably to have 

much perspective there, but t h e r e ' s plenty of c r i t i c i s m along 



the same l ines , I think the main thing about Eisenhower — 

he was electefl Presi-^ent at a time when oeople were tire^^ of the 

cold war, t ired of the whole wartime complex, in t-he ear ly 

postwar period, The,7 wanted some r e l i e f , and here was this 

gal lant f i g u r e , great hero, and everybody wanted to leave i t to 

Ike. That 's e x a c t l y what the public mood was, an^ t h a t ' s e x a c t l y 

what ha opened. They l e f t i t to Ike, and "Dulles was his r ight 

hand man. An'̂  a lot of things were done tha"*" maybex shouldn't 

have been done, a lot of things weren't done that should have 

been done - - as i s true probably in any administration. 

On balance, probably I think -̂he administration h i s t o r i c a l l y 

is probably going to come of f b e t t e r than some of the ear ly 

judgments have given i t c r e d i t . But again, we don't know everything 

from the Communist side of that period yet , and we don't know 

everj^thing fr^m even T^ulles's side. 

One of the great troubles of the Dulles period is the 

telephone. In the old '^ays, everything was wri t ten ^own. ""here 

was lo ts of correspondence. The teleph">ne becomes such an 

I.nstruinent of doing business. There are not tre. r]3crlots keot of 

many of th'^se things. -Eisenhower said once, at the e n̂  ^f his term, 

thp t Dulles had kept a record of a l l of tha ' r telephone con-

versations. I think these records â e now in the Eisenhower 

l i b r a r y , but to ray knowledge they 're never been ooened. And 

what kind of records ^ulles kept of those would be rather 

interosting to s e e . But there ' s Just so many missing pieces that 



tota l judgment, I think, is very harrl to make. 

YOU regard the meeting at Geneva as a landmark, In foreign ool icy? 

Roberts: I do, and i get more and more convinced of this every 

day, by subsequent events, and I think i t probably was the land-

mark of the Jiisenhower Administration in foreign po l i cy . 

Thank you, Roberts. This conclu-'es the interview with 

Chalmers Roberts on August 29, 1967. The interview 

was conducted in iVIr. Roberts' o f f i c e at t'-e Washington Post 

in Washington, D.C. The Interviewer was J-̂ hn Luter. 
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