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STERN: ...an interview with Lyte M. Fozard for the John F. Kennedy Library Oral 

History Project. The date is January 16, 1979. Why don‘t we begin with 

general background, what you were doing in Europe, etc., during the  

Kennedy [John F. Kennedy] Administration. 

 

FOZARD: Okay. What I was doing in Europe, I went to Europe in December of 1957, 

and I returned from Europe in August, 1 August, of 1964. Until January of 

1960, I was teaching English in Switzerland and in Spain. And then in  

January of 1960, I was hired as an instructor in modern European history by the University of 

Maryland European Division. The University of Maryland in College Park, Maryland, had for 

years, starting, I should say, in the mid-fifties, for years had an arrangement with the 

Pentagon where they would send over instructors in various fields. And these instructors 

would teach courses, college-level courses, on base, on the American military installations, 

Army and Air Force. Not so much the Navy. But in the Army and the Air Force. These would 

be college-level courses. They would give college-level credit. So I was hired by the 

University of Maryland, sent over. I was in Spain, France, Italy, Libya, Turkey, and, I believe, 

in Germany. This job lasted from January of 1960 until August of 1964, when I returned to 

the United States. 
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STERN: Then you were in Europe during 1960. So perhaps we could begin with 

your reactions to the summit meeting that failed with Khrushchev [Nikita 

Sergeyevich Khrushchev], if that had an impact that you can recall:  

Khrushchev‘s coming to the United States and the banging of the shoe and that whole 

business. 

 

FOZARD:  Right. Well, the banging of the shoe, of course, was on this side of the 

ocean.... Are you talking about the one in 1960 where he went to Paris? 

 

STERN:  That‘s correct. 

 

FOZARD:  The summit meeting that failed. 

 

STERN: That failed. That‘s right. Because of Powers [Francis Gary Powers] and 

the U-2 thing. 

 

FOZARD:  Because of Gary Powers and the U-2 incident. 

 

STERN:  That‘s right. 

 

FOZARD:  Well, I think the European reaction to that.... You see Europeans, I think, 

tend to feel very much in a sense that summit meetings between the chief 

of state of the Soviet Union and the chief of state of the United States are  

done sort of over their heads. Alright. They are discussed. Perhaps Europe comes up; 

definitely Europe comes up in these things. But when you say that a summit fails, I don‘t 

think that they really take it that way. I think that the European reaction was that Khrushchev 

probably did not really want to go to this particular summit. The U-2 incident, Powers 

ejecting from his plane and so forth and so on, was a convenient escape hatch. It was a 

time.... It was a convenient escape hatch, an excuse to embarrass the American government; 

to raise a row which he did there on the airstrip in Paris, pacing up and down; to harass the 

American president Dwight David Eisenhower. And, you know, generally sort of raise hell. 

 

STERN:  Do you remember any reactions specifically to the fact that Eisenhower 

virtually apologized? I mean he didn‘t go quite that far, but he did 

acknowledge culpability. And there were many in the United States at the  

time that felt that he should not have done that. And I seem to remember that there were some 

European reaction that he shouldn‘t have done that, that all‘s fair in spying. 

 

FOZARD: All‘s fair in spying. Well, from the European point of view, of course, they 

don‘t consider spying quite that bad, alright? They simply don‘t. Spying is 

necessary. And at least from the German point of view, being on the front  

lines, the Germans would say, alright, we, you know.... They would actually be made more 

nervous if the United States were not spying. I think in regard to the whole U-2 incident, 

what flabbergasted the Europeans.... And now I‘m going to have to sort of switch over 



because I‘m going to try in this interview to take everything from the European point of 

view....  
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STERN:  Right. Sure. 

 

FOZARD:  What flabbergasted the United States, or the Europeans, rather, was 

Powers‘ admission when they asked him, ―Are you a spy?‖ And he said, 

―Yes, I‘m a spy.‖ ―Were you spying on the Soviet Union?‖ ―Yes, sure, I  

was spying on the Soviet Union.‖ This kind of thing. You know, I think the Europeans were 

appalled at the level of expertise that Powers showed in relation to his craft, his profession, 

what he was being paid for, which was spying. And the whole, you know, the way he sort of 

got involved in that trial in the Soviet Union where he was put on trial and so forth.  

 And I think probably the last thing that they were flabbergasted about was the exchange 

of Colonel Rudolph Abel [Rudolph Ivanovich Abel] for Powers. Because there was no doubt 

in the European mind that Abel was a very valuable man obviously, you know, the little tailor 

from Brooklyn, very valuable man to the Russian spy network. And to exchange him for what 

the Germans would call a dummkopf in Francis Gary Powers, I think probably that they were 

very appalled at that. 

 

STERN:  I see. What about the campaign, the 1960 campaign? How was that 

received in Europe? The partisanship in terms of Nixon [Richard M. 

Nixon]-Kennedy, reactions to each candidate? Was there a strong  

preference that you could see among the people you associated with? 

 

FOZARD:  No, no, there wasn‘t. I‘m here sort of characterizing or comparing two 

campaigns, the campaign of 1960 and the campaign of 1964. The 

campaign of 1964 raised considerably more debate amongst Europe. Well,  

because Goldwater [Barry M. Goldwater] was, you know, Barry Goldwater, the senator from 

Arizona, was so far to the right: Bomb ‗em back into the Stone Age. The Europeans sort of 

considered him, at least from what they saw, very dangerous. Johnson [Lyndon B. Johnson], I 

think, only in contrast, not in reality, but only in contrast, was considered something of a 

moderate, a pol. 

 

STERN:  Right, right. 

 

FOZARD: Now, the campaign in 1960 I don‘t think really caught the European mind 

all that much. 

 

STERN:  Despite the fact that, for example, Kennedy‘s Catholicism? I mean were.... 

 

FOZARD:  Okay, you see, Europeans don‘t tend to, in a sense, sort of hone in on these 

things until the person is elected. Once Kennedy was the president, after  

   November, once he was the president, as I‘ll talk later on, there were 



certain things about him and his family and everything around him that made him very 

compelling. But probably if you....  

 Well, the general consensus of European opinion was that here was one person, very  
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experienced, he had been, of course, vice president; Nixon had been vice president for eight 

years, experienced. They knew Nixon‘s background, the Kitchen Debate with Khrushchev, 

his problems in Venezuela, the riots that, you know, circulated around him. Kennedy was an 

unknown quantity. And I think that‘s probably the way Kennedy went through the entire 

campaign up until the election. 

 

STERN:  What about the debates? How much publicity did that get? 

 

FOZARD:  Not very much, not very much. Europeans tend to take these things very 

much kind of blandly: The United States is having another election, and 

that‘s about it. [Pause] Their attitude would have been the United States is  

having another election. There are two politicians, two contenders, you know, for the victory; 

they‘re going…. One is a unknown quantity. The other.... One thing I will say is this, that I 

don‘t think Nixon was particularly associated in European minds with the Eisenhower 

Administration, which is somewhat extraordinary, to the extent that, say, Humphrey [Hubert 

H. Humphrey] was with Johnson in ‗68. I don‘t think Nixon in the European mind sort of…. 

It might have been an advantage for him. But I don‘t think that he was all that much 

associated. I don‘t think they thought, well, okay, this is just Eisenhower‘s second in 

command.  

 But they were interested in it, obviously, from the political and from the military 

standpoint. I mean you have to—for Europe in the early sixties—you have to get the very 

clear idea that our defense presence there was very strong, very obvious, and very needed, 

very desired, particularly with Khrushchev there, who would, from time to time, you know, 

rattle sabers, and so forth and so on. And the enormous Russian presence in Eastern Europe, 

not just East Berlin but East Germany and Eastern Europe in general. 

 

STERN:  So you feel then that there was no strong preference for either candidate, 

and that the attitude was sort of wait and watch, pretty much? 

 

FOZARD:  Yes, right. Europe took a kind of a wait and see thing. I think that they 

were attracted towards Kennedy even before his victory in November. 

They were attracted to him for his appeal and Nixon, you know, it‘s very  

difficult for Nixon to make himself appealing. This, I think, goes without saying in modern 

American politics, you know. He just doesn‘t have appeal. He may have ability; that‘s true. 

He may have experience. But appeal, no.  

 I can remember, I think, in the German papers that they would put—they published 

photographs of the families. I can remember one photograph of Nixon‘s mother or 

something, who just came out in this picture, it was published in a German magazine, Z or 

Elle or one of those. She just looked like the north side of a prune, you know, I mean just 



awful. And this was unappealing, you see. 

 

STERN:  Can you recall any reaction at all to the fact that Kennedy was the son of 

Joseph Kennedy [Joseph P. Kennedy, Sr.]? Any recollection of the whole 

war period and Kennedy‘s isolationism? Was there any? 
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FOZARD:  In the British press, yes. They grumbled a little bit, particularly after he 

was elected. They were well aware of Joseph Patrick Kennedy, the 

ambassador to the Court of St. James, of his lack of judgment in 1938, ‗39,  

and ‗40, and so forth, you see. No, the British press was well aware of that but the continental 

European press, you know, I mean they don‘t really care. You must realize you‘re dealing 

with well, Britain, France, Germany, Spain, Italy. This is really the core. And these are five 

separate entities. So the British press, yes. I was going to bring that up later on. They 

grumbled a little bit. But I don‘t think that they were—they were not going to visit the sins of 

the fathers on the heads of the children. And the young man was very well educated and so 

forth. So, they may have grumbled, they may have said, you know, the father did this and 

that. But I think their whole thrust was wait and see.  

 

STERN:  Okay. Can we take it up to the inauguration? What impact did the 

inauguration have, particularly the address? Was it regarded as a 

belligerent address or as an inspiring address? How did they...? 

 

FOZARD:  I think from the European point of view.... 

 

STERN:  Yes, that‘s what we want. 

 

FOZARD:  Right. Of course. You would have to say that it was reassuring. 

 

STERN:  Okay. That‘s an interesting word. 

 

FOZARD:  Reassuring. They needed a lot of reassurance. And when he says, you 

know, ―We will bear any burden, we will pay any price, meet any 

challenge, support any friend, oppose any foe,‖ this was reassuring. The  

more sober press thought that it was perhaps a little of over—a little too much perhaps. That 

it committed the United States perhaps more than it needed. Or, let‘s put it this way, that 

these words would be hard to live up to or to live down, such as the case may be. 

 

STERN:  Can you remember specifically any differentiations in terms of the reaction 

of, say, the leftist press and that kind of thing? 

 

FOZARD:  No, I think the leftist press outside…. Well, with the leftist press of the 

old.... Well, alright, let‘s go back a bit. The only really leftist press that 

you had at that time was a small amount in France, but the only  



considerable leftist press you would have would be in Italy. And there were other things 

appealing about Kennedy that we‘ll come to which mitigated a lot of the leftist attack which 

might have come. If Nixon, for instance, had said that, they probably would have come 

kablooey right out and attacked him. But here was a young man, inexperienced. The speech 

was good, you know. It was simple, straightforward, eloquent, to the point. Perhaps a little 

over-committed, as I said before. But the speech was really quite good. It was reassuring. It 

was obvious that the young man was  
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really trying. 

 So I don‘t think that they—again, they adopted a wait and see. You see, he was such a 

new factor. He was such a new factor. Now, I was trying to get hold of the Algeria speech, 

which was one of the important speeches that Kennedy made in the Senate, and I haven‘t 

been able to read a copy of that up ‗til now. But on foreign policy he was an unknown 

quantity. And one of the things that mitigated the leftist press was, of course, his youth. If an 

older man, a dyed-in-the-wool pol had said that, they might have gone off, taken after him 

with more zeal. But here he was a young man trying hard, just come in. And they still, those 

who were not reassured, and there were many of those, particularly the Germans, those who 

were not reassured were, at least, willing to wait and see. 

 So I don‘t think that you can say from the European point of view.... And, of course, 

Europeans are much more politically sophisticated, and this was a speech. I think for the 

Europeans, with their level of political sophistication, actions speak a hell of a lot louder than 

words. So they were willing to wait and see. Let‘s see what he does, not what he talks. 

 

STERN:  Okay. Let‘s move on to this point that you raised about, well, the general 

changing in attitudes as Europeans began to become interested in Kennedy 

in terms of his age, his family, his wealth, his wife and children,  

comparing him with Eisenhower, the religious question, all these factors. How did you 

gradually get the sense that opinions sort of were changing or crystallizing in some direction? 

 

FOZARD:  Well, I would say during the first few months of his administration. You 

have to take one thing as a given, and that is he received an enormous 

amount of coverage in the press. He appealed to Europeans. Europe was at  

that time very much coming into the sort of youth culture. Brigitte Bardot, for example, was 

in her prime at that time. The phrase ―the beautiful people‖ was just really starting to come 

in. And Europe was also increasingly becoming a continent peopled by young people. So they 

found Kennedy very appealing, very charming. They could identify with him.  

 The comparison with Eisenhower now. Of course in comparing Kennedy with 

Eisenhower from the European perspective, you have to take into account that Eisenhower, 

for them, had a much higher profile and probably a much more favorable profile. He was a 

general. Now, for us in the United States having a general as president is a little bit strange. 

We‘ve had Grant [Ulysses S. Grant], you know, we‘ve had Eisenhower. But in Europe the 

general as your chief of state, well, it happens a lot over there, to have a military man as the 

head of state. So the fact that Eisenhower was a general didn‘t stand against him. He had also 



been the conqueror of Western Europe, the liberator, you know, peoples of Western Europe, 

the speech, the D-Day Operation, and so forth, Normandy. So they didn‘t mind Eisenhower 

possibly as much as we did. In the United States he‘s considered kind of dull. 

 So when you compare Kennedy with Eisenhower and the shift in opinion, you are 

talking from a slightly higher level from Eisenhower. But Kennedy very shortly made up for 

it with his youth, his good looks, you know. I mean they just.... They were ravished by him. 

He was very good looking. 

 

STERN:  I assume they reacted to his wife in the same way. 
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FOZARD:  Well, we‘re coming to that, yes. He was well educated. He had, after all, 

published Profiles in Courage. He had published While England Slept. He 

had a large and boisterous and able family, all photogenic, I mean right  

down the line. He was intelligent. He was literate. He was coherent in speaking. He had flair, 

he had style. He had, in fact, glamour. And this they caught onto right away. I mean Europe 

swallowed the image whole. I mean just whole, with delight. Lapped it up. He had two 

gorgeous little children running around. And if you think that those photographs of, you 

know, John-John [John F. Kennedy, Jr.] running across the rug in the Oval Office, if you 

think they melted hearts over here, well, I mean they turned people into puddles over there. I 

mean that‘s it. Ah, the Kinde, you know, whatever, les enfants, oh, well.... 

 And, of course, he had a beautiful wife [Jacqueline Bouvier Kennedy]. Well, that did it. 

She was beautiful, she was glamorous, she was svelte, tall, slender, willowy, dark-haired, 

almond-eyed. You know, what more do you want? And, as if you needed another cherry on 

top of the sundae, she could speak languages. Bonanza! Absolutely hands down. She spoke 

French, she spoke Spanish. I mean just a few days before the assassination down there in 

Texas, she gave the rendition…. 

 

STERN:  What was the reaction to the trip to Paris? Do you remember that 

specifically, when she spoke in French? 

 

FOZARD:  Ravished. Yes, oh, yes, just charmed. 

 

STERN:  Where were you at that time? 

 

FOZARD:  If you can tell me when it was, I can tell you where I was. 

 

STERN:  It was in the spring of ‗61. 

 

FOZARD:  The spring of ‗61 I was going between France and Libya at that time. I 

think actually I was in Libya. That‘s right, yes. I was in Libya at that time. 

The relationships with France, particularly with France, were just very  

close. I mean you remember what is his name? Alphand, Hervé Alphand, the French 

ambassador. Also, the change in lifestyle in the White House. The emphasis on fixing the 



place up, the concerts. The one they had with Pablo Casals. You remember the famous 

photograph of them all lined up in the front row with Pablo Casals standing up with his cello 

and so forth. Absolutely ravished. I think that Europe was much more taken with....  

 

 

[END SIDE 1, TAPE 1] 

 

[BEGIN SIDE 2, TAPE 1] 

 

 

FOZARD:  ...the Kennedy image even than the United States. Because the United 

States 
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    really at that time was, and is, not all that cultured, you know, not all that  

sort of habituated to culture. 

 So he was young. And mind you, the youth has to be emphasized because the young 

people of Europe identified very closely with that. Europe at that time was a place ruled by 

old men. Adenauer [Konrad Adenauer]. 

 

STERN:  de Gaulle [Charles A. de Gaulle]. 

 

FOZARD:  de Gaulle. 

 

STERN:  Macmillan [M. Harold Macmillan]. 

 

FOZARD:  Macmillan. Franco [Francisco Franco]. 

 

STERN:  Khrushchev. 

 

FOZARD:  Well, nobody knows how old he was, and he wasn‘t saying. But this was a 

place ruled by old men, and the young of Europe felt kind of restrained by 

this. I think if you took the photograph of—you remember the famous  

photograph of Adenauer and de Gaulle kneeling on their two prayer—the two prie-dieu, in 

Cologne Cathedral. You know, there they were, two good Catholics. Anyway, too many old 

men. And a rather bunch of unexciting political leaders. How excited can you get about 

Ludwig Erhard of Germany? I mean not really. How excited can you get about Jean Monet of 

France? A brilliant economist, but does he really capture imagination? 

 

STERN:  What about Kennedy‘s religion? Were they attracted to the fact that he was 

a Catholic? 

 

FOZARD:  Devastated! Delighted! And he was Catholic. Now Europe, apart from the 

fact that there are a lot of Protestants running around, is a very Catholic 



place: Spain, Italy, France. And France at that time was much more  

Catholic than it is now under de Gaulle because Madame de Gaulle [Yvonne de Gaulle], as 

you will recall, was very Catholic. I mean prohibitively Catholic. She wouldn‘t have anyone 

to dine at her table who was a divorced person. It was that bad. So, anyway, Europe is a 

Catholic place. They were delighted with his Catholicism. Because, of course, for Europe, 

you can have your Catholicism and leave it alone. They take their Catholicism much more 

casually than we did. In America the whole idea of can you have a Catholic president is 

absurd from the European perspective. 

 

STERN:  Sure. Of course. 

 

FOZARD:  If you can‘t have a Catholic as president in Europe, you‘re going to be 

taken up short for presidents. And the fact that he was Irish, which was 

something of an obstacle here, you know, lace-curtain Irish, NINA, ―No  

Irish Need Apply,‖  

 

[-8-] 

 

South Boston, his grandfather ran a tavern, all of this was an impediment here. No, no, not 

over there. The Irish are sort of on the fringes of European civilization, but they‘re considered 

part of it. And so the fact that he was Irish was no impediment whatsoever. 

 When he was elected, it kind of proved to Europe that the United States was a great 

place. That you could, in fact, get Camelot again. That you didn‘t have to sort of be ruled by 

old men and so forth. No, they swallowed his image just whole, whole cloth. I‘m trying to 

search my mind for anyone else in Europe that really took their imagination quite as much, 

and it‘s hard, it‘s very hard, to come by. They were really taken to the heart with John 

Fitzgerald Kennedy. 

 

STERN:  Okay. Let‘s look at some more specific events that punctuate the 

administration and that are sort of the touchstones in terms of assessing 

Kennedy as president: the Bay of Pigs, the meeting in Vienna, the Berlin  

Wall, etc., up through the Cuban Missile Crisis. 

 

FOZARD:  These were landmarks, right. 

 

STERN:  Well, let‘s just take one at a time. How did they respond to the Bay of 

Pigs? Was there a sense that, oh, God, this guy‘s inexperienced, doesn‘t 

know what he‘s doing? 

 

FOZARD:  Well, yes, I think I can put the Bay of Pigs in some perspective. Again, I‘m 

constantly trying to look at it from the European side. The Bay of Pigs 

was, from the European point of view, something that didn‘t work out; it‘s  

as simple as that. I don‘t think they felt that it was a large embarrassment. Maybe a small 

embarrassment. But, after all, it happened very quickly after he took office. It was April. He 

had only come in January. These plans had been made a long time before. He was just getting 



his feet on the ground. A new man, inexperienced, young man. I think for Europe it was kind 

of a non-event, as I said on the piece of paper. 

 Europeans looked at Castro [Fidel Castro] as a buffoon, a fool and a buffoon. They 

were definitely against his type. They didn‘t consider Cuba, well, I mean far from the 

socialist paradise, they didn‘t consider it very important at all. It was an unimportant thing. 

And also they looked at it very much from the point of view of this is the United States‘ 

sphere of influence. Whatever the United States wants to do in that, they‘re going to go ahead 

and do it regardless of what we say. As I say, the only negative which came out of it from the 

European perspective was that it was a small embarrassment. But as the French would say, it 

would be a petite affaire, a small matter. And that‘s as far as they went. 

 

STERN:  Do you remember any judgments of his capacity to make decisions or 

whether or not he should have followed through or anything of that kind? 

 

FOZARD:  Yes. The only one that I can think of is when I think they felt that he had 

made a misjudgment when he pulled off the air cover. You remember that. 
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STERN:  Yes. 

 

FOZARD:  They were actually in on the ground by that time, fighting their way up the 

beach. And when he pulled off the air cover, I think they felt a little bit as 

if he might have stabbed his own plan in the back. But I think they were  

more than willing to give him the benefit of the doubt that it was, in fact, not his own plan. It 

was obvious to them that he hadn‘t made it because these plans take a long time to make. 

They had to train the troops in Guatemala and so forth. The only negative thing was that he 

pulled off the air cover and decided not to give any air support, that he may have....  

[GAP IN RECORDING]  

 As I was saying, when he decided not to give the air support, the only impression that 

the Europeans had was that he may have stabbed his own plan in the back. But whether the 

plan would have worked even had he provided air cover, nobody knows. I think they.... 

 

STERN:  Did they think he was over-reacting, that Castro was not that important? 

 

FOZARD:  No. No, no. He wasn‘t over-reacting at all because Castro and Cuba are in 

the United States sphere of influence. You see, Europe still plays what 

Bismarck [Otto Edward Leopold von Bismarck] used to call Realpolitik.  

The Soviet sphere of influence is everything from Berlin east, and the American sphere of 

influence is Western Europe and South America. So that he was not over-reacting. In pulling 

off the air cover, they may have even thought he was under-reacting. You know, in for a 

penny, in for a pound. I mean he‘d already put the people in on the beach or whatever. But by 

the same token, of course, he may have been very wise because to give air cover this wasn‘t 

just with guerilla trained troops. This would have been the U.S. Air Force, which is, of 

course, getting in pretty heavy by that time. 



 

STERN:  Okay. I think probably the incident, I would assume, that gathered the 

most attention in the first year in Europe would have been the erection of 

the Berlin Wall, and the administration‘s response or, perhaps you could  

say, lack of response. And I‘d like you to describe how you recall.... 

 

FOZARD: I think we left out the Vienna meeting, which got cut off on the end of that 

tape. 

 

STERN:  Right. Okay. We can get to that first, and then we‘ll move on to the Wall. 

 

FOZARD:  Right. Well, in regard to the Vienna meeting, first of all I have my little 

story to put down on the record. But, as I said before, Europeans don‘t put 

quite as much credence in summitry as we do. So, of course, a lot of their  

impression was that Kennedy got thumped in Vienna. He got shellacked. Khrushchev ran all 

over him. And so forth and so on. But then, of course, Khrushchev ran all over everybody. I 

mean he had run all over the U.N. by taking his shoe off, you see. He had run all over 

Eisenhower by tramping, stamping up and down the airstrip in Paris. He had attempted to run 

all over Richard Milhous Nixon in the Kitchen Debate, but hadn‘t quite made it because he 

had met  
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somebody who was as much of an [expletive deleted] as he was. But Kennedy was not one of 

these [expletive deleted]s, so he got a chance to run all over him. 

 I think the Europeans regarded that it was a good idea that they meet. That Kennedy get 

the measure of Khrushchev and know who he was dealing with. That Khrushchev get some 

idea, you know, to see Kennedy and talk with him. And so the fact that Kennedy got thumped 

or shellacked or rolled over in Vienna really didn‘t mean all that much to them. That was 

very early. This was, again, June of ‗61, and he was still just in the first what is it? four 

months of his administration. So even then it was still kind of early. 

 But the little story that I have to say is in Vienna, of course, Vienna was at that time 

simply struggling to recuperate from its wartime trauma and from the Soviet occupation 

which followed it. I visited Vienna in 1960, the Christmas of ‗60-‗61, and it was still a very 

dreary place, very somber; times were tough, times were hard. And so, of course, to have the 

two chiefs of state of the two most powerful nations in the world land on them in June of 

1961 must have been a little hairy.  

 I got this story from another instructor at the University of Maryland European Division 

by the name of Leslie Laszlo, who was a Hungarian, who had come out of Hungary in, I 

think, ‗57-‘58 when everybody was heading for the western border. Whether he was in 

Vienna at the time.... I think he was actually. Because he hooked up with the University of 

Maryland and may very well have been in Vienna in June of 1961. Vienna was somewhat 

hard-pressed to decorate the city for their two chiefs of state. So, what they did was to come 

up with an old and very good idea. It‘s a perfectly charming story if you can visualize it. Have 

you ever been to Vienna? 



 

STERN:  Yes. 

 

FOZARD:  Well, the Austrian emperor, the Hapsburg emperor—well, Charles 

[Charles I] was the last one, and he abdicated in 1917-1918, but Franz 

Josef [Franz Joseph I] was the one before that—was not only the  

emperor of Austria, but he was also the king of Hungary. He wore the crown of St. Stephen. 

So therefore in German he was Kaiserlich und Königlich, imperial and royal. So during the 

days of the Hapsburgs, they had all of this bunting which, of course, on imperial and state 

occasions they would put up, which had Kaiserlich and Königlich, K and K, Ka und Ka.  

 Well, they dug deep and opened up all the old trunks, and lo and behold, or so my 

friend swears, all over the city of Vienna was all of this old bunting, and I mean ritzy stuff: 

velours and satins and embroidery, you see, because in the good old days the Hapsburgs had 

something. All over Vienna, you see, hanging from balconies, festooned, was Ka und Ka.  

 And, of course, when my friend hit Vienna, he just guffawed, rolling in the street. 

Because, of course, they had pulled it off for Kennedy und Khrushchev. Well, this is a story 

of Kennedy‘s visit to Vienna, which actually, to a great extent, has received sort of minimal 

coverage in the course of his history. Few people really talk all that much. They tend to 

concentrate on Bay of Pigs, the missile crisis, and so forth. But I think that‘s the European 

perspective. 

 

STERN:  Okay. Can we move onto the Berlin Wall? I think that‘s obviously very, 

very  
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   important in terms of the way the Europeans assessed Kennedy. 

 

FOZARD:  Absolutely. Now the Berlin War was August of ‗61, right? 

 

STERN:  Right. 

 

FOZARD:  Yes. This, I think, from the European perspective was, before the Cuban 

missile crisis, which didn‘t come up for a year plus later on, and may not 

even have been that serious from the European perspective, was probably  

the most serious thing. The Berlin Wall hit right where it hurt. It was a test of American 

stick-to-it-iveness, American determination, what have you. Because Berlin had been 

declared an international city under the four powers: Russia, Great Britain, United States, 

and, oddly enough, France. The United States had access rights.  

 I visited Berlin in December of 1960 after I‘d come from Vienna, and went, of course, 

right down onto the Linden, blissfully through the Brandenburg Gate, and up what was then 

called [Schtaline Alle ?]. I don‘t know what it‘s called now, but anyway. I think it‘s called 

Marx Something. So this broad avenue, like Park Avenue, you see, leads right straight 

through Berlin, and we had access rights to go into East Berlin. 

 But, of course, the problem was that a lot of people had access rights to come. And 



when I went to Berlin in, well, ‗60-‘61, at the turn of the year, it was obvious then that there 

was a real drain. I mean Eastern Europeans, East Germans, East Berliners were literally 

pouring over. There was the U.S. Army and the U.S. military, probably the Department of 

State had sort of set up a kind of processing center at Marienborn [Marienborn-Helmstedt 

Checkpoint] which was in the western part of Berlin City. So I mean they were literally 

pouring through. 

 So the Wall went up. I mean that was extremely serious. The Russians had simply 

called it. And the real question was whether the Russians, would they control the East 

Germans? Because basically it was East Germany that was bleeding through the nose on this. 

They were losing thousands of people a day. I think Kennedy‘s handling of this and the 

advice that he got from his European colleagues, particularly.... Because, of course, large 

segments of the Wall went up in the British zone, so the British were heavily involved; I 

mean it went right through the British zone and then into the American zone. The way he 

handled it, the way he conferred with his European colleagues, I think met with some 

approval. Because you either had to do something right then, that is, in the second week of 

August of 1961, or you couldn‘t do anything at all.  

 

STERN:  Was there sentiment for knocking it down as Goldwater, for example, 

advocated? 

 

FOZARD: There was, yes. But you would have had to have done it right then. You 

either had to do it right then or not at all. I think the sentiment was 

exaggerated. I think it would have provoked a real incident had they done  

that. If they had rammed a tank through the Wall and continued…. Because, after all, this was 

in East Berlin territory. So the only thing that they violated, and, after a while, of course, they 

didn‘t even  
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violate that, they had access rights, but they had it through Checkpoint Charlie, which was on 

Potsdammer Place. So you could still get through. But you couldn‘t get through at all the 

other places that you used to be able to get through. So you had to do it right then or not at 

all. 

 I think the wise decision was, of course, to let it go. And I don‘t think Kennedy 

received any adverse publicity from Europe. But my point is, from the European perspective, 

that was much more important than Bay of Pigs, much more.... Well, possibly more 

important than the Cuban Missile Crisis the Berlin Wall was. There‘s no doubt about that. 

That for Europe would loom large, the others, smaller. 

 

STERN: How about…. What was the reaction to the civil rights movement in the 

United States? Did Europeans have any major interest in that? 

 

FOZARD:  Yes. They had a great deal of interest in the violence. 

 

STERN:  I‘m sure Birmingham, for example, the hosings, all of that must have 



attracted a good deal of attention. 

 

FOZARD:  Right. The Selma March. Right. The Selma. 

 

STERN:  Selma was Johnson. 

 

FOZARD:  Right. Oh, yes. Well, the Freedom Riders...  

 

STERN:  Right. 

 

FOZARD:  ...were out during this time frame. Yes. I think they felt sympathetic. But I 

think they probably felt sympathetic on both sides. Because, I mean there 

are a lot of minority groups in Europe which are not getting their due.  

There was an enormous amount of anti-Algerian feeling in France, for instance. There‘s an 

enormous amount of anti-Semitism everywhere, you know. There‘s an enormous amount, I 

mean, you know, if you said to someone in Birmingham, Alabama, ―Would you like a black 

man to move in next door?‖ they would be ambivalent. But if you said to someone in Paris, 

―Would you like an Algerian to move in next door?‖ they‘d hit the roof, of course, you know. 

So they were sympathetic and interested, watching it with attention. Taking note of the 

violence, which was, of course, publicized quite heavily in the European papers. 

 

STERN:  I see. Okay. Let‘s move on to the Cuban Missile Crisis, which is probably 

the single most dramatic incident of the Kennedy Administration. I‘d like 

to be a little more detailed about this in terms of where you were, how  

serious you thought it was, how worried people were that there might be a nuclear war, etc. 

And whether the argument was that he handled it well or not. 

 

FOZARD:  Alright. Now for the Cuban missile crisis, October of ‗62, I know just 

exactly  
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   where I was. I was high and dry. At that point I was at Wheelus Air Force  

Base, which is outside of Tripoli in Libya. It is now, I believe, Abdel Gamal Nasser  

Air Force Base, taken over by the Libyans. But at that time it was the 72nd Air Base Wing.  

What it was was a transshipment point from our bases at [Kadmir ?] Station in Ethiopia and  

from Dhahran, which was an air base we used to have in Saudi Arabia.  

 So it was a transport base, but it also served as a base for target practice. The American 

fighter planes would come down from Lakenheath and Mildenhall in Great Britain, from 

Ramstein in Germany, from [Chateau-Rue ?] and [Everue ?] in France, and from Spain to 

fire, to blaze away. There was a little magnificent place, way out in the desert. I mean God 

hadn‘t even discovered it yet called [Al Wattea ?], and that was the firing range. And there 

was a very happy bunch of Army Engineers who set up targets out there, you know, tell the 

scorpions to go away. Set up their targets, and the fighters would come in and strafe and 

whatever, and do their practice. So this was…. 
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STERN:  I see. 

 

FOZARD:  I was there teaching two courses for the University of Maryland. What 

happened was, of course, the base was put on alert. Everything quieted 

way down. I mean way down. My reaction was: Good God, I lost my  

whole class. I did. I mean for the two weeks of the Cuban missile crisis my classes didn‘t 

meet because everyone was on ―Red Alert.‖  

 Most of my students left town. I had a high proportion of fighter pilots and officers and 

support crew. Now, what happened was there they all went away. It was classified Top Secret 

as to where they had gone. But everybody knew that they had gone to Moron, M-O-R-O-N, 

Moron Air Force Base outside of Seville in southern Spain.  

 The interesting thing about the Cuban missile crisis from the military point of view, 

particularly from the Air Force—I haven‘t verified this, but if you ever interview any of the 

military personnel you‘ll have to ask them which way were the bombers pointed? Were some 

of them still.... Because, of course, all the battle plan in Europe was everything facing east 

and northeast. Go east, young man. Where as in this case it was probably facing south and 

southwest. But it was a very tense time. 

 

STERN:  It was taken seriously? 

 

FOZARD:  Deadly seriously. Oh, yes. I mean Red Alert is Red Alert. I mean 

everybody stops breathing for Red Alert. Everybody gets very serious. All 

parties were off. I think they even cancelled the band; you know, they have  

these German dance bands in the officers‘ club. I mean they didn‘t play for two weeks. Very 

serious.  
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Everybody looked grim, very grim, for a couple of weeks. 

 But oddly enough, although I was there on that base for two weeks, I did not get the 

impression—I got the impression that this was extremely serious, but I did not get the 

impression that we were on the brink of nuclear war. I just didn‘t get that impression. 

 

STERN:  What about the...? Of course they were mostly Americans there. 

 

FOZARD:  All Americans. 

 

STERN:  Yes. 



 

FOZARD:  Well, outside the gates you and miles and miles of Libyans, but I mean 

that was it. 

 

STERN:  Were there Libyan employees around on the base and that sort of thing? 

 

FOZARD:  Oh, yes. Yes. The sort of support staff, waiters and cleaners and cookers 

and whatever, these were all Libyans. Now, of course, where we were at 

the time in Libya, we were in no great danger of nuclear holocaust right  

there. You may have got a slightly different impression if you were sitting here in the United 

States waiting for the bombs to drop. But I just never got the idea that, and no one that I 

recall—and I had lunch and dinner in the officers‘ club every day—no one that I recall 

actually came out and said, there is a danger of dropping the bombs.  

 As to Kennedy‘s handling of it, of course, you‘re looking at it from a long way away, 

and you‘re looking at it from the perspective of up the military pipeline. Kennedy sits at the 

top of the military pipeline. Camp followers such as myself sit at the bottom of the military 

pipeline. And it was difficult, amongst all the other things we were worried about such as the 

deployment of troops, where my class had gone, when they were going to come back, how we 

arranged for various things, it was difficult to see.  

 But I think the military.... The military considered.... I know that Curtis LeMay [Curtis 

E. LeMay] wanted to go in and have surgical air strikes and so forth. I think that they 

believed that Kennedy handled it very well, very well. 

 

STERN:  What about the period after his speech and before the Russians turned 

around their ships? Was there a general sense that the Russians wouldn‘t? 

I mean how...? 

 

FOZARD:  Well, alright. What I do recall was that particularly people were impressed 

with, you know, pleased with Kennedy‘s handling of it. But particularly 

pleased Robert Kennedy‘s [Robert F. Kennedy] part in the whole thing. 

 

STERN:  That was publicized at the time? 

 

FOZARD: I think people knew about it, yes. I‘m sure. They knew that he was 

conferring  
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  with his brother. And, now this may be hindsight more than sight at the  

time. But when they decided to pull the ships back a ways to give the Russians, you know, 

not to have the showdown quite so close to Cuba, that came out in the press. Now, when I say 

―press,‖ just about the only press we had at that point was Stars & Stripes. You have to 

realize that that came out as a very good and sensible thing to do. There‘s no doubt on that 

score. 

 But the odd impression, and as I look back on it, I really never got the idea, serious as it 



was. It was eyeball to eyeball and so forth. But I never got the idea that we were really at the 

point of dropping the bombs, which would have set off an exchange of destruction between 

the Soviet Union and the United States. 

 

STERN:  What was the reaction when it all ended? Was there great relief? 

 

FOZARD:  Enormous relief. 

 

STERN:  Exhilaration? 

 

FOZARD:  Well, relief. Everybody was exhausted. Everyone was really very tired. 

Because when they go on these Red Alerts and stay on them for two 

weeks, you know, they are around the clock. And, no, there was enormous  

relief and a good deal of pleasure, I mean needless to say, that nothing had happened. But I 

didn‘t think that anything really would. No doubt about it. 

 

STERN:  What about the Test Ban Treaty? Do you have any recollection of 

reactions to that? Was the feeling in Europe that Kennedy was moving in 

the right direction? 

 

FOZARD:  Yes, yes. Europe had, well, particularly Germany.... One of the things that 

I think is a kind of continuous chain, one of the things that they did not 

like particularly here, I‘m speaking of Germany specifically, was the Buy  

America, you know, the Buy American thing. That is, don‘t buy a Grundig stereo set, buy an 

RCA or whatever. That the Germans didn‘t like and the French didn‘t like all that much. The 

Europeans had a perennial worry about pulling the troops out, any reduction in force, 

particularly the Germans. It would just send them up the wall with worry. Because Russia 

had, oh, upwards of seventy divisions, and they could figure varying between ninety-five and 

seventy-five in Eastern Europe ready to go. And any reduction in the American forces 

bothered them a great deal. That was a perennial worry. 

 

STERN:  But the general response then to the Test Ban Treaty was favorable? 

 

FOZARD:  I would say, yes. Yes. I don‘t remember it too clearly, I‘m going to be 

frank. But, yes. 

 

STERN:  Okay. Let‘s move on then to the assassination. I know that you were 

especially  
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   struck by the kind of response he got, and I‘d like for you to describe it in  

as much detail as you can. 

 

FOZARD:  Alright.  



 

STERN:  Where you were, the whole business. How you found out and how this.... 

 

FOZARD:  If it hadn‘t been such a devastating situation, the way I found out would be 

absolutely ludicrous. On the night of November 22, 1963, I was in Madrid, 

Spain, and I was staying with my husband at the Hotel Zurbano, Z-U-R-B- 

A-N-O. We had come down to dinner, and, of course, it was about nine-thirty in Spain, and 

was, you know, twelve o‘clock in Dallas. We come down to dinner, decide to eat early, and 

we went into the dining room. And I could hear the radio. The radio was on in the kitchen. It 

wasn‘t in the dining room; it was on in the kitchen. And as the waiters came back, you know, 

the doors would flap open and shut, and this radio kept blaring. It was loud. And normally 

this was kind of a sedate hotel. Normally you wouldn‘t have that. So I noticed that right 

away. 

 And I kept hearing on the radio, ―Esta muerte! Esta muerte!‖ ―He‘s dead! He‘s dead!‖ 

you know, in Spanish. So the waiter came out, and I half rose from my seat with an 

expression of mere exhilaration on my face. 

 

STERN:  Thinking it was Franco. 

 

FOZARD:  Thinking it was Franco. [Laughter] Right. 

 

STERN: So I called the waiter over, and I said, ―Esta muerto?‖ And he looked at 

me. He said, ―No, senora, no esta muerto.‖ No, I asked, ―Is he dead?‖ He 

said, ―Oh, no, madam, he‘s not dead.‖ ―Est le Presidente Kennedy.‖ He‘s  

not dead, Franco‘s not dead. It‘s President Kennedy. Well, I sat down. And although, as I say, 

I hadn‘t been in this country, but I was affected by the Kennedy presidency. There‘s no doubt 

about it. Everybody was. I sat down as if I‘d just had a pin stuck through a balloon. I was just 

deflated. My husband had just recently come over. He had been in America while Kennedy 

was.... And he was flabber—I mean just appalled, stunned. But the waiter was just beside 

himself with grief. 

 

STERN:  That‘s what I‘m most interested in, their reaction, not Americans. 

 

FOZARD:  Yes. He was in a dither, I would say. So we somehow or other got some 

food. 

 

STERN:  You already knew he was dead. 

 

FOZARD:  Yes, yes. I mean the waiter had told me. 

 

STERN:  Right. 
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FOZARD:  It‘s President Kennedy. We got some food, and we kept getting reports 



from the kitchen that he was dead and whatever. But then the next day, I 

think, we went back immediately to Saragossa. [Pause] The thing with  

Franco, of course, everybody was waiting around for years for Franco to meet his Maker. I 

kept for years a bottle of champagne that I was going to uncork and drink all by myself, you 

know, when the man finally did kick the bucket. And when was it? November of ‗75 or 

whatever. 

 But we went back to Saragossa. Well, Spain, particularly Spain—well, I‘m only going 

to speak directly of Spain—went into a state of shock. They took it as if America had had a 

death in the family. As if each American that they met on the street had had a death in the 

family. I had Spaniards come up, just grasp me by the.... 

 

STERN:  Strangers? 

 

FOZARD:  Strangers, oh, complete strangers on the street. Grasped me by the hand 

and said, ―Lo siento tanto,‖ ―I‘m so terribly sorry.‖ There was some anti-

American feeling in Spain. You know, there‘d been a couple of incidents  

of hit-and-run driving. A G.I. would get drunk and hit a Spanish civilian and, you know, 

they‘d either be injured or dead or something. So there was anti-American feeling. But when 

Kennedy was assassinated, it was as if you‘d had a personal death in the family. The Giraldo, 

the Aragonne, which was the Saragossa newspaper, published several editions of just one or 

two sheets, but they had black border on it, you see. I can remember Spaniards themselves 

wore black. Men would go to work in black neckties. 

 

STERN: Do you think the religious issue was something to do with it here, the fact 

that he was a Catholic? 

 

FOZARD:  Oh, yes. Oh, definitely. Yes. That he was a Catholic. It meant something to 

them as if hope, youth, progress had been shot in the head, too. They 

just.... When I say they couldn‘t believe it, of course they could, and they  

did. That‘s the way it was. But it was as if something that, in a sense, they‘d kind of been 

looking for a long time.... Here they‘d been saddled with this old idiot since 1936 or ‗39, 

whichever you want. They took it very personally. Very personally. I mean they were just 

devastated. And deeply felt, deeply felt devastated. And, uh…. 

 

STERN:  Can you think of any incidents specifically? 

 

FOZARD: Well, you know, just people coming up on the street. They hung little 

bunches of flowers. You would see pictures of him with little bunches of 

white flowers and black ribbons underneath. Then, of course, the next day,  

when Oswald [Lee Harvey Oswald] was picked up after he had shot Patrolman Tippit [J. D. 

Tippit], I can remember a conversation that I had with my landlady. Because they caught him, 

you see. They caught the man. They wanted blood. They wanted blood. The next evening, 

which must have been the 23rd or 24th, I was watching my landlady, who was an old Spanish 

woman, 
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prepare dinner. She was stirring the soup, and we were talking about this. And she said, 

―Oswald won‘t talk, will he?‖ And I mean this is kind of like Macbeth. She was stirring the 

cauldron, you know. [Laughter]  

 

STERN:  Right. 

 

FOZARD: And she was going, ―Oh, he won‘t talk. He won‘t talk.‖ That‘s what the 

paper said. He said, No, I‘m not talking or whatever. And I‘ll never forget, 

she said—I‘ll translate it into English, but the effect in Spanish was  

better—she said, ―They should give Oswald to the Guardia Civil,‖ you know, the Civil 

Guards with their tri-cornered hats, you see. ―They should give Oswald‖—she‘s stirring all 

the while—―to the Guardia Civil. He will talk. He will talk. He will tell everything. Right 

back to who killed Jesus Christ,‖ you know. [Laughter] He‘ll tell the works if they give him 

to the Guardia Civil. He‘ll talk. No problem. So I think at least a lot of people in Spain felt 

that the justice.... I mean, that Oswald should have just been taken out, put up against a wall, 

and.... 

 

STERN:  What was the reaction to Oswald‘s death and the whole conspiracy? 

 

FOZARD:  Then chaos broke out, just chaos. I mean then you started the saga of the 

Wild West. Here you have Matt Dillon or Wyatt Earp [Wyatt Barry Stapp 

Earp] bringing out the convict, you see. It‘s being publicized on TV. And  

the little man brushes past all of the security guards and puts two into Oswald‘s tummy, and 

he drops dead right on camera. They were absolutely, you know, absolutely.... It was a Wild 

West saga. And they said, ―Well, after all, it is Texas,‖ and it‘s valid. And guns are.... Again, 

they brought in kind of the stereotype. 

 

STERN:  Mmmm hmmm. That‘s interesting. 

 

FOZARD: The stereotype, the Wild West, shoot ‗em up, Jesse James [Jesse Woodson 

James], Billy the Kid [William H. Bonney], you know, whatever. So then 

they brought in their stereotypes. And they were appalled that the justice  

system had miscarried, and that Oswald had not been brought to trial. And, well, if he 

couldn‘t be taken out and shot, you know, that he had to be brought to trial. So the reaction 

all over Europe was a very personal thing. Because for them JFK—it sounds maudlin to say 

so, but its true—for them JFK stood for something: the youth, the glamour, the beautiful wife 

and so forth, and the two little children. And the heart-rending photograph of John-John 

saluting. 

 

STERN:  The funeral got direct coverage? 

 

FOZARD:  Oh, plastered, wall to wall. Everything. I mean Franco could have had 

twins in that time. [Laughter] And he wouldn‘t have gotten a minute of 



time, not a minute, right? Not a minute. Oh, just plastered all over the  

place. For months this went on. I mean weeks after the assassination. I tended to read things 

such as Epoca, the Italian magazine, or Paris Match, the French magazine. And just every 

breath that people 
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 took who had anything to do with the Kennedys: Mrs. Kennedy, the children, the parents, the 

funeral, the brother. Enormous sympathy. Just an outpouring of sympathy for that. Enormous 

press coverage. Voluminous press coverage. One edition of Paris Match when the 

investigations started in had—I mean it must have been as thick as at least the Greenwich, 

Connecticut, phone directory. Every frame of the Zapruder [Abraham Zapruder] film blown 

up to about, say, oh, two by three, and consecutive in Paris Match. Now one other thing that 

should be.... 

  

STERN:  Where the hell did they get a hold of that? Look Magazine had bought it.  

 

FOZARD:  Paris Match can get its hands on anything, just about anything they care 

to. But they got it, and they blew it up. One other thing that should be 

brought out is that the Europeans believed at that time, and believe now,  

that it was a conspiracy. There just wasn‘t an accident or one person. This was, of course, 

reinforced by the Jack Ruby [Jack L. Ruby] shooting, that this man had to be silenced, he had 

served his usefulness, and blah blah blah. And then Ruby, of course, dying of cancer or 

whatever he died of, which was a couple of years later on. They never abandoned the 

conspiracy theory, not at all. And they haven‘t now. The recent findings, the commission 

which finished up the end of 1978, their idea that they‘ve discovered something ―new?‖ No. 

Uh huh. The French are completely convinced of that. I‘m sure the Italians were, too. 

 

STERN:  What about the reactions to Johnson, Johnson as a successor? Were they 

concerned about Johnson? Did they take him seriously? 

 

FOZARD:  Well, now you were back into more familiar territory, the Texan, the ten-

gallon hat, the politician, a man of experience, a man that they didn‘t 

particularly know very much about. A man of great gestures, larger than  

life, a little corny, and so forth. That was about their perception of Johnson until they came to 

know him. But the kind of man who would put on such a thing. I can remember when—I 

don‘t remember whether I was here at the time or still in Europe. Well, when Erhard came to 

the United States, you know, Ludwig Erhard who succeeded Konrad Adenauer. 

 

STERN:  Yes, I don‘t remember exactly when that was. 

 

FOZARD:  And they went down to the ranch, and he got, I think, the choral society 

from Denton, Texas, or something to come down there and sing ―Die 

Sterne nachts, sind groß und hell, tief im Herzen von Texas.‖ ―Deep in the  

Heart of Texas‖ in German. This was the kind of thing they thought that was hilarious. I 



mean there was something more conventional about Johnson. As I say, the Texan. They 

wouldn‘t have been surprised if he‘d worn pearl-handled pistols, you know, at his hip. More 

from the country. But quite different from JFK, really quite different.  

 And when Erhard went there and they had that ―Deep in the Heart of Texas‖ being sung 

by the Denton, Texas, choir or whatever it was, in German, this got a large press, and they 

thought it was just hysterically funny. And of course it was. It was very funny. But 
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Johnson was more ordinary, more American. Kennedy was more international. There‘s just 

no doubt about it. I mean much of an international figure for them. And much more of a 

romantic figure for them. 

 

STERN:  Is there anything else you‘d like to add? 

 

FOZARD:  No, I don‘t think so, particularly, in regard to the Kennedy years. No. But, 

as I say, they viewed him very romantically, very deeply, with a great deal 

of emotional attachment. There‘s no doubt about it. There were cynics in  

the crowd, but that was about it. 

 

STERN:  Thank you very much. 

 

[END OF INTERVIEW] 
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