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MOTE OH'EAST-WEST RELATIONS - JUKE 1966

General comments

1. The initial US "bombing of oil installations in the outskirts areas of

the city of Hanoi and the port of Haiphong on 29 June exacerbated the tensions

between the United States and member states of the Socialist camp. This growing

escalation of the Vietnam war continued to affect adversely East-West

relations.

2. The bombing also evoked strong condemnation and criticism against the

United States from many parts of the world; these came from the USSR, CPR and

DRV as well as from a very close ally of the United States, the United Kingdom.

Expressions of regret also were made by the Canadian Government and U Thant.

3. These criticisms and condemnations did not seem to have swayed

President Johnson and Mr. Rusk. In a very passionate speech in Omaha, Nebraska,

on 30 June President Johnson gave sufficient indication that he was now seeking

a "military victory" in Vietnam, in spite of what others might think.

4. It would appear, however, that the United States decided to bomb the oil

storage facilities after assessing what the likely response of the USSR and CPR

might be. US officials have long believed that the USSR would not intervene in

Vietnam. Reports from Washington indicated that high US officials were confident

that the present "struggle for power" in the CPR, the carefully stated conditions

set by the CPR for intervention in the war, and the tensions arising from the

Sino-Soviet dispute would make it unlikely that the CPR would intervene in the

fighting in Vietnam at the present time.

5. The bombing was further widely assessed as having eliminated whatever

prospects there were for removing the conflict from the battlefield to the

conference table. US officials, however, are convinced that there were no

prospects for negotiations; the failure of the "peace mission" of Mr. Chester

Ronning of Canada to the DRV during June has been cited. While in Canberra,

Australia, for the Ministerial meeting of SEATO, Mr. Rusk expressed his conviction

that there are no prospects for peace in Vietnam.

6. The visit of President Charles de Gaulle to the Soviet Union, from

20 June to 1 July, was undoubtedly a significant event in the post-Second World

War world. Although the visit strengthened Franco-Soviet relations and might



-2-

have improved the prospects for East-West European rapprochement, it did not

appear to have immediately affected the basic issues in East-West relations.

While the USSR and France agree on the desirability oi preventing both "Germanys"

from acquiring nuclear -weapons and the permanence of the Oder-Neisse boundary,

they expressed differing viewpoints on the question of Germany - one of the

crucial issues in East-West relations. Apart from this fundamental difference,

there was the increasing awareness on all sides that the United States and the

USSE are the major determinants for any meaningful de'tente in East-West relations.

7. The MTO Ministerial Meeting in Brussels - 7 and 8 June - endorsed

the French view of a bilateral approach for rapprochement between East and West.

The Danish proposal for a European conference of KATO and Warsaw Pact members

was rejected because of the expressed concern of the United States and the FRG

that such a conference might amount to the recognition of the German Democratic

Republic, a member of the Warsaw Pact. The significance of the NATO meeting was

that there was no open breach between France and the other lU members.

8. The Foreign Ministers of the Warsaw Pact held a 12-day meeting in

Moscow during the month. Reports from Moscow and Eastern Europe suggested that

the Ministers were planning on proposals for European security. There were

many speculations in the Western press that the USSR might withdraw "five of its

twenty divisions in the GDR", on a quid pro quo basis. The USSR proposal for

the strengthening of the Warsaw Pact was reported to have been discussed at the

meeting.

9» There were no significant changes in the Western and Eastern positions

on the German questions. Unofficially Mr. McGeorge Bundy called for a "clear

cut" statement by the FRG recognizing the Oder-Neisse boundary. However,

Chancellor Erhard reiterated during the month the FRG position against recognition

of the Oder-Neisse prior to a peace treaty with a reunified Germany.

10. An unofficial plan for the solution of the German question was made

in a speech in the United States on 17 June by Dr. Rainer Barzel, Chairman of

the CDU/CSU in the West German Bundestag. The plan sought to satisfy what Dr.

Barzel considered USSR military, economic and ideological interests in Germany.

In order to satisfy these interests, Dr. Barzel proposed that some USSR troops

remain for a period of time in a reunified Germany; that a trade agreement should

make possible the export of required economic goods from a reunified Germany to

the USSR; and that the Communist Party be legalized in a reunified Germany.
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11. The Federal Republic of Germany continued to express the desire to

improve relations with the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. However, the FRG*s

unwillingness to consider or accept the conditions of these States for improved

relations makes it unlikely that much progress could be made in this area.

Chancellor Erhard on 10 June held out the possibility that the FRG might establish

diplomatic relations with Romania. He also expressed the wish to visit the

Soviet Union, and he renewed his invitation to the Soviet leaders to visit the

Federal Republic.

12. On issues of disarmament, there were some unofficial proposals which

might hold promise for an last-West agreement on a comprehensive test ban.

However there has been no official indication that these unofficial proposals

would be endorsed.

13. The progress in East-West trade continues with a large Canadian wheat

sale to the Soviet Union and an Australian wheat sale to the CPR.

Bombing of fuel installations on
the outskirts of Hanoi and Haiphong

llj-. It was reported on 29 June that US Navy A-U and A-6 jet fighter-bombers

had attacked a "large tank farm" for petroleum products at the "very edge" of

Haiphong, two miles north-west of the centre of the city. The same report stated

that USAF F-105 jet fighter bombers bombed another "large tank farm" three and a

half miles from the centre of Hanoi."

15. Defence Secretary McKamara held a news conference on 29 June to confirm

the news reports and to offer more information on the nature of the bombing. He

stated that:

"... The strikes against petroleum facilities were
initiated to counter a mounting reliance by Worth Vietnam
on the use or trucks and powered junks to facilitate the
infiltration of men and arms into South Vietnam."

16. Perhaps to further attempt to justify the bombing of the fuel installations

in a conflict which has been "guerrilla warfare", Mr. McHamara asserted that the
character of the war in Vietnam has changed. He said:

"... A result of the greatly increased movement of
men and supplies by truck and powered junk has been a
shift from a small-arms guerrilla action against South
Vietnam to a quasi-conventional military operation
involving major supplies, weapons and heavier equipment."

17. In response to a question, Mr. McWamara also endeavoured to emphasize
what US officials have stated since the bombing — that is, that there has been
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no escalation of the war in Vietnam.—' He noted:

"... I want to emphasize in answer to that question
we have not hit Hanoi and Haiphong. We have directed
our attacks against storage facilities in Haiphong and
the environment of Haiphong and the environment of
Hanoi, both storage facilities being located two to
three miles from the built-up areas of the city."

18. These official explanations of the reasons for the raids did not clarify

all the questions raised concerning the bombing: for example, why were the raids

made after official statements had indicated, that no decisions were being made to

bomb Hanoi and Haiphong? The first hint that President Johnson had already decided

to bomb the oil installations near Hanoi and Haiphong was noted at the 18 June news

conference of the President inWashington. In his opening statement he reviewed

developments in Vietnam and then went on to emphasize that

"... we must continue to raise the cost of aggression
at its source, and that is the sole purpose of our use of
air strength against selected military targets." 2/

19. When President Johnson was pressed by reporters to say whether he

meant that bombing would be made on Hanoi and Haiphong, he refused to commit

himself. A CBS news report stated, on 25 June that President Johnson had given the

order for attacks on the fuel installations near Hanoi and Haiphong. This was

denied by the State and Defence Departments. On the programme Meet the Press on

26 June, Mr. George Ball also denied that any decision had been made to bomb oil

installations in the Hanoi-Haiphong area.

20. It has been suggested that President Johnson decided to bomb the oil

installations for reasons which include the following:

(i) to demonstrate to the leaders of the DRV that they

cannot count on any significant support from the USSR and CPR

when confronted with American military power;-'

I/ At the hearing of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on MTO on
29 June, Mr. George Ball emphatically denied that the United States

had escalated the war. When he was challenged by Senator Fulbright to explain what
he understood by "escalation", he replied that since the United States was
still bombing only military targets, there has been no "escalation".

2/ In his news conference on 29 June, Mr. MclTamara offered three reasons
why the United States initiated bombing attacks on the DRV: (1) to

raise the morale of the South Vietnamese forces which were under heavy "Vietcong"
attack; (2) to reduce the level of infiltration or substantially increase the
cost of infiltration of men and equipment from Horth to the South; (3) to show
the Worth that they would pay a price for "their attempts to subvert and destroy
the political institutions of the South".

3/ See Max Frankel, "Psychological Target", Hew York Times, 30 June 1966,
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(ii) to win political support for his policy in Vietnam̂

that is to say, he hopes to neutralize the Republican gains arising

out of his earlier reluctance to tomb oil installations near Hanoi

and Haiphong. The Republicans have been urging such bombings and

there were speculations that they might gain some seats in the
VHovember elections.—'

Although US officials have stressed the military factors for the bombing, many

commentators have noted the psychological and political factors as the main

reasons for the decision to bomb,

21. In the general discussion which followed the bombing, some significant

questions were raised: what is the limit of the principle of "increasing the

cost at the source"?-' Will this mean that the airfields around Hanoi will be

bombed, or that airfields in the southern part of the GPR will be bombed if air-

craft are flown from them to intercept US planes over the DRV? Although no

official US response has been given to these questions, it is necessary to observe

that some military officers in the United States are calling for extension of

the bombing of North Vietnam. —' The Joint Chiefs of Staff are reported to have

requested the bombing of the following targets:

(i) the port of Haiphong, in order to close it to all

traffic: it is estimated by US officials that 95 percent of the

DRV*s oil supply passes through the port;

(ii) the destruction of the three largest jet airfields in

the Hanoi-Haiphong area: there are reports that the 3VHG*s of the

DRV are located in these airfields;

(iii) power plants and industrial installations such as

the Thainguyen steel plant, which is about 35 miles north of Hanoi.

Those who believe that President Johnson is utilizing "only limited means for limited

objectives" have pointed out that he is still "limiting" the war since he has not *

always followed the recommendations of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

k/ See Tom Wicker, "Bombing and Politics", New York Times, 1 July 1966, p.11

5./ In a way, the issue is similar to that surrounding the US policy
of "no sanctuary" in Vietnam. Mr. Rusk had explained that the

"no sanctuary" policy applied also to the CPR.

6/ See William Beecher, "Some in Pentagon seek a further escalation",
Hew York Times, 30 June 1966, p. 15.
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Official US assessment of GPR and
USSR commitments to the DRV

22. It is now evident that US officials concluded that neither the CPE

nor the USSR would intervene if the oil installations near Hanoi and. Haiphong

were bombed. US officials have relied on the conditions set by the CPR for

intervention in the war. According to these conditions, the United States must

attack the CPR itself before it couM intervene. Furthermore, CPR officials

have been stressing that those fighting "wars of national liberation" must rely

on their own resources to achieve victory. Quite recently the CPR stated that

unless the DRV leaders disassociated themselves from "revisionists", they could

not hope for victory against the "US imperialists".

23. US officials have also assessed the situation in the CPR and concluded

that a "struggle for power" is now going on there. It is felt that under such

conditions the CPR would not be inclined to undertake any outside "military ventures",

except when actual^ attacked. On the USSR side, it seems that US officials have

long ruled out as a likely possibility that the USSR would intervene in the war.

The preoccupation with the economic development inside the Soviet Union and the

Sino-Soviet dispute have been assessed as factors excluding USSR active participation
7/in the war.-L/

The response to US bombing

2k, The Soviet union issued an official statement on 29 June strongly

condemning the US bombing. The bombings were viewed as "piratical United States

attacks" and "criminal raids". The USSR pledged continued defensive support

for the DRV until "victory" is attained. The statement asserted that the bombing

is clear evidence that the United States is not interested in peace negotiations.

It further noted that
11... The bombing by the United States Air Force of the
areas of Hanoi and Haiphong is of a particularly dangerous
nature. It shows that the United States Administration set
course for further escalation of the disgraceful war against
the Democratic Republic of Vietnam and the entire Vietnamese
people. There are reports to the effect that Washington
is hatching barbarous plans for the destruction of dykes
and dams in North Vietnam which could threaten the lives of
hundreds of thousands of people; deprive them of food and
shelter. ..."

7/ Western reports during the month speculated that there might be some
border conflict between the USSR and CPR. The speech of President

Nikolai Podgorny on 1 June at Khabarovsk, when he praised the sailors and soldiers
for guarding this "vibrant region" has been assessed in the West as indicating
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25* Another early Soviet response to the air strikes came during a Kremlin

reception on 30 June in honour of President de Gaulle. Speaking at the

reception, Premier Aleksei Kosygin asserted that the "bombing indicated that

the United States was not interested "in a peaceful settlement, which it so

often mentions". Similar strong condemnations of the US "bombing were made by

the DRV and. the OPE. The Peking Radio on 1 July quoted an article signed by

"Observer" in Jenminh Jih Pao which warned that the escalation of the war

in "Vietnam would lead the United States "one step nearer the grave".

26. In a statement issued by Prime Minister Wilson from Ho. 10 Downing

Street on 29 June, he expressed regret "that US aircraft have attacked Horth

Vietnamese targets touching on the populated areas of Hanoi and Haiphong". He

went on to "disassociate" the British Government "from an action of this kind".-/

However, Mr. Wilson supported the general policy cf the United States in Vietnam

and blamed the DRV for refusing to enter into negotiations. The impact of Mr.

Wilson's criticism might have been lessened by his refusal to follow the advice

of a segment of the Labour Party in disassociating the British Government from

the policy of the United States in Vietnam.—'

27. The Canadian Government and other friendly allies of the United States

have also expressed deep regret over the bombing. Domestic critics of US policy

7/ cont.
the border tensions. The Western reports that the USSR might

withdraw five divisions from East Germany have been linked with the Soviet-
Chinese border. These reports suggested that the five divisions might be
dispatched to the eastern border of the Soviet Union. See, "Sowjet-Truppen aus
der Zone mit Jfersehbefehl an Chinas Grenze?", Die Welt, 20 June 1966, p. 1.

8/ Prime Minister Wilson's criticism of US bombing should have been
predicted. In a speech to the Parliamentary Labour Party on 15 June,

Mr. Wilson said about Vietnam: "... we have made clear repeatedly in the House
and in Washington that we could not accept any need for the Americans to bomb
major centres of civilian population and, if this happens, we shall disassociate
ourselves from it - in the same way as the Foreign Secretary did more than a year
ago when non-lethal gas was used. The united States Government fully understands
this."

£/ At the SEATO Ministerial meeting in Canberra, Foreign Secretary Michael
Stewart endorsed US policy in Vietnam. Mr. Wilson has been criticized

in Parliament for criticizing the United States while endorsing the general policy
in Vietnam. The unwillingness of the United Kingdom to send troops to Vietnam -
with the possible end of confrontation between Indonesia and Malaysia - has also
been criticized by the Conservative Party. Conservative Party leader Edward
Heath has also questioned the wisdom of the refusal of Mr. Wilson to sell arms
to the United States, which the latter might use in Vietnam.
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in Vietnam have either condemned the bombing or expressed deep regrets.

U Thant, who on 20 June termed the war in Vietnam "one of the most "barbarous"

in history, expressed deep regrets when he learnt of the bombing of the oil

installations.

28. It was with full knowledge of the critical comments on the bombing that

President Johnson spoke in Omaha, Nebraska, on 30 June. In a passionate speech,

the President appeared defiant to his critics as well as to his protagonists in

Vietnam. He seemed perturbed by the fact that in spite of his numerous assertions

that the United States would not withdraw from Vietnam, the DRV leaders hoped that

dissension within the United States would compel the US Government to withdraw

its forces from Vietnam, It was perhaps to reiterate the US determination not to

withdraw that he asserted:

"... And to those who wouM try to pressure us or
mislead us or deceive us, I say this afternoon there
can be only one decision in Vietnam and that is this:
we will see this through; we shall persist; we
shall succeed."

Perhaps also to emphasize his unconcern at the critical response to the bombing,

President Johnson said;

".,, The air attacks on military targets in North
Vietnam have imposed and will continue to impose a
growing burden and a high price on those who wage
war against the freedom of their neighbours".

29. The President's speech has been widely assessed in the United

States and abroad as indicating that the United States was now pursuing the war in

Vietnam in order to achieve a "military victory". This was the reasoning of a

New York Times editorial of JO June which was entitled "The 'logic1 of

escalation". It said, inter alia:

"The bombing of the oil tanks is not likely to put
an end to the war. It is not likely to force Hanoi to
sue for peace or negotiations. It is not even likely
to inflict any irreparable damage to the North Vietnamese
economy or to the continued prosecution of the war.
But it is one more step - and one carrying grave risks -
suggesting that the United States no>/ believes it must
achieve its political aims in Vietnam through military
•victory1."

US-USSR Relations

30. The deterioration of US-USSR relations continued with the escalation

of the war in Vietnam. During the first half of the month US officials expressed

some hope that Soviet officials might be ready to co-operate with the United
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States in spite of the war in Vietnam. In an election speech in Moscow on 8 June,

Premier Kosygin was reported as having used very mild language about US involve-

ment in Vietnam. However, an attack on the United States by Mr. Brezhnev on

10 June and another by Premier Kosygin in Finland on 17 June clearly indicated

that the USSR still considers the war in Vietnam as the major hindrance to the

improvement of US-USSR relations. The continued US build-up in Vietnam-̂ ' and

the increased US defence budget—' appeared to have convinced the USSR leaders

that the United States was not ready for improved relations.—'

31. During June there were expressions of hope that the United States and the

Soviet Union would soon agree on legal rules for outer space exploration.

The prospect for such a development appeared near when the USSR on 16 June and

the United States on 17 June presented draft treaties to the Secretary-General

and the Chairman of the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space respectively,

The almost-identical provisions of the draft treaties governing the exploration

of the moon and other celestial bodies would suggest that the differences in the

two drafts couM be easily negotiated. The Legal Sub-Committee of the Committee

on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space will soon meet in Geneva to examine the two

draft treaties.

US-CPR Relations

32. The war in Vietnam, as in previous months, has also contributed to the

lack of any improvement in US-CPR relations in spite of official and unofficial

calls in the United States for improved relations. It was reported on 2 June that

the CPR had rejected a US proposal, made during one of the regular US-CPR

Ambassadorial talks in Warsaw, by which the United States would agree to the CPR

proposal on a "no first use" of nuclear weapons agreement if the CPR would agree

to sign the limited test ban agreement. In a commentary published on 20 June

in Jenmin Jih Pao, the CPR officially rejected the US proposal as another in a

series of "big frauds" by the United States. The CPH in the commentary stated

10/ Mr. McUamara announced on 11 June that 18,000 more US troops would be
sent to Vietnam; this would make the total forces there number 285,000

men. See Hanson W. Baldwin, "US in Vietnam Builds Up and Up and Up", New York
Times, 19 June 1966, p. E.3

ll/ The House Appropriations Committee approved a $58.6 billion defence
money bill on 24 June; this was $1 billion more than was requested by

the Administration. Of this amount, about $10.3 billion was earmarked for the
war in Vietnam.

12/ The USSR reiterated its charges that the United States was seeking to
furnish nuclear weapons to the FRG. It further condemned the United

States for "interference" in the affairs of other countries.
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that it would, continue to develop nuclear weapons and would not attend any worM

conference on disarmament, whether held within the United Nations or not.

33* On 8 June Vice-President Humphrey spoke to the graduating class at

the US Military Academy in West Point, New York; his prepared speech was entitled

"Next Steps in China Policy". However, there was no dramatic development in the

speech: its gist was contained in the remarks:

"... ¥e seek to "build bridges, to keep open the doors
of communication to the Communist States in Asia and, in
particular, Communist China".

The speech was assessed in the US Press as the continuation of efforts "by the

United States for a partial improvement of relations with the CPE.-̂

3^. In a Commencement address on l6 June to Yeshiva University, Senator Mike

Mansfield proposed that Mr. Rusk and Chen Yi meet to seek "a curb on the expansion

of the war" in Vietnam^ and "a prompt and durable termination of the bloodletting".

It was reported that president Johnson had shown some interest in Senator

Mansfield's proposal. However, Mr. Rusk's speech at the SEATO meeting in Canberra,

and the general assessment of the SEATO members - excluding France and Pakistan -

of the situation in South East Asia would suggest that, as in previous notes,

the prognosis must be the continuing impasse in US-CPR relations.—'

Peace moves on Vietnam?

35* Following the report of US bombing of the fuel installations on the

outskirts of Hanoi and Haiphong, there were reports that the United Kingdom was

considering another "peace offensive" similar to the Commonwealth peace moves.

However nothing concrete has been heard of these British moves. The one major

"peace move" during the month was the announced visit of Mr. Chester Ronning of

Canada to North Vietnam to find out whether the DRV would accept a proposal for

peace negotiations. His proposal was said to have suggested that the DRV agree

to the reduction of the fighting in South Vietnam as a quid pro quo for US

suspension of bombing in North Vietnam. The DRV was reported to have rejected '
the proposal.

36. It would appear that the mission of Mr. Ronning was a Canadian attempt

to avert the US bombing of the fuel installations. Since the United States gave

13/ See Max Frarikel, "Issue of China Policy", Hew York Times, 9 June 1966,
p. li-.

Ik/ While the impasse in US-CPR relations continues, some Japanese leaders
are said to be considering, in spite of US concern, improving trade and

cultural relations between their nation and the CPR.
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advance warning to Canada of its intention to "bomb these installations, the

Canadian Government might have felt it worthwhile to attempt to avert this out-

come. It is of interest to note that at a time when the Canadian Government was

reticent on the result of the Ronning mission, the US State Department announced

that it had failed. Furthermore, there were some expressions of "annoyance" in

Ottawa when Mr, Bundy flew to Ottawa to learn the outcome of Mr. Ronning1s trip.

57 * The peace proposal which gained wide support during the month was that

reiterated on 20 June "by U Thant at the United nations. The steps which he

considered the only ones which could lead to peace talks were:

(i) the cessation of US bombing of the DRV;

(ii) the reduction of military activities in South

Vietnam, which could make possible an effective

cease-firej

(iii) the willingness on all sides to enter into

negotiations with those actually doing the

fighting - which would include the NLFSV.

38. Criticism of U Thant's proposal from US sources was that there are no

guarantees that another suspension of bombing would, bring about negotiation.

It was noted that a bombing pause last January of 57 days did not result in

negotiation. The letter sent by Ambassador Goldberg on 50 June to the President

of the Security Council about bombing of the fuel installations was assessed by

US sources as a direct US reply to U Thant's proposal. The Goldberg letter

stated, inter alia;

"... We know already from two serial bombing pauses, the most
recent thirty seven days* long, that it is not enough to stop
the bombing over North Viet-Ham while the war in all its other
manifestations continues. It is the war, not just the bombing,
that should come to an end. A peaceful solution to the problem
must be found. This could be accomplished through reconvening
the Geneva Conference in order to reaffirm and revitalize the
Geneva Agreements of 195̂ - and 1962 as the basis for peace in
South East Asia, or in some other forum".

59. Regarding representation of the NLFSV at peace talks on Vietnam, Mr. Rusk

reiterated the official US position on 26 June in Canberra, Australia. He

opposed the HLFSV representation on the grounds that it would impose a veto on

any settlement. With this fundamental impasse, the prospects for peaceful settle-

ment in Vietnam remain very dim.
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De Gaulle's visit to the Soviet Union and
its effect on East-West relations' 15 /

kQ. Prior to the arrival of President de Gaulle in Moscow on 20 June,

Chancellor Erhard sent a letter to the French President regarding the question of

Germany. It -was later announced "by Chancellor Erhard that President de Gaulle

would defend the German position in his talks with the Soviet leaders. Another

reassurance given to the FRG and other NATO members was the statement "by the

French Foreign Office that the visit of the French President would not result in

any Franco-Soviet alliance. Thus the concern expressed "by some Western powers

regarding the visit was revealed to have been without foundation.

lj-1* Although President de Gaulle's visit was, successful and was a landmark in

Franco-Soviet relations, it did not immediately affect basic positions on East-

West relations. On the crucial German question, the French President reflected the

Western position. It has long been the official position of the USSR and the

People's Democracies of Eastern Europe that one of the basic conditions for the

solution of the German question must be the recognition of the German Democratic

Republic. Yet President de Gaulle asserted in Moscow that he couM not recognize

the German Democratic Republic.—' On the other hand, he and the Soviet leaders

were able to agree on two issues regarding the German question:

(i) that neither of the "two Germanys" should gain access to

nuclear weapons; and

(ii) that the Oder-Heisse boundary should be recognized as the

western boundary of Poland.

42. On the issue of a European Conference, there appeared to have developed

a slight difference between the USSR and France. The absence in the final

communique of a call for a European Conference has been cited as indication of

this difference. Although President de Gaulle agrees with the Soviet leaders that

the Europeans themselves should be directly concerned in the search for detente

in Europe, he said in Moscow that he recognized the interest of the United States

in the development of world problems, including those of Europe.

4?. President de Gaulle and the Soviet leaders, as well as French and USSR

officials, have assessed the Franco-Soviet talks as the beginning of a movement

15/ For more details of the trip and its implications for all-European
rapprochement, see Mote on All-European Relations - June 1966.

l6/ See, "De Gaulle: Teilung Deutschlands Keine Basis fUr Zusammenarbeit",
Die Welt, 22 June 1966, p. 1.
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towards a wider rapprochement between the East and the West. French officials,

in particular, have emphasized that President de Gaulle was looking forward to

concrete changes which might come in 10-15 years in Europe and was not expecting

immediate changes from his visit. At the Kremlin reception on 30 June on behajtf

of President de Gaulle, Premier Kosygin expressed the Soviet acceptance of the

fact that there should be some differences of view "between the USSR and France.

He said:

"... The Soviet-French declaration, whichyou, Mr,
President, and Comrade Mkolay Podgornyy signed before this reception,
records the results of our talks and is an expression of mutual
understanding reached on a whole series of questions. Of course,
whereas on some questions the positions of the USSR and France
are close, on others they are more remote, inasmuch as in the
policies of our countries there are specific features which are
inevitable, if only as a result of the different social and
economic systems. However, there are extensive, it may be said
decisive, areas of international politics in which our co-
operation will be, it seems to us, very fruitful, according
with the interests of our peoples, "* * 4

H. However, US, UK and FRG officials have expressed the view that they were

aware that President de Gaulle could not meaningfully change the basic factors

in East-West relations. They have even gone so far as to emphasize that the

Soviet leaders are well aware that the relaxation of East-West tensions depends

mainly on agreements between the United States and the USSR. They have assessed

the Soviet interest in France as natural; with France exercising independence

within the Atlantic Alliance, the Soviet union, in their view, should do all it

could to "disrupt" the Alliance. This was much the same pattern as the US response

when Romania first revealed an independent position within the Warsaw Pact.

45. Even though President de Gaulle, as pointed out by the United States, the

United Kingdom and the FRG, was unable to affect the basic trends in East-West

relations,—̂  he completed his visit on 1 July with great success. He was able
to win the confidence of the Soviet leaders, and also that of those of the FRG

who saw him as a "true ally" who defended their case in Moscow. The "studied

realism" shown by President de Gaulle seemed to have surprized those in the West

who had felt that a Franco-Soviet "deal" was in the making.

17/ On his arrival in Moscow, President de Gaulle asserted that one of his
aims was to break the spell of East-West tensions.



Developiaents -within HATO

k6f The HATO Ministerial Council meeting was held in Brussels from 7-8 June;

it -was the first meeting of the HATO Ministers since the decision of France to

withdraw from the integrated command, of the Atlantic Alliance. The most important

issues on the agenda were:

(i) where to place the integrated command structure of

HATO when it is removed from France in accordance

with the French request;

(ii) what to do about the HATO Council, which now has its

seat in Paris. Suggestions have been made for its

removal from Paris;

(iii) the streamlining of HATO strategy - here the

important question is the progress of the McHamara

Committee on nuclear planning;

(iv) the issue of the status of French troops in the FRG

after their removal from the HATO command.

Vf. The Council agreed to transfer the integrated structures to Belgium;

but the question of the site of the HATO Permanent Council was referred to the

October meeting of the HATO Council of Ministers: this was an Italian proposal.

Little was said about the question of nuclear strategies. After initial dis-

agreement, a compromise agreement was reached on the question of French troops

in the FRG. It was agreed that two negotiations would be held concurrently:

(i) a Franco-German bilateral negotiation; and

(ii) discussion within the HATO Council in Paris on the issue.

48. Prior to the opening of the Ministerial meeting, HATO members had

disagreed on the suitable approach for reaching detente in East-West relations.

At the end of the meeting it seemed that the French approach of bilateral contacts

had been endorsed by the Ministers.—' While agreeing that the MTO Council
should co-ordinate Western policies to the East, it was considered practical to

adopt the bilateral approach. The Danish proposal for a European Conference of

the HATO and Warsaw Pact members was rejected by the United States and the Federal

Republic of Germany for fear that such a Conference might amount to recognition

of the German Democratic Republic, a member of the Warsaw Pact.

18/ For the view that the French position was adopted by the other members
of HATO, see Henry Tanner, "France ana the Alliance", Hew York Times,

10 June 1966, p. 22.
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49* The significance of the HATO meeting was, perhaps, that there was no

open break between France and the other 14 members. The French Government was

reported to have been pleased with the result of the meeting, and statements by

Mr. Rusk on 13 and 16 June before Congressional sub-committees indicated that

the United States was also satisfied with the result. However, the fundamental

issues on HATO reform, which were dealt with in the two previous monthly Notes

remained the same.

50. The predicted increase of the power and influence of the FRG within

HATO, following the withdrawal of France from the integrated command, became

evident during the month. For the first time in the history of HATO, a German

general was given a significant command in its command structure. It was reported

from Paris on 15 June that the HATO Permanent Council had endorsed the decision

of the HATO Ministerial meeting in Brussels to name FRG General Johann Adolf Count

von Kielmansegg as Commander-in-Chief, Allied Forces in Central Europe, to succeed

France's General Jean Cre"pin* General Kielmansegg will command half a million US,

UK and FRG air and ground troops serving from Bavaria to Horth Germany. He will
19 /be responsible to the Supreme Commander of SHAPE, General I#man L. Lemnitzer.-̂

Developments within the Warsaw Pact

51. Romania continued to maintain its opposition in principle to military

alliances in Europe; this position was reiterated in a speech in Pitesti by Mr.

Ceausescu on 11 June. However, the USSR was reported to be discussing with its

allies the need to further strengthen the Warsaw Pact;—' this was contrary to

a UPI report of 11 June from Moscow which suggested that the Warsaw pact members

were preparing a proposal for a European security plan which would call for the

19/ The following were other HATO developments during the month:
(i) Mr, McNamara announced on 15 June that the United States would soon

remove its Air Force squadron from France; this in compliance with the French
request;

(ii) M. Pierre de Leusse, A French official, told the HATO Council in
Paris that French troops in the FRG would fulfill the mission assigned to them in
case of war;

(iii) the FRG sent a Memorandum to France on JO June in which it was
stated that the 72,000 French troops in the FRG could remain there until new
arrangements had been made for their new status. The French troops were removed
from the integrated command of HATO on 1 July 1966.

20/ In a speech by Herr Walter Ulbrieht in East Berlin on 16 June, he called
for the strengthening of the Warsaw Pact.
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dissolution of all military blocs. The 12-day meeting of Warsaw Pact Foreign

Ministers in Moscow was reported by Western sources to have discussed the

desirability of convening a European Conference.

52. Western reports have indicated that the USSR might soon propose the

reduction of US forces in Europe for the removal of some Soviet troops from the

GDE. It was reported on 12 June that the following military officers met in

East Berlin with Herr Walter Ulbricht: Marshal Rodion Malinovsky of the USSR,

Marshal Marian Spychalsky of Poland, General Bohumir Lomsky of Czechoslovakia,

General Heinz Hoffman of the GDR and Marshal Andrei Grechko, the Soviet Commander

of the Warsaw Pact. They were said to have discussed a Soviet plan to withdraw

five divisions of the 20 Soviet divisions in the GDR.—'

The German question in the East-West context

53. The annual celebration in the PEG on 17 June of the "Day of German

Unity", the visit of Italian President Moro and Foreign Minister Fanfani to West

Germany, and the 35ATO Ministerial meeting were the occasions for pronouncements

supporting the objective of German reunification. But as in the past, no progress

was made on the questions in spite of the German domestic debates on the need
22 /for flexibility on the German question.—' Mr. McGeorge Bundy called on the FRG

on 20 June to state clearly that the Oder-Neisse line is the present boundary of

Germany. Mr. Bundy, who recently resigned as Special Assistant on national

Security problems to President Johnson, said that it is well known that no change

could be made on the Oder-Heisse boundary.

54. The chief editor of the Zurich paper Die Welt Woche, Dr. Rolf R. Biegler,

had an interview with Chancellor Erhard in June. He asked the Chancellor whether he

would consider putting the issue of the Oder-lfeisse boundary to the German

electorate in a referend.um. Chancellor Erhard replied that this was not necessary

since the recognition of the Oder-Neisse could not bring German reunification any

closer. In spite of this FRG position, there are reports from Washington that

the statement by Mr. Bundy is an indication of the policy shifts on Germany which

21/ See "Moskau plant Abzug von flinf Divisionen aus der Zone", Die Welt,

15 June 1966, p. 1.

22/ See the Note on All European Relations - June 1966 for details of the
debate on the German question at the SPD Party Congress in Dortmund.
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are "being considered by US officials.-̂ / Refusal to give the FRG access to

nuclear weapons and an agreement on non-proliferation are said to be part of these
24/

suggested policy shifts.—'

55« One unofficial proposal widely discussed in the FRG was that made by

Dr. Rainer Barzel in Hew York on 17 June .-2-' He proposed:

(i) that a reunified Germany continue to have Soviet troops

present for a period of time;

(ii) that a reunified Germany guarantee to the Soviet Union

the export of industrial goods from Germany to the USSR;

(iii) that the Communist Party be legalized in a reunified

Germany.

The proposals were supported by some German political leaders, but the CDU/CSU

parliamentary group criticized them. The Executive Committee of the CDU/CSU

expressed, confidence in Dr. Barzel, who is a potential rival to Chancellor Erhard,

after both the GDR and the USSR had rejected the proposals.

56. The Barzel plan was criticized in West Germany mainly for the

following reasons:

(i) it went against the conception of making a reunified

Germany free of foreign troops. The Eden Plan of 1955 and the

Herter Plan of 1939 did envisage also some foreign troops in

a reunified Germany;

(ii) it went against the idea that a reunified Germany should

be free to decide on whether it could belong to a security

pact. His plan calls for a new security system for a reunified

Germany. This excludes the possibility of membership either in

MTO or the Warsaw Pact.

£*>/ See Max Frankel, "US Policy on Europe", New York Times, 22 June 1966, p.
17. On 21 June, when questioned about Mr. Bundy's statement, Mr. Robert

McCloskey of the State Department replied: "So far as I know our position remains
that the delimitation of the western frontier of Poland should await a peace
settlement."

In response to a question at a Senate Sub-Committee hearing on 21 June,
Mr. McHamara asserted that the United States has no desire to give the

FRG an independent control over nuclear weapons. This would not exclude FRG
participation in the proposed nuclear planning group of MTO. The United States
is reported to be ready to change its draft treaty before the EHDC to make possible
an agreement on a non-proliferation treaty.

25/ For more details see the CTote on All European Relations - June 1966.
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(iii) the proposal to legalize the Communist Party in a

reunified (

Basic Law.-

reunified Germany would lie a contravention of the German
as/

FRG relations with the USSR
and Eastern Europe

57. Ho change was observed in the FRG's relations vith Eastern Europe or

the Soviet Union, although suggestions were made which might bring about some

changes. At a press conference in Bonn on 10 June, Chancellor Erhard spoke

extensively about the FRG's relations with Eastern Europe and the USSR, expressing

the desire to visit the Soviet Union and repeating his invitation to the Soviet

leaders to visit the Federal Republic. In another interview with the Italian

newspaper La Stampa on 25 June, theChancellor said:

"... We are looking for a dialogue with the Soviet
Union and the States of Eastern Europe, and we respect the
need for security of these States, though this is hardly
credible anymore." 27 /

58. It has been suggested in many news reports from West Germany that

diplomatic relations will soon be established between the FRG and Romania - an

event which would mean the slow abandonment of the Hallstein Doctrine. In a major

address before the FDP Congress in Mirriberg on 6 June, Vice-Chancellor Erich Mende

proposed that the FRG establish diplomatic relations with Romania, and at his news

conference in Bonn on 10 June, Chancellor Erhard suggested that this was indeed
28/a possibility.—'

26/ See Dietrich Schwarzkopf, "Die Fragezeichen in Rainer Barrel's
Deutschland Elan", Die Welt, 21 June 1966, p. 2.

27/ For an analysis of the FRG*s growing contacts with Eastern Europe, see
David Binder "Bonn Expanding links with East", Hew York Times, 27 June

1966, p. 1.

28/ It is of interest to observe that the present FRG policy to accelerate
its contacts in Eastern Europe is very similar to that being studied in

the US State Department. They follow the general line of policy proposed by
Professor Zbigniew Brzezinski, who is now at the State Department. For example,
the Barzel Plan mentioned above is very similar to that proposed by Brzezninski
in his book Alternative to Partition, which deals with the partition of Europe.
For an interesting comparison with the Barzel plan, see Brzezinski*s last chapter,
"Peaceful engagement in Europe's future", particularly pp. 139-175•

The basic elements in US policy in Europe were enumerated in a statement
prepared by Acting Secretary of State George Ball for delivery before the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee on 30 June. In this statement Mr. Ball asserted the
"earned right" of the United States to "hold clear views on the structure of
Europe and to express them clearly".
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Disarmament

59- The ENDC resumed its discussion on disarmament issues on lit- June in

Geneva. As in previous sessions, only collateral measures are subjects of

intensive negotiations; among these are the questions of a non-proliferation

treaty and a comprehensive test "ban agreement. As noted above, there are

increasing reports that the US Administration might soon publicly state the

projects such as the MLF will be abandoned in order to make possible an agreement

on non-proliferation. According to an Izvestiya report on 22 June, the USSR

reiterated that in spite of Soviet objections to the US involvement in Vietnam,

the removal of US troops from there is not a condition for reaching agreement

on non-proliferation.

60. There were some reports indicating progress towards a comprehensive

test ban agreement. Reports from Washington hinted that the United States might

soon propose the "threshold concept" on testing. According to this concept, the

agreement would stipulate that underground nuclear tests below 20 kilotons would

be permitted, while it would prohibit underground tests above 20 kilotons. The

chances of the USSR accepting such a proposal are very slim. An unofficial proposal

which was agreed to at the International Assembly on Kuclear Weapons, meeting

at Scarborough, Ontario, might have a better chance to succeed. The disarmament

experts from East and West in their unofficial capacities agreed that a "trial

period" of banning underground tests should be accepted by the nuclear powers,

especially by the United States and the USSR. During this trial period a system

of "verification by challenge or invitation" would be tried out by the nuclear

powers. There have been reports from Washington, however, that US officials are

reluctant to enter into such an agreement.

East-West Trade

61. It was reported in Moscow on 20 June that the USSR had purchased from

Canada 336 million bushels of wheat at a cost of $800 million in Canadian currency.

The Australian Wheat Board announced on 23 June that it had signed a contract to

sell to the CPR an additional 600,000 tons of \dieatj it is on 12-month terms

and is estimated to be worth between $33.6 and $38.2 million.

62. This Hote has examined the repercussions of the continuing escalation

of the war in Vietnam, especially the US bombing of oil installations near Hanoi

and Haiphong: it was observed that US-USSR and US-CPR relations continued to

deteriorate. The visit of President de Gaulle to the Soviet Union was assessed
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as having contributed to Franco-Soviet rapprochement, "but as having no

immediate effect on the crucial issues of East-West relations. In spite of

the Barzel Plan and the PRG-*s continuing avowed desire for improved relations

•with the USSR and Eastern Europe, no significant progress was made on the

German question*
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NOTE OH EAST WEST RELATIONS - JULY 1966

General gomments

1. East-West relations continued to "be adversely affected "by the war in

Vietnam, which was waged with greater intensity during the month. As the United
",

States increased its "bombing of targets in the DRV, including some on the outskirts

of Hanoi and Haiphong, it became evident that the defensive capability of the DRV

has become very effective. Because of this factor, the United States lost many

aircraft from North Vietnamese groundfire, as well as from the SAM missiles.

2. At the beginning of July US officials expressed guarded optimism about

the war in Vietnam: the initiation of bombing on the outskirts of Hanoi and Haiphong

was assessed as having weakened the will of the DRV leaders to continue the war.

However statements made by President Ho Chi Minh and leaders of the HLFSV belied

this early optimism.

5- When the mood of optimism died down, a campaign to test the political

and military willpower of the antagonists in the war became discernible. As US

officials emphasized that they would not withdraw from Vietnam until there were

guarantees that South Vietnam would remain "free and independent", DRV and CPR

leaders countered by reiterating that the war would continue until the "US

aggressors" were defeated. The call of President Ho Chi Minh for partial mobilization,

the CPR statement that its territory is now the rear of the war being waged by the

Vietnamese people against the "US imperialists", and the declared willingness of the

Warsaw pact members to send volunteers to the DRV if requested to do so, were

evidence of this determination by the DRV and the NLFSV to continue the war.

4. During the second half of the month the reported determination of the

DRV to try US prisoners of war as "war criminals", and the widespread hints by

US officials that such an act might evoke strong reprisals from the United States,

were other forms oi the test of political and military willpower between the

antagonists.

5. With this determination on both sides to continue the fighting until

one prevails over the other, the prospects for peaceful settlement of the war

remained very scant: the official visits to the USSR of Prime Minister Gandhi of

India, Prime Minister Wilson of the United Kingdom and U Thant did not reveal any

evidence that progress of negotiations is in sight. Perhaps it was this

continuing impasse on negotiations, along with the escalation of the war,
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which led, U Thant to observe in Moscow on 50 July that if the present trend

continued, the war In Vietnam would develop into a major war.

6. Some confirmation of this prospect appeared to be the announced initiation

of bombing of the demilitarized zone by B-52 bombers during the latter part of the

month-long "Operation Hastings" near the 17th parallel. Premier Cao Ky's call

for an invasion of Worth Vietnam, and the suggestions by some US military officials

that the United States was keeping open all military options in Vietnam, have

been assessed by some commentators as indicating the possibility that US ground

troops might be used in the demilitarized zone, or even in the DEV. Such develop-

ments might result, in the words of U Thant, in "a major war".

7. US-USSE relations continued to deteriorate during July; evidence of

this deterioration was the following: high USSE officials boycotted for the

second successive year the k July reception at the US Embassy in Moscow; Soviet

athletes who were to participate in a US-USSE "track meeting" declined to come to

the United States because of its involvement in Vietnam; the USSR protest Note of 7

July concerning the threat that US bombing was to Soviet vessels in the port of

Haiphong, and the US reply were phrased in very strong terms; and finally Soviet

and American officials made various statements very critical of each other.

8. However, the deterioration in relations did not inhibit US-USSB agreement

on fishing regulations off the coast of the States of Washington and Oregon, nor

agreement on some sections of a Treaty for peaceful activities in outer space.

Both Governments continued to speak of the desirability of normal relations.

9. US-CPR relations too continued to deteriorate, although President

Johnson in an address on 12 July at White Sulphur Springs expressed sentiments

for improved US-CPR relations. He spoke of relaxation oi the US rules regarding

travel by Americans to the CPR and possible tradie between the United States and

Communist China. There is, however, no evidence of tensions between the USA

and the CPR being relaxed.

10. Bo significant progress was discernible in the German and European

security problems. The successful visits by French Foreign Minister Couve de

Murville to Czechoslovakia and Hungary were another step in France's European

policy of bringing about a reconciliation between East and West Europe that will

lead to the solution of the German question. The Federal Republic of Germany

was subjected to very strong attack in a statement on European problems

issued by the Warsaw Pact members on 6 July, 1966. It was called upon to recognize
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the present international boundaries in Europe, including that of the German

Democratic Republic, and to renounce completely the possession of nuclear weapons

if it wanted to live in peace with its European neighbours.

11. Apart from the continuing impasse between West Germany and Eastern Europe,

fears were expressed in the FRG of a possible isolation of that State within

NATO. It was reported from Paris and Bonn that at the HATO Defence Ministers

Meeting in Paris, only the West German Defence Minister stressed what he

considered the continued Soviet "threat" to Western Europe. Furthermore, there

was evidence to suggest that some disagreement developed between the United

States and the FRG on the question of the West German role in nuclear matters.

The suggestion by Mr. McNamara that the FRG's Star Fighter should now carry

conventional weapons in replacement for its present capability for nuclear

weapons was assessed by some FRG military officials as an attempt by the Pentagon

to downgrade West Germany in the use of nuclear weapons.

12. The real possibility of US troop withdrawal from Europe and a similar

one by some British troops from the Army of the Rhine because of balance of

payments difficulties, have resulted in suggestions for an East-West agreement

on disengagement in Europe. Some Western officials are suggesting that any

Western troop withdrawal from Central Europe should be matched by Soviet troop

withdrawals.

13. The EHDC has not yet made any appreciable progress on either a non-

proliferation treaty or on a limited test ban agreement. President Johnson's

hints at some "agreeable compromise" on a non-proliferation treaty did not result

in any official US changes in its draft. It has been reported from Washington

that the US Administration is divided on the priority to be given to a non-

proliferation treaty and concessions to the FRG. The United States is said to

have postponed until Fall any major developments on the questions of non-proliferation

and a limited test ban agreement.

Mutual tests of political and
military willpower in Vietnam

ih. During the first week of July, following the first bombing on the outskirts

of Hanoi and Haiphong, US officials began to express cautious optimism about the

trend of the war in Vietnam. President Johnson, Under-Secretary George Ball,

Presidential Assistant Walt Rostow and other officials were hinting that the United

States was on the road to victory in Vietnam. It was suggested that the DRV leaders

were becoming war weary, and would soon give up the fighting. There were even

Western reports that President Ho Chi Minn had informed his Russian and Chinese

allies that the DRV could not long continue to endure the US military activities

against north Vietnam.
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15. Military developments in Vietnam did not seem to support this optimism.

Because of this, and the possible fear of evoking "false illusions" among the

American public, US officials then reverted to the earlier mood of a long war in

Vietnam.—' This was the position taken by Mr. Dean Rusk during his news

conference on 12 July in Washington on his return from the Far East. He criticized

the press for over-emphasizing the mood of optimism in Vietnam. It is likely

that the official US optimism was intended to weaken the morale of the DRV and

MLFSV leaders. This was the beginning of the month-long test of political and

military willpower in Vietnam. When it "became obvious that this was what the

United States was doing, a torrent of statements emanated from the DRV and CPR

leaders emphasizing their determination to continue the war.

16. A CPR statement, published "by Hsinhua on 5 July, seemed to confirm the

US assessment that the CPR would not involve itself in the fighting even if the
2/environs of Hanoi and Haiphong were bombed.-' The statement gave little data on

what the Chinese response to the new US bombing would be, even though it quoted

Premier Chou En-lai's remark that "... the Chinese peopls mean what they say ..."

It is difficult to say for certain what the CPR meant when the statement declared:

"The development "by United States imperialism of its
war of aggression to a new and still graver stage has now
further freed us from any "bounds of restrictions in
rendering such support and aid."

17. The test of will continued with the signing in Bucharest on 6 July of a

declaration "On the US Aggression in Vietnam" by the members of the Warsaw Pact.

The declaration made vehement attacks on the United States and, inter alia,

called

"... upon all States that treasure peace, upon all the
progressive and peace-loving forces, upon public opinion
the world over, upon the international working-class move-
ment, upon the communist and workers parties to unite in
a fighting front against US aggression, to take a resolute
stand against the barbarous war in Vietnam, in support of
the courageous struggle of the Vietnamese people".

I/ For an analysis of this swing from optimism to pessimism in official
US statements, see Jfex Frankel, "Up and Down on Vietnam", New York Times,

20 July 1966, p. 2.

2/ See Max Frankel, "China's reaction bolsters US view it won't fight",
Hew York Times, 5 July 1966, p. 1.
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18. What appeared to have immediately captured the attention of Western

officials was one of the four points in the statement of the Warsaw Pact members.

This was a reference to the -willingness and readiness of the Pact members to offer

"... at the request from the Government of the Democratic
Republic of Vietnam, the possibility to their volunteers to
go to Vietnam in order to aid the Vietnamese people in their
fight against the US aggressors".

While this offer of volunteers was not new - many Socialist States have made

such offers on previous occasions - the Pact's offer of volunteers gained some

significance when the Governments of the Pact's members issued separate statements

reiterating the offer.

19. Mr. Rusk was questioned about this Warsaw Pact offer of aid to the DRV

at his news conference on 17 July in Washington. He observed that he did not

know whether or not the DRV would accept the offer̂ -' but if it were to do so,

he warned that

"... the intrusion of additional countries in the fighting
will be a very serious matter".

20. On arrival in Hew York on JO July, U Thant emphasized that he gained the

impression from his talks in Jfo scow that the Soviet Union would render all

possible assistance to the DRV. The Soviet newspaper Moskovsky Komsomolets

reported on 31 July that two Soviet guards had just returned from the DRV where

they had helped to train border guards. It may have been the publication of the

Warsaw Pact offer of volunteers to the DRV which prompted the article in the

People's Daily of 10 July entitled: "Rely on your own efforts, and your position

is invincible". This article may have made a false impression on some Western

commentators who assumed that the CPR was again making clear that it would not

intervene in the Vietnam fighting. However, it is possible that the article

was intended to discourage the DRV leaders from accepting volunteer support from

the Warsaw Pact's members.

21. A significant phase in the test of will came in the delayed response of

the DRV leadership to the US bombings in the outlying areas of Hanoi and Haiphong.

But in an article written by President Ho Chi Minn and published in all Hanoi's

newspapers on 17 July, the determination of the DRV and the MLFSV to fight

until "complete victory" was emphasized. President Ho commented upon the US

3/ DRV leaders have thanked the Warsaw Pact members for offering aid of
volunteers; however, the DRV stated that it was not yet ready to receive

volunteers. It has been suggested that if and when the DRV decided to accept
volunteers from the Warsaw Pact countries, it would rely mainly on technicians
who could man anti-aircraft defensive weapons and other military experts instead
of European ground troops.
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bombing and the escalation of the war. He said the "bombings would not

"... break the iron will of the heroic Vietnamese people to
fight against US aggression, for national salvation. ... The
war may still last 10, 20 years or longer. Hanoi, Haiphong
and other cities and enterprises may be destroyed, but the
Vietnamese people will not be intimidated! Nothing is more
precious than independence and freedom. When victory day
comes our people will rebuild our country and endow it with
bigger and more beautiful construction".

22. This "defiant and resolute" statement was supported with the announcement

on 17 July that partial mobilization had been ordered in the DRV. An earlier

report from Hanoi on k July had stated that the DEV had ordered the evacuation

from Hanoi of "non-essentials to fighting and production".

23. US officials were reported on 18 July as having assessed President Ho's

strong statement, the evacuation and the partial mobilization order as primarily

domestic propaganda, designed to rally a home front showing signs of war

weariness.

24. US officials have adopted a similar attitude to a statement made by

President Liu Shao-Chi on 22 July in Peking. President Liu warned the United

States "in all seriousness" not to miscalculate or misjudge their opponent. He

also asserted that since the United States had

"... torn the 195̂  Geneva Agreement to shreds, the Chinese
Government and people have naturally ceased to be bound by the
Geneva agreements in supporting the Vietnamese People's struggle
against US aggression and for national salvation".

He went on to warn, without specifying what would be done that

"... the vast expanse of China's territory is the
reliable rear area of the Vietnamese people", k/

Military activities in Vietnam

25. Possibly in order to increase the pressure on the DEV leaders and as

evidence of its determination to "see this war through", US aircraft made a

k/ Western analysts in Hong Kong assessed the statement of President Liu
as an attempt to make more credible the CPR threat to intervene in the

fighting if the United States continued its involvement in Vietnam. The fear
of possible CPR intervention has long been a deterrent to rapid expansion of
the war. Since the DER's statement of "self reliance" was assessed in the
Western press as indicating Chinese reluctance to become involved in the fighting,
it was felt that the statement by President Liu was intended to convince US
officials that they could not escalate the war with impunity.
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record number of bombing missions over the DRV. Among other targets, more oil

installations were bombed, including those around Hanoi and Haiphong; the DRV

made several reports that the United States had bombed dams and dykes. The increased

bombing was met with increased defensive capability, and although no accurate

figures were issued, it was widely reported in the US press that the United

States suffered its highest percentage of aircraft losses thus far over the DRV

during July. This increased kill-ratio of DRV anti-aircraft and anti-missile

defences raised the possibility at one time that the United States might move to bomb

the airfields around Hanoi.

26. Meanwhile the ground fighting in South Vietnam increased in intensity.

The major operation by US troops during July was called "Operation Hastings" and

it was developments during this fighting that were reported to have led to the US

initiation of bombing of the demilitarized zone on 30 July. US military officers

reported that a DRV regiment had "infiltrated" through the demilitarized zone

and was using the zone as a "sanctuary". The same officials asserted that since

it is US policy to deny sanctuary to its opponents, bombing was ordered on the zone.

27. However, when "Operation Hastings" ended in July, it was reported that the

United States would continue to bomb the zone in order to deny it as sanctuary to

the "enemy". On 31 July the DRV sent a protest Note to the International Control

Commission, charging further US violation of the Geneva Agreement. The initiation

of bombing of the demilitarized zone took added significance from earlier develop-

ments: there had been loud international protest when Premier Cao Ky was quoted

in the 25 July issue of US Hews and World Report as having called for allied

invasion of the DRV in order "to crush aggression", even at the risk of military

confrontation with the CPR.

"Sooner or Later", he said, "we, as free men, have to face
the Chinese Communists. I think it is better to face them
right now than in five or ten years".

28. With the expression in the United States of widespread protest against

Premier'Ky's remarks,—' he sought at a news conference in Saigon on 26 July to

clarify what he intended to express. By and large, he felt he was only being

5/ Senator Mike Mansfield on 26 July called on the Johnson Administration to
disassociate itself "completely and at once" from proposals for an invasion

of the DRV and armed confrontation with the CPR. On 30 July, 44 Democrats and three
Republicans called on President Johnson to publicly disassociate the United States
from the statement of Premier Ky. On 28 July the DRV protested to the ICC regarding
Premier Ky's threat o± an invasion of Horth Vietnam.

Significantly, less was said when Lieut. General Nguyen Van Thieu, the Head
of State, made similar remarks. In a speech on 8 July at the graduation of officers
from the Thu Due Military Academy, he said that the DRV should be invaded with
ground troops "if it is necessary to end this war". Since he was speaking to
military graduates, commentators tended to dismiss General Thieu1s statement.
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realistic when he suggested invasion as the better option now. He said the

non-Communist world must be ready to help the South Vietnamese in the war for

ten years or more, or face the prospects of invading the DRV.

29. in the view of some commentators, the implication of Premier Ky's

statement was that it might well "be a "trial balloon" for an actual invasion

of Horth Vietnam. It was recalled that South Vietnamese leaders were calling

for bombing of the North when it was US policy not to bomb the DRV - yet bombing

of the DRV is now established US policy. Could it be, they asked, that Premier

Ky was only predicting what would become US policy? The mild official rejection

of Premier KyTs statement did not clarify the doubts. Rather, the uncertainties

were increased when US military officials in Saigon suggested that the United

States could not rule out the use of ground troops in the demilitarized zone because

it wanted to keep open all military options.-'

The "crimes trial" affair

30. Reports of impending "war crimes" trials of captured US pilots were

widely discussed during July; following the US bombing around Hanoi and Haiphong

some of the captured US airmen were reported to have been paraded through Hanoi

amid jeers from angry North Vietnamese. Shortly thereafter there were further

reports from newspaper sources that the DRV considered the pilots as "war

criminals" and not "war prisoners";-' The DRV Ambassadors in Peking and Prague

were reported to have said on 19 July that the US pilots would definitely be

tried as "war criminals".

31. When Mr. Rusk appeared before the Senate Judiciary Sub-Committee on 14

July, he warned that the trial of US pilots by the DRV would be regarded as "a

very very grave development indeed". This warning was repeated by Mr. Rusk

at his news conference on 17 July in Washington, At a news conference in

Fort Worth, Texas, Vice-President Humphrey warned of "dire consequences" if the

trial of US pilots were carried out — in his opinion, such an act would "set

loose emotions in this country that would be hard to control". Finally,

President Johnson said at his news conference on 20 July that the American people

6/ It was disclosed at the end of July that Mr. Rusk had stated that in
order to avoid US-CPR clash over the DRV, there now existed a 50 mile

zone within which US aircraft were forbidden to fly.

T/ The Pentagon's rolls list 35 US servicemen as "detained" by "the enemy":
this includes 22 airmen, 2 Marines, and 11 Army men. A total of 253 are

listed as "missing" and most of these are thought by US officials to be prisoners
either of the Army of the HLFSV or the DRV.
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would regard the trial of American pilots as war criminals as "very revolting

and repulsive, and -would react accordingly". He proposed that a conference

under the auspices of the Red Cross be convened to assure proper treatment of:

all prisoners of war.—/

32. Because of the concern that the trial of the US pilots might result in

further escalation of the war, various appeals were made to urge the DRV leaders

not to go on with such action. Senator Frank Church and 17 other Senators who

have been critical of US policy in Vietnam, issued a statement on 15 July pleading

with the DRV leaders not to carry out the threat to try US pilots as "war

criminals". The Secretary-General, U Thant, on 16 July also cautioned the DRV

against carrying out the trials. Hie Pope and other world leaders, as well
9/as many sympathizers towards the DRV, made appeals for abandonment of plans—'

to try US pilots. All the appeals to the DRV called for observance by all

sides of the provisions of the Geneva Convention of 12 August 19*1-9 regarding the

treatment or prisoners — the US and the DRV are parties to this Convention.

33. The o±ficial DRV response to the appeals against a "war crimes trial" came

in a cablegram sent to the Columbia Broadcasting System by President Ho Chi

Minn on 23 July. The CBS on 21 July had cabled the DRV President to enquire

about the trial of US pilots. President Ho's reply said that no trial was

being planned. US officials later disc Josed that they were aware of the DRV s

attitude prior to the receipt of the cable from President Ho. The favourable

DRV response might have strengthened the critics of US involvement in Vietnam.

They could argue in the future that President Johnson should show as much

concern for "world opinion" as President Ho Chi Minh did on the issue of US

"prisoners of war". This factor was assessed as having been taken into account

by the North Vietnamese leaders.-̂

8/ It has been US military practice in South Vietnam to turn over captured
"enemy" soldiers to the South Vietnamese Government. However, in

response to questions, the State Department acknowledged on 21 July that the
United States was holding 19 DRV sailors who were captured during an engagement
late in July in the Gulf of Tonkin. They are said to be detained aboard a US
vessel off the DRV coast. There was speculation that the United States might
want to negotiate an exchange of prisoners or hold the captured sailors as
"hostages".

9/ It was reported in Hanoi on 23 July that an 11-member committee had been
established to investigate US "war crimes" in Vietnam. When the announcement

was made, it was suggested by some Western correspondents that the committee was
the prelude to the "war crimes trial".

10/ The DRV now says that the real "v?ar criminals" are not captured US
prisoners but members of the Johnson Administration. It has been reported

that the DRV is co-operating with Bertrand Russell who is preparing a "war crimes
trial" against President Johnson.
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Prospects for peace in Vietnam

J4. As on previous occasions, the escalation of the war by the US bombing

around Hanoi and Haiphong occasioned widespread appeals for peaceful settlement,

Jean Raffaeli of Agence Prance Presse reported on 3 July that the DRV leaders

were turning towards negotiation before the US bombing: US officials, however,

discounted this report.

35. Prior to her departure from India for an official visit to the USSR,

Prime Minister Gandhi said on 7 July in Delhi that the Geneva Conference on

Indo-China should be reconvened and that the United States should cease its

bombing of North Vietnam. At the conclusion of her visit to the Soviet Union

on 16 Jily, it was evident that she had not won an endorsement for reconvening

the Geneva Conference from the USSR. The arrival in Moscow on 16 July of Prime

Minister Wilson to attend the British Trade Fair and for discussions with Soviet

leaders, including Premier Kosygin, on the question of Vietnam, did not change

the attitude of the Soviet leaders. When Prime Minister Wilson spoke to the

House of Commons on 19 July after returning from the Soviet Union, he said:

"Most of our discussion was devoted to Vietnam - I believe
the most detailed discussion which has been held directly and
privately between any two Heads of Government from East and
West. No attempts were made to disguise the gravity, even
the dangers, of the situation, and of particular possible develop-
ments . I have, however, to report to the House that there was no
change at all in the general position of the Soviet Union, or of
course our own, and no signs of an early move towards a
conference or other forms of negotiation."

36. M. Jean Sainteny, a French diplomat who carried a short letter from

President de Gaulle to President Ho Chi Minh during a tour he made of Asia, had

an eight-hour talk with the DRV President. He brought back a letter from

President Ho which thanked the French President for his efforts to bring peace

to Vietnam on the basis of the Geneva agreements, but indicated nothing more

concrete. M. Sainteny himself found no change in the DRV's position on negotiation.

It has been announced that president de Gaulle would tour Asia in September and

then visit Cambodia: there have been other reports that President Ho Chi Minh

will travel to Cambodia. There are speculations that President de Gaulle might

attempt to see whether he could bring about peaceful settlement in Vietnam.—'

ll/ See Henry Tanner, "De Gaulle's Role in Asia", Hew York Times, 12 July
1966, p. 3.
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57. U Thant returned from Moscow with obvious pessimism regarding events

in Vietnam. Although he discussed the question with both Premier Kosygin and

Mr. Brezhnev, nothing concrete was said about peaceful settlement of the war.

On the contrary, he said on his return to New York on 30 July:

"I am convinced thatthe Vietnam war will develop into
a major war if the present trend continues". I2/

38. The Soviet Union still maintains that its position as one of the co-

chairmen of the Geneva Conference does not empower it to join in convening the

Conference', it said that only the DRV could decide when the Soviet Union could

join in convening a conference. Hhan Dan on 24 July indicated that H^rth Vietnam

was not going to retreat from its announced Four Points on ending the war in

Vietnam. Earlier in the month, on 9 July, Premier Chou En-lai told the African-

Asian Writers Conference:

"The United States must unconditionally with-draw its armed
forces from Vietnam, immediately, completely, thoroughly,
totally. Unless United States troops are withdrawn, the
reconvening of the Geneva Conference is entirely out of the
question."

39- The United States of course has shown no sign whatever of withdrawing

from Vietnam prior to a conference. Thus the impasse on negotiation remains.

It would seem that the general failure on all sides to assess correctly what the

other side could or could not do is a contributing factor to the prolongation

of the war in Vietnam.

US-USSR Relations

ho. The deterioration in US-USSR relations continued during July. Soviet

officials, including Premier Kosygin, continued to assert that there could be

no improvement in US-USSR relations until the United States ended its "aggressive"

war in Vietnam. Perhaps in response to those who have suggested that the USSR

should help the United States "save face" in Vietnam, Premier Kosygin said in

his speech at the Soviet-Indian Friendship Meeting on 14 June in Moscow:

"The exponents of aggression advanced the absurd argument
that the United States cannot withdraw from Vietnam for
considerations of prestige - they, don't you see, must protect their
authority of a great power. And for the sake of the maintenance of
this so-called prestige, they pursue a course which has already
led to a decline in United States prestige in the world to the lowest-

lg/ President de Gaulle and King Souvanouvong of Laos ended their official
talks on 13 July; they noted that the V .etnam war could explode into

a nuclear world war.
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ever level. Of course, it is not for us to be distressed
over the decline of United States' prestige - we have
other concerns."

itl. In an interview in Washington on 17 July, Mr. Rusk appeared to indicate

that the United States was not too concerned if US-USSR relations continued to

worsen. Commenting on the statement of the Warsaw Pact members to send volunteers

to the DRV if requested, and with obvious reference to the Soviet Union, Mr.

Rusk said:

"We are going to meet our commitments in South Vietnam
and if there are those who don't like it, it's too bad."

But on a later occasion Mr. Rusk seemed to try to express sympathy with the USSR.

Addressing the International Platform Association in Washington on 22 July, he

observed thatthe Soviet Union was "trapped as we are" because of its "ideological

disputes" with the CPR. The USSR, he said, is reluctant to take any action which

might expose it to the CPR's charge of collusion.-̂

42. A new mood appeared evident in the US attitude towards the Soviet Union.

In recent months US officials refrained from public criticism of the Soviet Union,

even when USSR officials bitterly condemned US involvement in Vietnam. During

July US officials began to voice public criticism of the USSR. Cause of the

US irritation was the Soviet Note delivered to the US Embassy in Moscow on 9

July: the Note charged that there were three Soviet merchant ships - the

Kuibyshev, the Sovetsk and the Ustiling - in the port of Haiphong when the

United States raided the area on 7 July. The raids were said to have

"... created a direct threat to Soviet merchant ships
and the lives of Soviet seamen."

lg/ Tass issued a statement on ik July denying a charge by Cheng Yi on
10 July that the "bombing by American imperialists of Hanoi and Haiphong

are fully and completely the result of the collusion between the United States
and the Soviet Union". The Tass statement asserted that the United States had
circulated the "lie" that the USSR was informed before the US bombing in the
area of Hanoi and Haiphong.

During July Soviet publications charged the CPR with co-operating with
the United States while criticizing the Soviet Union for US-USSR collusion. The
CPR also issued statements that denied any co-operation with the United States.
The USSR and CPR continue to exchange charges about US-USSR and US-CPR collusion.
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4j. Speaking at Andrews Air Force Base on his return from the Far East on

9 July, Mr. Rusk said, in response to questions concerning the Soviet Hote;

"It's not necessary for this kind of question to arise
if they would meet their duties under the agreements."

The same uncompromising attitude was taken in the official US reply to the Soviet

Hote delivered to the Head of the American Section at the Soviet Foreign Ministry

(Georgi M. Kornieyenko) by the Deputy Chief of Mission at the US Embassy in

Moscow (John C. Guthrie). The Note expressed regrets of the US Government

"... that the Soviet Government has chosen to resort to
both inaccurate and false allegations in its recital of recent
events in Worth Viet-Ham."

The US Note charged that the DRV is the "aggressor" in Vietnam and not the United

States, as stated in the Soviet Hote: it reiterated that the United States took

sufficient precaution in its raids on 7 July: it regretted that

the Soviet Union has been supplying petroleum products
used by Horth Viet-Ham to pursue its armed attack against
South Viet-Ham";

finally the Hote urged the USSR to fulfill its duties as co-chairman of the Geneva

Conference by joining the United Kingdom in reconvening the Conference.

kk. Earlier in the month US officials had expressed disapproval of two

symbolic actions by the USSR. The first was the official boycott by Soviet

leaders of the h July Independence Day reception at the American Embassy. Soviet

media also published statements on h July condemning the US bombing of the outskirts

of Hanoi and Haiphong. Soviet officials have boycotted the k July celebrations

in Moscow since the United States initiated the bombing of Horth Vietnam last

year.

45. The second action evoked strong US protest. On 11 July, Tass reported

the contents of a resolution taken by Soviet athletes only hours before they

were to leave Moscow to take part in the annual Soviet-American track meet in

Los Angeles. The resolution stated:

"Our hatred for the American military, who are perpetrating
atrocities in Vietnam, and our solidarity with the people
of Vietnam, who are fighting for their freedom and independence,
do not permit us to take part in a match with athletes of a
country from which aggression comes".

US officials viewed the athletes' resolution as inspired by the Soviet authorities.

Ambassador Foy Kohler protested to Mr. Gromyko on 12 July about cancellation of

the track meeting, which is part of the US-USSR cultural agreement. Both

officials expressed concern that the cultural agreement might be in danger of

breaking down. At his news conference in Washington on 12 July, Mr. Rusk regretted
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"... unfriendly gesture of cancelling certain sports
events, partly "because it's unnecessary to draw athletes
into this kind of political issue. And there will be a
future to be worked on when the Viet-Nam problem is
behind us and exchanges of that sort help to build toward
this future ..."

Mr. Rusk also chided the Soviet Union for not helping to bring peace to V.et-

Wam. He said, inter alia;

"... one needs to do more than just make hostile
statements. One needs to address one self responsibly
and directly to the business of how do you make peace.
And we would hope that would occur".

In spite of the above criticism, it would seem that the United States is taking

all precautions to avoid a US-USSR confrontation in Vietnam.

46. This was the impression given by ML . Rusk when he spoke to the International

Platform Association on 22 July. He said, in response to a written question: "Why

don't we bomb Haiphong and to hell with Russian shipping?", that more intensive

military action against the DRV, such as bombing the port of Haiphong could

lead to a wider war, with the danger of nuclear war. He reiterated that

US military policy in Vietnam is based on "firmness with prudence". This policy,

he said, keeps open the possibility of a peaceful settlement without war.—/

In spite of the tension in US-USSR relations, it was reported on 30 July
from Moscow that US and USSR officials had reached common agreements for

a future agreement on Soviet salmon fishing off the coast of Oregon and Washington
States. The following three agreements were said to have been agreed during
the week-long talks in Moscow:

(i) An agreement to hold further talks on conservation and safety;
(ii) A USSR statement that it had not in the past, and does not plan this

year, to engage in commercial salmon fishing off Oregon and Washington;
(iii) A decision to consider various means for solving problems arising when

large Russian fleets "move in on and pre-empt" fishing areas where
smaller US craft once dominated.
The United States and the USSR also made some progress in discussions

in Geneva on a treaty for the peaceful uses of Outer Space. Both powers were
reported to have agreed in principle that States are liable for damage caused
to other countries by objects launched into space. This provision was contained
in a Soviet draft treaty, which along with one draft treaty by the United States,
is being examined by the Legal Sub-Committee of the UU Committee on the Peaceful
Uses of Outer Space. In spite of progress already made, there are some problems
to be overcome before resolving the two draft treaties.
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US-GPR Relations

it-7. ' Although there were no improvements in US-CPR relations, American

officials continued to stress that the United States is seeking ways of ending

what they view as the self-imposed isolation of Communist China. This -was the

major theme in the first important speech on China by President Johnson. In

a telephoned address to the American Alumni Council on 12 July, in White Sulphur

Springs, West Virginia, the President outlined his concept of the essentials

for peace in Asia.-̂  The fourth of his four essentials was:

"... Reconciliation between nations that now call
themselves enemies. A peaceful mainland China is central
to a peaceful Asia. A hostile China must be discouraged
from aggression. A misguided China must be encouraged
towards understanding of the outside world and toward
policies of peaceful co-operation."

48. Pointing out that a peaceful Asia will not be possible if the "700 million

people of mainland China are isolated by their rulers from the outside world",

he asserted that the United States has learnt that

"... the greatest force for opening minds and opening
closed societies is the free flow of ideas and people and
goods".

The President then went on to outline the actions taken in recent months by the

United States to relax travel restrictions to China, as well as the exchange of

experts in medicine and public health. Interest was shown over the hint in

President Johnson's speech concerning the exchange of "goods". There were

questions whether this would mean 'the end of the US trade embargo against the

CPR.

^9. The State Department disclosed on l4 July that the United States, although

not intending to end its almost total embargo against the CPR, would find ways

to open up some trade with Communist China. However, the same State Department

officials expressed the view that the CPR might not be interested at the present

time in any commercial dealing with the United States.

50. On the issue of ending the isolation of the CPR by representation in

the United Nations, Mr. Rusk dampened earlier hopes for a change in US policy

when he said on 5 July in Taipei that the United States would

"... oppose the seating or the Peiping regime in the
United Nations, and I have no doubt that that wili be the

15/ In the same speech, President Johnson defended US policy in Vietnam. He
asserted what has now become known as the "Asian doctrine"; that is to

say he emphasized that the United States was a Pacific power as well as an
Atlantic one. Thus he concluded that the United States has a role to play in
Asia.
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basis of oar relationship in weeks, and months, and
years to come." l6/

The German Question and
European security

51. There was no substantive change in the German question during July. The
17 /statement on the strengthening of peace and security in Europe,—'-' signed by

the Warsaw Pact members on 5 July and published on 8 July, dealt at great length

16 / Senator Edward Kennedy proposed on 20 July that the GPR and the Nationalist
Government in Taiwan be members of the United Nations at the same time.

For the GPR*s responses to the US overtures for relaxation of tensions, and
other aspects of CPR policy and attitudes towards the USA, see the Monthly Notes
on the Foreign Policy of the CPR.

IT/ The Declaration lists the main lines along which European security
measures, in their opinion, should be taken:

- to develop good-neighbourly relations among European States on the basis of
the principles of independence and national sovereignty, equality, non-interference
in each other*s affairs and mutual benefit;
- to disband simultaneously the existing military blocs, which in quite possible
in the present situation. (But the Declaration stressed that as long as HATO
exists and "aggressive imperialist circles" encroach on world peace, the
Socialist countries, being "vigilant", are determined to strengthen their might
and defence capacity)*
- to implement partial measures towards a military detente on the European
continent:

(a) liquidation of foreign military bases;
(b) withdrawal of troops from foreign territories;
(c) reduction on an agreed scale and agreed deadlines of the numerical

strength of the armed forces of both German States.
- Measures aimed at the elimination of the danger of a nuclear conflict:

(a) setting up of denuclearized zones;
(b) assumption of a commitment by the nuclear powers not to use

these weapons against States, parties to such zones;
(c) discontinuance of flights by foreign planes carrying atom or hydrogen

bombs over the territories of European States ani the entry of
foreign submarines and surface ships with nuclear arms on board into
the ports of such States;

- to exclude the possibility of the FRG getting access to nuclear weapons
in any form;
- to recognize the existing frontiers between the European States, including the
Polish Oder-Neisse frontier;
- to approach a German peace settlement on the basis of recognition of the
existence of two German States.
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with the German question, reiterating previous Soviet and East European points

of view on the FKG and the USA. That is, the charge was made that the FRG was the

major source of conflict in Europe since, in the view of the Warsaw Pact members,

the FRG refused to recognize the existing European "boundaries, including those

of the GDR, and sought to possess nuclear weapons. The United States was

charged with co-operation with the "militarists" in the FRG for the domination

of Europe. The termination of US power and influence in Europe was demanded

by the Pact members.

52. The statement also repeated the call for a European conference to discuss

European security problems. It was not clear whether the United States would

be excluded from such a conference. Although the statement called on all

Europeans to attend, it also noted that members of the Warsaw Pact as well as

NATO and neutral powers should attend.

53. In an interview with the Ifeue Revue on 29 July, Chancellor Erhard approved

the call for a European conference, noting that

"... every relaxation of tensions between West and East
is in the German interest ..."

However, he said he would be opposed to the exclusion of the United States. He

noted that the USSR was calling for a European conference because it wanted to

protect its

rear in Europe, without making any concessions in the
German question, in order to strengthen their position vis-a-
vis Red China".

He further asserted that without American power and influence in Europe the

continent would be dominated by Soviet power and influence.

5^. The subject of Germany was at the centre of two French official visits

during July - that of President de Gaulle on 21 July to the FRG and that by M.

Couve de Murville to Czechoslovakia and Hungary. While in West Germany President

de Gaulle again asserted that France would not recognize the German Democratic

Republic,—' and Couve de Murville took the same position. In Czechoslovakia he
discussed the German question and European security issues with the Czech

leaders, and agreed with his hosts that the FRG's border with Czechoslovakia was

final and that the FRG should not possess nuclear weapons. However, as

mentioned above, he refused to recognize the GDR.—'

18/ On his arrival in Bonn, President de Gaulle was assured by Chancellor
Erhard that a solution would be found for the status of French troops in

the FRG by the time he visits France early next year. It was reported in Bonn that
the Chancellor was moving away from the legal position now being pursued by Foreign
Minister Schroder. He is said to be seeking a political and practical solution
which would promote his objective of keeping French forces in West Germany. The
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55. In his talks in Budapest, M. Couve de Murville reiterated the French

position: the problem of Germany could "be solved only when there had been

normalization of relations between East and West Europe, and after the continent

had been pacified. In West Germany on 21 July President de Gaulle had declared

that there could be no united Europe if Germany were divided. The difficulty

facing French diplomacy in its attempt to bring about a rapprochement

between East and West was noted in an editorial in Le Monde on 29 July. While

France had sought to convince the FRG officials that France would never betray

them, it had also sought to convince the USSR and other East European States

that relaxation between France and the FRG did not prevent good relations with

the East.

56. The US position on the German question and European security was given

by Mr. George Ball in a supplementary report presented to the Senate Foreign

Relations Committee on 13 July. He said, inter alia;

"... no secure settlement of Europe can leave the German
people divided. Hor can a lasting settlement place the
German people under permanent discrimination. This was
tried before and, as we all know, it did not -work. We
must aim for something better and not for improvisations
that are inherently unstable. ... The road to the eventual
ending of the partition of Europe and of Germany will be
long. But we have made a start through many bilateral
contacts between East ana West. These must be expanded."

57. The FRG itself continued to express intentions for improved relations
with the East and the Soviet Union. Such intentions were reiterated by Dr.

SchrHder in an interview with the Chief Editor of the South West German Radio on

17 July, but the immediate prospects for improvement of the FRG's relations

with the East continue to be very dim. An added factor in this poor prospect

was the charge made by Pravda on 28 July that "thousands of West German mercenaries"

are fighting in Vietnam. The FRG immediately denied the charge; the actual

presence of German Forces in Vietnam would be very unpopular throughout the

world.

18/ cont.
HATO Council in Paris has postponed talks until September on the formulae

to reintegrate French forces into the command if West Europe were being attacked.
Reports from Paris have suggested that France was not prepared to commit itself
to reintegrating its Army within NATO, even during an emergency.

19/ Le Monde, 28 July 1966, p. 3.



-19-

MATO affairs and the FRG

58. The KATO Defence Ministers met in Paris on 25-26 July, their first

meeting following French withdrawal on 1 July from the integrated command of

the Atlantic Alliance. They discussed the issue of nuclear sharing within HATO

- the so-called McHamara Committee was requested by the Defence Ministers to

take up the question of nuclear sharing at the September meeting in Rome. Some

US newspapers reported that the 10-nation Committee on Huclear Planning might

be made into a permanent institution with its own secretariat. These reports

were contrary to others which suggested that the Pentagon and the Arms

Control Agency would prefer to forego nuclear sharing within HATO if this wouM

facilitate the reaching of an agreement on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

59- After the Ministers meeting there were several West German reports

to the effect that Germany was being isolated within MTO.̂ 2/ It was said that

West German Defence Minister Hassel outlined a view of the threat in Europe

which was not accepted "by the other Defence Ministers. The FRG's quest for

some share in nuclear planning and control was also said to have been received

coolly by the other Ministers. Mr. McHamara was reported to have told Eerr von

Hassel at the meeting that the FRG's F-104 Star Fighters should carry conventional
21/

instead of nuclear weapons,—' and the FRG was said to have rejected this

suggestion. It would seem that Mr. McNamara is attempting to implement within

HATO a policy he has implemented in the United States.

60. Mr. McHamara has come to rely more on strategic missiles than on

strategic bombers for the delivery of nuclear weapons. It is also possible

that he is attempting to down-grade the FRG role in the use of nuclear weapons:

such a development would be in accord with reports that the Pentagon is wary of

bringing the FRG into any effective form of nuclear planning and control.

2py See, "Riskiert Bonn in der HATO politische Isolierung?", Frankfurter
Allgemeine, 27 July 1966, p. 1.

21/ See, "Deutsche 'Starfighter1 werden nicht Konventionell umgerustel",
Ibid., 30 July 1966, p. 1. Also, "Aufgaden fur deutsche Starfighter

einschrSnken?" Die Welt, 28 July 1966, p. 1.
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61. The possibility of US and British troops withdrawing from Germany has

revived talk in West Germany about disengagement in Europe.—' The UK Govern-

ment would wish to withdraw some of its troops in the Army of the Rhine if the

FRG would not agree on a mutually satisfactory "offset" amount to ease the

British balance of payments problem. Reports from the FRG would indicate that

West Germany, faced with economic problems of its own, could not fulfill the

British request for financial contribution to lessen the impact of the cost

of the Army of the Rhine. There are also reports that the FRG officials are

reconciled to the fact that Britain would have to withdraw some troops from

Germany.—'

62. Although US officials have denied it, reports continue to circulate
2k/that the United States is considering the withdrawal of some troops from Germany,—'

and Congressional calls for some US withdrawal has not lessened the fears of

FRG officials.—' In light of these possible withdrawals, some German publications

are beginning to suggest that the Western Powers should call for an East-West

conference to negotiate a disengagement agreement. This is itself an interesting

suggestion; past proposals for disengagement have all been opposed by the FRG.

How the reasoning is that, since the British and Americans might withdraw some

troops from Germany, an agreement should be sought to make possible a similar

withdrawal of Soviet troops from East Germany and Eastern Europe.

22/ See, Dietrich Schwarzkoff, "Die AllUerten geben ein Faustpfand aus der
Hand", Die Welt, 27 July 1966, p. 2.

23/ "Briten wollen Rheinarmee urn 30,000 Mann verringern", Die Welt, 23 July
1966, p. 1. Also, Jiirgen Tern, "Rheinarmee,PfundschwSche, -Besscheidung",

Frankfurter Allgemeine, 29 July 1966, p. 1.

2k/ "Washington erwagt Truppenverminderung in Europe", Ibid., 28 July 196$, p. 3

25/ Senator Mike K&nsfield has been requesting some US troop withdrawal from
Europe. He has favoured withdrawal of 75>000 US troops and their

dependents from France as well as 10 percent of the total US troop strength in
Europej this is now 330*000 men.

At the Defence Ministers1 meeting in Paris, Mr. McNamara appealed to
other MTO members to increase their conventional troops in the MTO forces.
He criticized what he called the double-standard of HATO members who would object
to US troop withdrawal from Europe while doing very little to fulfill their own
force quotas.
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Disarmament

6j. The early hopes of progress on non-proliferation following President

Johnson's statement on 5 July,—' were not realized during the month. The

reason for the lack of progress or any US concessions to the Soviet Union

was reported to be the division within the US Government on priorities for

a non-proliferation treaty. The Pentagon and the Arms Control and Disarmament

Agency were said to tie willing to abandon plans for nuclear sharing and

planning within HATO in favour of a treaty; the State Department was more

concerned with the interests of the FRG.—' On 31 July it was reported that

the division within the Administration had made President Johnson decide on

delaying any diplomatic initiative in disarmament and arms control issues until

the Fall.

Conclusion

6k. This Note has examined the effect of the war in Vietnam on East-West

relations, which continue to be adversely affected by it. The attempts by

the antagonists there to test the military and political willpower of each other

do not appear to have borne fruit. Both sides continue adamant in their

positions and because of this the prospects for peace remain far off. US-CPR

and US-USSR relations continue to deteriorate, although US official continue to

express the desire for improved relations. No substantive progress was made

on the question of Germany, European security or Disarmament.

26/ At a news conference, President Johnson hinted that the United States
might be willing to move ahead with a non-proliferation treaty - a hint

contained in his suggestion that the USA might make necessary concessions for
a treaty.

27/ See, John ¥. Pinney, "Administration is divided over course on a
nuclear treaty", Mew York Times, 7 July 1966, p. 8. Also John ¥. Finney,

"Do we really want disarmament"., Hew York Times, IT July 1966, p. E.3
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MOTE OH EAST-WEST RELATIONS - AUGUST 1966

General comments

1. The major question in East-West relations continued to be the war in

Vietnam. Ho new developments occurred during the month, except perhaps for the

various suggestions made for resolving that conflict. On k August India made

a proposal for strengthening the International Control Commission (ICC) in the

de-militarized zone: the "background for this proposal was formed during July

when the United States initiated "bombing in the demilitarized zone in response

to alleged use of the zone by DRV and HLFSV troops.

2. Another plan widely discussed during August was that made by the Thai

Foreign Minister, Thanat Khoman, at the meeting of Foreign Ministers of the

Association of South East Asia. On 6 August the meeting called for an all-Asian

conference to discuss the question of peace in Vietnam. Although the proposal was

endorsed by US officials and by most of the United States1 Asian allies, it was

vigorously rejected by the DRV, MLFSV and the CPR.

3. In his speech in Hinom Penh on 1 September, General de Gaulle proposed that

the United States should agree on a time-table for withdrawal of its troops from

Vietnam. It was his view that without such a time-table, peace negotiation would not

be possible. President Johnson in a speech on 5 September asserted that the

United States would be prepared to put forward a time-table for its troop withdrawal

if it could be assured that a similar one would be forthcoming from the DRV for

withdrawal of its troops from South Vietnam.

4. Several other statements were made during August about the likelihood of

a US withdrawal from Vietnam and South East Asia. Despite President Johnson's

remark above, there was concern over a statement by Mr. Dean Rusk to a meeting
of the Senate Sub-Committee on 25 August; he asserted that the United States

would intervene if any nation were attacked, even if there were no defence

treaty commitments. His statement was widely viewed as an expansion of the United

States1 "globalism'" policy. Senator Fulbright had said in the Senate that he

was "convinced the United States has no intention of withdrawing from Asia", and

he referred to the fact that the United States was already building military bases

not only in South Vietnam but in Thailand. President Johnson none the less
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asserted to a news conference on 25 August that the United States would "be

prepared to withdraw from Asia and to convert military "bases to civilian usage.

5. There was no change in US-USSK relations, although President Johnson

called for Soviet-American co-operation throughout the world in a major speech

at Idaho Falls, Idaho, on 26 August. He said the United States and the USSR had

a common responsibility to normalize international relations. The Soviet

Union rejected his call, noting that the war in Vietnam made unlikely any improve-

ment of US-USSR relations.

6. Neither was there any change in US-CPR relations. The CPR continued to

attack American policies everywhere in the world. US officials still believe,

however, that the chances of CPR intervention in the fighting in Vietnam are

minimal, even though some experts in the USA and abroad believe the chances are

great.

7. There was little difference in East-West relations in Europe during

August.-' Chairman Ulbright of the GDR said on 13 August, on the fifth anniversary

of the building of the Berlin Wall, that East Germany was winning widespread

support for its policies, and he opined that the wall between East and West Berlin

was an indication of the reality of the concept of "two Germanys".

US-USSR Relations

8. In his report to the Supreme Soviet in Moscow on 3 August, Premier Kosygin
2/criticized US policy in Vietnam,-' and suggested that there could be no improvement

in relations until the US forces were withdrawn from Vietnam, bombing of the DRV

ceased, and the United States "stopped interfering in the internal affairs" of

other States. He also pledged in this report that the Soviet Union would continue

to give all military assistance to the DRV in its "struggle against US imperialism."-'

]./ For an examination of the visits between East and West European leaders,
see the monthly note on European Relations.

2/ On 5 August the Soviet Ministry of Foreign Affairs sent a protest Note to
the United States Embassy in Moscow concerning an alleged US attack on

Soviet vessels in the port of Haiphong on 2 August. It was similar to that sent
to the USA on 9 July. The American Embassy in Moscow returned the Note, declaring
that the statements contained in it were not true.

3/ Reports published in Moscow on 22 August 1966 indicated that Soviet
and DRV leaders met secretly at a Black Sea resort to co-ordinate plans

for Soviet military help to the DRV. "Besuch aus Hanoi ein Staatsgeheimnis in
Moskau", Frankfurter Allgemeine, 23 August 1966.
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9. Definite evidence of Soviet assistance to North Vietnam came in articles

published in three Soviet newspapers on 28 August. The articles, with accompanying

photographs, concerned North Vietnamese pilots receiving training in the Soviet

Union. The news reports indicated that at least one detachment of North Vietnamese

pilots had already completed courses on combat flying and had returned to the BRV.

Another group was said to be receiving technical training from Soviet veterans.

A Defence Ministry organ, Krasnaya Zvezda, showed DRV pilots beside MIG-21's.

This advanced military training for North Vietnamese pilots might partially account

for the increased US aircraft losses over North Vietnam, mentioned in last month's

Note.

10. These aircraft losses were widely discussed in the United States during

August. The daily losses increased in the first half of the month, and on 1J

August the USA was reported to have suffered its worst air losses for a week when

15 planes were destroyed. President Johnson when questioned about these losses

on 9 August said:

"I don't see any change for the worse at all. Our plane
losses are under those that we have estimated. Our helicopter
losses are under those estimated.

"Sometimes, as you know, you have heavier losses than
you expect, and sometimes much smaller. Weather, good luck on
their part, "bad luck on our part - there are a lot of factors
that enter into those things...."

Secretary of Defence McNamara had earlier estimated that the United States would

lose more aircraft over North Vietnam. Testifying before the Senate Appropriations

Committee on 1 August, he said:

"Attack aircraft losses will run around 5&Q probably.
Those airplanes are worth roughly $2 million apiece. So
that is about $1.2 billion, I would think, in terms of
aircraft losses per year at the present rate." k/

11. In spite of the increased Soviet commitment to the DRV, US officials

continued to believe that there was a possibility for improvement in US-USSR

relations. President Johnson said so in a major policy speech at Idaho Falls,

Idaho, on 26 August. He called on the Soviet Union to "abandon the dogmas and

vocabularies of the Cold War", and to join the United. States in "rational acts

of common endeavour", despite the war in Vietnam. He went on to suggest that if

ĵ-/ A Soviet Colonel, A. Gryaznoi, wrote in Krasnaya Zvezda on 16 August that the
SAM missiles supplied to the DRV were "100$ effective". He asserted that

American military officials were concealing high US aircraft losses in order
to protect the morale of US airmen. The implications of his article were that
US aircraft losses were far higher than the figures published by the US Defence
Department.
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the United States and the Soviet Union acknowledged their "common interest",

they could make significant progress towards peace, including the reaching of

agreement on a non-proliferation treaty.-'

12. The Soviet Union rejected President Johnson's call for Soviet-American

co-operation. It asserted that Mr. Johnson's statement was "hypocritical" and

that no improvement of relations was possible until the United States withdrew

from South Vietnam. It would seem that the President's statement was calculated

to take advantage of the worsening of relations between the CPE and the Soviet

Union.-' Some US officials have long been convinced that the deterioration of

Sino-Soviet relations should persuade the Soviet leaders that they should seek

agreement with the West.

15. US officials appeared to have followed closely the demonstrations of the

so-called "Red Guards"-' who protested before the Soviet Embassy in Peking. There

were rumours in the West that the Soviet Union might break relations with the CPR

if the Red Guard demonstrations went on; support was given to this speculation

when on 26 August the USSR delivered a strong protest Note to the CPR* Another

Soviet statement published by Tass on 51 August was assessed by Western observers

as showing irritation over statements emanating from the CPR to the effect that

the Soviet Union was collaborating with the Americans against the interests of

the Vietnamese people. Because of this possible link between the Sino-Soviet

dispute and President Johnson's statement in Idaho, the chances of the statement

having meaningful effect are slim. It might thus be unwarranted to compare it

with the speech made by President Kennedy at the American University on 10 June

1965.̂

5/ The Soviet delegate at the EHDC, Mr. Roshchin, and the delegates of
Bulgaria and Czechoslovakia charged on 16 August that the United States

was blocking progress on a non-proliferation agreement to make possible the
FRG's access to nuclear weapons through NATO.

6/ Harrison E. Salisbury, "Soviet-Chinese Animosity found along the Frontier",
Hew York Times, 1? August 1966.

7/ For more details on the foreign policy implications of the behaviour of the
Peking Red Guards, see Note on the Foreign Relations of the CPR - August 1966.

8/ A segment of the American press compared favourably President Johnson's
speech to that made by the late President Kennedy. Some British newspapers

suggested that President Johnson could not have spoken so had he not good reason to
believe the USSR wanted improved Soviet-American relations.
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14. Despite the Soviet rejection of President Johnson's plea, US officials

continued.to believe that the Soviet Union wanted good relations with the USA.

They we loomed the announcement on 19 August that the USSR would soon make

available weather information from its satellite Cosmos 122, and they saw this

as evidence of the Soviet Government's need to maintain at least some contact

with the United States, despite deterioration in other relations. Washington

reports also stated that US officials hoped Mr. Rusk and Mr. Gromyko would reach

some accommodations, possibly on a non-proliferation treaty, during the forth-

coming session of the UN General Assembly.

US-CPR Relations

15. As noted in previous months, US officials still maintain that the CPE
o/

will not intervene militarily in the war in Vietnam,—'while conceding, however,

that there is always., the possibility the CPE will do so. They have noted

that although the CPE frequently makes violent statements, its actual

performance has been cautious.—' CPE leaders have warned that they mean what they

say; but it should be borne in mind that Chinese leaders have stated that they
would confront the United States militarily only if the USA "imposed" war on
China.

16. This possibility of CPR intervention in the fighting in Vietnam was

examined in a series of articles in Le Monde at the beginning of the month.—'

Two of the articles written by Robert Guillain concluded that the CPR officials

had already taken a decision to intervene in Vietnam, even if this meant complete

destruction of China's nuclear arsenals. Here of course Guillain was taking

the CPR statements seriously.

17. On 11 August US military personnel in Saigon issued a revised estimate

of the number of Chinese nationals in the DRV. According to it, there are

9/ -For a report of the military factors which led US officials to believe
that the CPR does not intend to intervene in Vietnam, see "Chinesische

Truppen seit zwei Jahren nicht verstSrkt", Frankfurter Allgemeine, 16 August 1966,
P.3.

10/ In spite of this official assessment, President Johnson told the National
Convention of the American Legion in Washington on 15 August that he must

assume that the CPR leader s meant every militant word they uttered until there
was proof that they would not, or could not encourage a whole series of wars.
Perhaps this remark was a reference to Lin Piao's now-celebrated statement on
the revolution of the rural areas against the cities, i.e. the West.

ll/ "Vers Une Guerre Sino-Ame'ricaine?" "I. Les avert is sements de Pe"kin,
II. La Chine accepte I1Idee du Combat" par Robert Guillain;

III, "Les Dangers de la Bonne Conscience" par Claude Julien; "IV. Les Craintes
et Les Raisons du Kremlin" par Henri Pierre. Le Monde, h August 1966, 5 August
1966, 6 August 1966 and 8 August 1966.
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50,000 Chinese at present engaged in •work on railroad construction and as

anti-aircraft specialists. They are said to be organized into regiments and

divisions, although there is no information that Chinese troops are participating

in combat activities.

18. On 30 August the CPR issued a statement in the Peopled Daily to the

effect that with US forces committed in South Vietnam, a great "blow could be

dealt against "US imperialism" by the "revolutionary peoples of the world".

The statement gave a detailed comparison of US forces now committed in Vietnam

and in other parts of the world, and concluded that the United States was over-

extending itself in Asia.—'

19. On the same day that the Chinese statement was published, Mr. Rusk told

the Senate Armed Services Sub-Committee that the United States was not over-

extending itself. He said:

"... I do not think we are over-committed; I think
there are very great dangers in being under-committed."

He went on to assert that the United States had sufficient manpower to meet

any kind of crisis in the world.

20. On the question of CPR representation at the United Nations, Ambassador

Goldberg said in Washington on 22 August that the question was being reviewed

within the US Administration. He emphasized, however, that the United States

would on no account permit the removal of the Chinese nationalist Republic from

the UN. His statement seemed to suggest that a change was possible in US

policy on Communist China's representation. It should, however, be recalled

that Mr, Rusk asserted ifl Taipeh in July that the United States would continue

for some time to oppose CPR representation in the United Nations.

General de Gaulle*s call for withdrawal
time-table for US forces in Vietnam

21. Long before President de Gaulle arrived in Phnom Penh on 30 August,

rumours had emanated from Paris that he would make important statements about

the ending of the war in Vietnam. Past statements had made known his

opposition to the war in Vietnam and he had called on several occasions for

neutralization of the area. When he arrived in Cambodia, President de Gaulle

made immediate reference to Vietnam, noting that Cambodia was in close proximity

12/ For more details, see Mote on the Foreign Relations of the CPR - August
1966.
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to events in Vietnam, and observing that the war there could develop into the

world's worst disaster.-—•'

22. On 1 September, "before his major speech on Vietnam, President de Gaulle

conferred in Phnom Penh with the chief of the DRV Mission in Cambodia, Hguyen

Thuong. It was later reported that Mr. Thuong brought a letter from President

Ho Chi Minn to the French President. De Gaulle was reported to have told the

DRV diplomat that France hoped there would be no more enlargement of the war.

23. President de Gaulle's speech was more conciliatory to US policy than had

been generally expected.—' The French President showed a keen awareness of the

complexities of the Vietnam situation: he spoke from what he considered France's

experience in Asia, particularly in Indo-China. He noted a significant factor in

present realities in Vietnam in asserting:

"Well, France considers that the fighting that is
ravaging Indochina, by and of itself, offers no end. In
France's view, if it is unthinkable that the American war
apparatus will be annihilated on the spot, there is, on the
other hand, no chance that the peoples of Asia will subject
themselves to the law of the foreigner who comes from the
other shores of the Pacific, whatever his intentions,
however powerful his weapons. ..."

24. He then made the suggestion about a US time-table for withdrawal of its

forces from South Vietnam. He put it this way:

13 / The Cambodian Government had protested against alleged incursions into
its territory by American and South Vietnamese troops . Prince Sihanouk

cancelled a projected visit by Ambassador Averell Harriman to Cambodia because
of these alleged incursions. The US and South Vietnamese Governments charged
in turn that Cambodian territory was being used as sanctuary by the MLFSV - a
charge which Cambodia denied . During August Mr , Rusk suggested that the USA
would be prepared to pay the expenses of a strengthened ICC inspection team
on the border between Cambodia and South Vietnam.

US officials did not assess President de Gaulle's statement as
"conciliatory". The view of officials and press alike was that the speech

was very critical. Their attitude may be due to the fact that, since de Gaulle
has long been very critical of US policy in Vietnam , his Phnom Penh speech was
seen in this light .

Official irritation over President de Gaulle's proposal may also have been
partly due to information disclosed later in Washington. James Reston wrote on
the editorial page of the Mew York Times on 9 September that Mr . Rusk had sent
a letter to the French Foreign Minister shortly before President de Gaulle left
Paris for his Asian trip. The letter was said to have emphasized US commitment
to withdraw from South Vietnam if a similar withdrawal were made by the DRV.
US officials believed President de Gaulle was showing his partiality in the Viet-
nam conflict when he failed to mention Mr. Rusk's letter in his statements on
Vietnam. Officials in Paris have acknowledged that a letter was indeed received
from Mr. Rusk, but they have asserted that it came too late, considering for how
long the Americans had known when 'President de Gaulle would leave Paris . They
also noted that the letter contained nothing new which would warrant any special
recognition by President de Gaulle .
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"But the possibility and, even more, the opening of
such broad and difficult negotiations would depend,
obviously, on the decision and the commitment -which
America would have wanted to take beforehand to repatriate
its forces within a suitable and determined period of
time. ..."

It would seem that in making this suggestion President de Gaulle might have had

information from Nguyen Thuong which convinced him that the DRV would be responsive

to a withdrawal time-table. In the past the DRV, NLFSV and the CPR as well as

the USSR have all been adamant for complete US forces withdrawal as a condition

for the convening of peace negotiations. It would thus seem unlikely that de

Gaulle would make such a suggestion without some assurances that the DRV would

accept it.

25. However, no sooner had he made this suggestion when the DRV and the CPR

again asserted that no peace conference would be possible until all American

troops were withdrawn from South Vietnam. It should be noted that although

President de Gaulle gave this time-table as a condition for peace negotiations,

he himself was not sanguine of the possibility that it would be accepted or

would make the negotiations possible.

26. In a speech at Lancaster, Ohio, on 5 September, President Johnson

responded to President de Gaulle's proposal. He said, inter alia;

"These troops will come home, those bases will be
turned over or constructed for peacetime purposes as soon
as that vicious aggression stops. ... And I may add to all
whom it may concern: if anyone will show me the time
schedule when aggression and infiltration and 'might makes
right1 will be halted, then, I, as President of this country,
will lay on the table the schedule for the withdrawal of all
our forces from Vietnam."

Will the United States withdraw?

27. One reason which the DRV and NLFSV have given for refusing to accept

peace proposals is that they do not believe the United States would withdraw

from Vietnam, and they are not alone in doubting the American commitment to

withdraw. Critics of US policy in Vietnam within the USA and in Western

countries have observed, that the logic of US military build-up in .Asia would

suggest the intention of remaining in the area for a long time. Some credence was

given to this opinion when Mr. Rusk, before the Senate Preparedness Investigating

Sub-Committee, seemed to be suggesting that the United States was committed to

intervene anywhere in the world where "aggression" was taking place. He said
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the United States would intervene even if there were no treaty obligation:

"Sfo would-be aggressor should suppose that the absence
of a defence treaty, Congressional declaration or US
military presence grants immunity to aggression."

He went on to link American global responsibility with obligations assumed by

the United States under the UN Charter. He said:
"The United States, as an important and responsible

Member of the UH, may be required in the future, in
accordance with established Charter procedures, to take
action that cannot now be anticipated with any precision."

28. Another statement by the Secretary of State before the Annual Convention
of the Veterans of Foreign Wars in JJew York on 22 August tended to suggest that

the United States was not contemplating an early withdrawal from Vietnam.

Linking events in Vietnam with those preceding the Second World War, Mr. Rusk
asserted that a premature American withdrawal from Vietnam would "surely

lead to World War III".

29. It was this latter remark, and the US build-up in S.E. Asia that led
Senator Fulbright to observe on 23 August during the Foreign Relations Hearings

on the nomination of U Alexis Johnson as Ambassador to Japan that he believed
the United States1 "real purpose" in Asia was to stay there indefinitely to
counter Communist China, Among other things, he drew attention to the large
US base in Thailand, and he announced on 31 August that he would hold hearings
on ThaiiLand to determine the American Administration's commitment there. He then
expressed concern that the US build-up and commitment to the Thai Government might
result in a situation similar to that now in Vietnam. The Senator thinks these
"small commitments" become great commitments over a time. It seems that one
purpose of his hearings would be to prevent US over-commitment to the Govern-

ment of Thailand.^/
30. At his news conference in Washington on 25 August, President Johnson was

questioned about the permanence of US bases in South Vietnam and Thailand. In

response he said:
"... I can understand their doubts. I have made it

as clear as I know how to make it that we do not intend to
maintain any bases in South Vietnam or Thailand, that we have

15/ "US-built Base for B-52«s Opens in Thailand", Mew York Times, 11 August
1966.
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no desire to keep our men there and we are ready to stop
the moment they are willing to stop.

"I have even asked that we give thought to planning
how we could convert these bases to useful civilian
purposes and we are giving study to that now. You can't
make a man "believe something that he doesn't want to believe
and I know that this Government and this country have no
desire to have permanent bases in South Vietnam and once
they stop trying to gobble up their neighbors and we can
have an agreement there, we will make it just as clear as
we have in the Dominican Republic that we will come home."

31. The US troop increase in Vietnam has also raised doubts in some

observers that the United States will withdraw from Vietnam. Several reports

during the month indicated that the USA would commit more troops to South

Vietnam for a period of from 6-10 years. There was report of a study, said

to have been prepared by the Marine Corps in Vietnam, which suggested that the

United States would need 750,000 troops to win the war. General Wallace Green

Jr., the Marine Commander in South Vietnam, denied the existence of the

report on 15 August, but it has been noted that last spring the Washington Post

published a report written by Mr. Deitchman of the Institute for Defence

Analysis which had been done on behalf of the Marine Corps. Mr. Deitchman's

conclusion was that if there were a massive American troop escalation to the

ratio of 9-1 over the forces of the HLFSV, and the latter1s losses increased in

direct ratio to the increase in the first ratio, the USA would need about 675,000

more men in Vietnam to end the war in six years.

32. Other reports from Saigon on 28 August stated that top US military

planners there believed they would need to build up their forces to about 600,000

over the next 18 months.—'

33• US officials have long maintained that their force level in Vietnam

was determined by that of its opponents. This was reiterated on 10 August by

General Westmoreland at his headquarters in Honolulu. He said the United States

would need more troops in Vietnam, but he could not speculate on the number

"... because it depends on the requirements, and
the requirements depend on the actions by the enemy."

He downgraded the whole question of force ratio, observing that there was "no

l6/ Although President Johnson has not requested authority from Congress to
call up the reserves, both the Senate and the House have appended amendments

to the $58.2 billion defence appropriations bill which make possible the calling
up of the reserves by the President without the legislative authority required by
law.
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magic ratio" which would tell how many American troops would be needed to defeat

a given number of "Communist troops". In his view it was difficult to compare

power by relating it to numbers of troops,, because "we have the firepower and

the mobility that the Communist troops do not have." —->

3^. In light of these factors, it is becoming increasingly hard to convince

either the DRV and IffiFSV or critics of American policy in Vietnam that the

United States would soon contemplate withdrawal of its armed forces.

Peace moves?

35. In spite of this belief that the United States would not withdraw from

South Vietnam, US officials continue to express their intentions for peace

negotiation. When President Johnson met Canadian Prime Minister, Lester Pearson,

on 21 August, he again said the United States wanted peace; on another

occasion however he said that its desire for peace would not mean US withdrawal

from Vietnam before the independence of South Vietnam was assured.

36. The theme of peace in Vietnam was also sounded by Mr. Rusk on 22 August

after his meeting with U Thant. He said he had reviewed the question of Vietnam

with the Secretary-General, and had discussed the need for strengthening the ICC

on the border between Cambodia and South Vietnam. Mr. Rusk said he had told U

Thant that the United States wanted to reduce the tempo of fighting, but that there

was no reciprocal desire by the DRV to do so. According to Mr. Rusk, the three

points which U Thant considered essential for peace in Vietnam were not fully
, Ifl/discussed.—'

17/ Charles Mohr of the Mew York Times reported from Saigon on 9 August that
the latest intelligence reports indicated the number of "enemy troops" in

South Vietnam had increased sharply to a total of 282,000. This is 52*000 more
than the 1 January estimate of MLFSV and DRV forces. It is also 11,000 more than
the 1 July estimate of 271,000. This would suggest that neither the' increased
bombing of Morth Vietnam nor the search-and-destroy operations by the American
forces, have done much to reduce the lffiFSVts capacity to increase its forces.

18/ It was reported on 26 August that the US officials believed the DRV
had opposed negotiations because it feared the MLFSV would collapse once

negotiations began; furthermore that the DRV would impair its influence over
the MLFSV if it contemplated negotiation with the USA. It became known on 27
August that the United States had requested aid from an unnamed third country to
obtain DRV agreement to peace negotiations, and that the DRV had rejected the
American opening.
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Proposals for an All-Asian Conference
on Peace in Vietnam

37. When the newly revived Association of South East Asia opened its

third meeting of Foreign Ministers in Bangkok on 3 August, Thai Foreign

Minister Khoman appealed to his two colleagues for an Asian peace approach to

the Vietnam question. He said it was time for Asians

"... to take our destiny into our hands instead
of letting others from far away mould it at their
whim."

At the close of the conference on 6 August, Mr. Khoman joined the Deputy

Prime Minister of Malaysia, Tun Abdul Razak, and the Foreign Minister of the

Philippines, Mr. Harciso Ramos, in issuing a joint statement which, inter alia,

called for an Asian peace conference. The proposal was put in the following

manner:

"Asian countries themselves must take the initiative
to bring about consultations among the parties involved in
the conflict with a will to seeking an honourable solution
for the early settlement of the current conflict by
peaceful means.

"To this end (the three ministers) agreed to request
all those Asian nations interested in bringing about peace
in Vietnam to join together in an appeal to the leaders of
all the countries involved in the Vietnam conflict to come to
the conference table."

38. It was later made known that sixteen Asian countries had been invited

by the Foreign Minister of Thailand to participate in the Conference.

39. A Peking broadcast on 7 August viewed the proposal as "another move" in

the "US peace talks fraud", and it was also turned down by the DRV in an

article which appeared in Han Dan on 8 August. This article observed:

"Wow that the peace negotiation fraud suggested time
and time again by the Johnson Administration itself has
fallen flat, how can the cheap farce by third class
henchmen of the United States such as Khoman and his likes
have any chance of working?"

ko. The Asian initiative was warmly welcomed in the United States and seen

as significant since it was the first time Asian powers had shown willingness

to resolve the Vietnam conflict by their own means. Although US officials

are reported to have no illusions about the success of such a conference, they

felt the Asian initiative marked a turning point in the exercise of

responsibility by Asians for peace in their area.-̂ /

19/ ' See, Harrison E. Salisbury, "Do Asians Hold Key to Peace?", New York
Times, Sunday, 28 August 1966, p. E .3.
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41. Premier Ky's Government, however, would seem to have some reservation

about the all-Asian peace conference for, while endorsing the proposal,

it has also put forward several conditions for its convening; it does seem

unlikely that the South Vietnamese Government would accept any decision of

such a conference.

42. This suggested Asian peace plan has become an important domestic political

issue in the United States. When it was first made, Senator Mike Mansfield who

had previously called on Asians to search for peace in Vietnam, warmly endorsed

the Thai proposal, and called on the Administration to endorse it publicly.

At a news conference on 24 August, President Johnson said in response to a

question that the United States would be "Very pleased" to see an all-Asian

conference; he indicated however that the United States would not press the

issue lest it give the impression that the United States was exercising pressure

over the convening of the conference.

43. The Republican Party too would seem to be calling for acceptance of the

Asian peace conference proposal, as an alternative to reconvening the 1954

Geneva Conference. Mr. Richard Nixon gave this impression on 2J August when

he suggested that the peace proposal should be utilized by the US Administration

towards reaching a settlement in Vietnam. Republican Congressional leaders

supported Mr. Nixon, issuing a statement on 2.6 August which endorsed the Asian

proposal; it said in part:

"A peaceful and honourable settlement of the conflict in
Vietnam cannot now be originated, formulated or influenced
by non-Asian interests. Only under Asian skies, under Asian
auspices, under Asian responsibility and guidance can such a
move now be made with genuine hope of success.

it • *.
"Our encouragement and. endorsement of the proposal of

an all-Asian peace conference represents, in one respect,
new and important Republican foreign policy position. It
emphasizes once more, however, our determination that the
Republican Party shall continue strongly to maintain its
historic and cherished position as the party of peace."

44. The Administration has not indicated acceptance of this proposed

conference as an alternative to the Geneva Conference, and the fact that

the former is unlikely to materialize would argue for the Administration keeping

open an option to the Geneva Conference.—'

20/ On 25 August Foreign Minister Khoman warned that any rejection of
his call for an Asian peace conference would "be likely to have the

effect of supporting the Communist position", and that the consequences of
rejection could be grave.



Indian proposal to strengthen ICC
indemilitarized zone

V?» As noted last month, there were indications that the United States would

continue to bomb the demilitarized zone in reprisal for what it considered

DRV violation of the zone. On 5 August Mr. Rusk indicated that the United

States would not exclude the possibility of its troops actually entering the
21/

demilitarized zone:—' in the meantime bombing of the zone continued.

k6. As a consequence of this situation India on k August proposed that the

ICC be strengthened to prevent further spread of war in the demilitarized area,

this by a revival of the Joint Military Commission composed of representatives

from North and South Vietnam as well as by increase of the mobile ICC teams.

Vf. The Indian suggestion drew separate endorsements on 5 August from Mr.

Rusk at a news conference, the Government of Canada and the Foreign Minister of

South Vietnam. Still at the end of the month nothing concrete had "been done

about the proposal.

kQ. As in previous months, in August both the United States and South

Vietnam and the DRV and EGPSV continued to assert their confidence of victory.

After he met General Westmoreland in Johnson City, Texas, on 1^ August,

President Johnson observed to newsmen:

"My talks with General Westmoreland have confirmed
the conviction that:

"The United States has never had a more efficient
and courageous fighting force in the field than the men
vho are serving us at this hour in Vietnam;

"That these men are backed up by the most effective
medical and material support in the history of our
country;

"That our forces and those of our allies will not be
defeated by the Communists in Vietnam;

"That a Communist military takeover in South Vietnam
is no longer just improbable; as long as the United
States and our brave allies are in the field, it is
impossible;

"That the single most important factor now is our
will to prosecute the war until the Communists, recognizing
the futility of their ambitions, either end the fighting
or seek a peaceful settlement."

It would seem, however, that none of the expressions of confidence in its

triumph by each side in any way predicate any early halting of the Vietnam

war.

21/ A report by Richard Eder in'the New York Times of 15 August stated that,
despite the deliberate official vagueness on whether or not the United

States would, enter the demilitarized zone, the United States has officially
prohibited its armed forces from engaging in any ground operations there,
particularly in the DRV's northern half of the zone.
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Developments in Europe

i(-9- Thg summer's quiet seemed to be reflected by the small activity in

East-West relations during August. Internal developments relating to the

resignation of three Bundeswehr generals overshadowed foreign policy develop-

ments in West Germany,—' though the SPD opposition leader, Herr Helmut

Schmidt, made one significant pronouncement. Returning from a vacation in

the USSR and Eastern Europe, he said in Bonn on 15 August that the FRG should

move to establish improved relations with the People's Democracies of Eastern

Europe and should seriously consider establishing diplomatic relations with

Czechoslovakia.

50. At celebrations for the fifth anniversary of the erection of the Wall

between East and West Berlin, Herr Ulbricht asserted on 13 August that the

Wall was another indication of the reality of "two Germanys"; that the GDR

had received wide support from its allies while the FRG was losing the support

of its BATO allies and that the FRG should recognize realities in Europe and

establish normal relations with his Government. The FRG replied by

criticizing Herr Ulbricht for "boasting" about the Wall which, they noted,

represented only the "inhumanity of the East German Government".

HATO troops in West Germany

51. As previously noted, the British Government has moved to reduce its

Army on the Rhine because of balance of payments problems. Mr. Guy Millard,

Deputy UK delegate to NATO, informed the MTO Council on 19 August of the

measures his Government had undertaken to reduce these payments problems, and

he requested suggestions from the Members on how best Britain could reduce its

commitments in West Germany. Measures already taken were in the area of

cutting logistical support and reducing the personal spending of British forces

in the Rhine Army. The logistical trimmings would involve reduction of

reserves and stock in West Germany and in the number of German civilians employed

by the British. Suggestions from the KATO members were requested before

the end of September when a British-West German commission on foreign exchange

problems is due to complete a report.

22/ "Die Krise in der Bundeswehr spitzt sich zu. Auch General Trettner
tritt zurlick", Die Welt, 2? August 1966, p. 1. "Wienand stellt

Zimmermann ein Ultimatum", Die Welt, 2k August 1966. "Dritter General
zuriickgetreten Erhard ruft von Hassel zu sich", Die Welt, 25 August 1966.
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52. The suggestions made "by some Democratic Congressmen for withdrawal

of some American troops in Europe and West Germany, discussed in last month's

Mote, continued to receive support within the United States. Some West German

observers have already been discussing some possible HATO plan by which Europe

will be defended by means of a smaller reserve of troops actually stationed in

West Germany but with an operational plan for transporting a larger number of

troops there in the case of a crisis. In this context reference has been made

to "Operation Biglift" carried out two years ago to demonstrate US capability

to transport large numbers of troops from the United States to Europe.

However, current NATO discussion on troop commitments in Earope and nuclear

planning has not yet produced any firm information on what the final outcome

will be .̂

53* This Note has examined diplomatic developments of the war in Vietnam.

It has been observed that the war continues to affect adversely US-USSR and

US-CPR relations. Although there were proposals for reducing the level of

the fighting and ending the war, present prospects are that these proposals

•will not be heeded.

23 / It was reported in Bonn on 13 August that France and the FRG had
progressed in their discussions about the new status of French troops

in West Germany
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NOTE ON EAST-WEST RELATIONS - SEPTEMBER 1966

General Comments

The adverse effect of the -war in Vietnam on East-West relations

continued during September; however, the easing of tensions in Europe gained

momentum.

Prospects for peaceful settlement remained very dim, even though several

appeals were made in the General Debate at the Assembly's 21st Session for

removal of the conflict from the "battlefield to the conference table. In the

Debate there was general support for the three-point proposals of U Thant. <

Other proposals were made by a number of representatives, among them Ambassador

Goldberg for the United States, in his Assembly address on 22 September. These

US proposals called for a cessation of bombing of the DRV if some assurance

could be received from Worth Vietnam about de-escalation of the war, the with-

drawal of US troops from South Vietnam if an equal commitment could be obtained

from the DRV, and hints that the WLFSV could be represented at a peace conference;

they were rejected by Foreign Minister Gromyko when he spoke to the Assembly

on 25 September. The DRV, CPR, HIFSV and members of the Socialist camp also

rejected Ambassador Goldberg's proposals as "fraud", although there were

numerous reports during the month suggesting that there was some flexibility

in the negotiating position of the DRV and MLFSV.

President Ferdinand Marcos of the Philippines appealed to the USSR

and other countries on 21 September for a "new Tashkent in Asia". French

Foreign Minister Couve de Murville reiterated on 28 September in the Assembly

earlier proposals made by President de Gaulle in Phnom Penh on 1 September,

proposals which had been contained, in the French-Cambodian communique of

2 September. These called for US initiatives, such as a commitment to prepare

a timetable for withdrawal of its troops from Vietnam to end the war there.

Neither the proposed Ifenila Conference nor the suspension towards

the end of the month of US bombing of part of the demilitarized zone appeared

to have any bearing on the prospects for peace in Vietnam. Rather, complication

was added by speculation on statements of General Eisenhower suggesting that

tactical nuclear weapons should be used in Vietnam to bring about a US military

victory; in a statement in Chicago on 30 September General Eisenhower

asserted that he was not advocating the use of nuclear weapons. However, he

stressed that the United States should use all the force necessary to win in

Vietnam.
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The lack of progress in reaching a peaceful settlement, along with

the continuing escalation of fighting, contributed to further deterioration

in US-USSR and US-CPR relations. US officials continued to voice hope

for improved US-Soviet relations; in lev York on 21 September Mr. Rusk

spoke of the measures which the United States has taken, and hopes to take,

to improve relations with the Soviet Union and general East-West relations.

In the Sub-Committee of the Outer Space Committee on 13 September, Ambassador

Goldberg offered amendments to the US draft treaty on the peaceful uses of

outer space which he considered would enhance a US-USSR agreement on a treaty.

By the end of the month, however, there was no concrete evidence that such

a treaty could be signed. Soviet officials still insist that US-USSR relations

will improve only when the United States halts bombing of North Vietnam,

withdraws its troops from South Vietnam and puts an end to "its interference

in the affairs of other States".

Mr. Gromyko repeated these requirements before the Assembly on

23 September and further charged that US bases in Europe, Latin America,

Asia and Africa were contributing to international tensions. In spite of

the lack of improvement mentioned, Western observers noted that the United

States and the Soviet Union were able on 26 September to begin the

exchange of data on space issues such as weather forecasting.

There was some expressed hope in the West for improved US-CPR

relations when members of the Japanese Diet reported on 6 September that

Chen Yi had expressed the hope of entering into negotiation with the

United States on Vietnam. But a report on 8 September denied the accuracy

of the former statement. None the less, President Johnson expressed agree-

ment with Chen Yi that the United States and the CPR do not want to confront

one another militarily. In a French journal on 5 September, however, Mr.

McKamara had stated that the United States would meet its commitments in

Vietnam, even if this meant war with the CPR.

The hope in the West for improved US-CPR relations was further

dampened when the CPR Ambassador to Poland, Wang Kuo-Chuan, emerged from

the 131st Ambassadorial Talk in Warsaw on 7 September and released the

text of a speech which condemned US policy in Vietnam as well as US

"aggressive policy towards the CPR during the past 17 years".

The absence of any significant change in US policy towards the CPR

was seen in the speech of Mr. Joseph Sisco, US Assistant Secretary of State
for International Affairs, at Yale on 8 Sept., when he confirmed that the
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United States would continue to oppose CPR representation in the United

Nations.

Chancellor Erhard's visit to Washington from 24-27 September was

carefully observedcby "both East and West. Although the issue 01 an offset

agreement for keeping US troops in the FRG dominated the talks, the Soviet

Union and the People's Democracies of Eastern Europe assessed the visit as

a further step in the wish of US officials to offer nuclear weapons to the

Federal Republic. Chancellor Erhard's visit was also of concern to those in

the East and the West who hoped for an early agreement on non-proliferation;

hope was expressed that President Johnson would finally inform the Chancellor

that the MLF project was "dead".

The agreement reached at the end of the visit was not conclusive;

only a partial solution was found to the offset agreement. Nothing definitive

was said about nuclear control within NATO, although at a Rome meeting on23

September a NATO Working Group agreed to set up a permanent committee on

nuclear planning and control.

The FRG, which is an Important factor in any lasting detente in

Europe, continued to affirm its intention of improving relations with the Soviet

Union and the States of Eastern Europe. During September, an FRG Cabinet

Minister for the first time paid an official visit to an East European

country. The Minister of Economics, Herr Schmucker, visited Romania in the

first week of September, and there were reports from official sources in

Bonn that diplomatic relations might be established with Romania. Later in

the month, State Secretary Lahr also visited Bulgaria.

When Mr. Gromyko spoke to the Assembly on 23 September, he gave

reasons why there could be no early improvement in relations between the FRG

and Eastern Europe, reiterating the USSR and East European positions that

relations could be improved only when the FRG accepted the present geographical

boundaries in Europe, recognized the GDR and unconditionally renounced the

possession or control of nuclear weapons.

Diplomatic aspects of the war in Vietnam

The opening of the 21st Session of the General Assembly on 20

September was the occasion for widespread appeals for a peaceful settlement

of the war in Vietnam. The tone was set by the new President of the

Assembly, Mr. Abdul Rahman Pazhwak, who asked delegates to make the session

memorable as the "Assembly of reason", and went on to urge Members to do all

in their power to help bring peace to South East Asia. Several delegates

supported the three points set forth by U Thant which call for the

cessation of bombing in North Vietnam, scaling down of the war inside South
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Vietnam, and negotiation of the conflict with the participation of the M1FSV.

When President Ferdinand Marcos of the Philippines addressed the

Assembly on 21 September/ he too dealt with the war, recounting the actions

already taken by some Asian powers to convene an Asian conference to end the

war. Recalling the role of the Soviet Union in the Tashkent Agreement between

India and Pakistan in 1965, he called on the USSR ana other countries

"... to act with equal boldness of imagination by
calling a new Tashkent for South East Asia to end the
brutal war in South Vietnam." I/

Because of prior speculation that the United States would suggest new

proposals at the present Assembly session, there was much interest in the

statement made by Ambassador Goldberg on 22 September. He dealt a: great

length with the war, and responded to U Thant's three point proposals. In

his turn he put forward offers, which were seen by a segment of the US press

as new proposals.—' He said that the United States would stop the bombing of

Worth Vietnam if it could receive some assurance, public or private, that the

DRV would, de-escalate in South Vietnam. He said, that the United States would

agree to a timetable for withdrawal, under international supervision, of all

foreign forces in Vietnam. Finally he said that representation for the WLFSV

was not a major problem. He emphasized that the United States was very flexible

on these proposals and would be prepared to examine all others put forward,

either by the DRV, or any other powers.

I/ During his recent visit to the USA, President Marcos strongly
supported the US position in Vietnam. This was seen as the reason

for the general lack of response to his appeal for a "new Tashkent".

2/ There has been some question about whether the proposals were indeed
new since they have been made at one time or another by other US

officials, including President Johnson and Secretary of State Rusk, What
was perhaps new was the emphasis placed on them by Mr. Goldberg, and also
the fact that they were made before the UK Assembly. There was also the
fact that the United States would now accept mere assurances from the DRV
instead of actual performance for cessation of its bombing. There was
evidence to indicate that the formulation of the proposals was Ambassador
Goldberg's own. At a news conference on 22 September, President Johnson
said that he and Mr. Rusk endorsed what Mr. Goldberg had said before the
Assembly.
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On 28 September French Foreign Minister Couve de Murville reiterated

to the Assembly the proposal made by President de Gaulle in Phnon Penh on

1 September, discussed in the Mote on East-West Relations - August 1966.

President de Gaulle called for a US commitment to produce a timetable for

withdrawal of American troops from South Vietnam. It is the French Government's

view that unless such a commitment is made there is no hope for a peaceful

settlement of the war. M. Couve de Murville also repeated some of the

positions stated in the French-Cambodian declaration published on 2 September:

(i) that the powers whose interests and ideologies were

confronting each other in Indo-China should take or renew,

along with all other countries concerned, a commitment to

observe the independence and sovereignty of Vietnam and

non-interference in its internal affairs, i.e. the

principles contained in the 195̂  Geneva Agreement;

(ii) that foreign powers which have introduced troops

into Vietnam should take the commitment to withdraw

them within a set period of time, and to cease all

intervention; and

(iii) after agreement has been reached by all the

Vietnamese, a status of controlled neutrality should

be conferred on Vietnam by international agreement.

This neutrality should be esctended throughout Indo-

China.-'

These proposals, which are only some of those made in the Assembly,

perhaps reflected the general concern at the implications of the Vietnamese

war for international security. The majority of Member States took the

position that the United States, as a major power, should take the first

step by halting bombing of the DRV. This majority attitude was strongly

criticized in the statement made by Thanat Khoman, the Thai Foreign Minister,

to the Assembly on 27 September. He declared that the United Nations and

its officials did not have the right to barter South Vietnam*s freedom and

sovereignty for dubious promises of peace. The Foreign Minister of the

5/ Couve de Murvillers statement was received coolly by US officials, as
President de Gaulle's earlier remarks had been. Replying to the French

President's statement, William Bundy had said on k September on the programme
Meet the Press that the DRV should make the first move in any general troop
withdrawal from South Vietnam. He was very critical of the recommendation of
President de Gaulle for a US timetable. He said: "We are prepared to withdraw,
and categorically we intend to withdraw as and when the North Vietnamese get out,
... It is up to them to make the first move because it is their aggression and
interference that is the central violation of the Geneva Accords and principles
of the TIN Charter that has starttd th-in whnlp thin**."
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Uetherlands, Mr. Joseph M.A. Luns, also criticized those Members who demanded

that the United States make all the concessions in South Vietnam.

US peace moves rejected

The peace proposals made by the United States and other Governments in

the Assembly, as well as those made by Pope Paul, were all rejected by North

Vietnam and the HLFSV. The major criticism of the non-US proposals was that

they made no distinction between the "aggressor" and the "victims of the

aggression". The DRV said it could not therefore accept these proposals.

Their major attack was, however, reserved for the US proposals.

Early in September a commentary published by Hanoi Radio on 6 September

criticized the counter proposals made by President Johnson in response to

those made by President de Gaulle in Phnom Penh. The commentary said that the

US requirement for a simultaneous DRV troop withdrawal was a "trick" by the

United States to maintain its military presence in Vietnam. It went on'to

suggest the means for bringing the war to an end:

"... the main condition for settling the present conflict
in Vietnam is: the United States must end its aggression,
withdraw US and satellite troops from South Vietnam, and
abolish all existing US military bases on South Vietnamese
battlefields. In South Vietnam, there can be no question of
withdrawal of armed forces on both sides, as boasted by
Johnson and Bundy. Here, the sole foreign armed forces
present are obviously the US aggressor armed forces and the
satellite armed forces."

Premier Pham Van Dong spoke to this point at a reception on 25 September

for the visiting Czech Premier, Joseph Lenart. He said that the only way to

peace in Vietnam was victory for the Vietcong, noting that the US peace

proposals were "a farce" to conceal what he called the "aggressive nature" of

the American military effort. He insisted upon prior US withdrawal before the
L./

DRV would consider peace negotiations.—'

3/ cont. Attention has already been drawn to the counter proposals to President
de Gaulle made by President Johnson in his speech at Idaho Falls, Idaho.

For some of the reasons which make it difficult for the US to view French proposals
favourably, see "Jamais les relations franco-americaines n'ont ete aussi mauvaises",
by Alain Clement, Le Monde, 15 September 1966.

ji/ After a meeting with Mr. Gromyko on 2k September, Dean Rusk referred to
the DRVfs lack of trust in US proposals. He challenged the DRV and the

CPR to test US sincerity on the peace proposals by agreeing to meet the United
States at a conference table.
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Mr. Goldberg's proposals "before the Assembly were also turned down by

the DRV, the HLFSV and the GPR.-̂

During his speech to the Assembly on 2J September, Mr. Gromyko too

turned down the American proposals. He said that the so-called "peace offensive"

of the United States had always been followed by escalation of the war in

Vietnam.—' He went on to suggest the only solution open for ending the war as

follows:

There does exist a programme for a settlement in
Vietnam which accords with the standards of international
law and the interests of peace. This programme has been put
forth by the Government of the Democratic Republic of
Vietnam and the National Liberation Front of South Vietnam.
It is simple and logical: unconditional cessation of the
bombing of the territory of the Democratic Republic of
Vietnam, withdrawal of all armed forces of the United States
and their allies from South Vietnam, removal of foreign
armaments, the granting to the Vietnamese people of a chance to
settle their internal problems themselves. The aggressor
has come to Vietnam, the aggressor should leave." 7/

Reports of flexibility in
DRV and 33LFSV negotiating positions

In spite of these rejections of the US proposals, there was speculation

in the Western press' that there was some flexibility in the negotiating positions

of the WLFSV and the DRV. The first such report was of a statement of 5 September

said to have been made by Milika Sundic, the Belgrade radio correspondent in

Moscow, that Premier Pham Van Dong, then visiting the USSR, had requested the

Soviet leadership to help seek a peaceful solution to the war. Mr. Sundic

later said his statement had been misquoted — that he had only been speculating

about what the DRV leaders might have requested. This did not dampen US hopes

since US policy makers have long looked to the Soviet Union to help find a

settlement in South Vietnam. While this statement was being discussed, other

reports indicated that the Soviet Union might be gaining more influence within

the counsel of the DRV leadership. As is well known, the Soviet Union has been

5/ See note on Developments in Vietnam - September 1966

6J Attention has been drawn to the fact that while Ambassador Goldberg was
addressing the Assembly, Mr. McWamara was announcing at a news conference

in Washington that the United States would increase its production of fighters
and fighter-bombers for the fiscal year 1966-67 by about J0$. This would
mean 280 more planes than had been originally planned for that period, at an
additional cost of $700 million. The Soviet Union and other critics of the
United States saw this announcement of aircraft increase as an example of US
escalation of the war while making peace proposals.

7/ A/PV.141J, p. 58.
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unwilling to reconvene the Geneva Conference, as one of its co-chairmen,

unless it is expressly requested to do so by the DRV. Hence when the

DRV leaders were said to "be more amenable to Soviet advice, it was felt

that the war might soon reach the negotiating table.-'

Another report concerning DRV flexibility came from a report published

on 26 September in Paris. It said that M. Jean Sainteney who recently

visited Eorth Vietnam and other parts of S.E. Asia, had intimated that any

US commitment on a schedule for withdrawal of troops might encourage the DRV

to open peace talks. He also suggested that US acceptance of U Thant's

three points might also encourage the DRV leaders to agree on peaceful

negotiation. Much was made of the fact that since the publication of U Thant's

proposals the DRV had not responded adversely to them: thus it was concluded

that this might be a proposal the DRV would accept.-'

On 28 September, a NtFSV broadcast disclosed the contents of an inter-

view earlier in the month with Mr. Wilfred Burchett, an Australian journalist

who had spent some time with the HLF in South Vietnam, and this seemed to add

to the picture of DRV flexibility. The text revealed that the HFLSV should

have "a decisive place in a political settlement in Vietnam11. The Western

press widely considered this remark as a change in the WLF position since in

the past they have demanded that the KLF is "the sole representative of the

South Vietnamese people".—'

Because of this hope for flexibility, some Western officials, along

with the French journalist in Hanoi, M. Raffaelli, concluded that the

negotiating position of the United States and the DRV were closer together.

8/ See, Moscow and Peking, Hew York Times, 5 September 1966, "Moscow and
Hanoi", Hew York Times, 12 September 1966. Both articles by Peter Grose,

_9/ The CPR has taken a position contrary to that elaborated in the second
of U Thant's three points, In the statement released in Warsaw on 7

September by-CPR Ambassador Wang Kuo-Chuan, it was stated that: "... The
crux of the Vietnam question at present is absolutely not the gradual de-
escalation of the war, but the immediate and complete withdrawal of the US
aggressors from southern Vietnam. ..."

10/ For an example of the reasoning indicating such a change in the BLF
position, see the editorial "Hints from Hanoi", Mew York Times, 50

September 1966.



-9-

¥ith prospects for peace still aparently far off, military action

continued at an increased pace. There vere reports that the United States

would increase its use of defoliants and chemical devices, and ex-President

Eisenhower suggested on tvo occasions - September 18 and JO - that the

United States should not rule out the use of tactical nuclear weapons in

Vietnam.

The proposal for a Ifonila Conference announced on 26 September has

been assessed as one where the military progress of the war will be discussed.

There seems to be scant prospect that it can help bring peace to South

Vietnam.—'

US-USSR Relations

The situation outlined for the past many months remained unchanged,

with American officials continuing to express hope for more cordial relations

with the Soviet Union. The United States took several steps aimed at

bringing about some improvement in these relations. On 13 September in the

Legal Sub-Committee of the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space,

Ambassador Goldberg proposed some changes to the US draft treaty which he

said would meet Soviet objections earlier presented in Geneva. The United

States dropped its demand that all space vehicles on the moon and other celestial

bodies must be "open at all times" for inspection visits. The new American

provision is based on "reciprocity", with reasonably advance notice before a

visit. The United States also agreed that reports on space exploration may be

submitted to Members of the United Nations "to the extent feasible and

practicable". It was Ambassador Goldberg's hope that these proposals would

make possible a final agreement on a treaty for the peaceful uses of outer

space.

At the same Sub-Committee meeting Mr. Morozov announced changes in

the Soviet draft which would make possible the payment of the expenses for

tracking facilities "rendered on equal terms". The Soviet draft treaty

had a provision under which tracking facilities extended to one power should..

be extended, to others. The present deadlock on arriving at a final treaty

ll/ For details on the Manila Conference and on military developments,
see the note on Developments in Vietnam - September 1966.
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centres on this point since the United States and other members of the

Legal Sub-Committee have strongly objected to this Soviet provision. Those

opposing the Soviet proposal have suggested "bilateral reciprocal facilities.

In line with this suggestion, Ambassador Goldberg in the Assembly on 22 Sept-

ember offered US tracking facilities to the Soviet Union, an offer to which

there has been no announced response.

Addressing the National Industrial Conference Board in New York on

22 September, Mr. Rusk spoke in favour of improved US-USSR relations.

Commenting on President Johnson's expressed policy of bridge-building with

Eastern Europe, he said:

"...we earnestly seek agreements or understandings with
the Soviet Union to blunt disputes and to reduce the danger
of a great war. We hope for international agreements on the
peaceful uses of space and on non-proliferation of atomic
weapons. And we hope the time will come when, by permitting
effective inspection on their own soil, the Soviets will
make possible progress in reducing armaments. We do what
we can to increase contacts with the Soviet people ..."

He went on to outline US willingness to improve trade with the Soviet

Union and Eastern Europe, and suggested that the President would urge in the
12 /next Congress that his East-West trade bill be adopted.—'

President Johnson also spoke of the US-USSR relationship in an interview

published in the Russian-language magazine Amerika, issued in the Soviet Union

on 27 September. He called on the Russian people to have friendly relations

with the American people.

The Soviet response to the US overtures for improved relations was as

noted for previous months, namely that no further improvement is possible as

long as the United States retains its troops in South Vietnam and pursues its

present policies there. Mr. Gromyko speaking to the Assembly, attacked US

policy in Europe, Africa and Latin America as well as in South East Asia,

criticizing it for "violating" the UN resolution on non-interference, and

noting that US military bases in Europe and other parts of the world were

contributing factors to the increase in international tension. In this context

Mr. Gromyko introduced a draft resolution which •would call for the withdrawal

of foreign military bases from Africa, Asia and Latin America. He also charged

12/ On 12 September the State Department published a pamphlet entitled
"Private Boycotts vs. the National Interest" ; it was intended to

discourage efforts by some groups in the United States which aim at blocking
trade between US companies and the Soviet Union or Eastern Europe.
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that the United States had violated the Assembly resolution which requested

that no loopholes "be left in a non-proliferation treaty, it was his view that

the United States was attempting to offer nuclear -weapons to the FRG.

It should "be noted, however, that in spite of the Soviet position that

no improvement of relations is possible while the Vietnam war continues, US

officials "believe that the Sino-Soviet dispute is mainly responsible for the

lack of friendly response from the Soviet Union. They also "believe that

Soviet officials, while publicly unwilling to respond to the United States call

for improved relations, are doing all they can to maintain contacts with the

USA. It is in this context that they viewed the announcement on 26 September

that the Soviet Union was initiating the exchange of space data with the

United States.

US-CPR Relations

There has "been no change in US-CPR relations. At the "beginning of the

month several Western reports commented favourably on a statement credited to

the Foreign Minister of the CPR, Chen Yi, indicating China's willingness for

improved relations with the United States. Senior Japanese Diet members

disclosed, on 6 September that after they had had some discussion with Chen Yi,

the Foreign Minister had stated that the CPR did not want a clash with the

USA and was not necessarily dismissing the possibility of peace talks with

them on Vietnam. Chen Yi was also quoted as having said that a solution in

Vietnam would require the withdrawal of US troops; however, he apparently did

not make this a condition for diplomatic exchanges on the Vietnam question.

Publicity about this report produced a second report on 8 September by

the Japanese parliamentarians who corrected the earlier statement to the effect

that Chen Yi had not expressed any desire to negotiate with the United States

on Vietnam. Nevertheless, on 0 September President Johnson spoke favourably

at his press conference about the reported interview with the CPR Foreign

Minister, and in response to a question on the reported remark by Chen Yi that

neither the CPR nor the United States was seeking a military confrontation,

President Johnson said:

"We always are glad when other nations feel that
there's no reason for them to engage in a confrontation with
us. So the answer to both of your questions is yes. First,
we are glad to see people feel that there's no reason why
they should have a confrontation with us and second, yes, we
do explore every possibility that we are aware of and encourage
everything that we think las any potential."

While US and other Western officials were analyzing Chen Yi's remarks,

the CPR Ambassador to Poland, Wang Kuo-Chuan, issued at the conclusion of

the 151st Ambassadorial Talk in Warsaw on 7 September, and contrary to precedent,
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the text of a statement he had read at that meeting. It was intended to

repudiate what the CPR considered Soviet attempts to give the impression

that the CPR and the United States were holding secret negotiations. It

criticized the "aggressive policy of the United States against the CPR

during the past 17 years", and called for US withdrawal from Taiwan and the

removal of US military "bases from South Bast Asia. It condemned bombing of

the DRV and the "aggressive war "being waged against the Vietnamese people".

It also claimed that US aircraft had repeatedly harrassed and attacked Chinese

merchant and fishing "boats on the high seas.—'

Towards the end of the month it appeared that Wang's statement did

represent the official present CPR attitude towards the United States for

there was no concrete evidence available that China was willing to negotiate

with the United States on Vietnam.

Hsinhua announced on 5 September that US aircraft sunk one merchant
vessel and damaged another on 29 August 1966 in the Gulf of Tonkin,

line Chinese seamen were 'said to have been killed and seven wounded.

Hsinhua also reported on 16 September that two US F-105's intruded on
9 September "brazenly into China's territorial air space over the Tunghing
multinational autonomous country of Kwangei Chuang autonomous region". The
planes were said to have strafed and wounded three peasants, killing an ox
and damaging two structures. When Mr. Rusk was questioned about CPR charges
he promised to investigate.

Hsinhua reported on 17 September that an American military aircraft
flew over the area of Kung Chow and Tsungtso in the Kwangsei-Chuang autonomous
region for "reconnaissance provocations".

On 19 September the United States officially acknowledged for the
first time that its planes might have intruded into CPR territory. Robert
McCloskey said for the State Department that: "... we have investigated the
charges relating to September 9 and 17. There is a possibility that some
inadvertent intrusions of Communist China may have taken place during the
break off from air engagement over North Vietnam. Any such inadvertent
intrusion is regretted.

"With regard to charges about strikes on Chinese Communist territory,
there have been no such strikes by US aircraft and such strikes would be
contrary to orders."
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During the General Debate several delegations expressed fear that

continuation of the war might involve the CPR and the USA in a general war.

Although in the past US officials have taken the position that the CPR will

not enter the war, Secretary of Defence McMamara said in an article in a French

business weekly (Enterprise) that the United States would meet its commitment

in Vietnam even at the risk of war with the CPR. He said:

"Given the history of militant aggressive actions
by Communist China, it would be irresponsible for me
to say that we run no risk of war with China arising
from our efforts to defend South Vietnam from aggression. But
the risk is not created by our operations in South Vietnam.
It was created by Communist China."

Another area of US-CPR relations concerned the issue of Chinese

representation at the United Nations. There has been speculation during

recent months that the US Administration was thinking of changing tactics on

the representation issue, but in a speech at Yale on 8 September, Mr. Joseph

Sisco, Asst. Secretary of State for International Affairs, put forward reasons

why the United States could not at this time agree to CPR representation in

the United Nations. In a later news report, it was stated that since the

United States at the time believed it could get the number of votes required

to block CPR seating, no change was being contemplated in its position. Hence

at the end of the month US-CPR relations remained as they have been for a

considerable time.

Chancellor Erhard's visit
to Washington

l4/
Although the easing of tension in Europe continues,—' international

attention was focused on the visit to Washington by FRG Chancellor Erhard

from 24-27 September. There were several reasons for this:

(i) the question of withdrawal of US troops from the FRG;

(ii) the issue of offset agreements between the United States

and the FRG for the easing of the American balance of payments

problem;

Ik/ See Mote on All-European Relations - September 1966.
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(iii) expectations that President Johnson would inform

Chancellor Erhard that the MLF project had been abandoned,

and that the United States was now willing to make the

necessary change in its draft treaty on non-proliferation

which would make possible Soviet acceptance of the draft.

In an interview in Bonn on 21 September, the Chancellor himself had

conceded that US requirements in Vietnam might make it necessary for the

United States to reduce its forces in West Germany. FRG officials continued

nonetheless to warn that any precipitate withdrawal of troops would expose

that territory to what they considered a Soviet threat.-̂

Chancellor Erhard's visit to Washington was against a background of

domestic attack, against him personally as well as his Defence Minister, Herr

von Hassel; before he arrived in Washington the Bundestag debated German

defence policy and supported the Chancellor in his desire to keep his Defence

Minister in the Cabinet on the issue of civilian control over the Army.

Official talks were held on 26 and 27 September between President Johnson

and the Chancellor. The communique published on the 27th indicated no conclusive

agreement having been reached on the three issues given above. Some of the

things on which they agreed, had implications for East-West relations:

(i) it was agreed that the United States and the FRG would

take account of changes in technology and mobility that might

permit an eventual reduction of US troops in the FRG.

It was also agreed in regard to the question of troops

and offset agreements that the US, FRE and the UK would hold

joint discussions on the NATO troop requirements in the Federal

Republic and the expenses of maintaining them, so as to arrive

at an equitable agreement. "

It was reported that the United States has persuaded the

United Kingdom not to withdraw any British troops from the

Army of the Rhine at the present time. The United States

presently has six divisions amounting to about 250,000 men

in West Germany.

(ii) West Germany and the United States agreed to find new

ways for sharing the defence burden within MTO.

(iii) They also agreed that the FRG need not place any order

in the next six months to fulfill the offset agreement.

However, it could purchase some non-transferrable securities

from the United States to meet its offset payment.

1:57 fffvnfi TTf\ Senators mmrpRRpri oivnos^tinti tn flpnatnr Marisfis1^*5 intention
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(iv) They agreed to establish a "hot line" telephone

link "between Bonn and Washington. President

Johnson'also agreed to visit the FRG next spring.

Nothing was said publicly on the question of non-proliferation or

the sharing of nuclear control, although on 1J September some leading US

scientists appealed to the President to inform Chancellor Erhard that the

MLF was being abandoned to make the non-proliferation treaty possible. They

viewed the problem of non-proliferation as more important to US national

security than the outcome of the war in Vietnam.

MTQ affairs

The discussions during Chancellor ErhardTs visit and the decisions

arrived at could affect the whole NATO structure, e.g. the question of

troop withdrawal, where suggestions have been made for a general review of

general MTO requirements, and also that agreement should be sought with the

Soviet Union for an East-West arrangement on troop withdrawals from Central

Europe.

As regards nuclear planning and control, the Defence Ministers of the

United States, Italy, the United Kingdom, the FRG and Turkey met in Rome on

23 September and it was decided to establish a Permanent Ministerial Committee

of both nuclear and non-nuclear powers within NATO, to participate in

consultations and planning on the use of nuclear weapons by the Alliance.

There was general belief that such a permanent body would satisfy the FRG's

desire to participate in nuclear defence matters and this would be an

alternative to the MLF. It is not certain, however, whether the Soviet Union

would accept a non-proliferationAgreement which would make possible a permanent

body on nuclear planning in which the FRG would take part. But the view is

widely held in the West that the Soviet Union would not oppose West German

participation in such a permanent body.—'

In other MTO developments, France continued its withdrawal from the

Alliance's activities. On 7 September the French Ambassador to NATO's Permanent

15/ cont.
to introduce a resolution expressing the sense of the Senate for with-

drawal of a substantial number of American troops from Europe.

16/ At the meeting in Rome, Mr.McMamara informed the Working Group that
the United States had about 7>000 nuclear warheads in inventory for

HATO forces in Europe at the present time; this is an increase of 100$
since 1961.
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Council, M. Pierre de Leusse, said that France would stop paying its share

of the military expenses from 1 January 1967. Payments -would continue for some

smaller items. On Ik September the French Ambassador also informed the Council

that France would withdraw at the end of the month from the Military Committee

having its headquarters in Washington. He added that France wished to keep

a Liaison Mission in Washington, as it does at SHAPE and with the Atlantic

Command.

Some HATO members have made strong objection to the French practice of

selecting those activities of HATO in which France wishes to participate. It

has been noticed that France has maintained active participation in the early

warning communication network of HATO, said to be needed for the French to
17/make meaningful their force de frappe.—-'

The FRG's relations with the
Soviet Union and Eastern Europe

It has long been realized in both East and West that the normalization

of relations between the FRG on the one side and the Soviet Union and the

People's Democracies of Eastern Europe on the other is one of the imperatives

for a lasting detente in Europe. While the FRG continues to assert its desire

to normalize and improve relations with the above nations, the Socialist

states continue to insist that an improvement is possible only when the FRG

accepts the present territorial boundaries in Europe, renounces the possession

and control of nuclear weapons, and recognizes the "reality" of the German

Democratic Republic.

The last of these requirements means that reunification of Germany

is not an objective sought by the Soviet Union and People's Democracies of

Eastern Europe.—' Here rests the greatest dilemma in relations between West

Germany and the Socialist camp. The Federal Republic of Germany insists that it

could not support a detente which meant acceptance by the West of a divided Germany,

Chancellor Erhard reiterated this view in a speech to the Press Club in Washington

IT/ It was reported in Paris on 25 September that an implicit agreement has
been reached to remove the HATO Permanent Council from Paris; no formal

decision has been taken. Denmark and Canada are said to be opposed to removal
of the Council because it would, break further the links between France and the
other 1^ members of the Alliance.

18/ The Soviet Union and East European Governments insist that the question
^of Germany should be solved between the two German States. However,

from their major pronouncements, it would appear that reunification is not one
of the issues they would envisage for discussion between the German States.
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on 27 September 1966.̂'

In pursuit of this policy for improved relations, the FRG for the first

time sent a Cabinet Minister to Romania. During the first week of September,

Economics Minister Kurt Schmucker paid a visit to Romania and held talks

with that State's leaders. Throughout his visit West German news reports wrote

of the favourable and warm reception the Minister received in Bucharest. Herr

Schmucker himself suggested at an interview in Bucharest on 6 September that

his visit was a step in the direction of better relations which it was hoped

might result in the establishment of full diplomatic relations between the FRG

and Romania.

While public opinion in the FRG accepted the possibility of diplomatic

relations being established with Romania, serious questions have been raised

about the repercussion of two German embassies in the capitals of Eastern Europe,

since the establishment of full diplomatic relations with Romania has been

considered the first step towards establishing such relations with other East

European States.—' By the end of the month West German State Secretary Lahr

also visited Bulgaria.

As regards Soviet-FRG relations, Chancellor Erhard said in Bonn on

21 September that "it is possible that Russia at the moment has no aggressive

ambitions in Europe". He again expressed the view that the FRG wanted to improve

its relations with the Soviet Union.

It was reported on 7"September that the FRG was seeking to end the NATO

embargo on the sale of large oil pipes to the Soviet Union. Reports from

Washington on 16 September stated that the United States had agreed to a West

German request for a review of the 1962 1ATO strategic embargo on the sale of

these pipes to the Soviet Union. It is the FRG's hope that such trade links

might help in the normalization of relations.

Conclusion

This Note has examined the adverse repercussion of the war in Vietnam on

East-West relations. It observed that there has been no improvement in US-USSR

nor US-CPR relations; even though American officials continued to express

desire and hope for such improvement. Although several peace proposals were made

19/ French policy towards Europe, as well as that of the majority of members
of the NATO Alliance is to the point that unification of Germany can

only come about through a process of detente in Europe . The FRG however considers
that the two objectives should be pursued simultaneously.

For discussion of West German diplomatic difficulties in Eastern Europe
as regards East Germany, see "Ruma'niens eigene Deutschland-Politik",

Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeit ung, 9 Sept. 1966, p. 2; "Ruma'nische Realita'ten",
Ibid., 13 September 1966; "Die deutsche Ostpolitik vor einer schwierigen Entsch-
eidung", Ibid., 14 September 1966, p. 2.
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both in and out of the General Assembly, there seems to "be no early prospect

for the peaceful settlement of the -war.

While tension continues to ease in Europe, the relationship "between

the PEG and most of the members of the Socialist camp shows no sign of

improvement.
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NOTE ON EAST-WEST RELATIONS - OCTOBER

General Remarks

1. During October, East-West relations, still adversely affected by the war in

Vietnam, showed no sign of definite progress. The continuing impasse in the search

for a peaceful settlement in Vietnam makes it difficult to determine accurately

what the immediately-future developments in East-West relations are likely to "be.

2. Expressions of concern "by Representatives during the General Debate and

the rephrasing of US proposals "by Ambassador Goldberg on 18 October in the

Assembly at the conclusion of the General Debate did not seem to have affected the

basic positions of the parties involved in the conflict, nor did they offer any

indication that de-escalation of the fighting was in sight. Rather, the available

evidence would suggest that the war would intensify. This inference could be

drawn from the many statements made by President Johnson during his 17-day visit

to seven Asian and Pacific countries from 18 October - 2 November. Before he

left the United States and during his travels, the President reasserted what he

considered the role of the United States as a Pacific power in Asia. He also

reiterated his determination to pursue the war in Vietnam until such time as the

DRV would agree to go to the conference table.

?. Perhaps in response to the appeals of many UN Members for a cessation of

US bombing of Worth Vietnam, President Johnson reaffirmed that the United States

would stop the bombing when the DRV offered some indication of what it would do

should it cease. During his travels he repeated the United States' commitment to

enter into an economic development programme in South East Asia once the war had

ended.

k. The seven-nation summit conference held in Manila on 2k-2$ October, and

the communique and declarations emanating from it, do not seem to have removed the

"credibility gap" in President Johnson's assertions that he is seeking a peaceful

settlement in Vietnam. The conditional commitment contained in the communique for the

withdrawal of US and Allied forces from South Vietnam within six months after the

DRV withdraws its troops from South Vietnam and ends its support of the NFL has

not affected the prospects for ending the war. The opposition to the Manila Conference

from the NFL, DRV, CPR and USSR, among others, makes it unlikely that the proposals

contained in the communique will be favourably considered by these States.

5. In spite of these faint prospects, US officials continued to express their
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optimism for improved US-USSR relations. On 7 October President Johnson called

for such improvements in a speech in Hew York when he announced steps being taken

by the United States to extend East-West trade. US officials hope that the United

States and the Soviet union will soon reach agreement on an outer space treaty and

a non-proliferation agreement. Such agreements will, in their view, exemplify

an improvement in US-USSR relations.

6. Mr. Leonid Brezhnev in Moscow on 15 October described as an "illusion"

President Johnson's expectations that relations could improve in spite of the war

in Vietnam. He went on to assert that the Soviet Union wanted better relations with

all countries which respect the principles of peaceful co-existence and non-

interference in the domestic affairs of other countries.

7. Although no improvement was discernible, both Powers undertook certain

significant measures which might result in some improvement during the coming

months.

8. There were, however, no such prospects for US-CPR relations. The announcement

on 27 October that the CPR had conducted a guided missile nuclear weapons test evoked

a reaffirmation by President Johnson of the US commitment to protect those non-

nuclear States which might be subjected to "nuclear blackmail".

9. The CPR test also reopened the debate in the United States for development of

an anti-missile missile system. Disarmament experts have long feared that the

development of such a system would result in another cycle in the arms race.

10. Improvement of East-West relations in Europe was recognized by President

Johnson in his speech in New York on 7 October. It was to further such an

improvement that he proposed, inter alia, an East-West troop reduction in Europe.

The likelihood of such a reciprocal troop reduction might have to depend on the

outcome of the three-power conference (USA, UK and FRG) which opened in Bonn on

20 October. This two-day conference established three sub-committees to examine

the scope of the "threat" to NATO and ways and means of meeting such "threat", as

well as the financial aspect of the force levels in NATO.

11. The deterioration of the domestic political situation in the FRG, which was

emphasized by the resignation of four FDP Cabinet members on 27 October, introduced

further complications to the German problem. Although the immediate and ostensible

reason for the Cabinet crisis was disagreement over budgetary questions, there is

sufficient evidence to suggest that disagreement over the Government's policy of

ameliorating or ending the division of Germany was an important factor. The SPD

and FDP continue to demand closer relations between West and East Germany while

the Erhard Government continues to avoid any direct contact between the two States.
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12. The whole question is further complicated by the fact that disagreement

between the "Atlantist" and "Gaullist" factions of the CDU/CSU centres around

conflicting views of the FRG's relations with France, the united States and its

policies towards Eastern Europe.

13. The expansion of East-West trade was highlighted by President Johnson's

speech on 7 October: US officials and the US Department of Commerce later

announced US plans to expand such trade.

ik. The opening of USSR-FRG trade talks in Moscow on 2 October, as well as

other East-West European trade agreements, offered hope of greater flow of trade

between East and West.

Diplomatic aspects of the
war in Vietnam

15. Three major factors affected the diplomatic aspect of the Vietnam war during

October:

(i) the continuing general debate in the General Assembly;

(ii) President Johnson's visit to South East Asia and the

Pacific; and

(iii) the Conference in Manila.

In the continuing General Debate, many Representatives supported the views of

Members already discussed in last month's Hote — that the war in Vietnam is a

threat to international peace and security and that the parties to the dispute should

enter into negotiations.

16. When Mr. George Brown, the UK Foreign Secretary, spoke to the Assembly on 11

October, he reiterated a British proposal which was first made at the Labour Party

Annual Conference on 6 October. He proposed that the Soviet Union join the United

Kingdom to convene a conference to end the war in Vietnam, and that when this had

been agreed to, the United States should then cease bombing North Vietnam and following

that both the United States and the DRV should undertake certain steps which would

result in the complete withdrawal of all foreign troops from South Vietnam. There

was no general response to the Foreign Secretary's proposal in the Assembly,

although both the DRV and the JJLFSV rejected it when it was first made at the Labour

Party Conference.

17. At the conclusion of the General Debate on 18 October, Ambassador Goldberg

spoke to the Assembly and outlined five points which he considered the consensus

in the Assembly on the war in Vietnam. They were:

(i) there should be a political rather than a military
solution to the war in Vietnam;
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(ii) a logical corollary to the first was the need

for early discussions in one form or another, and
reduction leading to cessation of all military
operations now going on in Vietnam;

(iii) the need to assure the people of Vietnam the same
right of self-determination cherished by all peoples,
the right to decide their own political destiny
free from any external interference;

(iv) the recognition that those countries rendering
military assistance to South Vietnam had no designs
against the North, and no intention of establishing a
permanent military presence in the South;

(v) the need for some arrangement whereby the peoples of
both the Worth and the South would be permitted to
make a free decision concerning the reunification of
their country.

He went on to endorse these five points and also outlined what the United States

considered the essentials of the Geneva Conference of 195̂ - Mr. Goldberg also

challenged the DRV to test the sincerity of the United States by agreeing to a

peace conference on Vietnam.

18. Apart from the recognition in the debate for the right of participation of the

NLFSV in any peace conference, there was a consensus, as noted in last month's Note,

for a cessation of bombing of North Vietnam. However the United States still opposes

any cessation of bombing which is not reciprocated by certain performance by the

DRV. At a news conference on ik October President Johnson responded to the many appeals

for cessation of US bombing. While rejecting these appeals, he noted, inter alia;

"... I would be very interested at this moment in a pause if I
couM have any assurance that it would be reciprocated and the other
people would pause. I do not quite understand though why you want me
to have our marines and our airmen pause and put their hands behind
their back while the other people do not pause and continue to shoot
at them. After all, these are our men and if they will pause, and
the aggressor will pause, we'll pause immediately. If they will
withdraw, we'll withdraw immediately. ..." I/

Mr. Johnson's visit to South East Asia

19. The significance of the President's trip to South East Asia was perhaps in

his frequent reassertion of the theme already enunciated by Secretary of State Rusk,

that is to say, he several times stressed the similarity between the US pursuit of

I/ This statement was said, among other things, to be a rejection by the United
States of the first of the three-points in the proposal of U Thant. The DRV

in Nhan Dan on 10 October appeared to have accepted the first of U Thant's three
points. It stated, however, that the second was unacceptable since U Thant made no
distinction between the aggressor and the victim of aggression. The third point was
endorsed.

It has also been asserted that US military officers are strongly opposing any
cessation of bombing of the DRV at the present time. See, Hanson V. Baldwin, "The
Case for Bombing", New York Times, 12 October 1966.

In a statement prepared for his departure from Australia to Manila on 22 Oct.,
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the war in Vietnam and the events in Europe in the 30's. At a luncheon with

leaders of the Australian Parliament on 21 October, President Johnson compared what

he considered DRV aggression with the Hitler aggression in Europe. Again, in a

speech in Melbourne during a reception on the same day, he made similar comparisons.

Apart from these remarks, the President throughout his trip gave further indications

that the United States would continue to fight in Vietnam until its objective of a

"free and independent South Vietnam" was attained.

20. The President also made several references, for example in Honolulu on 18

October, to what he considered the new Asian realities. It appears that President

Johnson and US officials are expecting to have in South Vietnam a similar solution to
p /

that in South Korea.-7 This view was explicitly stated by Mr. Johnson when speaking

to the Korean national Assembly on 2 Hovember. He termed what he called the

prosperity of South Korea as "the fruits of resistance to aggression". He thus drew

the conclusion that South Vietnam, having succeeded in repressing "aggression" would

attain similar prosperity.

The Manila Conferencê

21. The Manila Conference was held on 24 and 25 October and was attended by the

Prime Minister of Australia, Mr. Harold Holt; the President of the Republic of Korea,

Chung Yi Park; the Prime Minister of New Zealand, Mr. Keith Holyoake; President

Ferdinand Marcos of the Philippines, Prime Minister Thanat Kittikachorn of Thailand;

President Johnson of the USA and Chairman Nguyen Van Thieu and Prime Minister Nguyen

Cao Ky of the Republic of Vietnam.

22. On 25 October at the conclusion of the meetings, the seven nations published

three statements on the conference:

(i) "Goals of Freedom";

(ii) a communique; and

(iii) a Declaration on Peace and Progress in Asia

and the Pacific.

Much international interest was focused on the communique which provided, inter alia,

I/ cont. President Johnson said: "... We are ready to stop the bombing of North
Vietnam. We are ready to produce the schedule for withdrawal of our troops whenever
the other side tells us what it is prepared to do to move towards peace in Vietnam."

2/ Speaking in Wellington, H.Z., on 20 October, President Johnson asserted that
the United States would succeed in South Vietnam. He said, inter alia; "When

we succeed, and we shall succeed, we shall begin a nobler war against man's ancient
enemies - hunger, ignorance and disease - everywhere in South East Asia, and
including North Vietnam if its Government so desires ..." He stressed this theme
of US willingness to enter into economic and social development programmes in South
East Asia when the war ceased throughout his IT-day trip. He also appealed everywhere
to the leaders of the DBV to come to the conference table.

3/ See Note on Developments in Vietnam - October 1966.
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for the withdrawal of US and Allied troops from South Vietnam six months after the

DRV had withdrawn its troops and supplies from South Vietnam. The communique

states:

"29. In particular, they declared that allied forces are in the
Republic of Viet-Ham because that country is the object of aggression
and its Government requested support in the resistance of its people
to aggression. They shall he withdrawn, after close consultation,
as the other side withdraws its forces to the north, ceases
infiltration, and the level of violence thus subsides. Those forces
will be withdrawn as soon as possible and not later than six months
after the above conditions have been fulfilled."

23. Several commentators noted that the commitment to withdraw US and allied

troops from South Vietnam was surrounded with ambiguities. It was not certain

on what conditions the United States would withdraw its troops from South Vietnam —

when there was reduction of hostilities and when the DRV had withdrawn its troops

from South Vietnam, or when there was complete cessation of all hostilities.

Those interpreting the commitment on the first premise, felt that the United States

was taking a big gamble since the South Vietnamese Government could not cope with

the NFL if left alone. Actually this would be in line with the US thesis in Vietnam

which sees the alleged DRV support for the KFL as the real significant factor in

the war. However it was reported that an American official had said in Manila that

not only would regular North Vietnamese Army units have to be withdrawn, but also

all other cadres and leadership personnel "infiltrated in all small units over the

several last years."—' He was quoted also as saying that violence would have to

end before the United States would consider the withdrawal of its troops from South

Vietnam.

24. Apart from the ambiguities regarding withdrawals within six months, it has

been reported that the United States military officials are not in sympathy with
' 5/the commitment to withdraw troops within that time.'"

Socialist Camp's response
to the Manila Conference

25. There appears to be no prospect of acceptance of the Manila communique proposals

by the Socialist camp. Even before the Conference met, statements emanating from

the BPL, DRV, CPR and the USSR condemned it and the President's visits as a prelude

to further escalation of the war.

kj For further amplification of this problem, see Charles Mohr, "The Allied Offer
of Vietnam Troop Pullout: Some Observers Question Premise that Saigon Alone

Can Quell jtebels11, Mew York Times, 26 October 1966, p. 22.
_ i

5/ See, "The Allied Offer of Vietnam Troop Pullout: Many US Officers Say it
would mean a Wasteful Exodus and Delayed Defeat", by Hanson Baldwin, Mew York

Times, 26 October 1966, p. 22.
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26. When the communique was published, the CPR and the DRV on 27 October issued

separate statements denouncing the Conference and rejecting the six months with-

drawal clause. The DEV statement also criticized President Johnson for visiting

South Vietnam.

27. Prior to the Conference there were reports that East European leaders,

and also those of Cuba and Mongolia, were meeting in Moscow to co-ordinate a

programme to assist North Vietnam.—' Statements were made by Soviet leaders which

were critical of the CPR. For example, in a speech at Sverdlovsk on 13 October,

Mr. Kosygin charged that the CPR had prevented a HFL-DRV victory by refusing to

co-operate in joint assistance to the DRV. The statement issued at the conclusion

of the Moscow meeting on 21 October made no substantive mention of the CPR or
7/the war in Vietnam .-L/

28. Regarding the question of Vietnam, Henry Kamm of the New York Times reported

from Warsaw on 27 October that it was agreed in Moscow to offer military and

economic assistance to the DRV amounting to about $1 billion. Western comment

on this aid programme was to the effect that by increased Soviet aid to the DRV,

the USSR would be in a better position to convince the DRV to enter into

negotiations with the United States.

29. It should be noted that the Soviet Union has not made any statement

regarding its intention to persuade the DRV to enter into negotiations with the

United States over Vietnam. However, as in the past, the Soviet Union stressed its

6/ The States participating in Moscow were the Soviet Union, Poland, Romania,
Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, East Germany, Mongolia and Cuba. The

meeting began on 17 October and ended on the 21st.

7/ Western commentators have noted that since Romania attended the conference,
and possibly Cuba, it would not have been possible for the conference to

have issued a statement either critical of the CPR or calling for its expulsion from
the Socialist camp.

They also noted that prior to the Moscow conference Mr. Brezhnev toured
several East European countries, including Yugoslavia. It was conjectured that
during this tour he consulted on action to be taken at the Moscow meeting. Some US
officials believed that the Soviet Union was trying to rally support not only to
expel the CPR but also to seek a common agreement to persuade the DRV to go to
the negotiating table.
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willingness to continue to offer economic aid and military assistance to the DRV.

It should "be recalled that US officials have not in the past shown much opposition

to Soviet military assistance to the DRV in the form of defensive capability.-'

US-USSR Relations

30. Although there was no concrete amelioration of these relations, there were

indications that the groundwork was being prepared for future improvements. The

situation during October remained as it had been for many past months, and as

recorded in the Notes covering those months, but in line with its stated desire

for improved relations with the Soviet Union, the United States did undertake

certain measures designed to that end. At his news conference on 7 October

President Johnson announced that he was nominating Llewellyn Thompson as US

Ambassador to the Soviet Union in succession to Ambassador Foy Kohler, who now

returns to the State Department. Mr. Thompson had previously served as Ambassador

to the USSR from 1957 till 1962 and the President said that his re-appointment was

due "to the importance of our relations with the Soviet Union at this time".

US and foreign commentators saw the appointment as a further indication of US

eagerness for improved relations with the Soviet union .̂ '

31. On the same day President Johnson made a major speech before the National

Editorial Writers Conference in New York. He spoke extensively of the US objective

to improve relations with the People's Democracies of Eastern Europe as well as with

the Soviet Union in spite of the war in Vietnam; he mentioned the US-USSR

cultural agreements, the exchange of cloud photographs taken by weather satellites

and the recently concluded air agreement for flights between Moscow and New York.

He then went on to outline a programme to expand East-West trade.—'

32. Pravda on 9 October responded to President Johnson, asserting:

"... it is known that it is precisely the policy of
Washington bombing one of the Socialist countries, the Democratic
Republic of Viet-Nam, that is the greatest obstacle in the path
of improving US relations with the Socialist countries and the
relaxing of international tensions. ..."

8/ See, "Soviet Operational Role is Seen in North Vietnam's Air Defense," by
John W. Finney, New York Times, k October 1966.

9/ See, Philippe Ben, "Les Ame'rieains comptent sur M. Thompson pour convaincre
1,URSS de jouer un rSlje moderateur aupres de Hanoi", Le Monde, 8 Oct. 1966 p. 2,

10/ See below.
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33- IB a speech at a Soviet-Polish Friendship meeting on 15 October in Moscow,

Mr. Leonid Brezhnev also rejected President Johnson's call for Improved relations

and termed as "a strange and persistent delusion" Mr. Johnson's expressed hope for

improved relations. He also demanded that the United States stop its bombing of

Uorth Vietnam and end "the aggression in Vietnam" before relations could be

improved.

3̂ -. In spite of the above, US officials went on looking towards agreement with

the Soviet Union on an outer space treaty and a non-proliferation agreement.

Regarding the outer space treaty, US officials were favourably impressed by what

they considered a new and conciliatory position evidenced in the USSR revised draft

treaty on principles governing the activities of States in the exploration and use

of outer space, the moon and other celestial bodies. This revised draft was put

forward by the Soviet Union on 5 October and contained a new Article V,—' which

went to a considerable extent towards meeting the objections expressed in the Legal

Sub-Committee of the Outer Space Committee to any provisions for automatic application
12/of a rule on equal tracking facilities.—' The new Soviet draft would provide for

agreement on tracking facilities by bilateral arrangements. This appears to be

acceptable to the United States, although there are other points to be clarified

in the Treaty itself. There is hope however that a treaty on outer space might be

arrived at during the present session of the General Assembly or early at the

beginning of next year.

35- Regarding non-proliferation, US officials were heartened by what they

considered the interest in the subject shown by Foreign Minister Gromyko in his

talks with President Johnson in Washington. He was reported to have said, after

a visit to the White House and on leaving the State Department on 10 October, that

the United States and the USSR were striving to reach an agreement on non-proliferation.

36. At a press conference on 13 October, President Johnson expressed satisfaction

at his talks with Mr. Gromyko. He stated that progress had been made on reaching

a non-proliferation agreement. He then said that there was now hope
"... that we can find some language that will permit

us to enter into an agreement".

He further stated that he had told Mr. Gromyko that he still hoped for an official

visit by Soviet leaders, an offer first made in his State of the Union message on

k January 1965. He emphasized the responsibility of the two great Powers.

ll/ UH Document A/6352/Rev. 1

12/ See Mote on East-West Relations - September 1966
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37- Following the tabling of the Soviet draft resolution which appeals to States

to do nothing to encourage the spread of nuclear weapons, the United States endorsed

it and joined the Soviet Union in sponsoring the draft. When the First Committee

"began its debate on the Soviet draft on 20 October, Ambassadors Fedorenko and Gold-

berg made statements to the Committee reiterating their known positions on the

issue, and both expressed hope that a treaty would soon be agreed to.

58. Although Ambassador Fedorenko asserted that the MEF and nuclear consultations

within MATO, in which the FRG would participate, would make it difficult to agree

to a non-proliferation agreement, Benjamin Welles of the Hew York Times reported

on 15 October that US officials had been authoritatively informed that the USSR

did not consider nuclear consultation and planning within NATO as a form of

proliferation.—'

39. Furthermore, J.W. Finney reported on 30 October in the Hew York Times that

the State Department was preparing new language on a non-proliferation treaty to

give reassurance to the Soviet Union that the FRG would not be permitted to gain

national control over nuclear weapons. The change would not fundamentally affect the

13/ In the United States and the United Kingdom, interest has also been shown
in the announcement on 26 October that the USA and the FRG are seriously

considering a proposal by Poland and Czechoslovakia, made on 22 September during
the IAEA Conference in Rome. Those States proposed that they would place their
nuclear reactors under the inspection safeguards of the IAEA if the FRG would do
the same. When the proposal was first made the FRG was cool to it, primarily because
the GDR had cabled the Agency that it would support the Polish-Czech proposal.
When it was made known to the USA and the FRG that neither Poland nor Czechoslovakia
were aware of the GDR's intention, more sympathetic consideration was given to the
proposal.

The United States considers the Polish-Czech proposal significant since it
is its position that a non-proliferation agreement should include inspection
safeguards by an international agency. It is felt that if the principle of inspection
is accepted, it might be easier to bring some of the States of Eastern Europe and
the Soviet Union into the orbit of international inspection.

It was reported in the United Kingdom on 27 October that Britain would
open its nuclear power reactor at Bedford, Essex, to international inspection.

It should be noted that on 26 October diplomatic sources reported from
Paris that France was not sympathetic to the Polish-Czech proposals.
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US draft presently "before the EHDC.—'

kQ. Another indication of American eagerness for improving its relations with

the Soviet Union was seen on 3 October when the State Department announced that

Pan-American Airways would soon send a negotiating team to Moscow to open talks

with Aeroflot in order to start a direct commercial flight, between Moscow and Hew

York. The agreement had "been signed in 1961, but because of tension over Berlin

and other questions, ratification had been delayed. The Johnson Administration

was reported on k October to have waived a series of minor political objections to

the Soviet-American airqgreement because it wanted to prove that the war in Vietnam

had not diminished its interest in further co-operation with the Soviet Union.

Ik/ PEG officials were reported to be somewhat disappointed by the views
expressed by President Johnson at his news conference, particularly the

urgency shown by the United States to reach an agreement with the Soviet Union on
a non-proliferation agreement. They felt that the United States was showing more
interest now in improved relations with the Soviet Union than in the German question.
In spite of the reports that the United States was willing to have new language
which would prevent the FBG from gaining any control over nuclear weapons, West
German officials continued to assert their interest in nuclear defence.

In an interview with Die Welt on 17 October, Defence Minister von Hassel
insisted that

"... the share of the German Air Force in the nuclear deterrent,
as part of the integrated counter blow of the Allied armed forces in
Europe with tactical nuclear weapons, must not be decreased, regard-
less of what weapons systems may be introduced in the future".

He went on to suggest that a balanced relationship between nuclear armed aircraft
and missiles was required. He said that no renunciation of the nuclear components
of the German Air Force was under discussion. Finally he observed that HATO ought
to create a permanent organ for nuclear planning, consultation and control: in
his view this solution could not however be a substitute for a ̂ oint nuclear force
within HATO. He stressed that during the negotiations on the nuclear proliferation
agreement HATO's freedom of movement in its inner organization must be preserved.

See also, Von Ernst-Ulrich Fromm, "Heimliche Partner", Die Welt, 12 October 1966
p. 2. Philip Shabecoff, "Indignation in Bonn", Hew York Times, 18 October 1966, p. 2.
Philip Shabecoff, "Bonn is Uneasy about Nuclear Talks", Hew York Times, 30 October,
1966, p. 6E.
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US-CPR Belations

4l. Developments during the month did not indicate any intention on the part of

either the United States or the GPR to improve their relations. Available evidence

would indicate that the deterioration in their relationship will continue. One

significant indication of increasing tension between them was the announcement "by

Hsinhua on 28 October that Communist China had successfully conducted a guided

missile nuclear weapons test on its territory. The announcement was linked with

the war in Vietnam when the statement noted that the possession by the CPR of guided

missiles and nuclear weapons was a great encouragement to the "heroic Vietnamese

people who are waging a war of resistance against US aggression for national

salvation". The statement also said that Chinese possession of nuclear weapons would

be of benefit to all revolutionary peoples of the world, and went on to reiterate the

CPR*s commitment not, in any circumstances, to be the first to use such weapons.

h2. When news of the test was published, the US Atomic Energy Commission said that

it had occurred in the vicinity of Lob Nor, the Chinese test site in Sinkiang

Province, and had an apparent yield of slightly more than 20 kilotons. The AEC

suggested that the range of the CPR missile was about 0̂0 miles.

4j. On 28 October the US State Department issued a statement which endeavoured to

put the CPR nuclear missile test into diplomatic and military perspective. It stressed

that the successful CPR test had not changed the estimates announced by Secretary

of Defence McHamara during the December 1965 meeting of HATO in Paris. He had then

suggested that the CPR was engaged in an intensive effort to develop a medium range

ballistic missile which might become operational in 1967. He had also estimated

that the CPR might be able to deploy such missiles by 1968 or 1969. At that time he

had stated that the CPR was engaged in the development of ICBM's which he felt

might become operational and ready for deployment as early as 1975. Mr. McNamara's

estimates had also suggested that by 1967 the medium range ballistic missiles of the

CPR would have a range of about 700 miles, which would make it possible for China

to hit areas such as Japan, the Philippines, Taiwan and all of South East Asia,

India and Pakistan.

hk. Because of what US officials considered this "threat" of the CPR to areas

in South East Asia, president Johnson in Kuala Lumpur on 31 October made his first

direct comment on the CPR test. Hoting that the missile test would be more of a

liability to the CPR than otherwise, he reasserted an earlier promise, made on

the occasion of the first Chinese atomic test in October 196k, that the United

States would support any non-nuclear State which might be subjected to the "threat

of nuclear blackmail".
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^5« There were two other Implications of this CPR test. It revived the debate

within the United States for a programme for development of an American anti-missile

missile system. In the recent past there has been dispute between Mr. McNamara and

the Congress about whether the United States should get into any development

programme of this type. At the last Congress, mpney was appropriated for further

research and development of the Nike-Zeus missile: Mr. McNamara had considered that

there was at the present time no need for such development. With the Chinese test,

there were reports that Mr. McHamara might be willing to consider increased research

and development of the Hike-Zeus system. It should be noted however that disarmament

experts have long believed that the development of such a system by either the United

States or the Soviet Union might result in another spiral of the arms race.

46. The second implication of the Chinese test was the question of non-proliferation

vhich was discussed earlier. It is now felt that with the CPR in possession of

missile capability, it will become more difficult for India and Japan in particular

to renounce possession of nuclear weapons without firm guarantees from the major

powers for nuclear protection. In this sense the CPR test introduces further

complications to the search for a non-proliferationAgreement.

European security and
the German problem

kl. Interest in development under this heading stemmed from President Johnson's

speech of 7 October on East-West relations. Apart from those aspects of the speech

covered under US-USSR relations, President Johnson also spoke about the question of

Germany and the need for strengthening NATO. On the question of Germany, he

appeared to be echoing French policy regarding ways and means for achieving solution

of this problem. For the first time the United States suggested that German

reunification could come about only if further relaxation of tension took place in

Central Europe. In the past the United States has supported the FRG thesis which

states that relaxation of tension and German reunification should be pursued

simultaneously. The section of the President's speech which concerned the German

problem stated, inter alia;

"... Ve must improve the East-West environment in order
to achieve the unification of Germany in the context of a
larger, peaceful and prosperous Europe. Our task is to achieve
a reconciliation with the East, a shift from the narrow concept
of coexistence to the broader vision of peaceful engagement.
And I pledge you today that Americans now stand ready to do
their part ..."

However he reiterated"the US commitment to bring about reunification of Germany.-̂ '

1 57In an interview with the Deutschland Funk Broadcasting System on 23 October,
Chancellor Erhard was questioned extensively about President Johnson's speech.

On the question of Germany, he noted that the president's views were running parallel
to those of President de Gaulle, but he did not emphasize the feeling of pessimism
now current in Germany about US policy, mentioned earlier in this Note.
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48. The President also spoke about the need for strengthening HATO and the need

to establish a permanent nuclear planning committee, the strengthening and improvement

of US "big lift" capability, and the need to make HATO a forum for consultation

among the allies. He spoke also about the desirability of furthering the integration

of Western Europe, which should come about by co-ordination of trade policy among

the Western allies, particularly in the Kennedy Round negotiations going on in Geneva,

and he alluded to the desirability of co-operation among the Western allies on economic

aid to developing countries. Finally he reiterated the Grand Alliance concept of

President Kennedy which conceived of an Atlantic unity following the political

integration of Western Europe.

Developments within HATO

49 The President's call for a strengthened HATO was a topic of discussion when

the tripartite conference of the United States, the United Kingdom and the FRG

opened in Bonn on 20 October. Those attending were Mr. George Thomson, Minister

of State with special responsibility for the UK's relations with Europe; Mr. John J.

McCloy, Special Representative of President Johnson; and Dr. Karl Carstens, State

Secretary in the FRG Foreign Ministry. Also attending was Mr. Manlio Brosio,

Secretary-General of HATO.

50. The talks, which ended on 21 October, dealt only with procedural questions.

However the conferees agreed to set up three sub-committees which will report to

the main conference at the 9 November meeting in Washington. One sub-committee will

study the scope of the "threat" facing the Atlantic Alliance, the second will study

the Alliance's ability to meet such "threat", and the third will deal with the fin-

ancial aspect of European defence, i.e. the troop requirements in the FRG ana the

budgetary and balance of payments problems associated with this question. During

the Conference itself the FRG announced that it was prepared to partially meet

the offset agreement by buying the McDonnell Phantom jet aircraft, which will become

part of the FRG's operating aircraft around 1970: they are supposed to replace the

ill-fated Starfighters which might be phased out around that time.

51. On the question of the offset agreement which occasioned the tripartite talks,

the FRG also announced that it would offer a new offset agreement to the United

States which would make it possible for the FRG to spend $350 million a year for

five years in substitution for the current $1.35 billion for two years, which

expires on 30 June 1967. The FRG also offered $87.5 million of the $212 million

which the United Kingdom was demanding to meet its foreign exchange costs for

the Army of the Rhine.

52. Many German commentators were disappointed by the tripartite conference. They

felt that the United States and the United Kingdom were demanding too much ££om the
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FRG since they were well aware of the financial strains West Germany is at present

undergoing. Most of them carefully noted that France had not made any financial

demands on the FRG for its troops stationed in West Germany.—'

53« The result of the tripartite conference was later reported to the MATO

Council in Paris by Mr. MeCloy. The Council in its reorganization of NATO decided

on 25 October to remove itself from Paris to Brussels, and France on 26 October

endorsed the decision. On the same day the Council decided to authorize General

lyman Lemnitzer, the Supreme Commander of HATO, to enter into negotiations with

General Charles Ailleret, the French Chief of Staff, on the future co-operation

between French and Allied troops in West Germany. This decision ended a long-drawn

dispute within HATO about the operational functions of the French troops in the FRG.

5̂ . The issue of the reduction of troops in Europe was also discussed by the

HATO Council during the month. There is a developing consensus that improved

technology and transport capabilities such as the "big lift" might make it

possible for the United States to withdraw some of its troops from Western Europe.—̂

Other members of HATO, however, such as the FUG, have noted that troop withdrawal

from HATO vould create a vacuum which would result in a threat to the security of
187

Western Europe.—'

l6/ See Von Alfred Eapp, "Die Dreierkonferenz in Bonn", Frankfurter Allgemeine,
22 October 1966.

17/ In the 7 October speech, President Johnson also spoke of the need for an
East-West troop reduction. Noting that the United States was seeking a stable

military situation in Europe, he said that the Atlantic Alliance would continue to
study what troop strength HATO needed in light of changing technology and the current
threat. He went on to say: "Reduction of Soviet forces in Central Europe would of
course affect the extent of that threat. If changing circumstances should lead to
a gradual and a balanced revision in force levels on both sides, the revision could,
together with the other steps that I have mentioned, help gradually to shape an
entire new political environment."

Some US commentators have noted that it is unlikely the Soviet Union would
enter into an agreement on East-West troop reduction since it should be apparent to
the USSR that there is greater need in the West for troop reduction, which could
come about even without a reciprocal Soviet move.

18/ Some German newspapers have commented on what they considered a "big lift"
capability of the USSR. On 23 October a West Berlin newspaper Die Tagespiegel

noted that during recent Warsaw Pact military manoeuvres at Vlatava, Czechoslovakia,
the Soviet Union displayed a "big lift" capability. It was noted that during the
exercises large transport planes brought entire fighting units equipped with
artillery and trucks to focal points of the battle, across distances of more than
1,000 kilometres. Some US officials have tried to minimize the significance of
this Soviet capability, noting that the USSR tried to give the impression that
it has such a capability.
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FKG relations with Eastern Europe

55. Deteriorating internal developments in West Germany tended to confuse the

debate on its relations with Eastern Europe. It has been noted that Chancellor

Erhard was rapidly losing support from the German electorate. His close tie with

the USA in preference to the Franco-German ties of Adenauer has been strongly

criticized by the "Gaullist" wing of the CDU/CSU. During the month Dr. Adenauer,

on 2 October, had criticized Dr. Erhard's lack of interest in promoting Franco-

German ties. President Johnson's speech of 7 October helped deepen the dispute

between the "Atlantists" and the "Gaullists" within the ruling party. In this

state of domestic uncertainty, a Cabinet crisis occurred on 27 October when four

FDP Ministers (the minority party in the coalition Government) resigned. They

were:

Dr. Erich Mende, Vice-Chancellor and Minister of All German Affairs;
Dr. Rolf Dahlgrlin, Finance Minister,
Herr Eward Bucher, Housing Minister, and
Herr Walter Scheel, Minister for Economic Co-operation.

Ostensibly, they resigned in protest against the Chancellor's plan to raise some

taxes to meet an estimated $1 billion budgetary deficit next year. But it was

clear that disputes over policy in the FRG's relations with Eastern Europe and the

GDR were an important factor in the break of the coalition.

56. With the FDP Ministers withdrawn from the Cabinet, Chancellor Erhard is left

with a minority government. Significantly, however, with the deterioration of the

domestic situation, the political power and influence of former Defence Minister

Strauss, Head of the CSU increased. If and when Herr Strauss emerges as a

determining figure in FRG political life, this could have a restricting effect on

West Germany's relations with Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union.-̂

57. In this situation, Herr Wehner, the Deputy Leader of the SPD, made a

suggestion which further questioned the Chancellor's policy. On 11 October he

suggested that the FRG join the GDR in an economic common market, which would be

short of recognition of the East German Government. This suggestion became the

major topic of discussion at a week-long meeting of the Committees of the Bundestag,
20/ ——————commencing 18 October in West Berlin.—'

19/ "Erhards Aussenpolitik stark unter dem Einfluss von Strauss", Frankfurter
Allgemeine, 11 October 1966. Also Von Alfred Rapp, "Koalition in

Krissenstjjnmung"7 Ibid., 2k October 1966.

2Q/ For more details of Herr Wehner's plan and its effect on European relations,
see Note on All-European Relations - October 1966.
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58. It was also during this period that Mayor Willy Brandt went, on 12 October,

to East Berlin for dinner at the invitation of the Soviet Ambassador to the GDR.

59. As indicated above, the domestic dispute in the FRG makes difficult any clear

statement of what the new policy towards the East will "be. However there would

seem no doubt that certain changes are being contemplated.

East-West trade

60. The expansion of East-West trade also featured in the 7 October speech by

President Johnson. Recognizing that trade between East and West would contribute

to relaxation of tension between these countries, President Johnson proposed:

(i) the reduction of US export controls on East-West

trade on hundreds of non-strategic goods;

(ii) the granting of permission to the Export-Import

Bank to guarantee commercial credits to four

additional East European States - Poland, Hungary,

Bulgaria and Czechoslovakia. Yugoslavia and Romania

already have such guarantees;

(iii) a review of possibilities of easing the burdens of

Polish debts to the United States through expenditure

of Polish currency holdings of the USA;

(iv) financing by the Export-Import Bank of parts for the

Soviet-Italian Fiat plant.

61. Following Mr. Johnson's speech, Mr. Joseph GreenwaM, Deputy Asst. Sec. of

State for International Trade Policy and Economic Defence, addressed the Tri-City

World Trade meeting in New York on 11 October 1966. He asserted that America's

East-West trade policy was part of its balanced strategy for peace. On the one

hand it would continue to defend freedom in South East Asia and to demonstrate

that "Communist aggression cannot pay", but at the same time it should be prepared

to take advantage of all opportunities to widen the areas of peaceful association

with Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union.

62. He also made these points:

(i) there is need for US legislation to hasten the expansion

of East-West trade. In this regard he noted that the East-West

Trade Relations Act, which was submitted on 11 May 1966 to the US

Congress and which seeks to increase trade in non-strategic

goods by the extension of most-favoured-nation treatment, would

again be before the next session of Congress;

(ii) that the United States must buy more from the East to make

possible their having hard currency with which to buy goods from
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the West;̂ i/

(iii) that those in the United States who oppose East-West

trade vere obstructing US national policy.

65. As a follow-up, the US Commerce Department on 12 October announced the

removal of restriction on the export to the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe of

more than kOO commodities; this means there are no licensing requirements for

the export of these items. They range from minerals, diesel engines, compressors

and industrial chemicals to breakfast cereals. However, nothing was spelt out

about the availability of credits, which has always been the main drawback in the

expansion of East-West trade. David Binder of the New York Times did note in a

report from Budapest on 25 October that the economic reforms programme now going

on in Eastern Europe, which might result in the establishment of market economies,

would be an essential condition to closer East-West trade.—'

Conclusion

64. This Note has examined the diplomatic aspect of the war in Vietnam and noted

that although there were some statements about peaceful settlement, President

Johnson*s statements duringhis recent Asian trip and the Manila Conference,

combined with the HFL and DRV response to these developments, did not open any

leads to this kind of settlement. East-West relations in general were intimated

as showing that groundwork is being laid for possible relaxation of tensions and

the same hope for improvement was noted in the discussion on US-USSR relations;

there seems, however, no hope for any similar improvement between the United

States and the CPR. It was also noted that the movement for further relaxation of

tension in Europe was continuing and that there were possibilities towards expansion

of trade. The political instability in West Germany produces a question mark for

future developments on European security.

21/ On 20 October, 2k US trade executives, under the sponsorship of Time magazine
left on a tour of five East European nations to examine the feasibility

of expanding US trade with Eastern Europe.

The long-delayed FRG-Soviet trade talks opened in Moscow on 2 October.
When a pause was made on 12 October, no progress was announced.

22/ See, David Binder, "Economic Reforms in Red Bloc held Vital for Trade with
West", New York Times, 29 October 1966.
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NOTE ON EAST-WEST RELATIONS - NOVEMBER 1966

General Comments

1. The search for a peaceful settlement to the war in Vietnam was furthered

by two Western leaders during November. The Canadian Secretary of State for

External Affairs, Mr. Paul Martin, went to Moscow in the first half of the month,

his major objective being to win the support of Soviet leaders for the Canadian

proposal to strengthen the ICC so that it could act as an intermediary for peace

negotiations in Vietnam. In the latter part of the month British Foreign Secretary

George Brown also went to Moscow to discuss Vietnam and other East-West issues.

Like Mr. Martin, he was reported to have had no success.

2. The Soviet Union maintains its stand that the call for negotiation shouHd

come from the North Vietnamese and the NFL; it thus refuses to initiate any

peace negotiation. Soviet leaders continue to pledge all assistance to the Worth

Vietnamese and to reiterate their demand that the United States cease bombing

the DRV and withdraw its troops from South Vietnam.

5. On the question of the cessation of bombing, the United States continues .

to reject all calls for such cessation. This occurred on several occasions during

the month, and at a news conference on 5 November Secretary of Defence McNamara

repeated the three main US objectives in bombing North Vietnam - and in his view

these objectives had been achieved. There thus seems scant prospect for a halt

in the US raids.

k. Defeats suffered by the Democratic Party in the US elections on 8 November

did ;n6t have any apparent effect on President Johnson as regards US policy in

Vietnam. Prior to the elections, he had warned the North Vietnamese leaders that

no attempt should be made to interpret the election results as a test of policy

in Vietnam. The election of several new conservative Republicans to the House

of Representatives seems likely to mean that little pressure will be exerted by

Congress for a negotiated settlement. Indeed the available evidence would

indicate that pressure will likely be for a more aggressive military stance

on Vietnam.

5. On 26 November it appeared that there mightbe a prolonged halt in fighting

when the Praesidium of the Central Committee of the NFLSV instructed its armed

forces to observe a 48 hour ceasefire during Christmas and another of equal

length during the New Year period. 'On 30 November, after reported consultation

between US and South Vietnamese leaders, the Government of the Republic of Vietnam

announced acceptance of the NFL truce times and offered a further one for the
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period of the Vietnamese New Year - 8-12 February 1967*

6. Even without any definite improvement in US-USSR relations, there

was no evidence of deterioration an has been recorded in past Notes. On k

November both countries were able to reach agreement on a civil air transport

agreement providing for reciprocal air services between New York and Moscow.

They also opened talks in Moscow on 15 November on the use of fish resources in

the Pacific. At the United illations, Ambassadors Goldberg and Morozov continued

intensive negotiations for the conclusion of an Outer Space Treaty.

7. Nonetheless there were signs that an arms race.between the Soviet Union

and the United States might be in the making. At a news conference in Texas

on 10 November, Mr. McNamara disclosed that US Intelligence had established that

the Soviet Union was deploying an anti-missile system on its territory. In

response to such a deployment he suggested that the United States would increase

its own offensive missile capability. This would take the form of further

research and development of the Poseidon missile for use in refitted Polaris

submarines. Other unofficial information indicated that the United States had

information that the Soviet Union was also increasing its offensive missile

capability.

8. US officials continued to place expectation on deteriorating Sino-Soviet

relations, evidence being seen for this view in the speeches of Mr. Todor

Zhivkov and Mr. Brezhnev during the proceedings of the Ninth Congress of the

Bulgarian Communist party where suggestions were made that the time was becoming

ripe for the convening of a world Communist conference to discuss, inter alia,

the unity of the world's Communist Parties against "US aggression in Vietnam".

9. Considerable uncertainty was expressed over developments in the Federal

Republic of Germany, a key barometer of the future trend of East-West relations.

This arose from the results of two elections during November, and the manoeuvres

for the formation of a new ¥est German Government.

10. On 6 November the National Democratic Party, which has been declared by

the FRG Interior Ministry to be "neo-Nazi", won eight seats out of 96 in the State

of Hesse. The NDP increased its proportion of support within the FRG when on

28 November it won 15 out of .20̂  seats in the Bavarian Parliament; these were

the first occasions on which the Party had been successful in gaining seats in any

State elections. NDP success evoked strong protest in many parts of the world

from those who feared a resurgence of neo-Nazism and those who felt that the FRGrs

democratic basis was breaking down. Concern was also expressed regarding the

influence of Neo-Nazism when the Executive Committee of the CDU/CSU elected Kurt
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Kiesinger, Minister President of Baden Wurtemburg, as their candidate for Federal

Chancellor. His former membership in the Nazi Party was assessed as a liability.

Surprize was expressed that West German leaders should select someone with Nazism

in his past.

11. HDP success also influenced the formation of a new Federal Government.

The Social .Democratic Party, a long-time proponent of a "grand coalition",

joined the CDU/CSU to form the first grand coalition government in post-war

Germany.

12. The German question was discussed at two sets of tripartite talks (US,

UK and FRG) held in Washington and Bonn during November. In Washington, the United

States requested that Britain postpone its planned troop withdrawal, and it was

later disclosed that Britain would comply.

15- At the NATO parliamentary group meeting, suggestions were made that the

Organization should establish relations with the Warsaw Pact countries with

a view to improving East-West relations.

Ik. As regards East-West trade, US Under-Secretary of State Eugene V. Rostow,

made suggestions for improvement of this trade at a meeting of the Organization

for Economic Co-operation and Development in Paris on 24 November 1966.

Diplomatic aspects of the
Vietnam situation

15. When President Johnson returned from his trip to Asia anu the Pacific on

2 November, he declared that he was returning with a strong impression of the

vitality developing in a "new Asia". He also spoke of the unity among the "anti-

Communist forces in Asia". He called for national unity in the United States,

saying:

"... But if our countrymen will stand with us, if
we will travel the difficult road together, I think we
will come out well in the end." I/

16. President Johnson1s favourable impression was reflected in a report made

by General Wheeler, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, when he reported to

the President on 10 November about the progress of the war. The thrust of his

statement was that Allied armies have been able to blunt the attacks of the NFL

and North Vietnam; because of this success General Wheeler felt that the time

schedule of the opposing forces had been obstructed.

I/ It is not certain whether he was referring only to critics of his policy
or also to Republican leaders who are unhappy about the prosecution of the

war. The bipartisan position on the war in Vietnam was disturbed when at his
4 November press conference President Johnson vigorously criticized a statement
made by Mr. Richard Nixon on 3 November. Mr. Nixon had raised questions concerning
the commitment in the Manila communique by the United States and its allies to
withdraw from South Vietnam, suggesting that a strategy must be devised which would
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17. During the month President Johnson had occasion to discuss the conditions

under which the Allied forces would -withdraw from South Vietnam as suggested in

the Manila communique. While criticizing those who suggested that the United

States was planning to leave South Vietnam "before the NFL's army had been defeated,

he said at his 5 November press conference that

"You can read the communique and I think it's very
clear that the seven participants in that conference
felt that they wanted the entire world to know that if
infiltration would cease, if the aggression would cease,
if the violence would cease from the standpoint of our
adversary, that the allies woijld gladly reciprocate by
withdrawing their troops and that they would withdraw
them in a period of not to exceed six months. ..."

18. This statement, and those by other US officials, clearly exemplified

the suggestion made in last month's Note, i.e. that it is becoming quite evident

that the US objective in Vietnam is to find a solution along the Korean formula,

a South Vietnam independent and non-Communist. This is precisely what the DRV

and the NFL are opposing. On 30 November at the 9th Congress of the Hungarian

Communist Party, Le Due Tho, a member of the DRV pplitburo and the Vietnam

Workers' Party and Secretary of the Central Committee, stated this as a major

DRV objective in the Vietnam conflict:

"Vietnam - the Vietnamese nation is a unit. Our rivers
may dry out, our mountains may erode but this eternal truth

. will never alter. The Vietnamese people have gone through
two long, costly and difficult defensive patriotic wars in the
lifetime of one generation. They are not fighting in order
to see the country split into two in the end, or to acquiesce
in the falling back into servitude of one half of the country.
At the right time we launched ourselves with bare hands into
a holy war of resistance against the French colonialists and
their American helpers. The end of this struggle brought us
victory which led to the 195̂  Geneva Agreements which
proclaimed decisively the sovereignty of Vietnam, its unity
and territorial inviolability."

19. These diametrically opposed objectives between the United States and

South Vietnam on the one hand and the DRV and the NFL on the other make it .

difficult to envisage an early settlement of the war.

20. Nevertheless, many world leaders reiterated appeals for a settlement.

Mr. Paul Martin, the Canadian Secretary of State for External Affairs, opened

three days of talks on 9 November with Soviet leaders in Moscow. His reported

I/ cont.
increase military, economic and diplomatic pressure on the "aggressor"

to end the war and guarantee peace without surrender.
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objective was to get them to agree to the strengthening of the ICC so that it could

become the channel for negotiation bet-ween the opposing forces. At the end of his

talks there vere reports that no progress had been made. UK Foreign Secretary

George Brown also arrived in Moscow to discuss the war with Soviet leaders on 23

November. It should be recalled that in his statement before the General

Assembly, Mr. Brown had suggested the Soviet Union join Britain in convening a

conference to end the Vietnam war. He was reported to have discussed not only

Vietnam, but questions relating to nuclear weapons and other East-West issues

with Soviet officials. At the conclusion of his talks too there were reports that

the USSR was still opposed to convening any conference unless specifically

requested to do so by the DRV.

20. As mentioned in last month*s Note, there is still a widespread view that

only the cessation of US bombing of the DRV could lay the foundation for a possible

conference on the war. To this end several world leaders have made appeals to

President Johnson, but he and his advisers are opposed to halting the raids

because they believe that such a pause would be utilized by the DRV and the NFL

to regroup their forces, replenish supplies and prepare for renewed fighting.

They assert that this was what happened during the 37-day pause last year.

21. At a news conference on 6 November, Secretary McNamara was asked whether

bombing of the DRV had achieved its military objectives. Critics of US policy

have asserted that the bombing had failed and thus should be abandoned, but Mr.

McNamara said three objectives of the bombing had been fulfilled. He said the

first of these had been to increase the morale of the South Vietnamese military

and civilian populations, which at the time of the commencement of bombing in

February 1965 was nearing collapse; the second was to reduce the flow of men and

equipment from the DRV into the South and to increase the cost of that

infiltration. Again he implied that the objective had been fulfilled. The

third aim was to make clear to the political leaders and the people of North

Vietnam that as long as

"... they continued to seek to subvert and destroy
the independence of the people of the South, they would pay
a price in the North".

Since US officials are convinced that bombing has a military and political

purpose, it appears unlikely that they will heed appeals for a cessation of this

bombing.

22. Pravda on 5 November renewed the Soviet demand for the complete and

immediate withdrawal of US troops from South Vietnam, adding that it was
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"... the sacred duty of all peoples to set up and
unite their struggle for the ending by the United
States of the war against the Vietnamese people. ..."

At a luncheon for visiting Premier Rafael Paasio of Finland, Mr. Kosygin said

on 15 November that the way to peace in South East Asia "lies through repulsing

US aggression". He added that the Soviet Union resolutely supported and would
2/support the "just war of the Vietnamese people".—'

25. Some prospect for abatement of the fighting in Vietnam was seen in the

announcement by the NFL of a ceasefire for hQ hours from 2*1-26 December, and

from J51 December - 2 January 1967* The decision for the ceasefire was taken

by the Praesidium of the Central Committee of the NFLSV. When the proposals

were made, consultations were held between the South Vietnamese Government and

US officials. On JO November the Government of South Vietnam decided that

"... no offensive military actions will be undertaken
by the Armed Forces of the Republic of Viet-Nam and its allies
against the communist forces in both South and North Viet-
Nam during the following periods:

1. On the occasion of Christmas
from 7.00 am December 2k, 1966
to 7*00 am December 26, 1966

2. On the occasion of the New Year
from 7.00 am December 31> 1966
to 7.00 am January 2, 1967

3. On the occasion of the Lunar New Year
from 7.00 am February 8, 1967
to 7.00 am February 12, 1967

"The Armed Forces of the Republic of Viet-Nam and
its allies have standing orders to take, if necessary,
any appropriate measures for self defense during the
above mentioned periods."

In conjunction with the ceasefire proposals of both sides, suggestions came

from many sources that the truce might be extended to make possible the convening

of a conference.

US-USSR Relations
214-. In spite of the war, the United States and the Soviet Union do seem to

be undertaking certain concrete moves. On it- November they signed in Washington

the Civil Air Transport Agreement providing for reciprocal air services between

2/ At the 9th Congress of the Bulgarian Communist Party and also at the 9th
Congress of the Hungarian Communist Party during November, Mr. Brezhnev

repeated Soviet calls for unity among Communist forces to meet "US aggression
in South East Asia". He asserted that the CPR leaders were contributing to
the US aggression by failing to agree on a united action by Communist forces.
It was at these Congresses that the Soviet, Bulgarian, Hungarian and other
Communist leaders suggested the time "was getting ripe" for convening a world
Communist conference.
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New York and Moscow by Pan American Airways and Aerof lot. It was the same as

the agreement initialled in 1961, and its details were discussed in last month's

Note. Ambassador Llewellyn Thompson, now Acting Deputy Under Secretary of State

for Political Affairs and Ambassador designate to the USSR, signed for the United

States, and for the Soviet Union it was signed by Yevginy F. Loginov, Minister

of Civil Aviation of the Soviet Union. At the signing ceremony Mr. Loginov was

reported to have said that it would contribute to strengthening the "bonds of

peace". In reply, Mr. Thompson saw the agreement as contributing to the improve-

ment of relations between the American and Soviet peoples.

25. On 15 November US and Soviet officials opened talks in Moscow on the use

of the fish resources off the north-west Pacific coast of the United States. The

talks at a technical level were agreed to last July in the first round of discussion

initiated by the US State Department. Furthermore, there was negotiation between

US and USSR officials on the modalities for a space treaty and a non-proliferation

agreement. All these business-like negotiations were welcomed by US officials

who have always felt that the war in Vietnam should not be a barrier to improvement

of US-USSR relations.

26. But despite this progress, there were reports indicating further potential

tension between these powers on weapons technology. At a news conference on 10

November at the President's ranch in Texas, Mr. McNamara disclosed that the Soviet

Union was deploying an anti-missile system in its territory. He suggested that

this would prompt his recommending to the Congress that the United States should

itself begin production of the Poseidon missile. It would be used in Polaris

submarines which would be refitted for the purpose. He estimated that the cost

would be more than $2 billion. Press reports suggested that Mr. McNamara was

trying to avoid confrontation with Congress on the development of a Nike-Zeus

missile by suggesting production of the Poseidon. As noted in last month's Note,

Congress has already voted money for research and development of an anti-missile

system. A fully-developed anti-missile system (the Nike-Zeus) would cost about $20

billion. The Defence Department is prepared to finance minimum research and

development for the Nike within the next decade at a cost ranging from $3-8 billion.

27. It would sesa that US officials are wary of entering another spiral of

the arms race by fully-fledged development of an anti-missile system. In the

Defence Department it is believed that such a system would not prevent Soviet

missiles from reaching US targets since no foolproof system has been devised against

offensive missiles. When Mr. McNamara was questioned about whether the Soviet

deployment would mean US offensive missiles would not reach Soviet targets, he
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3/replied emphatically that this was not the case.—'

28. Those who would like the United States to make commitment to full-scale

arms production have argued that it should plan not so much against Soviet

intentions, w hich are said to be peaceful at the moment, but against its capability.

This capability is said to be an increasing offensive and defensive weapons system.

Those in US official circles who are concerned about another spiral in the arms
Wrace have tended to minimize the Soviet build-up.—'

29. The likelihood of a serious Soviet-American competition in armaments has

been minimized too by those who believe that the increase in the Soviet weapons

system might be directed not against the United States but against what they

consider the growing threat of the CPR. Some American officials have long

believed that the exacerbation of the Sino-Soviet dispute would compel the Soviet

Union to orient its policy towards the West in order to meet a future military

threat from the East. •

30. The month ended with sufficient indication that, although the war in

Vietnam would continue, US and USSR officials will keep open options whereby some

co-operation will be maintained between them.

US-CPR Relations

Jl. There were no major developments in US-CPR relations during the month. There

were, however, reports indicating that US officials still believe the chances of

CPR intervention in the war in Vietnam are slim; they see the current political

upheavals inside China as making any active intervention very unlikely. Other

Western analysts believe that the Sino-Soviet dispute ao; the increasing independence

of the DRV in this dispute are further factors contributing to what they consider

lack of real evidence that the CPR will intervene in the war. It has been

suggested too that US involvement in Vietnam serves the CPR purposes since it

gives further indication that US power is not as great as is commonly thought -

since the US military has not been successful in defeating even a small country

like the

3_/ For further discussion of the political and military implication of the anti-
missile debate, see William Beecher, "The Antimissile Issue", New York Times,

11 November 1966, p. 19.
William Beecher also reported from Washington on 12 November that in addition

to deployment of missile defences around its borders, the Soviet Union was
increasing the build-up of its offensive missiles. This combination of offensive
and defensive systems was said to be causing concern, though not alarm, in high
Administration circles in Washington.

k/ William Beecher, "Soviet Increases Build-Up of Missiles and Deploys a
Defensive System", New York Times, 13 November 1966*

5./ Max Frankel, "Red China Moderates Threats of Intervention in Vietnam War",
New York Times, 16 November 1966.
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NATO and problems of
European security

32. The tripartite conference between the United States, the United Kingdom and

the FRG, which was discussed in the Note for October, held two meetings during

November. The first opened in Washington on 9 November and again the topic was

the NATO troop requirements in Europe, particularly in West Germany, along with

the allied problem of the offset payments to ease the US and UK balance of payments

problems.

33. At the conclusion of the Conference on 10 November it was announced in

Washington that the United Kingdom would postpone its proposed cutback of troops

in West Germany. The US Government -was reported to have pleaded with the UK

Government against the cutback, with some offer of financial assistance to the

British Government. On 6 November it had been reported in Bonn that the United

Kingdom had already decided to keep in its Rhine Army its bombers capable of

carrying nuclear weapons.—' As regards NATO troop requirements, General Lemnitzer,

Supreme Commander of NATO, told its parliamentary conference on 17 November in

Paris that the Organization's current 20 Divisions in Europe are sufficient at the

present time.

3^. The second tripartite conference was held on 28 November and the discussions

were under a similar agenda. This conference was also set the task, as mentioned

last month, of assessing the nature of the "Soviet threat" to Western Europe.

NATO Secretary General, Manlio Brosio, cautioned in Washington on 17 November
7 /

that the Russian threat to Western Europe should not be under-estimated.-' It

should be recalled that at the last NATO meeting, West German officials were

isolated in the belief that the Soviet threat to Europe had not diminished; thus

the current feeling among other NATO members that the threat is increasing may

have repercussions for the future - i.e. in terms of NATO's future capabilities in

Europe.

35. At the meeting of NATO parliamentarians in Paris, it was agreed on 18

November that the Organization should be an instrument for a rapprochement with
members of the Warsaw Pact. <ĵ is suggestion is in line with recent developments

in Europe whereby some Western nations, especially France, have striven to improve

relations with Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union. In this spirit of improved

relations, attention should be drawn to the announcement made by the State Department

and the White House in Texas on 28 November that the United States was raising to

Embassy level the former status of its Legations in Hungary and Bulgaria. The

6/ "Die britischen Bomber bleiben am Rhein", Die Welt, 7 November 1966.

7/ Benjamin Welles, "New Soviet A ms Viewed as Increasing Military Threat to
West Europe", New York Times, r6 November 1966, p. 2.
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United States has maintained only legations in these countries since the ending

of the Second World War. The establishment of a full Ambassadorial relationship

•was seen by US officials as further implementation of the speech by President

Johnson on 7 October 1966 concerning improvement in East-West relations.

36. There is now some hope that NATO members -will actively strive to follow

this trend in rapprochement. Its success, however, -will have to depend on the

progress in the German question. Here of course it must be recalled that there

is increasing support for the thesis that only rapprochement and relaxation of

tension between East and West could provide a solid basis for solution of the

German problem.

Political developments in the FRG and
their implications for East-West relations

37. The political uncertainties—' discussed in last month's Note, continued

during November. Considerable international concern was expressed about the

success of the national Democratic Party in two FRG elections — the Party has

been designated by the FRG Interior Ministry as "neo-Nazi" and its success was

widely interpreted outside Germany as a resurgence of Nazism.

38. In the State elections in Hesse the NDP won 8 of 96 seats, and in Bavaria,

while their percentage of seats was not increased, they did gain some seats,

winning 15 out of 201)-. This was the first time the NDP had contested State-wide

elections and its success surprized even some West German leaders. FRG officials

however rejected all suggestions that the Party's success indicated any resurgence—'

of Nazism. The Soviet Union, the GDR and the Governments of Eastern Europe

bitterly criticized FRG leaders for encouraging what they considered a resurgence

of Hitlerism in the Federal Republic.

Formation of a "grand coalition"

39. A "grand coalition" in the FRG has long been an objective of high priority

with the SPD. This Party's leaders have in the past argued that the only way the

FRG could resolve some of its serious and important national problems, .e.g.

reunification and recognition of Germany's present boundaries, would be for all

parties to take common responsibility. In this regard it has been recalled that

under the Weimar Republic the parties which signed the Versailles Treaty later

suffered from lack of support from the German people. A "grand coalition" has

been supported by those who believe the German leaders should recognize the

8/ Von Werner Titzrath, "Politik im Webel", Die Welt, 19 November 1966.
9/ It was reported on 21 November that US officials were discounting the assess-

ment of a Nazi revival in West Germany because of the success of the NDP. It
would seem that these officials have accepted the reasoning that more than 90$ of
the electorate in the two States in question voted in favour of the parties other
than the NDP.
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realities of the present situation by agreeing to the Oder-Neisse boundary and by

moving towards acceptance of the Government of the GDR. The formation of such a

coalition however was not easy. Following the withdrawal of FDP Cabinet members,

discussed in last month's Note, Chancellor Erhard was left with a minority Govern-

ment. Since he had taken a strong position against any grand coalition with the

SPD, and since there was considerable opposition to his leadership within the CDU/

CSU, it became necessary to replace him to form a new West German government.

40. At the beginning of November he declared that he would be willing to retire

if he were allowed to exercize some influence in the selection of the new-

Chancellor. On 8 November the Executive Committee of the CDU nominated four as

candidates to succeed Dr. Erhard. They were: Dr. Rainer Barzel, CDU/CSU leader

in the Bundestag; Kurt Kiesinger, Minister President of the State Government in

Baden Wurtemburg; Dr. Gerhard Schroder, the Foreign Minister, and Dr. Eugen

Gerstenmaier, President of the Bundestag. Herr Kiesinger's victory was assured

when on 9 November the CSU, the Bavarian branch of the CDU, pledged support of

its 48 members to him. This was confirmed when on 10 November the parliamentary

group of the CDU/CSU selected him as leader to succeed Dr. Erhard.

41. Two problems were raised by Herr Kiesinger's success. The first concerned

his alleged membership in the Nazi Party in 1933 and the fact that he had worked

in the Third Reich Foreign Ministry when he acted as liaison between the Ministry

and Dr. Goebbels, Hitler's Propaganda Minister. Even countries friendly to the

FRG were surprized that West German leaders should select a man with a Nazi back-

ground,- even though he may not have been a staunch party member. Herr Kiesinger

himself acknowledged the fact that he had been a member of the Party, but pleaded

that at that time there was nothing else left to Germans but to become a member.

He and his supporters assert that he had become disillusioned with the Nazis and

worked against them at some stage before 19̂ -5* He never renounced his membership

of the party, but he was cleared of any culpability during the de-Nazification

campaigns in Germany. CDU/CSU, FDP and SPD leaders did not make much capital out

of Herr Kiesinger's Nazi past, although some SPD members did protest against him.—'

42. The second problem raised by Herr Kiesinger's election was the influence

that might accrue to Franz Josef Strauss in a future West German Government.

Since it was Herr Strauss' party which assured Kiesinger's victory, it was felt

that he would exert preponderant influence in the future Chancellor's decisions.

IP/ For more details of a political portrait of Herr Kiesinger, see Von Georg
Shroder, "Der Kandidat", Die Welt, 11 November 1966; "Triumphant Outsider -

Kurt Georg.Kiesinger", New York Times, 11 November 1966, p. 3«
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This speculation was considered substantiated when on 13 November Herr Kiesinger

asserted that Herr Strauss would certainly "become a member of his Cabinet.

4j. These problems combined to create further uncertainty in the Wes,t German

political context. Suggestions had been made that there should be a continuation

of the old coalition with the FDP, also that a new "grand coalition" should be

formed with the SPD. Other suggestions were that the SPD should form a coalition

with the FDP and thus make it possible for Mayor Willie Brandt to become the

first SPD Chancellor. These suggestions and speculations were finally affected

by the showing of the NDP in the elections above mentioned. It is now certain

that it was the support shown for the HDP that convinced the leaders of the SPD

and the CDU/CSU to form a "grand coalition". These were the reasons: although

there was temptation for the SPD to form a coalition with the FDP, it was

finally rejected because the SPD leaders were wary of forming another coalition

which would only create further uncertainty in West German politics. It was

believed that it was these uncertainties which had made it possible for the HDP to

score success in the two State elections. On the other hand, it was felt that a

"grand coalition" would in a sense stem the tide of the HDP and thus assure a

stable political situation in West Germany. For this latter reason the SPD and

the CDU/CSU agreed on 28 November, after a series of negotiations, to form

their "grand coalition".

W-. By the end of November it was being hinted that the Foreign Ministry would

go to Mayor Brandt and the Defence Ministry to Herr Schr'dder, the former Foreign

Minister. The total membership of the Cabinet and its implications for East-West

relations will be discussed in next month*s Note. It should, however, be observed

at this juncture that the possibility of Herr Strauss exercizing greater influence

in FRG affairs was diminished by the fact of the coalition with the SPD, which

has its own quota of very strong personalities. SPD leaders have always opposed

what they consider the right-wing tendencies of Herr Strauss.

East-West Trade

45. There were no major developments on this subject, although US officials

continued to plead for freer trade. At the annual Ministerial Meeting of the

Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) in Paris on 2k

November, Under-Sec'y of State, Eugene V. Rostow, proposed that Western industrial

powers should make a joint effort to expand economic ties with Eastern Europe.

His suggestion was in line with President Johnson's speech of 7 October about the

expansion of East-West trade.

^6. While many of the OECD members welcomed such a US lead in the expansion of

trade, some concern was expressed that the OECD should be made an agency for such
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trade expansion — some of its members vould prefer that this expansion "be

carried on "bilaterally. The major factor -was, however, that there is

increasing support in the Western alliance for the expansion of East-West

trade.

V?. Mention should also be made of the report from Bulgaria "by Henry Kamm on

2 November, writing in the Mew York Times. He asserted that Bulgarian officials

were saying that if the United States would grant Bulgaria "most favoured nation"

status, even the war in Vietnam would not prevent an improvement of relations

between the two nations. It does seem that one of the major objectives of the

Johnson Administration will be to expand its trade with the East, even as it

continues with the war in Vietnam.

Conclusion

kQ. This Note has examined, among other developments, the diplomatic aspects of

the war in Vietnam; it was suggested that the war's adverse effects on general'

East-West relations were less evident than in previous months. It was further

observed that although there was no clear improvement in US-USSR relations, both

countries showed interest in negotiating on mutually beneficial issues. The

political developments in West Germany and the formation of a "grand coalition"

government there were assessed as likely to affect future trends in East-West

relations.
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NOTE ON EAST-WEST RELATIONS - DECEMBER 1966

General

1. The war in Viet-Nam continues to inhibit any marked improvement of East-

West relations. One of the significant developments during December was the

disclosure by Tass and the DRV Radio that US aircraft bombed civilian areas in

Hanoi on 13 and 1̂ 4- December. This was regarded in Socialist countries as a

new escalation of the war, and renewed pledges of support to the Vietnamese

people were made.

2. • US officials denied that civilian targets were hit by their aircraft,

although this was contradicted by reports filed from Hanoi by Mr. Harrison

Salisbury, Asst. Managing Editor of the New York Times. Mr. Salisbury's

reports increased the "credibility gap" of the Johnson Administration and

triggered world-wide condemnation of US bombing in North Viet-Nam. Despite

these repercussions, American officials continued to insist that the bombing

was militarily useful and they gave no indication that they, would heed requests

for cessation as a first step towards a peaceful settlement,

3 . On 19 December the United States requested the Secretary-General to do

all he could to bring about a peaceful settlement. Western reports assessed

this as indicating that the United States was now willing to talk with the

NLF if the Secretary-General could win its agreement to a conference. The

US letter was viewed in Socialist countries as a "peace swindle" by the

United States in its move towards further escalation of the war.

i)-. Appeals were made by Pope Paul and U Thsnt for extension of the Christmas

and New Year truces in order to facilitate a negotiated settlement. Further-

more, a letter sent by the UK Foreign Secretary, George Brown, on 30 December

to the Foreign Ministers of the DRV and the Republic of Vietnam and to the US

Secretary of State, requested their attendance at a conference in a third

country.

5. The stagnation in any improvement of US-USSR relations continued during

the month, although US officials applauded the agreement of 8 December on a

space treaty. Premier Kosygin in speeches during his official visit to France

condemned US involvement in Vietnam and repeated that no improvement could be

expected in US-USSR relations until the United States ended its "aggression"

in that state.
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6. The debate on the anti-missile missile continued, primarily in the

United States, and Mr. Rusk at a news conference on 21 December supported

reports that the United States was seeking such an agreement with the Soviet

Union for a moratorium on the deployment of an anti-missile missile system.

7. US officials continued to believe that the "great cultural revolution"

in the CPR would restrain that country from intervening in the Vietnam war.

It was also hinted that the turmoil caused in China by the Red Guards would

even make it possible for the Worth Vietnamese to be more amenable to a

peaceful solution. The successful testing of the CPR's fifth atomic bomb on

28 December was assessed by US officials as indicating that the CPR

might now have a small aresenal of atomic weapons.

8. The HATO Ministerial meeting in Paris on 15-16 December was significant

in the sense that, compared with the past, the emphasis in its communique was

for reconciliation between East and West Europe rather than for the strengthening

of HATO defence. However, a meeting of HATO Defence and Foreign Ministers on

l̂ t- December decided to establish a 7-member permanent nuclear planning group

and a larger committee on questions of nuclear defence.

9. The "grand coalition" of the CDU/CSU and the SPD was installed in the

Federal Republic of Germany on 1 December. Its foreign policy was enunciated

on 15 December when Chancellor Kiesinger addressed the Bundestag, asserting

that the FRG was willing to improve its relations with Eastern Europe and the

Soviet Union and might even consider establishing diplomatic relations with

some of the East European states. Furthermore, he suggested that the

FRG, in order to alleviate the "suffering of the Germans living on the other

side", would be prepared to make contacts with East German "authorities" .

Chancellor Kiesinger's speech was criticized by Mr. Ulbricht on 15 December,

as well as by Soviet commentators.

Diplomatic aspects of the war in Viet-Ham

10. In a televised speech in Paris on 8 December, Premier Kosygin spoke

about the effects of the war in Viet-Nam on international relations. Noting that

it was one of the questions on the French-Soviet discussions, he asserted:

"... the USA's aggression against the Vietnamese people is
the main obstacle in the way of easing international tension
and establishing firm peaceful relations between States. ..."

In the final French-Soviet communique published on 9 December, it was also

observed in regard to Viet-Ham that:

"This situation also puts neighbouring states in danger
and constitutes at the present time the principal obstacle
to an international detente, as it does to the establishment
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of lasting peaceful relations between numerous countries."

11. The war-continued to be fought -with determination by both antagonists.

With the United States, it took the form of statements by President Johnson

and increased appropriations for the -war. The president disclosed on 6 December

at a news conference in Austin, Texas, that he would ask Congress for $9~10

billion more to pay for the war in the current fiscal year, ending JO June 19&7-

The new funds would raise the total defence budget to the level of $67-̂ 68

billion.

12. At a ceremony at the White House for the lighting of the Christmas tree,

President Johnson expressed the view that some gains had been made in Vietnam.

He said:

"... And finally in V etnam, the tide of battle has
turned. Wo one can say just how long that war will last,
but we can say that aggression has been blunted and that
peace with honour will surely follow. The months ahead
will not be easy ones; they will require much sacrifice
and patience and understanding and tolerance from each of
us."

15. On the DRV and WLF side an equal determination was expressed. In a

report published in Paris on 7 December, Jacques Decorney of Le Monde stated

that in an interview with General Vo Nguyen Giap he was told that the United

States ultimately would tire of the war it could not win, in spite of its

enormous power. In other interviews reported by Mr. Salisbury and Western

visitors to Hanoi, a clear indication was given that the Worth Vietnamese are

prepared to fight for as long as ten years or more against what they consider

US "aggression".

Reaction to the bombing of
civilian areas in Hanoi

ik. The first report of bombing of civilian areas in Hanoi was made by the

Tass correspondent there, Mr. Kobelev. His dispatch of 31 December stated:

"US aircraft this afternoon carried out a new raid on
Hanoi and its suburbs. For the first time during the two
years of undeclared aerial warfare, US aircraft have bombed
the residential areas within Hanoi.

"The US fighter-bombers flew low over the city and
dropped their load of bombs on the workers' quarters situated
along the embankment of the Red River. The fire which broke
out destroyed dozens of houses. The smoke from the fires
is spreading over the city. Dozens of ambulances are taking
the wounded to hospitals and medical centres."
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15- In an official statement on 15 December, the DRV also reported the

bonibing of civilian areas. It said, inter alia;

"For two days in succession on 13 and 14 December 1966,
the United States sent many waves of planes to bomb and
strafe a number of places in Hanoi, including the foreign
embassy quarter and the suburbs of the town, killing or
wounding over 100 people and destroying many houses.

"Thus over the past 10 days, the US aggressors have
launched four attacks on the capital of the Democratic Republic
of Vietnam. This constitutes a new, extremely serious,
escalation step of the US imperialists in intensifying and
expanding the aggressive war in Vietnam. It is a very
insolent challenge to the socialist and nationalist countries,
and all peace-loving and justice-loving people of the world."

16. The initial reports were followed by condemnation from the Socialist

countries. A Soviet statement of 15 December condemned the bombing and termed

it "a grave crime", accusing the United States of "fanning the flames of the

aggressive war against the Vietnamese people". It pledged continued Soviet

support "to the* Vietnamese people's heroic struggle against the criminal

aggression of American imperialism." The United States was warned not to

forget the decision of the Socialist countries at the Conference in Bucharest

in July 1966 - a reference to the pledge to send volunteers to the DRV if

that state should make such a request.

17. Hsinhua reported on 16 December that the CPE's Embassy in Hanoi was

bombed during a US attack on the city. It said:

"We hereby warn the US Government; your bombing of
the Chinese Embassy is a mere deathbed struggle and can only
further arouse the unbounded indignation of the Chinese
people against US imperialism; you will certainly receive
redoubled punishment for your crime."

18. Romania in a statement of 17 December also charged that US planes had

damaged its Embassy in Hanoi during the raids of 15 and 14 December.

19. US officials reacted to the above by denying that their planes had hit

civilian targets. It was stressed that only military targets had been bombed.-/

I/ Hanson W. Baldwin wrote in the New York Times of 17 December that the
United States was increasing its "military pressure" on the DRV. He

observed that although the White House and the Pentagon still exercize
control over the selection of targets in the DRV, particularly near Hanoi,
Haiphong and the CPR border region, some relaxation of the rules had been
made. Thus it had been possible for US pilots to bomb targets near Hanoi.
He intimated that the pressure would continue to increase. See, Hanson W.
Baldwin, "US pressure on North Vietnam held rising, slowly and quietly",
Hew York Times, 17 December 1966.
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The denial however was undermined when Mr. Harrison Salisbury filed

his first report from Hanoi on 25 December. He reported that what he had

seen in Hanoi confirmed DRV reports that US planes on 13 and Ik December did

indeed bomb areas within the city limits of Hanoi. He gave, for example,
2/a detailed report of the bombing of Winh Binh.-' In subsequent reports Mr.

Salisbury gave casualty figures which confirmed previous DRV statistics.

He also emphasized that the US bombing was not accomplishing its objectives

since it was comparatively easy for the North Vietnamese to repair bridges

and roads bombed by US aircraft. The general tone of his articles was to

the point that the USA could just as well cease bombing because it was causing

damage to the civilian population and attaining limited military success.-'

20. Harrison Salisbury's reports widened the credibility gap of President

Johnson and his advisers. Since they had all along stressed that the bombing

was only of military targets, the reports of such a reputable witness tended

to cast doubts on official US statements. Mr. Salisbury's reports were

accompanied by public protests not only in the United States but in countries

friendly to America.

21. In response to questions about the Salisbury reports, the Defence Dept.

on 26 December issued a statement which for the first time officially acknowledged

that US pilots had struck civilian areas in the DRV. It said that it was

US policy to bomb only military targets, but it conceded that

areas."
"... it is impossible to avoid all damage to civilian

Will the US stop bombing?

22. The wide condemnation of the US bombing as a result of Mr. Salisbury's

disclosures increased pressure on the Administration to cease raids in Worth

£/ On 3 December the DRV Foreign Ministry had announced the bombing of
Hinh Binh as follows: "On 2 December 1966, planes of the United States

attacked a densely populated area in the southern suburb of Hanoi and two
other .densely populated areas inside the city. On the same day, US planes
bombed and strafed the provincial capital of Hinh Binh and many densely
populated areas in Ha Bac, Bac Thai, Lang Son, Vinh Phuc, Tuyen Quang, and
other provinces. The US pirates were duly punished: many American planes
were shot down, many others damaged, and'many American air pirates captured. ..."

3/ See also, Harrison E. Salisbury, "A Visitor to Hanoi inspects damage
laid to US raids", Mew Yorfa Times, 25 December 1966; "US raids batter

two towns: supply route is little hurt", New York Times, 27 December 1966;
"Hanoi during an air alert: waitresses take up rifles", New York Times, 28
December, 1966; "New capital city planned by Hanoi", New York Times, 29
December 1966; "Ho military targets, Namdinh insists", New York Times, 31
December 1966.
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Vietnam. Those wishing lor a peaceful settlement have all along held that

the first step towards it should be such a cessation. But despite the

pressure for cessation and despite Mr. Salisbury's reports, President Johnson

gave no indication that he would authorize a stop in the raids. Early in the

month Air Force Secretary Harold Brown told a meeting of the Aviation Space

Writers' Association in Washington that air power was essential in the pro-

secution of the war in Vietnam. He said that insistent "bombing of the DRV

infiltration routes had severely disrupted the "enemy's" supply capability

and reduced its ability to launch major attacks. Newly-arrived troops from

the DRV, he said, were getting about only half their daily requirements of

arms and ammunition. He summarized the effect of airpower by asserting that:

"Airpower has enabled us to consistently defeat
enemy units with considerably less than half the number of
men required by the often quoted 10-to-l ratio thought
necessary by some to deal with guerrilla forces and relatively
small regular units in jungle warfare." kj

Peace moves?

23. Ambassador Goldberg on 19 December sent a letter to U Thant requesting

that he take whatever steps he considered necessary to bring about talks

towards a ceasefire in Vietnam. The letter stated in part:

"We turn to you, therefore, with the hope and the
request that you will take whatever steps jrou consider
necessary to bring about the necessary discussions which
could lead to such a cease-fire. I can assure you that
the Government of the United States will co-operate fully
with you in getting such discussions started promptly and
in bringing them to a successful completion. ..."

2k. Some commentators were impressed by the broad powers apparently given to

the Secretary-General by the United States in a search for settlement. At

a news conference in Washington on 21 December, Mr. Rusk was asked whether

this meant that U Thant could negotiate with the HLP: Mr. Rusk gave the

impression that the United States would not be opposed to a conference with

the HFL if this could be arranged. This impression was taken from his

statement:

"But let's see what the Secretary-General might be

k/ It was reported on 13 December that the Defence Department had
decided to award a contract valued at about $90 million to the General

Dynamics Corporation for final development and initial production of an interim
anti-missile radiation missile (interim ARM). It could be used to interdict
the radar apparatus of the SAM missile-firing batteries and conventional anti-
aircraft guns as well as the DRV's early warning radar network. See, Heil
Sheehan, "Pentagon to order new missile to strike Hanoi radar defences", New
York Times, 14 December 1966.
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able to accomplish in his contacts with those who are
directly involved in this (the fighting) and might bring
it to a conclusion."

Since the NLF is directly involved in the fighting, it would seem that the

reference was to them.

25. It should be noted, however, that the US request to U Thant was condemned

"by the CPR. Hsinhua stated in a broadcast monitored in Tokyo on 21

December:

"After escalating its war of aggression against Vietnam
by repeatedly bombing Hanoi, the Johnson administration has
again enlisted the services of UU Secretary-General, U Thant,
to push through the US peace talks swindle".

26. A day earlier, Defence Minister Lin Piao and the Army newspaper were

reported to have urged the DRV to reject all calls for negotiation. In an

editorial marking the fifth anniversary of the founding of the HIF, Jenmin Jih

Pao also asserted that

"To realize the complete liberation and unification of
their fatherland and defend the fruits of their victory, it
is necessary for the Vietnamese people to carry through to
the end the struggle against US aggression and for national
salvation and, without a single exception to drive all the
US aggressors out of their national soil."

27. What was assessed by Western commentators as another peace move was

made by British Foreign Secretary, George Brown on 30 December, when he sent

messages to Secretary of State Rusk and to the Foreign Ministers of the

DRV and the Republic of Vietnam, urging them to attend a conference in a

third country for settlement of the war. The United States accepted his

invitation, but it was rejected by the DRV. The month thus ended without any

clear indication that the war was approaching any peaceful settlement.

US-USSR Relations

28. At a news conference in Paris on 5 December, Premier Kosygin was asked

whether the present improvement of relations between France and the Soviet

Union could extend to US-USSR relations. He said that there were no plans for

an exchange of visits between President Johnson and himself. The improvement

of US-USSR relations would depend on the cessation of bombing of the DRV, as

well as on the ending of the war under appropriate conditions. Until then,

he said, the Soviet Union would maintain its policy of peaceful co-existence,

even with the United States. He emphasized that the close relationship with
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France was a permanent feature of Soviet foreign policy.-'

29. US officials expressed gratification when it was reported on 8 December

that there had been agreement between the United States and the Soviet Union

on the text of a treaty on outer space. Following the report, President

Johnson issued a statement which congratulated Ambassador Goldberg and all

those who had contributed to the successful negotiation on the space treaty.

His message said inter alia;

"It is the most important arms control development since
the limited test ban treaty of 1963. It puts in treaty form
the 'no bombs in orbit' resolution of the U.W. It guarantees
free access to all areas and installations of celestial bodies.
This openness, taken with other provisions of the treaty,
should prevent warlike preparations on the moon and other
celestial bodies.

"This treaty has historical significance for the new age
of space exploration. ..."

30. On 19 December the General Assembly unanimously approved the treaty to

outlaw all non-peaceful activities in space. It will come into force upon

ratification by five nations, provided they include the United States, the

United Kingdom and the USSR. Copies of the Treaty will be available for

signature in Washington, London and Moscow.

31. Another aspect of US-USSR relations was the issue of a moratorium on

the deployment of an anti-missile missile system. In previous notes it

has been observed that US intelligence had concluded that the Soviet Union was

already deploying such a system around Moscow. This had prompted the call in

the United States for a similar system. Mr. McWamara, however, had expressed

reservations about it, and on 19 December the United States was reported to

be seeking an agreement with the Soviet Union for a moratorium on the deploy-

ment of ballistic missile defence. It is expected that such a move will be

made during the forthcoming February session of the ENDC in Geneva.—'

5_/ In his report to the Supreme Soviet on 15 December, Finance Minister
Vasily F. Garbuzov announced that Soviet military spending next year would

be increased by 1.1 billion roubles, or 8.2$ over this year's arms budget of
13 .̂  billion roubles ($14.8 billion). He said the increase was necessary
because the "aggressive monopolist circles of the US have recently sharpened
international tensions and increased the danger of a new world war." However,
US officials believe that the increase in the Soviet military budget is due
to extensive aid to the DRV and to the tensions on the Soviet-Sino border.

See also Hote on European Relations - December 1966 concerning Soviet-
Turkish relations.
6/ John W. Finney, "US will suggest missile moratorium at Geneva", New

York Times, 20 December 1966.
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32. Despite the reports mentioned of US reluctance to become involved in any

competitive spiral with the USSR over an anti-missile missile, there were

other reports indicating that the race was already commencing. John W.

Finney wrote from Washington on 20 December that the underground test

conducted "by the AEC in Nevada on 20 December was designed to help in the

development of an anti-missile missile. He concluded that the Soviet Union

and the United States had entered a new and comprehensive phase of atomic
7/testing designed to develop a warhead for an anti-missile missile.—'

33. At a news conference on 21 December, Secretary of State Rusk was asked

about US plans to seek a moratorium from the Soviet Union on the anti-missile

missile deployment. He said, inter alia;

"We would like to see some means developed by which
both sides would not have to go into wholly new and
unprecedented levels of military expansion with perhaps
no perceptible result in the total strategic situation." 8/

3̂ -. During the month the Soviet Union and the United States were reported

to be in the last stages of negotiation on a non-proliferation treaty, one

which could perhaps be signed at the reconvened session of the EHDC in

February.

US-CFR relations

35- Hsinhua on 5 December quoted the Chinese Defence Ministry as charging

that two US aircraft had dropped 20 bombs on a group of hi CPE fishing boats

in the Gulf of Tonkin, killing Ik fishermen. In regard to the incident,

Jenmin Jih Pao added:

"The Chinese people do not entertain any illusions
about US imperialism. They have long been prepared; they
are now standing in battle array."

36. At a mass rally of 100,000, including Premier Chou En-lai and four Deputy

Premiers, a resolution was approved which said, in part:

"Whenever the Vietnamese people deems it necessary,
we will march to the front and together with fraternal
Vietnamese people deal devastating blows at US aggressors
till final victory."

Mr. Tadashi Nogami, correspondent of the Japanese newspaper Asahi, reported

from Peking on 21 December that the CPR was prepared to intervene in Viet-Nam

2/ John W. Finney, "US and Soviet begin a new atomic test race", New York
Times, 21 December 1966.

8/ For the financial implications of deploying an anti-mdLssile missile system,
see James Reston, "Washington: Let 'Em Eat Missiles", New York Times,

9 December 1966.
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9/"but hoped to avoid direct involvement.—'

37- In spite of these CPE statements, US officials reportedly believed that

the turmoil resulting from the "cultural revolution" made it difficult for the

CPR to intervene in the Vietnam war. In US official circles it is felt that

the disruption caused by the revolution might even interrupt normal transportation

between China and Hanoi and so compel DRV leaders to a more amenable position

towards a peaceful settlement.

38. On 28 December the CPR reported that it had successfully conducted a

new nuclear explosion in its western region. The statement claimed, inter alia,

that the explosion was

"... a great encouragement to the heroic Vietnamese people
who are waging the struggle against US aggression and for
national salvation, and to all the revolutionary peoples of the
world, who are now engaged in heroic struggles, as well as an
important contribution to the defence of world peace. ...'•"

It also renewed the CPR pledge that it would not be the first to use nuclear

weapons.

39• The American AEG published a report on 30 December on the CPR test,

saying that the yield was equal to about 300,000 tons of TNT, or 300 kilotons.

It also disclosed that the test contained ordinary uranium (U-238)_ as fissionable

material; This was assessed as indicating that the CPR scientists are

experimenting on a triple-stage atomic weapon, the so-called "dirty bomb".

The tone 'of the AEG report confirmed the significant progress made by the CPR

in nuclear weapons technology.—'

MATO Affairs

40. Prior to the MATO Council meeting on 15 December, the Defence and Foreign

Ministers held a session of their group in Paris on Ik December. At that

session 1^ of the 15 members of NATO (excluding France) decided to set up a

T-member permanent nuclear planning group to determine Western nuclear strategy,

and a larger committee on questions of nuclear defence. The United States,

United Kingdom, FRG and Italy were designated permanent members of the planning

group. Three other MATO members will have rotating membership. On 19 December

9/ A Brazilian lawyer, Danillo J. dos Santos, reported in Rio de Janiero
on 10 December that in an interview with CPR Foreign Minister Chen Yi,

he was told the CPR was expecting a joint attack from the United States and
the Soviet Union.

10/ See, Hanson ¥. Baldwin, "5th Chinese Test said to indicate small atomic
arsenal is ready", New York Times, December 1966
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Canada, the Netherlands, Turkey and Greece were named as the first rotating

members - Greece and Turkey sharing a seat. Greece -will assume Turkey's

duties at an appropriate period during the initial 18 months ending 50 June

1968. The seven-member group will operate under the supervision of the

Committee on Questions of Nuclear Defence, which includes all members of the

Alliance except France, Iceland, Luxembourg and possibly Norway.

*t-l. UK Foreign Secretary George Brown expressed the view that the establish-

ment of the NATO permanent planning group would result in the abandonment of

plans to create either a MLF or an ANF.

42. The Federal Republic of Germany has in the past maintained that a

permanent NATO nuclear planning group could not be a substitute for a nuclear

force. A Cabinet meeting in Bonn on 12 December discussed the FRG position on

this matter, and Foreign Minister Brandt and Defence Minister Schroder disagreed

on the attitude that West Germany should adopt at the NATO meeting. As in the

past, Dr. Schroder argued that a NATO nuclear planning group would not be a

substitute for the FRG's desire to participate in the nuclear defence of the

West; Mr. Brandt, reflecting the SPD position on nuclear policy, endorsed the

NATO committee without seeking further participation in nuclear control.—'

U3. This division was reflected in the ambiguous position which Chancellor

Kiesinger took in his policy speech in the Bundestag on 1J December. Foreign

Minister Brandt declared publicly in Bonn that the FRG's position on nuclear

weapons had changed, i.e. that it did not seek any control or possession of
,, 12/
these weapons.—'

kk. Mr. Brandt's colleagues in the MTO Council were reportedly impressed

when he addressed them on 15 December. He spoke at great length about the FRG

determination to improve relations with the Soviet Union and the People's

Democracies of Eastern Europe; he noted that as Mayor of West Berlin he had

ii/ Die Welt, 13 December 1966

12/ It would seem that the FRG might be placed in a similar situation to
that which has occurred in the United States whereby the Defence Minister

attempts to participate actively in foreign policy. It is well known that Mr.
McNamara in some respects has dominated US foreign policy decisions. Develop-
ments in West Germany would indicate that Defence Minister Schroder will make
serious attempts to influence the trends of FRG foreign policy. The strong
personality of Mr. Brandt makes unlikely his having the success comparable
with that of Mr. McNamara.
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experienced "the once real" threat of the Soviet Union., but now he fully

recognized that the threat had abated. He also informed the Council that the

present FRG Government would soon move to establish contacts with the GDR

leaders, even at an official level. He emphasized though that this would not

mean recognition of the GDR.

^5. During the Ministerial meeting, Foreign Minister Harmel of Belgium

proposed that HATO examine its long-term objectives in light of the views

expressed by the Ministers that changes were now occurring in Europe, i.e.

improving relations between East and West Europeans. Such a study should

determine what should be NATO's objectives in the changed situation.

U6. In the final communique issued on l6 December an appeal was made for

further moves to bridge the East-West division in Europe. The significance

of the communique was in its stressing of the need for rapprochement between

East and West. —' It also took note of the FRG decision to establish contacts

with the "authorities" in the GDR.

47. In a Tass broadcast commentary on 2k December, Mr. Turkatenko expressed

some satisfaction in the realization of the majority of NATO members that there

was no threat from the Soviet Union, and he praised the determination of West

European leaders to seek a rapprochement with the Soviet Union and Eastern

Europe. However, he expressed profound alarm at the establishment of a permanent

nuclear planning group in which the FRG would participate. He concluded his

assessment of the NATO meeting by asserting that:

"The results of the Paris NATO Council session clearly
show that Washington sought, by hook or by crook, to make its
allies turn away from the already clearly defined path towards
a relaxation of European tensions, to involve them even more
deeply in its gambles in such an extremely explosive area as
South-East Asia, and to give the green light to nuclear sharing
for the German Federal Republic. In this Washington was helped
by Bonn and London to the best of their abilities. ..."

FRG foreign policy on
East-West relations

U8. The formation of the "grand coalition" in Bonn on 1 December and the

announcement of its new Cabinet formed interesting background to the MTO

15/ On 15 December Mr. Rusk told the NATO Council that the Western flank
of the Atlantic Alliance was in the Pacific and that the commitment of

the Alliance covered the entire US, except Hawaii. This assertion was linked
with that made by President Johnson indicating that because the USA is a Pacific
power it -must be concerned with Vietnam and events in Asia. This was
interpreted by Soviet commentators as indicating US desiKe to involve its
European allies in the war in Vietnam. For an analysis of changes within the
NATO alliance, see Henry Tanner, "A Changing Alliance", New York Times, 17
December 1966.
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Ministerial Council meeting. As noted last month, hopes- had been expressed

that such a coalition would be able to take the important decisions which the

FRG would need to make for any meaningful rapprochement with Eastern Europe --

decisions concerning the Oder-Meisse boundary, reunification, FRG relations

with Eastern Europe and with the GDR.

lj-9- Chancellor Kiesinger spoke to the Bundestag on 13 December on a wide

range of domestic and foreign policies. In the part of his address dealing

with foreign relations, he outlined a programme for reconciliation with Eastern

Europe. He indicated that he hoped for improvement of relations with "the

Soviet Union and Poland in particular, expressing understanding for the desire

of the Polish people to live within secure boundaries, but without specifically

renouncing any claim to the Oder-Neisse. While he asserted that the Munich

Agreement was no longer valid, he did not renounce all rights and privileges

contained in it. Instead he said that there were Sudeten Germans whose rights

and interests are guaranteed by the Munich Agreement. He reiterated the FRG

claim that it alone represents the German people because it is the only freely

elected German government. He said the FRG was prepared to establish contacts

between authorities in West Germany and in East Germany, although this would

not imply recognition. He restated the FRG*s desire for expanding inter-zonal

German trade .—' '

50. The FRG-.again expressed its desire for improved relations with the

Soviet Union and Eastern Europe in Foreign Minister Brandt's speech of 14

December to the West European Union. He reiterated the general line of

Chancellor Kiesinger1s speech. On the issue of disarmament, he noted:

"As is known, the German Government has made a suggestion
of its own on this matter. It stands ready to accede to a
controlled agreement for limiting and gradually reducing the
nuclear weapons in all of Europe. We shall patiently try to
help bring about a situation in which comprehensive regulations
"of the European relationship become possible. I am thinking
of an improvement of the climate by gradual and balanced
reduction of the armed forces on both sides of the demarcation
line, such as was also envisioned recently by President Johnson

For quotations from the Chancellor's speech regarding Eastern Europe,
see Note on European Relations - December 1966, at pp. 10-11.



and my colleague George Brown. This must not expose either
side to a greater risk. The natural complement to a "balanced
troop reduction, which must necessarily have the character
of a trial, would be measures to prevent surprise attack."

51. Mr. Brandt also referred to the FRG1s Hote of March 1966 proposing an

exchange of observers during manoeuvres between the FRG and the States of

the Warsaw Pact, excepting the GDR. He underscored the German readiness to

co-operate on proposals relating to arms control and reduction. Germany,

he made it clear, had no nuclear ambitions, either of ownership or control.

He also recalled the FRG willingness to exchange declarations renouncing the

use of force with the Soviet Union and Eastern European nations, including

therein the problems of the division of Germany.—'

52. Mr. Victor Glazunov, a Moscow Radio commentator, on lh December welcomed

Chancellor Kiesinger's expression of desire for peaceful co-existence with

the USSR and Eastern Europe. He said, however, that the FRG must show by

"practical politics" that its policy was realistic. He criticized Herr

Kiesinger for insisting that only the FRG spoke for the German people, and

went on to say:

"... The illusory character of this position is obvious;
and it is very odd that in this connection Kiesinger should
speak of the need for contacts between the authorities of
the Federal Republic and the GDR. He thus practically
admitted that one cannot get round the fact that the
existence of the GDR is a reality. It can be confidently
asserted that the Federal Government's German policy will
produce no results until this contradiction has been eliminated,
once and for all, and Bonn adopts a wholly realistic attitude,
giving up the illusions left over from the past. ..."

55* He also criticized the lack of any clear position in the Chancellor's

statement regarding complete renunciation of the FRG of nuclear weapons.

5k. In a statement on 15 December to the lUth session of the Central

Committee of the SED, First Secretary Ulbricht criticized Chancellor Kiesinger's

foreign policy statement. Ee noted that:

"... while it refrained from attacking other States
directly, and while there are nuances as regards earlier
taboos, the Government statement, as far as its factual

15/ For an analysis of the new trends in FRG foreign policy, see Jiirgen Tern,
"Die neuen akzente nack draussen", Die Frankfurther Allgemeine, 16

December 1966.
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contents are concerned was in line with the well-known
policy of the ruling circles in Bonn. ... The main problem
is that the development in the West German Federal
Republic has been determined by the resurgent forces of
armament capital and militarism. ..."

He also said that:

"The foreign policy concept of the Kiesinger Government
resembles that of the previous CDU/CSU Government as one
rotten egg resembles another, but there are shades in the
colouring. Several new formulations are supposed to help
the Government to bring the West German Federal Republic out
of its isolation... Herr Kiesinger says that his Government
•wants to take the tension out of the relations with the
other German State and the other European States. But nothing
concrete was said about the real intentions of the Government.
If these words are not to be empty and meaningless it is
necessary to explain the real intention, that is to establish,
by official negotiations between the Governments of the two
German States and by official negotiations with the Governments
of the socialist States which form part of the Warsaw Treaty
system, normal state relations. ..."

Herr Ulbricht went on to propose a 5-point minimum programme for improved

relations between the GDR and the FRG.

"1. To promote the conclusion of an international
treaty providing for a ban on the passing-on of nuclear
weapons in any shape or form.

"2. To promote the achievement of a security conference of
all European States with the aim of guaranteeing peace and
security for all European peoples and nations.

"3. The establishment and fostering of normal and correct
relations "between the Governments of the two German States:,
with the aim of ensuring their peaceful and equal living side-
by-side with each other and living together.

"4. An agreement about a cut in the armament budget of
the West German Federal Republic and the GDR by 50 per cent.

"5. An understanding about the neutrality of both German
States, guaranteed by the Powers. In our view this would also
mean decisive progress on the road to the peaceful settlement
of the German question."

55• After a meeting between President de Gaulle and Foreign Minister

Brandt in Paris on 15 December, described as a "very friendly visit", it was

reported in West Germany that the FRG and France would co-ordinate their East

European policies. The intention was that France, because of its cordial

relations with Eastern Europe, would be in a better position to explain the
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sincerity of the FRG for rapprochement with the East. This view was reflected

in a report which Herr Brandt made to the Bundestag on l6 December regarding

his talks with President de Gaulle and the HATO Council meeting.—'

56. It was reported in West Berlin on 2J December that diplomats in East

Berlin believed the GDR was seeking support in Eastern Europe for a policy

which would make an improvement of relations dependent upon de facto

recognition of its government.

57. It should be noted that the FRG's Eastern policy is not new. This

was the general line of policy followed by the former Foreign Minister, Dr.

Schr'dder. The major difference at the present time is that there is far

more support now in the "grand coalition" for an improvement of relations with

the East. Previously there was considerable opposition within the Cabinet to

Dr. Schroder's policy for rapprochement. It should also be noted that the

Foreign Ministry has a large cadre of officials committed to the Schroder

policy and this in itself makes it comparatively easier for Herr Brandt to

execute this policy.

East-West Trade

58. During the month US officials tried to win support for President

Johnson's hope of expanded East-West trade. In an address to the National

Manufacturers' Association, Under-Secretary of State Nicholas Katzenbach on 9

December urged the support of the East-West trade Relations Bill, which will

be reintroduced to the 90th Congress. He noted, inter alia;

"At the most specific level, the enlarged trade would
give us the influence to secure satisfactory economic
concessions such as patent protection or trade and tourist
promotion offices, or assurances concerning arbitration of
commercial disputes."

He also noted that, with reference to Eastern Europe:

"... Through trade, we can encourage them to rebuild
their historical friendly ties to the West. Through trade,
we can increase their contacts with American businessmen —
and tourists. Through trade, we can encourage their

16/ For the importance attached to friendly relations between the FRG and
France, see statement by Chancellor Kiesinger quoted in the Mote on

European Relations - December 1966 at p. 11.
For a view that the renewed Franco-German rapprochement is based on

de Gaulle's position that reunification of Germany is a very long term
proposition, see C.L. Sulzberger, "De Gaulle - III: Germany", Hew York
Times, 21 December 1966.
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participation in international institutions -- and
international responsibilities. Through trade, we can
increase their stake in peaceful relations with the
West."

59. In a speech in Florida on 11 December, Foy D. Kohler, Deputy Under-

secretary of State, said that increased East-West trade would

"... help further the progress of political
fragmentation in the Communist camp."

60. It is the intention of US officials to win public support for the trade

bill since there are indications that the conservative trend in the new Congress

will be against this bill, particularly while a war is being fought in Viet-Ham.

Conclusion

61. This Note has examined the effect of the Viet-Ham war on East-West

relations and has noted that there is no prospect for an early settlement to

this war, nor prospect for improvement in US-USSR and US-CPR relations. It

was further noted that the NATO meeting was significant in its greater support

for improvement of East-West relations; and the FRG's stated position on

improvement of its relations with Eastern Europe was also examined.


