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Debriefing by the President on his talks with Chairman Kosygin, morning
of June 23, 1967, at Hollybush, Glassboro State College, Glassboro, New
Jersey.

The talks were not denunciatory or argumentative. Kosygin was

reserved, contained, but jolly.

Kosygin pointed out that he had an 18-year old grandson and grand-

daughter and was the senior grandfather present. They both had a duty

to protect them by maintaining peace between their countries of 200 million,

The President said they had a responsibility not only to the 200 million

but to the whole world of 3 billion, He hoped their grandsons would grow

up to know each other, They had lived through the horrors of two wars

and they did not wish their grandchildren to share that kind of experience.

Kosygin said that during the second world war he had responsibility

in Leningrad. He would never forget American help at that time. He

said he wanted peace, but you don't, The President said, I believe you

are sincere but I am also. At which Kosygin appeared a big chagrined at

his first ploy.
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The President explained that in the 3 years he had been in office, we
had made no new treaties. He had wished to make progress in relations
with the Soviet Union, He began with a letter to Khrushchev urging that
they both cut back their nuclear production, and they did. He urged they
both cut back their levels of defense expenditure, and they did. Things
then changed. There were hard words about Viet Nam,

In these 3 years, despite their stopping Mary Martin's going to Moscow,
they had concluded the cultural agreement and civil agreement, Consular
Agreement, Working hard on non-proliferation, ready next week to start
discussions on ABMfand ICBM's, He was awaiting answer which had been
delayed 3 months, (President made this point three times and never got
a reply.)

The President said that on the Middle East he had presanted his |
5 points but got no comment from Kosygin, Kosygin s‘a.id that the President
before the war had talked about territorial integrity, asserted this on hot

line, but wound up protecting aggression., Kosygin said that he had been
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Stalin's deputy for 12 years. He had served in Leningrad. He would
never forget the time when arm in arm we resisted Fascism, He wished
we could agree on some of these moves now, Kosygin then said we must
bring back the troops to the original armistice lines, and put the question
of Aqaba into International Court of Justice., Then-we'cduld discuss other
problems. Then came the nearest thing to a threat. He said, unless you
do this there will be a war, a very great war, I'm against it. They will
fight with arms if they have them; if not, with fists, All troops must be
withdrawn at once. They will fight with their Sare hands, if necessary.
(The President said it was not clear in this passage whether the Soviets
w ould supply the arms for this blow up or engage themselves.) The
President then leaned forward and said very slowly and quietly, let us
understand one another. I hope there will be no war, If there is a war,
I hope it will not be a big war. If they fight, I hope they fight with fists
and not with guns. I'hope)/'ao:d we will keep out of this matter because, if

we do get into it, it will be a ''most serious' matter, The President's



-4

judgment was that this was not an ultimatum a.na he backed away from
the implication that the Soviet Union might itself become involved.

On the NPT, the President asked Kosygin to set a date and let us
table the agreement,

On ABM's and ICBM's, he said let us go to work. Sec. McNamara
can go to Moscow, We can meet in Washington or some neutral point,

On Viet Nam, the President drew a map and urged the separation of
North Viet Nam from South Viet Nam., Kosygin attacked corruption of
the regime in Saigon. The President did not engage in the quality of our
allies,

President said some think we should invade North Viet Nam -- not
Sec McNamara, but some do urge that. We think bombing of North Viet Nam
is better than invading it. If you could get them to stop invading the South,
you could say to us don't invade North Viet Nam, But they must get their
people out of South Viet Nam. The UK, ICC or anyone. could have free

elections, They could have any kind of government they want,
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Kosygin said Sec. McNamara couldn't wait three days in February
before he started bombing the North, The President said, well you didn't
have any influence in Hanoi. The Chinese had taken over. You couldn't
deliver them.

Kosygin said that Fawzi had given Sec. Rusk important proposals.
Kosygin complained :tl:aotu;znb. Goldberg's position at the UN,

The President pressed him on sending arms to the Middle East.
Said he hoped we both could avoid doing that, By working the hot line,
they had achieved a cease-fire. The U.S. knew nothing of the attack,
Had no knowledge of the Israeli attack. They thought they had commit-
ments from both parties. He said he assumed the Soviet Union did not
know of the closure of the Gulf of Aqaba before it took place.

The President repeated he hoped both of us would stay outside the area

with our armed forces. If we engaged, it would be quite serious.
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At one point Kosygin complained about our bombing Hanoi when he

was there. The President explained that our bombing had nothing to do

with his presence. Sec. Rusk was bombed when at Saigon. This was

a problem of travelers going into war areas. In fact, we made clear in

would

our Tonkin resolution we gtk not take such attacks. When they killed

60 ofiour men asleep at Pleiku, wehad to take action. Totally unrelated

to Kosygin's visit,

President pressed on Middle East, Viet Nam, non -proliferation, ABM's.

He got no positive reaction in the first talks, But he found Kosygin

friendly, jolly and warm. He enjoyed him,

There was some exchange on the two Ambassadors. President said

he thought very well of Amb, Dobrynin and Tommy Thompson had his full

confidence. He had returned to Moscow as duty to all humanity as well as

to his country.

Kosygin said Dobrynin reports very objectively. He says nothing

that will increase the heat between the two countries.



MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

SECRET Wednesday, June 21, 1967
6:15 p. m.

MR, PRESIDENT:
1. The case for seeing Kosygin:

-~ At home it will cover your flank to the left and among the columnists,
If you don’t do it, they will blame every difficulty that follows on the lack
of a meeting, The Republicans will run on: I will go to Moscow.

== There is a 20% chance that it will have a net favorable effect in
U. S, =Soviet policy;

-~ Given the present state of affairs, I think the chance is well under
10% that it could make things worse between the U.S. and the U, S, S, R.
(The trouble with Vienna was not the meeting itself, but that Khrushchev
had decided to see if he could break President Kennedy on Berlin, I do not
see the Soviets in an ultimatum mood on either Viet Nam or the Middle East
at the moment. There is always, of course, the chance. But if the chance
exists it is because the Soviet Government, which is a collective organization,
has so decided., And we might as well get it straight and soon, as obscurely
and later,)

2. On a cold, hard, objective basis I am confident that your net impact
on Kosygin {and through him on his colleagues) will be positive. I have had
the privilege of se _ing you deal with a wide range of governmental leaders.
Your batting average justifies this confidence., Kosygin should feel both
the steel and compassion; the determination and flexibility; and, above all,
your willingness to treat the Soviet Union as one of the two older responsible
children in the human family if they will so behave,

For these reasons, on balance, I am for the meeting, if it can be
arranged in ways which leave you feeling comfortable and not cornered.
That is why I support strongly Maguire Air Force Base, although it's going
to be a little tough for them to swallow,

_ 3. What might come out of the meeting? Aside from your impact on
-Kosygin, nothing hard that they have not already decided. But it could
. .accelerate the pace.

4. With respect to the Middle East, they may have decided to move
in time from a straight confrontation on the question of Israeli withdrawal

to playing a role in a settlement. If so, that would emerge in the days ahead
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via Gromyko. You may be able to smoke him out a little in advance.

5. With respect to ABM~ICBM, Kosygin is in a position where he
must give you a simple Yes~No answer on whether his government is
willing to engage in serious talks, Again, that has probably been decided,
It could be communicated diplomaticall&. You might, through this meeting,
get authoritative word earlier than otherwise.

6, On the substantive side, the serious case for talking with Kosyin
is Viet Nam, Frankly, I am a little impressed by the fact that the No:th
Vietnamese have initiated contacts with us at several points, 1 am in pressed
by the fact that Kosygin dropped '"permanent'" from his bombing formula,
It may be that our polls, which show popular support for a harder policy,
have led them to believe that they will not be saved by the election of 1968;
they may believe that we are about to make important decisions to increase
our forces and perhaps apply more pressure against the North; that the
bombing we have been doing is too unpleasant to be accepted over a period
of years ahead; that there is danger, if we proceed on our present track,
of either a clear=-cut Hanoi defeat or a U, S. /Soviet confrontation which
they do not want; and that Hanoi is coming to believe that time is no lor.ger
its friend.

7. If there is anything at all in this line of thought then, of course, a
meeting with Kosygin could be most important. And certainly the most
important thing on which you must make up your mind is what you say to
Kosygin ~=~ after hearing him out ~-- on Viet Nam.

8. My own thoughts are not final, but here they are. You might say
that he knows our commitment and our views; and that the formula of the
Foreign Minister in Hanoi is not satisfactory to us. ‘We cannot accept a
stoppage of bombing simply for the possibility of talk., What are his views?
If it emerges that he does not repeat the permanent formula and goes on to
say he is sure talks could take place if we stop bombing unconditionally,
you could then explain that so long as the DMZ is being violated you cannot
make a commitment to stop bombing. You might ask him if they would
respect the DMZ if we stopped bombing the North, He is most unlikely
to be able to give you a definite answer on this; but he might agree to find out,

You could then indicate that there is a certain urgency in this marter,
_Your forces are under great pressure. They are taking heavy casualties
every week, Secretary McNamara is going out to review the situation and
to make recommendations, You might then add this: every mature American
remembers that we lost more casualties during the Panmunjom negotiating
period than we did during the Korean War. The critical question that must
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be answered by Hanoi is whether they are or are not willing to make

peace on the basis of the 1954 and 1962 agreements and léave the South
Vietnamese to settle their own political affairs on the basis of politics

and not violence. We are looking for peace in Southeast Asia at the earliest

possible time; but not on the basis of turning South Viet Nam over to
North Viet Nam.

W. W, R,
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SAFEGUARDS

The issue on safeguards (Art. [11) in the NPT is not an
issue between us and the USSR. It is between the EURATOM
countries (France, Germany, ltaly, Netherlands, Belgium) and
all the rest. EURATOM views depend essentially upon the veto

- and negative attitude of France.

Gromyko told Rusk that they would talk to France about this.

What we now want is: USSR agreement to table the existing
draft with Article 111 blank. We agree that we and Soviets (as
co-chairmen) will work urgently on Article I11. Gromyko and Rusk
are meeting early this week-on Article 1.

If USSR can accept our present language for Article 111, of
course we could table complete draft.

However, we are committed to our allies{ especially the
GermansS not to discuss alternative language on Article |11 with the
USSR before discussing it with our allies.
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MIDDLE EAST

“Mr. Kosygin said to the General Assembly that we should try to find
common language". We agree totry.

@)

The General Assembly's function is to make recommendations to the
Security Council and to the parties. It is inconceivable to us that the
Assembly would not recommend the elements of a permanent peace in the "
Middle East. ‘ ‘ e

We have studied Kosygin's speech carefully and believe we ought to
find "'common language' on:
--  Withdrawal of forces.
== Acceptance of Israel as an independent national state.
== Elimination of a state of war or rights of belligerence.
--  Re-affirmation of non-use of force or threat of force.
== Rights of innocent passage -- Suez as well as Agaba.
--  Dampening of arms race.
--  Commitment to face and solve refugee problem. -
--  Effective UN presence until peace treaties between :
Middle East states worked out. T

-- A mediation procedure. -
--  Intensified economic and soaal development.

Some of these elements were contained in the Chairman's speech

before the General Assembly. None is inconsistent with ‘Soviet policy as .:
we understand it.

~ We should work in New York for a resolution and action we both can
support.




VENEZUELA

We have firm evidence that Cuba is directly and actively
encouraging guerrilla operations in seven Latin American countries,
This is a form of aggression and it is dangerous to peace in the Western
Hemisphere and the world.

In Venezuela, for example, Soviet-manufactured weapons
were captured from Cubans landed in Venezuela illegally in July
1966. Théir boat and motors are known to have come from Cuba.

In"May 1967 a party of Cubans and Venezuelans trained in
Cuba landed in a Cuban fishing vessel. Several Cubans were captured.

On March 13, 1967, Castro openly stated his determination
to support such activities.

The Venezuelan government is determined that there shall be
effective action against it.

Our Ambassador Sol Linowitz is now in Venezuela investigating
the evidence along with his OAS colleagues.

Itis of the highest importance that Castro be persuaded to

stop-such illegal activity.

Y (Do
5
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T OR-SEGRET
July 1, 1967
Mr. Secretary:

Herewith my notes on your conver-
sation with Foreign Minister Gromyko
at Glassboro on Friday, June 23. Aslde
from a copy in my hands, this is the only
one that exists.

I leave editing and distribution to you.

W. W. Rostow

WWRostow:rln ona
P9-ga



4  Friday, June 23, 1967

Memorandum of Conversation of Secretary Rusk and Foreign Minister Gromyko |
Hollybush conference, Glassboro State College, Glassboro, New Jersey,
June 23, 1967,

Secretary Rusk opened by reporting that Foreign Ministeﬂr Fawzi (UAR)
had spoken at some length to him the previous evening about the ciesirability
of limiting arms shipments to the Middle East, The Secretary emphasized .
this was a private conversation and he might not be speaking for his govern-
ment, Nevertheless, it was interesting, He went on to point out that arms
shipment%ecome circular and cumulative. Arms competition exis? in the
area not only between Israel and Arab states but as between various Arab
states.

Gromyko said that the UK had also raised this question.

Sec. Rusk pointed out he had raised the question of smaller arms race

e

. at}opening of Geneva conference, He asked if there is some way we can act?

He asked Gromyko if he had any sense of what de Caulle's attitude towards

an agreement to limit the arms flow to the Middle East might bei‘%Gromyko

sa.d he didn't know,
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Sec. Rusk said that Fawzi had underlined tha:%xer needs of the
region were so great that it was wrong to divert resources to am'
military purposes.

Gromyko said the arms issue should not be ..ed to other matters.

(At this point he made the first of several glancing blows at Secretary
McNamazara with a remark about those interested in the use of military force.)

He went on to say we should give the matter further thought. We know
the UK position, we don't know the French position. He recalled Anthony
Eden raised the question in 1956, concluding, however, that the arms
limitation should not be tied as a string to other Middle Eastern issues.

Sec. Rusk said we could be flexible in the matter of procedures.

5. Sovalory

Gromyk@ then asked; did-tire-Secretexy, when e talked of the Middle

pud s ctlos el G € 1nad avd @MMWA,Q}}/

East, [Jﬁludé other ian &Y implying Turkey and Iran)?

Sec. Rusk replied that the problem lay between _srael and the Arab

states on the one hand, and as between certain Arab nations on the other.

He said we both agree onAnecessity of keeping nuclear weapons out of the
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whole area, to which Gromykﬁlas sented with a nod.
Gromyko then turned to non-proliferation, He asked.how soon could

the obstacles be overcome and a treaty completed, including the-work-of-
the Eighteen.

Sec. Rusk replied that once we tabled a draft, with or without an agreed
paragraph on controls, the problem would lie with governments who have
not yet seen the text. éor example, India and Japan. He made clear. that

5 .
the U, S. does not have pledges from other governments, The U.S, and the
Soviet Union may present the draft but then these princip‘al problems would .
.

arise:

W lunamitsy
-- guarantees for India‘)

-- ¢question of the length of the trea;ty‘J )&here the Italians and others
seek a length that is something short of eternity, pérhaps 25 or 30 years.
-- finally, both U. S, and Soviet Union will be pressed onAquestion of

reducing and controlling nuclear arms as between themselves.

.

. . . At L,
Gromyko interposed that if you accept general ar.’ . omplete &gﬁamgm.’
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o
that would settle it; or we might haveAgeneral provision in the preamble dﬂ .

@

hi.ndicating we would do our best to move towards disarmament,
Gromyko then asked if we had’see&?'afa‘ft given by Soviet Union to India.
| T/ e '
Sec. Rusk said we have number~of constitutional problem to‘-giu@e ' >

[Peaprisd. sin; ol e

assirances from the Executive Branch would—invoive putting matter as

o gl

ubst Ce
treaty to Sena.te) Qs would-have to-generate 2/3 majority voteAm
via a resolution in the Security Council, we could awoid this difficult
consitutional and procedural matter.

Gromyko said the Soviet draft was based on and rooted in the Charter

of the UN,

' . T
e, N
Sec. Rusk asked Gromyko if he had also gotten]impressio AIndians had

e

separated“non-proliferation treaty fromnmatter of assurances.
Gromyko replied that he had always thought the statements of assurances
migh$ be made in connection with the treaty. They were flexible as to

whether they would be attached in some way or be made as an accompanieéne/nt

" to the act of concluding the treaty.
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an». r s
Sec. Rusk saixix repeate/‘(f)%{nt that if we madeh tatement\unilateral

N e g

W

we would have to be careful because of the constitutional problem involved

for the Executive Branch. Operating through the Security Council would

. . +~—
o~ <

be easier. Sec. Rusk)\said'.what would our position be if"Indians did not
insist on assurances, and Saxxmykm asked if Gromyko had any more
information, Gromyko said Indians had raised matter in connection with

NPT.
-
Sec. Rusk said one problem might arise: if Indians asked for assurances,

- il prl/
P g anifor o

Gromyko replied that the statement made would not b7adapted specifically
to India butﬂnon-nuclear powers in general,

Sec. Rusk said there might be differences of views as among non-nuclear
powers as to what kind of assuiances aré required. /%{‘Dfne might wax.xt-
stronger language than in ;the draft the Soviet Union gave to India.

~

Sec. Rusk, said:if you and we table a draft soon, could we complete it

1

perhaps by October?
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Gromyko said that seemed reasonable if the main obstacles were
removed.

Sec. McNamara agreed : -Szid, let us try for October.

Gromyko repeated, that is reasonable, very reasonable.

Sec. Rusk said we must wrestle with problems of control. .

Gromyko said that except for Western Europe, there is no problem.

Sec. Rusk said we can't command Western Europe. The three
communities of Western Europe have a new chairman, Mr. Rey, a Belgian,
He had urged him to go deeply into the matter of‘EURATOM-Geneva. control

»: g

question, The ultimate problem is,l General de Gaulle,

T

Gromyko said he had gottenhimpression in Paris fha.a .French favor the
treaty., They probably do not plan to sign 1} but they are not definite even

oa this point,
/

/28

Sec. Rusk said they also ta.kenviewAEURATOM must exercise its own

controls,

Gromyko replied, let EURATOM also control in addition eran @b&:

safeguards.
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Sec. Rusk said U, S, is not member of EURATOM. We engage in
technical cooperation with it but we have no direct interest,

Gromyko said; try to explain to them that their position makes
trouble for the NPT! mekaﬁ%question poses great difﬁculties.")_—
It is impossible.to combine bloc and international principles z=d control,
The three year transitional period doesn't help. They xi‘nust have an inter-
national system,

| e frsndd » g~
Sec. Rusk said if France were to discover its attitude wereﬁobstacle

to internatienal treaty, it is possible gwould change its mind.

Gromyko said it is better you explain this to the French.

Sec. Rusk said our ability to M General de Gaulle is somewhat

limited, He“went on to ask Gromyko if he anticipated that the Soviet Union

per”

would be willing to have its peaceful atomic installations inspected by FEAE?

Gromyko said; that is your privilege. XMe shall not,
o~
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Sec. Rusk asked, what are the difficulties?
Gromyko sa;id there is no need for it., If you wish to, that's all right,
But not for the Soviet Union,

Sec. Rusk pointed out that acceptance by the Soviet Union, as well as

A Yoy
: i I [

. ‘ P X —_
by the U. S.)would have good effec??ﬁrx}?Indian who were concerned with

discrimimation, In cases where dxscnmma.txon is not required for non-

prolife ratxon m—“a—eaqrhﬁxed-trthem‘ﬂﬁt‘the—tre&trpmo—

~obstacle., It would be helpful if Soviet Union and U, S, would demonstrate

that fact themselves, It would make a deep impression on countries which

- might make trouble in paseing“the treaty,

~

Gromyko concluded that when the text is sent to the Committee of

15 o8 o el
Eighteen, 4 months ought to be enoughy” The target date of October was

N

good. If possible, the treaty ought to be concluded sooner.
Sec. Rusk zxikthak asked when would we have a common text.

e
Gromyko said that depends on whennovercome our differences of control,

On other matters, we are closer than before, We-will-give-final-reply on-
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+his-matter. Perhaps the Chairman and the President are now talking
about it. He urged U, S. to pay attention to the question of control, which
must be international.

Sec. Rusk said we find ourselves in a difficult situation, If we could
give ourselves‘ﬂ years beginning now, we could gain time.

A

Gromyko said what happens if A years run out and there is no

an M.' W
solution? But} me the possibility of submitting the treaty

with a blank article {1
Sec. Rusk said we would work hard on this question,
Gromyko urged Sec. Rusk to look into it agz.n and try to find common
e~
ground and try to convince Aa.llies.
Sec. Rusk asked if the Soviet Union had again talked to the French;
Gromyko said just in passing. He fhought that Debre had mentioned

EURATOM.,

Sec. Rusk pointed out that the problem was not EURATOM installations

in France. France, as nuclear power, takes the view that the Geneva



-10-

safeguards cannot be applied on its territory. But-then-this-was understanding
thre—other—countries did Hot object.

Gromyko said, why not have both EURATOM and IEAE safeguards.

0 i

Sec. Rusk said Soviet Union may underestirhateAStrong interest efthiw

Toup against further nuclear powers in Europe. or example, Belgium, -
) :
T is-
Netherlands, France, -3 (Sovx et Union ghould have more confidence in m
EURATOM safeguards system.
Gromyko said he was not against the system but there was no

connection
organic sgratexm between an international system and regional system.

[’[:wo systems different in scope and membership, although presumably many
tasks would be similar,
-Sec. Rusk said; do you have a non-proliferation expert on your
delegation,
- Gromyko said, yes, Vorontsov. ~ ?J M
G st 2t esaga 171 - Pl Condtd gaF lrghlon bR L
Sec. Rusk noted that the Latin Americans had concluded an agreement

on a nuclear free region,
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Gromyko asked}, was the agreement formalized?

22, alleyaid

Sec. Rusk replied, not yet. They have to clear up some-ideas—of—
uforzen
-distinction fron;%r explosix;/and nuclear weapons, DBut the
missing piece of the puzzle is Cuba. Did Gromyko have any idea what
Cuban position was.
Gromyko said he didn}t know but thought they had stated their_

position some time ago. So far as he knew, their position had not changed.

U bl veo
That was two years ago whené nbryonic.

| ot
Sec. Rusk said he haén impression fiad been raised by some Latin
o- taepsssd

American countries with Cuba and they had gottenAnegative reaction, Said

hopeé‘:omyko would use eénce to get them to joinA Latin American
agreement,

FiSosb Ve,

Gromkyo said he didn't know much about it, A/Had not been consulted. -

T&a&’" Colen Z

( Qoes not relate to the Soviet Union, but he thought they had stated tihretr

position before at General Assembly in 1965,
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. Sec. Rusk said he thought/ Latin American agreemeni':‘ good idea as
example for other regions -- the Middle East, for one., But these agree-
ments don't work if there isk country outside.

Gromyk'o said; but if the Middle Eastern nations sign a non-rpoliferation
agreement, the problem would be solved, although he recognized that a

A’

treaty on a# nuclear free zone went beyond a non-proliferation agreement,

Gromyko took the occasion to say that until the Mi ddle Eastern issues
before the General Assembly are solved, none of the other problems can
be handled. He said he didn't know what would happen. |

Sec. Rusk said some countries of the area believe regional ideas
might take some of the heat out of Arab-Israeli confrontation, Fawzi
had mentioned, for example, regional work in economic and social
development,

Gromyko then probed further Secretary Rusk's conversation with
Fawzi,

&

Sec. Rusk said it was very limited, They talked a.bout%Strait of TiranJ-



N .
and perhaps, Fawzi thought, '{a.n answer could be found on a informal

basis. It would be hard to settle it on a formal basis.

Gromyko said the distinction was artificial,_gwa.s the substance
that matters.

Sec. Rusk said they also talked about arms limitation, Beyond

these two matters, he was frankly discouraged by Fawzi's attitude.

.

Famyr -

Gromyko xxik asked if Pe was specifically speaking for his government,
Sec. Rusk said, no, they had spoken on a personal basis since there
are no relations between the UAR and the US. He could not say that Fawzi's

' mmu&&f:&

view on arms flow(was Nasser's view. But Fawzi is an experienced and

careful diplomat, He doubted that his views were wholly personal, but

he just doesn't know exactly how official his statements were.

O.A}& : what

Gromyko seid,zil other points were raised ?
Sec. Rusk said the principal difficulty was that the UAR couldn't move
to resolve any issues if it appeared that thrié¢ resolution was related to

LpatOe—~

military action oerere settled because of military action. Frankly,
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he got the impression that making peace \WJould r-lot be easy. Going back
to armistice lines was no solution. An armistice is .inherently
temporary. The Arabs claimed the rights of belligerence; that is a state
of war with Israel. That also meant Israel could take the view a state
of war existed. The task was to eliminate beliigerence and establish
permenent frontiers. The Israeli remember-that Nasser closed the Strait

Cer
of Tiran by exercising his rights of belligerence; that is,A state of war with

Israel,

Gromyko said the question of degree is very important here. When
tertitory is occupied the situation is very different. If we tried to deal
with this question on the basis of everything or nothing, it would be
difficult or impossible to solve/ so far as weknows La MJ i 2ne

Sec. Rusk said that the Chairman's statement before.the UN had .

emphasized that the Soviet Union regards Israel as a state. The question

isthow do those 1\:3"53 accept that view demonstrate that it is ,’ case,
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Gromyko said that you and we stand responsible for £& the creation
of Israel as a state, Without us it would not have been created. He segmed
to remember it had been created in the UN by only one vote. It would not
have been possible unless the Soviet Union and the U, S.;:;r):ed. The
Soviet Union ha;d established diplomatic relations with Israel, which is 1y
highest form of recognition. Those relations had been broken in 1956
and again in 1957 when there was a second round of aggression; but he
stood by the Chairman's statement,
Sec. Rusk said’how can we establish that with sufficient clarity so
that the Middle Eastern states will not constantly whip up propaganda urging
t he extinction of Israel?
Gromyko said you can't stop propaganda, We can't settle that, Let
us be practical, Let us start with the Strait of Tiran, -as Fawzi indicated.
Sec. Rusk said he could get no answer from &%z Fawzi on Suez., On
/%

the Strait of Tiran, Fawzi would li.ke‘U. S. andnSoviet Union to go to Israel

and say the Strait of Tiran was open de facto. RBut the credibility of U,S,,

— m—
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in Israel is lit4le on that point., That is what we told Israel 10 years ago.

Gromyko said, let us not make artifical problems.

Sec. Rusk asked if the Security Council might not assume responsibility
on this queétion .

Gromyko said that Tiran is not a simply case of territorial waters.
Itisa c01tnp1ex case. Such cases have been dealt with through international
conventions,

Sec. Rusk asked if Gromyko had seen Fawzi before or after he had
seen himQ)etween 7:30 and 9:00 p. m) gu:e ZZXI Gromyko said'before.

Sec. Rusk said in general Fawzi was cautious with him except onﬁ
question of Tiran and the arms flow to the Middle East.

Gromyko said, but he gave the answer, It would be very good to
create a situation with withdrawal, Without withdrawal the situation was
very dangerous,

Sec. Rusk said, if withdrawal comes about and a state of war persists,

what about Israel's relations with Syria and the UAR in the future.
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Gromyko pointed out that Japan and the Soviet Union had ended the war
and then taken 10 years to sign a peace treaty.

Sec. Rusk asked how was this done.

Gromyko said Prime Minister Hatayama had made a declaration that
a state of war had ended.

Sec. Rusk said that perhaps it could be done through similar but
unilateralgffot joint,declarations,

Gromyko said that we should not be unrealistic. We should look for
factual situations. Try to create an absence of tension by witk;drawal.
This was very important, Although you may not like the word, we would
say that the situation should be approached dialectially.

e&' .

Sec. Rusk &xo mean diallectician hirnse.lﬂ said that some of the Latin

Americans aee fancy themselves as laWers. They take the view that if
i Eane2ls
the UAR considers itself in a state of wara/lsrael cannot commit aggression

against the UAR,
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Gromyko said that the situation is dangerous to everyone in the Middle
East, including Israel. They appear to show no concern for the future.
Sec. Rusk said that a concern for the future is precisely the issue
w ith respect to Bélligerence.
Gromyko said the Arabs want peace.

Sarxx o B ¢

Sec. Rusk said we must find a way to register that as a fact.

& kv O Isoomdxsk - 17 kb dreskme "7 kpe _
T o e

Gromyko said Isra.elAbehaving as if they. were more powerful tha.an. S.
and Soviet Union put together.

Sec. Rusk said he thought there were forces of moderation in Israel
as well,

Gromyko said the answer lay in withdrawal.

was ) _

Sec. Rusk said - question mk withdrawal to state of peace or

xk withdrawal to state of war? The issue was one of the status of relations

el
among the states of the area rath éthan territory.
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Gromyko said the shooting itself has stopped. Military action has
stopped. But occupation is a continuation of war. It is still an application
of force. This must be eliminated first. He said you overlook-and please
don't overlook~that withdrawal will create,\atmosphere more favorable for
consideration of other matters, Taking the view that everything must be
settled or nothing, is unrealistic and dangeropus.

Sec. Rusk said there will be great m so long as Israel W
foets the Arabs feel free to pursue a policy of destroying Israel,

Gromyko said that thinking and doing are different. Some Arabs want

to live in peace. It would be good if there were no propaganda; but/at aa
\

o

same time if there are no attackj\etmosphere for solution of other problems
will improve. You can't solve all problems at once. Take, for example,
nuclear question, wfﬁ%‘i«%ﬁ‘glve it all af oncs so we stopped atmospheric
tests. We proceeded realistically, Then we went forward to non-proliferation
which, again, is only a partial step., If we are successful, who knows,

perhaps we will take a further step. We haven't axhausted alld possibilities,
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In many fields of international life, including Middle East, we must
make progress by being realistic. We must not be controlled by moods,
We must rise above our sendiment sympathies.

Sec. Rusk said we have mentioned questions such as refugees, arms
flows to the Middle East, regional and economic and social development, Of
course they cannot all be determined at onge. But no partial measure will
work if one side wants to leave open the possibility of shooting.

Gromyko said what matters most is that there is no shooting.

Sec. Rusk referred again to Nasser's posture on Tiran,

Gromyko said, let us look not to the past but to the future. Think it
over. It would be good if we could get withdrawal, Israel itself would
gain, You and we must accomplish this.

Sec. Rusk said we will be in touch, Sec. Rusk asked, when will your
side be willing to talk about ABM's and ICBM's?

Gromyko said perhaps the Chairman and the President are talking

about it right now.



Sec. Rusk said:we must not get in the way of our masters,

Gromyko then turned to Sec. McNamara and said, what are we going
to do about McNamara who wants to make more and more arms?

Sec. Rusk said Sec. McNamara was a dovesand Rostow added he was
the strongest advocate of arms control in the U,S., Government,

Sec. Rusk then said, how do you judge the efforts of the Federal Republic
in trying to improve its relations with Eastern Europe. Was this a
difficulty for you, What is your view?

Gromyko said; fra.nkly)they did not detect any real steps by the
Federal Republic of Germany to improve its relations with the Soviet
Union and its friends. They made statements. They express willingness
to improve relations. They appeared to change their foreign policgg but

o ' ;(—i/
la.terAexpla.in this was merely' matter of tactics, of me.thods,-‘ orm ratler
than substance. On all important matters -- the GDR and international

The

affairs -- they took same position as Adenauer and Erhard. 4Soviet Union

gei s

would like to see real change in German policy towards Soviet Union and
1
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the Socialist countries. But regretted to say'ho change. Relations were
not satiffactory.
Sec. Rusk said he thought Gromyko was underestimating the readiness

of the Federal Republic to improve its relations with Eastern Europe.

wof o
Our impression is snew government wanted more relaxed relationships$.

-
J‘rﬁould be unfortunate if those initiatives were turned aside. It seemed
to us more flexible and constructive thinking in Germany.
U’-‘M, ) ?
Gromyko said, what, for example,

o
Sec. Rusk said:willingness to come to arrangements with Czechoslovakia

and resolve question ofAMunich agreements. They were trying to find ways

A

o
tocooperate and talk about differences. He was certainly notqspokesman

for Bonn. They could speak for themselves., He merely expressed hopem
Soviet Union would encourage these attitudes and policies.
T o
Gromyko said if there were real changes, 4Soviet Union‘ready to respond.

They would like to improve relations with Germany. The Soviet Union had

suffered greatly from Germany) but was ready to think about the future ,

Thseb blhaces Fassand amlee ababdoaa cwms i e L) 2 A an
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but they found only statements, In real policy -- in the concrete step?
taken -- we can see no change; for example, Bonn is still hostile towall'ds
the GDR. They have not settled the question of European borders. They
have an unéatisfactory position on the question of nuclear arms, Every
day there is evidgnce of revanchism and prc;paganda. There is a steady
rigde of pro-Nazi organizations an@ parties.. We cannot overlook thed;
elections,

On the economic front, he said relations are more or less satisfactory..
Both sides have a direct interest and there are no difficulties.

Sec. Rusk said he had the impression some Eastern European countries
are alarmed when Germany takes constructive steps. Every time they xhmgpx
take a step forward toward Eastern Germany, East Germany takes two
bac_kward. Some countries appear fear;ful.

Gromyko said we are arore fearful, We are not afraid of West Germany
as a military power, But Germany must not be guided by adventurism or

revanchist ideas,
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Sec. Rusk said!perhaps our masters had settled all our problems.
Gromyko persisted, saying.what are the changes. What can you
prove. We see nothing but statements. We consider Germanx‘c;naost

dangerous spot in Europe. He asked, what is your interest in the matter.

Sec. Rusk said we don't want to get in the way of the process, but

-

g™ e

we have followed'\discussions betweenAGermans and Rumanians, They
-apparently wanted to proceed to similar talks with the Czechs and other

Q=

Eastern European countries, But they drew back.
there
Gromyko said*perhaps they just kept straight up because tlvey were
no real signs of improvement. He said, if you wish/ you could have a
positive influence on the Germans., They make difficulties for tZr-xon-/
proliferation -- in making difficulties they are rather ahead of the others.
Sec., Rusk asked, do you expect all Warsaw Pact countries will sign
a non-proliferation agreement?

Gromyko said that each will have finally to state its own position,

Our allies have not seen final text nor have yours.
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o

Sec. Rusk asked; didAnon-proliferation question come up in yoaxx

conversation with Prime Minister Moro and the Chairman.

dromyko said virtually not at all,
o
Sec. Rusk said Italy is againstdtreaty for eternity.

Gromyko s'aid it is still a Catholic country. He had talked, however,

at great length with Fanfani, perhaps two hours. He had explained in great

IE; ) capppd arnsy B
detailﬂnon-proli.feration treaty impression some points had been

misunderstood, or instance,ﬁ Soviet Uniondagairgst peaceful uses of atomic

)

energy. He pointed out the Soviet Union was for unlimited uses of atomic
jry e
energy for science and industry. .Ay{adﬁnpression that his explanation to
Fanfani had been helpful,
Sec. Rusk said some countries misunderstood th‘is question of the
industrial uses, but those misunderstandings had now been overéome.
Gromyko stated also on question of nuclear explosions, Fanfani understood

better than before that there was no m between explosive devices and

weapons,
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Sec. Rusk said there were two points he would like to make. First, ﬂ—
M = s o
greatly regret if{tabling ofAdra.ftf delayed because of differences ef contr,ob’
and, secondly, we were ready to go to work onaquestion of control with

the Soviet Union, but there should not be substantial delay.

o weutd
Gromyko replied,(me could agree. It would save time in the

o 7
future, But he didn't exclude tabling the draft with‘bla.nk Article 3lb° The

T
Soviet Union was against ''family control. "‘Fould be several layers of
L
control if people lilke/ Soviet Union/inte