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JAMES COWLES HART BONBRIGHT

Second Secretary
Brussels (1939-1940)

Ambassador James Cowles Hart Bonbright entered the Foreign Service in 1927.
His career included positions in Ottawa, Washington, DC, Brussels, Belgrade,



Budapest, Paris, and an ambassadorship to Portugal. Ambassador Bonbright was
interviewed by Peter Jessup in 1986.

BONBRIGHT: My memory is gone on that. I couldn't say. He could have been. I thought he had
been in Dublin. In those days the ambassador to Belgium and also his staff were assigned to
Luxembourg as well. The office in Luxembourg of course, was a very small one, and one man
was there as chargé. I went up with Mr. Cudahy when he presented his letters to the Grand
Duchess, and had a pleasant day or two at Luxembourg, a lovely little country. The Charge was a
courtly Virginian named George Waller, who still believed strongly in the divine right of kings,
and if not of kings, of the Grand Duchess. I remember after the ceremony, Cudahy said to Waller
on the side, "The Grand Duchess is a very nice, charming woman." I thought Waller would faint
that he should speak of her in such familiar terms.

Most of that winter, of course, the winter of the "phoney war," was spent responding to different
alerts. There was a great fear that the Germans were going to attack in November. There was
another bad scare in January and another in the spring before it actually came. Nobody thought
that they wouldn't come. The May 10th attack, my wife and I had made plans to go up to Holland
at the height of the tulip season, and we wanted very much to see this, but Hitler spoiled that for
us. The morning of the tenth of May was absolutely beautiful, and word came through that the
invasion of Belgium and the low countries had started. A few planes came over, but not much
that we could see where we were. Incidentally, I lived outside of Brussels in a suburb called
Rode St.Genese, 13 kilometers away. It was a lovely farm with a very large house spread out.
The owner had lots of interests in the Congo and he was going down there and wanted somebody
to live in it, watch over it for him and particularly wanted an American if he could get one from
the embassy. So we got this place for very little. It was much too big for us, but we worked over
one wing of it, and it was very attractive, a lovely place. From the bedroom on the second floor I
could see the line of Waterloo in the distance. Then at that time I took to bicycling into the
office.

Q: Thirteen kilometers?

BONBRIGHT: Thirteen kilometers did me good, except in the dead of winter. Brussels is noted
for its very raw in winter. The temperatures for days on end will hover between 33 or 34, so you
get this drizzle which covers everything in the day and will freeze up at night. You can't move. |
haven't seen anywhere that's as bad this way. But when I could bicycle, I did. At the end of the
day, Sybil would drive in and we'd tie the bicycle on the back of the car and ride home.

Q: Would you subscribe to the idea that the country of Belgium, with Ghent and Bruges and
Antwerp, is prettier than the people?

BONBRIGHT: I'm afraid so.
Q: The people are rather stolid?

BONBRIGHT: I don't frankly feel any warmth about any Belgians. Of course, they have a
problem there. It's like Canada. So many countries that have these different races, the differences



between the Walloons and the Flemish are constantly bubbling. So it's not something that makes
for a happy, easy situation at all.

Q: Is the French spoken by educated Belgians immediately detectable as Belgian French?

BONBRIGHT: Yes, I think there is a little difference. I'm no expert, but there are some words. I
will say for them, bar none in the world, it's the best food and wine I ever drank. I put on 15
pounds in the 11 months that I was there. If that hadn't ended then, I would have blown up, I
think.

Q: You would have looked like Henry VIII.

BONBRIGHT: Very likely, because I was making great strides in that direction and loving it.
Absolutely marvelous food.

Q: Describe the actual invasion. When did you first see German troops? Were they elite units,
armored divisions?

BONBRIGHT: A day or two after that, parts of the British Expeditionary Force came through
heading towards the east where the fighting had started, all new-looking equipment and very
high-spirited, everybody cheering them on in the streets. It was fine. But each night the sound of
the artillery, you could hear it getting closer. The Germans actually arrived, although we didn't
see a great many of them in Brussels itself, just a week after the invasion, on the 17th of May. So
it didn't take them long to get there. Soon after, everything fell apart. King Leopold (1901-1951)
surrendered, which greatly annoyed Mr. Churchill and a few Belgians, too, who compared this
very unfavorably with the way his father, King Albert (1875-1934) had behaved in the first war.
But he was under pressure, and it was clear that everything had fallen apart. I'm sorry to say that
a lot of the officers who were seen back in Brussels looking after their families and trying to get
them away some place, had left their troops. Not good.

At about this time when the Germans came in, we were sort of isolated out in St.Genise, and the
ambassador invited us to move into his residence where he had lots of extra room, which we did,
and we stayed there for a week or two. The electricity was off. It was a little hard to get some
things, but on the whole it wasn't too bad in the town. Just before the Germans came in, they
hung a sign for Belgian civilians to keep a watch on the embassy all the time. We'd see them
standing outside on the street. In fact, we used to play a little game in the evening with them,
childish, but it amused us. If there would be six or more of us at dinner, when it was time to go
home, everybody would gather at the door and we'd all rush out together and go off as fast as we
could walk in different directions. We enjoyed watching the confusion as to who should they
follow, these people.

Q: Did that Quisling -- Degrelle -- did his name emerge that early, or had nobody heard of him?

BONBRIGHT: I don't think he'd been heard of much before that at all. He was another unsavory
fellow.



Q: Pretty bad. Franco hid him for a while. Maybe he still is in Madrid.
BONBRIGHT: I doubt it. I guess he probably died.

One interesting brief visit, my boss went to call on the commanding general of the German
forces who had an office there in Brussels for a while. He was a good-looking and talented man
and spoke good English. He indicated to me that they were not surprised that they had come
through, but surprised that everything went so fast. When we asked him about the future, he
indicated that without any doubt there would be an invasion of England and that that campaign
would take about six weeks.

About three weeks after Dunkirk, four of us drove down there in my car, my wife and I, Frances
Willis, and a fellow named Gilbert, who was a consul. When we got within a few miles of the
coast, we were struck by the devastation and damage of all British equipment. The ditches on
each side of the road were absolutely filled. They'd just driven all these things right next to each
other, right -- bang -- into the ditch. I think all of it could have been salvaged, though. Then they
made their way on foot the rest of the way.

When we got to Dunkirk itself, it was still smoking in spots from the fires. We, of course, went
to the beach where that miraculous escape had been made. To this day I can't picture quite how it
could have happened.

Q: You mean the successful evacuation.

BONBRIGHT: Yes. The only thing that I can see is if the Germans just were so busy and
anxious to bypass it, to finish off the French, that they didn't finish off the job. The beach itself
had no cover at all. You couldn't hide a mouse on it, let alone 340,000 men. Why the German Air
Force couldn't have destroyed the whole thing, I don't know. Certainly the British weren't that
strong. The only thing that was left there were some trucks that they drove. The water was very
shallow at the coast and slides off very gradually. They drove these big trucks in and turned them
sideways and put flags on top and made a couple of piers that went out far enough so that there
was maybe four or five feet of water, maybe a little more at high tide, so that some boats bigger
than cat boats could get in and take off men. I suppose quite a few went on in. It certainly was a
wonderful feat. I think the Germans played that one wrong.

Q: There were no smashing air raids like the Germans did to Rotterdam, were there?

BONBRIGHT: No. The damage was bad at Dunkirk, but nowhere else that we could see along
the way. The place was deserted. After looking at the beach, we drove down and crossed the
border of France and went a certain distance. We met nobody on the road. We never saw a
soldier at any time. The only time we were stopped was when we came back out of France into
Belgium. There was a little customs station. I remember one little fellow standing there asking
for papers -- useless. But otherwise nothing. History had gone by it.

Q: What about streams of refugees? Or did it happen so quickly, there weren't any streams to
go?



BONBRIGHT: That was it. Of course, the Germans were pretty ruthless. They fired up the roads
pretty well, so people got out of their way fast. I think it was much worse in France than it was in
Belgium.

Q: People heading south toward Vichy.

BONBRIGHT: Yes. In fact, there had been quite a few Americans who had not left when the
war started, but when the invasion began, then they wanted to go in a hurry. There was nothing
that they could do. At the embassy we organized a train with the help of the embassy in Paris,
and with considerable effort, we got a large number out of this thing. Unhappily, it never got
beyond the border and was forced to turn back with them all. They weren't hurt, but they were
not able to get through.

Q: How did you keep abreast of the news, by radio?

BONBRIGHT: There was nothing in the press to speak of. We'd listen to the BBC. There wasn't
much for us to do in those days, but it didn't last terribly long. In July, the Germans decided to
get rid of us and ordered us to close the embassy and the consulate. They didn't want us around
when they were going to put their occupation policies in force, didn't want us looking over their
shoulder and reporting. So they gave us a date and time table and a route. The only way for us to
go was by car. My wife and I each had a car, and everybody else in the embassy had a car, so we
formed sort of a caravan. My wife and I loaded up with our two cars and everything that we
could carry or need for our trip, and the rest of the stuff we'd been able to get a warehouse in
Brussels to store it. I never thought we'd see any of it again, but as it turned out, not a stick of it
was ever hurt. We got it all back after the war, untouched.

Q: It wasn't hidden, it was just warehoused?
BONBRIGHT: Yes.
Q: I mean, it wasn't buried underground?

BONBRIGHT: No. Only our shotguns. I buried those for a while under a hen coop. The
ambassador, I think, was going back to the States. Frances Willis was reassigned to Switzerland,
and I was reassigned to Belgrade. We all started off together and the early part was not very
pleasant. A lot of the troops were coming home. This was late July.

Q: The defeated troops?

BONBRIGHT: No, these were jubilant, victorious troops who had been through the fall of
France. They were in high spirits, and, of course, through all the villages that we passed,
everybody was out cheering them on and throwing flowers at them, which we all found rather
offensive. The first night we got to Cologne, spent the night in Cologne in a hotel.

Q: I don't understand. What was your destination?



BONBRIGHT: We were going to Switzerland.

SMITH SIMPSON
Labor Attaché
Brussels (1945-1947)

Smith Simpson entered the Foreign Service after serving on the faculty of the
Wharton School at the University of Pennsylvania. His career included
assignments in Greece, Mexico, India, and Mozambique. Mr. Simpson was
interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy and Ambassador John J. Crowley in
1991.

SIMPSON: So I asked for Brussels, because this, in a very small area, presented a cross section
of Europe, economically with agriculture, industry, and mining, politically with Communist,
Socialist, Liberal and Conservative parties and socially with all the liberation and post-war
problems of the larger countries. Moreover, it was a crossroads. People were going back and
forth between England and Germany, which would help to keep me in touch with many
European developments. Added to these features, I could get around, I could get a real feel for
the country and what was happening in it and perhaps do something effective with the
underground.

So I went to Belgium.
Q: When was that?

SIMPSON: That was in early 1945. I was scheduled to go in November '44, but the Battle of the
Bulge occurred. The military said no more civilians; it didn't know whether it was going to be
able to hold on to Belgium for a while. That situation didn't clear up and transportation wasn't
made available until early '45. As a matter of fact, I left on one of the old Pan American Clippers
on Valentine's Day, so that was February 14, 1945.

Q: Were you accompanied by Mrs. Simpson?
SIMPSON: No. Oh, no. No one was allowed except working civilians.

We took off from Baltimore Harbor. When I looked at that old sea plane, I wondered if it was
going to be able to make it. But it got into the air and landed us safely in Bermuda for the first
night, where we refueled. Then the next day we set off for the Azores, where we were supposed
to refuel but were unable to land. "Land" is a poor word for a sea plane, but anyway, we couldn't
settle down there because of a heavy swell, so we went on to Lisbon.

And I well remembered that, on the Tagus River about a year before, one of the Clippers had
capsized, throwing everybody into the water. A young Foreign Service officer had been aboard.



He rescued a young lady who was a passenger, and she turned out to be an actress, so he shortly
married her, abandoning his Foreign Service career for a life in Hollywood.

I also was mindful of the fact that one of the planes from Lisbon to Britain had been shot down
sometime before, the Germans thinking that Winston Churchill was on board.

Q: Leslie Howard was on board instead.

SIMPSON: And that was the end of Leslie Howard. So I wondered whether I was going to
survive this last leg of the journey. But we settled down on the Shannon River in Ireland and
then picked up a plane to take us into London. There I had to wait for ongoing transportation to
Brussels. Eventually, I got to Brussels, and when I passed across the threshold of the embassy in
Brussels, my antennae told me that I wasn't exactly welcomed with wholehearted fervor.

The first question which the embassy wanted to know was whether I represented the AFL or the
CIO. It took a little time to reassure them that [ was actually a representative of the same
government they were and was only interested in serving my government with objective reports
and conduct.

Q: Had you actually ever belonged to a labor union?
SIMPSON: No.
Q: You were more of a scholar and an expert in labor law and labor affairs.

SIMPSON: I had what you might call an academic connection. Some of the labor people in
Philadelphia, where the University of Pennsylvania is located, wanted me to work closely with
them and even to live in one of their housing developments, to bring a little culturization to the
working man. [ didn't do that. I felt I could be most useful if [ were impartial and objective. For
the same reason I decided not to join the American Federation of Teachers.

Another interest of the Embassy Brussels was awakened by the fact that I was consulting with
employers and employer organizations as well as labor leaders and labor organizations. This
greatly mystified them; but it did reassure them in the end. One of my best friends in Belgium, as
a matter of fact, was the leading employer of the time in Belgium, Maurice Van der Rest.

Q: Who was the ambassador there then?

SIMPSON: Charles Sawyer. Sawyer was an Ohio businessman, lawyer, politician, and had
served as governor of Ohio. So Sawyer well understood the labor factor. There was never any
problem in his mind -- as soon as I reassured him that I wasn't either CIO or AFL. And of course
this had some influence on the staff.

The first DCM there was Julian Harrington. Julian was quite a remarkable officer. He had came
up through the consular branch and his feet were on the ground. He had no pretense, no jealousy
of turf, anything of that sort. Julian was a very fine colleague of mine, with a wry sense of



humor. This helped, too.

The problem there, personnel-wise, came from the political section and from the economic
counselor, who was an old Herbert Hoover trade commissioner. His first foray into foreign
affairs had been as a trade commissioner for Secretary of Commerce Herbert Hoover, so he
shared the prevailing mentality of the 1920s, when it had all been Keep Cool with Coolidge, and
Prosperity Through the Great American Businessman and his Leadership, etc. He was never
convinced of the need for a labor attaché and never sympathetic with my work.

Q: In the organization of the embassy, where was your position? Were you independent, or were
you in one of these sections?

SIMPSON: They didn't know what to do with me. They didn't know whether I belonged in the
political section or the economic, so they asked me, "Well, where would you like to be?"

I said, "It makes no difference to me. As long as I can get my job done, I don't care where you
put me."

The political section was just as glad at this reply, and so I wound up in the economic. The
economic counselor never understood why there should be a labor attaché. Nor did he ever
understand anything about labor. To him labor was just a problem, a headache, one of those
things you had to endure in life.

Q: When Ambassador Kirk came, did that affect your relations there at all?

SIMPSON: No, Kirk was neutral. He was neither for a labor attaché at his embassy nor against
him.

But by Kirk's time I had established contacts all over the country. And this was an interesting
innovation, too, in the Foreign Service, because no officer in the embassy traveled outside of
Brussels except two of us: the agricultural attaché and myself. The rest depended on sources in
Brussels. So the agricultural attaché and I were picking up information and insights around the
country as to what was going on, what people were thinking and what was brewing, what crisis
was likely to erupt next. All of this the embassy recognized as highly useful, which helped to
make the labor attaché program more acceptable, although I found out later that acceptance was
not reflected in efficiency reports in which old attitudes and prejudices found expression.

When the issue of the King's return reached a climax, I happened to be in Paris attending some
conference, probably of labor attachés or maybe the IFTU Congress. I had to get back to
Brussels in a hurry because the embassy wanted to know what the labor movement was going to
do. The labor movement was threatening to strike if the king came back, and the embassy wanted
to know, if this was for real. Getting back to Brussels in a hurry was something of a task, but I
won't go into that.

When the war came to an end, the auxiliary was abolished and its labor attaché program
terminated. We were offered appointments to the Foreign Service Staff. After things shook out a



bit the program entered the Foreign Service itself on a permanent basis, as we attachés received
appointments as FSOs through the Manpower Act. I took the oral examination for the Foreign
Service in early 1947 and was appointed shortly after I arrived in Greece in May of that year, as
our first labor attaché there.

Q: As well as the labor attachée.

SIMPSON: As well as labor attaché.

Q: In Belgium, in my time, there were still a few Communists left in the miners' union. And that's
where they were when you were there?

SIMPSON: Yes, they were there. In my time they were active in a number of unions and on a
number of fronts throughout the country, including the political. You have to remember that was
a transitional period in Belgium and things were very fluid.

One of the films that I used effectively in Belgium was one produced and directed by John Ford
on the Tennessee Valley Authority project.

Q: Yes, I know that one.

SIMPSON: You know that one? It's a beautiful film. It showed how a government can, if it's so
motivated, use a public works program to educate people and improve their standard of living.
This film had a terrific impact on Socialist workers in Belgium. I can remember showing it one
time at my house to the leaders of the FGTB, and seeing tears in the eyes of some of the young
Socialists from Liege- -because this was something of social improvement that a capitalist
society would do. It had never occurred to them that capitalism could be that social minded. My
educational effort in the labor movement there had an effect not only for the embassy and the
United States, but for capitalism itself and the West. We have to remember that European labor
movements came out of the underground fed up with war. And how had this war come about?
Through fascism and Nazism, and these had developed in capitalist societies, so in their view
there was something wrong and rotten about capitalism. In order to orient this emerging
underground towards the West, we had to take on this issue of capitalism and show that
capitalism could do good things, things that were directed to the elevation of living and labor
standards.

RALPH S. SMITH
Political Officer
Brussels (1951-1953)

Ralph S. Smith was born in Yonkers, New York in 1921. He joined the Foreign
Service in 1948, retired in 1953 to pursue a career in journalism, and then joined
USIA in 1959. His career included positions in Greece, Belgium, and France. Mr.
Smith was interviewed by G. Lewis Schmidt in 1992.



SMITH: From there I went to Brussels, the Embassy in Brussels.
Q: In what capacity?

SMITH: I was Third Secretary, later Second Secretary, in the political section. During my tour in
Patras the FSO appointment had finally come through -- hence this new assignment. Of course,
the way the Foreign Service was set up at that time it was a perfectly normal transition from an
information assignment to a diplomatic one; and I've always felt it should have remained that
way. It was while I was in Brussels that USIA became a separate agency; and I felt that by
putting information people in a different tribe, it placed them at a considerable psychological
disadvantage. I remember that our DCM in Brussels -- a perfectly kind and decent man, but
traditional -- privately referred to the USIS staff as "those poor dears," and didn't seem
particularly surprised or concerned if they didn't understand Embassy policies.

Incidentally, I might mention that as a junior officer in the political section at Brussels I also
served as protocol officer -- which had a kind of interesting sequel a few years later.

Q: Was there anything else significant that you would like to talk about regarding your Brussels
assignment?

SMITH: Well, besides covering Belgian internal affairs, I would say the main subject we dealt
with was the project for a European Defense Community -- which of course was eventually
vetoed by France.

ROBERT LYLE BROWN
Economic Officer
Brussels (1954-1958)

Robert Lyle Brown entered the Foreign Service in 1944. His career included
positions in Morocco, Japan, Taiwan, and Washington, DC. Mr. Brown was
interviewed by Charles S. Kennedy in 1990.

Q: After Kobe, you went to Brussels for four years as chief of the Economic Section.

BROWN: I had been assigned by the Department as assistant commercial attaché in Paris. That
was a big Embassy in a nice city. I was thrilled. I came back to Washington, went to briefings,
did all the things one does to get ready for their next assignment. Three or four days before we
were ready to get on the ship, the head of the Inspection Corps, Ray Miller -- who had inspected
in Kobe when I was there -- called me and told me that the Embassy had just put another officer
in my job in Paris. I would be therefore the low man on the totem pole and he didn't think that
was fair. He had gone to Personnel and had told them that they couldn't do that to me. He had
also told them that if Paris wasn't going to give me the assignment that I was supposed to have, it
didn't need me. He had in fact negotiated for me to become the chief of the economic section in



Brussels and the assistant commercial attaché. He had served in Brussels and thought this was far
better assignment. His intervention was a blessing. If it hadn't been for him, my career might
have been entirely different. It was a good assignment because while I was there we closed the
Foreign Economic mission and I had to pick up the residual responsibilities. The World's Fair
took place while I was there and more importantly the establishment of the European Common
Market. That presented me with the opportunity of getting the American businessmen adjusted to
the new challenges.

Q: Who was the Ambassador then?

BROWN: Fred Alger was the first Ambassador. He was the former Treasurer and Governor of
Michigan. He had money and was a political animal. After him came Mr. Clifford Folger of
Folger, Knowland and Co, a business firm in Washington, D.C. Although both appointments
were political, it worked to my advantage because they felt more comfortable and at ease in
talking to someone who knew finance, banking and business. Fortunately, I had a great rapport
with both of them.

Q. What were the principal issues you dealt with?

BROWN: One was putting an end to the economic assistance program which surely was
becoming redundant but for the recipient was hard to imagine how to manage without it.

Q: How do you put an end to something like that?

BROWN: What you do is to build other bridges that will assure the host government that you are
not abandoning them. You get people to business conferences, economic conferences, financial
meetings -- you get them to go to the United States -- and then they start to feel secure. As long
as you give them things, that was fine. But the Belgians had pride; they were smart; they knew
the program had run its course. But we had to convince Washington to have the courage to close
the program. We had to suggest to Congressmen when they came through Brussels that maybe
the assistance program should end. It was a little campaign. The man who was running the
program outranked the Economic Counselor because he was a Minister. That didn't help. We got
the Ambassador on our side. We nibbled aways, little by little. Some thought that we couldn't
discharge the residual responsibilities. They were absorbed with no problem and no big deals.
The other aspect -- and this was a real promotion program-was to get Belgian and American
businessmen better acquainted. There was in fact a sort of a triangle with the Congo being the
third point. Then there was the development of the World's Fair which was a big deal. I was
given no money, no authority, no personnel, although the powers-to-be had decided that a
World's Fair was an economic matter and had assigned me to pick up the chips. The Kennedy
Center in Washington was designed by Edward Stone. It was Stone who did our Embassy in
New Delhi. I was acting on behalf of the United States to arrange our participation in the World's
Fair. No one in Washington was interested in the very early but necessary preparatory work; it
was just added work on somebody's desk -- you had to get legislation and money. It was a
bureaucratic problem without much profit. While Washington was doing its thing, I was picking
out the site. Ed Stone came out and I met with him. He undertook this initiative pro bono. Our
respective wives went into one room; Ed and I met in the dining room. I described to him the



Europe as I saw it, including Russian participation in the Fair. The Europeans knew we had lots
of money, lots of cars and material things. What we had to show them was that we had some
cultural savoir faire, some couth. As I described the situation, he asked what the Pavilion should
be like. I remarked the Russians were bringing everything, but an Army tank -- heavy cars,
heavy agricultural equipment, etc. They were going to emphasize their "things." We wanted to
show another side. It was then that Ed decided the U.S. Pavilion should be light and airy. He
designed in rough on the dining room table what was to become the basic outline of the Pavilion.
Subsequently I became the Acting U.S. Commissioner-General to the World's Fair. Soon
Congressmen were coming to Brussels and Washington moved in. They named a political
appointee to be the Commissioner-General, Congress appropriated money and staff was sure to
follow. They came and took it all over. I was never subsequently consulted -- as if [ hadn't
existed.

Another good lesson that I learned was from my experience in Noumea where I worked alone.
One doesn't learn from oneself or at least it is the hard way. When I got to Casablanca, we didn't
have the greatest Consul Generals of the Service. They were nice gentlemen and I do not mean to
demean them, but they were not intellectual giants. In Japan again, I was my own boss; I was
given a free rein. [ was put in charge of the Osaka office, giving me two offices to worry about.
But in Brussels -- the first time [ had worked in an Embassy -- I discovered that working under a
smart person, finding out how they operate, how they write, how they set their priorities, how
they communicate and then trying to help them to be successful -- you don't have to worry about
yourself -- you are really learning and they will make you successful. That was my lesson from
my Embassy assignment. I am grateful that I had the other experiences, but there were no career
rewards from them except those I had in my memory.

Q: Who was your mentor in Brussels?

BROWN: The man who will always stand out in my mind is Charles Adair, who became an
Ambassador to the OECD, to Ecuador and to Panama. He was indeed a scholar, a gentleman,
knew the priorities, knew when to give you leeway. He became a father figure to me.

SHELDON VANCE
Political Officer
Brussels (1954-1958)

Ambassador Sheldon Vance entered the Foreign Service in 1942 after graduating
from Harvard Law School. His assignments included positions in Washington,
DC, the Congo, Ethiopia, and as ambassador to Zaire. Ambassador Vance was
interviewed by Ambassador Arthur Tienken in 1989.

Q: Having entered the Foreign Service, you spent a fair amount of your career involved in what
was then the Belgian Congo, later Zaire. You first presumably were initiated to Congolese
affairs when you became country desk officer for Belgium in 1951. Was there much interest at
that time in the then Congo in the Department of State?



VANCE: Not a great deal, but the fact that the Congo was a very huge country and enormously
rich potentially in raw materials interested it mightily to form Belgium to the Belgians.
Therefore, I began to learn something about the Congo, although the affairs of the colonies in
Africa were then handled by the Bureau of Middle East, South Asian, and African Affairs, rather
than the Bureau of European Affairs, where I was. But nonetheless, I began to be exposed to it.

Then having been transferred from Washington to Brussels, where I became chief of the political
section in 1954, I had that position from 1954 to 1958. In the very beginning of 1958, I visited
the Belgian Congo and Rwanda and Burundi as the aide and translator and advisor to our then
ambassador to Belgium, Clifford Folger. We spent five weeks touring the three colonies. That
resulted in my really being bitten by the Africanist bug. I was fascinated by what I saw.

Q. What were your chief impressions during that visit?

VANCE: There was a very paternalistic policy on the part of the Belgians. The then Governor
General, briefed the ambassador and me when we arrived in Leopoldville the very first days of
January 1958. He explained to us that the Belgian policy was that they were going to wait to give
self-government to the Congolese until they had educated a very large percentage of the
population, in order, said he, to avoid the mistake that had been made, in their opinion, by the
British and the French and the Portuguese, who had educated a small elite, then at independence,
which had already begun in the early sixties, a dictatorship of the small elite. They were going to
avoid that. So here he was talking to us in January 1958, and saying that Belgium would be there
as the colonial power for a number of years. They had just had the first very minor elections
about a month before we arrived, in about eight or ten communes or sections of major cities. A
gentleman by the name of [Joseph] Kasavubu had been elected burgomaster of one of the
communes. When I discovered that the Belgian hosts did not intend for the ambassador to meet
any Congolese, I advised the ambassador, and he insisted that he meet the elected burgomasters
of the Leopoldville area. I therefore met the gentleman who later became the first president of
the Congo, Mr. Kasavubu. That was the last encounter that the ambassador or I had with the
Congolese, other than as servants, during the remaining five weeks of our visit.

Q: Your time both as desk officer in Washington and your position as chief of the political
section in the embassy at Brussels spanned a period of time when U.S. policy towards evolving
Africa was being developed. One of the things that a great deal was made of was the fact that the
United States had not been a colonial power, as opposed to European countries. At what point in
time did you begin to detect a definite individual policy on the part of the United States towards
the evolving African countries?

VANCE: It was developing very slowly. I think one of the reasons was that we had a relatively
small number of Foreign Service officers stationed in colonial Africa, and also Africa was part of
the Middle East and South Asian bureau. That, I think, tended to give a lower priority, I believe,
in the minds of senior officials in our government because of the tinderbox type of situation that
has been in the Middle East for many years. I didn't detect a great deal of interest in what
Ambassador Folger and I had seen and learned in the Congo on the part of the Department of
State after we returned to Brussels.



Q: There was a school of thought, if [ remember correctly, at that time that the United States
tended to support the European colonial powers as a general thesis. Would you call that valid?

VANCE: I believe there was a certain amount of validity to it. I think the United States was in
favor of stability and careful transition so that wild-eyed revolutionaries, communists, would not
ensconce themselves in the former African colonies.

ARTHUR T. TIENKEN
Economic Officer
Brussels (1955-1960)

Ambassador Arthur T. Tienken entered the Foreign Service in 1949 after serving
in the U.S. Army and graduating from Princeton University. His career included
assignments in Zaire, Washington, DC, Zambia, Addis Ababa, and as ambassador
to Gabon. Ambassador Tienken was interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy in
1989.

Q: I would like to just concentrate there on your view of Africa. I mean, how did you see
Belgians looking at their African possessions, which were extensive at that time?

TIENKEN: The Belgians were fairly authoritarian in Africa as well. Their colonial system wasn't
quite as strict as the Portuguese, but it was fairly strict. But the Belgians, unlike the Portuguese,
had a little money. And the Congo was a wealthy, comparatively speaking, colony as opposed to
Mozambique, which was not. So they had done a fair amount of exploitation, I think is the
proper word. But they had also given the Congo a certain amount in return such as infrastructure.
What they hadn't done to speak of, was to given them any political education.

And the time I was in Brussels, I was more interested in the economic side of the house, copper
and that sort of thing. The embassy as a whole was also interested in the beginnings of the
political developments in the Congo. But there wasn't very much you could put your finger on
other than there was obviously restlessness that was building up because it was also building up
elsewhere in Africa, particularly in the French colonies. The embassy tended to see the Congo in
terms of Belgian interests, as opposed to the Department, which saw it more in terms of
emerging nationalism and individual and independent countries in those days. And as a result,
the embassy in Brussels did not necessarily see eye to eye with those in the Department, of
which Fred Hadsel was one, who were interested more in political developments and eventual
moves toward independence.

Q: Was there any effort on our part to sort of nudge the Belgians and say you are not educating
these Congolese or Rwandese? Because we did have the example of both the French and the

British, who had rather extensive nativization programs, if you want to call it, or something, but
at least they were having quite a few of the people coming back and getting degrees and all this.

TIENKEN: I think the short answer to that is no. We didn't, to the best of my memory,



encourage the Belgians to educate the Congolese, for example. I think you probably know at the
time of independence, there weren't more than twenty to thirty Congolese who had ever received
more than a high school education. They were basically an uneducated country. But we hadn't
made any move, to the best of my knowledge, to encourage the Belgians to do that.

On political terms, the French were the best of the lot in training the Africans in political
developments. The British did some of it, but the French were much better at it.

NANCY OSTRANDER
Administrative Officer, Consular Officer
Antwerp (1957-1960)

Born in Indiana in 1925, Ambassador Nancy Ostrander received her BA from
Butler University. She was posted in Santiago de Cuba, Havana, The Hague,
Antwerp, Mexico City and Kingston and was the Ambassador to Suriname. On
May 14, 1986 she was interviewed by Ann Miller Morin.

Q: So you then became an FSO-6.

OSTRANDER: I was to remain where I was until they found a job for me, and it was the
following year. I, of course, was dreaming of tropical climes. It was wonderful. Nobody asked
where I wanted to go, and I kind of liked that because it just sort of leaves you thinking it could
be anywhere. When the cable finally arrived, it was a direct transfer to Antwerp, Belgium, which
was eighty miles down the road.

Q: Same climate. [Laughter]

OSTRANDER: The one thing that I had liked about The Hague was that when I came on the
train up from Paris, from arriving on the boat, I would go through Antwerp and I would look out
the window and say to myself, "This looks like Pittsburgh and at least I don't have to live here."

Q. "Thank God I'm not there." [Laughter]

OSTRANDER: Exactly. I remember that "Doc" Matthews had left The Hague and we had a new
ambassador, whose name was Philip Young. He was head of the Civil Service Commission, a
political appointee. Ambassador Young came to my goodbye party, and nobody had told him
where I was going. He was a new arrival, and he gave the longest, saddest speech about how sad
it was to lose friends that you had just met, and we would probably never run into each other
again in this big, wide world, and people tried to judge him, to get him to stop, but he didn't.
Finally, he said, "Where is it you're going?" I told him, and he said, "Then you're going to come
back for lunch?"

I'said, "Yes, and I intend to do so often." [Laughter]



So I moved down to Antwerp, where I was to be administrative officer.

Q: So you were admin. Before we get there, could you just fill me in on what was the time frame
for this language examination and so forth? Do you recall when you took that? You took that
examination back when you were in The Hague.

OSTRANDER: Yes, and it would have been just at the time they were announcing the Wriston
program.

Q: 1955 or so, maybe? It finished in '56, that I remember.

OSTRANDER: Maybe the end of '55 or sometime during '55. Then, of course, they would have
had the results of that. Then the promotion list would probably have been drawn up, but not
announced yet, about the middle of '56. Then I went on home leave, so they got me when I came
on home leave. So it looks very much like they knew what they were doing in those days.

Q: Sure did. When you went on home leave, do you recall when that was? When you had your
first home leave? Was that in the spring of '56 or the summer of '56?

OSTRANDER: Yes, because I went on direct transfer and sailed in July of '54, and was
expecting leave the next year, but they lost things. I complained, so they sent me on home leave
in April of '56. So it must have been in about July of '56. When did the Andrea Dorea go down? I
was at sea when the Andrea Dorea went down.

Q: On your way back?
OSTRANDER: Yes. It was pretty awful to think of.

Q: That was July 1956, because I was coming back from Japan and we heard about that while
we were at sea.

OSTRANDER: I was on the Atlantic and you were on the Pacific. I remember that when we
arrived in Le Havre. Wasn't it the France that picked up the survivors? I saw the France and
realized then that she was on her way to pick up the survivors. We crossed at sea. Ships that pass
in the night.

Q: Now we've got you in Antwerp and you are an admin officer.

OSTRANDER: An admin officer, which I knew nothing about, either! [Laughter] It was kind of
a nice transfer, because as soon as [ knew I was going to Antwerp, I got in the car and drove
down there and started looking for a place to live, and found one. I was able to go back and forth.
It was new apartment and nobody was in it, so I was able to measure for the curtains. The only
time I was ever able, really, to arrive at a place knowing what to do about the furniture and
whether the rugs would fit and all that sort of thing.

Q: You were dragging your own things around, of course.



OSTRANDER: Oh, yes.

Q: Did you have enough allowance, or was that ever a problem for you? Single people, 1
understand, sometimes do have a problem.

OSTRANDER: I used to watch it on books a lot, because at that time, for a single person, if you
had too many books, you weren't going to have a bed to sleep in. [Laughter] So I always kept the
book population down. Otherwise, I had rented a furnished apartment in Havana; I got to The
Hague without really having any furniture, and I got a furnished place there. So Belgium was
going to be the first unfurnished place that I had, and I was kind of picking up everybody's
castoffs. Then I did buy some Danish furniture in the Netherlands on one of those deals where
you didn't have to pay the import duty.

Q: From the catalog?

OSTRANDER: Yes. I still have it! Good stuff, teak things. They're light and they can come
apart, too, for shipping. They look pretty good no matter where you go. They're plain enough so
that if you use the dining room table in the breakfast room it's fine.

Q: You mentioned that you drove down to Antwerp. You had an automobile?
OSTRANDER: I bought my first car, a 1954 Hillman, hardtop convertible, $1,100.
Q: Was that the Minx?

OSTRANDER: The Minx. I had to borrow all the money for it. The Dutch do not approve of
borrowing for anything, and to have a woman borrowing was just almost all they could put up
with. I had to get all these letters from the embassy proving that I did have a job, and they
worked out a two-year method for me to pay for it, and I had to go into American Express every
month and give [the payment to] a man I called "Piggy," because he just hated me for getting this
loan. I finally paid that loan off in something like thirteen months; I couldn't stand going in to
"Piggy." But I hated owing money. I have never borrowed for a car since. I have always had the
money before I bought it. I didn't even buy a pair of stockings in those months without thinking,
"Oh, I should be putting this on the car. I'll never do that again as long as I live."

Q: I'm surprised a Dutch bank would give it to you.

OSTRANDER: Well, apparently I was the exception. I wonder how many underwriters I had at
the American Embassy. Probably the whole U.S. Government's aid. [Laughter] Because they
sure didn't want to do it.

Q: Do you think it was because you were a woman? Plus they don't believe in borrowing.

OSTRANDER: They just don't believe in borrowing to buy something like that. You would save
your money in a sock somewhere, I guess. This was 1954, of course. Just buying things on credit



was not a Dutch thing to do. I suspect it still isn't.

Q: Did you enjoy Antwerp?

OSTRANDER: I loved Antwerp! I spent four years there, after dragging my feet, thinking I was
going to this dull place, and I just had a wonderful time. It was a marvelous group of people.
What can I tell you? Well, I spent two years being an admin officer, and I think the bottom line
of that is I was never cut out to be an admin officer.

Q: What did you do?

OSTRANDER: Everything. This is anything that's in an admin section, from general services, to
budget and fiscal, to security, to anything you'd think of in the way of administration. I had a big
section of about thirteen locals, if you include the servants of the consul general. So it was a big
section.

Q: Were you called a GSO?

OSTRANDER: I was called the administrative officer. That's it.

Q: You were "it?"

OSTRANDER: There wasn't anybody else.

Q: What a wonderful opportunity!

OSTRANDER: Yes, it was, except you never please more than 90 percent of the people at best,
and I got tired of this after a while. No matter what you did, somebody was--

Q: Carping.

OSTRANDER: The salary and expenses, all the personnel work, the local program. Whew! It
was a plateful. Of course, Antwerp was the port at that time for Western Europe. I think it's
probably switched on up to Rotterdam later.

Q: More than Le Havre was?

OSTRANDER: Oh, yes. It was the port. All household effects for all Western Europe came
through there. We had a very busy office. Also, this was 1957, now; 1958 was the Brussels Fair,
so, of course, we had all of the things coming for the fair. So we really had a big job to do.

Q: Did you have to handle the automobiles?

OSTRANDER: All the automobiles.

Q: Ambassadors' and all?



OSTRANDER: Exactly. All of that.
Q: That's an awful big job.

OSTRANDER: It was. And for your first job. It did teach me that [ never wanted to go near
administrative work again. [Laughter] A consul general, whose wife wanted to redecorate the
entire house and kept changing her mind about it; I really got the administrative tasks. What
would you call it? Being thrown into the fire. That's all there was to it. But it was very
interesting. I wouldn't change it for anything. However, after two years they were trying to find a
consular officer. Antwerp did all of the immigrant work for Luxembourg and all of Belgium.
There were no immigrant offices in Brussels. Brussels did diplomatic visas and tourist visas. Of
course, Luxembourg did its own. The rest of it was Antwerp. It was a good consular job and you
had a terrific staff. When they couldn't find a consular officer, I let Washington know that if they
could find another administrative officer, to go ahead and do that, and I would be happy to move.
And that's just what happened. Don Tice was sent. Don came as junior officer, administrative
officer; his first post. We had a grand group in the consulate itself, which was very small. There
were thirteen locals in the administrative section, but I think all-told, there were thirteen
Americans there, too, and a lot of single people and young-married. We would all just sort of get
together and go out to dinner about three or four times a week. Had a wonderful time. Just the
other night we had an Antwerp Night here, and a bunch of us got together and went out to
dinner.

Q: What's coming through here very clearly is how much you enjoyed your life and the people
you met.

OSTRANDER: Is it? Because it really is quite true. Antwerp stands out to me not only for the
work there, which I did like, and the people, but also because of Brussels' World Fair of 1958.
What a marvelous thing! Besides getting all of this stuff in and out and setting up the fair and
working very closely with it, we were each given a pass to the fair and a ticket for each theatrical
function. We never missed a one, so we saw the best of Broadway every night. It was just a
dream! Immediately after work, we would get in our cars (it was about a half hour away) and
drive to the fairgrounds, park in the diplomatic section, have dinner at the Czechoslovakian
Pavilion or the Japanese, whatever we felt like eating. I remember we always went to the Czech
place for beer because they had good pilsner beer. I'm not a beer drinker, but that was out of this
world. Then we would go for after-dinner coffee to the Turkish Pavilion. We just had a ball.
Then, of course, to the plays. I remember Carousel. It was a summerlong of just all the best that
Broadway could put on, and it was marvelous. My season ticket, next to me was Peter
Townsend, if you remember.

Q: Indeed, very well.
You had trouble with some of the families, I believe.

OSTRANDER: The families, of course, and I suppose that's always the case, to try to get the
families to understand that it's an ugly picture and not to come and expect to find the remains of



their dear ones looking as if they had died peacefully in bed and an undertaker had laid them out.
It's not going to happen. They are not realistic about it and cannot understand what you're trying
to tell them.

Q: Didn't you say that one man wanted to see--

OSTRANDER: Right. He brought his children. There was no way to stop him from wanting the
coffin opened. Then he was so upset. How had I allowed him to do this? And you wish you'd had
a tape recording of all the begging and pleading. "Do not do this." But I learned a lot through
consular work as to what next-of-kins expect and how unrealistic they are. I suppose there is an
art. There must be a very diplomatic art as to how to tell them what to expect, without being
terribly blunt, but sometimes you have to be very, very blunt. I did learn that it's a Pollyanna-
sounding sort of thing, but what a consular officer just try to provide in the way of services for
American citizens who get in trouble overseas, you must look at the citizen who is in trouble and
try to think of that person as the person who is nearest and dearest to you, and ask yourself,
"What would I want the consul to do for my husband, for my wife, for my mother?" This sort of
thing. That sounds, as I say, very Pollyanna-ish, but that is exactly what they're expecting, and
you shouldn't lose sight of that. You should try to provide that as best you can. I have spent a lot
of time in my career as a consular officer writing back, telling people what the funeral services
were like, describing everything from the church service to the burial, this sort of thing. I don't
think I've ever gotten many thanks for that. People seem to think that's what is owing to them.
There have been a few who have said "thank you," but I think mighty few. Mighty few, indeed.
That goes over a long career of consular work. You get so you don't expect it, and it's always a
good surprise. But, you know, I put myself in their place, too, and I think I would understand that
somebody had gone out of their way.

Q: Exactly.

OSTRANDER: They never seem to see it. They hate what has happened and have to take it out
on somebody. What they want to do is take it out on the American government. Somebody has
got to be to blame, and you happen to be the American government, so you're going to take it. I
think that's too bad.

Q: Did you ever have welfare cases where American people were stranded and came in and
expected you to put up money?

OSTRANDER: Oh, that's daily, absolutely daily.

Q: Where do you suppose they get that idea?

OSTRANDER: They pay their taxes. This is what they say. "I always heard that if I got in
trouble, the American government would take care of me." There are, of course, loans, but loans
in desperation. Mainly what you do is, "Who can I get in touch with to send you money from

your family?"

Q: Where is the money from in the fund for the desperation loans?



OSTRANDER: The government does provide, I think, a pittance that you have to repay if you're
ever going to get another passport, this sort of thing. I'm not really up on this because I haven't
done consular work in many, many, many years. That's where the work-a-ways would come in
handy. But you've got to exhaust all possibilities of getting any money before you can make a
loan. There are very, very few people who don't have other ways, that there isn't somebody that
they can contact and get some money from. But, also, if you're lucky, if you're in a city where
there's a large American colony, they often have a fund that the American consul can draw on for
particularly worthy cases, but they're not going to support some bum, that's for sure. There are
worthy cases, and in Antwerp I had that. In Mexico City, we had it.

Q: People who are starving, in other words?

OSTRANDER: Yes, and even then there are church groups in Antwerp. Also there was a
seamen's association, so if these people were people who had missed their ships or something
like that, they could be helped out. Church groups. The Salvation Army would usually take
somebody for a few days for next to nothing. A good consular officer, of course, is always well
connected with those groups.

Q: Did you yourself have to go down to the port and do things for seamen who were in trouble?

OSTRANDER: In Antwerp we were very lucky. We had a Coast Guard officer assigned. The
U.S. Coast Guard had an office in Le Havre, I think, and also in Antwerp. I think that office later
moved to Rotterdam. I can remember one case that a seaman, who was in jail--and I never went
to see those; I always sent the Coast Guard, because they understood the cases--I can remember
one case in particular where the seaman did not want to see anybody from the U.S. Coast Guard;
he wanted the consul. He didn't ant to talk to anybody who knew anything about the sea. I
suspect that's it. Or about his case. But I remember when I walked in, he said, "Oh, my God, it's a
woman! Send me back the Coast Guard officer." This was early on, as you can recall, and he
wasn't prepared for that at all.

As usual, if you get consular officers talking about consular cases, it can go on forever, because
you never have the same one twice--ever.

WILLIAM C. SHERMAN
Belgium/Luxembourg Desk Officer
Washington, DC (1958-1960)

William C. Sherman was born in Kentucky in 1923 and raised in Pennsylvania
and Ohio. He attended the University of Louisville until he joined the U.S. Navy
in 1943. His career included positions in Korea, Japan, Italy, as well as other
State Department positions in Washington, DC. He was interviewed by Thomas
Stern on October 27, 1993.



Q: You left INR in September, 1958. I gather you could hardly wait to get out. How did you
manage to be assigned to the Belgium-Luxembourg desk?

SHERMAN: I was delighted to leave INR. My reassignment was probably the responsibility of
John Burns, who had inspected me in Yokohama. I therefore knew him as a friend. He was in
1958 the Executive Director for the Bureau for European Affairs. When the Belgium desk was
about to become vacant, | think that John suggested that I be assigned to it. I knew nothing about
what was going on. One day, Bill Magistretti called me into his office and said: "As you
probably know, there are some efforts being made to assign you to the Belgium desk". I could
barely believe my ears; I had never heard of such a plan and furthermore I thought that my
chances would not be very good since I knew nothing about Belgium and had no special
qualifications for the job. I was not unhappy to go to EUR, but it certainly came as a major
surprise. I don't know that Bill ever believed me, but I had nothing to do with that assignment. I
only found out later that it was John Burns who had suggested the transfer, based on his review
of my performance in Yokohama and later.

Q: Let me ask you about the structure of EUR in 1958. Who was the Assistant Secretary? What
was its structure?

SHERMAN: The Assistant Secretary was Livingston Merchant. The Bureau was organized
around European regions: West Europe, East Europe, North Europe, etc. We also had an Office
of Regional Affairs, headed by Lane Timmons. The Soviet desk, also part of the East Europe
Office, operated as a self-contained unit. It took care of its own personnel and operated pretty
much independently of all levels below Assistant Secretary. The Office of Western Europe (WE)
was headed by Bob McBride, who succeeded Tully Tolbert when the latter went to Rome as the
Political Counselor. WE was divided into sections: Italian-Iberian Affairs, Benelux and
Switzerland Affairs, French Affairs. In the Benelux section, we had an officer-in-charge, an
economic officer, a desk officer for Belgium-Luxembourg and another for Holland-Switzerland.

I had to bring myself up to speed on Benelux affairs in a hurry because shortly after I took over
the desk, King Baudouin visited the United States. I suspect that it was the first time that any
senior level of the U.S. government had to become knowledgeable about Belgian affairs.
Belgium was a small country, but I found it very interesting. I had a lot of fun on that desk.

Belgium and Luxembourg did not have a very high priority on the list of foreign policy issues
facing the Bureau of European Affairs or even the Office of Western European Affairs. De
Gaulle was at his orneriest forcing the Office Director and Deputy Director to focus essentially
on France. After that, for them, the important agenda items concerned Italy and the Iberian
Peninsula. Benelux did not appear on their screen very often. Our division ran itself, largely
unsupervised. So, as an FSO-4, I was left pretty much to my own devices.

The Belgian and Luxembourg Embassies in Washington were accustomed to dealing with the
desk officer. Their Ambassadors did not demand to see the Secretary of State or the Assistant
Secretary every time they had a request. We at the desk officer level were able to handle most of
their concerns. The Belgian Ambassador, Bobby Silvercruys, rarely came to the Department. At
one point, he was the Dean of the Diplomatic Corps, a position which goes to the ambassador



with the longest service in Washington. He had married Rosemarie McMahon, the widow of the
late Senator. So he knew his way around town quite well and didn't really need the Department's
assistance. Occasionally he might wish to see Bob Murphy, the Under Secretary, or another high
level Department official. On those occasion, I would accompany the Ambassador on his call,
but that was the extent of the services we had to provide the Belgian Ambassador.

The Luxembourg Ambassador changed while I was on the desk. George Heisbourg, who had
been the principal secretary of the Foreign Ministry, came as the Ambassador from Luxembourg.
He went about making all his calls, which we had arranged for him. I accompanied him to these
meetings. He could not have been nicer. We were frequent dinner guests at his Embassy. The
Luxembourgers were known for their pro-American attitude and were always warmly received
wherever they went. I made one trip to Luxembourg and Belgium at the end of a fiscal year to
use up some leftover funds. I spent a week in Belgium and three or four days in Luxembourg.
When you walk passed the Foreign Ministry in Luxembourg, the windows were wide open;
anyone could have reach in and taken all the papers off the a desk. I, a lowly desk officer, called
on the Prime Minister one morning. In the afternoon, I attended a parliament session and sat in
the VIP gallery. The Prime Minister walked in, looked up and waved at us. Luxembourg was
very casual.

Of course, there is a long history of US-Luxembourg relationships, made immemorial by Perle
Mesta. Even before that, we had as Charge a career Foreign Service officer, George Platt Waller.
He was "crown happy" as Wiley Buchanan used to describe him. He emphasized his relationship
with the Grand Duchess, not just the Duchess. He used to caution everyone to use the correct
title for the lady. He wrote a despatch that was preserved at the FSI for a long time in which he
described at some length the extreme conditions that were imposed on Luxembourg when it was
invaded by the Nazis. He stayed there, maintaining a presence. We often read George Platt
Waller's despatches because they were so typical of an era long past. In one, he wrote; " To the
Honorable Secretary of State: Sir: I have the honor to report that yesterday the remains of St.
John the Blind, were returned to their historical resting place, the Cathedral in the Grand Square
of Luxembourg City. As the Department will recall, St. John the Blind died in 1539........ I remain
your obedient servant, George Platt Waller". That was his style and he was one of the last to
write that way!

It was these episodes that led me to say that "I had fun on the desk". I had some contacts with
other agencies, but they were somewhat limited. For example, when the French Defense Minister
came, [ took him over to call on the Secretary of Defense and his Deputy. Then Colonel Vernon
“Dick “ Walters was the translator. I became acquainted with some of the other agencies when I
took Ambassador Heisbourg around on his calls. The government had not at that time established
a Country Director system so that my contacts with other agencies were somewhat limited.

One event that I can still recall was the tenth anniversary celebration of NATO. The headquarters
were still in Paris. The anniversary celebration was held here in Washington and was attended by
all the head of governments. That was a major event, which kept us busy for some weeks.



DONALD C. TICE
Administrative Officer, Consular Officer
Antwerp (1959-1961)

Born in Kansas in 1932, Mr. Tice received his BS from the University of Kansas
and served in the U.S. Air Force form 1954 to 1956 as a second lieutenant. His
foreign assignments included Antwerp, Montreal, Sofia and Belgrade. He was
interviewed on February 10, 1997 by Charles Stuart Kennedy.

Q: So then you went to Antwerp in 1960?

TICE: I left Washington in November, 1959, on the SS UNITED STATES, bound for Le Havre,
France. Nobody had ever told us that you should avoid crossing the North Atlantic Ocean in
November of the year. [Laughter]

Q: You were in Antwerp from 1959 to 1961. What was your assignment?

TICE: I was first assigned as a Consular Officer, but they did a little shuffle at the post and I
wound up as Administrative Officer for the first year [1960]. Then I was assigned as the Passport
Officer in the Consular Section for the second year. That really was fascinating for me, because
this was a time when our passport and citizenship laws were such that they provided that a
naturalized citizen lost American nationality if he or she didn't lived in the United States for "x"
number of years after naturalization before going overseas, and all that kind of thing. Along with
Haifa, Israel, Antwerp had been the center in Europe of the diamond trade. There were many,
many Jews living in Antwerp. When the Nazi-directed "holocaust" was descending on Europe,
they decamped to a third center of the diamond industry in the New World, in New York. Many
of them stayed in New York for five years, or long enough to be naturalized as American
citizens. Then they came back to Antwerp. There was an effort made to try to "catch" people
who had come back to Europe on a permanent basis at that time, after naturalization in the
United States. We called them "passport citizens." I always had a very uneasy feeling about that
period because our instructions were to pick up the United States passports of anybody who had
lived abroad for "x" number of years if they were presented at the Consulate. Then the case
would be adjudicated by the Department. I felt a great sense of relief, years later, when that
whole set of laws was "wiped out" by the Supreme Court. People whose passports I had taken up
could then get them back. [Laughter]

Q: That was very difficult. I assume that the people in Antwerp who were involved in this kind of
situation would present certificates from doctors that they couldn't leave, and that sort of thing.

TICE: Oh, yes. They would try to prove that they had been back to the U. S. and this kind of
thing, but there was no notation to this effect in their passports. You remember, in the old days
the immigration officials used to stamp entries into the U. S. in your passports.

Q. Could you talk a little about the Consulate General in Antwerp?

TICE: Yes. It had been one of our major Consulates in Europe because of the events of World



War II. When the invasion of Normandy took place [in June, 1944], there were two ports which
were candidates for the huge movements of incoming materials for the rest of the campaign in
Europe. One was Rotterdam, and the other one was Antwerp. The Allies didn't have enough anti-
aircraft defenses to cover both ports against the low level, "buzz bombs" fired by the Germans.
These were called "V-1" bombs [or “Vengeance weapons," as the Germans called them]. So the
Allies concentrated anti-aircraft guns around Antwerp, the more modern of the two ports, and it
suffered only minor damage during the V-1 campaign. Lightly-defended Rotterdam was heavily
damaged as a result. The result of that decision was that Antwerp and Brussels were two of the
"best defended" cities in all of Europe. Even as late as late 1959 and 1960 Europe was still pretty
much in a recovery phase. However, Belgium, with less recovering to do and the revenues
created by having the only fully-functioning port in Northern Europe, had the highest cost of
living in Europe at that time. Although it was a nice place to live, the "down side" was that a
junior Foreign Service Officer like myself found it hard to make ends meet. By that time I was
making, I think, about $4800 a year.

Q: Who was the Consul General when you were there?

TICE: That's another story. George Falconer Wilson had been Administrative Assistant to
Senator William Knowland [Republican, California], who was Chairman, I think, of the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee in a Republican-controlled Congress. Wilson was one of the
"triumvirate" who came into the State Department to "clean out the communists." They included
Scott e, who "found" the "communists" as head of the Bureau of Security and Consular Affairs;
George Wilson, who was then Chief of Personnel and "fired" them, and Frances Knight, Chief of
the Passport Office, who kept them from traveling..

Wilson had finally been "exiled" to Antwerp as Consul General. He was basically not a "mean"
person. He was just ideologically so far off to the Right that he was a little "weird." However, his
wife was really "mean." [Laughter] I remember one time sitting in their house, drinking too
much, and listening to them talk about how Dean Rusk [then Secretary of State] was a
communist. This was a "disturbing" experience for a junior Foreign Service Officer.

We survived two years at the Consulate General in Antwerp [1959-1962]. However, the
Department was still having trouble getting people assigned onward. I left Antwerp with no
onward assignment. [ was told by the Department: "Well, go on home leave, and we'll have an
assignment for you at that time." I repeated a request that I had made before. I said that I came
into the Foreign Service with the idea of concentrating on Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union.
I made it clear that that was what I wanted. I had a telephone call while I was on home leave in
Kansas in which the person who talked to me said: "Well, we have an assignment for you. It's to
the Consulate General in Montreal [Canada]." I was again assigned as Administrative Officer. I
said: "Well, all right, I'll go to Montreal but if I don't get Eastern European or Russian language
training in an onward assignment following that, I'm going to resign." What effect that had
on anybody I had no idea. My comment probably went into the personnel record. However, 18
months later I was sitting, fat, dumb, and happy and having fun in Montreal, because it's a
marvelous place to live. I got a telephone call saying: "You have four weeks to finish up in
Montreal and get down to Washington for Bulgarian language training." [Laughter]



Q: I'd like to go quickly back to Antwerp before we leave it. Could you describe the political
situation in Belgium from your perspective and how you dealt with the Belgians?

TICE: This assignment was during the early days of the Flemish and French cultural and
particularly linguistic difficulties in Antwerp. I suppose that Antwerp was about 80 percent
Flemish, although I don't have at my fingertips the statistics on the matter. Certainly, Antwerp
was heavily Flemish, and there was a lot of tension. The situation wasn't "nasty," though there
were occasional demonstrations. You would hear a lot of snide remarks among the French about
the Flemish, who worked in most of the shops, stores, and that kind of thing. If you spoke to
them in French, they wouldn't respond or would respond in Flemish or English, because they
seemed always to be able to figure out that we were Americans. They would rather speak
English with us than French. I learned a little Flemish, but not much. I had trouble practicing my
French there. There was a hidebound, holdout group of French speakers, composed of Walloons
[French speaking Belgians] and Francophiles.

There was an organization called the American-Belgian Association which was sort of the social
center for many of the diplomats assigned to Antwerp. Not surprisingly, it was very anti-Flemish
and very much run by the Walloons. This was quite an experience for my wife and myself
because it was supposedly a "high society pick-up joint." [Laughter]

Q: Did you have the feeling that the Consul General and other senior officers were caught up in
dealing with the "high society" in Antwerp, which sort of absorbed the consular officers there?
This often happens when you get into one of these things.

TICE: Yes. That was very much the case with the senior officers in the Consulate General, who
were part of the "elite" in the town. No question about that. To a lesser degree, young couples in
our Consulate General got invited to social events in "high society" in Antwerp. It was a pleasant
existence.

We did have something called the Vice-Consular Corps, which, in effect, was another club. Its
members were all pretty hard-working consular officers who were busily involved with the port
and that kind of thing. That was where the "real fun" was, because most of us were under 30. We
had a lot of fun at the monthly "bashes" at the Vice-Consular Corps.

Q: What about problems with seamen and all of that? Did you get involved with seamen's
problems?

TICE: Very much so, signing them on and off and disciplinary problems on the ships. There
were also problems with indigent Americans coming through, looking for "handouts" and that
kind of thing. That was a good part of my activity.

Q. How did you deal with seamen? Could you get the Belgian authorities to help you do things?
TICE: Oh, yes. Handling these matters was actually fairly simple because, if you had a

"beached" seaman on your hands, you didn't give him any money. We arranged with the
Scandinavian Seamen's Home, where it cost $0.75 a day for a seaman to live until he got another



ship. They had very strict rules. A seaman had to be out of the Home at 8:00 AM and couldn't
come back until 6:00 PM. He had to be in by 9:00 PM. We had been able to set up a fund to
cover this. I ponied up the $0.75 a day to keep a seaman there but never gave them any money,
because they would just drink it up or take off on a spree. It was interesting work.

Q. Were there any "protection and welfare" cases that particularly come to mind?

TICE: No really "wild" ones. During a fair part of my time doing consular work in Antwerp, I
was responsible for somebody in jail. The only "protection and welfare" case that really gave me
fits involved a prominent judge from Hawaii and his wife, who were visiting Antwerp. He died
unexpectedly. In his will he had said that he wanted to be cremated, and his widow wanted to
follow through on that. However, there were no facilities for cremation in Belgium at the time.. |
had to make all the arrangements to send the body to Germany to be cremated. We had the
judge's widow on our hands for the several days that took. She sort of became part of my family.
We had lunch or dinner with her nearly every day and persuaded others in the American
community to give us a hand in keeping her occupied and as content as could reasonably be
expected. This was sort of "what you did." [Laughter]

HOWARD MEYERS
Political Advisor, European Atomic Energy Community
Brussels (1959-1962)

Howard Meyers was born in New York on May 5, 1917. He attended the
University of Michigan, where he received his AB in 1937, and Harvard Law
School, where he received his LLB in 1940. He served in the US Army in World
War Il from 1942 to 1946. His career has included positions in Japan, England,
Belgium, and Switzerland. He was interviewed by Peter Moffat on March 31,
2000.

MEYERS: It was one of the glorious experiences that I had in all my time abroad, although I had
something somewhat similar the second time I was in Japan, many, many years later. Anyhow, I
ended my London tour more than abruptly. I didn’t realize but there had been long discussions
going back and forth between London and Brussels and Washington. Walton Butterworth
insisted that I was the man that he wanted for a couple of practical reasons and nobody else, and
there was some dispute over my fair body as a result. The European Communities, as they then
were, had moved to Brussels for the first time. The U.S. Mission was the executor of a very
complicated and as I thought far too ambitious program for nuclear cooperation with the
EURATOM Commission, in power reactor development. It was a strange business. The French
opposed this strongly. They didn’t oppose a program, but they did oppose the extent of this
program. They did that for their own reasons, but in the end I came to think that the French were
right, not for their reasons, but for our reasons. So I was not the most popular member of the U.S.
Mission. At any rate [ had one week’s notice to get from London to Brussels, to be there by the
first of August.



Now anybody who knows Europe knows that there is nothing going on the first of August!
Almost everybody, almost all the senior representative officials, anyway, are off on their own
holidays. But I was a personnel problem, because of the level at which this had been discussed
and particularly because my revered Loy Henderson was involved and our Administrative
Counselor, Mace was his name, wanted to avoid problems for him. So off I went and I said to the
Administrative Counselor in my departure, “I will be consulting with the damn files!” and that is
what I did, for that month. But we made it through. I paid more for the storage of my goods than
the State Department did. This is why I have always had a reserved view about the
administrative side of the State Department, but I leave that to one side. Brussels was a
marvelous place to be at that time. I saw the city change from a provincial city to a vibrant,
culturally, artistically, politically interesting place. I very much enjoyed meeting the people that I
saw there. The extent to which, for example, the Germans sent the finest career people you could
imagine, including people like descendants of the Von Moltkes, who had been hung up from
meat hooks by the Nazis - that is a serious comment, it’s not an idle description. The quality of
the other delegations, particularly the French, who had simply superb people...

Q: Who was the American?
MEYERS: Walton Butterworth.
Q: Through your whole time there?

MEYERS: Yes. The collegiality, almost, of relationships between members of the European
Communities delegations and the central representatives, that is to say central in the sense of not
the missions of the countries, but the staff of the five, as they were then, European Community
authorities, the collegiality between these groups and ourselves was very marked. Even when we
disagreed, for example, with the French, and I had a couple of, to me, absolutely hilarious
negotiations with the French - they could not see the forest in some instances because of the trees
of their singular approach to the relationship between the European Communities and the United
States, that being the forest and the trees being the basic interests - but there was a real sense of
community, of collegiality, because it was so clear that the United States was, I think objectively,
the strongest supporter of the European Community concept of any state not a member of the
Community.

I saw this from two sides, because the British were negotiating to join and they had a very
distinguished team known as the Flying Knights, because they had all been knighted by the
British government, as it does to recognize seniors who are professionals and distinguished. One
of them was a very close friend of mine, so that we saw him regularly when he came over from
London. We entertained him and he entertained us. Indeed I communicate even today with his
daughter, who was my daughter’s closest friend and who is the wife of the European Community
representative to the United Nations’ offices in Geneva. Time does pass. I think that my
description of our relationships with the concept of the European Communities is an objectively
fair one. I did think and unfortunately probably for me it was described in a few official
communications, that the relatively small group in our State Department which was pushing
ahead so strongly in support of the European Community was moving ahead too fast too hard,
and they were wrong, simply wrong in thinking that the European Community would rather



quickly become a United States of Europe. Since everybody knows who these people were and
two of them I regarded as friends, I won’t mention them.

I think this was a genuine failure to appreciate that, at that time, the European Community was
simply an expanded customs union. The difficulties which exist today, in my view, of enabling
an adequate balance of power between different sides, different groupings - grouping in this case
means a government organizational grouping were not adequately comprehended. I had, not that
long ago, a fascinating conversation with an unnamed Justice of our Supreme Court, who is very
knowledgeable on the institutions of the European Union, as it is now known, on one aspect
which was the ambit, or the reach of the European Court. This was a very recent conversation in
the last month. I raised the same questions that I had raised officially and unofficially, with this
group of important people in the State Department and expressed my concern that the
jurisdictional ambit of the European Court was too broad to avoid running into conflict with the
other European institutions and particularly the lack of real power in a European legislature,
rather than those which existed, and found that this distinguished Justice with rather more recent
experience than I, substantially agreed with me. That is the sort of thing that I was concerned
with in an entirely different framework a couple of decades earlier, even though there has been
much progress. But the United States was still the best supporter the European Community had
outside of itself. Anyhow, that gets me to when I went back to Washington.

DAVID BROMBART
Labor Secretary, World Assembly of Youth
Brussels (1959-1964)

Mpr. Brombart was born, raised and educated in Belgium. At an early age, he
became National Secretary of Youth Trade Union in Brussels, which was the
beginning of his lifetime career in International Trade Movements. During his
lifetime he was closely involved in the activities of the AFL/CIO, the International
Trade Organization (ILO) and the International Confederation of Free Trade
Unions (ICFTU), of which he was Executive Secretary. He also worked with the
World Assembly of Youth, the African-American Leadership Council and the ORT
Charitable organization. Mr. Brombart was interviewed by Don Kienzle in 1998.

Q: How long were you Labor Secretary?
BROMBART: From 1958 to 1964.

Q: If I recall correctly, that would have been during the period of the Vienna Youth Festival in
1959?

BROMBART: Yes.

Q: I attended it as a heckler.



BROMBART: Prior to the Festival, I remember meeting with Prime Minister Kautsky to
dissuade him from holding such a festival for the first time in a non-Communist country. His
reaction was from someone who wished to protect the so-called neutrality of Austria. But it
meant also that anti-festival activities took place as well, and the World Assembly of Youth was,
of course, involved in those kinds of operations.

Q: I had the impression that the Austrians presented the festival at that time as something they
had more or less agreed to at the time of the Soviet withdrawal?

BROMBART: I don’t know. That was sometime later. It was part of the beginning of an German
Ostpolitik (Eastern Policy) involving areas of contact.

Q: It was Willy Brandt's Ostpolitik.

BROMBART: It was part of a policy which can be characterized today as a foolish one, but it
had some facets which were interesting in terms of having a lot of politicians and others going to
the East and learning more about the conditions existing in the Soviet Union and in the satellites,
which were, of course, conditions which lead to their downfall.

Q. I would make a case--not that I should be making a case on this tape--that a lot of Westerners
who went East were turned off in a big hurry.

BROMBART: Sure. When I was a youth leader, we were supposed to go to the Soviet Union
and to send delegations also to China. I think I was one of the very few who refused to go. Until
today, I have never been to a Communist country. I refused to go to Spain and Portugal until
there were some changes. Speaking of Spain and Portugal, this was one of the political
differences that the Socialist youth had with our party, because we were saying, “Why don’t you
boycott Franco or Salazar?” They never did it. It was the hypocrisy of the Europeans at that time.

Q: Did you have any feeling that the United States was manipulating the policy of these
organizations? Or was it just that funding was being received and people were doing what they
would otherwise do anyway?

BROMBART: As a staff member active in the international youth field, I became aware of the
U.S. Government assisting a great number of international organizations financially. Only in

1967, three years after coming to the United States, I learned through the media that entire covert
operations had been run for decades by the CIA, an agency of the U.S. Government.

Q: 1967 in that famous article of what was . . .
BROMBART: Ramparts Magazine.
Q: Ramparts.

BROMBART: But as a student of that period of time, I recognize that there was no other
alternative. A definite strategy was used to have non-Americans elected to the top positions. The



American staff was to make sure that policies [intended] to engage the non-communist left and
the nonaligned were adhered to.

Q: And people were committed to that policy and where the funding came from was irrelevant?

BROMBART: There were some rumors all the time about the European Youth Campaign and all
that, but really we were not in the position to argue. We didn’t know the facts. Why I didn’t
question it is because as a leader of the Socialist youth, it took me one or two years to discover
that actually my salary was not paid by the Socialist Party. It was paid by the Ministry of
Education, which had a budget for helping all youth organizations. I also realized that salaries in
the World Assembly of Youth were not covered by genuine foundations but by a foundation in
New York serving as a conduit for the CIA.

Q: Any conclusions you want to draw for the record?

BROMBART: The prime consideration was to win the Cold War. Immediately after I joined the
World Assembly of Youth in 1958 and because of my function in the labor field, I monitored not
only the working of the ILO, but also of the ICFTU, WCL, and WFTU. In the early 1960s, I
began to cooperate with Irving Brown on various labor issues of common interest and including
the tensions between the AFL-CIO and the ICFTU. In 1963, Brown mentioned the AFL-CIO's
intension to establish a center dealing with Africa based on the experience of the American
Institute for Free Labor Development. He asked me to join him in New York in November 1964
and my wife Henriette, my three years old son Eric and three months daughter Sara moved a
month later into an apartment made available at one of the ILGWU cooperative buildings in
Manhattan. The African American Labor Center (AALC) was established at the end of that year.

Q: I see. So, you weren’t working at the ICFTU? You were still working out of Paris?
BROMBART: I was then working for the World Assembly of Youth in Brussels after moving
from Paris in 1959, the World Assembly of Youth having been expelled from France by General
de Gaulle.

Q: Was this roughly about the same time that the NATO headquarters moved?

BROMBART: No, NATO moved later, I think.

Q: So de Gaulle expelled you?

BROMBART: Yes, he expelled the World Assembly Youth because of our involvement in the
Algerian independence movement. This was based on a precedent as France had expelled the
World Federation of Democratic Youth in the1950s.

Q: So this in effect was providing parity?

BROMBART: Sure.
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Q: I have two quick questions about your early history. When you were active with the Belgian
Socialist Youth, how much contact did you have with Africans from the Congo at that time? It's
one of those intriguing questions, because the Congo seemed to be particularly unprepared for
independence when it came.

BROMBART: My exact title was National Secretary of Educational Youth Organization of the
Socialist Party. I referred earlier also to my activity as an elected leader of the Young Socialist
Guard.

Q: That is a separate organization?

BROMBART: Yes. Education was the official youth wing of the Socialist Party. The other was a
fringe organization from the party, which was finally expelled from that party.

The activities with the Congo were absolutely zero at that time. I was an activist before my
military service in 1952 and when I joined the organization from 1954 to 1958, there were
practically no relations with the colony. It was a continuation of Leopold II's private domain. The
Socialist Party was excluded from any influence in the Congo and traveling to the Congo was
subject to visas. It was a business empire. Any French citizen could travel to the French Empire,
but that was totally different in Belgium. As far as the Socialist Youth is concerned, contact
began in 1955 when there was an international fair and some Congolese came. This was also
when Congolese students began coming to study in Belgium. Those students were not to be
trained in diplomacy or in engineering. They were mostly in the social services, health, and
education. The Belgium colonial theory was that you must have a base to have a nation; they
must be fed; they must have primary education; they have to have social services, but they are
not ready to lead. Of course, then came the African dimension, the Algerian situation, and then
there was an opening. I think it wasn't until the 1960s that the Belgian Government changed the
title of the ministry dealing with the Congo. It was called the Ministry of Colonialization
(Ministere des Colonies). Then it became the Ministry of Overseas Development. It was in 1959
or 1960, when I was in WAY, that the Belgian Government called a "table ronde," a roundtable,
in Brussels of all those political parties, and we came into contact with all of them. Suddenly the
Congo had 60 parties. It was just another attempt to divide. Then came Lumumba, and the
dramatic changes in the relations between Belgium and the Congo.

In 1962, the World Assembly of Youth a General Assembly in Accra, Ghana, and I met
Nkrumah and Lumumba. There was a large delegation of the Congolese at that time. A few
weeks later, Lumumba was assassinated. That is the history.

Q: So there really was very little contact.

BROMBART: Very little.

Q: People to people?



BROMBART: No, there was practically no contact. They were regarded as non-human.
Q: And there weren't many of these students in Brussels until 1959?

BROMBART: Yes, there were a lot of priests, who came. This was because there existed in the
Congo a public school system and a Catholic school system, which did a lot of good work. There
was no problem with that. Even today, the best musicians and artists are products of Catholic art
schools. But this was another totally different approach to colonization. It was a commercial
colonization.

MORTON A. BACH
Economic Officer
Brussels (1960-1964)

Morton Bach was born in New York City in 1904. He worked with the U.S. Army
Counterintelligence Corps from 1942, and afterwards was posted in Bern, Seoul,

The Hague, Vienna, Luxembourg and Brussels. Mr. Bach was interviewed by
Charles Stuart Kennedy in 1999.

Q: You left there in 1960. Where did you go then?

BACH: To Luxembourg, Luxembourg. The main office of the U.S. Common Market mission
was in Brussels, but the original U.S. Common Market mission was in Luxembourg at the time
of the Coal and Steel Community. Then it moved up to Brussels, but they maintained the
Luxembourg office.

Again, stuck in a hotel.
Q: That gets a little bit weary after a while.

BACH: It does. We were in Luxembourg and I know that Foreign Service families with children
thought it was ideal, which it is. It is the size of a postage stamp with woods, picnics, and all the
rest of it. But professionally, there wasn’t that much of interest - at least to me - although we got
to know a number of the Luxembourg officials, one of whom told a story that he was on an
official mission down in Ghana or one of the African countries. He said, "As usual, you go to the
airport. They tell you to get there and then you stretch out and you hope a plain will arrive." He
was stretched out and all of a sudden, three military people with bayonets drawn said, "Get up.
You're under arrest." "Why am I under arrest?" He said, "The band at the other end of the airfield
is playing our national anthem and you are lying down." But there wasn't that much interest in
Luxembourg, so [ was very pleased to move up to Brussels. I was assigned responsibility for the
former colonies in Africa.

Q: The newly independent countries.



BACH: We still use that expression. The policy at that time out of Washington was, in my area,
tropical products, cocoa, peanuts, and coffee. So, you can imagine the pleasure of an officer like
me going down, calling on the ambassador of Senegal, for example, and all he wanted to talk
about were coffee, peanuts, and cocoa exports to the United States. I had to explain to him,
"Peanuts? We have the state of Georgia. Coffee? We have Central America." It was an
interesting period.

Q: You were there from when to when?
BACH: Until late 1964 when I reached mandatory retirement.

Q: Did you get involved in any of the ripples that were coming out of the Congo at that time?
The Congo was made independent at about the time you arrived there.

BACH: No. It was fairly obvious... The French mission, for example, to the Common Market
was the predominant one vis a vis their former colonies. The Belgians similarly. So, we were sort
of the periphery, trying to cover the overall, but not getting directly involved. I personally was
involved in negotiations for the Trans-Cameroon Railway, negotiations which took place in
Paris. There is an employee of the building here now. I asked him if it was ever built. He said he
wasn’t sure. He is a native of the Cameroon. The U.S. wasn't putting money into these various
things. There was the Common Market for such.

What was a most interesting period was when I was moved up from Luxembourg to Brussels.
Again, there was no housing. We were in the Metropole Hotel. We would go down for cocktails.
This was at the time when one of the major mission interests was whether the Brits were going to
be joining the Common Market. On this particular evening, the whole place was jumping and all
sorts of British correspondents and other correspondents were there. It was very amusing and
innovating. Finally, above the din, there was a voice of a British newspaper man: "Will
somebody please explain to me what this GATT business is?" There was a lull and all of a
sudden an American stood up and gave one of the best presentations that I had heard in ages.
When he sat down, I went over and introduced myself. He turned out to be Ed Dale, who for
years was a New York Times correspondent. We became friends over the years.

In covering the Foreign Service, it turned out that we were able to make friends in every one of
these countries who later on somehow our paths crosses and they were fruitful outcomes of
mutual interest - not socially, but professionally. For example, I will go back to the Swiss days.
In the early stages, the people on the economic and the financial side were an elite, if you will,
and the minister, Minister Stucki, who was the main negotiator in the 1946 negotiations when I
was part of the U.S. delegation, brought these people along. They later became top officials in
the government and then also professionally after they left the government. For example, Paul
Jolles was in Washington for the negotiations. He later became the Swiss minister of economics.
We were friends. Another one was Olivier Long. He was the head of GATT. Every time I would
come over for the drug negotiations, we would always have dinner together. The wives knew
each other, of course, from the earlier days. I am using that as an example of how entrenched
friendships work. These were not just passing.) work out because it helped me in my GATT
contributions when I would be able to contact Olivier. With the Swiss later on, we maintained



those friendships. I will say that at one stage on one of the visits, [ was in Geneva as a member of
the U.S. delegation for the annual meeting of the Commission on Narcotic Drugs. [ wanted to
touch base with Jolles. The four of us had lunch together. I had called on him at the foreign
office. Then I went down to the American embassy and told them, "I don't want you to read
anything into this. This is friendship pure and simple." It didn't go down very well. They were
sensitive. There may have been other issues at that time.

Q: You never know.

BACH: But we didn’t discuss any U.S.-Swiss issues. The same thing with Eberhardt Rheinhardt,
who went out of his way to come down to have lunch in Geneva when we were there for the
annual meetings.

JOHN J. CROWLEY, JR.
Assistant Labor Attaché
Brussels (1960-1964)

Ambassador John J. Crowley, Jr. entered the Foreign Service in 1952 after
serving on the faculty of the University of Puerto Rico. His assignments included
positions in Lima, Washington, Quito, Santo Domingo, Caracas, and an
ambassadorship to Suriname. Ambassador Crowley was interviewed by Charles
Stuart Kennedy in 1989.

Q: You were in Brussels from 1960 to '64. What was the situation there as far as you saw it? [
mean, what were you dealing with?

CROWLEY: Well, I'll describe my arrival. I arrived with a wife and two small babies in New
York to go on to Brussels, and in those days, we could travel on foreign airlines. We were
booked on the Sabena, which is the Belgian line. We arrived in New York and we called them
up, and they said, "Well, all of our flights are canceled."

And we said, "Why?"

"Because we have diverted every available aircraft down to Leopoldville to evacuate our
people." As it turned out, not only the whole Belgian air force and Sabena was down there, but
we had sent our transport planes down from the old Wheelus Air Force base in Libya. There was
a huge airlift going on out of Leopoldville up to Brussels.

So we finally, after a day or so, we got on another line and made it via London, and we were
quite exhausted by the time we got to Brussels. But when I did report to work, they said, "The
highest priority around here is to go out to the airport and work in these 24-hour shifts to receive
the evacuees as they come in, because we haven't had time to document them in Leopoldville."

So I went out to the airport. My French was rather poor at that point, so I got some fast practice.



We were basically making a record of these people, because it was expected that we would send
them bills for their transportation, the ones that came on U.S. planes. [Laughter] But after we did
all this work, it turned out in Washington someone made a decision that it was a humanitarian
operation and they wouldn't have to pay after all, but that was my introduction to Brussels.

I went to work there as the assistant labor attaché to Arnold Zempel, who was one of our leading
-- he was a real labor expert, had come out of the Department of Labor. He assigned to me the
local socialist labor group and the local Catholic labor group, and he dealt mainly with the
ICFTU, the International Confederation of Free Trade Unions, and the other one which was then
called Christian, and which now they've taken "Christian" out because they have affiliated so
many people in Asia and Africa who are not necessarily Christians, but who have the same kind
of ethical philosophy.

So that was quite an education. I learned about the international labor movement by helping him,
but I was also more specialized in learning about Belgium. At the same time, of course, we had
the Congo blowing up occasionally, and we got called in to do things there.

Q: Let me deal with the Congo thing a bit first. What was your impression of the people coming
out of the Congo? Had they understood what was happening?

CROWLEY: In the first place, there was not an awful lot of sympathy. I was surprised. There
was not an awful lot of sympathy in Belgium for these people because it was assumed that they
had been down there making a lot of money over the years and there were tales about how they
had exploited the natives. The socialists, in particular had put this out. They had been exploiting
the natives and they kept the natives under their heel and they had made all this money, and
when they were finally getting thrown out, there was a large sector of Belgium's public opinion
didn't care very much.

On the other hand, of course, the government did, and we worked with them on the coordination
of the later U.N. operation movement that came in to try to keep the peace. But, in general, there
was not a terrible outcry until later, when the U.N. forces at Elisabethville, actually took
aggressive action and some Belgians were accidentally killed in that operation. That caused quite
an emotional outcry, and there were photos that were shown over and over on television in
Belgium, so it whipped up a lot of public outcry. That was basically an Indian force that was
serving under the U.N., but we got part of the blame for it because we were looked on as one of
the chief sponsors of the U.N. operations in the Congo.

Q: Then back to the labor side, what did you do? Say you had the socialist side. These interviews
are being done for people who don't really necessarily understand what people do at an
embassy.

CROWLEY: Surely. We had some routine kinds of reporting, including studying the wage levels
in the different industries and reporting them here so that the people in the Department of Labor
in Washington would have a good idea of the international picture, helping them make union
directories, getting together the numbers of people in the unions, and the names of the officers
and so forth because they publish an international directory here. We also contributed to studies



made in the economic section, to present labor costs and labor influence and so forth. That was
the technical part of it.

The political part I always found more interesting. For example, in 1961, the socialist labor
confederation called a general strike in protest against some legislation that had been passed. The
government was a Catholic government. This general strike grew to the point that practically all
of Wallonia, which is the southern half of the country, was involved in it. Stores were shut down,
factories, schools -- it was really a highly effective thing. It seemed likely that if the Catholic
unions were to join with the strike that the government would have to fall because it would e
such a ferment.

Nobody in the embassy was able to find out what the Catholic unions had in mind at the top, so
they called me and said, "See what you can find out." And I remember going over to the
headquarters and talking to some of my contacts. They all assured me that the Catholic unions
had no interest whatsoever in joining the strike at all at that point. So I went back, and this was
reported to Washington. Fortunately, we made the right prediction, [Chuckles] and [ had a
certain feather in my cap because I was able to ascertain that.

Q: Did you feel that you were serving two bosses? [ mean, was there the United States, i.e.,
Department of State policy, and the AFL-CIO Labor Department policy, or not? Did you feel
yourself caught between these?

CROWLEY: Well, not usually, because George Meany came frequently -- the late George
Meany -- to the meetings of the ICFTU and he basically had no great discrepancy with U.S.
policy. In fact, he was, you know, rather conservative, and very anti-Communist. He was in
favor of higher wages overseas so that foreign workers would have more purchasing power. And
second, because the cost of production would rise so that our expensive goods would be more
affordable in those countries. I never saw any particular conflict.

Q: So you didn't feel any tug. Well, for political reporting and all, you say that maybe we would
have very little influence on the communist union and the communist movement, but at the same
time, there often are areas of cooperation, I mean, mutual interest. Sometimes they just dovetail
or would want to know which way they're springing or what's going to happen so that it is handy
to have contacts within the communist's, i.e., often the workers' world. Were you inhibited from
doing this or did we have these, or was this a problem?

CROWLEY: What we had was the socialist movement which had a spectrum from, you know,
right to left, and at the left end of the socialist unions, it sort of transitioned off into the
communists. [ used to go out to that edge, and I dealt with a lot of people. In fact, my
ambassador one time chastised me for my association with a guy there.

Q: Who was your ambassador?

CROWLEY: This was Douglas MacArthur.

Q: Douglas MacArthur 11, I believe.



CROWLEY: The second, exactly. The nephew of the general.

Because the fellow I was dealing with, Ernest Glinne, who later became a socialist labor minister
and was really quite respectable, was somewhat radical and he talked a lot about socialism and
the bourgeoisie and that kind of business, but I found by dealing with him that he was basically
anti-totalitarian, so he drew the line at getting in bed with the real Marxist-Leninists. In fact, he
later promoted U.S. investment in his district in Wallonia.

The socialists and the Christians in their unions had done a pretty good job in Belgium of
purging themselves of the really totalitarian types, both right and left. The communists were only
strong in a couple of very minor unions where they were largely isolated. So I more or less
agreed with the ambassador's policy that since they were isolated and since the majority of the
union people didn't want to have anything to do with them, it did not serve our purposes to be
seen associating with them. On the other hand, by keeping up with the far left of the socialist
party, you could know pretty much what the Communists had in mind.

Q. How did you see the communist movement within the international labor movement at the
time? We're trying to get somewhat the perception of how we saw the world, and in your
particular sphere, how did you see it?

CROWLEY: Well, I must say, I agreed pretty much with George Meany that there are no free
trade unions in communist countries. They're all government organizations, and if the union
doesn't have enough independence to be able to bargain and to be able to speak freely, then, it's
not free. I can understand why we agree that they should be in the International Labor
Organization for political reasons. We accept it. But I think one also has to say they're not really
unions. It's like their amateur athletes. We compete with them, but we know they are not amateur
athletes. There were many front organizations that they presented as unions which were not in
my definition of a free trade union. What we were trying to deal with and trying to promote was
free trade unions.

Q: So moving on, how effective do you think American policy, as you saw it, was with the labor
organizations? Did you feel that we had a role and influence, or was this sort of an amateur
operation?

CROWLEY: Well, in Europe, after World War II, the AFL-CIO helped to create the anti-
Communist labor movement in France, because the CGT was communist-dominated -- the main
confederation of labor -- and we helped to create force Ouvricre. U.S. labor was also active in
helping unions in Germany and Italy. If there hadn't been some outside help, the communists
could have tried to wreck the Marshall Plan for the recovery of Western Europe.

In Belgium, we didn't have to do that, fortunately, because the Belgians themselves defeated the
communists -- they purged a lot of them out of important unions, and they ended up in, as I said,
in some of these small, isolated places. So I don't think there was any resentment, except among
the far left and the communists. We were helping the free trade unions, just as the Marshall Plan
was helping the economies.



Q: Were we giving any support to them? I mean, I'm thinking of financial.

CROWLEY: Yes. Well, I know at least we gave office equipment. Irving Brown, who has been
on the international side of the AFL-CIO for many years, and I think is still head of the --

Q: He just died.
CROWLEY: Did he die?
Q: Oh, about six months ago, I guess. In Paris.

CROWLEY: I didn't know that. Well, God rest his soul. He was the one who led the campaign to
start the Force Ouvricre, and I remember him saying he had to get typewriters for them and desks
and set up an office and get them telephones. [Laughter] I don't know that it was a very big
expenditure, but it was pretty important at the time.

Q: How would you characterize the Belgian labor leaders compared to some of the other ones? [
mean, did you find them different?

CROWLEY: The division was pretty strong based on the religious line. You know, if you were a
socialist labor leader, I suppose you could go to church, but you couldn't talk about it very much.
On the Christian, Catholic side, they expected to see you in church. So this divided Belgian
political life and the parties, and the labor unions followed the parties pretty much. There's more
politics involved in it, because a lot of people in the Parliament and other politicians come out of
the labor movement much more than they do in this country, so it's more political.

On the other hand, they're quite professional, too. I was impressed by the organizations. They
had good organization, good systems of education, teaching the local union how to keep its
books, how to conduct meetings, techniques to use in bargaining, that sort of thing. So I would
say the main difference, probably, is that they are more openly political.

MARGARET JOY TIBBETTS
Political Officer
Brussels (1961-1963)

Ambassador Margaret Joy Tibbetts was born in Maine on August 26, 1919. She
received a bachelor’s degree from Wheaton College and a master’s degree and
Ph.D. from Bryn Mawr College. Ambassador Tibbetts’ career included positions
in London, Leopoldville, Brussels, and as ambassador to Norway. She was
interviewed by Ann Miller Morin on May 28, 1985.

TIBBETTS: Oh, the nuances. Well, this is an anecdote I've told and repeated before, but when I
was in Brussels -- the constant argument in Belgium is the question of the language, etc., and it's
of importance to us only because it is a governing factor in Belgian politics. Ambassador



MacArthur said to me, "Do we fuss about this too much?"

I said, "If your friend, Spaak [Paul-Henri Spaak, Foreign Minister], is out on his ear next week
because of a vote in the language issue, you'll be interested." He said, "Well, that's true."

One of the areas which was of most concern was the Waterloo district. There was a large
supermarket in that district, and one morning I said to the young men who worked for me (there
were three of them), one Monday morning I said, "Did you all go to the Libre Service
Supermarket?" And they said, "Yes."

I said, "What language were they talking?" Because that was the issue in the paper night and day
-- the election was coming up -- was what was the language in Waterloo. And they all looked at
me. Not one of them knew.

I said, "Well, when the people were telling the children not to get in the candy or buying meat?"
No, they'd been thinking of themselves, which is what young men tend to do.

QO: Sure.

TIBBETTS: And I said, "Well, just for an experiment . . ." And I called up their wives, and every
one of their wives could tell me what the majority of the people were speaking.

Q: Is that right?

TIBBETTS: Well, they said immediately that they were all speaking French. Some of them were
Flemish people speaking French. Now, as I say, the men were wandering around, thinking of
themselves; that's the sort of thing they tend to do. And if you had said to them, "Go out and
report," if [ said to them on May Day, and the Socialists are having a parade, "Go downtown and
look for this and this and this and this and this," they'd all come back with it. But if you didn't
say, they'd all go down and watch the parade, but they wouldn't pick up some of these things.

But that's why you train them. After they'd worked for me, then they knew what I wanted.
Whether or not they thought I was justified is a different question. I think women's intuitions are
very good. On the other hand, you've got to watch it, in this sense that your intuitions are very
good, but if you're dealing with men -- after all, it's their opinions and their views which are
governing them,; that is, if you're dealing with a foreign man and you want to know what he is
thinking, you apply your woman's intuition to what sort of a person he is and what it is, but don't
forget what the optic is from which he is looking.

Q: That's true.

TIBBETTS: So you can't overdo it. I mean, you can't read things into it which aren't there, and
that sort of thing.

Q: But I seem to remember when you came back from the Congo and you predicted great
problems if things weren't done, didn't that -- wasn't that sort of a novel idea in the department?



TIBBETTS: Oh, yes. They all thought that I was -- but that wasn't because I was a woman; that
was because I was one of the better trained officers that had been sent to the Congo. Thirty years
ago, the people they were sending to Africa were not always the outstanding officers in the
Foreign Service by any means. And also I'm articulate, so when I was debriefed, I wasn't afraid
to say what I thought.

I had a lot of friends in the Congo that the consul general didn't have, because I made friends
with the professors at the university. He was strictly -- the consul general, and this is inevitable
in his position; I mean, you can't criticize anyone -- was strictly in the Rotary, upper
businessman class, and the governor general and so forth. What the governor general tells you is
what he thinks the United States government is going to be interested in hearing.

I had a lot of friends at the university. One day a young man came in the office, and he said he'd
written an article about some sociological researches he'd made in the eastern Congo and he
wanted it translated. It had been accepted by a journal in Great Britain, and they had told him he
had to have an English translation. But like many people, he could speak English well, but he
couldn't write it. He'd gone to the British consulate and they had said, "Don't waste our time."
And he wanted to know if I'd recommend a translator. Well, I was interested in the nature of the
article, and I said, "I'll do it myself."

He said, "Well, you're not professionally trained."
I said, "Try me."

And I made the translation, and I was very interested in the substance of the article. He sent it off
to the British Institute, by which it was accepted; and from then on we were friends. He was a
professor at the university. And that led -- one thing leads to another. So I think I had much
better contacts.

Q: And they didn't tell you what they thought the United States wanted to hear.

TIBBETTS: Well, they had no use for diplomats; they thought we were all sort of stupid -- and
we've had some that were. Really, in the not-too-distant past, in Africa at that time we'd had
some real prizes. | mean, the Congo wasn't the place in those days -- African posts weren't
staffed well.

Q: Well, you know, as a bright woman, I suppose you got it from both sides, didn't you? Or am |
wrong? That women who were not as bright as you wanted to use the women's issue to get ahead
instead of --

TIBBETTS: Yes, I did get it from both sides in a way. When I first went to London and Frances
Willis invited me out to tea, she asked me if I was much interested in the women's issue, which,

in 1949, was not very burning.

I said, "No." I'd never paid much attention to it, because I'd always been too interested in getting



ahead on what I was doing, and when I was in college at Bryn Mawr, everyone was a woman. It
was the stronghold. I mean, the question never would arise. And I just wasn't much interested.

She said it had been her experience, and she would give me some advice, which was that you did
most for women by becoming a competent officer. Well, that's what I was interested in anyway,
so to that I was receptive; she was pushing at an open door.

When I first went to Brussels, [ was replacing Stanley Cleveland, who was a very old friend of
mine; it was as head of the political section. And Stanley said to me, "Your problem is not going
to come from any of the men at the embassy. You're an old EUR hand, and that's what they like."
But he said, "One of the women in one of the other sections has been agitating for two or three
years on the grounds that she's not a section chief because she's a woman. And to have someone -
- a woman -- come in as section chief;, that's going to give you problems."

O: Did it?

TIBBETTS: In the sense that -- although we personally got along well -- she was always
completely convinced that what had worked for me had not worked for her. She would have
liked to use the woman issue very hard.

Q: Yes.

TIBBETTS: I've never been sympathetic with it, because I think a woman has to be competent to
get there.

DOUGLAS MACARTHUR, 11
Consular Officer
Brussels (1948-1949)

Ambassador
Belgium (1961-1965)

Ambassador Douglas MacArthur 11 entered the Foreign Service in 1935. His
career included positions in Canada, Italy, and France, and ambassadorships to

Japan, Belgium, and Austria. Ambassador MacArthur was interviewed by Charles
Stuart Kennedy in 1986.

Q: After this period, you were then reassigned to Washington, is that correct?

MACARTHUR: No. In 1948, I was reassigned to Brussels. The department said -- Ted Achilles,
one of our Foreign Service officers who was in charge of western Europe, said that he wanted me
to come back to the department to head up the western European bureau, but he wanted me to
serve in another country before I went back to that position, because, except for Canada, I'd been
tied up with France and the aftermath thereof. With the exception of Canada and Italy, I'd been



tied up with France almost continuously for eight years. Of course, being tied up with France, I
was tied up with other countries, too, because the peace negotiations and the whole business of
Europe that had been occupied by Germany, the Netherlands and Belgium and Luxembourg, and
all of it was part of our overall hold.

So I was assigned to Brussels, and I went there, and that is where I had the great good fortune to
meet one of the great statesmen of that period, Paul Henri Spaak, Belgium's great foreign
minister. When I was there, he was both prime minister and foreign minister. I used to have
lunch with him occasionally. I was chargé d’affaires when Alan Kirk was away a couple of
times, before he went to Moscow. Admiral Kirk was our ambassador, under whom I served.
(Inaudible) was the number two guy, but his wife was very ill, and he was gone for quite a single
period of time, so I had the great good fortune of being the chargé d’affaires there on occasion,
and got to know Spaak awfully well and some of his people, which helped me a great deal later,
when [ went as ambassador to Belgium. Spaak was still very much "Mr. Belgium" in terms of
foreign affairs. I was in Belgium just under a year. [telephone interruption]

Q: When you were back in Belgium. We're talking about Henri Spaak.

MACARTHUR: Well, about Spaak. You remember he was the first person that had the guts to
face up to the Soviets in the United Nations in 1946, when he made his famous speech. He was a
brilliant orator; he never read a speech in his life; he never wrote a speech in his life. He made
notes, and he had a mind that worked like a computer; everything fed in and came out in orderly
fashion, in the way he wanted it to come in. He made his famous speech to the United Nations, in
which he said, "Mr. Vishinsky, we are afraid." It was on what the Russians were doing and the
way they were behaving in 1946, moving in and pushing into eastern Europe, toward
Czechoslovakia and the like. "Monsieur Vishinsky, nous avons peur," was the way he put it in
that famous speech.

Then in about May of that year, I was brought back to Washington.

Q: You had served in Japan for the normal time for an ambassador, and a new administration
had come in. We're talking about 1961. Had you made any requests for another post or indicated
what you would like?

MACARTHUR: No. When I was ready to leave, the treaty had been ratified, and a post-treaty
election had been held in Japan, where the ruling Liberal Democratic Party, which had
negotiated the treaty, increased its strength, and the time had come for me, I had been there for
more than four years, to move along. I did not request a transfer, but I certainly expected it.
When the elections came in November of 1960 and a Democratic President replaced a
Republican President, I expected in the normal course of events to go.

It so happened that the Democratic President that replaced President Eisenhower was Jack
Kennedy, John Fitzgerald Kennedy, and I had known Jack Kennedy since he was a Harvard
student when I was a young third secretary in Paris. His father was ambassador to London. He
used to come over to Paris very frequently and spend a lot of time in our apartment playing
bridge and one thing or another, so I'd known him, and then I'd known him later when I served in



Paris after the war, when he was a congressman. He came over on several trips, and I was the
principal point of contact and set up arrangements for him to see people and everything else in
France in that post-war period. He came over once with Tobbert MacDonald, his Harvard
roommate. I think he was also on the Harvard football team with him.

So I got a message from him that he had decided that with the treaty and everything else, the
time had come for another ambassador to come along, a view with which I thoroughly
subscribed. I think four to five years is the maximum that an ambassador should serve in a post.
Why? Unless there are extraordinarily special circumstances. Why? Because the first two years
are learning years if you're an ambassador in a post. By the third year, you're still learning
something, but you begin to think that you know a great deal about the country, and in the
meantime, any of the people whom you learned from, senior members on your staff, have been
transferred, and by the end of the fourth year, you're probably the oldest Foreign Service officer,
if you are a Foreign Service officer, inhabiting the embassy. So you're sort of a senior guy in
terms of longevity in that post, and you begin, in your subconscious, you can't help but think that
you know pretty much what the situation is. And furthermore, that driving energy that keeps you
in your first two, two and a half to three years to want to know more and more and more and
acquire more information begins to slow down, because you have, by that time, acquired a very
considerable amount of information and understanding, not just about issues and views, but
about personalities and so forth and so on. So inevitably, I think the drive, the intellectual
curiosity that spurs you on when you're earlier in your post and all that begins to slow down a
bit. So I've always been somebody who says unless there are extraordinarily special conditions,
somewhere between four and five years should be the maximum.

Then I got a message saying that the President would like me to go to Belgium, where we were
having some problems with Belgium as a result of developments in the Congo. I accepted that
appointment with great pleasure, because as a member of General Eisenhower's staff in
Normandy, Assistant Political Advisor for French Resistance Affairs, I had not only participated
in the liberation of Paris, but on the eve of the liberation of Brussels by Marshall Montgomery's
forces, General Eisenhower called me into his office and said -- I say on the evening; it was
actually about lunchtime -- and said, "MacArthur, [ want you to go up and see how Monty does
liberating Brussels tomorrow." So I went forward. It was only a two- or three-hour drive with
military escort, and participated in the liberation of Brussels, which was, to me, not as emotional
as the liberation of Paris, where 1'd spent years before the war, retreated before the Germans,
then been in Vichy, and so forth, but it was a very emotional experience.

Then in October, I was reassigned from General Eisenhower's staff -- the Brussels liberation was
September 3, 1944 -- [ was reassigned to the embassy to head up the political section in the
embassy.

Q: I would like to move on to Belgium. You said you had had acquaintances with Belgium
before, one with Eisenhower. You also were sent there as first secretary.

MACARTHUR: I was sent there as first secretary after I finished my tour of duty in Paris in '48.
I went to Belgium as first secretary. While I was there, Paul Henri Spaak was both prime
minister and foreign minister, one of the free world's great post-war statesmen. [ was chargé



d’affaires when Admiral Kirk was gone a considerable amount of time; that's when he was being
considered for the Russian post.

Q. Admiral Kirk at that time was the American ambassador.

MACARTHUR: He was the ambassador. He had commanded the American elements of the
Navy in the invasion of Normandy, the cruisers and ships that did the bombarding and
preparatory work, had a very brilliant and gifted wife intellectually, Lydia Kirk, who later wrote
a book or two. So I served there. As I say, I was chargé d’affaires on several occasions when he
was away.

Then in May 1949, I had been there less than a year, I got word that the Secretary wanted me to
become Chief of the Division of Western European Affairs.

Q: You were well prepared.
MACARTHUR: So I had a background of Belgium. Now, let me go into Belgium now.
Q: Yes, what was the situation like when you were going to Belgium?

MACARTHUR: The situation, when I was named to Belgium, American and Belgian relations
were on the lowest plain they had been on, I believe, in the history of the relationships between
our two countries, because going back to World War I, you may remember Belgian-American
relief was a great thing.

Q: Herbert Hoover was God there.

MACARTHUR: Yes. There was a warm feeling on the part of both Belgians and Americans, but
the situation had deteriorated very seriously beginning in '59 because of what happened in the
Belgian Congo. To explain what happened, I will have to give you a minute or two on how
Belgium ran the Congo.

Q: Certainly.

MACARTHUR: And decolonialization. I think it was clear to all of us -- and certainly by the
time I went to Belgium in 1961, and certainly clear to Britain and France and the Dutch,
although they didn't care for it -- that decolonialization and the emergence of new states that had
formerly been colonies was a fact of life and was going to happen no matter what anybody did.
In the first place, if the former Western European colonial powers, namely, Britain and France,
France had some 17 or 18 colonies in Africa and Britain, when it was whacked up at the Berlin
Conference of 1885, when Africa was whacked up, Britain had its colonies all over the lot. These
were already going by '61 or had gone. The Belgian Congo was still operating just as it had
operated before the war.

The Belgian system was totally different from the British or the French system. The Belgian
system of colonialism ran the whole show virtually from Brussels. It didn't have the type of



governor general setup with a local assembly of some sort, where views could be expressed and
things of that kind. It was operated from Belgium, and it was operated not just by the
government alone, but by the companies, the important Belgian companies -- agricultural and
mineral companies -- Union Miniere, from whom during the war we got uranium for our atomic
bombs that we used in Japan.

These companies who were operating up in this vast area of the Congo frequently handled all the
postal services, such as they were, communications, postal services, because they had that
network, and you sent letters and packages and things up the river in their ships, and they were
distributed by the company people to the inhabitants to whom they were addressed and so forth
and so on. But it was basically a paternalistic system operated from Brussels. The Belgians
looked around and saw all these things happening to the British and French colonies in Africa,
but they persisted in the belief that they had 20 to 30 years to decolonialize, that they needed that
time to get started in setting up some kind of the beginnings of a local assembly system so there
could be an orderly transition from this very paternalistic system operated from Brussels to a
more democratic system with people who had absolutely no training equivalent to the training
that the British and French had given the native inhabitants of their colonies, not just in Africa,
but in the Middle East and elsewhere.

Q: Why did the Belgians, alone of the powers, not see that they didn't have 20 years? Is this
wishful thinking?

MACARTHUR: The system was operating, and I think there were a great deal of pressures from
important companies like Union Miniere, which was a big hunk of the Societe Generale, which
is Belgium's largest company that has been in contention recently because an Italian is trying to
take it over, because it operates or is the key to 500-and-some major industrial companies that
are operating in Belgium. I think there were pressures from them. They didn't want to give up
probably their prerogatives. I was not there at that time, but I understood later that there had been
pressures from them. But basically, the system seemed to be going all right. It continued to
operate all right. There didn't seem to be any outbursts of riots or things for emotionalism.

Then all this changed in 1959, when suddenly there was an explosion, and Lumumba and other
people led the business. Then the Belgians panicked. They had to send their armed forces in
1960 -- I think it was '60 -- to restore order, because there were tens of thousands of Belgians in
the Congo working. In the meantime, the United Nations got into the act at the request of some
of the other African nations and the Soviet Union China, and the Belgians sent their troops in to
restore order, which they did, but a series of United Nations resolutions were passed that were
highly critical of Belgium, and Belgium then panicked and said that they could have their
independence in less than six months. I think it was on June first or something of that, of 1960,
when there was no preparation. There had never been any preparation of any kind. As you know,
the situation is complicated in Africa because of tribalism, because when the European powers
whacked up Africa, they didn't whack it up along tribal and linguistic boundaries of tribes; they
simply, as far as they advanced their explorers and forces, they declared that along this river or
that mountain range or this desert their business, and the result was that the African colonies
consisted not of homogeneous tribes that had worked together or lived next to it. There isn't a
country in Africa that didn't have four or five or even six different tribes, chopped up bits and



pieces of different tribes, and some of these tribes had been hostile to each other from the
beginning of time. So within the new African states, they had a tremendous burden. When you
never have had a system of government above the tribal system, you've never had a national
system, you've had a Middle East and Asia and the Far East, in Europe, you've never been above
tribalism, and there's these fierce tribal rivalries, and in one newly independent country that was
formerly a colony, you throw together five or six tribes, some of which have been basic enemies
from the beginning of time, you have problems. And that's been one of the burdens that these
newly independent nations of Africa have had to bear, and the principal reason for the
tremendous instabilities that have plagued them.

But in any event, then there was a resolution calling the Belgians to pull their troops out, and
some of the resolutions of the United Nations were very, very crudely or brutally, in terms of
diplomatic language, accusatory of the Belgians, and we voted right down the line.
Understandably, we were for decolonialization. We were once a colony ourselves, we always
had been, and so forth. The Belgians, who were cooperating with us in NATO, and we were
Allies in NATO, thought for some of our people, like Governor "Soapy" Williams, who was
Assistant Secretary for African Affairs, to make these speeches or make comments that were
then reported in the press, that seemed to be very anti-Belgian.

Q: We've now moved to the start of the Kennedy Administration with [G. Mennen] Williams.

MACARTHUR: Yes. Then by the time I went there, there had been all these votes before in the
United Nations, there had been the criticisms, and we seemed to be siding constantly with the
Russians, the Chinese, and the other newly independent nations that had formerly been colonies,
and on the Belgian side, they considered us an ally in NATO, which we were, and they felt that
we had gone beyond what we had to do, if we supported decolonialization, in the vigor of our
support for some of these resolutions and so forth. So there was a psychological problem on the
part of the Belgians, a feeling of bitterness that they had been faithful allies and done what they
could to work with us, and we had had friendly relations, and now suddenly, for reasons of our
own, we had turned on them and gone further than we had to go in voting for resolutions and
statements and one thing and another.

So as I say, when I arrived there, there was considerable bitterness, and it was particularly
reflected in certain important companies of the Societe General, like Union Miniere. Now, I don't
want to get into a whole history of the Belgian Congo.

Q: Before you went out to Belgium, did you run into conflicting advice instructions? You were
going to a European country which was under EUR, which had its own concerns -- NATO and
all. And then you had the African decolonization problem and a new administration which was
probably more ideological at that point than it would be later on.

MACARTHUR: Well, from the end of World War II, when the movement for decolonization
started as a spontaneous movement in the colonies, encouraged, of course, by Moscow -- there's
no question about that -- a growing divergence of views within the Department was evident
between the European Bureau and the African Bureau. I had been basically in the European
Bureau all my life until I came back in the end of 1952, when General Eisenhower named me



Counselor of the Department. And as Counselor of the Department, I had to deal with the whole
world, literally. I went I don't know how many hundreds of thousands of miles with the
Secretary, to South Asia, to the Far East, to here and there and the other place. I mention this
only because I had excellent relations with the European Bureau as Counselor, but when I was
Counselor from '53 until '57, when Eisenhower took over in January of '53, I went out and saw
what was happening in the former colonies and the decolonialization movement. Livy
[Livingston] Merchant, a very able and wonderful man, one of the finest I've ever worked with,
used to always invite me to come back and give an hour or an hour and a half or two hours to the
key people in EUR on my impressions and feelings as a result of these trips, and because I'd
worked with most of these guys, you know, from '35 until '53, they knew me.

Well, I remember when I came back and started telling them that whether they liked it or not,
decolonialization was here to stay. If I'd come back from a trip to Southeast Asia, they would
take their fingers and put them on the corner of their eyes and pull their eyes into a slant position,
as if I'd suddenly become a turncoat and abandoned Europe and turned over and become an
advocate of another side. Now, this is understandable to an extent, because you must remember
that after the war, we were in the midst of the Cold War, our European Allies were the basis of
any balance that we could have that would preserve military power, strategic power, that would
preserve war, and to the European people, with the threat of Moscow's expansion and so forth
and so on, NATO, the North Atlantic Treaty Alliance, and our military structure which had been
set up by that time, SHAPE and the like, this was the most important thing to our national
security, because the threat came from the Soviet Union. And they recognized, as Eisenhower
recognized -- that's why every morning I briefed him in '51-'52, before he came home to run for
the presidency, on what was happening in the world. The EUR bureau realized that what
happened in their colonies and the position we took with respect to decolonialization and their
problems, which were not just problems of decolonialization, losing a colony, but important
economic and trade and other interests in that thing, that their actions in support of us and NATO
and one thing and another could be affected by it. So I could understand why they had the fix on
it.

On the other hand, the African people, in effect, had the position, "Well, to hell with these
European guys. The ball game is over, and we don't have to pay any attention to their concerns
or their problems. We're building a new world of independent states that are on the basis of
freedom and democracy, on the basis of which our country was founded, and we were once a
colony and achieved our independence like they are," and so forth and so on. So between the
African Bureau in the Fifties, when I was Counselor -- and this is going back before, because it
continued, of course -- there was this complete disagreement and very little that I saw, ability of
the two bureaus to try to work together and sort of compromise things that would take care of
both sides.

I admit it is very, very difficult, if you oppose decolonialization, to compromise. I remember
when Winston Churchill came over once to have lunch with General Eisenhower at SHAPE in
late '51 or '52, I've forgotten, when General ke was SACEUR, a little luncheon of General
Eisenhower, General Gruenther, myself, the British ambassador, somebody he'd brought from
London, one of his key people from London. There were six of us. Winston Churchill said the
greatest mistake that England had ever made, which he could never forgive it for, was giving



independence to India. Well, how could any of the European countries, with their resources
exhausted, their political clout to nothing, their tremendous economic problems of reconstruction
and the like, if they'd wanted to hang onto these places, they didn't have the resources or the
power or the energy or the ability to do it. But I mention it only because somebody as sensible as
Winston Churchill was still speaking, in 1952, about how India should have never been given its
independence. He was very critical of Mountbatten and Lady Mountbatten in this private
luncheon.

Q: Were you getting mixed instructions from Washington?

MACARTHUR: I don't think when you've been Counselor and you go out, you get instructions. [
think that's a poor word to use for an ambassador that's a career ambassador and has already held
two presidential appointments. What you get is throughout the Department, you get the input of
all the things. Then you get what our policy is, and our policy is to favor the decolonialization
and independence for what is now Zaire, which was the Congo then. There was the Congo then
and the Congo Brazzaville, which was a Russian satellite.

Q: It was the old French Congo.

MACARTHUR: Yes, that's right. And my instructions were to work this thing out and try, if you
call them instructions, to let the Belgians understand why we were doing these things and what
our views of the future were, that projection, and also where it was possible to be of assistance
then and ease this tension that had developed and the like, to do that, which I would have done
normally.

So I went there with a clear mandate. I mean, the Congo's independence was here to stay at that
time, but the problem when I went there was not the Congo's independence; it was the fact that a
civil war had broken out, an insurrection had broken out, and that insurrection was a very
dangerous thing, because it was being supported by the Soviet Union through Congo Brazzaville,
which was a client state, if you will, where they had strong influence with resources and the like.
The former Belgian Congo, Zaire as it now is, occupies a key position in the heart of Africa. It's
surrounded by about eight states, and if the Congo went bad, went the wrong way, that is, went
the way where it became an Ethiopia, a Soviet client state, the emanations, exactly what can
happen from Nicaragua if it's strong enough, going out to the neighboring Costa Rica,
Guatemala, and all the rest, the spreading out of a cancer from the center of Africa, it could
spread out on both sides -- east, west, north, and south. So this was something that we felt should
not happen and that I should work with the Belgians and try to see what we could do to do this
thing.

Well, I arrived in Belgium, I had the greatest of good fortune. Seldom do ambassadors have the
good luck that I had. I arrived there, and the foreign minister was Paul Henri Spaak, with whom I
had worked as foreign minister and prime minister when I was chargé d’affaires, a man I
admired greatly, a lucid man, one of the most lucid men I've ever seen, probably the best orator
that this century has produced, in the sense that he never used a written text, and yet he used
notes that he'd make sometimes when he was listening to an account or argument. I developed a
working relationship with him which he mentions in his memoirs, where he says that from a



relationship of ambassador to foreign minister, a close personal relationship developed, where I
saw him virtually every day, and when there were crises going on, I saw him several times the
same day.

Now, Spaak was a very sensible man, and he did not approve of certain of the things that some
of the companies politically, of the Societe General, which was divided on this subject primarily
because of Union Miniere, basically they wanted the Congo to be split up, because Katanga,
where the heart of the mineral resources were and so forth, was where they had their operations,
and that was part of the dissident rebellious part of the Congo that was trying to break away. So
there were complications for Spaak and the Belgian Government of an internal domestic order,
which had very important economic and political implications for the government and the party.

The situation with Spaak and the relationships -- and he said it in his memoirs that he felt that I
had always spoken to him with the greatest frankness about our concerns and the depth of our
concerns and our basic feelings and commitments, but on the other hand, he felt that I was
transmitting to Washington an accurate portrayal of his problems, too, and the kinds of dilemmas
that Belgium faced in this insurrection of what to do about it.

They had withdrawn their troops, the insurrection was going on, and then the thing finally came.
I won't go into all the things that happened over a three-year span, but it finally came when
Lumumba seized about 2,000 foreign hostages.

Q: Was it Lumumba at that time, or had Lumumba been killed? Was it Gazinga?

MACARTHUR: Lumumba was the one that declared that Americans and Belgians were to be
seized. He may have been bumped by that time, but in that period leading up to the seizure of the
hostages, he had encouraged the idea.

Then as it became clear that the hostages were seized, we became concerned. Why? Because we
had somewhere in the neighborhood of 100-plus or more Americans -- we didn't quite know --
that probably had been grabbed, missionaries, people of various kinds. So on a unilateral basis,
we started some contingency planning in the Pentagon about what we would have to do to go in
and grab the hostages.

Q: By the way, these hostages were in Stanleyville?

MACARTHUR: Stanleyville and Polis. There were about 1,700 in Stanleyville and about 300 in
Polis. So we started contingency plans, and then I started a series of things with Spaak, talks with
Spaak about what the Belgians could do. I said that I did not think, given Korea and Vietnam,
that we would send any troops there. And as we hashed over the alternatives, Spaak said, "Well,
we can send troops. We can send paratroops in, but we've got no aircraft that can take them
there. None. We've got short-range stuff, nothing that can get down there, even with stops, that
has the capacity to airlift what you would need."

So Spaak and I came over to this country, the United States, in '64, Spaak allegedly to make a
speech in Bermuda and then come on here for some private thing, and I came back on



consultation. Spaak and I had put together by this time the idea that American planes could airlift
Belgian paratroopers in to smash the rebellion. I say smash the rebellion -- to smash in and
recuperate the hostages, but on a basis that we agreed that it would not be a military operation,
which would immediately bring the majority of the United Nations against us, saying that we
were in there militarizing, trying to overthrow the thing and recolonize and imperialism. It would
be a pure humanitarian rescue operation, where we would go in, pick up the hostages, and get the
hell out. If it had the effect, if we had to smash some of the dissidents, that would be a side
effect, but the basis business is a humanitarian rescue operation that we couldn't be accused of in
the United Nations, that we would go in there. And Americans wouldn't say, "Gee, they've gone
into the Congo. It's another Vietnam."

Q: Was this our insistence or was this agreed upon?

MACARTHUR: No, no, this was something that Spaak and I talked about before we came over,
about the nature of the operation and what you would do, because we discussed would they go
against the forces that were trying to split up the Congo, the so-called rebels? Would they go
against them or what? And this was a basic part of what the mission would be.

Then we came back here and met in the Department with the Secretary, I believe, and that night
we had a dinner at Averell Harriman's in Georgetown, and Spaak had, I think, Robert Rothschild
and maybe Stevie Davignon, later commissioner of the AEC, a brilliant chef de cabinet. We put
the proposition -- I don't remember who was at the dinner; it was a very small one -- to Harriman
and the Assistant Secretary for African Affairs, and I guess we had EUR there, too, because of
Spaak, and Liv, maybe, that this would not be a commitment of American troops, we would
simply provide the airlift to rescue hostages.

So it was agreed we'd meet again the next morning in the Department after there had been time
to consult the President.

Q: This was President Johnson.

MACARTHUR: Yes, President Johnson. We went to the Department, and there we got the word
in that afternoon, I think, they'd cleared it with the Joint Chiefs of Staff and everybody and the
President, and we would go ahead and start planning for a joint operation, American aircraft and
Belgian paratroopers.

Q: Was there any opposition? I have heard that Wayne Fredericks and Governor Williams were
unhappy at having American military involvement in something which was against the Africans.

MACARTHUR: I think that's correct. They were unhappy about it, and they were unhappy about
it because to them, black Africa was the only thing that counted and so forth. But I heard they
were unhappy, too, but when the decision was taken, it was made and was a considered
judgment. But the interesting thing is that while I was back here, I went over to the Joint Chiefs
of Staff to see how they were coming on their contingency plan, and the first contingency plan,
which I'd not seen, called for six battalions. Six battalions would require a wagon train of
airplanes about five times around the world. Then they limited it to the absolutely irreducible



minimum of four battalions that would be necessary to do this job. Well, this business was U.S.-
eyes-only business and was not imparted to the Belgians.

So Spaak and I returned on the same plane. I remember the trip very well, because I always flew
back and forth to conserve money for the Department -- it's only a seven-and-a-half, eight-hour
trip -- economy class, Spaak, of course, with Rothschild and Davignon, was in first class. So we
were only about 15 minutes out -- it was a Sabena plane -- when the stewardess from first class
came back and said, "There are extra places in first class, and the foreign minister wants you to
ride with him first class." [Laughter] So I went up and rode with him first class, while we talked
a lot about some things, and then I said, "I'm going back to economy."

He said, "Why?"

I said, "Because there are several places with four seats across the back, and I can pull up the
arms and lie down and go to sleep." [Laughter]

But in any event, we got back, and the Pentagon agreed to send over within 48 hours four of their
best planners as tourists with civilian tourist passports, and they arrived the day after we got
back, and they went to work right away. They worked all that day, and they worked that night
until about 2:00 o'clock in the morning. They were going to meet again at 8:00 o'clock the next
morning, and I had left word with them -- I had been coordinator on the American side to work
with the Belgian Government -- [ wanted them to meet with me before they went back to the
Belgians. I wanted to hear exactly what had transpired.

Well, in the first place, they made out a line of flight directly down to the Congo, which went
across Libya and other countries that would never give us right of passage, and we would be
violating air space and creating endless problems for ourselves. So I said to them, "First you've
got to go back and find another way. You've got to find another way by Spain and somewhere
where we can go, where we're not violating with American aircraft and Belgian paratroopers the
inviolable air space of countries who would not give us permission if we asked, so we don't ask,
we just violate their air space anyway with a military operation, what they will call a military
operation.

Then they said -- I'll never forget it -- "You know, these goddamn Belgians. They say they can
use one battalion. Some guy Laurel, Colonel Laurel, do you know Laurel? He said we can do it
with one battalion."

I said, "Well, Colonel Laurel, in 1960, jumped five times in combat in the Congo. He knows it
intimately." And I said, "Furthermore, Colonel Laurel has jumped over 1,000 times."
They looked at me, and they said, "Jesus Christ! We've got nobody that's done that." [Laughter]

So they went back, and then they came up with the idea that we'd pick up the Belgian -- they
gave the code name for the operation Dragon Rouge, Red Dragon. I've forgotten the origin of it,
but it sounded like a great name. They had worked out a business where we'd have to get some
permission, where we would pick up the Belgian paratroopers at a small air base in northern
Belgium. We would fly them to Spain to refuel, then we would fly all the way down to



Ascension Island, under British business, and then we would regroup and fly over, when the
operation was on, to the Congo. So it was up to our governments to get permission from Spain
for a refueling flight and Britain for a refueling flight and a rest. We got the permission, and the
flight -- everything went according to plan, except that when they got to Ascension Island, deep
in the South Atlantic, some string British journalist sent off a wire -- there was no censorship or
anything -- to a paper in London, saying that American planes with some uniformed characters
had landed in the Ascensions. Well, this got a very low play. We had some cooperation from our
British friends.

But the operation, then they rested. It's a long flight, I think an 11-, 12-hour flight, something
like that. And the interesting thing about the operation is that going down -- Colonel Graggle told
me this later -- Colonel Graggle commanded the American squadron of six or seven planes,
because we had jeeps, we had all the armament, jeeps, equipment for these guys. Maybe it was
five planes; I can't remember, somewhere between five and seven. He said, "As we flew down
from Spain, I got Colonel Laurel up in the co-pilot's seat, then we moved back to a little office
place I have in the plane." And he said, "I want to talk to you about the operation itself. What
height do you want to jump at -- 1,200 feet? That's what we use for maneuvers, and even then we
break a few legs. And [ remember Colonel Graggle saying so well, "Twelve-hundred feet?
Twelve-hundred feet? If we drop my men at 1,200 feet on these tiny little airfields, they'll be
scattered in the brush all around, and the Simbas will cut their throats one by one. We must jump
at 550 feet."

Graggle said, "550 feet? There's hardly any time for the parachute to open."

He said, "We've done it before. We jump at 550 feet." Now he said, "It won't be a jump where
we empty the plane. It's going to take maybe four or five passes. I'll be in your plane, the lead
plane. I will jump with at least 12 men, 14 if we can get them. Four of them will have light
machine guns. We'll hit the ground and center this place. The next plane will come along and
drop a packet of 12 right on the area; the next one will. We'll make three or four passes, whatever
is necessary. When our first unit hits the ground, we'll start spraying the jungle automatically,
and the operation must be exactly at dawn, because at dawn the Simbas, the natives, are very,
very nervous. They're edgy, they're jumpy, they're not in control. So we jump at dawn, 550 feet
in packages of 12 to 14, so that we all hit on the airfield, and then as soon as we're down, the two
planes with the jeeps come in, and we load up and go into Stan."

Well, that's the way the operation was conducted. Graggle told me, he said, "From the moment
the first guy hit the ground until the first jeep loaded with ten Belgian paratroopers started
pulling away was 23 minutes." Twenty-three minutes! An incredible operation. He said, "We
could learn a lot from the Belgians." So we got into Stanleyville.

I should have mentioned that while we were waiting in the Ascension Islands, then we flew over
to a base in the Congo, the question came up each day, "Go or no go?" There was about a three-
day hiatus between the time we landed in the Ascensions and finally went, when we were in the
Belgian side. We had a direct line from the embassy to the White House, using a NATO setup,
and every night after the planes were in Ascension, the prime minister, whose official residence
was only a block away, would walk over all alone to the embassy, the defense minister, whose



defense ministry was a block and a half away, would walk up along the edge of the park and
come in, and Mr. Spaak, who lived about a mile and a half away, would drive his car down and
park in the boulevard just above the embassy and walk the block. The "go or no-go" room was
the small upstairs library in the embassy, where we had the direct wire to the White House. The
"go or no-go" depended basically on weather, because in those areas, you can have tropical
storms suddenly or thunderstorms, things of that kind, that can screw up the whole business.
They had to have a fix on the weather. And with the time, there was a slight time difference.

So we were hooked right through to the State Department and the White House. We talked to the
President, the Secretary first and then he was on the wire, and we talked to the President. We got
the go signal, and they went. I described the operation. They got into Polis. When the Simbas
understood what was happening, they started lining these people up, and some of them started
shooting, and there were a number of the hostages wounded, but none fatally wounded. We lost
not one single person killed in that operation. It was extraordinary. It's the only good one we've
done since the war, where we haven't had a problem of one kind or another.

Then there was a sigh of relief. We rescued about 1,700 hostages there, including 1,500 to 1,700
-- I've forgotten the exact numbers. Spaak gave me a call and said he had to see me right away,
and he came over. He said, "The prime minister wants to have us continue this operation to Polis,
which is about 300 miles to the north, where their 300 people will certainly be butchered."

Spaak and I, as part of the business of the announcement, when the operation was go and the
planes had left, we informed the United Nations' Secretary General, the U.S. and Belgian
Governments did, we informed everybody, we issued a great press release and said this was not a
military operation, it was a humanitarian operation to save hostages, and that we would withdraw
upon completion of the mission of saving these hostages.

Well, then Monsieur Le Fevre, the Belgian prime minister, wanted to go on a second target. Le
Fevre had no foreign affairs experience at all. Spaak and I were very reluctant, even though the
lives of 300 hostages were involved, because we said, "We committed ourselves to this
operation, and then we say we're going to get out. We've done it successfully, we've picked up
1,500 to 1,700 hostages and saved their lives. They're not going to die, they're being tended to
and everything, and now we're going on another one. The Africans, spurred on by Moscow and
Peking, will say, 'This is just the first of a beginning of things. They're out to reimpose
colonialism,' and all the rest of it."

So we were very reluctant, and the prime minister was very insistent, so I finally said, "Well, I'm
not willing to recommend this to the President unless you give me your commitment, Mr. Prime
Minister, that this will be the last. If we go in Polis, it's Polis and out. Otherwise, I will
recommend strongly against it. There's got to be a cutoff and so forth."

Spaak approved immediately and said, "That's the only way we can preserve our position." So
we then got on the thing with Mr. Saggers, the defense minister, and Spaak, and I think Stevie
Davignon, who later became quite famous as commissioner of the European Community. He
was Spaak's deputy chef de cabinet. Robert Rothschild, later ambassador to London, who was
chef de cabinet, myself, my DCM, in this little room, about half again as big as this.



Q: This room we're talking about is about 15 by 15.

MACARTHUR: Yes. I would think that this one, the one we were in, was about 22 by 15, but it
wasn't cluttered up as this one is. We got through to the Secretary and the President. Le Fevre
spoke no English to speak of, so I explained the situation to the President, and also said that there
were thought to be perhaps as many as 15 or 20 Americans in this group, that we recognized that
this could only be a final move, that we had made a commitment to the United Nations that it
was a rescue operation and we'd get out after it was completed. This could be considered as the
second stage of an operation which was in two stages, and that I had the solemn commitment of
the prime minister and the foreign minister that after the Polis operation, we would pull out
immediately.

The President said, "All right. Did you get it in writing?" [Laughter]
I said, "No, sir. I will if you want."

He said, "Did they give you their word or something like that?"
I said, "They gave me their word of honor."

He said, "Well, all right, Doug, but this is the last, the very last, the last I want to hear of any
more operations." [Laughter]

So we were very nervous about the Polis operation, because it's in an area where there are sudden
literally downpours, buckets of water, storms come and so forth, and the field was an earth field,
and if you get one of those things, our planes could get down and get stuck in the mud and
couldn't get out. So we signed off with the President saying, "The operation is going to go
tomorrow morning unless there's a weather thing, in which case we'll call back and say it's been
postponed."

Well, the Belgians watched the weather, and they knew it fairly well, and the operation went off
well. We saved 300 more people up there, including several Americans, and we brought them
back and we pulled out, and the operation was over.

Q: What was President Johnson's initial reaction to this? Not the second operation, but when it
was first sprung.

MACARTHUR: I had worked with President Johnson when I had met him and been his escort
officer when he was Vice President. President Johnson was a very skilled American political
operator, but he knew virtually nothing about foreign affairs, but he surrounded himself with
some very good people, you know, solid people, people with good judgment and common sense.
We didn't go through this business of having, like President Reagan has, five National Security
Advisors in six or seven years.

Q: Most of whom are not really very skilled.



MACARTHUR: And he had skilled people, and they were people, basically, of good judgment. I
think if [ were picking out a guy to advise me, or if [ were picking out an ambassador, I would
give perhaps the highest rating not to his brilliance or his intellect, but to his basic good
judgment and common sense, because it is judgment and common sense and weighing all the
factors, and then arriving at that balance, where it's either yes or no that counts. "Soapy," of
course; Livy Merchant, the European guy, was a guy of balanced judgment, even though they
had the European interests at heart; Bob Bowie, who was head of the policy planning staff, a
superb balance of judgment in the Department; Dean Rusk, a very balanced man, but he had
good people around him of balance and judgment. On foreign affairs, the President did not know
enough himself and did not have enough experience to be able to make those judgments.

You asked me what President Johnson's reaction was. I would say his reaction was a grudging,
"Well, I guess it's the right thing to do." I don't mean those words, but that was the spirit of his
reaction.

Q: We're not talking about somebody who was eager to get out and try his military muscles.

MACARTHUR: Absolutely not. We're talking about somebody that's thinking of the political
implications, who is thinking about our heavy involvement already in Vietnam, who is thinking
that the American people don't want another adventure in a dark continent, as it were, and so
forth. I think that the operation went superbly well. I mean, you know, there have been a couple
of other brilliant operations that have been carried out, one by the Israelis and another by the
West Germans, but this operation, none of the (inaudible), they've been basically operations
against hijacked planes or something, but this was an operation involving thousands and
thousands and thousands of miles, when you think of down to the Ascension Island and then all
the way back over to the thing, back up and around, one battalion, the way the operation went,
the coordination between the Belgian and American commanders later on.

Q: This, by the way, bypassed NATO, I take it.

MACARTHUR: No, we informed NATO. We informed NATO of what we were doing. We kept
them fully informed. I should have mentioned that. When we informed the United States, before
we did it, we informed NATO and so forth. The British, of course, already knew from our visits,
but we were very careful. I think Spaak himself went and informed the NATO council of what
we were up to before we took off. So that NATO was fully informed about the nature of the
operation, the commitment that it was not a military operation as such, but a humanitarian rescue
operation, the commitment to withdraw afterwards and so forth. As I say, the only itchy point
that came up is when Le Fevre suddenly said he wanted to go in Polis, took Spaak and myself
completely aback, because the other thing had gone just like the pictures in the book. As a
medical doctor once said to me when I asked him how my operation had gone, he said, "Just like
the pictures in the book." And that's the way the Dragon Rouge went. But I think I could have
been elected vice mayor of Brussels.

Q: I'was going to say how did this sit after it was all over.

MACARTHUR: Well, with the Belgians, they were just ecstatic. You see, this operation saved



over 1,500 Belgians that would have been butchered, and that's quite a little when you think that
we get concerned about 100 or so. And also it had the double effect, although that was not the
primary objective by any means, it broke the back of the resistance. This operation smashing in,
taking Stanleyville, going up to Polis, broke the back of the insurrection and led to the
reunification of Zaire, as it's now called, the Congo. So there was the mission which was
accomplished, and the side effect which was every bit as valuable in the longer term or more
valuable in the longer term politically, the smashing of the back of an insurrection supported by
Moscow and so forth to break up the Congo into things where you could pick up a few client
states that you could operate around the surrounding eight countries that surrounded, and expand
the influence and so forth.

I would say that it goes down as one -- and not just because I happened to be U.S. coordinator for
the operation with the Belgian Government, but just because the conception by our military
people and the execution was 100%. You couldn't possibly improve on it.

Q: Did this turn things around as far as American-Belgian relations were concerned?

MACARTHUR: Oh, sure. As I say, as American ambassador, I could have almost run for mayor
of Brussels and won.

Q: Did we have other concerns with Belgium?

MACARTHUR: This was the big thing that dominated the four years. That's why we spent so
much time on it. We had no problems with Belgium as such. I mean, we had no trade problems
with them of any serious consequence. We had a deep interest, because of Spaak's influence, two
things that we spent a lot of time on, of course, were working and keeping informed of the
Belgian views and positions on European unification and on NATO. Because Spaak, you must
remember, had been a former secretary general of NATO, so the business of notifying NATO
about this operation, as a former secretary general, he was the person to do it and did it
magnificently. But we really had no serious problems.

We had a problem where I had a prise de bec, a beak-to-beak confrontation with the head of
Union Miniere, because we discovered through intelligence that they were giving some aid to the
Katanga rebels or they were encouraging them and giving them some kind of resources. But that
did not involve the government, because Mr. Spaak was 100% on my side on this thing. In fact,
it was in support of what the Belgian Government was doing. That was on the business side.

On the economic side, we were trying to keep the economic policies of the common market,
particularly in the agricultural field, I must say without too much success, because agriculture is
so important to the political parties in Western Europe that are in power. We were trying to keep
the discriminations that are built into the common agricultural policy within limits that were
bearable. But as I say, when you are fortunate enough to have such close personal relationships
with a foreign minister or prime minister, where you can talk with complete frankness and they
talk with complete frankness, so that you can expose their considerations, because very
frequently -- you have worked in the Department and so have I -- we keep thinking of our policy
and our point of view and our problems, domestic and foreign and international or whatever they



may be, but the other guy's problems, he's got political problems, too, of a very serious nature.
And we know our Congress; their number one motive is not the national interest of the United
States in the first instance. Their primary objective is to get re-elected. Sure. They say they're
both the same, because "When I get re-elected, I will support the national interests of the United
States." But when they vote for things, and you see some of the add-ons and some of the
amendments that are proposed, those are not in the perceived interest of the United States by its
government or by, in some cases, a very substantial majority of the Congress.

So they have their political problems of a comparable nature. They are people who have interests
in getting re-elected, and who depend on support, money, and votes from certain groups and so
forth. They have in-fighting within administrations, as we do. If Washington understands all
these things, and you can give them a feel of the nature of the problems and what the government
is up against, I think it makes the possibility of arriving at some sort of a compromise, it makes
you a little less dogmatic about your own position.

I've had positions until I've understood, really, more about the other thing, where I modified my
recommendation, because I modified it in a way in which I thought would not at all impair the
fundamental problem, the national interest and the problem we were doing. But it would help
and perhaps give them a fig leaf to cover a certain area of nudity that they had if it just weren't
the way we originally proposed.

Q: How was the Vietnamese War playing? It must have been rather difficult, wasn't it? We were
beginning our buildup at the time you were there.

MACARTHUR: Yes, the buildup began with President Kennedy, when he sent 16,000 combat
troops to Vietnam early in his administration -- '62, I think it was. President Eisenhower refused
to do that. I think I've already recorded the fact that when the French asked us to bomb the Viet
Minh around Dien Bien Phu, Admiral Radford said that he could do it, he was Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs, he with his two carriers off there, President Eisenhower pointed out -- and I think
it's a lesson that every President should remember, the position he took -- he pointed out that for
us to go in and bomb in the jungles around Dien Bien Phu would not in any way break the
stranglehold they had. People just pull back until the bombers go away; then they move right
back in. But that once we had committed our military forces, even the Air Force, to a military
operation, we then had only one of two choices if it failed -- to retreat with our tail between our
legs and show all our friends and allies that we were all bluff and we conducted these operations,
but when they didn't work, we pulled out and abandoned, or to go in and pursue it to the end with
as much force, ground forces and everything else that was required. President Eisenhower said in
that luncheon meeting, which I was one of a very small group, which included the Secretary of
Defense and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary of State, "Never while
I'm President will we go in with ground troops into Vietnam."

Q: But how did the Belgians feel about this? In a way, we were supporting a colonial war of a
nature in Vietnam. Or was this not as much of an issue while you were there as it became later?

MACARTHUR: This wasn't much of an issue. You know, the thing that we so often forget in the
Foreign Service is that to most people in Europe that don't have direct interest -- and France had



a direct interest, Britain had an interest in Hong Kong -- but to the rest of the continent of
Europe, the Far East and the Pacific, what happens there is not their business. They've got no
commitments there, they're not going to get involved there, and "that's America's problem; let
America deal with that." That's a fact of life that you have to do. They couldn't care less. I say
they couldn't care less; that's perhaps not quite fair. But what [ mean is they don't feel any
involvement, they don't feel anything; that's somebody else's problem. "We've got problems of
our own in Europe with the Russians here along the line there, the Iron Curtain, and we've got
problems with our decolonialization, we've got problems with this, that, and the other. What
happens in the Pacific, to hell with it."

Q: One last thing, and then I think we might come back another time to pursue this.
MACARTHUR: Yes.

Q: During all this time, there was one set of initials that wasn't mentioned at all -- the CIA.
Again, this is an unclassified interview, but at that time, did they have much intelligence or much
input on the Congo?

MACARTHUR: I don't remember anything coming to me that I can recall that was significant
coming from the CIA. Perhaps they didn't send it to me. I don't recall it. But the basic source of
our information of what was happening there was from Belgian sources who were there, and, of
course, the Belgian sources, they put the military in 1960, when they put down the insurrection,
because when the lives of so many tens of thousands of Belgians were threatened, many of
whom returned after that, but after that, they gave the Congo their independence. I'm sure we had
CIA operatives there, but the Belgians, who still were operating these very large almost -- |
wouldn't call them communal farms, but these huge agricultural installations and Union
Miniere's operations and the business operations, their people were going back and forth all the
time with information about Spaak and his government sometimes coming to see me, with what
was happening in that particular area and so forth.

They were still running these things, because the Congolese had never been prepared for
independence, and they didn't have any people capable of administering and running industries
or these huge collective farms and things of that kind. So there was a constant flow of
information coming in from different parts of the Congo that we got in Brussels, and that the
Belgian Government got 1,000 times of what we got in the embassy. Spaak would pass it on to
us.

But I don't remember the CIA being a significant information factor. Certainly it wasn't insofar
as the operations were concerned of Dragon Rouge or our decision to go in there. As I say, I'm
sure they had people there, and they probably had information on the assistance that was being
channeled through Congo Brazzaville and so forth, and attempts made to do it through Burundi
by the Russians that some Chinese aid was filtering in. But the station chief in Brussels, whom I
liked and admired very much, he was a very bright guy, he picked up all sorts of information
from his various contacts in Belgian intelligence and the like, but all that was made available to
me as part of my embassy input. It isn't like some CIA station chiefs, you send it back to
Washington without letting the ambassador know anything about it.



Q: Mr. Ambassador, the last time we met, we discussed your time in Belgium. 1'd like to move to
your reassignment to the United States as Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations, often
known as "H," in Department of State lingo. How did this assignment come about?

MACARTHUR: I must go back just a little bit. When I was still ambassador to Belgium, shortly
before President Kennedy's assassination, Vice President Lyndon Johnson, whom I had known
since my days as counselor of the Department, made an official visit to Belgium. Lyndon
Johnson was supposed to know very little about foreign affairs, but his Belgian trip was a very
considerable success, both in the personal way he handled it, and with the press reaction over
there to his visit. He had an excellent meeting with the King and struck it off very well with Paul
Henri Spaak.

Indeed, after one formal dinner, he had Spaak, who was the foreign minister, one of the great
statesmen of that time, one of the fathers of the European Community, come back to the
embassy. Vice President Johnson took him down into the kitchen, where we scrambled eggs for
the foreign minister. It was a good human visit, and he enjoyed it. I had known him, as I say, and
had contacts with him before.

President Kennedy was assassinated. Johnson became President. On New Year's Eve 1964, 1 got
a telephone call from the Department, from the Secretary for Administrative Affairs, saying that
I was to return on the next available flight, because the President wanted to see me on January
2nd about a new job. I got away on New Year's Day, the next day, January 1, 1965, and flew
back. On the next day, January 2nd, I think it was, I went in to see the President.

The President said that he wanted me to give up the ambassadorship to Belgium and come back
and be Assistant Secretary of State for Congressional Relations. So I said to him, "Mr. President,
my whole life has been spent in the formulation or execution of foreign policy. Why do you
think I have the capability of doing this job?"

He said, "You know an awful lot of people on Capitol Hill from your days here in the
Eisenhower Administration. You also hosted two successive American delegations to the Inter-
Parliamentary Union in two successive years, and briefed them and their wives and everybody.
You're extremely well thought of on the Hill. Furthermore, with your name, the people on the
other side of the aisle, the Republicans, with the name Douglas MacArthur II, you certainly have
a psychological business there. Your wife being the daughter of Alben Barkley, the great senator
and former Vice President of the United States under Truman, gives you an entre on the
Democratic side. Your general knowledge and the great assistance you gave me makes me think
that you can do the job."

I said to him, "I'm very reluctant to take it, Mr. President, because I'm a professional man, and
my profession is formulation and execution of foreign policy. It's exactly as if you asked a
distinguished gent in another profession, say the medical profession, about my age, in his fifties,
who had gone fairly high in his profession, to abandon the practice of medicine and become a
lobbyist for the A.M.A."



He said, "I want you to take it."

I said, "I will take it for two years. That is the life of a congressional tour. But beyond that, I
really don't want to spend the rest of my life doing congressional relations." I said, "My life is in
the foreign field."

And he said, "All right, we've got a deal. You take it for two years."

Well, two years came and went, and nothing happened. After two and a half years, I reminded
him of our agreement. After about two years and eight or nine months, I went back into the field
again to another embassy.

CHARLES HIGGINSON
Generalist, US Mission to the European Community
Brussels, Belgium 1962-1966

Born in Massachusetts, Mr. Higginson graduated from Harvard University and
entered law practice before joining the Foreign Service in 1961. During his
career he served in Brussels, Algiers, Rome and Luxembourg, dealing primarily
with international organizations such as the European Community (EC), the Food
and Agriculture Organization (FAO) and the OECD. In Washington Mr.
Higginson again dealt primarily with international organizations and issues. Mr.
Higginson was interviewed by Raymond Ewing in 1998.

HIGGINSON: Then my first assignment was to the embassy in Brussels. Ambassador Doug
MacArthur was reigning at that time. He was in Washington and I duly visited him and paid my
respects. Then I left after the Fourth of July holiday for Brussels to go to the embassy. When I
arrived in Brussels, I was told that, no, I wasn't at the embassy, that I would be at the U.S.
Mission to the European Community, which was my desire all along, so I was delighted. This
was an FSO general assignment. The idea was that I and a couple of other FSO classmates would
rotate between the U.S. Mission and the embassy in Brussels. That way, you could get visa
experience and commercial work and the whole gambit. However, the agreement to do this,
which had been carefully worked out by the DCMs of the embassy, the Belgians, and the U.S.
Mission, collapsed and the two ambassadors, Doug MacArthur and Walt Butterworth were in a
rival situation and would not discuss it any further. Therefore, I spent two years at the U.S.
Mission to the European Community and was very glad of the chance.

Q: Doing a variety of things probably.

HIGGINSON: I was by far the most junior officer by about three grades and was working on
economic matters primarily, since I was a lawyer, the European Communities Anti-Trust
Program, which was my chief interest. I also worked on the entry of third countries into the
European Community, the enlargement. The big issue at that time was the English negotiations
to enter the Common Market. One recollection I have is that, as an FSO generalist, I didn't really



have a desk and was moved around through various offices. The political counselor, Jack Larson,
who I couldn’t think more highly of, was off on home leave, so I took over his desk for two
months. I remember going through his files and reading up on the reporting on the U.K. entry
and was less than surprised when Mr. de Gaulle vetoed their entry. I think we and the English
were rather optimistic when we thought they would be allowed to enter at that time. This was a
good time to be in the U.S. Mission to the European Community because we were very much in
support of the success of the Community. George Ball, who was Under Secretary for Economic
Affairs, had quite a substantial influence in the original drafting, especially the anti-trust
provisions of the European Community, the Rome Treaty. We worked very closely with the
Community as a beneficial member mostly in urging the rest of the European Community
countries to stand up the French.

Q: Were we working primarily with the Commission, in effect, the executive staff of the
Community at that time or more with delegations from other member countries?

HIGGINSON: We were involved very closely with the Commission. My first ambassador, Walt
Butterworth, and then later for three years, Jack Tuthill, worked very closely with Walter
Holstein and the European Community staff. Almost all of my contacts were with the European
Community staff. The other members of the U.S. Mission worked with the various perm reps of
the six member states of the European Community, some of whom were very helpful in keeping
us informed.

Q: Who was the DCM while you were there?

HIGGINSON: Most of the time, Russell Fessenden was the DCM. He is one of the best career
Foreign Service officers I know. He knew all of the substance. He took care of run of the mill
work of the mission, (inaudible) concentrate on the overall policy and do think pieces. Russ
Fessenden also paid close attention to what the various members of the mission were doing and
was very helpful and a friend of mine. I can't speak highly enough of the man.

Q: It looks to me from something you've said already that you were in Brussels at the Mission to
the European Community for four years. Is that right? If so, that's a very unusual first
assignment.

HIGGINSON: Yes, that is so. [ was reassigned for two years. The Department of Justice wished
to send a Department of Justice official to the U.S. Mission to follow the new European
Community legal issues. The powers in the State Department did not wish to have the U.S.
Mission encumbered with any more outside agencies than possible. Therefore, my legal
background was of use to the Department and I got reassigned specifically to follow the
anti-trust law. Also, at that time the American Bar Association was having a meeting there and
they, too, were extremely interested in the anti-trust law, so it was important for the Mission to
follow that very carefully.

Q: The anti-trust legal framework of the Community was just being developed at that time or was
it already in place and being implemented?



HIGGINSON: The Rome Treaty, George Ball did a lot of drafting. Obviously, it copies a lot of
U.S. anti-trust provisions. But they had not been implemented. Commissioner Van Der Groeben,
Director General Fore was the anti-trust man there, and the way he implemented the Rome
Treaty was to make it necessary for all appropriations to file any agreements they had with other
corporations and also notify on all merger agreements. So, therefore, those rules were just being
published while I was there and U.S. lawyers were extremely interested and U.S. law firms were
beginning to come into Brussels in some numbers.

Q: The people at that point who were primarily interested were U.S. law firms, the Department
of Justice. What about U.S. multinational firms themselves? Were they coming around to the
Mission or not so much yet?

HIGGINSON: Yes, some of them would come around. But it was just beginning. Ford Motor
Company set up their international office in Brussels. They were around a fair amount. Lykes
Lines, the shipping company, came around. They were interested in the European Community
making common rules for the dimensions of barges in Europe. This affected future building
plans of Lykes Lines. International Telephone and Telegraph was located in Brussels. But the big
move to Brussels really occurred after I was there. They were coming and it was obvious what
was going to happen, but most of them weren't there yet. Brussels was still a reasonably sleepy
town. Cleary Gottlieb was the lead U.S. law firm in the town. That was George Ball's old law
firm. The senior representative there, Andy Newburg, had been in Brussels for some time. He
knew both the Belgian side and the European Community side. By the time I arrived, I knew him
and he introduced me to both, but I never knew most of the players on the Belgian side the way
you did. Nobody that I know ever came to the same situation he did.

Q: This was, as you say, kind of an early period in the Community. The Commission, the staff,
was still relatively small and manageable compared with what it later became. I assume it was
easy to move around without a lot of bureaucracy and difficulty.

HIGGINSON: The European Community staff was pretty large. It must have been at least 1,000
people. However, the relationship was very much different. We had ready access at all levels of
the European Community staff and really knew the ones that we had to deal with on a first name
basis. They were just implementing their rules and they were fascinated by what the U.S. had
done in integrating our country. They had a lot to learn and we had a lot to offer them.

Q. We were not a member. We were not inside the tent of the six. Certainly, as you say, George
Ball, the connections with somebody like Jean Monet, they were looking to us in larger issues,
but also in smaller ones as well.

HIGGINSON: We weren't in the tent officially, but unofficially, we were very close to being a
member. In those days that it was alright to be a real supporter of the European Community and
the Department set up an area of Atlantic specialists, people who would just concentrate on the
U.S.-European issues and economic issues.

Q: But still, the French were very difficult and probably rather resented that kind of an
American role.



HIGGINSON: Oh, absolutely. The French knew perfectly well that some of the perm reps were
telling us exactly what happened at each meeting and were not appreciative of it. The French
sent some unbelievably capable diplomats as their permanent reps to the European Community
and had a tremendous influence. I take my hat off to the Quai d'Orsay.

Q: Is there anything else we ought to cover about this four year assignment to the U.S. Mission
to the European Community?

HIGGINSON: From a very young Foreign Service officer point of view, I was the chief of the
mission up in Luxembourg for a short period of time when the member of our delegation who
lived up there following the Coal and Steel Community went on vacation and I went up there.
Nothing much happened except that one of the High Commissioners died and the issue was what
level do you correspond? Does the President do it to a High Commissioner or is it the Secretary
of State? I remember all sorts of problems in trying to resolve that issue. I think they ended up
with the President writing, which was not exact protocol but was another sign of the U.S. trying
to foster and support this new supranational European organization.

Q: When you covered this responsibility in Luxembourg, you were part of the embassy. You were
not the chargé. You were just doing the Coal and Steel part of the embassy's responsibilities.

HIGGINSON: Originally, the U.S. Mission to the European Communities was located in
Luxembourg because the Coal and Steel Community was the oldest European institution. Then
when the Common Market was created, the Mission and finally the ambassador, all before I
arrived, moved to Brussels. By the time I was there, there was only one person in the U.S.
Mission to the Coal and Steel Community in Luxembourg. That, too, ceased to exist by a year
later. Everything was handled from Brussels.

Q: At that point, that officer was, in a sense, part of the U.S. Mission to the European
Communities and was resident in Luxembourg, not part of the embassy?

HIGGINSON: Correct, being supported by the embassy, but not part of the embassy. That was
closed down as a budgetary move some time ago. My chief accomplishment, one that I feel most
proud of, was working with the Department of Justice and the Assistant U.S. Attorney Generals
for Anti-Trust. They had to come to Paris to the OECD anti-trust meetings twice a year. Usually,
they would come up to Brussels to talk to the European Communities. I worked upon and finally
drafted a letter of cooperation. My chief fear was that the anti-trust provisions would be used to
discriminate against large American firms. That has turned out to be a legitimate worry, but only
about 15 years after I left. The agreement provided that before either anti-trust division would
take an action against a company of its states, it would notify the other and hold discussions if
there were any questions.

Q: That was an agreement that you negotiated or helped prepare between the U.S. Department
of Justice and the Commission of the European Communities?

HIGGINSON: Yes. It was an exchange of letters from Van Der Groeben and Assistant Attorney



General Turner, head of the Anti-Trust Division. One of our more famous judges now is Leon
Heginbotham, who was an early Assistant U.S. Attorney for Anti-Trust Affairs. He came up
from Paris and I was going to meet him at the airport. I said, "I'm quite tall. I'll be wearing a dark
suit so that you'll be able to recognize me." He laughed and said, "Don't worry, I'll be the only
black man getting off of that airplane." It showed how he had risen above that issue. He was a
great man.

Q: Still is. I think he's at the Kennedy School or Harvard University, has a connection there now.
You had mentioned earlier that one of the reasons for the extension of your assignment in
Brussels to a second two years for a total of four years was to preempt the need for the
Department of Justice to have their own person in the Mission. How did you get along with
Justice overall and did they feel that you were meeting their needs for the kind of work that they
had wanted done there?

HIGGINSON: I got along very well with a total of three U.S. Deputy Assistant Secretaries for
Anti-Trust Affairs, some of whom I've kept in touch with. I'm not sure that [ was quite so
popular with the Justice Department staff, who would have loved to have come to Brussels, but
luckily my contacts were almost exclusively with the Deputy Assistant Secretaries so that I had
no problem and they couldn't have been more helpful to me.

THOMAS W. FINA
Political Officer
Brussels (1963-1965)

Thomas W. Fina was born in Pennsylvania on March 25, 1924. He served in the
U.S. Air Force for two years. He received a bachelor’s degree and a master’s
degree from Harvard University. His career included positions in Paris, Bologna,
Luxembourg, Brussels, Milan, and Washington, DC. Mr. Fina was interviewed by
Charles Stuart Kennedy on May, 21, 1992.

Q: What was the name of the mission in Brussels?

FINA: The Mission to the Communities was called USEC. And when I arrived, the Ambassador
was W. Walton Butterworth.

Q: Walton Butterworth.

FINA: W. Walton Butterworth. Although I only knew him from afar (Luxembourg!) he was a
very impressive man, with a wonderful knowledge of the subject, a professional diplomatist, of
whom the United States could be proud. He and his wife were regal figures but very considerate
of staff and very kind to my wife and myself.

Eventually I was summoned to move to Brussels, which was where the main mission was
located. I moved there in 1963 to become assistant to Jack Myerson, the very astute and



experienced Political Officer, a career Foreign Service Officer. Jack was very knowledgeable
about trade problems as well as about US-European affairs and enjoyed the full confidence of
both Butterworth and John Tuthill who succeeded him as Ambassador just as I arrived in
Brussels.

Tuthill, another career officer, had formerly headed our mission to the OECD, and had made
some of the major changes in the OECD -- in fact, changed the OEEC to the OECD. Like
Butterworth, he seemed to be at the peak of his powers and authority during the heroic phase of
the development of the European Communities.

In Brussels I had three main jobs -- four main jobs. I was chief of protocol. That was kind of a
funny experience, I enjoyed it very much at the time, and it suddenly came into its own when
President Kennedy was murdered, and then I actually worked hard. I learned that questions of
protocol are genuinely important not only to diplomats but in daily living as well.

More demanding of my time and stimulating, was that I served as speech writer for an
Ambassador who had a lot to say and wanted it said well. Additionally, I followed political
questions with the Commission, that's the executive body of the European communities. Political
questions in the sense of, what the European communities were doing in the big political picture,
what their policy objectives were, or what they were going to do. While my boss, Jack Myerson,
was the overall political advisor to the Ambassador, he was especially focused on trade policy
which, of course, was the center of our relations with the Communities. This was especially true
during the Kennedy Round of GATT negotiations.

I tried to know people throughout the three Communities, the Parliament and the related bodies
just as a good journalist would. They were a stimulating group of people, almost all men, excited
about creating a new world. These were heady times. Perhaps my most useful and rewarding
relationship was with Emil Noel, who was then the Secretary General of the European
Communities, a French protégé of Guy Mollet. Noel was one of the most impressive, able, civil
servants I have ever met anywhere, and we had a very good relationship. And I must say I
benefitted enormously from my working with him.

So that was '63 to '65, and working for Jack Tuthill was just a continuous education. He was a
very stimulating man who gave me lots of opportunities, gave everyone an opportunity, was
appreciative and a good critic. I have been a great admirer and warm friend of his ever since. He
was one of our great ambassadors as far I'm concerned.

Q: Well now, as you were there, I'm talking about you and the American delegation look at this,
view the major countries as far as their cooperation? [ mean were there some that gave
annoyance all the time as far as where we felt things should be going? I'm thinking obviously of
France, Germany, and Great Britain, particularly.

FINA: This was the period before the British had been admitted to the Communities and the
issue of their admittance was a central political issue between the French (General De Gaulle)
and the others.



Q: But they were a factor all the time, weren't they?

FINA: They were always the factor. They were always just over the horizon. We wanted the
British in the Communities, and we made no bones about it. The French wanted them out, and
made no bones about it, and they had a vote. The British sometimes wanted to be in, and
sometimes wanted to be out. While I was in Brussels, we were still supporters of the concept of
European unification. I might say that ended with the Nixon administration, but that's down the
line. At this point we were committed to doing everything we could to bring about European
unification, behind the scenes, before the scenes, while protecting our immediate political and
commercial interests. Well, the French, the French Government, were always difficult from our
point of view. French officers, who were seconded to the European communities, or who were
direct employees of the European communities, were a different kettle of fish. the French had,
and may still have, the most able, best prepared, cadre of civil servants of any of the European
countries, as far as I could see, very possibly including the United States. French civil servants
and diplomats were of the first water, well educated, sophisticated, with a great sense of the state,
which I think is something that often is lacking in American diplomats, and lamentably, in
American presidents, but not so in the case of French civil servants.

Q: Excuse me, when you say "a sense of state'?

FINA: I mean a sense of the responsibility of the individual for the collectivity of the state, not as
seen from the point of view of one political party or another, but the state as the collectivity of
Frenchmen, or Americans, which has a stature that overarches the individual political parties,
and the political institutions. A sense that one has a loyalty to the community that one represents,
and that requires comportment of a certain dignity. The state is important. It has not only a
juridical existence, but it has a philosophical and ideological existence as well which you, as a
statesman, or as a politician, to some degree represent. And in doing that, you carry some of the
historical burden of the state, and your actions are informed by a recognition of the past of that
community. It means the sense that you represent something more than this morning's cable that
you've gotten from Paris about what you're supposed to do. And that you're invested with a
certain dignity because you represent a historical community tradition. That's what I'm talking
about.

Anyway, the French have that, or at least the ones with whom I dealt, had that to a degree that
practically no one else did, except, perhaps, the British. So they were very difficult, very
effective people if you were in conflict, as was the case when they were opposing the admission
of the British. They were very effective. On the other hand their people in the Commission were
very effective in carrying out the goals of the Commission. So the French, and France, are two
different things, and sometimes they were our best friends, and sometimes they were the people
we most regretted.

The Germans, I think, were almost uniformly the good guys. They were very much in favor of
European unification without protectionism. They supported the enlargement of the community.
They wanted it to work. They made sacrifices for it to work. A lot of their people were
absolutely first rate, not quite of the glittering skill, I would say, of the French but very
impressive.



The Italians were totally committed to the success of the European community. They were
committed on ideological and political grounds. They believed in a united Europe. There's a long
tradition of Europeanism in Italy that goes back to the 1800s. Carlo Sforza, the first post-war
Italian Foreign Minister, had been a great advocate of European unification. So they had the
political will, and this includes the Catholics of course, who have a vision of a Catholic Europe.
They also saw it as economically advantageous to Italy, and the Community has given the Italian
economy a shot in the arm, and has helped to bring it to the very high level of efficiency and
prosperity that it knows today.

But in terms of the personnel with whom I dealt with at the time, I'm sorry to say, they were
poorly represented. Italians don't really want to leave Italy, and Italian politicians especially don't
want to leave the home playing field where all the plums and all the careers are made. No one
would dream of leaving Rome, which is where political intrigue boils from morning till morning.
You know if you turn your back, you've had it. So you could never get a political figure of any
significance to go to the European Community institutions. Not even as a reward for after you've
been thrown out of something, could you get any Italian politician...a guy with political savvy,
and skills, to come up there. Their best representatives were their top career diplomats like
Prince Colonna. Otherwise, there were a lot of second string people. When it came to the
recruitment of civil servants, the Italians really don't want to leave home. It's a much too nice
place to be, so it was difficult to employ people even at the secretarial, or the middle levels, as
well. That isn't to say there weren't some good ones, there were. But it was a genuine problem.

So when you attended a meeting of the Council of Ministers, which I did all the time as an
observer, you'd see the French delegation come in and there would be Couve de Murville, the
French Foreign Minister, big, handsome, striding into the room followed by a series of experts
with briefcases, each one more brilliant than the predecessor. And eventually the Italian
ambassador would arrive because the Minister couldn't make it, the plane broke down, or he
couldn't come. So the Italian ambassador would arrive, and he'd come with somebody from the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

And that was sort of the way it ran. The French fielded a brilliant team on every occasion, at
every level. And I'm afraid that the people who brought up the rear were the Italians who always
came...they were charming, and they knew what they wanted lots of times, but they didn't pack
the clout that their vote would have given them.

The Germans were in between. They were the real heavyweights. They got a lot of the things
they wanted, but they weren't quite at the level of the French.

The Belgians, I think, were pretty good although they knew that they were a small power. The
Dutch were very strongly committed to European integration, they did a good job. They would, I
suppose, rank close to the French in terms of their competence, and their commitment, but they
weren't a great power. That makes a difference in the kind of clout you have.

Q: Was Greece in it at the time, or not?



FINA: No, my period was when there were only the six. The three Benelux countries, France,
Germany, and Italy.

Q: The instructions that were coming from Washington, George Ball was pretty well calling the
shots, wasn't he for most of that time?

FINA: Yes, he was in general terms. But no single individual really dictated all of our activities
because so many government agencies and interests were involved.

Q: Were there some feelings at all among the delegation that George Ball being a colleague and
a disciple of Jean Monnet, was almost too pro-European? [ mean, did you feel sometimes that
maybe the United States was selling out the store, or something like that?

FINA: Not in our team. We were all Ball supporters.
Q: Ball-ites.

FINA: Ball-ites. We thought he was great. We thought that what he was doing, and what we
were trying to do, was profoundly in the interest of the United States. That it was the enlightened
thing to do for the interests of our country, bearing in mind the events of the First World War,
the Great Depression of which we were all very conscious. We were of an age where most of us
had grown up during the Depression and the Second World War which most of us had seen at
closer hand than the First World War. So that we thought that what we were doing was really the
right thing, and we were absolutely delighted. I don't remember ever hearing any criticism from
our group about George Ball although there was plenty of criticism in the US about our support
for European integration on the grounds that it would be contrary to our economic and political
interests.

Now, there were other people, other parts of the government, that felt differently. But we fought
them with serried ranks, and it was a time when Mr. Ball's writ ran far. And when we ran into
problems, it was Mr. Ball who had the clout to cut through.

Q: There is one question that I didn't cover in our last time when you were in Brussels working
with the European community. How did you and the others view Japan at that time, '63 to '65?

FINA: I don't think that Japan figured very largely in our thinking. Japan was a member of
COCOM, and played a pretty minor role in that, and, of course, wasn't a member of NATO. The
Japanese were present in Brussels, but they weren't really significant players. It wasn't until I got
into the White House in 1971 that [ suddenly became aware of Japan in a big way.

Q: Then in '65 to '68 you went to the Department. What were you doing there?
FINA: I went back to be the Officer-in-Charge of European Integration Affairs. That was an

office that covered European communities, the Western European union, and EFTA, as well as
the...



Q: EFTA being?

FINA: EFTA was the European Free Trade Area which had been the British-backed
counterweight to the continental European unification of the European Communities, the
Common Market. But EFTA by that time had pretty much faded out and had lost any real future
so that my job boiled down to support for the Mission in Brussels, our Mission to the European
Communities - that meant the Coal and Steel Community, the European Common Market and
EURATOM, which during my period then became the European Communities.

Another aspect of that job was support of the economic aspect of the NATO Assembly. That was
something every now and then, but the heart of the job, and the thing that was the most
interesting for me was our support for the movement toward European political unification. And
that was what really drove our activity. We saw economic integration in Europe as a stimulus to
the world economy, and therefore to our own economy, and strengthening the long-term vitality
of the world economy, and of our own economy. But we also saw it as the way of bringing about
European political unity which we thought would create a major pole of stability with which the
United States could collaborate on more or less equal terms, particularly in view of the continued
power of the Soviet Union and its allies. So we saw the creation of this other pole as a very
important objective. And I think that was really the consideration that drove everything we did.

WILLIAM C. HARROP
Economic Officer
Brussels (1963-1965)

Ambassador William C. Harrop was born in Maryland in 1929. He received a
bachelor’s degree in English literature from Harvard University. Prior to joining
the Foreign Service in 1954, he served in the U.S. Marine Corps and studied for a
year in the graduate school of journalism at the University of Missouri.
Ambassador Harrop’s career included positions in Italy, Belgium, and
ambassadorships to Guinea, Zaire, Kenya, and Israel. He retired from the
Foreign Service in 1993. Ambassador Harrop was interviewed by Charles Stuart
Kennedy in 1993.

Q: You went out to Brussels in 1963. You were basically the "African” man in the Economic
Section [of the Embassy]?

HARROP: No, I did more than that. I dealt with Belgian national accounts and I did a good deal
of commercial work and followed Belgian economic relations with the United States and the EC.
I was the number two man in a three-man Economic Section.

Q: Who was the Economic Counselor?

HARROP: Chris Petrow, who later became Economic Minister in the Embassy in Paris and
Director of Mexican Affairs in Washington.



Q: Did you get a different perspective or did you find yourself the "African man" sitting in a sort
of hostile field? Particularly coming from where you had been, in the Bureau of African Affairs.

HARROP: There was no sense of that, really. I may have overstated the degree of bureaucratic
hostility. There had been tempers that flared. There had been some real feelings and fights.
People were accused of disingenuous modification of language in cables. It had been heated at
times, but not to the extent that I might have had any feeling of being in the "enemy camp" when
I went to Brussels.

Q: I understand, but, after all, this is how issues are thrashed out. The Foreign Service has a
tendency of trying to "smooth them over." Once in a while they don't get smoothed over. Did you
see the Katanga issue from a different perspective when you were in the Embassy in Brussels?

HARROP: No I don't think so. Several things occurred when I got to Brussels which did not lead
to a change in my viewpoint. One was a confirmation of the cynicism of the Belgian financial
interests in their whole relationship to the politics of Africa. I had a sense almost of horror when
I realized that. The Belgian colonial system was the most inhumane and selfish colonial regime
of any in the world. It was an appalling situation, to which most Belgian participants were able to
close their eyes.

Q: Like "The Heart of Darkness."

HARROP: Yes, it was really appalling. So that feeling was underlined and confirmed in
Belgium. Also, however, I developed a much better understanding of the way in which Belgians
saw Africa and rather loved Africa. There was a real difference. The French, who had the most
colonies and probably the largest presence in Africa, tended to go there for short periods of time.
They still regarded themselves as citizens of Metropolitan France. They went to live there [in
Africa] for a time and then returned [to France]. The Belgians also took a relatively short term
view of Africa -- even more than the French. Most of the Belgians did not stay in Africa for any
length of time. There always was a certain number that set out roots, but, on the whole, they
would go to Africa, establish plantations, work in the mines or something else, frequently remain
for most of their lives, and then return home. The British were very different. The British really
had become Kenyans and Rhodesians. Of course, those parts of Africa have climates which are
most attractive to people from the temperate zones. But the British attitude was very different. I
think that the Belgian sense of impatience with the Africans was more marked. There was almost
no effort in the Congo to bring the Africans into Belgian or European culture and society at all.
Nor was there really an effort to develop the tools and machinery of government, as the British
so emphatically did with their police forces, their judicial systems, and their administrative
schools in all of their colonies.

The French really tried to make the Africans culturally French. They emphasized French culture,
language and French law, "Epanovissement". There was a lot of integration under the French,
less so with the British, and almost none at all with the Belgians. The Belgians, in my view, were
the most paternalistic and, therefore, the most patronizing.



Q: Did you get any feel as to why the Belgians were so different?

HARROP: Well, I think it's partly the fact that Belgium is such a small country. A lot is
explained by that. They don't think of themselves as a distinct culture or civilization, as the
French or British do. The French and the Flemish languages are not "their" languages. It's a quite
different psychology under which they live. They don't think of themselves as large enough or
important enough to have that sort of influence, although, in fact, in many ways, the [Belgian]
Congo was the largest and richest of all the European colonies in Africa.

Q: Your Ambassador [in Belgium] for most of the time you were there was Douglas MacArthur
11

HARROP: In Brussels, yes. But Ridgway Knight was also Ambassador for part of the time.
Ambassador MacArthur was there for about a year and a half, and Knight, about a year and a
half. I guess it was about half and half.

Q: What was your impression of Ambassador MacArthur?

HARROP: He was a man of extraordinary personal energy, dynamism, drive, forcefulness, and
ambition. I would say that he was a man without as good "ears" as he might have had. He was
not a sensitive person. That was a case in which a Diplomat's wife was really a liability to him
because of her very erratic behavior.

Q: She was one of the well-known "dragons" of the Foreign Service.

HARROP: Well, I could tell you anecdotes about that, but there's no particular reason to repeat
them. Some really extraordinary things happened to us there [in Brussels]. However, I did feel
that Ambassador MacArthur was an accomplished professional diplomat. I remember, in
particular, one incident in his office when we were trying to work out something which had to do
with the Congo. We were at odds with the Belgians on an issue there, as we usually were, since,

I would say, the world view of the Bureau of African Affairs was the one that prevailed generally
in the end over the views of the Bureaus of European Affairs. We found ourselves increasingly
in confrontation with the former colonial powers.

We were working out a way to express to the Belgians that we simply did not agree at all with
their point of view and wanted to insist on its being changed. I remember watching and listening
in great admiration as Ambassador Douglas MacArthur dictated a memorandum to Foreign
Minister Spaak. This was diplomacy in its purest form: language which simply and completely
rejected what the Belgians were trying to achieve, but with such grace that you couldn't say that
here he was contradicting them, or there, he's thrown it back in their face. Not at all. It was a
masterful draft. I felt that [ had learned a great deal that afternoon.

Q: This was part of your experience. Later on, you were an ambassador. Were you looking in
particular at chiefs of mission but others as well, picking up little practices...

HARROP: Certainly. I was not consciously thinking of myself as an ambassador at that time, but



I learned different things from many people. As you go along, you see approaches that succeed
and those that do not. I guess Ambassador Marshall Green was the most important to me
subsequently in that regard.

Q: How about Ambassador Ridgway Knight? He was another professional diplomat, wasn't he?

HARROP: Ridgway Knight was a professional diplomat, although somehow he did not seem to
be as much of a professional. Ridgway Knight had been raised in France and, throughout his life,
spoke English with a French accent. He was quite an effective ambassador. He lacked the
ostentatious self-confidence of Douglas MacArthur, but both of them had great grace in dealing
with Belgians. I think that both were very effective. After MacArthur had an unsuccessful tour in
Congressional Relations and went to Iran for a couple of years, he subsequently retired in
Belgium. Their daughter had married a Belgian while they were there. The MacArthur's lived in
retirement in Belgium for some years. Knight had a sense of cultural affinity with Europeans and
with Belgians. Knight was not a "man of the people" and did not easily pick up popular currents.
I remember that he was particularly grateful to me on one occasion. I was writing a speech for
him. The two leading Belgian football [soccer] teams were and are "Anderlech" of Brussels and
"Standard" of Liege. At some point in the speech [which I was writing for him] I used the
metaphor of Anderlech and Standard. Ambassador Knight really didn't understand it, but the
audience roared, applauded, and laughed. Afterwards he asked me to come up and see him. He
thanked me for that brilliant remark. He said, "By the way, what was it all about?" He wasn't
really aware of the nitty-gritty of Belgian life. I enjoyed working for him. He was an attractive
and intelligent person.

PIERRE SHOSTAL
Economic Officer
Brussels (1963-1965)

Pierre Shostal was born in Paris in 1937. He graduated from Yale in 1956 and
from the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy in 1958. His postings include
Leopoldville, Kinshasa, Brussels, Lilongwe, Moscow, Kigali, Hamburg and
Frankfurt. He was interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy on June 16, 1997.
Q: So, you caught hepatitis and were brought back to the States?
SHOSTAL: No. I was sent to Rome and was in the hospital there for several weeks and then
convalesced. In the Fall of '63 I was reassigned to Brussels rather than brought home and spent
the next almost two years in Brussels.
Q: This would be in '63 to '65?
SHOSTAL: '63 to '65, yes.

Q: What was the situation in Belgium when you arrived there? What was the political situation?



SHOSTAL.: It was dominated by the perennial language issue. It was a period in which the
political dominance of the Flemish majority was beginning to make itself felt. The Foreign
Minister was someone who was quite a major European figure and a Francophone, a French
speaker named, Paul Henri Spaak. Nevertheless, it was a time of transition between that older
generation of French speaking dominance in Belgium typified by Spaak to dominance by the
Flemish speakers. Today the country has to a large extent split along linguistic lines.

Q: What was your job?

SHOSTAL.: I started out for a very brief period in the Consular section and eventually moved to
the economic section. In between I had a brief stay in the political section.

Q: Who was the Ambassador then?

SHOSTAL: The first Ambassador was Douglas MacArthur. Then, Ridgway Knight came just
before I left in Summer of '65.

Q: Well, Douglas MacArthur has a reputation of being a rather difficult person and his wife had
even a greater reputation. Could you talk a little about the impact of a couple of this nature on
the Embassy?

SHOSTAL: That was definitely a fact of life, and I think to a very large extent Mrs. MacArthur
was the problem. She was a person of very strong views and very strong likes and dislikes. Very
quickly after somebody arrived at the Embassy, one knew whether Mrs. MacArthur liked or
disliked that person. I was one, and I have no idea why, one of the people she liked. But, there
were several other people, in fact some very talented officers whom she strongly disliked. She
had a lot of influence on her husband, there was no doubt about that. The relationship or the
attitude that Mrs. MacArthur had toward different people was reflected in the way he would deal
with those people. He, I think, had great admiration for his uncle, the General, and very much
tried to mold himself on his uncle. He tried to be a decisive, very policy-minded person. In some
respects he was a very intelligent person, but I think frankly somewhat overrated his own
abilities. He would give a very impressive talk about Belgium, to American visitors. After the
third or fourth time of listening to this, I really had the feeling that there wasn't an awful lot of
active thought continuing to go on. Perhaps, a lot more of resting on his laurels and image
building. So, as you can guess, I was not a great admirer of MacArthur as an Ambassador. I don't
think he was one of the better Ambassadors that I worked for. Certainly he was no match
intellectually for Ed Gullion who was a very creative, insightful, and intellectually impressive
person.

Q: Having gone from the Congo up to Belgium, were you picking up, even at our Embassy, a
different view of events in the Congo and all?

SHOSTAL: Oh, yes. The conflict between the Africanists and Europeanists was very present
there and I was getting a very different perspective, because there was resentment in the Belgium
government at Americans muscling in on what they saw still as their territory, even after



independence. Our Embassy was confronted with this Belgium resentment and saw American
activism in the Congo and Africa generally as a complicating factor for what we were trying to
accomplish with the Belgians in the NATO and the European Community context.

Q: Did you find yourself playing the role of an Africanist thrown into this European center of
attention?

SHOSTAL: Yes. I hope that [ was able to bring at least some on-the-spot expertise and insight to
the Embassy from having just been there. There was still quite a lot of time devoted to what was
going on in Congo at the Embassy. So, I think I did play a role in trying to explain regional
differences, who some of the political figures were, maybe also some of the ways that the
Belgians were operating there, too.

Q: What about particularly, you spent most of your time in the economic section, is that right?
SHOSTAL: That's correct, yes.

Q. Were you taking a look at Belgium economic influence in the Congo, I mean among other
things?

SHOSTAL: Actually, no. My boss in the economic section was somebody who knew those
issues very well, Bill Harrop. Bill had served on the Congo desk; had been the Economic Officer
for the desk and was interested in Africa. So he kept that portfolio, so I found myself working
much more on domestic Belgium economic issues, particularly energy. I wrote a long report on
the future of the Belgium coal industry and prospects for being able to sell American coal and
also, worked on telecommunication issues. This was when we were beginning to talk about color
television with the Europeans; satellite communications was also on the horizon. Those were the
things that I worked on there and then I did the general economic roundups, the monthly
economic reports. So, it was good training but much less exciting than what I had been doing in
Kinshasa.

Q: What was your impression of how Belgium was responding to one, the demise of its colonial

empire, and two, the integration of Europe. Essentially there was a still incomplete recovery
from World War II?

SHOSTAL: Well, those are three different issues. On the decolonization process, there was
really a political split within Belgium. The conservatives, and it was largely the Catholic
Christian Democrats, were still resentful. On the other hand, the Socialists were more favorable
to independence. Foreign Minister Spaak had been in favor of decolonization, although he
wanted to see a more orderly and less rapid decolonization process. So, there was that political
split. If you were talking to conservatives you'd run into quite a lot of resentment. If you were
talking to the Left, there was more sympathy for the American policy. On Europe, Belgium was
peculiar in one way in that it suffered relatively little destruction during the war. There was little
combat, except in the Ardennes. So, Belgium came out of the war in better shape physically than
most of the rest of Europe.



Q: And with that big port too.

SHOSTAL: And with the big port of Antwerp, which was a tremendous asset. The Belgians,
having a small country and having been marched through several times earlier in the century,
were very much in favor of European integration. They saw it in terms of security and also, |
think realistically in terms of economic viability, they were simply too small to be significant as
a nation state in modern times. So, right from the beginning they were very much in favor of
integration.

Q: Did you find, I mean this is crossing from the economic into the political side, that we had
any particular problem in dealing with this increasing divide between the French and the
Flemish speaking thing or did we duck?

SHOSTAL.: I think we largely ducked it. I think there was a problem and there is still a problem
of languages. Our officers going to Belgium should be trained in both languages if they are to be
optimally effective. Brussels is largely a French speaking city. Most government business is
conducted in French, but a lot of the people who count in politics and in the economy are
Flemish speakers. Now, when I was going around talking to economic contacts, they were quite
ready at that point, in the mid-’60s, to use French. A few of them would use English, but many
of the Flemish speakers of that generation had been educated in French, but the younger were
more nationalistic minded Flemish speakers, who clearly did not like using French. So, the
problem that we had was that our foreign language training was in French, but a lot of the people
we were talking to or should be talking to were Flemish speakers and very sensitive on that
point.

Q: Looking at this as a practical measure, Flemish, what is it, between Dutch and German or
something like that?

SHOSTAL.: It's really Dutch. It's the same language as Dutch with some differences in
vocabulary.

Q: Do you have any idea how we're treating that now?

SHOSTAL: I think, and I'm a bit out of touch, I know that we have sent a few Flemish speakers
to the Embassy in recent years. But, what exactly the situation is now I just don't know.

Q: By the way, did the operation Dragon Rouge happen while you were in Belgium?

SHOSTAL: This is the air drop on Stanleyville. No. It happened in November of '64 and I was
on home leave at that time. I was very much involved in some of the runup to that, however. For
example, we would try very hard in the second half of '64 to find out what was going on to the
Americans in Stanleyville. The best way we could find out about it was through Belgian ham
operators. We finally found a ham operator in Stanleyville, whom we regularly talked to. The
local Congolese rebels, called the Simbas wouldn't understand Flemish. So, to inquire about the
two consuls whom we had there, we gave them the names of Mr. Vereenigte which sounds like a
Flemish name, but which means “united”” and Staaten, which means states. So, we would



regularly ask this ham operator there, how are Mr. Vereenigte and Mr. Staaten getting along and
he would tell us. So, I got involved in a bit of that, liaison with these ham operators. Finally,
Belgium paratroopers dropped on Stanleyville and freed the city from the rebels.

Q: When you left in '65, you left Belgium?

SHOSTAL: That's right. Summer of '65.

ROBERT M. BEAUDRY
Political Officer
Brussels (1963-1966)

Robert M. Beaudry entered the Foreign Service in 1946 after serving in the U.S.
Army during World War Il. His career included positions in Ireland, Morocco,
Switzerland, and Italy. Mr. Beaudry was interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy
in 1992.

Q: Then you left Washington and went to Brussels where you served from 1963-66. What were
you doing there?

BEAUDRY: I was head of the political section. In the course of time in this Office of Swiss-
Benelux, as economic officer I was number two. I covered all the countries and the only one
other than the guy who ran the office, Galen Stone. Then Galen moved up as a deputy in Western
Europe and I sort of moved up to be the director, or whatever, and still carried the economic job.
So I got to know MacArthur when he came through.

Q: This is Douglas MacArthur I1.

BEAUDRY: He was moving from Tokyo to Brussels as Ambassador. I was his den mother in
the Department for the transfer. Not that he needed one and not that he was around much. He
spent most of his time on the Hill explaining to the Members of Congress why he had
recommended the cancellation of President Eisenhower's trip to Tokyo. But we established a
working relationship.

Then Margaret Tibbetts, who was head of the political section was selected for senior training
and so that job came open. One distinguished citizen turned it down because he would rather not
work in that atmosphere.

Q: Douglas MacArthur was known as a difficult man to work for.

BEAUDRY: Yes, with a difficult wife.

Q: With a very difficult wife.



BEAUDRY: I was ambitious at the time so I agreed to go. I also had a thing that I found was
very valuable with MacArthur. I had been in the Department then over three years and knew
everybody. I could call people. That was very important to MacArthur. I could tell him when
something would come up..."Well, the Under Secretary thinks such and such because I talked to
so and so." And that helped. That made my time with him.

The big thing we had then in our relations with the Belgians, was the Congo (Zaire). When |
came back in 1959 to take on the job, the Congo had blown up and they were giving it
independence in June or July, 1960. The Department selected Clare Timberlake to be the first
Ambassador. So he was in for briefings. Well, all of Francophone Africa was covered by two
men in the Department. This extensive territory, increasingly complex and it had no support in
the Department. AF just didn't have any people. So I ended up doing a lot of the briefing because
at least from the economic side and from the Belgian political side, I was more knowledgeable.
We were always part of the task force in the Department working on the Congo.

The other man in this in the very beginning was Bob Miller, the Belgian political desk officer.
He and I were on these task forces, he more than I as time went on.

When I got to Brussels the Congo was still a major issue.

But then we had things like the nuclear relationship in the Alliance. Remember the MLF, the
multilateral nuclear force? Those were the kinds of issues we had. We didn't have any direct
bilateral problems. We were slightly concerned whether Belgium might fragment because the
Flemings and Walloons were very much head to head. Now they have worked it out where they
have devolved all kinds of political power at lower levels. I would really have trouble grasping
where they are today, but in those days it was the Flemings and the Walloons. And it created an
instability in the government and we didn't want that in NATO. Again, it wasn't an issue that
kept us up nights.

If the Socialists were in or out of the government, or the Christian Democrats, that didn't really
bother us either. They were both very pro-NATO and pro-European, etc. So the big problem
was the Congo and we ended up by mounting that rescue mission. This was quite interesting
because all we did was provide transportation. The Belgians provided a 500-man combat
battalion of paratroopers and we dropped them over Stanleyville. In a way it was a marker for
other people in Africa that even though you weren't on the coast, the 20th century gunboats could
get you if you weren't careful.

It was done at the behest, pretty largely, of Averell Harriman. MacArthur had been in
Washington when they decided to do it. A number of people quailed a little bit when the
explosion took place at the UN over this because there was outrage on the part of the Third
World. Yet we ran the second one. We had about four or five rescue missions planned.

Q: Basically these were rebel units that were threatening a group of Europeans, including some
Americans at the Consulate at Stanleyville.

BEAUDRY: Yes. There were 40 or 50 Europeans who were about to be slaughtered, we



understood. It was a rebellion against the central government.
Q: Massambas I think they were called.

BEAUDRY: That is right and they had this mystical thing that they were impervious to bullets.
They got that way because none of the local constabulary could shoot.

Q: Since you mentioned Douglas MacArthur, who was the nephew of the General and a Career
Ambassador at many posts, he had a reputation of being a very difficult man to work for himself
and his wife even more so. How did you find being in that atmosphere?

BEAUDRY: My wife gets along with people very well, and she also had to deal with the
MacArthurs when we were in Brussels. The DCM's wife was Dutch and the economic
counselor's wife was French. Well, my wife was the first American wife in the rank order and
Mrs. MacArthur set great store by that. So she and Jackie got along pretty well. Except for one
night when Averell Harriman was there and my wife sat on one side and Mrs. MacArthur on the
other at dinner. We are from Maine and Harriman had a place in Maine and lots of background
on it. Jackie and Mr. Harriman started talking Maine politics and Mrs. MacArthur didn't like that.
It wasn't so much the politics but the fact that she was ignored by Harriman.

EDWARD L. KILLHAM
Political-Military Officer
Brussels (1963-1967)

Edward L. Killham was born in Illinois in 1926. He received a bachelor’s degree
from Northwestern University in 1949, a master’s degree from Columbia
University in 1950, and a master’s degree in public administration from Harvard
University in 1957. Mr. Killham joined the U.S. Army during World War Il and
served from 1944-1946 in Europe. His Foreign Service career included positions
in the United Kingdom, the Soviet Union, Belgium, Austria, and Spain. Mr.
Killham was interviewed by Robert Martens on December 18, 1992.

Q: And from there, where did you go?

KILLHAM: I went to Brussels to be Political-Military officer.

Q: I see. First time at Brussels?

KILLHAM: That's right. A fascinating time. As Pol-Mil officer, I had the great or ill fortune to
serve under two Ambassadors, both of whom thought they had invented the political/military
function -- Douglas MacArthur and Ridgway Knight. So I got a lot of close supervision -- most

of it helpful, but at times it made my life very complicated.

I tried to keep up my interests in communist affairs by doing a lot of reporting on the fight in the



Belgian Communist Party between the Soviet-aligned and the Chinese-aligned factions.
Q: This was when?

KILLHAM: In the mid 1960s.

Q: When the Sino-Soviet conflict was really heating up.

KILLHAM: We had good contacts in the intelligence community in Brussels and with the
Taiwanese. The ROC Naval Attaché happened to be a Dutchman who somehow had acquired
Chinese nationality and he and I got together from time to time. And, of course, I kept in touch
with the people at the Soviet Embassy, too, as much as I could.

STANLEY D. SCHIFF
Negotiator — Trade Issues, US Mission to the European Economic Community
Brussels (1964-1967)

Stanley D. Schiff was born in New Jersey in 1925. He received his Bachelor’s
degree from Rutgers University in 1948, and his Master’s Degree from Columbia
University the following year. He served as a First Lieutenant overseas in the US
Army from 1943 to 1946. Entering the Foreign Service in 1949, his postings
include Baden, Strasbourg, Liverpool, Trinidad, Pakistan, and Brussels. Schiff
was interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy on November 9, 2000.

Q: By this time, you were formally in the economic specialty?

SCHIFF: Yes.

Then in ’64, I went to Brussels to work in our Mission to the European Communities. My
specific assignment was the Kennedy Round negotiations. I was working on trade issues.

Q: This was 64 to when?
SCHIFF: ’67.
Q. Could you explain what the Kennedy Round meant?

SCHIFF: The overall objective was to lower tariff barriers worldwide on a nondiscriminatory
basis. Tariffs at that time were still fairly high, particularly in certain sectors. In our tariff
structure, we had certain sectors which were fairly modest in terms of the percentage of tariff,
but there were others, chemicals being one and some particular sectors within the chemical area,
which were very high. The Europeans had averaged their tariffs, so they didn’t have the highs
and lows that we did. And of course, we wanted the Japanese involved. The major agricultural
exporters - the Canadians, the Australians, the Argentines - shared our concern about the highly



protective arrangement for agriculture the European community had put in place and our interest
in maintaining effective access to that larger market.

Q: To catch the times, by this point, were tariffs basically to protect internally or were they to
raise money?

SCHIFF: In most cases, it was to protect. Some of these, as in the case of this chemical area that
I was talking about, were a holdover from something that happened during World War I where
we were concerned about protecting our organic chemicals industry. It was the Germans who
dominated the market at that time. This was done to protect a sector of American industry. It was
seen by others outside the United States and perhaps even many within the United States who
were not particularly interested in this protected sector as outdated. It was something that became
an important target especially for the Europeans. This was just one example. There were others
in other countries, too. On the other hand, as I just mentioned, the agricultural exporters were
quite apprehensive about being able to compete in the European community market because of
the highly protectionist regime they had for their farmers.

Q. What was the state of the European Community when you were in Brussels from ‘64- '67?

SCHIFF: A work in progress. There was a serious disruption at one point, about 1965, when the
French walked out for a period of time and totally disrupted the internal community business. Of
course, it had a paralyzing effect.

Q: This was just about the time that they opted out of NATO, wasn’t it?

SCHIFF: I can’t remember the date. One of the things they were concerned about was majority
voting. At that time, the Community operated on the basis of unanimity. When they vacated the
premises for a time, it had a very profound effect on the negotiations. In time, they came back.
They were, particularly with respect to agriculture, much more protectionist than other countries.
They were a main obstacle to doing more ambitious things in agriculture. As you know from
subsequent history, the European Union put up stiff resistance to liberalizing the agricultural
market...

Q: I've been told that while the French put up this great display, which is heartfelt, the Germans
very quietly smuggled out underneath it and didn’t let the French carry their water.

SCHIFF: That’s very true. German agriculture was higher cost and therefore higher priced, than
French agriculture. Within the Community, the French were the most efficient agricultural
producers. As they saw it, the original internal community political bargain was French
agriculture for German industry. They felt that the Germans were not doing their part. But this
has been a continuing problem. The French had what they consider a more socially responsible
view with respect to the agricultural policy. In the United States, the technological revolution in
agriculture gave impetus to a massive displacement of people working in agriculture, both labor
and smaller independent farmers. We paid a heavy price for this in the ‘50s and ‘60s because
many of these people did not have the skills for industrial jobs and also had to move into urban
areas, which created social and racial tensions. The French, as they perceived the same situation,



recognized that change was coming and that increasing productivity in agriculture meant need
fewer people would be needed, but they wanted that movement of people off the farms to be
much slower so that they could accommodate them socially and economically. You get these two
competing visions of how society should operate. We emphasize efficiency. The French are
somewhat more compassionate about this. So, the game is to try to strike a balance between
these two things.

Q: What part of this business did your job and your colleagues have?

SCHIFF: I was the one in our mission who was assigned the task of following the Kennedy
Round. I was the one who performed the liaison between our mission in Geneva, which is where
the trade negotiations went on, and the European Community officials. My contacts in Brussels
were with both the community’s staff who worked on these problems as well as with the
missions from the individual country members of the organization. Then I would go down to
Geneva and sit in on the negotiations there. I was the liaison with Ambassador Mike Blumenthal,
who was the head of the delegation at that time. So, it was a fascinating job.

Q: Who was the ambassador of the EC mission?

SCHIFF: Jack Tuthill. Excellent.

Q: He had come out of Brazil, where he had been involved in Operation Topsy, which was to cut
down on the number of Americans in our mission in Brazil, which was successful for a year or
wo.

SCHIFF: He didn’t have to worry about that in Brussels because we had a small mission with an
excellent caliber of people. Very professional. Highly regarded by other countries. But he also
had been ambassador to the OECD. So, he had varied European experience.

Q. When you were going between Brussels and Geneva, what was your role?

SCHIFF: Eating well. The dining in Brussels was fabulous and it was equally fabulous in
Geneva.

No, I was a source of information to our mission and to Washington about the thinking of the
European community on the major trade issues. That was my principle task, to be the reporter
and the analyst of European views and positions. Then conversely, to pass on to the Europeans
who were following this the views of the U.S.

Q: When the French pulled out of this, was everybody standing around with their mouths open?

SCHIFF: I can’t remember specially what transpired, except that the thing slowed down to a
crawl. I don’t remember how long they stayed out, but it wasn’t forever and it was in sufficient
time that we could complete the negotiations within the time established by U.S. legislation —
with some cliff-hangers along the way.



At one point, there was a headline in the paper that Secretary of State Dean Rusk was about to
fly to Geneva to try to get these negotiations settled one way or another. That didn’t happen.

Q: What about some of the other delegations? How about the British? How were our relations
with them?

SCHIFF: Good. They were probably closer in their thinking to us than they were to the European
Community. The agricultural exporters were much closer in their thinking to us. Agriculture was
a real stumbling block. The European Community and particularly the French felt they had not
been a community for terribly long. It was established in 1958. It was still a fragile structure. But
the Australians, Argentines, and Canadians’ objectives were similar to ours. The British in the
industrial area similarly. I didn’t follow the negotiations with the Japanese, but one thing I do
remember was that when the agreement was finally signed, there were still bilateral negotiations
going on between the Japanese and our guys.

What we learned in later years or came to appreciate more keenly was that there were so-called
“non-tariff barriers” which were a lot more or certainly equally significant with tariffs. What you
might call “non-tariff barriers” frequently had to do with institutional arrangements or attitudes
that were internal to a society and they were after much more difficult to deal with.

Q: Speaking of that, did you have the feeling that, looking back at our own system, we talk in big
terms of freeing things, but we have a pretty heavily subsidized agricultural system of our own?

SCHIFF: Yes, we do.
Q: Was that on the table, too?

SCHIFF: Yes. That was part of the negotiations. What we were talking about on the European
side was similar, but they had introduced a very complex system of protection at the border,
which was designed basically to limit competition on price. We became very much the residual
suppliers. We wanted an opportunity to compete and we were being screened out. Our
opportunities were limited. That was what the negotiation was really all about. No, we were not
totally pure then and I doubt that we are today — not only with agriculture, but with other things
as well.

Q: The agricultural side was a little earlier on, but the great war between the United States and
Europe became known as the Chicken War. Was that a factor? Could you explain what it was?

SCHIFF: I wasn’t in Brussels at that time. That happened shortly before I got there. It had been
settled by the time I did get there. What I did see was the legacy of this episode. The Chicken
War was a case of the Europeans using a form of protection which made it very difficult for
American poultry exporters to get access to the European market. We had become very efficient
poultry producers. This had led to a serious dispute between the countries. As you might expect
with episodes like this, there was a lingering effect, which as I perceived it, was distrust on both
sides. Each side accused the other of having misbehaved, not having been trustworthy during the
negotiations. It took some time to work on that, to try to overcome that. It was an intangible, but



an important intangible. In time, it was overcome.
Q: When you left there in ’67, do you think things were moving along? France was back in.

SCHIFF: This had been a very successful negotiation. I think it was one from which everybody
could take satisfaction. When I came back to Washington, I remember saying to one of my
colleagues something to the effect that, “Well, with this negotiation over, the next logical step
would be monetary unity, and it would not be long off.” I was only off by about 30 years.

Q: As we speak today, the euro is taking another step. It’s next year that the franc and the mark
will disappear.

SCHIFF: I just saw in an article that the Greeks have decided to abandon the drachma and will
join. I think it’s 2002 that it becomes an exchangeable currency. I think one of the things which
the Kennedy Round did was to strengthen the cement of the European Community structure.
They had a common external policy. They had adopted certain common policies internally as
well. They had a single tariff structure for the entire community. They had a lot going for them.
It seemed that the inescapable next step would be the monetary union.

Q. How was life in Belgium in those days? Did you have much contact with the Belgians?
SCHIFF: No. My contacts were just about exclusively with people from the European
Community, the so-called “permanent delegations” or the bureaucracy. I had no contact with the
Belgians except their restaurants and pubs.

Q: In '67, whither?

SCHIFF: The Industrial College of the Armed Forces at Fort McNair.

Q: That would be ‘67-°68?

SCHIFF: Yes.

Q: This has always been an interesting experience for Foreign Service people, to rub up against
another... How did you find it?

SCHIFF: Fascinating. It happened to be a very tumultuous year in America. Robert Kennedy and
Martin Luther King were both assassinated during that year.

Q: ’68 was a year of revolution in Europe, too.

SCHIFF: One of my more poignant memories of that year was, a discussion came out of what I
believe was our final class seminar. It was on the use of the military in civil disturbances. If you
looked out the window of our classroom, you could see Washington burning. Had that discussion
taken place early in the academic year, the sentiments and thoughts expressed would have been -
in my judgement- quite different. [But] no one endorsed the rioting and looting.



Q: This was after Martin Luther King was assassinated.

SCHIFF: It was a very enlightening experience. One of the things which I got out of it was to
learn not to think in terms of a uniform mindset, a military mindset. It was just folly to think of
the military in this way. These were intelligent, mostly thoughtful people. They differed among
themselves just like the rest of us did. For them, it was more of a learning experience than it was
for those of us who came from civilian agencies and particularly for us coming from the State
Department. I found it a fascinating experience.

Q: All these great promises were made, that if you go to the War College, you 're specifically
selected, so this means an assignment will be ready and waiting for you. Most of us who 've gone
through this process have found “out of sight, out of mind.”

SCHIFF: I did have an assignment waiting for me. I had no problems in that respect. I went to
the Economic Bureau. I became the director of Commodity Affairs.

Q: You were there from when to when?

SCHIFF: By the time I got there, it was almost 69 — probably fall of ’68. I stayed there for about
two years and then moved to take over the Regional Affairs Office in NEA. That was from ‘72-
’74, so this would have been “70-"72.

0: Was Jules Katz...
SCHIFF: Jules became the deputy assistant secretary and I took over this job.
Q: He was the towering figure in the economic side. What were you doing?

SCHIFF: There were about three categories of commodities that we dealt with. The most
difficult ones at that time were cotton textiles and steel. We dealt with metals and minerals.
Chrome was a concern at the time. We also dealt with tropical products like coffee, cocoa, and
tea.

We were still in the Johnson administration. In the Johnson administration, one of the key
struggles was over steel. There was enormous pressure from the domestic steel industry as well
as the unions to cut down on “the flood of imports” from outside the country. What was
ultimately done (I can’t say [ was a party to this. The actual engineering took place just before |
got there) was a so-called “voluntary restraint” arrangement. That is a real misnomer because
lots of arms were twisted. The result was that major steel exporters “voluntarily” agreed to
restrain their exports to the U.S.

Q: You were making a real adjustment from going out and trying to break down these barriers in
Brussels and Geneva and came back and found yourself trying to keep the bastards out.

SCHIFF: Yes. There was a lot of pressure for them. Of course, the same had been true for



textiles. There had been a separate deal worked out on textiles when George Ball got trade
authority approved by Congress. That made the Kennedy Round possible. So, textiles were
highly protected. The basic problem was working out bilateral trade agreements under that
general arrangement. Jules Rutz had been intimately involved in the negotiations of an
international coffee agreement. So, he tended to watch over that. But there was an interest on the
part — and discussions never came to much — with respect to cocoa and tea... Then in the metals
and minerals area, the main problem was chrome. This was because there was a ban on imports
of chrome from Rhodesia, which made it difficult for our domestic users to get supplies of
chrome. The two sources were Turkey and Russia. Getting supplies from the Soviet Union raised
political questions. So, those were the things that occupied much of my attention in the two years
that [ was there. It wasn’t a terribly enjoyable experience for reasons which you mentioned.

ARVA C. FLOYD
Political Officer
Brussels (1964-1967)
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Brussels (1967-1969)
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FLOYD: ‘64 to ’69. I had, in effect, two assignments in Belgium; they were two entirely
different functions.

Q: What was your first assignment?
FLOYD: I was a political officer.

Q: There’s always been this division between the two parts of the country. What was the
situation in '64, when you were there in Belgium?

FLOYD: That’s an ongoing problem for the Belgians; I don’t think they’ll ever resolve it totally.
It in a sense it defined everything. People considered themselves either Francophone or
Flemings. The Socialist Party, as did all the political parties, had their two different wings — one
Flemish and one Francophone or French-speaking. But at the same time, things were worked out
to the point where there was a quite systematic division of responsibility in the government



among the French-speaking and Flemish-speaking Belgians. There was no violence while I was
there.

Things were basically worked out with the exception of one issue, which was the issue of
Brussels and how to deal with it. Brussels was a basically French-speaking city located in
Flanders, the Flemish-speaking part of Belgium. Like most large cities, it was growing, so it was
a dynamic element, which made it hard to work out any sort of permanent modus operendi. But I
think that’s about all you need to say about it. It complicated life for the Belgians, in terms of
governing the country in a variety of ways. In most respects, they worked out an arrangement
that they could live with and was acceptable to both sides.

Q: How did we work it? I assume most of our officers didn’t speak Flemish. Was that a problem?
FLOYD: Not really. The Flemings, the older ones, people of about my age or older, and most of
the educated Flemings spoke French. The younger people were consciously avoiding learning
French, to a certain extent: they were very oriented toward English. Most educated Flemings
spoke quite good English, as well.

Q: What slice of the political spectrum were you dealing with?

FLOYD: Domestic politics up to a point, but also following Belgian-U.S. relations — the triangle
we had with the Belgians and the Congolese. I was basically reporting on what the Belgians were

doing.

Q: Belgium and its issues related to colonies were not settled at this time, were they? There were
problems in the Congo.

FLOYD: There were enormous problems. I arrived in Brussels right after the independence of
the Congo, which was a very chaotic time. We were cooperating with the Belgians in trying to
rescue Belgians and others who were being held in Stanleyville, essentially as hostages, by the
political group which controlled the area up in the north. And there was a rescue attempt of these
people, in which Belgian parachutists ...

Q: This was Operation Dragon Rouge [Operation Red Dragon].

FLOYD: Yes.

Q: Did you get involved in this sort of thing?

FLOYD: It was well along, when I arrived. I was following it, along with other issues, in the
political sector. I was not very directly involved.

Q: The ambassador, when you arrived, was Douglas MacArthur?

FLOYD: Yes.



Q: What was your impression of his operation?

FLOYD: Well, he’s a very strong-willed, self-centered man. I think he basically did a pretty
good job. He was difficult to work with. He had a very idiosyncratic personality, and was very
domineering toward his subordinates, but he wasn’t there long after I arrived. He left.

Q: Who took his place?

FLOYD: Ridgway Knight, who was much more suave and easy-going. He was a very active
ambassador, but not nearly so domineering as MacArthur.

Q: Was there a bureaucratic battle within the State Department between the African bureau
dealing with the Congo and the European bureau dealing with Belgium?

FLOYD: To a point, I guess; but, there was not very much of it. The Belgians had no real interior
ambitions for Africa. King Leopold had found himself a colony, which he then passed on to
Belgium. They had some interest in it, but once there was a prospect that there would be violence
if Belgium wanted to hang onto the place, the Belgians lost interest quickly. Belgian companies
played a prominent role in the Congo; Union Miniére was the biggest of the mining companies
down in Katanga Province, so they had that interest.

Independence arrived very chaotically, as you remember, and with a good deal of local violence;
and Belgians fled in large numbers. So there was a Belgian population there after everything
settled down, but it was much smaller than it had been. The Belgians, basically, were interested
in preserving and protecting to the extent they could, their economic interests there. They also
did not want the Congo to “become communist”. They were partners with us in the North
Atlantic Alliance. Kennedy, who was in office then, tended to take Africa and the threat of
communist domination or influence in Africa much more seriously, at least during the beginning
of his administration, than the previous republican administration had taken it, and the Belgians
welcomed this.

Basically, we got along pretty well with the Belgians, and therefore there were no real conflicts
with the African desk. I mean, the African desk couldn’t, wouldn’t have had the kind of
parochial concern they might have had if the Congo then had been any kind of functioning
political entity. It wasn’t; it was terribly torn apart; it was a huge, gigantic sore in the middle of
Africa. Everybody wanted to try to stabilize things, and to get some sort of acceptable and
responsible, effective government in power. So that’s the long answer.

Q: Within Belgium, were there any reverberations within the Belgian body politic from the
disassociation of France from NATO and the movement of the NATO structure there, other than
the physical thing of all of a sudden ending up with some more embassies?

FLOYD: There wasn’t much, frankly. The Belgians deplored anything which would call into the
question the integrity of the Atlantic alliance, and the effectiveness of NATO. They were a small
country, and they’d been invaded many times over — that’s all an old story. As small countries
go, they had a fairly strong residual sense of the need to protect their security with respect to



involvement with outside countries. Belgium was also a neighbor of France, and the southern
part of Belgium, the Walloons area, had long-standing cultural, sometimes family, ties with
France. So the Belgians simply just wanted to stay out of trouble and to maintain what they could
of the security environment.

The things the French did were disruptive up to a point, but it was in large measure, in my
opinion, a matter of posturing. The French recognized that they needed the United States in
Europe; they wouldn’t admit it, but they would occasionally acknowledge it. However, they
wanted to take some distance from us symbolically and politically and so forth, without really
undermining the security arrangement which existed.

In dealing with Belgium, you’ve got to remember that Belgium is not really a nation-state at all;
Belgian national pride, national assertiveness and so forth, almost doesn’t exist. You’ve got these
two separate communities we talked about. So any Belgian government is likely to be a
government which simply tries to make do. That was their attitude during the trouble with France
over NATO.

Q: Did you go to party meetings and things of this nature much?

FLOYD: I didn’t too much, no. We had an officer in the section who did a good deal of that, but
I did not. I saw these people a lot, but I was not directly concerned with party political stuff.

Q: Were we at all concerned about the communist party in Belgium at the time?
FLOYD: No.

Q: There wasn't the third of the vote going to the communists that there was in France, or Italy
was there?

FLOYD: They had one or two senators and maybe five deputies, but that was the extent of it.
They wouldn’t even have had that except for the proportional representation system. They were
not a factor.

Q: A lot of countries were having the chicken wars and various trade confrontations. Sounds like
things were on a pretty even keel.

FLOYD: There were no serious commercial squabbles of that nature. What there was, and there
wasn’t much, it would have been sorted out within the GATT (General Agreement on Trade and
Tariffs) organization.

skskok
Q: You said you had two jobs while you were in Brussels from '64 to "69. What was the second?

FLOYD: A second tour. I came back as political-military counselor. My biggest responsibility
was to negotiate logistical arrangements for using Belgian territory in one way or another,



replacing the logistical facilities we had lost in France. Partly, it was a line-of-communications
matter. By line-of-communications, I mean a supply line into a possible central front. We wanted
authority and some sort of understanding with the Belgians, that if war should break out, we
could come in and supply either through ports or, if necessary, over the beach, quote unquote;
that we would have staging areas that could be set aside for our use, and that this would be part
of Belgian war planning. We weren’t looking for bases or anything of that sort. It was a matter of
cooperating with the Belgians. These were basically military questions, and the negotiations
were done jointly by the embassy; usually me or the ambassador if necessary, on the one hand,
and the European Command on the other. In other words, as you remember, we had dual hats in
that the U.S. Commander of Europe was also the Supreme Allied Commander of Europe
(SACEUR). But, under his U.S. hat, he had a large American staff, which were concerned with
logistics, supplies, training, and so forth, of the American forces in Germany. So, that’s the way
we handled it. All these things were highly sensitive areas for the Belgians of course, which is
why the embassy insisted that we lead the negotiations, at least nominally and that the American
embassy person present would present the U.S. side. Belgium is a very small country, they’re
sensitive to anybody who is not conscious of their prerogatives and their rights and so forth.

Q: So, in many ways, you were working with the Belgians and with our military — it was almost a
dual negotiation, wasn’t it?

FLOYD: That’s right. With our own military, we didn’t have any serious problems, really; it was
a matter of coordination, understanding and so forth; I wouldn’t call it exactly a negotiation.
With the Belgians, we did want some fairly specific assurances that were not at the treaty level,
nor even government-to-government agreements. These were just understandings within the
NATO context as to what areas and routes we could use, and where we could store things which
would be needed in the event of a crisis. For example, trucks: if we had had to use Belgian
territory to supply essential fronts, we would have needed transportation, so we wanted to place
in Belgium large numbers of vehicles of all sorts which could be used when needed. Of course, it
had to be worked out with the Belgian military as it has implications for Belgian war planning
including in their planning for how they would protect and look after the needs of their citizen
population in wartime and related areas. So, it got fairly complicated at times; but, basically,
these were business-like talks without much suspicion or animosity.

Q: What was your and your colleagues impression of the Belgian military at this time?

FLOYD: I don’t think any of the small European countries had any military establishment that
could compare to ours or that anybody would take very seriously. The Belgians had elite
paratroop units and Air Force units, which were first-class; these were small elites, that were not
amorphous, draftee-oriented military establishments. And, as I’ve said before, as there was no
national sense in Belgium, Belgium has almost no military pride. They were proud of their
heroism during World War I and so forth.

Q: In World War 11, the king let the Belgians down by surrendering rather quickly didn’t he?

FLOYD: The king saw what was going on and drew the necessary conclusion. There was no
bitterness about that, to my knowledge.



Q: Were there any problems that resulted from having to deal with a country that almost has a
split personality or a lack of a cohesive national identity? Did you have to make sure that you
paid attention to one group and then to the other group all the time?

FLOYD: Yes, some; but, given the fact that power was very much divided in the Belgian
government and in Belgian politics between the two groups, if you dealt with the people who had
authority and counted, you were going to be, ipso facto, dealing with the right people. No, that
wasn’t really a problem. The suspicion and low-level conflict between these two groups didn’t
extend to that level. Obviously, we’d only seen French-speaking people, but that was never an
issue.

Q: So you left Belgium in ’69.

FLOYD: Yes.

ERNEST KOENIG
Agricultural Attaché, US Mission to the European Economic Community
Brussels (1964-1973)

Ernest Koenig was born in Vienna, Austria in 1917. He received a bachelor’s
degree from Masaryk College in Czechoslovakia. He migrated to the U.S. in 1948
and received a master’s degree from. His Forein Service career included
positions in Bonn, Brussels, Geneva, Paris, and Washington, DC. Mr. Koenig
retired in August 1990. He was interviewed by Quentin Bates on August 19, 1995.

Q: When did you leave Germany?

KOENIG: In 1964. I was transferred to the U.S. Mission to the European Economic
Communities in Brussels. I was first Assistant Agricultural Attaché and then Agricultural
Attaché. At about that time, the EC Commission in Brussels began to apply the first market
regulations for various agricultural products, first for fruits and vegetables, then for rice and then
for pork. In the course of the following years over 90 percent of the agricultural commodities
produced in the six common market countries were subjected to detailed and strict market
regulations. These were accompanied by numerous implementing regulations. At that time
English was not one of the official languages of the EEC. I therefore translated many of the
important laws and regulations. Almost all of them aimed at assuring domestic producer prices
exceeding world market prices; protected them by restrictive import devices that consisted
largely of non-tariff measures and provided for market intervention and export subsidies. It was
difficult to keep abreast of this legal labyrinth and required close contacts with Commission and
Member states officials, diplomats of third country Missions and embassies, and also with trade
organizations which out of self-interest followed closely the never ending flow of laws, and
endeavored to understand all its intricate details and all its many loopholes. The common
agricultural policy was so intricate because it was the result of heavy bargaining. Any concession



made to one member country had to be often repaid by concessions to other member states. The
loopholes in this legislation led to widespread fraud amounting to hundred millions of dollars.
For instance, export subsidies were paid when, in reality, the export in question was merely from
one to another member state; import levies were sometimes evaded.

The progressive expansion of the common agricultural policy led to trade conflicts between the
Community and most third countries. However, none of the latter had as big and as variegated an
agriculture as the United States. Hence there were constant frictions followed by protests and the
exchange of notes between us and the EEC. I believe at the end of my stay in Brussels, there
were few U.S. farm products which were not unfavorably affected by the common agricultural
policy.

The work in Brussels became further complicated, when the EEC concluded a number of so-
called Association Agreements with third countries, such as Israel, Spain and the Maghreb
countries. These were, in fact, preferential agreements in favor of these countries, but initially
they affected our trade interests to a minor degree like the so-called Yaounde Agreement which
gave trade preferences to the former colonies of the European countries which participated in the
common market.

In the years 1965-67 the Kennedy Round of trade negotiations took place in Geneva. These
negotiations affected strongly trade relations between the EEC and the United States. The U.S.
Mission in Brussels was actively involved in these negotiations, and Mission officers traveled
frequently to Geneva in order to assist our negotiators. I, too, spent a considerable time in the
agricultural groups of these negotiations. The agricultural negotiations in the Kennedy Round
were difficult and protracted because the EEC feared that concessions to third countries would
unravel the painfully achieved construction of the common agricultural policy.

Q: What was the outcome of the Kennedy Round?

KOENIG: The Kennedy Round brought no solution to the many trade problems that had been
created by the Community's agricultural policy. They remained unsolved. An International
Commodity Agreement for Wheat was -- so to say -- imposed on American agriculture contrary
to the judgement of our experts. Its price provisions were quite unrealistic, and it broke down a
few weeks after it had come into force.

Q. What were the so-called "monetary compensatory amounts?"

KOENIG: Brussels was not a place where one could remain idle. The common market was very
dynamic, and every so often new issues arose. For instance, originally the system of uniform
prices was based on stable exchange rate. As soon as these began to diverge, and this was -- [
believe -- for the first time in the summer of 1969, the common price system threatened to break
down. It was, so to speak, repaired by superimposing on it a system of so-called "monetary
compensatory amounts." These were additions or subtractions to the common prices expressed in
local currency which were supposed to have the effect of restoring the purchasing power of the
common prices to what they had been before the exchange rates started to fluctuate. This system
was often modified. It became so complex that only a few experts in the Commission and in the



member states understood it and were able to manage it. It probably introduced considerable
arbitrariness in the EEC's agricultural system.

Q: What happened when the EEC was enlarged?

KOENIG: At the end of the sixties, the U.K., Denmark and Ireland joined the EEC. They
accepted the system of common farm prices to which they gradually adjusted in the course of a
transition period. This transitional system brought new complexities in our dealings with the
EEC and in their dealings with each other. The increase in protection in these countries, the
implicit preferences which they granted henceforth to their new EEC partners and the incentives
they gave to increasing production worked all to the further disadvantage of U.S. agriculture.
Moreover, the new member states, particularly the U.K., had previously granted important trade
concessions to the U.S. The amount of compensation due to the U.S. for the loss of these
concessions remained in dispute.

Q: There were many debates between us and the EEC regarding soybeans. Can you speak about
this?

KOENIG: This is an interesting topic. After the U.S. had acquiesced in the system of EEC
variable levies on grains and other products, the EEC spokesman pretended that there had been a
deal: in exchange for American acquiescence on certain NTB's, they had agreed on zero tariffs
for soybeans. This was not true. However, after a while, they found out that their farmers
considered soybeans and soymeal to be an excellent substitute for grains, due to the price
distorting effects of the variable levy system. Imports of soybeans and soymeal increased and
tended to displace domestic grains. The EEC tried to counteract this by playing with the idea of
imposing an internal tax on soy products. This was so strongly resisted by the U.S. that the EEC
desisted from this idea. Later on, however, the EEC encouraged the domestic production of
soybeans and of other oilseeds, whose output increased greatly. The agricultural relations
between the United States and the EEC were ripe for a major collision or, in order to avoid it, for
a major negotiation.

Q: You mentioned before problems arising from food legislation.

KOENIG: While in Brussels I was more and more occupied with a problem, which I had already
encountered in Germany. The Germans had promulgated a new food law, which diverged from
ours in several respects. Already during the chicken war, the Germans had alleged that our
poultry was particularly susceptible to salmonella or that we were feeding hormones to chickens.
This was pure propaganda, but had nevertheless a certain effect and impacted on the sale of
American products in Germany. However, food legislation that influenced sales from third
countries became a serious trade issue, when the member states of the Community were obliged
to harmonize their own food legislation, in order to avoid that food norms and standards become
an obstacle to intra-community trade. All U.S. fresh, dried and canned fruits, citrus, poultry,
meat offals, wine and many other products were affected by these measures. There were even
threats to stop imports of American grain, unless it was accompanied by a certificate indicating
that it was free of DDT residues.



I was, of course, able to understand and handle all the legal and trade policy aspects of these new
developments, but I was not competent to discuss their scientific merits. FAS therefore appointed
an ARS scientist as Assistant Agricultural Attaché to the Brussels office, who dealt exclusively
with food law problems. The new food legislation did not only cover the wholesomeness or risks
entailed by additives and pesticides, but also the labeling of food products and the standard sizes
of packaging. The problem of labeling became easier, when English became one of the official
languages of the Community.

I spent a lot of time on food legislation, the more so as many American business representatives
visited our office and solicited our assistance in this field. (At that time the Commission did not
accept petitions or advice involving food legislation from domestic or foreign industries, but was
open to diplomatic representations. Hence, representations by my office (not in the form of
protests but as expression of our opinion) became an avenue of approach for U.S. food industries
in order to convey their views and ideas to the EEC Commission.)

THERESA A. TULL
Vice Consul
Brussels (1965-1966)

Ambassador Theresa Tull was born in New Jersey in 193, and received her
bachelor’s degree from the University of Maryland. She was posted in Saigon, Da
Nang, Laos, and the Philippines, and served as ambassador to Guyana and
Brunei. On November 9, 2004 she was interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy.

Q: You were in Brussels from '64 until when?
TULL: °65 and ’66, 64 was spent in Chicago, and in language training.
Q: Oh, I see. So, '65 and '66. How was Brussels when you got there in '65?

TULL: It was a fun place to live. You were perfectly situated for enjoying Europe. Brussels even
today its sort of a little hub. You can go out in many directions just for a few hours and go to
interesting places. Paris was three hours by train. Amsterdam I think two or three hours. So, from
that point of view it was very nice. I had visited Europe before. I had gone in 1961 for five weeks
on my own and had a really good, a good experience with Europe so I wasn’t cold to the idea of
being over there, but it was great. At the embassy, the ambassador was Douglas MacArthur, 11
and I recall being very impressed that even though I was just a brand new junior officer when I
called on him he spent about a half an hour outlining U.S. relations with Brussels, what the
issues were that they were facing and I thought that was pretty decent. He was very tough. He
was not very well liked at the embassy. He had a bad temper but overall was impressive. His
wife...

Q. Wahwee.



TULL: Lord help us. Wasn’t she the speaker of the house’s daughter or something?
Q: Barkley’s daughter.

TULL: Alben Barkley’s daughter. She was a piece of work. I was, I guess | was one of only a
few women officers at the embassy. I think they were a little unsure of what to do with me in
terms of protocol. At that time every new spouse of all new officers had to pay a formal call on
the wife of everybody who outranked them on the diplomatic list. In my case since I was at the
bottom of the list and was an officer, not a spouse, I didn’t know, should I do this or not? The
word came back yes, you should make these calls. In the meantime start doing your work,
running out and doing all these calls as your work permitted. I did that. It was in a way kind of
useful because I did get to meet people I wouldn’t have met, otherwise. The wives welcomed me
into their homes. The bosses back in the embassy were not too happy that I would be walking out
in the afternoon to pay calls, but, you had to do that. Again, what was the name of the
ambassador’s wife? Wahwee or something?

Q: I'm not sure, but she’s known as Wahwee.

TULL: Once a month she had a coffee for the embassy wives and they decided to invite me. The
residence was utterly gorgeous, an old chateau right next to the embassy. Coffee and tea were
served, with lovely little cookies. Mrs. MacArthur, however, drank champagne which she did not
offer to her guests. For me, that was not good breeding. In my home, my mother taught us that
you offered what you had to your guests and you didn’t sit there and drink something or eat
something if you couldn’t offer it to your guests. I found it strange hostess behavior.

Q: Did you get caught in any of these things with Mrs. MacArthur calling on you at the last
minute to come and almost wait on her? You hear these stories that have come out that she could
be very difficult at times.

TULL: She was known to be very difficult and the word was that she was an alcoholic. I didn’t

see her drunk. I saw her drinking champagne when the rest of us were offered coffee, but, no, I

wasn’t called over for anything extra like that. Then later Ridgway Brewster Knight became the
ambassador and he was different.

Q: Was there an interesting political situation in Belgium at the time you went there or not?

TULL: Yes, to an extent there was. Zaire, the former Belgian Congo, had not been free very
long. We’re talking ’65 and *66 and I remember one day pretty early on in my stay where
everybody got quite concerned because a demonstration was storming toward the embassy. It
turned out it was a demonstration to thank us for sending an airlift to get some of those people
out of some beleaguered spot in the Congo.

Q: 1 think this was Operation Dragon Rouge if I recall. I interviewed Ambassador MacArthur
some years ago and talked about that where we used our air facilities to drop Belgian
paratroopers.



TULL: We did something and I was thinking, what is this? It was the peak of Vietnam and I was
expecting anti-Vietnam demonstrations, which we did get occasionally, and we had extra police
guards at the embassy, but this was a thank you America. This was nice. That was good. I had an
interesting experience though that I might mention.

Q: Yes?

TULL: Three weeks into my tour in Brussels I was living in a hotel, I hadn’t found a place to

live yet. I was in a hotel about six blocks from the embassy and I was made the duty officer
which terrified me three weeks in, what do I do? Well, okay, they must know what they’re doing.
About 2:00 a.m. on Sunday morning I get a phone call from the embassy commo people and they
said there’s a Niact immediate. [ knew enough to know that I had to go in immediately. I flipped
through the pages of the duty book to confirm this, and yes, I have to go in. I went in by taxi. I
didn’t like as a woman hailing a cab at 2:00 a.m. but I did. At the embassy, I read the cable. For
one thing it was sent to us as an information copy; we weren’t action. It was from Lubumbashi to
whatever the capital was.

Q: It was Leopoldville at the time. You were doing consular work for about a year then. What
sort of work were you doing?

TULL: Visas. Mostly visitor visas, but some immigrant visas. Not much citizenship. Citizenship
services, but it was mostly visas. We had in Brussels two officers, the consul and vice consul,
usually a rotational junior officer. For three months we were sent to Antwerp, a constituent post
and that was interesting, but we had to take the train every day. They didn’t have housing
accommodations there. We did a broader array of consular work there. They had shipping
problems and things like that that we’d get involved in. It was visa work that made me decide. If
I ended up being in consular work I would ask to transfer to be a secretary in the political
section. I could not stand it.

Q: In Antwerp did you get involved in dealing with seamen and shipping?

TULL: Yes. Nothing too exciting, but they would come in. There were certain things they had to
have done. I guess the captain had to have certain things certified and all.

Q: No mutinies?

TULL: No mutinies, no. Maybe a missing seaman or someone who needed help.
Q: Did you get involved with prison visits and things of that nature?

TULL: No.

Q: Just pretty routine stuff.



TULL: Never did that. In Brussels when I would have the consular duty I did go to the hospital a
few times to visit to his great shock and delight I would have to say an American gentleman who
was sick and alone. He’d been on a tour and had had a heart attack or something. We were
notified and I went over to visit him. He was so grateful and was just astounded that anybody
had come. I had one fascinating consular case in Brussels. I was vice consul.

Q: Let me just.
Q: This is tape two, side one with Terry Tull. Yes?

TULL: I was starting to talk about this particular consular case that was quite exciting. This
gentleman came in looking very harried and sits down and says, “I want to talk to a man.” I said,
“Well, sir, I'm the vice consul.” A lot of people just assumed I was a secretary. They’d see a
woman and think “secretary”. He said, “Well, I need to talk to a man.” I said, “Well, sir, my boss
1s also a woman and she looks to me to handle these initial interviews and in fact, she’s on leave
just now. What is the problem? Maybe we can help you; just feel free and relax.” He sat down
with the wildest story you ever heard. He said he had discovered a sunken Spanish ship off the
coast of Florida, and had retrieved some gold coins and perhaps jewelry. He had mortgaged his
home to get money to go to Spain. He had gone to Spain and had tried to interest the Spanish
government into coming up with money to salvage this vessel but they weren’t interested.
According to his story he had gone through all his money and he had sold some of the coins to
finance the trip and he was now absolutely destitute in Brussels with a wife and I think six
children ranging in age down to about three years old and they were there, desperate for funds to
return to the U.S. in our waiting room.

It would have been the biggest repatriation case I’ve ever handled. But he didn’t want to give up.
He said, “My wife is Mormon, if you can get us to a Mormon group they’ll help us.” I said,
“Well, I know there are Mormons in Brussels” I’m thinking to myself, but I don’t know that
they’re going to want to take in eight people, but he insisted. I called, but first I told the
gentleman his options. I said we can process you right now for repatriation to get you all back to
the States and you will have to eventually pay it off as a loan. He said, “No, I’m sure the
Mormons will help.” I got in touch with the head of the Mormon group in Brussels. They said,
“What?” I said, “Yes, there’s this gentleman here and his wife who is a very devout Mormon.
I’m offering to do a repatriation loan to get them back to the States, but they insist that you will
help.” He says, “Well, all right, send them over and we’ll see what we can do.” What the
Mormon’s apparently did was, they gave them enough money to go to Rotterdam. They told the
man that he could probably get passage on a ship. I got a call from Rotterdam, I don’t know
whether we had a consulate there or not, from Holland somewhere, saying, “What did you
people do, dumping your repatriation case on us?” I said, “What do you mean?” I didn’t even
know it happened. I said, “These people wanted the Mormons to help them. I offered to do the
repatriation.” He said, “Well, they’re up here now.” The distressed American thought that if the
Mormons gave them enough money to get the family on a train to Rotterdam he could try to get
his way back to the States on a ship, as the Mormons had suggested. Anyway, that was wild and
woolly consular case. This man, I think he was serious. He might have actually found a treasure
ship, I’ll never know. But he had to talk to a man, none of this talking to a woman.



Q: Well, usually, when that is, its “I was caught in a whorehouse and they took all my money.”

TULL: That’s right. The truth is stranger than fiction.

JOHN T. MCCARTHY
Political Officer
Brussels (1965-1967)

John T. McCarthy was born in New York, New York in 1939. He received a
bachelor’s degree from Manhattan College in 1961 and entered the Foreign
Service in 1962. His career included positions in Belgium, Thailand, Pakistan,
Lebanon, and Washington, DC. Mr. McCarthy was interviewed in 1996 by
Charles Stuart Kennedy.

Q: You were in Brussels from 65 to 67, what were you doing there?

MCCARTHY: When I got there so early, they came up with a very interesting assignment for
me. They sent me to Antwerp for 4 months because there was an election coming. I think the
election was going to be in June. This was one of the periods when Flemish-Walloon relations
were very exacerbated. There was a Flemish party running in the elections and people thought
that it might be going to do well. Up until then they really hadn't done very well.

So I was assigned to go there, meet some people, do some reporting on this Flemish party. It
turned out, coincidentally, that the chairman of the party lived on the same street where I'd found
a temporary apartment so we saw each other a few times. I got to go to places like Ghent and
Bruges, very interesting cities in Flanders. That was fine. We enjoyed that. Then after 4 months
we moved back to Brussels.

I was working in the embassy, the first year or so, as the ambassador's staff assistant. This was a
very good ambassador, a man named Ridgway Knight. After that I was in the political section
mostly following youth issues and a little bit of an African angle as well. I knew a lot of young
African students. I was keeping an eye on them. And I was working with the youth branches of
the different Belgian political parties. So it was largely a youth-oriented, definitely a domestic
political reporting job.

Q: This was still sort of an aftermath of the Kennedy time, youth officers. There was a big play,
there had to be youth officer, which meant you had to be young.

MCCARTHY: I was still young. I definitely did about half of my job working with both African
and Belgian young people and young people's organizations.

Q: Can you explain a little about how you saw your role and what we were trying to do with
youth because this is not something that continued on much later on, per se.



MCCARTHY: It continued, there was a period, it was my second time back in Brussels when it
had gotten a more formalistic air. We were worried about what we called the Successor
Generation in Europe. We had gotten along very well with the people with whom we fought
World War II together, our allies, all of the politicians in the ‘50s and the ‘60s with whom we'd
built NATO. And by the late ‘70s we were worried about who was coming next.

But, you're right, it was a more cerebral, less pounding the pavement kind of thing. I think the
youth officer, and certainly what [ was doing, was I knew all -- every Belgian political party had
a youth wing -- I knew the leaders of all of those youth wings. Belgium was a good ally and a
very comfortable kind of place so they didn't mind inviting me to their party conferences and
conventions. And I was pretty obvious, pretty evident. Once in a while people would sort of look
at me and say: what are you doing here? But it didn't come up that often. This was still a period
when -- God, you would run into it in such funny kinds of ways, such open kinds of ways -- my
wife and I went into a bar in Liege and people started buying us drinks because we were
Americans and we had liberated the city. This was in 65, 20 years after it had happened. But
everybody who lived through the war was still young and still very active, still active enough.

I think you couldn't have done that, in fact, in the ‘70s and in the ‘80s. People would have said
you came from the Agency and what were you doing, spying around.

The same with the Africans. They were trying to figure out whether they could parlay a
relationship with me into some scholarship to the states. What I was trying to do was find out
what they were sensing in terms of what was going on back in their own governments. It was
basically Zaire, Rwanda, Burundi those particular countries.

Q: Particularly in the Belgian Congo, the Belgians were considered by most of the rest, as being
terribly remiss. Something like 3 college graduates during the time that they ruled the Congo.
How did you find the Belgians treating the Africans?

MCCARTHY: Two different things because by 65, 66, I think Belgium had been stung by that
kind of criticism. They were being very generous in their scholarships to African students. So
that Brussels in particular, but Louvain and the other university towns, had all sorts of African
students who were studying on full scholarships. The place was full of them.

Belgium, and I guess again the Flemish get the most criticism for this, but it has aspects of
racism built into the society so that a lot of the African students weren't very comfortable in their
surroundings and they felt that they were being discriminated against. But, nonetheless, they
were studying pretty much for free and the place was wide open for them at that time. So it was a
mixed bag.

But the Belgians had, certainly, changed since the colonial days when there was more or less a
conscious policy of not educating them beyond a certain level. The French didn't do a whole lot
better. A little bit better in some of the colonies along the coast. But the Central African Republic
also, a little less well-known perhaps, had no college graduates at the time of independence. The
most the French had done was to build a high school. There was a Lycee in Bangui and I think
that was it. That was a relatively new establishment, it had only been created 5 or 6 years before



independence and most of its students were French.

Q: You're making these contacts with the youth groups and the African students and all, was this
sort of a watching brief or something?

MCCARTHY: There were 2 big things going on in Brussels while I was there. I guess one of
them almost came up overnight when De Gaulle threw NATO out of France, basically. His
decision probably came, it seems it me that was mid-65. We had to scramble around to find some
place to house the organization. Belgium was a prime candidate right from the start. We were
probably looking at the Netherlands, maybe one or two other places.

When I got to Brussels, Douglas MacArthur was the ambassador. But by the time I got back
from Antwerp, he had gone on. I served almost entirely with Ridgway Knight. Knight's job was
to first get the Belgians to invite NATO to come. He did that rather quickly. They responded
rather well. The foreign minister was a very famous Belgian, Paul Henri Spaak, who had really
been around since the war.

The less attractive part of his job was to convince them that everything had to be pretty much
duplicated the way it had been in France. Including commissaries and PXs and all of the
paraphernalia of a large American establishment. Some of which didn't make a lot of sense and
some of which the Belgians didn't really like. But, nonetheless, he had to do that part of the job
as well.

So, I would say that one thing we were all doing was looking at Belgian attitudes toward the
Western alliance. They came through very well. It never really became much of a domestic
political issue.

The other thing, this was the height of our buildup in Vietnam. There was one guy, a very
ambitious political officer. The first year I was there, he was a staunch defender of our politics in
Vietnam. He was going around to the different universities accepting speaking engagements
which turned into debates. And you could do this over American policy in Vietnam. By the
second year | was there, in other words moving into the second half of 66, you couldn't do that
anymore. On the campuses if anyone tried to speak out in favor of American policy in Vietnam
you would have had a riot.

Q: Who was that?

MCCARTHY:: Arva Floyd. Arva had to stop what he was doing.

But my own job increasingly became caught up in a kind of polemic. I wouldn't necessarily want
to defend, I mean my purpose in meeting with a bunch of people wouldn't be to talk about
Vietnam but that was about all that any young Belgian wanted to talk about by the end of 66.
Someone a little older than I inherited my job as youth officer. We didn't really stay in touch but

I did have a couple of conversations with him early on. I think he found it very hard. People
didn't want to see anybody from the American embassy for a couple of years, young people in



particular.

Vietnam caused us some -- we were very unpopular in Europe, in the late ‘60s, over Vietnam.

Q: How did Ridgway Knight operate?

MCCARTHY: He has one real distinct advantage which is that he's basically bilingual in French.
Q: He lives in France now.

MCCARTHY: He now lives in France.

He was very well plugged in Washington. I guess that's the first time when I recognized that you
could actually use the phone as an instrument to diplomacy because in Bangui we really couldn't
get anybody in Washington on the telephone in those days. I don't think we ever made any phone
calls period.

Knight used to complain that people were calling him all the time and telling him what to do and
wanting to know whether he had done yet what they'd asked him to do yesterday. So he was
maybe one of the first times when I saw that improved communications weren't always a positive
thing for the local ambassador. I certainly could share some of that.

He was very effective. He knew everybody at the top of the Belgian decision making structure.
He had easy access to them. I think he got an awful lot done even though he himself questioned
things. I can remember the debate over the PXs and the commissary. His position was: you don't
need that, the war is over, this place is booming. There were, even then, wonderful stores in
Brussels that had these incredible delicacies. Anything you wanted you could buy on the local
market.

The concept that we had to come in and recreate a system setup in the late ‘40s in a country still
wracked by the aftermath of World War II was odd. But, nonetheless, the military, the Pentagon
was having none of this. He had to do it and he got it done. Again, it may be a kind of lesson for
me because [ was his staff aide and the fact that you could disagree with aspects of your
instructions but you could still, nonetheless, carry them out.

Q: Did...

MCCARTHY: Lots of visitors, as well, excuse me for interrupting. Lots of generals, lots of high-
level people coming through. Because we really ran a pretty much full-court press on the
Belgians until they had swallowed everything.

Q: Essentially, was the feeling that the Belgians wanted NATO there?
MCCARTHY: I think they saw that there wasn't any other good candidate, that the organization

served everybody's purposes. The Belgian government is not dumb. They saw job creation. The
NATO headquarters ended up in a depressed area of Wallonia, I'm sorry, the military armament,



SHAPE, ended up in a depressed area of Wallonia.

I think that everything that was built was built with other peoples money. They extracted some
advantages from it. But, nonetheless, it wasn't easy for them. Particularly because we insisted
they take it exactly as it had been in France. It could have been downsized, it could have been
done a little bit differently but we just wouldn't listen.

Q. How did you find the Belgian foreign ministry and bureaucracy from your perspective?

MCCARTHY: It was bigger than the Central African ministry, obviously, but it wasn't run too
very differently, in some ways. Spaak was the foreign minister most of the time I was there.
Then the government fell and some other people came in.

Spaak was the minister. He had a brilliant Chef de Cabinet, whose name was Etienne D'Avignon,
who went on to become a commissioner of the European Community. I'm trying to recall
whether he became Belgian foreign minister, I think he probably did at one stretch. He's had a
variety of jobs, both at the European and the Belgian levels.

Those two guys were pretty much the people you had to see in the foreign ministry to get things
done. There was an American desk officer, he was the guy I saw most of the time. But, things
would pretty quickly get kicked upstairs to the minister or to the Chef de Cabinet and most of the
policy was right in their hands.

Q: Did you get any feeling towards Belgians attitudes towards the Germans?

MCCARTHY: In the street or with people, it didn't take much to get a lot of resentment. They
were still mad about World War II. But, on the other hand, business, commercial relations were
warm, were good. Antwerp, the port, was heavily used by German industry.

I guess the political answer to that is that Belgium and Holland both very much saw the
European community as a way to make sure that there wouldn't be any new wars in Europe. And
that Germany would be swallowed up in some larger mass where its ambitions would be realized
and kept under control at the same time. So that the political answer was: Let's keep going, let's
build Europe quickly.

I was there at the worst period. De Gaulle's biggest efforts to curb the community, in addition to
throwing NATO out. Probably this was the time when the Belgians figured out that they couldn't
allow themselves the luxury of being anti-German anymore. I don't really recall any particular
problems but on the contrary I think it was probably a relatively cozy period for Belgian-German
relations. France was the real problem.

Q: I was going to say, what was sort of, you might say the embassy impression and what you
were getting reflected. Sounds like France could go in what in diplomatic terms could be
described as a real pain in the ass. What was the feeling towards France, particularly De
Gaulle's France, at that time?



MCCARTHY: The Belgian feeling?

Q: What you were getting from the ambassador, obviously he must have been a Francophile over
the first water. But also from the rest of the political section and then from the Belgians.

MCCARTHY: My answer to that has to be a personal one. I, too, am a Francophile. Most of my
education, both cultural and historical, treated Europe as though it was a place that started in
Italy, spread through France and the Renaissance and eventually got to England. A lot of my
background sees France as a very central part of anything that's going on in Europe. A lot of my
personal experience. The countries I like best to be in abroad are either France or Italy. My
French is really very cozy, very comfortable, I think in the language when I'm there. I wouldn't
imagine doing anything except in French. The same is true when I was in Belgium. I'm very easy
with the place, very comfortable with it.

As I said before, I could see that I thought we were being a little overbearing in our request to the
Belgians. And I think we certainly were, to some -- we're a big elephant to squeeze in under
anybody's tent. We may have learned that lesson to some degree now. I think this was more of a
problem in the ‘60s and the ‘70s, than subsequently.

Then we had the advantage of being the largest economy in the world. Of being the largest
military power in the world and nobody could quibble with that. We could throw our weight
around to some degree. I think, unfortunately, we did.

So I had a certain degree of sympathy for where De Gaulle was coming from. I think it's
probably still good for our policy, that he stood up to us and forced us to moderate them to some
degree. I think, some of that I sensed myself, some I would have gotten from Ridgway Knight
and probably from the rest of the embassy. Because, thinking back to the individuals involved,
they were all people who spoke French well, liked French culture, were comfortable with France.
We probably were, to some degree, sympathetic with where De Gaulle was coming from. I
certainly was.

Q: There were no great major events that impacted, were there during this time 65 to 67.

MCCARTHY:: On the relationship? I think the need to do something with NATO dominated the
relationship and it came up unexpectedly. I don't think we knew De Gaulle was going to throw
us out. I think we suspected he was going to restrict us some and might have sort of gradually
backed France out. He basically gave a speech and said you're out in 6 months. That was a real
dominant moment.

The other element I mentioned in terms of Belgian internal politics, it really was how serious is
this split between the Flemish and the Walloons going to be. How far are they going to drive it.
There were some demonstrations, a couple of riots, it's still not over. But, I think in the mid-60s
it was as serious as it's been before or since.

There was a lot to watch domestically in a country that we were asking an awful lot from on the
international level. Then the European community. This was the time of the EEC and De Gaulle



was not participating. From the Belgian point of view that was very important.

It was an exciting time to be in a small country. I went back to Brussels in 76 working in the
mission to the communities. I knew everybody in our embassy then. I think by the late 70s the
Belgian beat was a lot quieter. My friends at the embassy didn't have a whole lot to do.

Mid-60s it was kind of an exciting time to be in this country. Because we were making them
swallow a very large dose of something.
Q: Was there a problem with the Communists or what the Soviets were doing at the time there?

MCCARTHY: Not a specifically Belgian problem. There was a small legal communist party that
never won much more than a seat or two in the parliament. I knew a couple of left-wing
socialists, pretty well actually. They were kind of fun.

Belgium is very much a meat and potatoes bourgeoisie country. There wasn't much going on
there. Were there big incidents internationally? I can't remember any.

RIDGWAY B. KNIGHT
Ambassador
Belgium (1965-1969)

Ambassador Ridgway B. Knight was born in Paris, France to American parents.
He joined the Foreign Service in 1946. His career included positions in France,

Germany, and Pakistan, and ambassadorships to Syria, Belgium, and Portugal.

Ambassador Knight was interviewed by Kirstin Hamblin in 1993.

Q: After Syria, you went to Belgium. This was in 19635.

KNIGHT: Yes. Belgium was very peaceful after Damascus. I forgot to say that during my stay in
Damascus, I went through four revolutions, and if I count all the changes in governments, in
those five years, I had dealt with sixteen different governments. So, as I say, Belgium was very
peaceful. But I did have two major problems to deal with during my four years in Brussels. One
was the expulsion of NATO from France by General de Gaulle, and helping convince the
Belgians to accept NATO as an institution in their country. The Belgians were very happy to
welcome the civilian institutions of NATO. But the Belgians are internationally timid, being
such a small country. Even though they're no longer neutral, the spirit of neutrality is still in the
country up to a point. They feel that to live happily, if you live a little hidden and out of the
limelight, it's much better. Therefore they were most reluctant to accept the military
headquarters. And it required a certain amount of cajoling to induce them to do so, but it was
done in a friendly spirit. At a farewell official dinner when I left Belgium, Foreign Minister
Harwell stressed that at no time had I sought to twist their arm, or to use the might of United
States to intimidate them. The transfer was successful. As you know the NATO military
headquarters are just near Mons alongside the French frontier. I might point out, just as far away
from Brussels as they could possibly locate.



The other major problem I had to deal with was an uprising against the central government in
Zaire, the old Belgian Congo. And as you know, there are many, many Belgian residents in
Zaire. I recommended to Washington that we help the Belgians with air transport planes to get
them out. I have a recollection of one of my friends from the Department coming out to see me
in Brussels and saying, "Ridgway, we're going to accept your recommendation. But if something
goes wrong, there has to be a scapegoat, and you know who its got to be." As a matter of fact, |
think that's all right. I think that if you're in a policy job, in a policy making job, I think it's quite
right that you rise or fall by the policy recommendations. Some of my Foreign Service
colleagues think that they should have the right to make foreign policy recommendations, but be
held blameless afterwards.

Q: Were you happy with your time in Belgium? You certainly accomplished a lot.

KNIGHT: I was happy. Speaking particularly of my next assignment in Portugal, the people say,
"You must have loved it, the beaches are so fine." People forget that most of us in the Foreign
Service go into it for the work to be done, and for the challenges to be overcome. I know very
few of them who go into it, excepting non-professional people, for the lush side of the career.
The social whirl is quite secondary. That's why from the point of view of the professional
challenge, I was more stimulated by my assignment to Syria, than I was by any other.

JACK SHELLENBERGER
Public Affairs Officer, USIS, US Mission to the European Economic Community
Brussels (1965-1970)

Jack Shellenberger was born in New York on December 28, 1927. He received a
bachelor’s degree from Western University. His career included positions in
Nagoya, Moulmein, Brussels, Lagos, Tehran, Ottawa, and Tokyo. He also served
in the Voice of America. Mr. Shellenberger was interviewed by G. Lewis Schmidt
on April 21, 1990.

SHELLENBERGER: And in Brussels [ managed to learn French to a level that made me
comfortable to use it. I introduced a program -- not introduced a program, I continued a program
and reinforced it and expanded it, by which the Eurocrats would get international visitor grants to
the United States. I considered that perhaps the most significant contribution to our work because
for Eurocrats, in those days, America was not just a weekend trip, it was a major expedition.

One of the benefits of the USIS career is that you bask in reflected glory of superstars. That
wouldn't happen very often in the U.S. mission to the Common Market, it was a more specialized
kind of work, not as cultural but more dealing with economic and trade issues. But we did have a
visit by a celebrity, Frank Borman. The Borman of those days was noted for his exploits as an
astronaut. He was mobbed. It was something quite unusual to have these Eurocrats who were
normally very staid and sort of standoffish and prim, and here they were busting the doors open
and cramming into the downstairs of the Common Market headquarters and all, treating Frank



Borman as if he were a latter-day Robert Redford.

In Brussels for four and a half years, I had seen my career develop in ways that [ hadn't
imagined. I remember Dan Oleksiw called me and wanted me to transfer to Tokyo to be the
cultural attaché. And I said I would love to go back to Japan, but I would want to have at least
two years language study, although I had studied Japanese part-time during my four years there
as a junior officer. Well, Dan said, I don't know what I can do, you're on a list to go to Vietnam
and this would take care of that. I said, I'll take my chances. And then sure enough I did get
called, and I was told I was going to go to Vietnam, a very big job in PsyOps. I would be
overseeing how many hundreds of people and it was the number three job and all that. I said,
well, fine.

And then my -- [ was at that time the deputy to the counselor for public affairs in Brussels at the
U.S. Mission to the Common Market. My boss, the counselor, was Hunt Damon, who at that
time decided that the USEC operation was not really congenial to his public affairs gifts. So he
went to the Ambassador, Bob Schaetzel, saying I think I'm going to have to go back to
Washington and retire, I don't believe this is really satisfying to me and I've after all had a pretty
long career. And he then generously proposed that I be named his successor. And Schaetzel
found that congenial.

So I became the counselor and that took care of Vietnam and kept me on for another year or two.
Until Henry Loomis came by. Actually he came to Paris and said would I join him in Paris,
which I did, and there he said, I'd like you to consider going to Lagos, Nigeria, which would be
an altogether different physical and working environment.

Q: Before you go on to your Lagos appointment, [ want to ask you two questions. One, would
you spend just a few minutes telling us what the main thrust of your responsibilities were with

the Common Market group, because I think that's largely misunderstood by people on the
outside. What do you do in the information job in the Common Market assignment? And the
other is, that when Henry Loomis proposed you for Lagos, he must have been Deputy Director of
the Agency.

SHELLENBERGER: Yes, right.

As Public Affairs Counselor at the U.S. Mission to the European Community, our task was to
present the U.S. view and/or U.S. record and the U.S. priorities on the economic issues facing
Europe and across the Atlantic. Going on at that time was the Kennedy round of major
international trade negotiations. Perhaps the most ambitious trade negotiation ever attempted. It
took a couple of years or more to complete. During that time we were being observed and
covered by some 70 people in Brussels, journalists who were accredited to the Common Market.
And this was an international group to whom we carried and conveyed our message, issue by
issue by issue, whether it was the agricultural subsidies program which we had so many
problems with, American soybeans, a whole range of issues that caused friction. Then on the
political side, de Gaulle was taking France out of the institutions of the Common Market,
boycotting them. And there was a very great question as to whether the Europe that Monnet and
others had crafted was going to be realized, a European Community.



I remember President Nixon's first visit to Brussels right after his election in 1968, his first trip
out of the U.S. was to Brussels to see the King, of course, but also to call on the EC Commission.
George Vest and I -- George was the DCM -- were very concerned that the departure statement
of Nixon be one that conveys the importance we attach to the Common Market. So we looked at
the proposed communique that Nixon was to read or issue on departure and George and I both
thought it was lacking in terms of a resolute affirmation of the Common Market process. I think
the phrasing in the original was: we believe the Common Market is in the interest of Europe. So
we changed the words from "in the interest of"" to "indispensable to the future of Europe." And
we got Jerry terHorst, the Deputy White House Press Secretary, because Ron Ziegler was not to
be found. And Jerry rather reluctantly, approved it because there was no time to take it up with
other parties. And the communique was issued. We heard later that Henry Kissinger was quite
annoyed that the language had been changed to indispensable because he didn't want to annoy de
Gaulle.

Q: He didn't like the thing very well.

CARL EDWARD DILLERY
Economic Officer
Brussels (1966-1967)

Ambassador Carl Edward Dillery was born in Seattle, Washington. He received a
bachelor’s degree from Seattle Pacific University and a master’s degree from
George Washington University. He joined the Foreign Service in 1955. His
career included positions in Japan, Belgium, Vietnam, England, and Cyprus, and
as ambassador to Fiji. Ambassador Dillery was interviewed by Charles Stuart
Kennedy in 1994.

Q: So you came out of this and where did they put you?

DILLERY: My next assignment was to Brussels as head of the Economic Section at the bilateral
embassy. At that point the mission to the European Community was already there. NATO -- with
its attendant U.S., mission -- came during my tour. In connection with Brussels, let me just note
that I came into the Foreign Service in 1955, as an FSO-6, as we all did. Then in 1956 I had to be
moved back to an FSO-7.

Q: As we all did. I had a hard time explaining to people that in a way it was sort of a promotion.
They moved from six ranks (six being the lowest) to eight ranks. Those of us at the six level
dropped to a seven, but at least we were one rank above eight.

DILLERY: Anyway, I got promoted back to six in 1968, to FSO-5 in 1961 and FSO-4 in 1963.
So I was really rolling along at that point. The reason I mention this is that I went to Brussels and
worked for a Chris Petrow, the Economic Counselor at the Embassy. My job there was bilateral
economic issues with Belgium, but the most important and time-consuming subject was the



developing independence of Zaire, specifically the copper business, and its impact on the U.S. So
a large part of the work that we did was not just the bilateral economic work of Belgium, which
we also did, but Belgium's relationship with the Congo.

But I was only in Brussels for eighteen months. It turned out that Petrow was very, very
concerned about the Vietnam War -- as many were in the mid-1960's. And even though I wasn't
taking any particular position on the war, every day he came to work he would discuss his
unhappiness with the war. Finally, when there was a Department notice that came, I guess in
1966, asking for volunteers for Vietnam, my only way of responding to all these stimuli this was
to volunteer. In retrospect, probably a big mistake.

Q: Back to Brussels. You were dealing with the Zaire question. What was the Belgian attitude at
that time? Was the Katanga business, the separation of essentially the mining area, still being
pushed? How were the Belgians looking at it and how were we looking at it?

DILLERY: The Belgians had not yet accommodated to the fact that Zaire no longer was Belgian.
They still had all the technicians and major economic interests and continuing to try to utilize the
Belgian Congo as their cash cow. The trade was still heavily oriented towards Belgium. Of
course, Katanga...actually the separatist business had happened before, but there was still a lot of
rumblings about that during that time. But politically in Zaire during that time I think it was
fairly quiet. It really just had to do with all these maneuvering as to who was going to get access
to these minerals. And, of course, we were encouraging independence...Mobutu was appearing
on the scene at that point and we had a close relationship with him. This was the early days of his
regime. So probably we were being a little bit anti-Belgian there. It never reached the point
where it was an irritant in the relationship or anything like that. But our goal at that time was to
try to help develop Zaire into an independent country that was going to be viable and it almost
looked like that might be possible.

Q: At that point we were pretty much optimistic. Were we going about this in a geopolitical sense
or were there American firms we were trying to get in there for our own commercial interests?

DILLERY: I guess the main impetus of what we were thinking about was to keep the copper
industry going and hopefully use that as a basis for a stable Zaire. A lot of people were working
on this in and out of government...the famous Tempelsman, I remember that name...

Q: He keeps coming up again and again. He has his finger in everything. One of these
international brokers.

DILLERY: There were a lot of international people. There was a lot of back and forthing and a
lot of American interest, but there were no companies like an American mining company trying
to get in for exploitation. Most of the exports would have been on commodity exchanges
anyway. So there was not a single American company that we dealt with.

Q: How did you deal with the Belgians? How did you find them?

DILLERY: The Belgians as a group are fairly reserved people. First of all at that time the ethnic



problems were very strong, the Walloons versus the Flemish. In fact I always kidded my Flemish
friends because it was at this time that they were singing "We Shall Overcome" and by this time
they had really gotten to the place where they had overcome, but they didn't realize it. The one
thing they couldn't do to the Walloons was destroy the Walloon sense of superiority. So that
dichotomy was very interesting. On an individual basis, we got to know people at my level at
ministries and a few on the outside who were very friendly to us and very nice. Belgium as a
country, if I were looking at this as a historian and cultural observer, I would say as a country
that has been invaded by many other peoples over the course of the years, the people are kind of
defensive.

In 1966-67 it was just at the beginning of Brussels becoming an international center and I am
sure attitudes have changed somewhat now. But the Belgians were inward looking and not easy
to talk to. They were very strict about everything; it was a tight society.

Q: Did you see a split in the Belgian bureaucracy between those uncivilized colonialists who still
thought in those terms within the bureaucracy and a new generation that was coming up who
were seeing things in a different light, or not?

DILLERY: I did not see too much of that at all in the bureaucracy. However I did observe the
old generation outlook more among the people. Our landlady's husband had been an official in a
bank in Zaire, so her memories of Zaire and sense of how it was going down hill were very
strong as well as the sense of loss. She felt independence had been a bad thing. But I think most
of the bureaucrats I knew were really quite correct. It was clear that Belgium wanted to maintain
a sphere of influence in Central Africa at that time. They had not yet reached that point where
they disassociated themselves. That was the government policy so I don't think there was any
dichotomy there.

Q: What was the Belgian feeling at that time regarding European unity, at least the economic

field?

DILLERY: I think Belgium saw European unity as an advantage for the country. I think they felt
their central location...they already did have the Common Market headquarters there and it was
becoming very much a growth industry. I think they were quite proud of that. As one of the
smaller European nations they saw economic amalgamation as something that would benefit
them, they would be a receiver and not a giver in the whole economic equation if there was
economic unity of some kind. So they supported it.

The headquarters of NATO also were moving to Belgium at this point. I think they felt that all
these things were pluses. The European Community, while it was large in the number of staff,
etc., didn't really make a big impact on the city. I wasn't there when NATO arrived and it could
have made a negative impact on the city making the people of Brussels unhappy, but I don't
know that. But when I was there it hadn't really changed anything.

Q. The Ambassador when you were there was Ridgway Knight?

DILLERY: Yes, Ridgway Knight.



Q: How did you find him?

DILLERY: He was a wonderful guy. He, of course, was very, very traditional. He had been born
in France of American parents and actually probably spoke French better than he did English. He
had gotten into the diplomatic service partly because his French was so good. He became a vice
consul in North Africa during World War II and was involved in the clandestine landings of
Murphy and Clark -- actually was one of the young men who carried them through the surf to
secret meetings with the French.

Q: He was one of those vice consul observers. Murphy had a whole series of gallopers who went
out and kept an eye on what was going on.

DILLERY: Precisely. Then he rose rapidly in the Foreign Service. He was fiercely American
even though he had not spent a large part of his life in America. At the same time he was very
old school. He was a wine connoisseur. He did things in the correct old fashioned way. But he
insisted on good reporting. He had excellent relations with the Belgians. He was a very good
reporter and negotiator himself. He was, I would say, the epitome of the old line Foreign Service
officer. Totally political in his outlook and not very much on the economic side.

Q: How did this Vietnam thing develop for you?

DILLERY: As I said, Chris Petrow roiled me up so strongly...he was a wonderful person who
later became head of Mexican Affairs in the Department. He was just a real idealist. He was one
of the people who was prepared to speak his piece at any given moment. Very liberal in his
thinking. He was totally opposed to the war and it was driving him bananas. Then he proceeded
to drive me bananas. So when a telegram came out requesting volunteers for Vietnam, the
thought came to me that this would probably be the biggest foreign policy development that
would affect our country during my time in the Foreign Service and I really should know
something about it. Probably the best way would be to go.

Q: Going to see the elephant, I think is the term.

DILLERY: Something like that. So I sent in my request to volunteer and I remember
Ambassador Knight called me in and said, "I know that Brussels is not Paris or Rome, but why
would you ever want to leave Brussels?" I sort of wanted to say to him at that point, "Mr.
Ambassador, I am not going to Paris or Rome." I explained to him what it was.

That was Christmas of 1967 and I came back and took the training course at old Arlington
Towers training center.

CHARLES ANTHONY GILLESPIE, JR.
Supervisory Security Officer, NATO
Brussels (1966-1967)



Administrative Officer, USNATO
Brussels (1967-1968)

Administrative Officer
Brussels (1968-1970)

Ambassador Charles Anthony Gillespie, Jr. was born in California in 1935, and
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GILLESPIE: Exactly. He was from Ohio. So I went off to Brussels. The reason that I learned this
is that I learned from Dikeos and from Gentile and his people that Brussels was a very popular
place. I was told, "You can expect visits from members of Congress. You saw some Executive
Branch people out in the Philippines. However, you're going to see members of Congress, and
you're the Security Officer. You make darned sure that they're taken care of in whatever way
they need to be taken care of. Take your lead from the Assistant Secretary for Administration,"
and so forth. The Assistant Secretary for Administration was a fellow whose name escapes me.
He just died in 1995 - Frank Somebody. I can't think of it. It will come later, I'm sure. He was a
very nice man. He had never been in the Foreign Service. He was a political appointee but had
been in the job for years. Unlike today's political appointees, jobs like these were not in and out,
short term appointments.

In any event, we arrived in Brussels. There I found that the Ambassador to Belgium was a career
officer - Ridgeway B. Knight. The DCM was John McSweeney, another career officer. The
Administrative Counselor, Ken Linde, was a career officer and a very nice fellow.

The Security Office was in a mess. The fellow whom I replaced had neglected a lot of the
detailed work. That may have been one of the reasons why he had not lasted in the job or the
Foreign Service, because he was actually relieved and let go from the service.

Then I found that there was a man named John Tuthill, who was the Ambassador to the
European Community.

Q: He is known as Jack Tuthill.

GILLESPIE: He was a career officer. There was a change there and Bob Schaetzel took his
place. However, this happened fairly quickly. In any event, I arrived and took up residence in
Brussels in April, 1966. The first event I had to deal with - I'd actually been told about it in
Washington - was the NATO Ministerial Meeting, which moved from capital to capital in those
days. It was going to be held in Brussels and hosted by the Belgians in May or June, 1966.

Q: At this point NATO Headquarters were in Paris.



GILLESPIE: NATO Headquarters were in Paris. The North Atlantic Council met there. The
military headquarters, the true military arm of NATO, was in Paris, although the military forces,
for the most part, were in Germany. NATO was quite an establishment. It had been in Paris since
the organization was created in 1949. However, Gen Charles De Gaulle had been President of
France since 1958. In 1966 De Gaulle decided that France would no longer be the site of NATO
Headquarters. The French representatives at the NATO Ministerial Meeting, with Secretary of
State Dean Rusk present, made it clear that it would no longer be an active member of NATO. It
would remain a member of the North Atlantic Council but would no longer have its troops under
NATO command. That was the basic French position.

This was basically an eviction notice to NATO. To this day I have never gone back to find out
the details of why this happened, but here I was, a brand new Security Officer, at post for a
couple of months. The Secretary of State was attending the North Atlantic Council meeting in
Brussels, with his Executive Secretariat(S/S)staff and all of his support people. As we know,
when the Secretary of State travels, he leaves someone in charge as Acting Secretary of State.
However, the Secretary of State remains the Secretary and is never away from the job, just as our
President does not leave the Presidency, wherever he goes. I had to deal with all of this stuff at a
post which is not used to having the Secretary of State visit very often. This was the little
American Embassy in Brussels, and it was quite a job supporting the Secretary of State.

That was quite an introduction to me. I fairly quickly found out what I thought that I was
supposed to do. Apparently, all of that worked pretty well. Then I learned that the whole NATO
operation was going to move to Brussels. Belgium offered to be the host, and the other members
of NATO accepted the offer. They figured out how they were going to do it all. The idea was
that NATO would be out of France by 1968 and established somewhere else, within a couple of
years. This set off bells and whistles and set gears to turning, as you can imagine, in the capitals
of the 15 countries which belonged to NATO, including Washington and, most assuredly,
Brussels. That put a whole new twist on my assignment to Brussels. The European Community,
which I was going to get to know, became a secondary consideration at this time. The move of
NATO Headquarters became an overriding priority - getting it done and done right.

As an aside here, I might mention my introduction to Brussels and Ambassador Ridgeway
Knight, who was my new, ultimate boss. The Security Officer reported to the Administrative
Counselor, who headed what was called a Joint Administrative Office, because there are two
Missions in Brussels. In fact, we served two masters, but there was one master, i.e., Ambassador
who was the supervisor of the other Ambassador. That is, Ridgeway Knight, the Ambassador to
Belgium, was my ultimate boss.

Ridgeway Knight is a person for whom my admiration will never cease and never diminish. He
is the son of an American artist who took up residence in France at about the beginning of the
20th century. Ridgeway was raised in France and attended school there. He came back to the
United States and went through a very traditional, establishment educational process. Although
his father was somewhat Bohemian in behavior, I think that he was quite conventional in his
views. | think that Ridgeway Knight's father went through a resuscitation in the art world in the
1980s. He has disappeared from vogue since then.



In any event Ambassador Ridgeway Knight joined the Foreign Service, if I remember correctly,
just before World War II broke out. He worked as a wine merchant in France before he joined
the Foreign Service, so he has had business experience. As I learned later, he is a true
connoisseur of wines and knows the wine business up one side and down the other. Some time
after he joined the Foreign Service, he was attached to the staff of Robert D. Murphy, Deputy
Chief of Mission (DCM) at the American Embassy in Vichy [The capital of the part of France
not occupied by the Germans during World War II], Consul General in Algiers, and a long-time
Foreign Service Officer who had a distinguished career. He received a commission in the U.S.
Army and joined the staff of General Mark Clark in connection with the invasion of North Africa
by the Allies in November, 1942. He was subsequently involved in much of the political-military
activity taking place in the Mediterranean area, including North Africa and the Italian campaign,
where Gen Clark commanded the Allied Fifth Army Group.

One of Ridgeway's favorite stories, which he didn't tell often, but which was very moving, was
when he and Murphy went with Clark to a very secret meeting West of Algiers just before the
Allied landing in North Africa in November, 1942. Ridgeway and Gen Clark traveled to Algeria
by submarine and then landed by rubber boat. Murphy, who was then Consul General in Algiers,
traveled to the site by automobile. Knight was given the job of guarding the boats - making sure
that they would be there to take them back out again when the meeting was over. I guess the
meetings were with various French military officers.

Q: Actually, the meetings were with French officers appointed by the Vichy Government.

GILLESPIE: Knight would tell this story and then show the scars on the back of his hand where
he kept himself awake by stubbing burning cigarettes on his hands. They had to wait for many,
many hours, and it was very difficult to stay awake on this occasion.

I have to describe Ridgeway Knight because he is not physically very big, although he has a
tremendous presence. He speaks English with an accent which is not truly French, but you know
that he is not a native speaker of English. It is soft English, and he is a very soft-spoken man. |
watched him work both within our own bureaucracy and with foreign governments. He was
smooth as silk and tough as nails. He was my ideal of a diplomat.

In any case the next big event was the move of NATO to Belgium. This triggered an explosion in
our Mission in Belgium in every way. Ken Lindy, the Administrative Counselor in the Embassy
in Brussels, was told very nicely that he was going to be replaced. If I recall correctly, the
administrative people in the Department of State in the U.S. dealt with moving a couple of
hundred State Department and other agency civilian employees. In view of the larger number of
military people who were going to move into Brussels, many of whom were American, the State
Department decided that it had to beef up the Embassy staff in Brussels. Ken Linde was replaced
by Ralph Scarritt.

When I arrived in Brussels, the Administrative Section consisted of Ken Lindy, a General
Services Officer (GSO), a Personnel Officer, a Budget and Fiscal Officer, a Security Officer, and
the chief of the Communications Unit. That was about all. Within about a year, by some time in
1967, there was an Administrative Counselor, Ralph Scarritt, a very senior officer - in today's



system, a Minister-Counselor - who had been the Director of Foreign Building Operations
(FBO); a deputy Administrative Counselor, Michael Conlin, a very capable man; three
Americans in the GSO office; and I, who was replaced in 1967 by a more senior Security
Officer, Bob McCarthy. I must say that it was all handled pretty smoothly.

Ralph Scarritt, whom I met before I met Bob McCarthy, had apparently talked to various people
about me. The way they handled the situation is that they told me, "All right, you've been the
supervisory Regional Security Officer, covering this region for about a year. What we propose is
that McCarthy will come in as supervisory RSO. However, you will be fully responsible for the
U.S. aspect of the NATO move to Brussels. Your job is all of the security arrangements for the
transfer of what is called the 'U.S. Mission to Regional Organizations' - USRO - to Brussels. It
will be the U.S. Mission to NATO, as it was in the past in Paris." That's how the Department
took care of the various egos and all of the other personal matters associated with this move. I
turned the supervisory security officer job to McCarthy, but I still had a large piece of the action.

Q: What were the security requirements involved? In the first place you would think that when
you think of security in Brussels, it is almost an oxymoron. After all, Brussels is not Beirut. What
were the security problems in 1966-1967?

GILLESPIE: The problem involved espionage. We were involved in counter-espionage. At the
time, two doors down from our Chancery in Brussels, was the USSR Commercial Mission to
Belgium. It is now the Russian Commercial Mission to Belgium. There was no doubt that 80-
90% of the inhabitants of that large building were either from the KGB, the principal Soviet
civilian intelligence organization, or the GRU Soviet military intelligence organization. At that
time in Belgium we had a very substantial intelligence presence. We had very close liaison
contact with the Belgian authorities, who had their own intelligence service. This was a time
when technical penetration and the recruitment of intelligence personnel loomed very large. At
that time terrorism was really not a factor. However, violent demonstrations were a problem,
because, even as [ arrived in Brussels in 1966, the Belgian and other European Leftist groups and
others were violently opposed to what was going on in Southeast Asia. President Lyndon
Johnson was sharply criticized for this. Remember the slogan, "Hey, Hey, LBJ, How many kids
did you kill today?"

One of my jobs as the RSO was to deal with not weekly but almost biweekly demonstrations
directed at one or another of our installations, either the U.S. Embassy, the U.S. Mission to the
European Community, or an American-owned bank. For example, the Chase Manhattan Bank or
another American bank would have people marching around in front of it. The United States
Information Service (USIS) would bring in speakers to lecture at the University of Louvain or
the University of Brussels to speak. They were denied platforms. Official American Government
spokespersons were denied permission to speak by these demonstrators. I had to deal with this
problem and tell people whether it was safe or not to speak on various occasions.

However, the real concern about the NATO move, in addition to arranging for both offices and
people to be housed right and taken care of, was how to deal with the Eastern Europeans (the
Soviets, the East Germans, and all of the others from the Warsaw Pact). They were directing
their penetration devices at us, as well as at the Belgians, Germans, and French. Remember,



NATO had a lot of shared secrets. This was a major problem and challenge. Without going into
any of the detail, I had already had my first major counter-intelligence investigation. This
involved someone associated with our communications activities, who had been in Eastern
Europe. It seems that, in this case, he had been approached by the Hungarian intelligence service,
and might have been recruited. In this case the Hungarians were probably acting for the KGB.

In fact, that case put me into direct contact with our own intelligence and counter- intelligence
community in a very intense and deep way. Through them I developed my own contacts with the
Belgian intelligence, counter-intelligence, and police authorities. This later turned out to be both
interesting and useful as we handled the NATO move. I had studied French in high school. As I
think I told you earlier, I think that my language aptitude is pretty good. By the time I'd been in
Brussels about six months my French was really quite workable. I was able to go off and deal on
my own in French. I have to tell you that this was considered a little rare for a U.S. Security
Officer. Unless a Security Officer was already bilingual by reason of birth or upbringing, there
weren't very many linguistically qualified RSOs.

Q: This is true, and it represents almost a social class matter. I assume that your coming out of a
military intelligence background must have enhanced your credentials. I mean that you were
able to work that much more easily with our military and NATO military people. How did you
find NATO and also Belgian security?

GILLESPIE: Belgian security was always suspect. The whole Belgian scene, even at the time of
World War II, had left itself open to infiltration. The fact was that there were a lot of Belgians
who were willing to swing one way or the other for a lot of different reasons. Our U.S.
intelligence people would say, in terms of the Belgians, "Be careful with this, be careful with
that. You can reveal this, but don't reveal that." They gave me that kind of guidance.

NATO security was very interesting. You may recall what the situation was before the Cold War
ended. We had a full-time U.S. Security Officer seconded to the chief of NATO security. The
U.S. officer at this particular time was John Abidian. He was a Foreign Service Officer who had
been a professional Security Officer for his whole career. Abidian, I guess, was of Armenian
extraction. He spoke several languages: French, German, and, I think, Russian. He was highly
qualified in that sense and was a very experienced Security Officer. As soon as the NATO move
started to develop, I developed a routine. I would get on the Trans-European Express (TEE)
every Tuesday and Thursday morning. I should say that we lived in the vicinity of the battlefield
at Waterloo, South of Brussels. I would take a local train from Waterloo to the Gare Centrale,
Central Station, change to the TEE, and make the run down to Paris, which took about two
hours. I would get to Paris about 9:30 AM. Then I would work all day with our own U.S. people,
especially a woman named Mary Mulloy Carmichael. She had been appointed the coordinator
for the NATO move by Ambassador Harlan Cleveland, our representative to NATO at the time.

Ambassador Cleveland was a political appointee who had been the Assistant Secretary for
International Organization Affairs. He was a very big name in the field of public administration
in the U.S. He had been the Dean of the Maxwell School of Public Administration at Syracuse
University. He was a staunch Democrat and even today, almost 30 years later, is active in the
Aspen Institute. He went on to become the President of the University of Hawaii and of the



University of Minnesota. Really, he was a super gentleman and very much an intellectual.

I would go down to Paris in the way I described previously and meet with our people there every
Tuesday and Thursday. I would get on the train and return home in the evening. I would spend
about five hours to and from by the time I did it. I would put in about a four or five hour day in
Paris, planning and preparing the security aspects of the NATO move. Some of the questions we
dealt with included: how were we going to move the documents? Would we bring the old safes
up to Brussels? Would we get new safes from the U.S.? What building arrangements did we
need? A new headquarters was being designed for NATO. We needed to figure out what we
needed in terms of space and how this space should be configured. It really was a major planning
process covering the physical move of equipment, people, and activities from one place to a new
environment.

I got deeply involved, both in the U.S. security side of it and how this fit into the NATO security
side, how they meshed, and how this would go over in the Belgian context. I spent a year and a
half involved, not exclusively, but heavily, on such matters. So that's how we worked it out with
the security people. There was a lot of detail to it, and I spent a lot of time on it.

Q: What did you think of the intelligence people from the Soviet bloc countries? What were some
of the threats and actions taken? They must have had to beef up their operation, too. When they
learned of this NATO move, they probably had to send a whole bunch of people down to deal
with this.

GILLESPIE: Yes. At the time we thought that they saw this, both on the basis of our speculation,
as well as something more than speculation, as a tremendous opportunity. We were all quite
convinced of this. NATO Headquarters is a very complex organization, leaving aside our U.S.
Mission to NATO and our own Embassy. It was complex then and is even more so today, I
believe. NATO has what is called an international staff. That staff consists of nationals of
member states of NATO who are seconded by their governments or are employed directly by
NATO, with the approval of the respective governments. John Abidian, for example, the head of
NATO Security, retained all of his U.S. Government employment rights but had been, in effect,
seconded by the U.S. Government to this organization. We do the same thing with the United
Nations and other international organizations.

I suspect that there were about 1,000 - and maybe more - NATO employees in Paris who were
French nationals or nationals of third countries employed by NATO as an organization. They had
no direct connection with their own, national governments. We knew that not all of those
employees would move to Belgium when NATO Headquarters moved. That meant that there
would be an employment boom in Brussels for the Belgians. So this was not only going to strain
the employment market, because these positions were at white collar level, clerical type people,
semi-professional or professional. There were also all kinds of custodial employees, janitors,
cleaners, and people like that. As we knew that the Eastern Bloc intelligence services used a
blanket approach, as they had when I was in Germany with U.S. Army Intelligence eight years
earlier, we figured that they would try to penetrate the NATO Headquarters staff by recruiting
Belgians and others to be employees of the headquarters organization and to do all of the things
that low-level, intelligence agents do. For example, spotting people for recruitment, keeping



track of people's movements, trying to pick up documents, learning the procedures, and doing all
of those kinds of things. This would then allow the higher level recruiters or planners to figure
out how they were going to penetrate or obtain top level secrets - including, in the case of
NATO, real military secrets.

We might make a short digression here. Diplomatic secrets are something of an oxymoron.
Secrecy in the world of diplomacy is a very transitory thing. A secret lasts until you want to
make it public, hopefully under your own control. However, military secrets, including plans for
a weapon and "what will you do if" kind of thing, are all supposed to be safeguarded. I think that
those were some of the principal targets of the Eastern Bloc intelligence services.

So our concern was, first, how would NATO Headquarters be effective? The U.S. tended to take
a paternalistic, or at least avuncular view, of an organization like NATO. We did not want to see
NATO secrets compromised. We did not want to see problems of that kind. We knew that the
Eastern Bloc intelligence organizations would be very actively engaged in trying to penetrate
NATO. Every indication was that they were doing exactly that. The Soviet Trade Mission just a
couple of doors down from our Embassy was increasing in size. There were indications that
agents were entering Belgium under non- official cover. My contacts among the Belgians were
concerned about this problem, some of them quite vocally worried that Belgians were going to
become involved in this kind of thing. This meant that there had to be a lot of security checks
made and a lot of care exercised. In the security process there isn't a whole lot that you can do,
after a certain point, to maintain security.

There was also concern about physical security. That is, how could we lock all of the doors and
such matters. By that time these matters were fairly mechanical. Our Mission to NATO had its
own communications facilities. We had moved to what is called the on- line encryption system.
That is, it was no longer necessary to encode messages off-line as much as had been the practice
in the past. In the Philippines the Embassy was still using relatively old-fashioned machine
devices. You would type out a cable on paper. That would go to the communications center
where a communications operator would copy the communication in the clear - that is, not in
encrypted form on tape, much as if you were copying a teletype message. Then you would run
that tape through one machine which handled the encryption process. You would get a tape from
the other side of the machine, which was the encrypted message. Then the encrypted message
was transmitted over radio facilities.

In Brussels I found that, by the time NATO was getting ready to move out of Paris, basically all
communications were on-line. That is, you took the telegram, typed it into a machine, and the
message went out automatically. You didn't have to do all of the other processing previously
required. Eventually, a few years later, we went to a process involving Optical Character
Recognition [OCR] technology.

The buildup of the Embassy in Brussels was substantial. The pending arrival of the U.S. Mission
to NATO was a major development. Interestingly enough, I learned that the U.S. Mission to the
European Community was also growing. There were people in that Mission from the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) and the Department of Agriculture who were not like the usual
Agricultural Attaches from the Foreign Agricultural Service, as we call it. You had a lot of



different people there, such as from the Treasury Department.

To deal with the problems which came up, we developed a cadre of junior officers - on their first
or second tours in the Foreign Service. I'd just like to mention this because it was significant to
me and may have been to others. We ended up with about two dozen officers on their first or
second tour. In those days each Ambassador had a staff aide, and there were junior officers in the
Political, Economic, Administrative, and Consular Sections. They were doing rotational tours
serving relatively brief periods of a few months in each of the Embassy Sections. I was only on
my second tour and really hadn't had much of a full, first tour.

I was tremendously fortunate because both the Mission management - that is, the DCM, Jack
McSweeney, and the Ambassador to Belgium, Ridgeway Knight, plus the people from the U.S.
Mission to the European Community (USEC), included me in everything. I was included at the
professional level, because I was the Security Officer, and they included me as well with these
other, junior officers. We would get together as junior officers. I forget whose idea it was - it
may have been Harry Blaney's, who was very much of an activist. He used to say, "This is an
opportunity we can't afford to miss. We have a lot going on here." As a group we came up with
the idea of trying to figure out what the Foreign Service did - and how it did it. Our device was to
go to Ambassador Knight and say, "Would you tell us what you do?" He responded positively
and, in effect, helped us begin a process which lasted for the four years I spent in Brussels and
into which each new group of junior officers fit.

To manage this process, monthly meetings were held in the homes of the various, junior officers
with one of the senior officers of one or more of the Missions in Brussels. By the time I got
through the process we had spent evenings, or afternoons, with the three Chiefs of Mission and
the three Deputy Chiefs of Mission. At one time, I think, we had had the three Ambassadors and
the three Ministers (because each DCM had to be a Minister). Then, in the NATO Mission we
had what I saw for the first time, a Minister for Political Affairs and a Minister for Defense
Affairs, who was the senior Department of Defense (DOD) official. If I remember correctly, we
had 16 Counselors of Embassy - the heads of the various Political, Economic, Administrative,
and Consular Sections. We also had the chiefs of the various offices of the intelligence
community, in addition to the FAA people. We would go around, either at a dinner or a dessert
kind of affair. By the time I left Brussels, we had met with each of these senior officers. Often it
was an evening affair, but it was all business. We asked them, "What do you do, what does your
organization do, why are you assigned here, and how can I fit into this?" It was one of the most
wonderful experience that I had ever.

Q: That's done so seldom in the Foreign Service.

GILLESPIE: One marvelous thing about Ambassador Ridgeway Knight is that he chose to do
this. He said, "Let's do two things at once." He didn't say it that simply. He probably said, "Well,
I think that we can accomplish two objectives here. Why don't we do this? Why don't you come
to the Residence two or three weeks from now? While we're talking about what the Ambassador
does, let me expose you to some of the wines that I think Foreign Service Officers ought to
know." He set up a very formal and very precise kind of wine tasting which went on while we
were talking about what Ambassadors do. He then carried that forward with us, as junior



officers. He said, "Any time you have a question about wine, please feel free to call on me." This
was a really superb experience.

As an aside on a non-work kind of activity, at this point in the 1960s your spouse was rated at the
same time as a Foreign Service Officer. Part of the efficiency report system was a LIMITED
OFFICIAL USE portion which talked about your representational abilities and your family. The
family was a big deal. We hadn't gotten into this in Asia, because I hadn't been around enough,
and the situation was anomalous.

In Belgium I found that there were people who were called, quite frankly, European wives. The
European wives were a force because the young and even not so young American wives were not
always in total harmony with the European wives. Many of the American wives did not speak
French with the appropriate accent, even if they spoke the language fluently. They often did not
know European culture very well. We had a few British, Eastern European, and Germanic or
Teutonic wives. I found out a lot about this from my own experience as Security Officer and
from my own wife. Mrs. Colette Knight, who was French, was aware of these differences and
managed them beautifully. She took care of all of these wives, particularly the newer, if not
younger, American Foreign Service wives. I think she had her moments with some of her French
sisters. She probably said, "Look, lay off these kids. They're new to the diplomatic game and
they have to do their job." It would not have been her style to say it that way, but I think that that
is what she did.

This led to some tough moments. Handling that kind of thing was not easy.

ROBERT A. MARTIN
Political Officer, USNATO
Brussels (1967-1969)
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Q: Well, to move on, in 1967 you left EUR and where did you go?

MARTIN: I left EUR to go to our mission to NATO to replace a fellow by the name of David
Aaron, who for a variety of reasons did not want to move with NATO from Paris to Brussels and
wanted to come back to Washington to get into things more at this end of the line. He had
proposed to Ambassador Cleveland that Cleveland might be interested in getting me to replace
him, Aaron, and as it turned out, that is what happened. Cleveland did get me to replace Aaron
and I arrived in Paris before the move in the latter part of September and spent almost a month
there before we actually made the move to Brussels.



Q: I just want to put in that you were in NATO there from 1967-70.

MARTIN: Let me tell one story about the move from Paris to Brussels. The reason for the move,
of course, was because de Gaulle had opted out of the military side of NATO the year before and
one of the results of that was that NATO had to move and would no longer be welcomed to be
housed in Paris. So the decision was made to move to Brussels. As it turned out, NATO closed
down in Paris the end of the working day of Friday, October 13, 1967 and Harlan Cleveland, our
ambassador, being someone with a flare for the dramatic, arranged to have a telegram sent from
US Mission NATO, PARIS at 1800 Zulu on Friday, October 13th saying, "US Mission to NATO
has closed in Paris. We have lowered the flag, etc., etc." He also arranged that Mike Newlin, who
was the number two in the political section, would be in Brussels to make sure that we would be
ready to open in Brussels the next Monday. And one of Mike's tasks was to insure that from
Brussels a message went out at 1801 Zulu announcing the opening of US NATO in Brussels and
that the flag has just been raised, etc., etc. I thought that was sort of cornball, but Harlan thought
that was great stuff.

Q: What was the feeling towards the French at that time?

MARTIN: Against de Gaulle there was not much of a happy feeling, but he could play the way
he chose and he chose and that was it. The French delegation saluted and carried out whatever
instructions they got, but they felt certainly a little pinched it was clear on many occasions. We
did work very closely with them in the NATO context at NATO, delegation to delegation, on
most issues and that was very harmonious and amicable. But they had their instructions and we
had ours and frequently they were different enough that the differences would come out in
sessions of the council. At that time, in following on behind David Aaron, what I was charged
with was working all the security issues, all the arms controls, etc. and indeed as it turned out the
most important issue was the initial consultations with the NATO allies within NATO on the
preparations for the Strategic Arms Limitations Talks, SALT. That kept me very, very busy
during the couple of years I was in NATO.

Q: By this time you were an arms controls and disarmament person with a very narrow specialty
weren't you?

MARTIN: Indeed. And the reason that I was that was because in early days in the sixties, the
State Department did not have much of a group with any particular background in the arms
control, disarmament, national security scads of issues and the fact that I had spent three years
involved in that with ACDA and then three years on the nuclear side within the Department in
the European context, meant that I probably had more experience than most anybody else. So it
would be a natural follow on until the Department got enough people with comparable relevant
experience for me to continue doing that. And that is what I ended up doing the first half of my
career almost entirely.

Q: What was Harlan Cleveland's mode of operation?

MARTIN: Well, Cleveland was a very, very shrewd, effective, bureaucrat. He had been brought
into the Department initially as assistant secretary in the International Organizations Bureau



because his prior experience in some measure had been related to the UN and some of the UN
activity. Indeed, he had been involved in the Marshall Plan during the initial post-war period and
setting that up in Paris, etc., so he was assistant secretary in the International Organizations
Bureau. His deputies were Dick Gardner and Joe Sisco. In any event, something happened in the
UN context and I can't recall precisely what that Lyndon Johnson, then President, found
absolutely cutting across his bow and his instruction was to get rid of that man, Assistant
Secretary Cleveland. Dean Rusk, thinking highly of Cleveland, and many others also, were able
to get Johnson to agree that sending him to be our permanent representative at NATO would be
far enough away and out of town so that Johnson could sleep more easily at night. That is how
Cleveland got to NATO.

At that time, our ambassador in Paris was Chip Bohlen. I can remember both Cleveland and
Mike Newlin, the fellow I mentioned earlier who was the deputy in the political section...one
time when Newlin was in the car driving around Paris going to some meeting before we moved
to Brussels, with Cleveland, they passed in traffic Chip Bohlen in his car and Cleveland made the
comment that he felt so much more powerful and important than Bohlen because Bohlen only
had one country to take care of and Cleveland had all of NATO. He was clearly the principal
man in Paris at that time. Obviously Bohlen would have had a different view.

But it was an active time after we moved to Brussels. We were pressing ahead with the non-
proliferation treaty and there was much consultation in the NATO context in that regard. We
were preparing for the beginnings of the SALT process and that consultation was probably the
most important that we had ever had within NATO. We were able, because we understood from
the outset the need to insure, at least in the early days, that we were wholly forthcoming and fully
looking to the dialogue with our allies to be a give and take and that we were really interested in
their views and that they were important to us and that this was not a process such as had been
the thought occasionally in the past where the US being the biggest kid in the block and owning
all the athletic equipment was dictating the type of game and how it would be played. We were
honestly looking as we began preparations for this really new step in the arms control process
getting into the strategic side of the equation with the Russians, we were honestly looking for
allied input in the most thoughtful terms they could muster to help us make a success of this
activity.

Q: Did you notice any change when the Nixon administration came in which was January, 1969?

MARTIN: I can say several things. In terms of the effort in SALT, it intensified, in fact really
got started then. In terms of the other arms control activity they were sticking to more or less the
same substantial positions from the past. One thing that I did notice was that with the 20th
anniversary of NATO upcoming in April, 1969, and the decision that meeting would be held in
Washington and the importance of it for many reasons, both substantively and symbolically, the
new President, Mr. Nixon, had asked Ambassador Cleveland to stay on through that 20th
anniversary meeting as the permanent representative to be replaced subsequently. They felt it
was that important that Cleveland should stay through that period, which was delightful for all of
us in US NATO because we thought very highly of Harlan Cleveland. He had done an
outstanding job. He really was a superb bureaucrat.



He would from the field figure out precisely how he wanted to proceed on any and every issue
and would send in telegrams outlining all of this and mustering very forceful arguments to
support the positions that he wanted to be directed to follow. He then would go to Washington to
lobby and engage himself on the Washington end of the line in the process to insure that where
he wanted things to come out was where they would come out. Having insured that, he would go
back to Brussels and await the telegrams, many of which he had drafted in Washington,
instructing him what he should do. He was a consummate pro in that regard. He always made
clear that three months was maybe tolerable, but if you let six months go by without returning to
Washington, you might as well forget it. So he made sure he got back three or four times a year
to work the issues and insure that what he received in terms of instructions was consistent with
the instructions he was supporting. And I had the good luck to come with him on a couple of
those trips because of the SALT angle in one case and then in terms for need for support for the
20th anniversary meeting in another case.

In connection with that 20th anniversary meeting, there was a reception on the eighth floor in
honor of all the delegates. Secretary Rusk being a relatively new civilian at that point of several
months, was included, as he should have been. At the end of it, it turned out that a number of us
were still there having a nice chat -- Secretary Rusk and his wife, and Ambassador Cleveland
and Mrs. Cleveland, and a colleague, Alex, from the NATO mission, myself and a few others I
can't recall -- I vividly recall one of the well known waiters coming by the Secretary, Mr. Rusk,
and asking him as this conversation ensured if he wouldn't like another drink. Dean Rusk said
yes he thought he would. The waiter said, "The usual?" And Dean Rusk allowed how that was
the case. The man turned, having checked with other people to see what they wanted, if any
thing, and as he was walking away Dean Rusk turned around and said, "Oh, gosh, I just forgot,
cancel that, I can't have another drink, I have to drive home." The first time in eight years that he
ever had to leave the Department of State and drive himself. His wife chortled and the waiter had
the good grace to laugh too.

Q: As you dealt with your particular section of NATO, were there any particular problem areas,
either because of country position or something? How did you view NATO, working within this
environment?

MARTIN: Well, of course, for me it was extremely heady stuff. I was right at the center of all
the consultation and prepared all the papers for the sessions that we had in the council and was
involved in all the discussions that we had of various sorts and various sizes in our delegation
with other delegations. I was involved with all the visiting firemen who came from Washington
to lead the way on much of the substance and make presentations and so forth. I was charged to
doing all the reporting telegrams. In fact that is how the acronym came to pass. I had to do these
long telegrams and I took copious notes and ended up with 20 and 25 and 30 page telegrams so
that we would get down every jot and tiddle and it became very quickly clear that to put down
"strategic arms limitation talks" time after time after time was going to break my wrist so it
quickly became SALT. Ambassador Cleveland was not very happy with that, he thought it was a
little much, but he didn't push too hard. I subsequently heard from Adrian Fischer, the deputy in
ACDA, that he had gone to a high level meeting in Washington during this period and was
saying that we just can't use this cute acronym, it was a little much, it has to look serious.
Whoever was representing the CIA at this meeting said absolutely not, we have set up our whole



filing system based on SALT as an acronym. You are not going to destroy that now. At that point
Fischer in the process gave up and SALT was enshrined forever.

So it was an intriguing period for me and indeed the successor to Harlan Cleveland, Bob
Ellsworth, a former Kansas Congressman, a young fellow, was interested in the SALT process
and realized how important it was. When the then Secretary General of NATO, Manlio Brosio,
an Italian, a very esteemed and marvelous elder statesman, was going to make a visit in
Washington early in July, 1969, not too long before I would end my two years at NATO, and
whenever the PermRep went to Washington he generally took one staff person with him. So Bob
Ellsworth said that he wanted me to come to Washington and focus on SALT because that is the
most important issue we have going. So I went with him on this trip. His reason for going was
because Brosio was going on a visit. The morning after we arrived, they arranged to have
breakfast with Ellsworth in the State Department cafeteria. We were chatting and he made clear
that he wanted me to come to every session that he had. I saluted figuratively and thought to
myself okay. And I said, "But you can't mean the Secretary's luncheon with the Secretary
General." And he said, "Well, maybe not that, but the meeting in his office, yes."

So a day or two later I found myself waiting in the anteroom outside the Secretary's office. I had
the pleasure in March, 1962, of getting to know Millie Asbjornson, who was one of the great
secretaries of the Secretary of State and in June, 1962 when Dean Rusk came back to Geneva
principally to participate in a ministerial level session to end the Laos Conference and also taking
the occasion to sit in on one of the disarmament conference sessions, I had met Jane Roth,
another one of the legendary secretaries of the Secretary. So I knew those two esteemed ladies
and we were chatting away very happily. All of a sudden the group comes out of the Secretary's
luncheon and files into the Secretary's office. I file in too and one of the European deputy
assistant secretaries, George Springsteen, sort of looked at me and wondered why I was there. He
couldn't figure that out and wasn't happy at all. He was the one who had to go out and get another
chair so that there would be enough chairs. We got seated and I was sitting caddie cornered
across the long coffee table from Secretary Rogers, who had the couch at his left, Secretary
General Brosio with Ambassador Ellsworth in the middle and the various others around. Bill
Rogers looked up and saw me and didn't recognize me from Adam. Ellsworth understood that
there was something wrong and said, "Oh, Mr. Secretary, I thought you knew Bob." And Bill
Rogers bounced up and with this totally broad grin on his face reached all the way across the
coffee table and I bounced up so we could shake hands. He said, "Of course, of course, I didn't
know Bob was coming with you." And he sat back down. I almost split. I didn't make a sound. It
was just really well done on the part of Rogers to take the sting out of that. I just happened to
look at George Springsteen and he was just foaming. He just couldn't believe this. Anywayj, it
was sort of fun.

If you will in terms of Secretary Rusk to go back to that June, 1962 time when he came over for
the purpose of ending the Laos Conference, I was at that point among others the liaison officer
for the Italian delegation. And one of the things that was to happen after the morning
disarmament conference plenary session, which the Secretary would attend, was for him to have
a meeting with his not quite Italian counterpart, Italian Under Secretary, Carlo Russo. This was
just before the Secretary was to go off to the Soviet compound to have lunch with Andre
Gromyko. The disarmament conference had not been a very stirring meeting, although it dragged



on. It was not clear that there was going to be enough time for the meeting with Russo, so at the
point when it seemed that virtually was not going to happen, the man on the Secretary's party
who was going to take the notes in the Russo meeting left and that left me there. At the end of
the meeting, I went up to Charlie Stelle who was sitting behind Arthur Dean, who was sitting
next to Secretary Rusk, and said, "Gee, what are we doing to do? Are we going to meet with
Russo?" Stelle says, "Well, you had better ask the Secretary." So I said, "Mr. Secretary, do you
really want to have this meeting with Under Secretary Russo?" He said, "The main thing I want
Mr. Martin, is a drink." So I said, "Yes, sir," and scurried out looking for the bar. The bar was
closed and Dean Rusk was unhappy. We did get together with Russo. The note taker was not
there, I had to take notes. I had no paper so I took notes for about 15 or 20 minutes on the cuff of
my white shirt. From that point forward, to this day, I never venture out without a small pad to
make notes or whatever might be necessary.

Q: Going back to NATO and SALT, was everyone pretty much on the same line?

MARTIN: Essentially in the formal sessions there was no glaring divergence to the degree that
anyone might have had special views that they were interested in making. For example, the
British did on a number of occasions and they would do that bilaterally and privately. The
sessions, when we were in the council in NATO...the allies generally took the occasion to make
the most use of them from the standpoint of learning themselves and trying to get visitors from
Washington with technical background and particular expertise to give everything they had an
educating process to help a greater understanding of the whole effort. There were some very,
very useful sessions both for us and clearly to the allies. And, indeed, occasionally they would
have experts who came from capitals to participate in the discussion and that helped a lot too.
You could not only have the benefit of the council discussion but it also meant that you could
have luncheons or dinners around the edges of the formal sessions. Generally the case was that in
the formal sessions there were not disagreements. The allies took the occasion to try to get the
most nourishment from that part of it in terms of getting from us our thinking and trying to
contribute to that from their perspectives.

Q: What were the major sticking points at the time you were there -- 1967-69?

MARTIN: That period was one where we were shaping our position and as with most efforts in
this area the difficulties were much more manifest and much more deeply seated in terms of the
interagency Washington scrum than they were with the allies, and indeed, frequently with the
Russians. It was a lot harder to get something through Washington and into position to air
"publicly" in terms of a particular negotiation, whether it was bilateral or multilateral, than it ever
was to carry out the particular negotiation itself. That point had been evident from the early days
in the Geneva disarmament effort that was far less important in large terms than SALT or any of
the follow on strategic dialogue with the Soviets. With the allies there weren't sticking points.
There wasn't much they could do other than to try and help shape our position. Clearly the
British who are so dependent on us from the testing perspective, wanted to make sure that
nothing was done, or were particularly sensitive to the possibility of anything being done that
would limit our ability to help them on the testing side. The French would have had a
comparable concern from the standpoint of French testing but not any problem from the
standpoint of our helping them because we didn't do that. To the degree that we provided them



any help that ended very early days and it was our link to the British that was key. So there
weren't any really sticking points. It was so new an effort, we were treading ground that just
hadn't been involved before in any formal negotiating dialogue. The effort which finally ensured
mainly in the autumn of 1969 to put together what would be the US position, was mainly the
work, in the initial sense, of Ray Garthoff.

Q: Yes, he has been interviewed.

MARTIN: During the autumn of 1969 by which time I had left NATO and was back in
Washington in the office of Political/Military Affairs working on SALT and all the strategic and
arms control disarmament issues, in fact was the State staff person on SALT from the beginning,
Ray Garthoff put together four different options which were overlays to some degree variations
on a core of themes to be address by the interagency process and it was one of those four
polished up in various ways that was finally put forward as the US opening position in SALT.
His efforts singlehandedly really to put together those four discreet positions was an absolutely
incredible performance.

Q: Did you have any feeling from CIA sources or others that the Soviets were having the same
problems -- the military saying they liked things as they are and the diplomatic side saying you
had to come to some kind of agreement?

MARTIN: Over the years that I had been involved, it certainly became clear that a number of
people that I had worked with on the Soviet side and got to know were true believers in the sense
that they really did hope and were working toward agreement as opposed to disruption and
insuring that no agreement would ensue and therefore be no limitations whatsoever on their
country's activities. So, yes, indeed, there were evident, if you will, soft liners, those who were
interested in trying to work towards an agreement that would not be inconsistent with the goals
and the interests of their side, but indeed did want to see an agreement reached. There were
equally evident hard liners who wanted to insure that every roadblock conceivable was put in the
way and that no agreement could ever be reached.

We had the same thing on our side, both in the uniformed military and in the OSD, the civil side.
Indeed, the hardest liners of all was on the civil side and curiously enough over time it was not
unusual to see the Joint Chiefs of Staff on the arms control side of the equation as opposed to the
other because of the fact that they understood, as did we all, that the pot was not limitless. There
were limitations to the amount of resource that could be used in developing weapons and
systems, etc. and where hard choices had to be made, the military might well want to see
something not pursued because they didn't think it was sensible from the standpoint of limited
resources that would be available. But, if you were interested in a full blown ABM system,
countrywide, for example, and various things of that sort that many of the hard liners were
pushing, you found that the uniformed military were occasionally taking a different position. I
found it interesting when it happened the first time and would aim to try to use it occasionally in
the future when it became apparent that the military might have a slightly different view. In the
end, they would make their case one way or other, but would obviously go along with the civil
leadership because that is what they are trained to do. But at the lower levels it was frequently
interesting in terms of the way the lineup developed on any particular issue.
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Q: Well then your next assignment...you stayed away from Washington, I see. You went to
Brussels from '67 to '70. What, now again, was this, did you ask for this or...

LAUDERDALE: No. I was assigned to Kinshasa. I didn't want to go, either. I had a diabetic son
and I was really quite annoyed, because I put in a preference sheet or whatever it was called, it
was completely ignored, they assigned me to Kinshasa. I called AF/EX on the phone one day and
said, "Look, I don't know if I can go to Kinshasa. I have a son that's a diabetic." And they said,
"Forget about it. We're going to send you anyway. Med says its okay." So I dropped it. Before I
left Rio, in the hustle-bustle of moving, of packing up at home, we forgot to give our son his
insulin shot in the morning. Got up in the morning, 7:00, we're packing, drinking coffee standing
up, and at noon he flips over and we rush him to the hospital, and then we remembered, we didn't
give him his insulin shot. So he stayed in the hospital until evening, as I recall, came back home,
scared us all. But in the process we contacted the Regional Medical Officer and it came out that
we were going to Kinshasa. And he said: "You shouldn't go to Kinshasa." And I said, "Well, I
told them that. They raised that and they said that Med said it was okay." So he said: "You go to
see Med when you get to Washington. See the medical director. They're a big bureaucracy just
like everything else. You just got lost in the system. You go tell him your circumstance and
they're not going to send you to Kinshasa." So I said okay. When I got to Washington we went to
FSI-French. Like most Administrative officers I could not be spared for the full program, which
was 16 weeks. They said you can have 8 weeks. So I was enrolled at FSI for 8 weeks. For my
son's medical exam they don't do them at the medical division, you do it privately. We took him
up to Boston, to the Jocelyn Clinic, which is a world-famous diabetic clinic. We had lived in
Boston, so we knew about it. We took him up to Boston for in-patient observation and insulin
adjustment. He's a growing boy who's been overseas. We took him up to the Jocelyn Clinic and
left him for five days. Then I went back to get him. When they got finished they wrote a two-
page letter to Med. about his clearance. I gave the letter to Med., meantime I'm still assigned to
Kinshasa. Med said, you're not going to Kinshasa. Mr. Hume Horan who was the Personnel
Officer in AF, was nasty to me about that. He said "Oh, I notice you went to an out-of-town
doctor, as if there was something sneaky about this whole thing. Anyway, they canceled it. So
here I am in French, and no job. And the Personnel system was not centralized at that time. It
was decentralized, each bureau had a personnel officer. They had a central coordinator and I
went to see him. Because I went to AF and they said they didn't have anything for me. I went to



the central coordinator and he said: "Well, we're planning an expansion in Brussels for the
NATO move. We're going to create an additional job there as Embassy GSO. I've got three
choices: Frankfurt, commercial officer; Lisbon, commercial officer; Brussels, GSO. Frankfurt,
the guy extended; Lisbon, something else happened. Anyway, I went to Brussels as assistant
GSO. New Position in anticipation of the NATO move. So after my 8 weeks in French I went to
Brussels.

Q: Tell me, I know everything was in flux back then, but you would end up kind of being coned.
In a sense you were typed as an economic, political, consular, or administrative officer.

LAUDERDALE: You became typed, but I hadn't been typed yet.

Q: How did you feel about concentrating sort of on the administrative side of this and that. What
was sort of the atmosphere. Where did one want to be as a type of officer. I speak as...I found
myself getting typed as a consular officer and everybody told me "Don't be one."” But gee, I liked
the work and I kind of stayed on longer than people thought was a good idea in those days.

LAUDERDALE: As I recall it was about two years later that the coning process occurred. As
long as the question of coning didn't come up, I didn't really care. I would have preferred, for
substantive reasons, either of the other two kinds of job. But for other reasons they didn't work
out, so [ wasn't unhappy about this one. While in Brussels, they came out with this system they're
going to cone everybody and the first cut they're going to cone you in the work you're now in.
And under that formula I would become administrative cone, and you had a right to appeal. So
when I was next in Washington I went to see the central Personnel people about whether I should
appeal or whether I should accept it. So one of the things I asked them was... by then they had
the newly centralized Personnel system... one of the questions I asked them was about the role
and future of administrative people in the Foreign Service. Because they didn't have any tradition
of that. I asked them, for example, can I get to the top as an Administrative Officer? Can I aspire
to be an ambassador as an Administrative Officer? I got a lot of coughing. Coughing and
hhhmmming. I never got a straight answer. The answer was, it depends and so forth. So in the
end I accepted it. I didn't appeal.

Q: What was the situation in Brussels when you got there? it was not the Embassy to NATO at
that time, am I vight? It was a straight Embassy?

LAUDERDALE: Right.
Q: And how did you find the Embassy, how it operated?

LAUDERDALE: There were two Missions in Brussels at that time: USEC, which was the
Mission to the Common Market at that time, kind of small; and the Embassy, which was
accredited to the government of Belgium, which was also kind of small. It was by and large a
sleepy...I would call it kind of a sleepy, unimportant Mission. The Administrative Officer, for
example, was an FSO-2, to give you an idea of level. By the time I arrived, it was getting ginned
up. And the next year was very, very hectic. We spent the year planning for the move of starting
in January of '67, and NATO was going to move in September of '67. So we had about nine



months to plan for that move.

Q: The Ambassador when you arrived was, what, Ridgeway Knight?
LAUDERDALE: Yes.

Q: How did you find him?

LAUDERDALE: I used to call him the Consul General, because that's how he acted. After
coming from Mexico City and Rio, where I was lucky even to meet the Ambassador, here I was
at a post where no detail was too small. I met the Ambassador every day, and he would tell me
where the flowers ought to go in the lobby. So I used to call him the Consul General.

Q: As a post, how did people like it there?

LAUDERDALE: The people who were there liked it. Brussels was very convenient living. Our
relationship with the Belgian government was very friendly, the issues with the Belgian
government were very few. We were both NATO members, the Common Market's there, so very
few strains, lots of amenities.

Q: The Congo had ceased to be an issue then? It had been, I suppose, five years earlier.

LAUDERDALE: We had broken relationships with Iraq, and the Belgians were the protecting
power in Iraq, so one of our more important relationships with the Belgians was practically every
day going to the Belgian Foreign Office about Iraq.

Q: This is after the '67 Arab-Israeli War and many of the Arab states broke relations with us.
LAUDERDALE: Right.
Q: So, how does one go about all of a sudden having NATO headquarters dumped on them?

LAUDERDALE: Well, they had to decide what kind of headquarters building to build. They
couldn't build a permanent headquarters during the time allowed, so they found a site and
decided to build a temporary headquarters, with the idea that they would later build a permanent
headquarters in another part of the city. A permanent one being brick and steel and opposed to
this one, which is stucco, low-rise, that looks kind of like an army camp, temporary building for
NATO. That was for the office side of the house. We had to have a school. There was an
American school in Brussels that was where most of the American business community and
Embassy kids went, but it could not accommodate the great influx. They were going to get 200-
300 more students and they couldn't accommodate them. And they didn't want to expand to that
scope. So the U.S. Army decided to build a school. So NATO's out there building their
headquarters, the Army's coming in, buying land to build a school. Then we've got the question
of housing for all these people. We decided to go government lease. So in addition from the U.S.
Mission moving from Paris, there's also a military committee of NATO that's headquartered in
Washington, and they decided to move it to Brussels simultaneously with the NATO. Between



the military committee and the U.S. Mission to NATO, we're going to get over 200 people, 200
employees. So the number of housing units, as I recall, was 213, so we decided to go government
lease. So we had to lease and furnish 213 housing units. So you've got three things going
simultaneously: headquarters office building by U.S. NATO, school by U.S. Army, Embassy and
a joint administrative section -- of course NATO's not even there, so the Embassy Administrative
Section has to do all the administrative work. We've got to locate 213 or so housing units, furnish
them, all by September. I was scared!

Q: Also, you're in competition with all the other Embassies of NATO who were doing the same
thing.

LAUDERDALE: I went out as assistant GSO. In the meantime I became the GSO, and by the
summer [ got two American assistant GSOs. I'll grant you, I was only an FSO-5 myself and they
were FSO-6s, or something like that. Much too junior and much too few to do this massive job.
So as I say, I was scared. And I never worked harder in my life, seven days a week, from January
to December. I took no vacation that year. Nobody did. We were overloaded.

Q: How did the Belgians respond to this influx. Both at the government level and the real level,
that is, the Belgians who were living in Brussels?

LAUDERDALE: The government responded positively. How the people felt about it? I don't
remember exactly, but my recollection is favorably. The kind of aura at the time was that
Brussels was going to become the capital of Europe. With NATO here and the Common Market
here, this is going to become an important business, commercial, diplomatic center, why we're
going to be the capital of Europe!

Q: Was there a real problem with pricing? With the competition and all I'd imagine that you
found yourself competing for housing and all, trying to outbid each other. Was this a problem?

LAUDERDALE: We had difficulty finding units, but price wasn't really the problem. Belgium
was kind of expensive anyway. But I don't remember any great rent escalation and getting there
first. It may be that we were ahead of the others, even though our numbers were so much greater.

Q: Were you getting help from the US Army, coming out there, or the NATO side, or did they
depend on you?

LAUDERDALE: They depended on us. Most of the military help came later. After NATO was
established, or just before or simultaneously with it, there was a NATO support group that came
that was military that worked closely with the Embassy and helped a lot with visits and other
things. But in this process that I'm talking about, they were not a player.

Q: Did John Eisenhower...when did he come there? After NATO was already in or not?

LAUDERDALE: After the election. The Nixon election in '69. Ridgeway Knight was summarily
replaced... he read about his replacement by John Eisenhower in the wireless bulletin.



Q: How did he operate?

LAUDERDALE: Low key, kind of a loner. I don't mean loner in the normal sense of the world.
He had no close associations. He didn't take up with the professional corps on a comrade basis,
and he had no private friends. He felt alone, and he said so.

Q: It was sort of an odd...he was the son of the president, but it didn't fit one way or the other.
Later he became...his son married Julie Nixon, but that wasn't in the offing at that time.

LAUDERDALE: No, she was a young girl in Brussels at that time.

Q: Did you get any feel for how Belgians felt about Germany and Germany was in NATO at that
time. Was this a problem?

LAUDERDALE: I think that, at least on the surface, the animosities of World War II were pretty
much behind them at that time. Now, I had been in Belgium earlier, when I was a GI in Germany
in the '50s, and it was active then. The war memories were still fresh. But now in '69, I didn't
hear anything about it.

Q: [ think it was different, the Dutch harbored these things much longer, there may be reasons,
but both suffered quite badly during World War II but the Belgians seem to be a different breed
of cat.

LAUDERDALE: You're right about the Dutch. I was more aware of the Dutch sensibilities about
it than the Belgian.

Q: There was another manifestation not on the German side but against us, about Vietnam. The
Dutch were giving us a very difficult time, I'm talking about students, people on the streets and
all, about our role in Vietnam, but you never hear about it in Belgium.

LAUDERDALE: You had some, they wrote graffiti on our building sometimes. It was not the
way it was in some other countries, but there was some.

Q: What about the African business? Of course Belgium by this time had no Rwanda, Burundi,
the Congo, or Zaire. Did these play any role? Were things happening there where we were on
one side and they were on the other, or were you...

LAUDERDALE: I'm not aware of any. My overriding memory of events during my time was the
NATO side of the house and the invasion of Czechoslovakia that occurred while I was there.
That kind of put NATO on alert, so they were on their toes there. And the U.S. forces along the
East German border was a source of tension. It may have had some spillover in terms of the
Belgians, but you know the Germans were now the front line. They were the guardians of liberty
and the buffer between the Russians and the Belgians. So that may have influenced their attitude.

Q: What was the attitude about the Soviet threat at that time?



LAUDERDALE: I think we might talk about two parts of it: one, the Communist philosophical
threat and the other would be the Soviet military threat. The Communist philosophical threat, by
and large the Europeans, including the Belgians, thought the Americans were paranoid. Being
Social Democrats, socialists they called themselves openly, they don't consider the Communist
philosophy all that threatening or all that ominous, and they think the Americans are overboard
about it. So they were never that greatly concerned about the non-military inroads of
Communism or the threats of Communist domination of countries in Africa and so forth. They
more or less shrugged and said, "So what? "What's the threat?

Now on the military side there's obviously some concern, and events such as those that occurred
in Czechoslovakia [the 1968 crushing of liberalization in Czechoslovakia by the Soviets and
their satellites], brought to the fore realization that there is a significant military threat and that
there is a big army on the German border, and we are all to some degree vulnerable, and we need
NATO and we need the American forces in Europe.

Q: Did the Embassy in Brussels play any role in helping our Embassy in Luxembourg, by any
chance?

LAUDERDALE: Marginally. Yes, I mean not so much that we were a regional support center or
anything like that, but when they needed help they called us and we always responded. It could
be supply or technical assistance or even advice.

MARTEN VAN HEUVEN
Civil Emergency, Planning, and Arms Control Officer, USNATO
Brussels (1967-1970)

Mpr. Van Heuven was born in the Netherlands in 1932. He received his BA and
LLB from Yale University and his MIA from Columbia University. His positions
abroad included Berlin, Brussels, The Hague, Bonn and Geneva. Charles Stuart
Kennedy interviewed him on January 31, 2003.

Q: Today is March 7, 2003. You 're off to NATO in 1967. You were there from when to when?
VAN HEUVEN: 1967 to 1970.
Q: What was your job?

VAN HEUVEN: Let me back up for one second. I mentioned earlier that I was a civil servant in
the Office of the Legal Adviser. I had a GS rank. When I went to Berlin, I became a Foreign
Service Reserve officer. The reason was that at the time I entered the Department of State, |
could not have become a Foreign Service officer because under the law and regulations one
needed to have been a U.S. citizen for ten years. | had been naturalized in 1953. I came into
Washington in 1957. Direct entry into the Foreign Service was not an option for me, so I didn’t
consider that. But by the time I got to Berlin as an FSR, it was 1963, and this restriction no



longer existed in law. Knowing I didn’t wish to go back to L - or to law for that matter - I wanted
to stick with the Foreign Service. I applied for lateral entry into the Foreign Service officer corps.
I thought that being a Foreign Service Reserve officer would make that a little easier. Indeed,
during the last inspection we had in Berlin, the inspectors very kindly picked up what had been
an application that hadn’t been moving forward. When they went back to Washington, it did
move forward and I was invited to take the oral. This happened at Embassy Rome. It was
conducted by a panel of three, chaired by the then DCM in Rome, Frank Meloy, who as later
assassinated in Lebanon. It was a short trip to Rome. The interview was easy. The results were
positive. By the time I went to USNATO, I was an FSO. However, going to NATO didn’t
happen in the normal assignment process either. In my time as a lawyer for the IO bureau, the
assistant secretary at the time was Harlan Cleveland. Since I often attended the 10 staff meetings,
I had somehow come to his attention. In 1967, Harlan was ambassador at NATO. The NATO
organization had just gone through the traumatic experience of having been kicked out of France,
which meant that the NATO military headquarters moved away from Fontainebleau to Mons, in
Belgium, and the NATO diplomatic establishment moved from Paris to Brussels. In the course of
that upheaval, the French action gave rise to a claim for compensation to the other members of
the alliance and to the organization for the costs it had to incur in order to be able to make the
move. Therefore, there was a process that involved both a NATO claim against France and also a
bilateral U.S. claim since there were a lot of U.S. forces involved. Harlan obviously was
involved in that issue at a high level, and he needed a lawyer. He knew me because I had
performed for him before as a lawyer. So, he was interested in having me join the delegation in
Brussels in a legal capacity at least for the purpose of handling such legal issues as would
obviously have to be dealt with by him and by the Council in connection with the claim. When I
arrived at NATO, Bill Cargo, the DCM, took me aside and asked me whether I knew what
Harlan intended to do with me. I had to tell him honestly I wasn’t sure. It transpired that the
NATO organization had also obtained the services of a lawyer, an American by the name of
Peider Kunz, who was born and raised in a little village in eastern Switzerland, but who was an
American. | know that some ambassadors on the Council wanted Harlan to assure them that he
was not really a CIA employee and I know we gave that assurance. So NATO as an organization
had this American lawyer and Harlan had me. In the event, I never did a great deal of legal work.
The issues were handled elsewhere and eventually settled.

Q: Did the French ante up or not?

VAN HEUVEN: There was an anteing up. But there were complicated issues involving such
concepts as negative residual value. In other words, the French would regain the use of an
airstrip that had been used and maintained by American forces. So the demand on our part for
compensation for the lack of use of such airstrip was met by a counterclaim for alleged French
costs it would take to convert that airstrip back into normal pasture land. I don’t recall the sums
that eventually were involved, but some money did pass. But to a large degree, these claims and
counterclaims in the end offset each other.

Q: What did you end up doing?

VAN HEUVEN: My initial assignment was civil emergency planning. NATO had a lot of
committees. Some of them were main committees. Civil Emergency Planning was one of the



main committees but it was outside of the mainstream of NATO work. But civil emergency
planning was a set of procedures that had been codified into an entire body of existing structures
and organizations that had to do with anything from provisioning of energy in terms of crisis, to
providing transport in terms of crisis, to taking care of civilian populations, and calamities of any
sort. This big structure of committees was handled under the broad hat of a Civil Emergency
Planning Committee on which the representative from Washington, who came from the Office of
Civil Emergency Preparedness, filled the U.S. chair at high-level meetings. During normal times
that chair was taken by me, sitting in for my ambassador. The ambassador could always take the
American seat whenever he wanted to. But there were at the time over 200 committees in NATO
and the ambassadors didn’t do that. So I operated with a bunch of colleagues, mostly at the
second secretary level. Under the chairmanship of an Italian by the name of Deveglia, who was a
NATO civil servant, we did our civil emergency planning work. I did this from a position in the
political section, which was at the time headed by Ray Garthoff, and later by Ed Streator. I spent
a year and a half learning something that was totally new to me but which did involve quite a
few committee meetings and a lot of negotiations. At one point, we took the initiative - it was Ed
Streator’s idea - to organize a symposium. Basically, it was an unstructured meeting at high level
to kick a lot of these issues around. I'll just give one more example of what civil emergency
planning involved. Our whole CRAF [Civil Reserve Air Fleet] alert system was part of a wider
NATO system that would have done the same thing for the civilian NATO aircraft in other
countries.

Q: The French were in and out of NATO. Were the French in this particular area?

VAN HEUVEN: The French were in the Civil Emergency Planning Committee. The French role
was handled by a schoolmasterish but nice civil servant, not from the ministry of foreign affairs,
who had the advantage of having been there a long time and the disadvantage of having been
there a long time. He also sat on some other committees. He fancied he knew English better than
he did. One of my colleagues from DOD, a civilian by the name of Joe Loveland, an enormous
guy who was himself married to a very tiny Frenchwoman, amused us one evening when Ruth
and I were at dinner at the Lovelands and our French civil servant colleague was there. Joe
would affectionately address him as “Old Fart,” a word which the Frenchman didn’t understand.
He thought it was a compliment. Of course, it caused us all sorts of problems in having to keep
our faces straight during dinner.

Q: Were there any disasters or things that you had to mobilize for?

VAN HEUVEN: No, but it was all planning for what if. The planning was quite advanced and
the structure was a good one, and it still exists today. It involved a whole pipeline system for
petroleum in Europe because it would have had to provide for the energy for the tanks and trucks
of the armed forces. It involved everything having to do with transportation and taking care of
civilians. It did interface with a lot of different parts of the Washington bureaucracy. So it was
quite bureaucratic. But it was important because this would have had to function had it become
necessary.

I recall one other amusing thing. Occasionally, Washington would provide political input not just
in terms of direction but also in terms of people. At one time I found myself having to deal with



the then lieutenant governor of Texas, Ben Barnes, who somehow came over as a senior
representative on the meeting of the Civil Emergency Planning Committee. Barnes was full of
stories. The one I remember is the description of his mother-in-law as a “bad, long ride on a
rainy road.” Barnes later got into ethical difficulties back in Texas. They effectively curtailed his
political career.

Q: What role did the Germans play in this? I would imagine that they would be right in the
center of everything.

VAN HEUVEN: Well, yes, but so did the French, because the pipelines ran through France and
the fighting would be in Germany. In fact, Germany was important. I don’t particularly recall the
German representative on the committee. But I do recall vividly the British representative, Tony
Morgan, who many years later turned out to become the opposite number of my wife in Zurich
where he was the British consul general. I also remember the Norwegian, Kris Prebensen, who
later became head of administration in the NATO Secretariat, taking the place once occupied by
Lord Coleridge. And I remember Marino Deveglia, our chairman, who had all the strengths and
weaknesses of the caricature of an Italian. The Germans would have been the beneficiary of a lot
of the work of the Civil Emergency Planning but not exclusively, since the assumption was that,
if the balloon went up, all of Europe would be affected and all European populations would have
to be looked after and that would have to be done by governments.

Q: What was your impression of this segment of the NATO apparatus? I've talked with people
who worked with the UN and particularly during an earlier period you had mentioned that at
that time after the Cold War the U N officials had to show results but during the Cold War it was
better to keep your head down and be a bureaucrat. How did you find the NATO organization?

VAN HEUVEN: The NATO organization was impressive, not because of the building we were
in, which is the building they are still in, although there is a decision now to construct something
new. It was an advanced temporary building. It was big, with a lot of wings off the main corridor
at three levels. We occupied an entire wing at all three levels on the western side. The U.S.
delegation for the Military Committee was right across the main corridor, on the other side.

The quality of the NATO staff, many of whom were seconded at senior levels from the national
services of the members, was pretty good. NATO was important and countries saw to it that they
sent good people to these jobs. So the various assistant secretaries - general were usually top-
notch people, as were those working directly for them. I mentioned Lord Coleridge. I should also
mention the NATO Secretary General at the time, who was an Italian by the name of Manlio
Brosio, a diplomat of consummate skill whom I had a chance to observe a lot, because my role as
a notetaker behind Ambassador Cleveland meant that every Wednesday I would be watching
Brosio perform as chairman of the NATO Council. He did that with enormous skill. He was an
old-fashioned diplomat. No raised voices. He knew his brief, he did his homework, and he
managed wisely to sum up every discussion, so that the creation of the so-called decision sheet,
which was in effect the decision of the meeting, would not be too difficult. I don’t recall his
making any mistake, although I’m sure he made some. It was really wonderful to see such a man
in action, and to see the style with which he could manage this very difficult job. Of course, the
NATO ambassadors were all prima donnas. They did, however, know their place. NATO never



voted. In theory everybody was equal. The reality, however, was that each ambassador knew
roughly what his country brought to the table and would tailor his role accordingly. Iceland or
Luxembourg, for instance, would not speak on many issues, or if they did, would make their
remarks very short. The major countries, on the other hand, were quite different. Occasionally,
you would have an exception, but the discipline of the group - and it was quite a tight group;
there were 15 ambassadors - usually had a salutary effect on any diplomats with tendencies to be
outside of the norm. There was the Dean, Andre DeStaercke, Belgian, a bachelor and a man who
never could get over the fact that he had to move from Paris back to his hometown of Brussels
because he had a wonderful apartment in the Cinquieme in Paris from which later on he could
watch from his windows the student revolt in 68. But DeStaercke also played a role in dealing
with this issue of how the NATO Council should use Peider Kunz on the claims issues. |
remember accompanying Mr. Kunz to lunch once at DeStaercke’s apartment. He was an erudite
man. Because he was Dean and because he represented the host country, he could afford to take
as much time as he wanted and no one in the Council really ever cut him short.

Q. How did Harlan Cleveland work within the Council?

VAN HEUVEN: Cleveland, in my view, was a prince and was seen as such by his colleagues.
He was not a professional diplomat. He was seen as more than that, as an intellectual of
extraordinary imagination and drive, and a capacity of turning ideas into concrete action. As a
result, he commanded huge influence with his colleagues, who listened very carefully to
everything he had to say. Working with Harlan did have occasional downsides, not because it
wasn’t exciting - it certainly always was - but Harlan was so devoted to his job and so cerebral
about all the issues that it never mattered to him which day of the week it was. I recall his calling
a staff meeting once for 3:00 p.m. Sunday. Tommy Wilson, his personal choice as political
counselor and also a political appointee, said to him, “Harlan, it’s going to be Sunday” and
Harlan in effect said, “So what?”” We did spend a lot of time in the office with Harlan. I mean
that literally. The hours at NATO were extremely long. We typically would find ourselves on
Saturday mornings saddled with instructions - I’'m slightly ahead of myself because this was not
in Civil Emergency Planning, but on arms control issues - which Washington would have
managed to disgorge late Friday afternoon and which would land in Brussels on our doorstep for
execution Saturday morning. Our job was then to turn the cable into an actionable paper and get
it around. Of course, we ran into the difficulty that about half of the delegations simply didn’t
staff on Saturday mornings, which meant that we often had to get ahold of their duty officers, or
in some cases just slip the envelope under the door. I think that today they probably have a
similar problem because there are five more countries and some of them are thinly staffed and
they simply cannot afford to be there all weekend. It was damned hard work. But it was hard
work with really terrific people. I have mentioned Garthoff, who was involved with Ambassador
Gerard Smith in the SALT (Strategic Arms Limitation Talks) and then START (Strategic Arms
Reduction Talks) negotiations. I mentioned Ed Streator, who was a powerhouse and also very
inventive. Bill Cargo and later, George Vest, were strong DCMs. Harlan had two right-hand
men. One was Tommy Wilson, who was the POLAD, a job later held in my time by Larry
Eagleburger. Tommy came from the outside. He was an author and a longtime friend of
Harlan’s. Tim Stanley was the personal representative of the Secretary of Defense. That meant
that Tim basically commanded all the folks who were on the U.S. Mission staff from the
Pentagon, on the third floor. Tommy handled the political work. Bruno Luzatto, another



academic pal of Harlan’s from World War II days in Italy, was the economic counselor. It was a
tremendously talented team of erudite and worldly people who were quite comfortable in the
very important roles that they had and who, by and large, worked very well together, something
that is not always the case. There have been times at NATO when I’ve watched these
relationships go pretty sour, but in those days they worked really well.

Q: The secretaries of defense from all these countries, minister and secretaries of defense have
semiannual or quarterly meetings.

VAN HEUVEN: Twice a year.
Q: During your time, did this change the dynamics? They re a different breed of cat in a way.

VAN HEUVEN: Well, I remember Secretary Rusk coming for one of the meetings at ministerial
level. In those days, we would always begin on a Thursday night with a non-NATO issue,
namely, the Berlin group, which was traditionally convened in rotation by the bilateral embassies
of the four members of the Berlin group in Brussels. These ambassadors normally had to do only
with Belgium, but when the Berlin group met they had to throw a dinner which very often they
did not attend themselves. On that occasion when somebody asked Secretary Rusk the next
morning how the dinner had been - it had been at the German residence - he said, “Well, they
served rabbit and the rabbit is still running around in my stomach.” There was, of course, always
a tremendous bureaucratic run-up for these defense and foreign ministers meetings because there
was the natural drive that they should produce some result. So there was always a premium on
coming up with yet an other idea. One of those ideas in the Cleveland days was the Committee
on the Challenges of Modern Society, also known as the CCMS, not really directly related to
NATO work, but Harlan made it so. The organization followed. We got a new committee called
CCMS. I think it’s still there. So, by accretion, the organization tended to grow as a result of this
habit of periodic meetings. Nothing was ever subtracted. There was the usual frenzy of briefing
papers and of course the exchanges with Washington to get all the ducks in a row. The meetings
themselves would be the typical high-level visit with all the hassles that went with it. But it
became so routine, and it is so routine today, that the admin staff in Brussels, which is actually
located mostly in the embassy downtown, is completely at home dealing with those things.
Things become different when the President comes. Then the magnitude of the complexity
increases exponentially. But there’s been plenty of experience with handling presidents at NATO
as well. It just makes for hard admin work. Over time potential problems, like which ambassador
gets to shake the President’s hand first at the airport, got sorted out. Once the pattern was settled,
that was it.

Q: While you were there, were there any civil emergencies or things such as earthquakes, floods,
or things of this nature that challenged the organization?

VAN HEUVEN: Not that I recall. There must have been some. I did have to handle an
emergency almost within a month after my arrival. It had nothing to do with civil emergency
planning but it had to do with the fact that I was duty officer. It had to do with a potential
outbreak of Greek-Turkish hostilities in November 1967. There was a very real possibility of
war. On the evening of November 25, 1967, at Brussels airport, my job was to come up with 400



gallons of JP4 to fuel an aircraft to get Secretary General Brosio into the theater as soon as
possible. The thought being that if he were there it would perhaps prevent war. War didn’t break
out and his timely arrival may have had something to do with it. Within 24 hours, Washington
also provided Cyrus Vance to back up Brosio in the Aegean theater. The rest is history. But I
remember being at the airport, not really knowing my way around, and knowing nothing about
what JP4 looked like or how much it cost. But I did get it and we got the plane off.

Q: What was your observation of the Greek and Turkish delegations?

VAN HEUVEN: I draw a blank on that. In civil emergency planning they didn’t really count,
although maybe they should have. They didn’t attend all the time. My other year and a half at
NATO, I was taken off civil emergency planning and was asked to do arms control work. So I
had a very different life. Even in that life I don’t remember much about what was a virtually
constant standoff. This was long before Turkey occupied Northern Cyprus. Greece was coming
out of the colonels’ period. Neither country had strong governments. Turkey was still pretty far
away in everybody’s mind, and simply not regarded as part of Europe. It was a NATO member,
to be sure, and it was an important NATO member, but 'm generalizing now. The specific
answer to your question is that I had no direct experience with either of them.

Q. How were the Soviets viewed by the NATO members? Were they going to do something? Had
we learned to live with it?

VAN HEUVEN: The Soviet Union was what NATO was all about. That was clear. By the time I
got there, it had already been four years since the assassination of Kennedy and longer since his
American University speech in which he held out the prospect of a better relationship with
Moscow. Consequently, the mood was different from the mood that I recall from my time earlier
at the General Assembly, where the Russians were always vetoing, and there was really no
common ground that we had with them at all, and in Berlin. That is not to say that anybody felt
sanguine about the Soviet Union. It was the Soviet threat, the threat of mass destruction, the
threat of nuclear weapons, but also very much the threat caused by the huge conventional
preponderance of the Soviet forces that absolutely riveted the attention of the NATO countries.
Everything that was done was related to that. During my time at NATO, there was an attempt to
beef up the individual military efforts of the NATO countries. It was the first of a number of
such American initiatives over time to increase national defense budgets. The Mansfield
Amendment was out there as a constant reminder that, if the Europeans didn’t pull up their
socks, the Americans might not necessarily stay. There was a lot of talk about burdensharing. At
that time, NATO also was addressing nuclear defense. But by the time I got to do arms control,
the doctrine of flexible response was in place. Member countries were becoming used - or
reconciled - to the new doctrine, and became gradually more comfortable with the new NATO
strategy. My occasional visits to SHAPE certainly reinforced the impression that this was about
balance of power, that this was about readiness, that this was about a major political threat to the
European continent and to the United States because of the nature of the Soviet weapons. There
was a great feeling of solidarity within the Council, created not just by the common enemy but
also by being together in one building for long, long hours on all these strategic and operational
issues. Even though you might be hassling about individual details, being together and going
through the same grinder produced very strong friendships. France was always a little bit on the



sidelines of these things, not because it viewed Moscow differently but because the French were
in an ambivalent situation. They were part of the political NATO but not part of the military
NATO. So they were not part of the Defense Planning Committee but they sat on the Council. So
they were either half in or half out. But everybody else was fully aboard and lived with that
situation. Neither Harlan Cleveland nor his successor, Bob Ellsworth, worried overly about the
French. Another PremRep, Will Taft, did years later. He made it his mission to see if he could
really work with his French counterpart. But in the late sixties, most delegations had absorbed
the shock of the move from Paris to Brussels.

Q: Speaking of the French, during May-June of 68, there was a lot of unrest in France, student
revolt and all that. De Gaulle made a very famous visit to the troops stationed in Germany. Did
that have any repercussions within NATO?

VAN HEUVEN: Not directly, although everybody in Brussels, certainly those who had just
moved from Paris, were fascinated by this popular explosion on the streets of Paris that seemed
to have taken its cue from Berkeley, but had domestic roots. The French traditionally like to go
to the streets whenever they feel strongly about something. French society in those days was still
sufficiently inflexible so that the young people could feel that their only way out was to hit the
streets and build barricades in the old tradition. But it was also a more basic challenge to the
constitutional order of France at that time. Indeed it was the harbinger of the end of the Fourth
Republic and the coming of the Fifth Republic. It made it easier for De Gaulle to institute the
Fifth Republic. But the event as such did not produce direct political effects on other countries.
There had already been in Berlin - and I had witnesses that in 1966-67 - a very vocal student
presence around the Universitat. The students liked to demonstrate and some of these
demonstrations turned violent. In one case after the visit of the Shah of Iran, a student by the
name of Benny Ohnesorg was killed during a demonstration. For about 24 hours, Berlin was on
the edge of serious instability. So, street riots were already a feature of Europe at the time and
’68 in Paris was not anything new. It certainly was not an issue that the Council discussed in
Brussels. But at NATO one could hardly not be aware of it.

Q: Was Vietnam a burr under our saddle while you were there?

RAYMOND L. GARTHOFF
Political-Military Officer, USNATO
Brussels (1968-1970)

Ambassador Garthoff was born in Egypt in 1929. He received his BA from
Princeton and his MA and PhD from Yale University. He served in the Bureau of
Political-Military Affairs, was the NATO Negotiator on Brussels and was the
Ambassador to Bulgaria. He was interviewed on June 22, 1989 by Horace G.
Torbert.

Q: There's some mention about your being at Brussels, with NATO. But that was just a detail,
was it?



GARTHOFF: No, that was my next assignment, which came January 1968.
Q: I'm sorry. I got my dates a little confused here.

GARTHOFF: But before coming to that, I might just mention a couple of things from this other
period.

Q: Did you start going around to conferences and that sort of thing, international conferences,
during this job, or did that come later?

GARTHOFF: I did attend a number of meetings of disarmament experts at NATO, as the State
Department representative, along with people from ACDA, from the Pentagon, and so on. But I
might just say a little more specifically that as the handling of arms control and disarmament
developed, once the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency had been created in 1961, it was, of
course, in a sense, an arm of the Department. Its director during most of this period, Bill Foster,
was an advisor to the Secretary, as well as the President, but at the same time it was an
autonomous or independent agency. There was no purpose, of course, and no intent to duplicate
it within the Department. As I say, while autonomous, it was, in a sense, closely coordinated,
probably more so then than it has been since, with the Department. But at the same time, there
was need to have someone in the Department directly, coordinating within the Department itself,
positions on disarmament and arms control questions, because our positions, taking account of
the wide range of interests of the Department as a whole, were often very different from those of
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.

So I ended up performing that function, and this meant when a particular issue would come up,
you know, getting the views of the interested bureaus, the regional political-military affairs desk
in EUR, for example, and in many cases, where that was relevant in IO and elsewhere, as well as
having our own input for Alexis Johnson. And I was the--1 guess, not the nominal, but I was the
actual State Department representative at the meetings of what was called the Committee of
Deputies, chaired by Butch Fisher, who was the Deputy Director of ACDA. I regularly
accompanied the Secretary to the Committee of Principals meetings, which was at that time the
senior body which the Secretary chaired, dealing with arms control and disarmament matters.

So that did involve a lot of--

Q: Bureaucratic interplay. It's very important. This is what you need to learn--how the
government works.

GARTHOFF: Yes. So doing this coordinating job, really, within the Department and being
involved in the inter-agency coordinating work, where I was representing State, while other
people from Defense and JCS and so on, were involved, along with ACDA.

Also while I was in G PM, apart from the arms control and disarmament, a special committee
was created in 1962 to deal with sensitive political, military, intelligence aspects of space
activities, which the Department, again, was represented by Alexis Johnson, its Chairman, and I



was the executive secretary of this inter-agency special--NSAM 156 Committee, it was called.
To avoid any descriptive title, it took the name of the NSAM that established it.

We considered such questions as what, if any, kind of public references might be given--and the
general answer was, "None"--to what was at that time an unacknowledged program in satellite
reconnaissance. We considered questions as to whether information from satellite photographic
reconnaissance could, or should, be made known to allies, and whether there were ways in which
it could be used indirectly, or directly, in confrontations with the Soviet Union.

Q: In other words, whether it should be subject to the NSAM restrictions, or treated that way?

GARTHOFF: Yes. It was partly a matter of simply considering such questions as--well, to take a
very limited, very precise example, whether we were prepared to support and accept the
implementation of a UN resolution calling for registration of satellite launchings, which would
have indirect relationship. Also more direct questions of whether, and how, we would handle any
kind of programs to try to get the Soviet Union, in particular, and the world, in general, to accept
the idea of overhead satellite reconnaissance as a legitimate activity.

Later, of course, this fed into ways in which such space means could be used as what came to be
called a national technical means of verification in arms control. So this had, in some instances, a
relationship to the arms control and disarmament field, but in most instances was not, really. I
merely mention it as another example of the sort of political-military function that happened to
fall in my bailiwick.

And there were other things. For example, in the Cuban Missile Crisis, again with my hat as
Soviet bloc political-military affairs expert, apart from the arms control area, [ was Alexis
Johnson's staff man in a lot of the handling of the work that he was doing and the Department
was doing in the EXCOMM during the Cuban Missile Crisis.

Q: Now we probably better get back to Brussels and NATO. Or do you have something more to
say about that period?

GARTHOFF: No. I had entered service with the Department in 1961 as a Foreign Service
reserve officer, and was interested in entering the regular corps of the Service. Indirectly, I guess,
this led me to be interested in assignment out of the kind of work I was doing in G PM. 1 did so
on Harlan Cleveland's initiative. I got to know him when he was Assistant Secretary for 10, and
when there were a number of arms control matters and various things that I'd come in contact
and worked with him on. He was then our representative at NATO Council in Paris, and then
after the fall of '67, Brussels. He asked if I would like to join his staff there as Counselor for
political-military affairs, a new position in the staff. [ was interested. That was, in due course,
arranged, and I went there at the end of January 1968.

I had been involved throughout 1967 in our efforts to get under way negotiations that eventually
became the SALT negotiations. In fact, in the spring of 1967, I had been slated as the State
Department representative on a delegation that was formed on paper. It never developed further,
because the Soviets never responded on readiness to sit down at any given time and place and



begin those negotiations.

I mention this because it was to have quite an effect later in terms of my being borrowed away a
good bit of the time from my NATO assignment in Brussels. Indeed, I had only been in Brussels
for a few months when the Soviets indicated a readiness to begin those negotiations, in May and
June of '68. I was called back to Washington to work in the preparations for the SALT
negotiations. That was under way and, indeed, the positions had been decided on. We were on
the verge of announcing a visit by President Johnson to the Soviet Union, at which time the
SALT negotiations would begin, to begin on, I think, the date of September 30, 1968.

Literally the day before the announcement was going to be made, on August 20 Soviet tanks
rolled into Czechoslovakia. Of course, the announcement was never made and the talks never
began in that administration. There still was a desire by the President himself and in some
quarters of the administration to see if those talks couldn't be started in a few months. No one
wanted to do that in the immediate aftermath of Soviet-led intervention, invasion of
Czechoslovakia. But at the same time, there was a feeling it was in our interest to have those
negotiations, so the possibility of their going ahead at some point later was not abandoned. But
by mid-September, three or four weeks after the Soviet move into Czechoslovakia, it seemed to
me that it was absurd for me to be sitting around Washington, not doing anything particular,
except waiting for what seemed to be the unlikely possibility that those SALT talks would get
started. Meanwhile, there was a lot going on back in Brussels, where I was assigned and should
have been, so I told them at one point that I thought I ought to go back to Brussels, and if and
when they needed me, they knew where to find me.

So I went back to Brussels. Sure enough, of course, things were very active there in the aftermath
of the Soviet move into Czechoslovakia.

Q: Just a bureaucratic point. Where were the preparations for the SALT talks centered? Was
that ACDA or the Department? A little of both? Who pulled it together, in other words?

GARTHOFF: It was in ACDA at that point. At the very beginning, it had been in the
Department, in early '67. Then during '67, it got shifted into inter-agency consideration, and very
close cooperation throughout, incidentally, very good cooperation during all that period between
State and ACDA. But during '68, then, it was very much in the normal channels of the
Committee of Principals and the Committee of Deputies and so on, in which both State and
ACDA and Defense had very active participation.

In 1969, after--well, I don't need to go into—

Q: Well, what kinds of problems you faced, NATO, of course, is basically a coordinating-with-
the-Allies job, isn't it?

GARTHOFF: Yes. Exactly.

Q: This is what you do there.



GARTHOFF: Yes.

Q: Were there particularly thorny problems that you had trouble with, with the Allies, or
whatnot, during that period?

GARTHOFF: One interesting area during that time was in the Nuclear Planning Group, which
had been set up, I think in late '66 or '67, as a way of bringing the Germans, in particular, into an
association with our nuclear planning in a way that had not occurred when the MLF had fallen
through. And that was intended to partly assuage feelings of any discrimination within the
alliance, since they were not a nuclear power, unlike the United States, Britain, and France, and
in view of the Non-proliferation Treaty [which] was in its final stages of negotiation during that
particular period. In any event, that led [Robert] McNamara to take the lead in proposing the
Nuclear Planning Group, which then got under way. Because it had a representation principally,
at the top, of defense ministers, and therefore for most countries, of Defense Department
personnel, that was also the situation in our case, but it also involved an active State Department
interest, we worked that out on the spot.

The principal representative at the staff level for the NPG working group that met between the
semi-annual meetings of defense ministers was the senior Defense Department representative in
the US NATO mission, at that time, Tim Stanley. I served as, in effect, his deputy. When he
wasn't there, I sat in the chair. But it was a mixed Defense-State staffing, and working on the
problem, which was, of course, entirely appropriate. After all, we were the United States mission
to NATO, and it integrated State Department and Defense Department personnel. There were
occasionally minor frictions, but it generally worked pretty well.

Q: I always found that US Government integration in the field was infinitely easier than it was in
Washington.

GARTHOFF: Yes.
Q: I tried to struggle with both.

GARTHOFF: Yes. Another subject that came up for consideration at that time were the first
studies that were made on mutual force reductions in Europe. Negotiations on that subject, the
ill-fated MBFR negotiations, didn't get started until much later, 1973, but NATO first proposed
such mutual force reductions in 1968. So we had to get under way some staffing on that, which
had not really been done in Washington, and was then done to some extent in Brussels.
Negotiations never got under way, so it was an exercise which didn't, at that time, lead to
anything, but in a few years it would.

I might say that more generally, I think the coordination, certainly at that period, between the
different elements, which is to say State and Defense, in the mission to NATO, worked quite

well.

Q: Did you have Cleveland the whole time you were there?



GARTHOFF: No, Cleveland was there until some months into the Nixon Administration, when
he was succeeded by Bob Ellsworth.

Q: Ah, yes.
GARTHOFF: So my time there was working under both of them.

I was, again, in the summer of 1969, back in Washington briefly, in connection with SALT, and
when the SALT negotiations were then definitely scheduled for later that fall of 1969, I was
called back to Washington again and named the executive secretary of the delegation, and was
there for the preparations for that negotiation, and then off to Helsinki in November-December
1969. For that year, essentially, from the fall of 1969 through the fall of 1970, I was nominally
assigned, still, in Brussels, and was occasionally there, but most of the time [ was in either
Helsinki or Vienna, where the SALT talks rotated for the first couple of years, or Washington, in
connection with the preparation for them, and only intermittently back in Brussels.

Q: Really, Brussels was just a place where you got your shirts laundered?

GARTHOFF: Well, my wife was in Brussels, but I was just there sporadically.

JOHN W. KIMBALL
Political-Military Officer, USNATO
Brussels (1968-1971)

Mpr. Kimball was born in California in 1934 and received his bachelor’s and
master’s degree from Stanford University. He was positioned in Saigon, Sarajevo,
Brussels and London. He was interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy on May 24,
1999.

Q: Being in NATO from ‘68 to ‘71, you must have been caught up in the removal of NATO.
Where was NATO then?

KIMBALL: NATO had just moved from Paris, and was settling into its Brussels headquarters.
The military people had moved down to the new SHAPE headquarters near Mons, Belgium. The
Harmel report had just been promulgated in 1967, and that gave everybody a fresh slogan to
work with: “defense and deterrence.” Harlan Cleveland really pushed very hard on this idea that
NATO is not only a defensive military alliance, but also a political consultative mechanism. The
North Atlantic Council is not there merely to discuss defense against the Soviets: it is also a
mechanism for coordinating North Atlantic policy among NATO members. He later wrote an
excellent book entitled “NATO - The Transatlantic Bargain.”

STANLEY ZUCKERMAN



Information Officer, USIS
Brussels (1968-1971)

Mr. Zuckerman was born and raised in Brooklyn, New York and educated at the
University of Wisconsin. After service in the US Army, followed by newspaper
reporting and a position with the Governor of Wisconsin, he joined the USIA
Foreign Service in 1965. He subsequently served as Information, Press and
Public Affairs Counselor in Congo, Belgium, Mexico, Canada and Brazil. He also
had several senior level assignments in Washington at USIA and the State
Department. Mr. Zuckerman was interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy in 2004.

Q: Well then in "68 you were off to Belgium?

ZUCKERMAN: To Belgium.

Q. And you were there from '68 to when?

ZUCKERMAN: 71.

Q: What job did you have and what were you doing?

ZUCKERMAN: I was the information officer at the U.S. Embassy. ...

Q: Did we have, was there in fact an ambassador to an embryonic European Community?

ZUCKERMAN: Oh yes. We had a mission to USEC, the US Mission to the Common Market
headed by Ambassador Robert Schaetzel, and a mission to NATO headed by Ambassador Harlan
Cleveland, and we had a mission of course to Belgium headed at that time by Ambassador
Ridgeway Knight. We had a three man USIS post at the Embassy, although our local staff helped
us carry out administrative support for the USIS posts supporting USEC and NATO. At times I
was asked to go over and help out at NATO when our mission was short-staffed during a
conference, usually to cover the event and write a story for world-wide distribution on the
Wireless File.

Q: Well you know there are periodic visits of the President.

ZUCKERMAN: There was only one presidential visit while I was in Belgium, but that was a big
one — President Nixon’s first stop on his first trip abroad as President. It taught me a great deal
about the needs of the traveling White House press corps, and it went off quite well. That was in
1969 and Nixon was greeted quite warmly by the Belgian press. We were worried on his arrival
when he casually put his arm across the back of King Baudouin, who had greeted him at the
airport, as they walked to the reviewing stand. It was a front page photo in the major newspaper,
and to our relief the caption said that the President had engaged in a “typically warm American
gesture of friendship” rather than treating it as an inappropriate act. Later on I was asked to go to
Ireland to assist in working with the press on Nixon’s visit there, with Tom Tuch coming from
Berlin.



Q. What does one do to please the White House press?

ZUCKERMAN: The principal tasks are ensuring that they have a good place to work, all the
facilities they need to move their stories, and access to all but the most private events, such as
meetings between the President and the Belgian Prime Minister. This was before computers so
that stories were generally filed by telephone or telex from the press center. Today they would do
it by a direct feed from their computers to the newsroom. But in those days we had to have a
huge room for more than 200 newsmen with ample phone banks and several telex companies
ready to move their stories. We also had to have a schedule for the newsmen mirroring the
President’s own schedule, buses to take them where the President would be exactly when he got
there, and access for photos to all events. If the press was unhappy, the White House would be
unhappy, but from all reports both the press and the President’s party went away pleased.

Q. And what were your major concerns? Belgium was a dependable ally, wasn'’t it?

ZUCKERMAN: Yes, but remember this was during the Vietnam war, and while a good number
of Belgians remembered our role in liberating them during World War II, and gave us the benefit
of the doubt, the younger people were very opposed to our policies. In fact, they seemed to be
taking their cue from the behavior of people of their same age in the US and elsewhere. The
Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968 was a blow to the left in Belgium and elsewhere, but
it did little to allay concern about Vietnam. We also had problems from our friends, who on the
one hand were afraid that we were neglecting European security needs by getting caught up in a
part of the world that was of less interest to them than it was to us. On the other hand our
departure from Vietnam would certainly cause them to be concerned about our reliability should
we be needed to defend Europe. There are some situations that are just intractable.

Q. Was the press hostile on the Vietnam issue?

ZUCKERMAN: Not uniformly. The Belgian press represented virtually all shades of political
expression, and we had good relations with all of them. The Socialist Le Peuple was among our
good friends despite differences over Vietnam especially, but their criticism was never cutting.
That was one of the benefits of the tendency of Belgian institutions, that they were typically
headed by people of a certain age. They had memories of when we were really needed. My
major problem was with television, which had two branches. RBT was the Flemish channel, and
they were generally very supportive. RTB was the French language channel, and they were the
scene of bitter battles among pro-and anti-American factions. The best friend I had in Belgium
was Henri Francois van Aal, who was the host of the Belgian equivalent of 60 Minutes. They
called it Neuf Million — the Belgian population at the time was nine million. He was a very
professional newsman, who later became Minister of Francophone Cultural Affairs, but while he
was at RTB he treated us very fairly. We were able to help him become the first foreign TV
newsman to win a Neiman Fellowship at Harvard, and the Fulbright Foundation in Belgium was
able to help finance it. Unfortunately the person who became RTB’s “expert” in US affairs was a
fellow named David Lachterman who was truly expert in producing programs about the US that
cleverly used material appearing in the US that was self-critical, without any balance by material
showing, without cynicism, healthy aspects of our society. An example was the CBS program



“Hunger in America” that showed American audiences something that shocked them because
most Americans were not as aware as they are now of the pockets of extreme poverty that led
some families to live in actual hunger. Belgian audiences, however, were less sure that they
knew as much as they might about the real America, and the program had a greater affect there
than it did in the US, because it called into question the image of America that they had seen in
movie theaters. So we did battle for three years with RTB, winning some and losing some, but
overall we made a dent. Our space program was, of course, of major interest in Belgium as it was
everywhere. The Apollo 11 astronauts came to visit and the Belgian foreign ministry and the city
of Brussels agreed on a triumphal motorcade from the airport to the Palace. We were worried
about making sure there was a good turnout on the streets, and went to RTB with the route map.
They surprised us by taking a camera mounted on a car to show the entire route on their widely
watched evening news show the evening before the event. The next day the motorcade route
looked like motorcades of Lindbergh’s return from his Paris flight or of Eisenhower’s triumphal
return from Europe — a parade I witnessed as a child.

Q. Was the experience in Europe beginning to make you question your decision to leave
newspaper work?

ZUCKERMAN: It did, but a career in the Foreign Service didn’t seem likely given my earlier
work in Democratic politics. I was serving on a five-year appointment as a reserve officer and
that would end no later than the end of my posting in Brussels. But it was announced that the
administration had decided to change the nature of the USIA Foreign Service by giving its
members the title of Foreign Service Information Officers and the stability that the State
Department Foreign Service enjoyed. The granting of career status would be determined by
interviews with each officer by senior panels. I was sure there wouldn’t be room for me, since it
would provide an opportunity to get rid of people who might have gotten hired because of their
Democratic political connections.

I was vacationing with the family in Italy when I got a message telling me to fly to Frankfurt to
be interviewed by the panel that had been sent to Europe. I had to fly from Ancona to Rome and
than up to Frankfurt and got in late, but the panel was kind enough to give me more time to get to
the Consulate. I was subjected to a long and thorough interview, and I think I enjoyed good luck
because the other people they had interviewed that day were young officers whose early tours
had been in Sweden, Paris, and other European posts. I guess my Congo tour must have
impressed them, and I didn’t go out of my way to talk about the nice golf course or the good
food and weather. Not long after I returned from vacation I was offered career status, and I was
impressed by the fact that my political background had not been a barrier. We decided that the
work I was doing gave me more time with my family than either politics or journalism ever
would, and I was interested in the work. By this time I had become really involved and deeply
absorbed. I was also mindful of my tendency to get bored with being in one place too long, and
that — unless I was working for a newspaper with multiple bureaus — I would want to change jobs
every few years. The Foreign Service allowed you to change scenery radically, to experience a
dramatic cultural change every few years, without ever giving up your seniority. It was just
unique in that respect.

Q: Let’s go back to your experience in Presidential visits. Let’s go to your first presidential visit.



How did that go. This is Nixon’s first time as president. He had been vice president of course.
Usually the staff around, particularly early on, is both amateurish and demanding. How did you
find this from the presidential staff?

ZUCKERMAN: Well, the first thing that happens to you is the White House takes over your life.
They move in, and there is somebody assigned to the task of coordinating the public affairs side
of it on the White House part and on our side. On our side, I was given the responsibility,
reporting to our wonderful PAO Ed Brooke, of doing the basic liaison with the White House
people and with the Belgian foreign ministry, usually in the company of Ambassador Knight and
Embassy political, administrative and security people. They determined that the Hilton Hotel
would be the headquarters, and we went over there with the administrative people from the
embassy to work out the logistics of the press center. I pretty well knew what the press needed,
where television cameras should go, where you could allow still photographers to go, where the
writing press would go. I urged, successfully in that case, that the press center be joint, that the
American press and the foreign press should share the same quarters. As time went on, the
American government backed away from that because of complaints from the American press. I
thought it was a big mistake, because the US press, particularly the TV prima donnas, often left a
bad taste in the mouths of the local newsmen, and limiting our press center to US media could
only color the press coverage in the press of the host country in a hostile direction. But the White
House press office’s major concern was, of course, how the President was treated by the
American media, and we were left to pick up the pieces after the circus left town. In Nixon’s
visit to Belgium, however, that wasn’t the case, and the local press coverage was excellent.

Q: How did the Belgian Foreign Ministry people react to our requirements?

ZUCKERMAN: The White House people would insist on priority treatment for the press. For
instance there was one part of the visit where the President would lay a wreath at the Belgian
tomb of their unknown soldier, which is located at a very narrow, crowded area of the historic
district of Brussels. The need was to maneuver the buses carrying the press so they could get the
best pictures possible of Nixon laying the wreath. But there were crowds across the street behind
barriers who would be witnessing the ceremony, and moving the buses to provide for our press
would block their view. So what we devised was a system where we would be able to move the
buses in just after the wreath was laid and before the president moved away, so the
photographers could get their shots. There was also a press and photo pool close to the President
so that should have been enough, but there was another reason to move those buses quickly. We
had to get them to the next site, perhaps a couple of hundred meters away, where the president
was going into the palace with King Baudouin. It was at that point in our discussions that my
counterpart in the Belgian Foreign Ministry, press spokesman Jean Francois de Liedeclerq (who
had a son born the same day as my son David in the same hospital, the Clinique Edith Cavell)
made a wonderfully accurate observation. He said in front of the Ambassador, the Foreign
Minister, the White House people and everybody else: “You know, I have just come to realize
the difference between the American approach to such visits and our approach. We will permit
any role for the press that does not interfere with protocol. You will permit any roll for protocol
that does not interfere with the press.” That is a constant where ever you go, no matter which
party controls the White House.



A year later, when President Nixon was making a visit to Ireland after leaving the Soviet Union,
I was asked, because we had no USIS post in Ireland, to provide press support along with Tom
Tuch coming from Berlin and a young officer from Vienna. Congressman Rooney, who ruled
over our budget for a long time said, “We don’t need a USIA mission in Ireland. We don’t have
any enemies in Ireland.” He was probably right. I was tasked to go to Limerick where the press
and White House party would overnight before going to Dublin. We had to look for a place to
put 220 newsmen. There was no really suitable place. There was a beautiful hotel that was built
by an expatriate Irish-American who had returned to Ireland, bought Dromoland Castle, and built
the Clare Inn. But they wouldn’t give him a liquor license for the Clare Inn, and he refused to
open it until they did. So we negotiated with the county, and they gave him a liquor license for
one night. So he stocked the bar and then he brought in all the new help. Nobody had worked
there before; it had never been opened. We had the bar opened at least for the reporters since
there was nothing else to do in Limerick. But there was a to do because the White House reporter
for the New York Times, Max Frankel, later its editorial page editor, wrote a brilliant series of
limericks, datelined Limerick, about the Nixon trip. They were hilarious, and the piece circulated
around the bar. Much of it was focused on the staff’s search for the birthplace of Nixon’s
putative Irish ancestor, which was thought to be a place called Timahoe. The problem was that
they found two Timahoes, and arbitrarily chose one for the Presidential ancestral home.
President Nixon’s staff saw the piece and didn’t like it at all, and to my surprise they succeeded
in convincing the Times not to publish it. We left the Clare Inn and flew to Dublin the next
morning where there was a parade during which someone threw an egg at Nixon and, by the
grace of God, missed. We got to the airport without further incident. Now the night before, a
dinner for the press was thrown at the Dromoland Castle by the man who also owned the Clare
Inn. People had their choice of going to an Elizabethan dinner served by ladies dressed in
Elizabethan costumes with all that they revealed, or to an old Irish country dinner. Well I went to
the country dinner with some of the press, and other people went to the other dinner, and
somehow I got very sick the next morning. I was in extreme distress on the motorcade going to
the airport. I could barely make it until the President left. I went back to the hotel and was really
having very a bad case of dysentery, worse than anything I had had in the Congo except for one
bout of salmonella. I couldn’t go to a farewell dinner that was being held for us that night at the
Russell Hotel, thrown by its manager.

As it turned out, I missed a great dinner but I learned a lesson that served me well for years. I
called the front desk and asked if they had a doctor in the house. This was in the Gresham Hotel,
a beautiful old Edwardian hotel in Dublin. The desk clerk said, “Well Dr. Murphy is our doctor,
but he is not here now, what is your problem? Maybe I can help you.” I described my condition,
and she said “Well I know what he does in these cases. I will leave word with him, but until he
comes, do you trust me to give you his treatment?” I said, “I would trust anybody right now.”
She said, “Get undressed; get into bed.” Shortly there was a knock on the door; she came in
trailed by a waitress with a very large tray, and on it were two bottles of, as it turned out, room
temperature 7-Up, two goblets, a canister, a silver bowl of sugar, a salt shaker and two hot water
bottles. She opened one of the cans of 7-Up and poured it into the goblet. She put in two
teaspoonfuls of sugar and shook some salt in and stirred it up. Then she put a hot water bottle on
my stomach and a hot water bottle on my feet. She said, “Now you are to resist going to the
bathroom as long as you can. Slowly sip this 7-Up and then fill it up again after you finish and
try not to go to the bathroom.” I tried to follow her instructions as best I could, but I didn’t



survive very long. I had to go to the bathroom. I drank more 7-Up. This time I held out for
maybe 15 minutes, and continued drinking the 7-Up mixture. There was a knock on the door,
and the waitress came in, replaced the hot water bottles and left two more cans of warm 7-Up.. |
continued the process until, after another half-hour, I was totally free of my ailment.

The phone rang and it was Dr. Murphy. He said, “How are you doing my boy?” I said, “I’'m
doing fine and I don’t know why. I have had all kinds of cures for this condition but this one
doesn’t seem very scientific.” “Oh yes,” he answered, “this is very scientific. Dysentery is a
vicious cycle. You have got an irritation in the bowel that forces the release of liquid. The more
you lose the more you have to go to the bathroom. It’s a vicious cycle that has to be broken. So
we give you a bland liquid like 7-Up. We put some sugar in there because you have lost a lot of
strength. That releases the carbonations also, so the carbon dioxide won’t be an irritant. We put
some salt in so you will retain the fluid. The hot water bottle on your stomach relaxes the cramps
and help you resist going to the bathroom.” I said, “Well it makes great sense, but what about the
hot water bottle on my feet?” “Oh,” he said, “me mother always did that.”

I have used that cure whenever I have been afflicted again, and it has always worked.

Q: Well, you were in Brussels from '68 to ’71. You certainly know about the problems we were
having in Amsterdam.

ZUCKERMAN: With drugs?

Q: Well no, I was thinking about anti Vietnam protests. [ mean it got quite vicious against our
consulate general. How about the anti war movement Belgium? What was happening and how
did we deal with that?

ZUCKERMAN: It was contentious, but we were not the subjects of large scale demonstrations.
We were criticized in the press. There were the same images on Belgian television that were seen
here in the States. Yet I think Belgian feelings were tempered. The conservative party, in this
case as elsewhere in Europe called Liberals, was strong in Belgium, and I was once told by the
editor of Le Peuple, the Socialist newspaper, that all Belgians were basically conservative. He
said “We have Conservative conservatives, Socialist conservatives, and even Communist
conservatives, but we are all basically restrained in our behavior, except when it comes to the
linguistic divide.”

So while Belgians were generally critical of our actions in Vietnam, their real fear was that our
strength was being squandered on a war that didn’t really threaten our interests, which they, of
course, felt should be centered on the defense of Europe. At the same time, many also would
react to our defeat in Vietnam by a loss in confidence that they could count on us to defend them
in case the Russians came westwards. Nevertheless, there were still enough people around who
remembered WWII. Any taxi driver immediately, when he discovered you were American,
started talking about the kids who demonstrate on the university campuses. “They don’t
understand. They weren’t around during the war. They don’t know how we would be living now
if it wasn’t for the Americans.” So it was a period of declining popularity, but there was still,
even among the younger people, an identification with the rebellious spirit among young



Americans, the same identification that they had with the French youth during the 1968
demonstrations there. | remember seeing the film MASH with French sub-titles and not being
able to hear the English dialogue because of the constant laughter and applause of the young
people in the audience and having to depend on the subtitles to know what was going on.

Q: It was a series about a military hospital in Korea.
ZUCKERMAN: Not the television show, the film. The film came out in 69 or *70.
Q: “69. I saw it in Saigon.

ZUCKERMAN: I’m surprised the Army showed it to the troops in Saigon. The Belgian kids
loved it. They loved it for its irreverence, and the fact that the Americans were criticizing their
own war, that there was debate in America. Most of the tenor of the debate was identified as
opposition from American sources, so they never lost respect for American democracy. They
never were confused by the fact that American society was divided on the war. The Belgians
didn’t like the war for different reasons; the kids for one reason — our interference in what they
thought was a war of national independence --, and the older people for reasons I’ve described.
But they did not respond, for the most part, in the same way as was the case either in the
Netherlands, France, or even in the United States.

Q: In some ways the Belgians were really a different breed of cat than some of the other parts of
Europe.

ZUCKERMAN: I think to some extent yes. They were different not so much in what they
thought but in how they expressed it.

Q. How about the University or universities? Did you get into them? You know some places the
universities in Europe particularly after 68 which had stirred things up. It wasn’t just anti
American, so it meant that the left had sort of taken over.

ZUCKERMAN: The Free University of Brussels was that kind of institution at the time. It didn’t
mean that we were forbidden from being on campuses, but we were more welcome at the
University of Louvain, or Leuven in Flemish, where the university was located. We had many
opportunities to be there and we co-sponsored with their international affairs department a
number of very good seminars on international affairs. We also had no problem reaching the
press with serious seminars. We had a seminar for political writers on American elections before
the 1970 mid-term vote. We didn’t have access as yet to videotape, but we asked USIA to make
kinescopes of a number of the Sunday talk shows and of the ads that would be used in the
congressional campaigns. We had about 20 journalists in attendance for two days, with a mix of
speakers and films, and even the leftist press came. We had good relations with all elements of
the press.

Q. How about the Belgian communist party How did we view it and deal with it or not deal with
it?



ZUCKERMAN: The Belgian communist party was almost invisible.
Q: It wasn'’t like the 27% or something in France?

ZUCKERMAN: Oh no, because there were strong socialist parties on both sides of the language
divide. There was a Flemish socialist party and a Walloon socialist party. They were social
democrats, social Christians, a Catholic party. They pretty much soaked up the energies of the
left. The problem was that Belgium had this language problem, and it was by far and away the
greatest focus of political energies. It wasn’t left and right; it was Dutch and French.

Q: Well did you find was it kind of almost the way it was in Canada where you had to make sure
that you touch both bases on everything you did?

ZUCKERMAN: Sure.
Q: How about your employees?

ZUCKERMAN: They were very mixed, but you know, many Flemish names belong to French
speakers and French names belong to Dutch speakers. Some leading French language TV
journalists had Flemish names, like Henri Francois van Aal or Luc Vendeweghe. And the reverse
was true in the Flemish language TV. There was a great deal of hypocrisy involved. The
extremes got people stirred up. I think it eventually colored the entire political spectrum. It was
tearing things apart. Neighborhoods were torn apart. This neighborhood would have to be
Flemish and that neighborhood would have to be French. And some of the conflict arose not just
out of language per se, but because there was apparently more collaboration on the Flemish side
with the Germans during the war than by the French speakers, although I believe there were
Belgian Nazis of both communities who formed units to fight on the side of the Germans on the
eastern front. But the language battle was a fight in which we had no dog, yet it was a huge
distraction. The real battleground for us was television because RTB, the French language
television, produced the most effective anti-American content, although we also had friends in
both their documentary and news divisions of RTB. The Flemish language television was far
more pro-American; in fact much of their programming was American sitcoms in English with
Flemish subtitles. Their news programs were generally professional and straightforward, as, for
that matter, was true of the RTB newscasts. It was the occasional documentary in the hands of
one of the firebrands that gave us problems, far more so, than any of the political parties.

Q: Was that driven by France too? Or was that local, I mean...

ZUCKERMAN: Home grown.

Q: Home grown.

ZUCKERMAN: Yes, it was more driven, surprisingly, by lingering anti-German feelings. The

leading anti-American TV film maker was the son of Jewish refugees, who was motivated by his
hostility to the American re-arming of Germany.



Q: Was there any competition there with the Soviets?

ZUCKERMAN: A little, but of not real consequence. I was once invited to a Soviet cocktail
party and went with Henri Francois van Aal. It was the strangest reception I’ve ever attended.
There were these security goons around the edges of the room. They could have had signs on
their heads saying KGB. Van Aal picked it up immediately There were some Russian press and
Embassy people who were being watched closely by the goons, who held glasses from which
they never drank. The host was the Soviet press attaché¢, a rather decent man, who was clearly
embarrassed. The Soviets tried to influence the press by appealing to the Belgian spirit of
fairness, since we obviously had a lot more influence. And strangely the Cubans apparently were
active, but didn’t seem to have much success at all. They were out of their familiar water.

Q: Well what happened. I mean did it have any effect on your work or anything in September of
'68 when the Soviets and others in the Warsaw Pact went into Czechoslovakia?

ZUCKERMAN: Oh yes. Probably the most successful political film that USIA ever made was a
film called Czechoslovakia 1968. It came out the following year. It was wordless. It was a mixed
series of slides and film showing the history of Czechoslovakia from the birth of the nation, the
pre-war years, the crush of Hitler’s boot, the joy of the liberation, the re-birth of life, the
Communization, the Czech Spring and then, finally, the entry of the Soviet tanks. It was one of
the few films that we produced that we were able to place on Belgian television. The
Czechoslovakian episode was devastating, a devastating black eye for the Soviets. Reaction to it
was as bad or even worse than Belgian reaction to our involvement in Vietnam because it was
closer to home.

Q: What about, you are thinking about this. This is the time after the '68 invasion of
Czechoslovakia. An awful lot of the “intellectuals” in France peeled off from the Soviet cause.
Was there an equivalent intellectual group in Belgium and if there was, how did you deal with
them?

ZUCKERMAN: The Belgian Communist party was such a non-entity that no one cared. Belgian
Socialists were not at all pro Soviet. I think the Khrushchev revelations of the Stalin era had
more to do with the loss of any remaining illusions about the Soviet Union than the Czech fiasco.
It didn’t take Czechoslovakia to do that but it was obviously an embarrassment. We didn’t have
to exploit it; the Belgians did a good enough job.

Q: In Belgium they didn’t have the same powerful intellectual group that they did in France.
ZUCKERMAN: There were of course people in the universities, and commentators in the press
and well known writers who were leftists. But I just don’t think they had the institutional

framework that made a pro Soviet point of view meaningful in Belgium. There were some of
them in influential roles, but there never was a feeling that Belgium was ripe for subversion.

WILLIAM HARRISON MARSH
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Q: Who were the ambassadors? This is 68 to ’'72.

MARSH: Well, we had six, seven months of a career man whose name escapes me right now,
but he was succeeded by John Eisenhower, son of the President, and then succeeded by... isn’t
this awful, I’'m drawing some blanks here. I can see him now...

It was the beginning, in 1968, of a very intense phase of community conflict in Belgium between
the Dutch speakers, or Flemings, and the French speakers, both those of Brussels and of
Wallonia. What had happened was that it literally cut the University of Louvain in half. Every
other library book was sent to the new French faculties of the university established about fifteen
miles away from the original university. There was interest because there was concern that
Belgium itself might split into pieces and that NATO would be harmed at a time when NATO
was moving up from Paris, you’ll recall, because De Gaulle had handed them their walking
papers.

So there was some interest, but not a great deal. But I think when you go from Vietnam to
Belgium you are going from excessive U.S. interest in a place, to virtually no interest in a place.
It was really like being put on starvation rations after a banquet, as it were.

Q: What does the internal political affairs officer in an embassy do? Who were you talking with?

MARSH: I talked with political party people for the most part, and parliamentarians. Those were
my contacts. After all we did have a Labor attaché and a great percentage of Belgians are
members of trade unions, probably about two thirds of the working population belongs to unions.
So that he would look after that sort of thing, but I would look after parliamentarians. Belgians |
found very accessible. The only thing was that at 37 and a second secretary, there was a general
assumption that [ was like those 38-40 year old Soviet second secretaries, who were clearly
KGB. Because after all, why would someone 37 be a second secretary?

Q: You were going out to see... these were not government officials, these were politicians, and
you were going out of the embassy to see them at party headquarters, or to have lunch?

MARSH: That is so, but many of them were members of Parliament, as well. I knew Ministers
and that sort of thing. In those days I wasn’t supposed to see Ministers, but on the other hand
they didn’t stop me from seeing politicians when they became Ministers. Also, I was supposed to
identify for the future the coming politicians of that day.



Remember 1968 was a year of incredible turmoil in Europe what with the students riots in
Paris....

Q. Absolutely.

MARSH: ...explosions all over the rest of Europe. When people saw 1968 on the wall calendar,
somehow the numbers changed into 1848 and expected revolution to be resulting from it.

Q: Even in Belgium there was a certain amount of turmoil.
MARSH: Absolutely. A great deal, a very great deal.
Q: Did you get involved with youth movements and youth organizations?

MARSH: Well, I did, as a matter of fact. There was of course a great conference in 1969 with
representatives from the Department coming out with those of us from European embassies.
People like Roz Ridgway coming over and Sandy Vogelgesang and other people and we all met
in Bonn for a conference on youth affairs.

Q: Roz Ridgway and Sandy Vogelgesang what were they, were they in the Department?
MARSH: No, they were in the field, in Europe.
Q: Your counterparts?

MARSH: I’m saying that people were coming from all over to be addressed by these people
from the Department. They were telling us that not only were we to put a great deal of attention
to the coverage of youth affairs, but by youth affairs they meant high schoolers, as well as
university people. They wanted to know what to expect in coming years.

Q: How did you do that? How does a 37-year-old second secretary reach out to high school
Students?

MARSH: Well, we couldn’t do it, of course we couldn’t do it. We couldn’t do it for the simple
reason that we were too few in number and had too many things to do for that sort of thing. So it
was just another time when we listened to people from State telling us the things they were
saying because the real audience was back at home in the Department and White House and so
forth, not the faces in front of them. And we listened to them...yes, right, sure...and none of us
had the slightest intention of going to high school number one to go and snoop on what high
schoolers were thinking about. We also thought that high schoolers weren’t entitled to political
opinions, you had to be older.

Q: Let me take a flyer at this in another way. You are sitting in an embassy and you are trying to
be in touch with and get to know youth leaders in Belgium. For example you would read in the
daily papers that there had been a rally addressed by three or four different people. Might that
for example give you a lead where you felt that you could call up one of these student spokesmen



and ask if you could come around and talk with them a bit more about their views?

MARSH: No, it did not. Why, because there are some phony precepts at work here. And one of
them is that one can ingratiate oneself across an ocean with people far younger than one and with
entirely different notions and so forth and that somehow a trusting relationship will work out
between generations, as it were. No, it simply doesn’t work.

In the first place the very high profile and visibility of American diplomats is such that they can’t
just wander among the population, speak to people as they will. Not normally. Not usually.

Q: In this case you would be wandering around a university campus.

MARSH: Well, at that time, too, the Vietnam War is still on. My wife and I had been in a Rome
hotel in ’65, when we were going around the world, when a huge, huge parade went down the
Via Cavour, one of the main streets of Rome, and the chant is “U.S.-SS... U.S.-SS.” In other
words, that the United States was the equivalent of the Nazi hordes.

Q: This is a little bit analogous to the difficulty that you might have had at Berkeley. That is to
say that spokesmen for youth organizations and university student organizations in Belgium
didn’t want to talk with you, you were the imperialist enemy.

MARSH: If they wanted to talk with us what they wanted to do was wag their heads and fingers
at us. To condemn us and tell us in highly idealistic terms what we ought to do hither, thither and
yon taking into account to no extent the United States’ responsibility for maintaining the peace
of the world at that time. So the talk of high school and university students at that time was
endless because talk was cheap. They could give us a lot of it and it was founded on nothingness
except rather incredible notions.

I remember once at Scripps when a young man got up from Berkeley and said to me I had a lot
of experience in Vietnam and I was telling them what was based on that experience but that my
experience probably blinded me to reality. And thus, they, who had never been there, were
probably better able to understand what was going on than 1. I said that he had just condemned
the academic and scholastic method totally and disproved everything that there was to learning.

Q: Bill, let me push you a little further on this. I assume that in the embassy in Brussels, as there
are in many American embassies around the world, there was a USIS office with public affairs
officers, cultural affairs officers, and press officers. The cultural affairs people would of course
be in touch with universities and with people who wanted to use the USIS library. Was it
possible, for example, to cooperate with USIS in sort of jointly reaching out to young people in
Belgium and getting a better feeling of what sort of the average, the normal young person or
student in Belgium was thinking about?

MARSH: No. My experience with USIS over many, many years has been one of continual
surprise, on my part, over the narrowness with which these people in USIA have designed and
described their jobs. So that sort of taking the initiative, that kind of ecumenism, no, [ haven’t
found that. I’ve found that instead if we wanted to get that sort of thing done we in the Political



Section had to do it ourselves. There were exceptions, of course, but they were very, very rare.
The Cultural Affairs people, for example, often it seemed to me, wanted to stay as far away from
anything with political content to it as humanly possible. And if you couldn’t hang it on a wall or
listen to it perform they were not about to take it up, partly because they did not want to
discourage their clientele. I can understand that.

What I have been distressed at over the years is the way we have eroded our staff within State
who are to carry out these essential political tasks, not really that our brethren in other agencies
don’t help us do that sort of work. One thing about contact work. It takes an enormous amount of
energy and it takes an enormous amount of time and it takes a tremendous amount of probably
damn-fool dedication. I say damn-fool dedication because it means going beyond. It means
working weekends. It means taking on additional duties. What it does by no means mean is
going home at 5 o’clock.

Q: Okay, all right, let’s explore in another direction. You worked in the American embassy in
Brussels for four years. What other tasks was the Department of State or the United States
government giving to the country team in Brussels? What were some of the objectives that you
were being asked to meet in terms of promoting U.S. policy goals in this Western European
country?

MARSH: It seems to me that the instructions and the definitions were more to be found in the
breach than in the promise. In many ways we were there essentially to keep a lid on things, to be
of some sort of use. But Washington, preoccupied with pressing questions of national security,
was not terribly concerned about what might or might not be going on in Belgium. In particular
the Department was not staffed to deal with possibilities and opportunities that might arise. In
other words, there was so much management of exceptions and by exceptions in the Department,
and particularly crisis management, that dealing with Belgium was just not on anybody’s list of
priorities.

Q: What I'm probing for, what I'm asking for, what I'm pulling you towards is a description of
how a relatively large American embassy like the one in Brussels, where you have an
experienced deputy chief of mission and an experienced political counselor and economic
counselor. These are the officers who are really running the embassy and directing and
motivating the staff. In terms of you job as the internal political affairs officer, what kinds of
things were they asking you to get into?

MARSH: I had become an FSO-4 on a scale of eight in 1967. They were giving me lots of
CODELs to deal with. They were giving me lots of special papers, briefing papers and so forth to
write. In other words the same sort of thing that I had been doing in the Vietnam Working
Group, that I had been doing to a lesser extent but still doing in Saigon.

Q: Were you having fun? Were you having a good time? I would think that one of the things you
would do a fair amount of as the internal political officer is to travel around the country, talk

with provincial politicians, talk with municipal people.

MARSH: Yes, that’s so, and it’s a fascinating country to visit. There was a payoff later, when we



reached 1984, I will tell you there was a payoff for the public interest in what I had been doing.
At this point, frankly, what I want to deplore is that we have cut positions so rigorously all
around the world that we don’t have enough people who have the right talent and the right
dedication to do this kind of contact work. To lay the tracks, as it were, so that the train can
operate in years to come.

Q: When you went around were you using an embassy car or were you using your own car or
were you taking public transportation?

MARSH: I never had an embassy car. The only time I ever had an embassy car until I became,
later, a DCM and later chief of mission and had a car was in Saigon. We had jeeps in Saigon and
I noticed that over the weekend sometime 200 miles had been put on these jeeps. I found out that
the Foreign Service Nationals were using them and so I said the heck with that and handed them
out, the four jeeps to people, and we drove ourselves around the place.

Q: Did you get per diem?

MARSH: Sometimes, if you were going to a provincial place.
Q. Sometimes. Belgium is small enough, I guess.

MARSH: It’s the size, all told, of Maryland.

Q: Yes. You could leave your home in the morning and visit one or two provinces and be back
for dinner.

MARSH: That’s true, but, you know, he who is absent very much from the halls of an embassy
is pretty soon disregarded. You have to be around to know what’s going on, and to participate in
office politics is a very important thing if you are going to protect your job and, in fact, enhance
it. And another thing is that the demands made by political appointees, as ambassadors, are often
very great indeed in terms of personal service of all kinds.

Q: Not just CODELS.

MARSH: Oh, no. For example it so happened that a remote ancestor of mine had been Lincoln’s
telegrapher, and wrote a book called Telegraphing in Battle. John S. D. Eisenhower, was a
military historian, and as soon as I happened to mention this book, why, his eyes lighted up. I
became an entirely different person. He wanted to talk military history. I had read a great deal of
military history and every time that I was duty officer he would always say let’s jump in an
embassy car and visit Verdun or something of that sort.

I had to talk him out of that all the time.
Again, one of the things the Department doesn’t do with political appointees, it really doesn’t

give them very much of a foretaste of what their lives are going to be like. It doesn’t tell people,
for example, that as chief of mission they are going to have to read more than they have ever



read before in their lives. Many businessmen coming in have no experience of reading fifty
pages of cable a day.

Q: Isn’t there an ambassador’s school now?

MARSH: Pardon my laughter. Let’s move on.

GERALD HELMAN
Political Officer, USNATO
Brussels (1968-1973)

Gerald B. Helman was born in Michigan in 1932. He received a B.A. and an
L.L.B from the University of Michigan and was a member of the Michigan Bar.
After entering the Foreign Service in 1956, he was posted in Milan, Vienna,
Barbados, Brussels and Geneva. Mr. Helman was interviewed by Charles Stuart
Kennedy on November 8, 2001.

Q: We're going back to 1968 and you're going off to USNATO. What was USNATO?

HELMAN: It’s the United States Mission to NATO. That is the Mission that represents the
United States on the North Atlantic Council; it then was headed by a Permanent Representative
with the rank of ambassador, and Harlan Cleveland was the ambassador at the time. It was still
under Lyndon Johnson. This was in the summer, early fall of 68 when I went over there. I knew
Harlan Cleveland, he asked for me for that job in his political section. When I first knew Harlan
Cleveland he was Assistant Secretary for International Organization Affairs while I was in UNP.
I’d worked with him and we got along reasonably well. He went to the mission to NATO when it
was in Paris and he was the U.S. ambassador who made the trek from Paris to Brussels when de
Gaulle decided he didn’t want NATO headquarters in Paris anymore. I joined USNATO a few
months after it migrated to Brussels, arriving in November, 1968.

Q: You were in USNATO from '68 to when?
HELMAN: 68 to *73; it was a long tour. It was a double tour.

Q: It would be interesting. I mean being the new boy on the block in NATO just after they 've
made the move. Was there a feeling of resentment against the French? How would you say the
attitude was at that particular point?

HELMAN: I think by the time I got there they had absorbed it as a “fait accompli.” The French
relationship to NATO always made them the odd man out because while they participated in the
political activities of the North Atlantic Council, they did not participate in the integrated
military structure which was at NATO’s heart. There were sidebar arrangements which allowed
some coordination in military activity and planning with the French, but generally the military
work of NATO was conducted without the French, and France, on the political side, always had



its own particular approach to issues and events. Same thing was true when I think NATO was in
Paris. I don’t know what it’s like now but it probably has not changed dramatically.

Q: Were the effects of May and June of "68 in France - these were the months of student
rebellion and all of this which eventually had de Gaulle leaving the government. Were these
having any particular repercussions? Were the French rethinking or was there any thought that
they might reintegrate their armed services?

HELMAN: Not really. Every now and then there was some discussion of that and some hint that
the French in one area or another were willing to cooperate more extensively, but they never
made the major decision to reintegrate their military forces and the other 14 NATO countries
learned not to expect much change in the French position. The French always had their particular
perspective on political issues and it was sometimes difficult to coordinate with France on a
political level. I think the major event that had some impact on the France in NATO was not so
much, at least as far as I know, the events on the streets of the *68 student rebellions, but the
Soviet “pacification” of Czechoslovakia in 68 and the subsequent formulation of the “Brezhnev
doctrine.”

Q: Yes. This was August or September?

HELMAN: Yes, August or September; it was just about the time I arrived. I jumped right into
the middle of it. It was a stunning event as far as NATO was concerned. It triggered a lot of the
consultations and discussions and planning that NATO was designed to be the forum for. I
wasn’t involved; I was really very much at the beginning of the learning curve. But there were a
lot of political discussions going on, and certainly military discussions, and I learned a lot about
the process of trying to integrate the political and the military. It was a time of substantial policy
trauma for the French. Of course this was a graphic demonstration that the French aim for a
roaring détente with the Soviet Union - was hardly matched by the Soviets when the discipline of
its bloc was at stake.

Q: You arrived at a time, looking back on it there must 've been sort of a significant change of
mindset within NATO. The French having shown that they were vulnerable internally with this
student thing, at least, and also, particularly with the Soviets, showing they were not a benign
pussycat letting developments happen within the bloc. They weren’t going to allow any
splintering off in the bloc at that point.

HELMAN: It’s the good old Brezhnev Doctrine.

Q: In a way did you see almost a revitalization of NATO or something? [ mean looking and
saying, this is a serious thing, and that.

HELMAN: It’s hard to say. It could be described as resulting in a revitalization but don’t forget
there was a third, and perhaps most important factor, which led to a lot of perturbations in the
Alliance. The United States was in the middle of its own trauma with the Vietnam War, where a
lot of U.S. military resources were diverted as far as the Europeans were concerned and
diminished the strength of the U.S. as a European land power. It took years for US military



strength to recover in Europe in the aftermath of Vietnam. And the United States was going
through a very rough electoral period in which you had Richard Nixon running against Hubert
Humphrey, if you recall, and the violence in the streets of Chicago during the Democratic
political convention, and the sweep of the civil rights movement. It was scary for Europe; the
Europeans had no better idea of where all of this was heading then we Americans. It was a time
of very substantial trauma all the way around.

Q: What piece of the NATO pie did you have?

HELMAN: I was in the Political Section. I joined the Political Section when I first was there; Ed
Streator was Political Advisor. I later became deputy political adviser when Larry Eagleburger
came over to replace Ed. We dealt with those issues that came before the North Atlantic Council,
generally how the alliance responds to political developments such as Czechoslovakia. The
Council was the forum in which to coordinate the foreign policy of member states. Internal
affairs such as those in the US and France were never on the agenda; but they were certainly
lively topics of discussion in the corridor. But there were lots of Council discussions of Eastern
Europe and the developments in Czechoslovakia, what NATO member response would be, what
programs we would develop subsequently and so on. I’m trying to recall, at that time you had
Willi Brandt in Germany and Egon Barr as his “eminence grise.” I got to know Barr
subsequently fairly well. He was very influential and very smart and arguably the architect of
Germany’s Ostpolitik.

Q: Was there concern there about Brandt and the Ostpolitik (Soviet bloc eastern policies), or
had that faded after the Czech business?

HELMAN: No, no, no. This to be said, there was a determination on the part of the Germans to
sustain an Ostpolitik and they did sustain it in years to come. There was a fairly substantial
discussion within NATO about Ostpolitik. The Germans used the Council to both inform and
coordinate Germany’s pursuit of that policy. There was an unwillingness to discard the détente
concepts which were in fact part of the Ostpolitik. The ideas of a conference on security and
cooperation in Europe and MBFR (Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions), these were all
themes that were constantly before the Council and were further developed and pressed in the
aftermath of Czechoslovakia - in fact under the Nixon administration which came to power
shortly after I joined USNATO.

Q: Was there any concern within NATO ranks, including within our own mission, about the
ascension of Nixon to be president at the time?

HELMAN: Oh, yes. Some of us in the mission had some reservations about Nixon but we were
all Foreign Service officers and we did our jobs, and did them I think reasonably well. In the
corridor people would ask about Nixon and Humphrey and so on. You’d chat with them, but
certainly not as a formal matter. They knew the U.S. was a democracy; they also understood the
U.S. was going through considerable trauma at the time. We had our own riots in the streets, and
demonstrations; we had Vietnam on our back. Vietnam,

Q: Was the weakening of the American military presence discussed?



HELMAN: In an indirect way, yes. It was in terms of how one met one’s commitments to the
integrated military structure of NATO to maintain one’s strength and readiness and so on. But it
was never addressed - in my recollection- in terms of Vietnam. Part of the reason is that the
Europeans themselves were always a bit behind in meeting their commitments. Still are. (laughs)

Q: I'was going to say.

HELMAN: I think it’s that they were hardly in any position to criticize us. But of course they
were worried when we couldn’t maintain the level necessary to confront the Russians, should
they decide to move militarily, and there was always apprehension in Europe that a weakness in
conventional strength would prompt Soviet use of greater military pressure on the Europeans to
which our response would be to emphasize nuclear retaliation and that would’ve been of course a
very unhappy situation in Europe. No one wanted to see it happen.

Q: As a political officer, how did you operate? What were you doing?

HELMAN: I was participating, one might say in a dialogue between USNATO and the other
members of NATO and NATO’s professional staff on the one hand, and the State and Defense
Departments also, because the U.S. ambassador to NATO, the permanent representative,
essentially worked both for the secretary of state and the secretary of defense. He really worked
for the President, but the U.S. ambassador to France, let’s say, took his instructions from the
secretary of state, but the U.S. ambassador to NATO, given the particular nature of that
institution, had to be able to talk to both SECDEF and the SECSTATE. So one participated in
that dialogue; we had our own policy recommendations to provide, some of which were really
quite thorough and quite extensive. This was both under Harlan Cleveland, staunch Democrat,
and under Ambassador Kennedy - he was a banker from Chicago, as I recall. He lasted about a
year or so. No big deal. But he worked at the job.

The North Atlantic Council used to meet probably once a week and then there were the
Council’s political committee, the political-military committee. They would each publish an
agenda for which we had to prepare. I might have to prepare a briefing memo plus a statement
for the Ambassador in the Council, meet in advance with other delegation members to discuss
where we might want to end up on particular issues, and ferret out problems. We would send
back fairly extensive reports on Council meetings, with comments, analysis and
recommendations.

There were particular studies that were often conducted under either a political committee or the
full North Atlantic Council, keeping track of what’s happening, for example in Czechoslovakia,
and how the Allies should respond, if at all. We tried to develop a general meeting of the minds
so that each ally could feel comfortable that all the allies, on a political level at least, were
moving ahead in a fairly - not so much a coordinated way, but working off the same script, the
same outlook. We also worked closely with NATQO’s international staff whose members helped
prepare drafts, chaired committees, did research, kept the files and often served as the
organization’s institutional memory.



Q: Did you develop the feeling that the center of power, as you might say in foreign affairs, had
moved from the State Department to the National Security Council under Kissinger, or not?

HELMAN: Very definitely. Of course we always got our instructions from the same sources, but
one was never deceived where the real authority lay. We read the newspapers too - read the New
York Times and the Washington Post and so on - and we understood that Secretary Rogers was
not the inside force - Henry Kissinger was - and a lot of the ideas on European strategy, détente,
or initiatives in NATO, came from the White House and Kissinger, particularly when Kissinger
started developing his own back channels to NATO governments, for example - to Germany in
particular. Egon Barr was the Advisor to Chancellor Brandt and was the great strategist of the
time and the guru of Germany’s Ostpolitik. He was to Brandt as Hal Sonnenfeldt was to
Kissinger. We used to joke that Hal was “Kissinger’s Kissinger.”

Q: I've finished interviewing Hal Sonnenfeldt.

HELMAN: Well, I'm sure he’d have a lot to say. By the way, his son is an attorney specializing
in telecommunications. Very qualified. So it’s a small world.

But sometimes we would hear that Kissinger would be conducting discussions by backchannel;
for example with Barr. We would never find out what was said and done between the two
through our own channels, so what we would do was go to the German Delegation, explain the
situation (they seemed to know in advance) and ask for their account of the Kissinger-Barr
discussions). They cooperated.

Q: Or what they knew. (laughs)

HELMAN: Yes. My impression was there was a good deal more discipline, structure, within
their service than there was often in ours. I did not have much to do with Secretary Rogers at the
time; I got to know him quite well later on in the early ‘80s when he was back in law practice.
Extraordinarily decent man. He put up with a lot.

Q: I'was just going to say he was an extraordinarily decent man with Nixon and Kissinger, who
one couldn’t describe in those terms.

HELMAN: Well, they were in charge of American foreign and security policy. There was no
question about it. The bureaucracy of the Foreign Service, State Department, I suppose to some
extent the Defense Department had to accommodate themselves to those realities.

Q: Well, did you find any disquiet within NATO ranks or the people you were talking to, by the
fact that it became obvious that Kissinger was having secret meetings in the Kremlin and going
behind places? I mean this sort of thing. [ mean there’s nothing diplomats hate more than stuff
going on that they don’t know about.

HELMAN: Yes, exactly. And there was a lot of concern, curiosity, puzzlement. Everybody
acknowledged the U.S. was indisputably the leader of the alliance. NATO, on the political level
certainly, was primarily a forum for consultation, for exchange of views, for exchange of



information, and coordination of policy and action. A forum where would, through mutual
understanding of what the objectives were, coordinate foreign policies and activities on matters
of common concern. And basically our ability to consult and work with our allies was limited
because we didn’t know what our own leadership was doing and saying back channel.
Sometimes our instructions on what to say about developing events were available to our allies
in the news - the New York Times or Le Monde _or the International Herald Tribune or
something like that. But they were as dazzled by Kissinger as everyone else was. In addition,
they saw him as a “European” who was finally imparting some sophistication our foreign policy.

Q: Was there a concern at that time that perhaps there could be the devil’s bargain in Ostpolitik,
on the German side, that if Germany was united and became neutralized, this would really leave
a tremendous hole in the alliance? Was this something that people were concerned about or was
this just one of those things that just wasn’t going to happen?

HELMAN: I think from the standpoint of the United States, one of the things that a Foreign
Service officer dealing in NATO affairs learned very quickly is that our relationship with
Germany, and Germany’s future, and how we related, were absolutely central to our European
and larger strategic posture. Germany was the heart of Europe; it was the strategic prize to be
retained and to be extended. Everybody gave lip service to reunification; nobody really expected
it to happen in our lifetimes. But Germany was all important and a lot of the strategy and politics
of the NATO alliance centered around Germany - much more so than France, much more so than
the United Kingdom.

The possibility of German neutralization as a price for reunification was always out there on the
periphery. It arose in the context of the Austrian State Treaty back in the ‘50s when, as I recall,
Khrushchev dangled a bargain: a reunified Germany in exchange for German neutrality. Some
Germans were intrigued. One of the potential risks of Ostpolitik was always that it would come
at the price of German neutrality and thus Germany’s loss to NATO. So the whole process of
Ostpolitik and the negotiations that subsequently took place were extremely important to
everyone conscious of the downside but willing to work with this strongly maintained German
policy.

Jock Dean was, as I recall, our political counselor in the mid-‘70s in Bonn. I thought he did an
absolutely brilliant job of tracking what was happening. I think by that time I probably had left
USNATO and I was deputy director of NATO affairs back in the Department. So Germany was
always a major topic and central player. The German delegation to NATO was always a strong
one. The U.S. mission itself was always a strong one and I think that probably was one of the
most impressive and intimidating aspects of being in USNATO; you were challenged by top-
drawer people in your own Mission.

Q: Who were some of the people then?

HELMAN: Well, when I was there this was going into the Nixon years. Bob Ellsworth and then
Don Rumsfeld were my ambassadors for a while there. David Bruce followed, but by then I was
in NATO affairs in the Department. Larry Eagleburger was political adviser and I was his

deputy. Dave Anderson, later ambassador to Yugoslavia and Tom Niles who was ambassador to



Germany and Greece were staffers. Ray Garthoff was on the Mission’s pol-mil side as was Jim
Goodby for a while...

Q: It’s interesting, the old Yugoslav hands; both Larry and Tom Niles and David Anderson were
under me as vice consuls in the consular section in Belgrade and I took Serbian with Larry
Eagleburger. (laughs)

HELMAN: Well, Larry pulled these guys together, you know, and took care of them.
Q: He had his coterie.

HELMAN: They were superb. Of course they went on to establish highly distinguished careers.
I’'m sure I’ll pull up more names. George Vest was DCM, so you were forced to operate at your
best all the time.

Q: One of the things I find interesting is, and in a way almost continues to be, that here as you
say Germany was central, not just geographically but in power too - industrial might,
population, military, the whole thing - and yet it almost seems to have played a stealth role in
foreign affairs. I mean you don’t find a heavy German hand where you find a very heavy French
hand. And I've heard some people say that the Germans let the French do the heavy lifting and
in a way work with the French, but keep a little behind them or something. Did you have any feel
of that?

HELMAN: I’'m not sure that was true in my experience in USNATO since the French weren’t
part of the military structure. Germany was a very important actor in the military structure of
NATO which provided an organic connection to US strategic strength. France couldn’t come
close to matching this. The French didn’t pursue anything as sophisticated as Germany’s
Ostpolitik, although they supported it and the Germans as far as I am aware didn’t seek any
advance clearances from the French. The French were the principal proponents of detente and
they presented a strong rationale for détente. But the Germans always understood that
fundamentally the success of an Ostpolitik, or MBFR, of a CSCE, indeed, of fundamental
security, depended upon the US and Alliance military strength and commitment.

Q: This is an interesting thing because the CSCE, which later became the OSC, it became
actually...

HELMAN: It became a very important vehicle for the eventual dissolution of the Warsaw Pact
and the Soviet empire.

Q: Unraveling. You know I'm trying to pick up sort of the attitude there. When you got there was
this something that...when did this start?

HELMAN: I'm trying to think. My recollection is it probably started in the aftermath of
Czechoslovakia.

Q: I would imagine. It would make sense because it started picking up during the Nixon time. |



guess the idea being let’s try to find a way to calm things down within Europe.

HELMAN: There was some of it, there was also, on our part, a desire to use it as - one might say
a political propaganda weapon - that is to set the bar fairly high in terms of liberalizing actions
such as free flow of information and other concepts such as that, speculating that these are
concepts that the Soviet Union and its allies could not accept. And if they did, then they would
be working with a set of principles and practices that were fundamentally contrary to their own
political structure. These principles and the wording used were familiar to a large extent from
prior UN practice. The Eastern Europeans knew that. I was one of the few on the US side that
knew it - an example of where my experience with the UN paid off in NATO.The dynamic
which this started up, which was understood by the Europeans and even many Eastern Europeans
better than we understood it at the time, was intensely subversive to Soviet hegemony. The
whole concept of CSCE and the dialogue that was initiated under that general umbrella
increasingly provided the liberal elements in Eastern Europe with a device to achieve ever more
wiggle room for liberalizing their civic life and easing the Soviet’s heavy hand. It gave them a
way of achieving a certain greater margin of flexibility in the conduct of their policies and
internal affairs. I think the fair evidence is that over time - this is over time during the ‘70s - it
did have the effect of considerably loosening some of the strictures internally within the East
Bloc, and I think the Germans and the French and some of the other Europeans saw this rather
more clearly than we did. Have you talked to George Vest at all?

Q: I've talked to George.

HELMAN: George did a brilliant job of managing the CSCE process.

Q: You're talking too about how Henry Kissinger sort of undercut him while he was there.
HELMAN: Oh, is that right? (laughs)

Q: You're shocked! (laughs)

HELMAN: Nothing every really shocked George. I used to ride home with him from work most
days...

Q. George Vest was saying how Kissinger would denigrate the negotiations that were going on
for the OSCE to the Soviet ambassador, Dobrynin, in these private meetings, would then inform
his colleagues in East Germany, or they would be informed and they would inform somebody like
the Swedes or something. And George was saying somebody would come up from one of our
friendly delegations and say, “What'’s this about your secretary of state,” or at that point
national security adviser, “not paying much attention to...” I mean it was this type of thing.
Rather frustrating. CSCE, the initials keep changing. It was Conference for Security and
Cooperation in Europe.

HELMAN: The initials kept changing but the concept was pretty much the same.

Q: The OSC later on. It’s become an integral part of the whole détente process.



HELMAN: There were ten years of discussions roughly before the Helsinki meetings. Maybe not
quite ten years but there was a tidal stream that gradually developed in the course of the ‘70s,
leading to the CSCE.

Q: The other theme that was going on was the Mutual and Balanced Reduction of Forces.
HELMAN: MBFR, yes.

Q: How was that viewed? Was that viewed as going to happen or was it a good idea to have
talks going anyway?

HELMAN: You had to look at it from two different perspectives. This was a subject that the
Europeans approached with a certain amount of hope and a certain amount of trepidation. They
certainly didn’t want to see a reduction of U.S. capabilities in Europe; at that same time, from the
standpoint of their own public opinion, the idea of reducing the perceived conventional threat to
Europe was attractive. Europeans in those days well recalled what damage conventional war
could do.

I should add I was not actively involved in the discussions of MBFR, but it was like the CSCE -
it was a concept which one found it both difficult to support and to oppose at the same time. We
played it both for the political advantage that one gained through a conceptually meritorious
arms control concept, and yet develop over time a policy dealing with the actual reductions
which was far more hard-nosed. In the end a lot of these issues conjoined. The whole debate
back in the ’80s, the reduction of medium-range missiles in Europe, was in a sense a resurrection
of the BFR debate and involved some of the same concerns and considerations. But again this
was not something had any responsibility for.

Q: Well, during the "68 to ’73 period while you were in USNATO, on the political discussions,
were the French fully recognized - the fact that they weren’t military members, does this mean
that in a way they were half in and half out?

HELMAN: Oh, I think the French were recognized for their particular position within NATO.
They certainly didn’t want to abandon that position in NATO; this would simply have left be the
whole European security structure to the tender mercies of the United States and to some extent
to the untrustworthy motives of Germany. France didn’t want NATO to become at its heart
simply a U.S.-German alliance. At the same time they recognized the value of NATO, I think, as
a vehicle for U.S. participation in European affairs - which in part meant making sure that
Germany was a force in Europe that the other Europeans could live comfortably with. We played
that role very consciously. Some Germans recognized and I think valued it as well.

At the same time within NATO, members didn’t worry much about the French because they
couldn’t help you much very often; they occasionally came up with a good idea - and they really
were, except for the fact that things were done by consensus and this sometimes caused trouble
every half year when we were drafting the communiqué that normally would close a NATO
ministerial meeting. Twice a year the North Atlantic Council met at the level of foreign minister.



And you always had your communiqué and its drafting gave the French an opportunity to
negotiate the nuances and changes they considered would tilt it in their direction. But day to day
they didn’t contribute an awful lot; they didn’t hinder an awful lot.

I was struck by the fact that they sent really first-rate people on the political side, in terms of
their own Foreign Service. You had Francois de la Rose as ambassador there for a while; you
had - ’m trying to think of his name; he was DCM under de la Rose. He was later the French
ambassador in Washington. So they sent good people. It was a small delegation, as I recall, but
then most French missions tend to be on the small side anyway.

Q: In our delegation, speaking of that, I've talked to people who ve served on some delegations
and say it’s almost embarrassing because sometimes we send rather large delegations and often
these are not unified delegations; half the delegations are sort of spying on each other to find out
- you know, we re talking about State and Defense and maybe Treasury or something like this.
Did you find that you had this type.. .particularly I would imagine Defense would be in there.

HELMAN: You did have some conflicts. I think that problem was not of any great concern when
it came to the permanent delegation to NATO. That is, in the Political Section of the U.S.
Mission to NATO and the Political-Military Section we were a part of the same team; it was like
an embassy and you did the bidding of your boss who happened to be the ambassador. And you
paid attention to the DCM who, when it’s George Vest, you paid attention to him anyway. And
Larry Eagleburger could be relied upon to manage the whole process.

There was separate reporting to DOD on the part of some of the military members of the U.S.
Mission. The situation was different when there was a foreign ministers’ meeting, a ministerial
meeting, when the delegation was larger but manageable, or when it dealt with a specific issue
on something difficult and contentious, such as MBFR. Most often on arms control issues, the
confrontations and competing interests in Washington were carried over into the delegation. In
fact, I think the problem that you mention was found perhaps more frequently in the UN context
or bilateral arms control negotiations where I’ve had some experience as well. We would send a
delegation, let’s say to an outer-space conference, or to a conference on the World Health
Organization (WHO). There were lots of competing interests, including from the private sector.
The phenomenon was often most acutely reflected in some of the large arms control conferences.
It made it very difficult for an inexperienced head of delegation to manage things. I have seen
discord result in competing positions being conveyed to other delegations. Such a breakdown of
discipline is an example of how very difficult managing a delegation could be. There are ways of
dealing with it if you know what your doing, but it’s tough.

Q: We've looked at the French and the Germans, how about the British? How did you find them
during this time?

HELMAN: The British were good solid members; we always maintained a very good dialogue
with them. As a matter of fact, I think we had fairly good relations with most of the delegations
to NATO; we were close to the Germans. I’d say the Germans and the Brits were the ones who
had the strongest delegations and those were the ones with whom we had the most dialogue,
most definitely.



Q: The Italians, their temperaments are never terribly strong.

HELMAN: The strongest Italian, and one of the greatest diplomats I’ve ever met, was Manlio
Brosio, who happened to be secretary general of NATO for most of the time I was there. Of
course he didn’t speak for the Italian government, not directly anyway, but Brosio was superb
and deserves a lot of credit for shepherding the Alliance through the very hard years of the late
‘60s and early ‘70s. With one exception, Italy never sent a strong delegation - but decent in my
judgment. Brosio behind the scenes always made sure that Italy did the right thing. The
exception was Rinaldo Petrignani, who subsequently was a long-time Ambassador to the U.S.

The Belgians were always strong, in part because of the personality of their perm. rep., de
Staercke, who knew his country, who had been in that position for many years. He was Doyen,
had almost total recall, and was utterly dedicated to the Alliance’s success. He was a strong
personality. De Rose of France was a highly sophisticated diplomat and so was, interestingly,
Ross Campbell, who was the Canadian perm. rep. Very smart, very direct, highly respected by
all of his colleagues in NATO. He contributed in a very substantial way. Interestingly, we
reestablished our acquaintance in recent years on a business level. He represented Arianespace,
the French rocket launch company, in Canada. He claims he well-remembered me from NATO
years. I was most flattered and prefer to believe him.

Q: Did the ministerial meetings more or less set the agendas? There would be foreign ministers
and defense ministers and when they got together - did they get together, or?

HELMAN: No, separately. Every once in a while they would meet together but generally they
met in different fora, each twice a year, and they had different agendas, the Foreign Ministers’
largely political, the Defense Ministers’ largely addressed issues such as force structure,
command and control, infrastructure requirements, and the like. Usually the preparations for a
ministerial would occupy our time for a month and a half, two months, sometimes longer, before
each ministerial.

The Ministerials were where countries, members of NATO, used to present their big ideas. This
was certainly true under Nixon and later when Henry Kissinger became secretary of state it was
very much the forum in which new ideas were presented. So it was twice a year the centerpiece
of a lot of our activities. The ministers used the NATO communiqués, as far as we were
concerned, to frame the road map on specific policy matters for the Allies over the next six
months until the ministers met again.

Q: Did President Nixon meet with NATO from time to time?

HELMAN: My recollection is that, while I was there, there was no NATO meeting at head of
state level. Those were really quite rare in those years. Nevertheless, Nixon would address
NATO issues in some of his speeches, and as I recall one of the initiatives that NATO adopted
on environment - let’s see, what was the committee called? - on the challenges of modern society
or something like that, which became a regular committee pulling in environmental experts and
those on other issues common to industrial societies. It was a Nixon initiative, an effort on the



part the administration at that time to breathe new political life and meaning into NATO. Some
were a little cynical in their description of these initiatives, which some would say were designed
to divert NATO from its central theme so that Nixon and Kissinger could handle them
bilaterally. Pat Moynihan, by the way, came up with the idea, and as I recall, Dick Lugar, then
Mayor of Indianapolis, represented the U.S. at the Committee’s initial meeting.

Q: Was there concern within NATO that so much was going on outside the knowledge of...1
mean deals with the Soviets and elsewhere. Was this a separate conversation or corridors?

HELMAN: Yes. I suppose this was a matter of constant concern prior to Nixon and post-Nixon.
It’s almost built into the nature of our relationship to NATO, being, even then, a very major
power and the only country in the West that could stand up to an aggressive Soviet Union. And
the United States never allowed itself to be put into the position of uniformly withholding
political or military action until a policy first passed through the NATO grinder. We retained a
certain level of freedom of action and our allies understood that this was both desirable and
inevitable. At the same time we tried to consult, that is inform and discuss some of our objectives
with our allies, probably never enough to satisfy them, but probably a little more than we ever
wanted to do and a good deal more than any other country similarly situated would have done.
So there was a healthy and usually workable dynamic. And, of course, while not unique, it may
have been a little more pronounced under Nixon; I would guess it probably was, given the nature
of the president and of Henry Kissinger, but it couldn’t have been unique to Nixon’s
administration.

Q: Do you or your colleagues from other countries feel that sometimes you were getting
instructions from Washington that really set your teeth on edge? That sort of thing got much
more political later on, I think.

HELMAN: Occasionally we were surprised by Washington but much of the time we maintained
a pretty active dialogue with Washington and fed Washington a lot of policy proposals and
analysis. I should add that I was, during my career, on both sides of the water. I was deputy
political adviser to the U.S. Mission to NATO, and subsequently I was deputy director of RPM,
which was the Department’s principal backstop for NATO. So I saw it from both angles. I would
say that there was a pretty good dialogue. It was, in part, because of the dynamics of working in
a multinational, multilateral institution such as NATO; and it was in part a matter of
personalities, with strong and capable people.

If you had a strong mission, you had that mission probably writing its own instructions, and if
you had a strong RPM, it was probably the other way around. It was a good dialogue. While I
was involved with NATO affairs, the mission was very seldom surprised or shocked, maybe
unhappy because we may not have always liked our instructions. Of course, if you had a strong
ambassador, an aggressive ambassador such as Harlan Cleveland, Bob Ellsworth and Don
Rumsfeld, if you had a strong DCM and a strong political adviser such as Larry Eagleburger, you
had a powerful team and the Department, DOD and the NSC would listen. And later on, when
David Bruce came along, we had a new level of authority.

Q: Sometimes 1 feel there’s a dynamic that when you have an administration that, particularly at



the National Security Council these days, it’s possible to have almost separate little policies
going on because some individuals grab the ball and there’s nobody at the top to sort of
supervise them or something. Ollie North being probably one of the worst examples, but there
are other ones sometimes that...

HELMAN: My own impression is that as time has gone on, U.S. foreign policy has become
increasingly fragmented into smaller power centers, each wanting to and/or in fact having an
impact on foreign affairs. I don’t know that that was inevitable, but I find, looking at it from a
rather uninformed vantage point right now, I find that certainly in national security policy there
are independent power centers in the NSC and DOD and State and different segments of DOD,
including the uniformed services, or CIA for that matter. These power centers have proliferated
overseas, with their own communications facilities, and its hard to believe that our ambassadors
have a clue as to what some of these agencies are doing in their countries. In foreign economic
policy I doubt that State plays as significant role as before. You have the Trade Advisor, the
Treasury, the NSC, Commerce and I suppose others. You now have offices within the NSC that
deal with national economic policy. Environmental policy is all over the place, except State has
its own assistant secretary for Oceans and Environmental Affairs and so on, but I don’t know
that it plays a very strong role in setting our policies with respect to many of those issues. And
now there is the growing phenomenon of the private sector organizing to influence foreign
policy. The so-called NGOs - non- governmental organizations - were a familiar phenomenon in
the UN context. Now they have spread into other areas, as have other more organized and better
targeted corporate and private commercial and political interest groups. I know of instances in
which a multinational corporation has had representatives on the delegations of three or four
countries, including the U.S., at the same conference.

Q: Well, talking about the other side of the ocean, in 73 you moved back to Washington?
HELMAN: I actually had my mid-career sabbatical, went to Princeton for a year from 73 to *74.
Q: What were you doing in Princeton?

HELMAN: I went to Woodrow Wilson School and I spent a year reading. I enjoyed it. (laughs)
Q: This was the period of Watergate, too, wasn’t it?

HELMAN: Yes. The whole period, I was really rather lucky to be living in Brussels, a rather
calm environment, and then Princeton. Not so much because I had planned on it - we had three
school-age children. And, certainly not by design, we were able to dodge some of the pressures
of drugs and other activities that seemed to be overwhelming high school students in the United
States.

Q: Your kids were in high school by this time?

HELMAN: Two of my children were in high school in Brussels. My older daughter completed

her high school education at Princeton High and then went on to Smith; and my younger
daughter completed hers at T.C. Williams in Alexandria a year behind my older daughter, and



she went up to Michigan. And my son, who was a number of years younger, in time went to
Yale. The point I wanted to make is that we were, in a sense, in very comfortable isolation from
a lot of the temptations and traumas that seemed to be upsetting American education at that time.
There was Watergate, but [ was a reader of newspapers at that time just as everybody else,
particularly when I was sitting in Princeton.

Q: At Princeton did you get any feel about how the intellectual community was looking at
American foreign policy and all?

HELMAN: Critically. (laughs) At that time the faculty was certainly on the liberal side of the
political spectrum and with the developments over Watergate and the traumas of Vietnam,
“Nixon” and “Republicans” were dirty words. I don’t recall anybody who wanted to stand up and
support the administration, let alone most of its policies. The re was a certain element of envy of
Kissinger on the part of the faculty; they knew him as a fellow academic and were convinced
they could do a better job as National Security Advisor. To the extent that anybody was
interested in listening, I could speak with some authority on European policy and certainly I was
capable of justifying what we were doing in Europe. In the aftermath of Czechoslovakia, Europe
looked like a rather well-managed segment of our foreign policy. The Middle East and its
perturbations, captured much more attention, and of course Vietnam overwhelmed everything.
As a Foreign Service officer, I was a “good guy.”

I enjoyed spending some time on subjects that didn’t have anything directly to do with foreign
affairs; I figured I could do the lecturing on a lot of foreign affairs issues rather than paying
attention to the professors - several of whom became good friends - and I enjoyed meeting with
the students and talking to them, taking classes with them. They were certainly bright. Boy, it
was a good school. I was deeply impressed by the quality of the student body. My often stated
conclusion was that the decision to admit women dramatically improved the competitiveness and
quality of the student body.

VLADIMIR LEHOVICH
Ambassador’s Aide, U.S. Mission to the European Economic Community
Brussels (1969-1971)

Viadimir Lehovich was born in New York in 1939 and received his Bachelor’s
Degree from Harvard University 1961. He was positioned in Saigon, Brussels,

Bonn and Vienna. Charles Stuart Kennedy interviewed Lehovich on March 25,
1997.

Q: In '69, whither?

LEHOVICH: In '69, off to Brussels to work with the Common Market at the US Mission to the
European Community.

Q: This was '69 to when?



LEHOVICH: '69 until early 1971. Brussels to the European Community.
Q: This was your SAIS thing.

LEHOVICH: This was the price I had to pay to go to grad school for a year under an enlightened
program by the State Department, which it should continue into the future, but is underfunded
right now. My punishment was that I had to go and be an ambassador's aide at a very
sophisticated and intelligent, rather small mission in Brussels. I did this and I do not like much
being an ambassador's aide. My ambassador was a gifted man, but it's not a great job. I spent a
fair amount of the first few months trying to figure out how to join the Political Section.

Q: I would have thought that being an ambassador's aide, you were moving on in the Foreign
Service, and this would be- This was a great thing for a junior officer to learn their way around,
but somebody who's moving into the mid-career, it gets awkward.

LEHOVICH: I thought it was awkward and I thought it was boring. It was not a terribly big
mission. [ don't think there was a hell of a lot to do. I eventually merged it with being a full-time
member of the Political Section and moved out physically from the ambassador's environment.

Q: Who was the ambassador?

LEHOVICH: The ambassador was a gentleman called J. Robert Schaetzel. It's interesting to
pause, in a sense, on what someone like Mr. Schaetzel symbolized at that time. Schaetzel, who
was not a career diplomat, but had been in and out of the government for a number of years, was
a true-blue, hard-core Europeanist. It was very interesting to see how strong the notion of
European integration and European unification was in the United States at that time. It was the
dominant idea among policy circles, policy thinkers, Council on Foreign Relations, all the folks
who wrote books on foreign affairs at that time, and anything resembling a foreign affairs
establishment. It was taken as self-evident. Its benefits were obvious. The United States to some
degree was a cheerleader for European integration at that time.

Q: I would call it the cornerstone of American policy to keep the bloody Germans and French
from going at each other.

LEHOVICH: Well, it had that underpinning. It also had evolved into a role, for example, in my
mission at that time, of cheerleading, advising, and encouraging. We were encouraging a union,
which was union political in the first instance. The underlying reasons for it were more political
than anything else from the coal and steel community on. But by then it was becoming very
strongly an economic union and was becoming very strongly a commercial and trade entity with
which the US had a lot of disagreements. We were not members of it. Some at that time probably
would have said, "Look, this is a body that is not of us. We're the outsiders. When we work with
it, we're negotiating to a large degree against it. At the same time, when we stand back as the
world's most powerful country, we're cheering it and we're pushing it." That indeed was
happening. The mission was probably, on a man for man and woman for woman basis, as good a
group of economic officers as one is capable of assembling, a remarkably good group. I was not



one of the racehorses of that establishment. I had a very good time intellectually there. I don't
think I made any particular contributions the whole time I was there.

Q: Was sort of the chicken war a factor? Could you explain what the chicken war was? I would
have thought this would have been a shot across the bow of the American proponents of
integration.

LEHOVICH: There were a number of trade skirmishes and wars going on at that time. There
was an awful lot of lobbying and high politics on behalf of soybeans, American agricultural
interests. It's no coincidence that Senator Percy of Illinois, which is a major soybean producer,
was one of our constant visitors. In fact, anybody who was big in certain kinds of commodity
region was very much on our list. The chicken war was indeed a war and it centered on different
ways to keep chickens out of Europe, American chickens. Some of the ways of keeping them out
was the finer points of how they're plucked and cleaned, and whether it's the most hygienic or the
second most hygienic way of doing this. I don't want to get into whether we're talking about spin,
chilled, or hot water cleaning or other things.

At that time, there was another wonderful thing, even more exciting than the chicken wars as a
display of how governments make up great structures to do very simple things. The very simple
thing is, I want to keep your products out of my area. The great structure I create is scientific. I
get the Ph.D.’s out and I get the biochemists out. In the case of the French, one of the truly
brilliant things at that time was to prove scientifically that if you drink hard liquor distilled from
grape, you're doing your system something good physically. If you drink hard liquor distilled
from grain, like whiskey, scotch, or bourbon, you're doing something pretty bad to your system.
That fine scientific structure which the French created in that period, of course, was used to put
tariff and non-tariff barriers on booze from America, from England. At that time, bourbon was
very popular and beginning to be very fashionable in France. This was a good way to protect
cognac and keep the other stuff out. A little like the chicken wars. A lot of that stuff going on.
The story though of how one looks at European integration, economic integration in the case of
the European Communities and the Common Market, political integration, the growth of a
European strength in NATO, these are all recurring stories. This was a piece of it in the late ‘60s
and early ‘70s, but it's a long story for America.

What's really fascinating is how much of the period since World War II the United States has
managed to keep a very long-term perspective on Europe. It waivers and then it gets strong and it
gets weak. But it's something which has ups and downs, but continues to have strong life.

Q: Did you have the feeling in this that you, albeit carrying the briefcase of an ambassador or
something, that we were part of an apparatus of the super power dealing with a bunch of local
powers? I mean, this was no longer the Europe of what when we were kids we knew as the great
Europe. Are we talking about a corner of the Eurasian continent now?

LEHOVICH: It's interesting, we were the super power and these were countries that had lost
some of their clout. England at that time wasn't a member of the European Community, nor were
a number of the other free trade area countries. But our punch and our influence with the
European economic integration movement wasn't that great. It wasn't that great for a couple of



simple reasons. We weren't members. We didn't have the big leverage. England wasn't a
member. A lot of other people weren't members at that time. When one talked about NATO,
there was just no question. With NATO, the leverage was enormous. We were the leader. That
wasn't the case with the European communities and it caused an interesting split at that time in
the American community working on Europe.

There were those who sort of said that the traditional Europeanists, proponents of European
economic integration, are the soft minded, are the tender hearted. The tough minded, the true
thinkers, the stronger people, are the NATO people, the people who think that it's most important
to strengthen NATO and not worry as much about other aspects of European integration. There
was even sometimes a certain either/or quality - you can't do both at once type of quality. I
wound up working on both of these things quite intensively -with the European communities for
a couple of years and then for a number of years later with NATO. There always has been a bit
of a rivalry in the American policy establishment. This becomes much clearer if one looks in the
Department of Defense at the way various Secretaries of Defense will deal with these issues. Or
someone like, for example, Robert Komer, who took over as the "NATO czar," for the Pentagon
and basically liked to put down American activities with Europe that weren't NATO-centered.
The logic was almost that energy spent on other things is bad because it's energy not being spent
on NATO. So, a lot of cross currents there.

Q: Let's stick strictly to the Brussels time in the Mission to the European Community. What was
your impression of the French and the German representation there?

LEHOVICH: They were good. The impression that I carry right now of nations there is that they
really were very split. There was a Common Market commission, a commission of the European
communities, which was in effect the central government, the central governing organization of
the European communities. There were nationals of countries in there and there were
commissioners in there. On the other hand, there were the permanent missions which were the
national representatives responsible, say, to France, not to the Commission to the European
communities. There was a lot of rivalry between those two. They had good diplomats there. They
had some top people. The countries that always had top people, their top national figures
working on these things, were the Benelux countries, particularly Belgium, and the Netherlands.
In Belgium or the Netherlands, it was a fairly safe proposition that the very top people in a
country in international affairs would do several things in their lifetimes. They might be foreign
minister. They'd probably be prime minister as well. They would work with NATO and they
would work with the European communities. That was just the way it was happening. Joseph
Luns is an example of that type of person. You didn't have at that point quite the same thing with
Germany, or France, and I don't think you had quite the same thing later when Britain entered. In
Britain, you tended to have the elite of the foreign affairs establishment going off to NATO or
going off to the United Nations. I would say that this is probably the same for the other major
countries. Working actually in Brussels with the Common Market was, a lot of the times, not
quite as heady. For the ministers, it was a non-stop set of visits. The Common Market at that
time was really carrying to a remarkably fine point the art of making decisions all night long at
the last minute, decisions which were arcane or decisions which were important (It's hard to
remember which.), decisions which have to be made by midnight - which, if they aren't made by
midnight, somebody physically stops a clock and then they go on to the point of exhaustion late



at night or early the next morning. It's decision-making by locking people in a room and
exhausting them. It's one way to do it. The survival is of the people who have the greatest ability
to stay up all night. We weren't in that particular game, but we've played that game. That's a
fairly standard multilateral organization situation.

Common Market ministers, I think, dreaded their visits to Brussels for Common Market affairs
and rather liked them for NATO affairs. That was an easy club. A few people did all the work
and others enjoyed it.

MANUEL ABRAMS
Deputy Chief of Mission, US Mission to the European Economic Community
Brussels (1969-1972)

Manuel Abrams was born in Pennsylvania in 1919, and graduated from the City
College of New York in 1939. His career has included postings in Frankfurt,
Paris, The Hague, Rome, Brussels and Geneva. Mr. Abrams was interviewed in
1990 by Charles Stuart Kennedy.

Q: After Rome, you went to Brussels as the Deputy Chief of Mission to the US Representative to
the European Community. This was in 1969 to '72. What were you doing?

ABRAMS: I was assisting in running the mission which meant all relationships between the US
and the European Communities (EC). It's usually called the European Economic Community
(EEC) for short but actually there were three communities involved. In addition to the Economic
Community there were a group dealing with nuclear matters and the Coal-Steel Community.

The big problem that was facing the Community in 1969-72 was British entry. In addition here
was the perennial issue of trade, particularly the Common Agriculture Policy (CAP). Earlier the
British and their partners, the Scandinavians and Switzerland had tried to form a free trade area
with the EC but this had failed. After much soul-searching the British applied for full
membership in the Community. We were very much involved in this, probably more than we
should have been but we tended to be extremely active in all matters connected with European
integration.

Q: How were we involved?

ABRAMS: As a matter of fact, we were involved from the beginning. After the failure of the
Free Trade Area negotiations, the British visited the United States and talked to George Ball,
who was then Under Secretary for Economic Affairs. The British asked what the US thought the
British should do and Mr. Ball said they ought to join the Community.

There were a number of reasons why we should have been involved, political, military as well as
economic. We thought the European Community would be strengthened as a result of British
membership. We also thought that the European Community would have more liberal economic



policies, particularly with respect to trade, if the British were members. In particular, we thought
the Community would have a much more open agricultural policy if the British were members.
We also thought that it would help to strengthen NATO. This was a period when the Cold War
was moderately warm.

Q: If you got Britain and France fully involved it would act as an anchor to Germany?

ABRAMS: Yes, that always underlay our policy with respect to the Community. We wanted
Germany fully anchored to the West.

We followed the negotiations between the British and the Community in great detail, on a day to
day if not hour to hour basis.

Q. How was that working out. Were the negotiators running back and forth telling us what was
going on?

ABRAMS: In a manner of speaking, yes.
Q: Did we ever get involved as an intermediary?

ABRAMS: No, we did not become involved in the negotiations as such. But we talked to the
people in the negotiations, and we knew exactly what was going on.

Q: What difference did it make?

ABRAMS: It's a good question. I don't think it made as much difference looking back as we
thought at the time. But again it's one of those activities that tend to be self-generating. Once you
get started you keep doing it and it seems a good idea to keep on top of things and know exactly
what's going on. But it didn't really make that much difference.

Q: But there were underlying instructions to steer things.

ABRAMS: To some extent yes. If in the course of the negotiations there would appear to be a
development which we strongly disliked we might well make representations. That was certainly
the case but that was exceptional. Most of the time it was just a matter of knowing exactly what
was going on, and trying to encourage a successful conclusion. Because we did have strong
views. We did want the negotiations to succeed.

Q: Did you feel that those who were negotiating were also keeping the United States in the back
of their minds as far as if we do this, this is going to create a trade war?

ABRAMS: Yes, [ wouldn't have used the word trade war. I happen to think it's been overused.
But yes it would cause difficulties with the US if certain things happened. And there were
differences within the Community and sometimes one of them would talk to try and exert some
influence. So there was that as well.



Q: How did you view the French at that time. This was the time when we thought of them as the

ABRAMS: From our viewpoint which very much paralleled the British viewpoint, the French
were the difficult negotiating partner. The Benelux countries were very strongly in favor of
British membership. The Italians wanted British membership. The Germans were not quite as
strong but they were certainly positive. The French were skeptical. And looking back at it with
the usual benefit of hindsight, the French were justified in being rather skeptical of what role the
British would play. If you now look at the future of this, namely 1992, the brake on the
movement of the community is the British. But that is of course another matter.

Q: Your ambassador there was Robert Schaetzel?

ABRAMS: Yes.

Q: How did he operate? What was he doing and what was his interest?

ABRAMS: He was keeping in close touch with the commissioners of the community and with
the ambassadors of the countries, the European Community members plus the British, the Danes,
etc. He was a very strong advocate in all this.

Q: Was he put there because of this?

ABRAMS: In part. I was not in Washington at the time. He went from Deputy Assistant
Secretary for NATO and OECD Affairs in Washington to the ambassadorship there. He was not
a foreign service officer. And this was his only overseas assignment. He was a career civil

servant.

Q: Did you find his being a career civil servant, did you find that you spent a lot of time in the
running of the embassy?

ABRAMS: To some extent, yes. But [ wouldn't attribute it to his being a civil servant. It is fairly
normal in many embassies that the DCM does more of the running and the ambassador spends

more of his time seeing other ambassadors and high officials.

Q. How did you feel about the reports coming from our embassies in Bonn, Paris and Rome,
London and all of that?

ABRAMS: Of course we looked at them. The reports, to a great extent, reflected the quality of
the people preparing them.

Q: Was the reporting from one post weaker than others?
ABRAMS: Oh, yes. This is always been true.

Q: Which ones?



ABRAMS: It has varied. Since I'm going to say something complementary. When Joe
Greenwald was our number two man in the economic section in London, the reports from
London were excellent, among the best I've seen. Other people, not quite as good. Same post,
little later. This was a big factor. It also reflected the ability of the people in the posts to see the
right people in the capitals who were not always available.

O How did you feel about the directions from the White House. This was the period when Henry
Kissinger was in National Security Council. Did you feel any conflict between the National
Security Council and the State Department as far as how they felt about this?

ABRAMS: Well there was a conflict toward the end of the time I was there between Washington
and my ambassador which ended with my ambassador being fired. So, it that sense, I felt it.

Q: How did that come about?

ABRAMS: I might mention that supposedly he resigned. But as a matter of fact he was fired.
And the reason he was fired was that he was making statements which were not in agreement
with what was coming out of Washington. So your question is well put because there were
differences at that time. Within Washington, and between Washington and the field.
Theoretically there was no differences between Washington and the field since we get our
instructions from Washington, but in practice there were.

Q. What was the issue?

ABRAMS: The issue was the degree to which Washington was prepared to support things in the
European Community which people in Washington, some people in Washington felt, were not
very useful for the US and therefore lessened support. Bob Schaetzel was a very strong pro-
European, pro-integration. And in a sense the Europeans couldn't do anything wrong.

Q: Well are you pointing out one of the problems that had been dealt with by the Department of
State and sometimes with justification? That is we tend to see things in political terms, sometimes

to the detriment of our commercial, our economic interests.

ABRAMS: Yes, I would say that there is some element of truth to that. We sometimes tended to
exaggerate political importance at the expense of economic detriment to the US.

Q: Do you think that the support of what the Europeans were doing was getting overly strong
without really thinking about what America ...

ABRAMS: Yes, I think so.
Q: Were you there at the time that he left?

ABRAMS: I left just before him. I was there at the time of the break between Henry Kissinger
and Bob Schaetzel occurred.



Q: Were you able to see if he was diverging?

ABRAMS: We tried to tone down the sort of things our ambassador was saying or writing. We
did this to some extent but not enough. Later he did write a book that was highly critical of US
policy.

Q: This is a major problem within State. We have political interests and we have economic
interests and they are not always the same.

ABRAMS: On the other hand, some of our economic interests could not have prevailed. The
prime example is the Common Agricultural Policy. Almost from the day it was born, we began
to fight against it but we have had very little effect, except on some specific items. For a long
time it was the major accomplishment of the Community. It was the one thing they put together
in common. It was a great boon for their farmers, but not for their consumers, let alone our
farmers.

Q: We are of course talking about politics. European politics. The farmers there are very
important.

ABRAMS: A very potent force, far in excess of what you would expect looking at numbers. The
number of farmers in Europe, as in the US, has diminished rapidly. Now it is a very small
proportion of the population. Interestingly enough they have played a big role in the most
industrialized country of Europe, Germany. The farm vote was extremely powerful in Germany.

Q: They tended to go towards the CDU, didn't they?

ABRAMS: Or in Bavaria, the CSU. So we would normally would have expected Germany to be
our ally in the Community, because they were such an industrial country but it turned out to be
wrong. They weren't. It was too big a political issue within Germany.

Q: Were you able to get this across to Washington, or was this not seen as...

ABRAMS: We got it across to State. We may not have succeeded with the Department of
Agriculture. But we could not declare economic war against the European Community. And the
other side of it is that the US has a great tendency to see the faults of other countries and not its
own because at the same time we were inveighing against the European Common Agricultural
Policy, we had agricultural and other policies that were pretty restrictive too. If you look at our
press and listen to the Congress you would think that this country is completely open to exports
from other countries, while evil people in other countries maintain restrictions on US exports.

There's an interesting anecdote that I could relate. We received an instruction to go see the
Community and protest a specific Common Agricultural Policy. I called my Australian
colleague, because we had worked together before on many protests. I told him that I had this
instruction, and asked whether he would like to join us in protesting to the Community. He
replied in an unusually jocular manner, "You know I'm always prepared to join the US in making



a protest. I do hope you realize one thing though. The restrictions that the US has on its
agricultural imports affect a larger proportion of Australian exports than do the Community's." I
had never thought about that and he began ticking them off. And he was right.

So this was part of the whole problem, and it remains it to this day in dealing with US
commercial policy. It happened to be a time when we had quotas on imports of meat, which
Australia exports. We had, as we always do, restrictions on sugar, which Australia also exports.
We were exporters of grain but never had any imports. We had then, as we still do now,
restrictions on imports of dairy products. If you added it all together, it was pretty bad from the
Australian viewpoint.

Q: This is always a problem. I know. When [ was a consular officer and we used to protest
vehemently the attempts to draft American citizens residing in a country who were originally of
the nationality of the country, saying they're Americans and all that, and yet the Vietnam War
was going on and we were rafting people on visitor's visas if they stayed too long.

Any other issues you were dealing with in Brussels?

ABRAMS: Aside from the negotiations between the community, the British and the others, there
were the day-to-day issues of our economic relations.

Q: Did you find yourself tripping over some of the embassies in Europe? These extra embassies
that were put in always seemed to be in a way a bit awkward. They made a lot of sense but then
you also had an embassy in Brussels, one in Bonn, in Paris and others. Just from an operating
side, was this a problem?

ABRAMS: No, it was no problem whatsoever. It so happened that at that time, and it may well
be true today too, all of the people involved were a group who knew each other well. We had
annual meetings of the senior economic officers in the embassies and the missions to the EC and
the OECD, and we would review our common problems. Washington was present at these
meetings and would give us their viewpoint. I think this was a case where the coordination was
pretty good. There weren't any problems that I know of. There may have been a few individual
cases, but it was not a general problem.

Q: But you did find it to be a different world.

GEORGE M. BARBIS
Political Counselor, US Mission to the European Community
Brussels (1969-1973)

Mpr. Barbis was born in California and raised there and in Greece. He graduated
from the University of California and served in the US Army in WWII. In 1954 he
entered the Foreign Service and was posted to Teheran, Iran as Economic
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France, Belgium and Greece, primarily in the Political and Economic fields. Mr.
Barbis served on the US Delegation to the United Nations (1973-1975). His
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military. Mr. Barbis is a graduate of the National War College. Mr. Barbis was
interviewed by Mr. Raymond C. Ewing in 1996.

Q: Today is October 29, 1996. George, we pretty well completed your assignment as principal
officer in Bordeaux and your next assignment, I believe, was as political counselor at the US
Mission to the European Community in Brussels, in 1969. How did that assignment happen?

BARBIS: It all came about because George Vest was the DCM at USEC [U.S. Mission to the
European Community] at the time when I completed my two years in Bordeaux. George and I
had taken early morning French together before he went to Brussels and I went to Bordeaux and
we became good friends. He got to know my wife, Pat. George sold me to Bob Schaetzel, who
was the US representative, the ambassador. The USEC mission was a special club and you had to
be part of that to get assigned there because some knowledge of the community was essential. I
went in cold, not only without any European Community or Common Market, as they still called
it, background, but also I went as political counselor to a mission that was essentially concerned
with economic questions and relations of the United States and the Europeans. But, an important
part of that, even though the Common Market or, to go further back, the EURATOM
Community, brought the six then nine together, increasingly the Community was moving in a
political direction. The United States support for the Community, you will recall, was always
because we primarily hoped that a united Europe could assume a greater share of the
responsibilities in Europe in maintaining peace, stability and prosperity and our role could be
diminished. But, it took a long time for the Europeans to get around to that and it started as a
very informal arrangement, consultations in the political committee, as they called it then. But, it
was the beginning of what now is the European Union and which someday hopefully will be an
even closer integration of the European states, although enlargement beyond the present
membership is going to create complications and difficulties. But, to go back to your question,
that is how I got involved and in fact in my first efficiency reports Ambassador Schaetzel in
reviewing would always make the comment that “although I had no background, I had done a
terrific job.”

Q. How many member states were there when you went, initially there were six?

BARBIS: Yes. My main preoccupation for a good part of my tour in Brussels was with the initial
enlargement negotiations which were Great Britain, Ireland, Denmark and Norway. The first
three joined and Norway declined in a referendum to join.

Q: Could you tell me a little bit about the mechanics of political consultation during this period?
You mentioned the political committee, but we were not actually a member so you didn’t actually
attend those meeting, but how did you consult in advance and how did you find out afterward
what happened?

BARBIS: It was all done very informally in Brussels and to a great extent we relied on
embassies in the six countries, and then the nine, to do the reporting. Essentially this political



cooperation was in the foreign policy area, meetings of foreign ministers trying to reach not
common positions initially, but consensus, understanding, close coordination of positions, etc.
So, my role was primarily through the Commission’s officials who dealt with this question and
in particular with the chef d’cabinet, to the key commissioners and also other members of the
senior staff, the secretary general, the late Emil Noel, with whom I became close friends. Our
role was more to keep people informed of some of the administrative aspects of when meetings
were going to take place, where and what the subjects were, which my section could get through
its contacts in Brussels. But, for the main substantive kind of positions of governments, etc. part
of it we relied on the embassies, including Brussels, which dealt with the Belgian delegation, of
course.

Q: I assume you would deal with the permanent missions based in Brussels?

BARBIS: Yes. Each member country had its own embassy accredited to the government of
Belgium and in addition had a permanent delegation assigned to or dealing with European
Community matters and in which the ambassadors would represent their countries when Council
meetings took place. The actual day-to-day operation of the Community was conducted by the
Commission, by the Eurocrats, if you will. I forget now the number of commissioners at the
time, [’m sure it has grown, but as I recall, the British, the French, the Germans each had two
commissioners representing them and the other countries only one. Each would have an area of
responsibility for trade relations, for finance, for agriculture, etc. USEC was structured the same
as any embassy with political and economic sections and a USIS section. We would divide
responsibilities correspondingly. Since agriculture was such a key area in our relations as well as
in the Community’s preoccupations, the Department of Agriculture had its own people there as
part of our mission.

Q: Some of those issues, particularly the common agriculture policy, had enormous political
significance in each of the member states, particularly in countries like France. Did you get
involved in the political dimension of trade issues, agricultural issues?

BARBIS: We did because all of these issues would come to the table in Council meetings which
was the political section’s responsibility to report on. So, | was fortunate to have some very
talented young officers working for me. One in particular, who went on to become economic
minister, both in Paris and in London, would go to these meetings which sometimes wouldn’t
break up until four or five in the morning. I wouldn’t go myself, but Bill would call me around
seven in the morning and say, “This is what they decided an hour ago,” and then [ was in a
position to report that at our staff meeting early in the day and then get out a reporting cable
based on input from all the sections depending on the subjects that were discussed by the
Council.

Q: This officer would not exactly attend the Council meetings but would get a briefing
immediately after it ended?

BARBIS: Exactly. There were always briefings and he had good contacts and would talk to
members of the delegations and also officials of the Commission and be able to get a pretty good
reading on what had been discussed and decided and what positions governments took. And, of



course, if it were a critical issue involving the United States, soybeans, for example, which was
controversial at that time, or chickens, etc., the various embassies would report to us in advance
so that we had a pretty good understanding of national positions.

Q: And afterwards they would often report as well getting...?

BARBIS: And, people returned because frequently...there was an agricultural Council meeting,
ministers of agriculture would come to Brussels and when all of these delegations from capitals
returned, the embassies did an excellent job in following up and reporting.

Q: I know the European Union had a system of rotation of the presidency by some alphabetical
order. Had that started in this period, so that a country would be the president...?

BARBIS: The council.

Q: The council on all subsidiary organs for six months?

BARBIS: Exactly.

Q: So, our consultation with that country would be particularly important?

BARBIS: Very key, both with respect to Commission activities, European Economic
Community activities, but also in terms of the informal, at that time, political consultations.

Q: You say it was informal?

BARBIS: There was no structure yet. This all started through the initiative of Steven Donvion,
the Belgian Commissioner.

Q. And who had been Belgian foreign minister.

BARBIS: Well, at that time he was more on the economic side, but a rising star in the Belgian
political world and European too, because he was a very strong Europeanist. He pushed this idea,
because the progress on the political side of the Europeans had been slow, and still is from an
American point of view. It has taken them almost 30 years to get to where they are now, with
more structured and institutionalized procedures. It was difficult to jumpstart on a formal basis, it
had to be a gradual process where people got used to these consultations. They would deal with
issues of common interest in foreign policy matters, bilaterally with some countries, but also in
the UN they began coordinating their positions and eventually ending up with one position on
certain issues. But, national sovereignty was still very important, still is, and that suggested that a
gradual, moderate approach had more chances of succeeding, which I think they have. They have
made a lot of progress in that respect.

Q: You mentioned the role that embassies played before and after Council meetings and
generally making sure that our views were shared at the national level as well that we got
different insides from various perspectives. Did you visit the various EC capitals? Obviously



your responsibility was broader than just Brussels.

BARBIS: I did in some cases, not all. For example, early on in my tour we had a meeting in
Bonn of political counselors from USEC and also from the member countries, where we all met.
This was very useful because we got to know each other and I was taken around to the ministry
of foreign affairs, of course, and to agencies of the federal government dealing with Community
matters. But, the area in which I did spend more time was in London once the enlargement
negotiations began. That was very useful because [ was exposed for the first time there to the
very informal relationship our embassy has traditionally enjoyed with the British government
where people at my level, FSO-3 at the time, in the political section of the embassy were on a
first name basis with the secretary for defense or the foreign secretary or leading members of
parliament. I can recall being taken to parliament one day by the officer responsible for dealing
with the Conservative Party and another day - I remember Jack Sulser was the one who was
following the Labor Party at the time - and I was introduced to all kinds of people I had read
about in the newspapers in cables. All was done very informally. They were willing to talk and
give their views, etc. So, that was a great experience and helped me a lot in our approach to our
reporting on the enlargement negotiations, which, in the case of Britain in particular, were not
easy.

Q: No, they had many obstacles and lots of difficulty. But, generally the United States was
supportive of the enlargement?

BARBIS: We were supportive as part of this--I1 guess it was a small group in our country who
had the vision of a united Europe who believed in, worked with, and supported Jean Monnet and
his efforts, sort of the patron saint of the European movement right after World War II. As a
newcomer, what impressed me was how in some ways we were more European than the
Europeans in trying to help them. But, I think it was done with moderation. We didn’t beat
people over the head, but everybody knew that we supported their moving towards closer and
closer economically, in trade and certainly politically. Our interests were primarily political in
some respects, although the stakes on the economic side were very high, and still are. Obviously
our interest is a little more mixed on the economic side, where to protect our own interests
sometimes we got into some real tough hassles with them.

Q: I'was in the economic section in Rome at about the same time and I can remember making
representations, having lots of discussions about soybeans and aspects of the common
agricultural policy. It seemed like at times we were certainly representing US economic
interests, agricultural interests. My recollection is that at the same time we always were
supportive of the idea of European integration and bringing the economies and the political
systems into closer harmony in the belief that that would be to our advantage not only in
avoiding another war in Europe, but in advancing our economic interests as well.

BARBIS: You have described it very accurately, I think. One area that didn’t get much publicity
where I played a role was in assisting in the creation of a United States Congress/European
Parliament link, which has grown over the years and is still going on. The initiative came
through a visit of a CODEL [congressional delegation] and one of the staffers on that CODEL,
Cliff Hackett, who worked for the subcommittee on Europe, House Foreign Affairs Committee,



under Ben Rosenthal of New York, came to me. I had not known Cliff. He was a former Foreign
Service officer with USIA. We met and he came to me with a proposal which I took up with
Ambassador Schaetzel, who grabbed it and we ran with it. The proposal was to start exchanges
between members of the Congress and the European Parliament. Initially it was pretty much a
one-way street. CODELs would come to Brussels and then we would go to Strasbourg, where
the Parliament was located, and also to Luxembourg, where it was located certain months of the
year. There were two driving forces behind this. I have already mentioned Ben Rosenthal, who
was the chairman, and Don Fraser, who was a congressman from Minnesota at the time. Both
were outstanding. And, a lot of other prominent members of the congress with a deep interest
both in the economic side of our relations with Europe, but also the political.

Ambassador Schaetzel, who was ideal for heading our mission at that particular time, having the
background and knowledge of the Community and having been involved with the earlier
European Atomic Energy Community, gave it his full support and pretty much left it up to Cliff
and me. Cliff worked with the Congress and I worked with the Commission and the Parliament.
We would have at least two, sometimes three, visits a year from a CODEL of eight or ten headed
by the two gentlemen I mentioned. I think this has evolved into a two-way exchange that takes
place now. It is serious. People discuss issues, present papers, but more importantly it brings
people into direct contact which creates better understanding and as a result better cooperation.

Q: Now this period in the early seventies, the European Parliament was not elected was it?

BARBIS: No, it was not, and I must say it was not a very influential body. In fact, its main
power was the power of the purse, but that was seldom exercised and in some ways it was seen
as something that they had to have but really didn’t pay much attention to and it certainly didn’t
have much influence. It has grown since then in influence and in the role it plays. But, at that
time they would gather in Strasbourg and sometimes the representative, say, of the British
Parliament, would be... members were chosen by the various national parliaments. Later it
became a matter of elections which they placed regularly and where you get a number of
prominent politicians leaving the national scene and going into the European stage.

Q: You mentioned that the European Parliament met in Strasbourg. When it was in session,
would you go down to deal with it, or was that done by our consul general in Strasbourg?

BARBIS: No, we were very protective of our role with the Parliament and with Council
meetings, which didn’t always meet in Brussels but sometimes in Luxembourg. We would
always send an officer from the political section to cover those meetings of the Council. There
was also an officer on my staff who had responsibly for the Parliament and whenever the
Parliament was in session, he was in residence in Strasbourg, or that one or two months a year
when it was in Luxembourg, in Luxembourg. He would make frequent reports back to me. If it
was something where it was important to have a larger US presence, I would go down. I would
always go and accompany a CODEL, be it the congressional group that had the exchange with
the Parliament or individual CODELSs where a congressman or a senator came with an interest in
the Community and wanted to see the Parliament.

Q: But if it was a matter involving the Council of Europe based in Strasbourg, that would not be



handled by you but by the consulate general in Strasbourg?

BARBIS: Yes, by the consulate general in Strasbourg. We only dealt with the Brussels based
organization.

Q: I have to ask you a little bit about your relations with the other US government people in
Brussels. There was the embassy as well as a NATO mission. Did you have informal liaison with
them?

BARBIS: We had very close relations. With NATO the relationship was primarily between me
and my staff in the political section, and the political advisors which was the counterpart section.
My counterpart initially was Larry Eagleburger, who knew and had a previous relationship with
Bob Schaetzel and [in whom] Schaetzel had a direct interest. So, we did many things informally
together where Larry and I would meet, sometimes the two of us, sometimes accompanied by a
colleague from the section, and draft something jointly for Schaetzel or participate in a dinner
where we had a purpose of discussing certain issues. In this, it was great to have an ambassador
like Schaetzel who took a direct interest. I think our relations not only with USNATO but also
with the embassy were very close and excellent.

Q: 1 think the negotiations had started for the Conference on Security and Cooperation in
Europe (CSCE), which was culminated in Helsinki in 1975. Was your mission involved in that?

BARBIS: We were not involved in that. That all began at the very end of 