Meeting with PRC Foreign Minister Huang Hua on 2 July 1977

On June 30, 1977 Mr. Huang had invited us to an informal dinner at his
ggest_house on 2 July 1977. Present were the five in my party, Mr. Huang,
his wife Ho Li Liang, Mr. K'0', Mrs. Kang, Mrs. Ho, Mr. Ni, plus two interpreters.

After commenting on his pleasure that Mrs. Zumwalt had made it this time
(a humorous reference to the fact that she had missed a luncheon in New York
in 1975), Mr. Huang launched into the discussion.

H:  How does the Committee on Present Danger play a role in policy-making
and decision in the US Government?

Z: The Committee itself is for the purpose of public education. We do
studies and analysesof Soviet strategy, objectives, force level assessments,
etc. Because the Committee is composed of individuals who formerly
occupied senior positions in the government, business and academic leaders,
etc., these individuals are consulted by various officials in the Congress
and in the Administration as well as by the press. Their views, their
speeches, their counsel has an impact.

As a specific example of the individual influences, one member of our
Committee has analyzed the two recent US SALT II proposals, has concluded
that there is reason to be concerned about US security if these proposals
became an agreement, and has had some impact on those in the two branches of
government who must deal with these proposals.

H:
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are the inTrugHCES = end 0 r e overnment
on the policy of the present Administration -- and what is the degree of
countervailing influence from the Committee on the Present Danger? Which
of these two schools are in the majority?

—

Z: As you know from what you said to me in New York, I am in opposition to
the policy of the previous Administration of letting detente become
essentially a unilateral process. I think it is fair to say that the
officials of the last Administration left office publicly insisting that
detente policies were working but privately admitting that they had failed
measurably. The success of detente was an issue in both political parties.
Reagan nearly unhorsed an incumbent Republican President and won revision
at Kansas City in the foreign and defense planks of the Republican platform.
Carter made open and honest foreign policy-making an issue and it helped
in his victory. However, some of the people that Carter appointed after
election were not of the view that we need be greatly concerned about
Soviet excesses in military buildup or foreign policy. The Committee on
the Present Danger is doing a job of public education which we think will
help the President focus public opinion on the facts of Soviet military
capability and foreign policy adventurism. 1 believe that Dr. Brzezynski
is more nearly of the school represented in the Committee. 1In that regard,



e has asked me to make ciear that the recent New York Times report
about a study ref]ect1ng a decision not to provide arms technology
cooperation to PRC is an inaccurate report. An early working level
draft contained such a thought. The present version does not. No
decision one way or another has been made. As a separate matter,

Dr. Brzezynski points out that the Carter Administration does not share
the pessimistic view of history of the previous Administration. Rather
theirs is an optimistic view of history. They are prepared to compete
with the Soviet Union if they make it necessary.

My_gun view of Soviet stratesx is that thez intend, if we will let them
do so, to_have an 1mmense strateqic nuc ear an conventiona] military

interes kA V ast oil or of the price ]evels The
t1itary capabilities of the PRC and of the US are important elements in
the credible deterrence of Soviet initiatives. But another element could
well be forms of economic cooperation between the PRC and US business
such as in development of PRC offshore oil. The techno]ogy of US oil
compan1es is capab]e, 1n my Judament

N ! L L IVE from the time of a contract; 17
adeguate. advance preparations are ma B & PRC policy

to avold the impact o permanenf Fbre1gn influence in your society and

of your desire to avoid foreign debt. Both of these could be avoided

in an off-shore development and such a program would provide an additional
increment of 0il and dollars for PRC and additional oil for the US. More
importantly, this alternative source of 0il would further checkmate
Soviet strategy. Also, you would have more dollars for arms technology
if needed.

Our policy on arms 1ike our policy on the economy is to base ourselves
or_our own strength -- to rely only on our own efforts. If-ﬂﬂﬁﬁﬁiiﬁQHlﬂ
att we would launch a people's war to defeat the Soviets. In
the past we engaged in a [on uomintang--we relted on the
peoples' sp1r1t and des1re to overthrow the KMT. Weapons were secondary.

Sigd viet U .
Hygan spirit comes Tirst. n our war Wi e KMT their cumuiative
streng s 8 miltion and at the outset they greatly outnumbered us but

we put them down. They were equipped with US equipment. But in the
superior strength of our people, we overthrew the KMT in three years --
sooner than we expected. In presenting these facts to you, I want you
to know that I do not think that arms are unimportant, but rather that
we will rely primarily on people's war which has proved very effective.
w?ﬁw& Our Chairman Mao told us to be prepared.
The entire Chinese people are therefore not afraid and w111 fight to the
end. The ggemy mig get into Ching b he 4 d : diffi t
HHL_, e Soviet Union has stationed one miiiion troops on the
‘Chifese border. But these trogps are primarily directed g he an
2pan 10 hina ould the 5o Wim R eintiddd
these one RETY: oonc are pot pnopdn. E ooviet Union should
atfac 1na, it is impossibie tor them to achieve the quick victory they

OXpeCt . O e e Lttt e
k will hgsome more maniiest 1n the end and 1n a trial of strength we will
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$+;§%%iiﬁ'§h?m' Our principle is, we will not attack unless attacked;
acked, we will counter attack. This will be considered by the
people of the world a war of Soviet aggression. All elements of the

society and the military will play a full part. lebiG.hdsiesoms

of e a i ave j

by fostering a i ression in Chi But time nas proved
Lha e J i 3 ope, not Chi The fact
is that the Soviet Union an ] 3 roover the SOV1et

objective of wor]d hegemony jot Lni iop

d ead to another m__]_d_war We don' t beheve in detente or d1sarmament )
o Q hle and cannot be evia ed

The ; 3 3

b ii‘@tmmmmmrrmﬂm egier], ely rivalry for
world hegemony extends all oye no world hut the fo~ye—To—0

pollilica gog economical ly. You mentioned that the Soviet Union wants
to grab the 0il in the Middle East. I agree. It has an important bearing
n the future rivalry. We have noticed that the Soviet Union takes

advantage of the w ss of in the Middle East, in Europe,
in Africa. Angola is an example. ss in the confrontation
encouraged the Soviets to accelerate their efforts. As a separate matter,

your forces were doing all right there until Kissinger brought in the
South Africans. As soon as_ he did so, all black support for your s1de
evaporated. The recen 3

We wander. how
ed s rong wnen it “didn't have
Cﬁbans wére involved with

the courag_ﬁLQ.admjt‘Lhat the Soviets an
the _gtgngan‘mercenar1es.

outflahk e in order ultimately to ga1n Europe for themselves. Your
po ldgutof anpeasement as 11l AnGol d inflate their*
appefites.— Further | raise the question n the minds of
your'a111es as to wﬁ'?ﬁer you are a paper t1ger TOUL AGTI0NS SELYS.LO.
numb_the T your Own_people. _The) stilons 1n,+qg4mhyx;ﬂ;ﬁ_ \
an atsack. by USSR on Europe or whether US forces will f1ght for_Europe--
thesE‘Eﬁﬁiﬂﬁzrzve—ﬁot“ﬁﬁfoq_ged

b

(abbreviated) I would like to respond in some depth. Your ability to
knock out the KMT was impressive. Yet the corrupt nature of the regime,
at the time, makes it an inappropriate analogy to the Soviet threat. Japan
is a better analogy. Japan, with a much smaller population and resource
base than the USSR has, was able to make war against you for over 13 years
and China was successfully defeated until the US came in with large modern
forces, newly created after the defeat at Pear] Harbor. Uggdl that time

the US an ina had allowed the Japanese to deal with each of them at
has- 0¥ eir efforts

in én TTiance. Today you face in the Soviet Union a much more effective
power than Japan was. -~

I know of i i 0 confirm your theory that the Soviet forces
in Sibgri 1mari apan. 0Obvicusly
one Tsualize such a scenario. But there is overwhelming evidence

e
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that the Soviet forces are there tow_gt is
true that while building up their ces on your border, they have added
to the forces in the Warsaw Pact facing NATO.

I think it is quite clear that if the Soviets decided to attack the
US in a massive strategic nuclear strike that they would also deal with
China lestthe post strike balance leave them vulnerable.

But let us assume that you are correct that the Soviet Union is going
to byWWaHng first with Europe, Africa and the Middle East.
Can you possinly bDelieve that in a world in which the iMkakdibkitedaiayed

e e el Sl il Gl O S e LI S0 O,
burgeoning China. vVip i1l a prime .
S

! These factors suggest to me the wisdom of the PRC concerting those of ™~ }

! its policies de ed to checkmate Soviet strate the world more nearly !
W . 1d so, you would greatly improve your chance
\ of deterring the kinds of Soviet actions in Europe, Middie East and Africa -

" which would Tead to your future lonely isolation in facing the Soviet threat.

With regard to our NATO allies, I agree that some of the last
Administration's tragic view of the future rubbed off on them. But the
present Administration does not share that view. The allies are learning
this fact. They know that the US public rejected the philosophy in the
last election. President Carter's NATO speech and his Notre Dame speech
are relevant. Pr&@ent Cartg'r:‘alp‘in my judgment, will not be pushed around.

e —

I think it is difficult to compare the period 1931 to 1945 when our country
was largely under the control of Kuomintang forces in the Japanese war

with the present situation of China versus the Soviet Unjon. In that
earlier period the XMT policy was one of passive resistance to the

Japanese while actively fighting the People's Liberation Army. Even after
the US entered the war the KMT continued its policy of passive resistance
to the Japanese. China today is a unified country and the people have

the will and the equipment to fight aggression. We think the Sovjet Union

recognizes this changed circumstance. If we CWW
are .therefore not directed at China, then we must conclude that the Soviet

forces are for the purogse ot turning the US flank in the Western Pacific.
We™hink these torces would at thpe aporaprigte TS B lSed 10 Sp770

Japap gnd pot por TacdTsac Tram the (IS,  This does pabedetgaiiat the
Sovier mnac no aagreeetvya ambifions against China.— and
gmgmnem_' Neverthele gyiat fo 1 ope " Witnh regard
0 any joint economic efiorts or adjustments of our policies based on

what we think yours are, we {igst.myst watch tq see if the US is gaing
to change its policy of appeasement. of fhe Sgviet Union. In principle,
it i ip 0 3 i

not roll over. By RULSWING 1LS appeaserpeni . poiic the US is playing

* - Nk . i ¥ l% -
into soviet strategy which, in es3ence; 1S5 to eint in the East
hile attgcking in the West, attacking Europe throu e 0T an
attack on n readl S and resolve.
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(At this point Ho Li Lang insisted we leave the formal reception room
and go in to dinner; subsequent notes are, therefore, from memory as
opposed to the notes above taken as the conversation proceeded, but
they are accurate in substance.)

Z: As I see it, the consequence of China's refusal to seek ways unilaterally
to work at purposes which will enhance the posture of both of our countries
are as follows: Just as Japan was able to work at purposes
disadvantageous both to China and the US, biding her time, choosing her
priorities, present PRC policy is permitting the USSR to do the same thing.
There are political and economic steps that can be taken to improve the
position of both countries for the long struggle to deter Soviet
aggressiveness. The new Administration in the US clearly sees the PRC
not in regional terms but in global terms. But your persistence in
taking a course which is often harmful to US positions, to the extent that
your policy contributes to US failure in a given instance, weakens your
own deterrence of the Soviet Union.

H: We see the world in three parts. The first world is that of the two
superpowers; the second world is NATO, Japan, Australia, New Zealand.
The third world is the rest, who are underdeveloped and weaker. The two
superpowers do not relate to the problems of the third world. Until the
US does so, we will have difficulty in building the bridges you are
suggesting.

Z:  HWhy do you include Iran and the rich o1l Arab states in the third world?

H:  Because money does not of itself bring effective power and these countries
have significant weaknesses. We think that the superpower clash makes war

between them inevitable. OQur destiny i ird world to

be ready when that war comes.

Z: This brings me back to my point. If we agree that the US can win the war
if it must fight the USSR, and if we agree that China can too, we still
have & responsibility for the sake of our respective grandchildren to seek
to avoid that war. You call it inevitable and prepare for it. I want to
prepare for it to avold fterYour uiiTateral PolTcles add to the
1fE§T7ﬁ333“8?%fﬁéﬁWHFT”“PﬁTWET33 more Tikely to be helpful to the mutual
interests of our countries, strategically, would reduce the 1likelihood
of Soviet initiated war or of Soviet misbehavior in foreign policy.

H: /"It all comes back to a need to see the US draw back from appeasement,
/ tq.give us confidence jin your future. Let me put a couple of Propositions
{  to you. Do you agree thaf lbe most significant restraint on Soviet

hegemony is t 8
z:(’ I do.
L

— s . .
H: ™ Then do you also agree that the next most significant restraint is the
. .,

/POy Qg

Zé 1 _do.



Then is it not self-evident that the readiness for war of these two
nations which bar the way to the USSR must be improved?

It is -- and that is what many of us in the US are dedicating ourselves
to accomplish. But readiness is more than military capability. It is
enhanced by the extent to which our two key nations, each un11atera11y

if necessary, take non-zeroc sum actions in the foreign and economic field.

I agree that if strateﬂic war comes. it jimgossjble for either the PRC
or the US to stay out.

I think we have exchanged our views on this matter. I would like to hear
your views of the Midd1e East.

S,
The US _has gotten itself in a predicament. Zionism has forced you to
supQor "jsraeT 1o the neglect of the legitimat@™¥¥Pirations af the
Palas inians. for a. natianal state Meanwh11e, the Soviet Union,
aggressively eager for control of oil, has provided assistance to Arab
states and won a ro]e for 1tse1f that 1t need not have been given.

e

If you were Foreign Minister of Israel, would you agree to the return of
Arab troops to the West Bank, bringing them within ten miles of the

cutting of your nation in two, within artillery range of Tel Aviv, able

to shoot down any Israeli airplane by missile as soon as the plane took off.

The Ilsraeli nation-sheuld never have been brought iptp existence. It makes
the M1dd1e East a constant p1ace of tens1on

R

It exists and no policy which denies its existence is realistic. Would
you give me your views on Africa?

Just as the USSR desires control of the o0il of the Middle East, it desires
control of the mineral resources of the Africa continent, and the control
of the Indian Ocean 0il routes around the Cape X%ur country has fac111tated

Sovtet progress. Andpla was.d.d1sa: for. _ind 1
434L6 falled because Francé and Horocco w1th the support of others ljke
hipa) came to their LS. TO ’ﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁiﬁﬁimml jbans

creased th again. e
align itse Y W wor¥d Y60 Seem to

‘] ity Q _}f[”‘ of the
] in 1c3 WIEH £t
ng¢T1eve That only WHits MINOrTLy governmﬁ"%?”?ﬁﬁ"ﬁ?%T“wfth the Soviets and)

bans. Your Chrome Amendment kept the regime Rhodesia in power too long
and turned black liberation movements toward the USSR. You must identify |,

more cqggjﬂl1¥mg;tn”thgwgn;gdgmgpldwlijgunjntgngwto compete with the

; Sovi said earlier  your admission of South KFrica Torces Tnto
% fngola turned all black regimes away from you.

N

(It was noteworthy that Huang at no time made reference to the Taijwan
issue in our conversation.)
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