The original documents are located in Box 26, folder “State Department - Kissinger Press
Conferences (2)” of the Ron Nessen Papers at the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library.
Copyright Notice
The copyright law of the United States (Title 17, United States Code) governs the making of
photocopies or other reproductions of copyrighted material. Ron Nessen donated to the United
States of America his copyrights in all of his unpublished writings in National Archives collections.
Works prepared by U.S. Government employees as part of their official duties are in the public
domain. The copyrights to materials written by other individuals or organizations are presumed to
remain with them. If you think any of the information displayed in the PDF is subject to a valid
copyright claim, please contact the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library.

-·-· .

Novembei• 101 1975
#73

No. 560
PRESS CONFERENCE BY
THE HONORABLE HENRY 'fl•• -iG_S:S_INGER
SECRETARY OF STATE
·. INTERNTATIONAL CONFERENCE ROOH
DEPARTf.lENT OF STATE-=.
NOVEMBER 10 I 1975

..

'

QUESTION;.: ·: .t-1r. Secretary, a b;o-part question •
Do you accept President Sadat's position that
there can be no final peace settlement on the Hiddle East
without a -sol-utio;;_- of the Palestinian problem·, and if so,
given the

u.s.

and Israeli refusal to deal \vith the PLO,

what steps are you taking to handle the problem of the
Palestinian refugees and their representation at Geneva?
SECRETARY KISSINGER:

v1e agree with the proposition

-:
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th~t

:!

any final peace settlement must include ·the interests

-·

of the Palestinians and
p~oblem.

!!-

solution to the Palestinian

Our position with respect to the PLO has been that

we cannot make a decision on how to deal with them until
they have accepted the State of Israel and until they have

accepted the relevant United Nations.Security.Council

...!

··res-olutions 1 particularly 242· and 338_:...__
QUESTION:

Mr. Secretary, tf{e-President said

yesterday that growing ten-sions in the......Cabinet led to the
dismissal of Secretary Schlesinger and the other shake_.ups.
Can you· explain 'vhat led to those tensions and what was your
res~onsibility

for the shake-up?

. SECRETARY' KISSINGER:- The President has pointed
out

~epeatedly

that he made the decision for the shake-up

and that the Aecision was his.

There were differences

between Secretary-Schlesinger and myself,as you would
expect between two individuals of strong minds.

I consider

Secretary Schlesinger a man of outstanding ability and one
of the best analysts of defense matters vlith whom I have
dealt and \vhom I have kno\'1n for over a decade.

The

differences are partly due to the-_difference in perspective
between the Department of Defense and the Department of

i

I

I

PR i560
3

-·.

State, and they will always exist.

Some concern certain

technical matters, usually having to do w·ith the SALT
n~gotiations.

None were as ·sweeping as I have seen described

in the press.

And, no question, tpere were some personality

-dispufes which neither of·us handled with the_elegance and
. -wisdom that perhaps was necessary.

-

QUESTION:

..

Mr. Secretary ,-\'llR:re does the shake-up

and the Soviet rejection of the latest_American SALT
proposal leave the negotiations now?
SECRETARY KISSINGER:

Well, as far as the shake-up

is concerned, and its impact on foreign policy, SALT and
otherwise,

the foreign policy of the United States is not

conducted on the basis of personality.

It is related to the

pe:r:manent·: :interests and values of the United States.
whlle it

i~-

And

ao;olutely inevitable that senior advisors

of the President will disagree from time to time, we have
the machinery by which decisions can be made, and those
decisions should not be seen in terms of.· the prevalence
of a particular individual or be conducted in terms of
personalities.

Therefore, our SAL''f position 'i:dll reflect

the best judgment of the President-and of his advisors
:

of what is in the long-term national interest of the United

.·

f
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. States.

We believe that a ShLT agreement, if it is

-·

.

balanced and reciprocal, is in the interests of both the
United States and the Soviet Union and in the interests of
world peace.

And we \V'ill continue to pursue a SALT

agreement.
QUESTION:

Is it now· up to the· United States

·to come up with a ne\'1 proposal to
:·

SECRETARY KISSINGER;

p-rep~_nt

to the Soviets?

We. don't believe that the

me.re fact that the Soviet Union has re.jected an American

proposal requires us to come fon·1ard with another one.
We stili are expecting some sort of reasoned response to our
last proposal, and we cannot make a new decision until we
see some modification in the Soviet position.
QUESTION:

~tr. Secretary, in -terms-of the foreign

policy. you are talking about •- the President's trip to

.

China

-

appears~to

be in some trouble; at least it is not going

smoothly.
SECRETARY KISSINGER:

I

read that in the press.

It is not the case , but I don't want to contradict such a
distinguished group.
QUESTION:

Well, it appenrs at least arrangements

are not going smoothly.

Your trip to China did not

. appnrcntly go all that well.

-

The summit \'lith :Mr. Drczhncv
•'

'

"-
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...

appears deferred until next year at least.

And in an

election year there is some doubt about getting an arms
control. agreement at all with . the Russians.
'

Where does that

leave the whole structure of forei·gn policy today?
,.,

SECRETARY KISSINGER:

your premises.

Well, I cannot accept

I don't accept the premise that my trip to

'China
did not go well within the f:Eame\vork of what was
.
.
-:::~·-

!

possible, and compGl:red to other trips that otber leaders

'l
I

-·

of other countries have taken to.China.
Secondly, the trip by the President to China
is on schedule and the appropriate announcements will be made
in due time.
With res·pect to arms control agreements with the
Soviet Union, I do not believe that they shbuld be
accelerated because of elections, nor should they be delayed
because of elections.

We will make those agreements that

we consider in the national interest of the United States
and without regard to the electoral process.
. So I believe that the basic structure of American
foreign policy is sound, that the essentiul elements are
in place, and \vi 11 be continued to be pursued in the months
ahead.

·.

I

I

I
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QUESTION:

Mr.

Se~~etary,

will you discuss with

us in some detail the nature and volume of the involvement
of the Soviet Union

and Cuba in Angola, which unexpectedly

got its independence a day early?
he~ing

You mentioned this at a

the other day, and I would like to

kno~rt

if it is in

manpower, dollars, etc-- what you can tell us about it.
,

SECRETARY KISSINGER:
here, and

;r

Well, I don't have the figures

cannot. go much beyond what I stated the other

day, which is that the Soviet Union earlier this year introduced
a substantial amount of military equipment into Angola -substantial in relation to the balance of forces that then
existed; that Cuba has also participated in the form of
advisors and of military equipNerit.

We consider both of these

steps by extra"':"continental pm-vers a serious matter and
really,

~s ~.ar ~s

tl!e Soviet Union is concerned, not compatible

with the spiri_t of__relaxat_ion of tensions.
QUESTION:

Sir,

extra-territorial po\'ler.

we are also an
What are

SECRETARY KISSINGER:

'Vle

t

I
t

I

doing there?

Our interest in Angola,

1
i

which is related to the fact that the access to the sea

t

of the surrounding countries goes

t

~hrough

Angola, was

basically generated by the intervention of other countries.

..·· 'f

-~ --· jl_
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The United States has no other interest except the territorial

-·

.

integrity and independence of.Angola.

We strongly support

the call of the Organization of African Unity for a cease-fire
.and for negotiation among the thiee factions that are involved
there to form a coalition.

governm~nt,

and we have no United

.,

States, interest to pursue· _in Angola.
Mr. Secretary, you_-~ave expressed

QUESTION:

your admiration this morning for Se<:_ra.tary Schlesinger and

----

you have also said that foreign policy is not ·made on the
basis of personalities.

Since you think so highly of

Secretary Schlesinger, ·why in fact was he then let go

if it was not due to personalities?
SECRETARY KISSINGER:

I have pointed out that I have

..

. very h~gh regard for Secretary::-_schlesinger.
pointed out that there were differences..

I have also

He.._,..,as not let

go by roe,- .so -this- is a questiqn that you must address elsewhe.re.
QUESTION:

Mr. Secrete-:=:'.", did you ever ask or

tell anyone that the President vtoul-d have to choose beb.reen
you and Mr. Schlesinger, including the President?

·.,

.. ·

\·

':·-----""--
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SECRETARY KISSINGER:
QUESTION:

Absolutely not.

Mr. Secretary, the President has

s.aid that you will be giving up your post as

Advisor on National Security Affairs.

Special

How will this affect the

way y.ou do your job?
#

SECRETARY KISSINGER:

My job_,. __as I understand it,

-

.is to help the President make. decisions on foraign policy.
This mustbe organized in a way with which

th~

President

..::::

is comfortable and within which the President can operate.
:

It means that I will do my job, obviously, primarily
from the Department of State.

-

But I have never believed--

and I have ·said so \vhen I held the b'lo jobs

and I continue

~.

to hold this view--that foreiqn policy making depends

so crucially on a particular bureaucratic structure.

I am

confident-that I have sufficient access to the President
so that my

views_~re hea~d,

and that is all that a Cabinet

member has a right to ask for.
QUESTION:

Mr.

Secretary, there are informed

reports that you were upset by the timing of these changes
in the government and that this might upset your
foreign policy timetable.

o~vn

(a) \ve..r.e you consulted on
~

this change; and (b) is it true, as these reports say,
'·"'

that you gave some consideration to resigning because ~f·-·'

,

t

-f

9

...

the timing ?

-·
SECRETARY KISSINGER:
change.

I was informed about the

I do not believe that the changes will influence

the conduct of our
have given here.

fore~gn

And I

policy for the reasons that I

c~not

comment every

blo

weeks

ab·out stories about my resignation •

. ..

.:

',•,'

,

-

......

·11
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·QUESTION:
that a SALT

Mr. Secretary, are you still confident

~greement

..·

.

can be reached before the political pressure

of the conventions?

I have every reason to

SECRETARY KISSINGER:

on the basis of extensive conversations with the
we

will.pro~eed

in negotiations

towa~ds

believ~

Presiden~

that

SALT regardless of the

political circumstances next year, influenced-only by whether
it is. possible to work out a compromise Y.Li"ffi the Soviet Union
that the President considers in the national interest.
QUESTION:

Mr. Secretary,. what are your priori ties.

for the European !3ummit later this week in Paris?
I am making a speech tomorrow in

. SECRETARY KISSINGER:

which I will-deal with tpe European summit at greater length.
But basically there are two aspects--to the European su:r.uni t ·
One is to deal with the problem of the economic well-being
of the industrial democracies.
problem.

The _second is a more fundamental

-

That is to bring about a degree of cooperation among

the industrial democracies that gives their people a sense that
they are masters of their destiny and not subject to blind
economic or other forces.

And, therefore, the President considers

this economic summit of very considerable importance.

h'e do not

expect that any major announcements wilL necessarily flow from
the summit.

The summit is designed to start a proccss·bY which the

PR 1560
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industrial democracies,which have-;_. been talking to each other
on a bilateral basis over the last year in terms of their
economic, political, and defense future, can now talk about
their economic prospects, but also about some of their political
prospects as a group.

And it reflects what we had originally

proposed in 1973, a greater degree of coordination-· among these
.... -. ..__

countries, above all to enable them to set some goals and some
)

directions that give

them a sense of

--

masteri~g

the very

complicated problems that they now face.
QUESTION:

1-1r. Secretary;· you have kno\'m Don Rumsfeld

for some period of time now, worked with him.

What do you

th~nk

his particular strengths are,relative to dealing with you and
with defense matters?
in addition to

bei~g

t.fuat specific qualifications does he have,
an aviation specialist?

SECRETARY KISSINGER:

--

You want me

brawl in this town for all of three days.

we haven't had a
(Laughter}

I have known Hr. Rumsfeld for many years.

I think he

is a man who is very well attuned to the political process, very
intelligent, very concerned with issues of national security; and
I think he will do a good job as Secretary of Defense, and I
intend to cooperate closely with him.
QUESTION:

Do you feel that there Hill be a better

cooperation than there has been with Schlcsin9er?
any special reason for the feeling?

Do you have

t

I
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SECRETARY KISSINGER:

!.

don't believe that-- well,

I certainly hope that some of the difficulties that may have
existed, that some of those difficulties,can be eased and that

I
t

t

I

everybody has learned, including.myselfi from recent events.
But I repeat I stand on what I said

previ~usly

about Secretary

.Schlesinger.
QUESTION:

Mr. Secretary, does that· mean you v!ill have

to share the President's time on defense- matters with Rumsfeld

and with Mr. Bush if he is confirmed?
SECRETARY KISSINGER:

Two years after-we all leave

tovm, no one will care who spent "\vhat amount of time in the
·President's. office.

The only amount of time that one needs in

the President's office is the amount of time that is necessary to
conduct the nation's business.
will be available.

That amount of time I am certain
-

~

If the President wants others present when

·that is being discussea, that is his privilege and no derogation
I

:-

of anybody's position.·I have read all these stories.
about them.

No one has yet told me

But it is quite possible that i"t \·lill happen.

If so,

it is a triviality.
QUES'l'ION:

.Hr. Secretary,

suggest that there is a 'large chasm

yo~.r

responses on SAL'r

be~ween

our position and the

Soviets' ' so large, in fact, that we can't make another propo::al

"

'

·-

I

l

13

until they modify their rejection.

-·

exactly what went wrong?

Could you elaborate for us
'

And wouldn't you ~gree that detente

and SALT is in some crisis now?
SECRETARY KISSINGER:

No.

I have said previously that
(

I believe that ninety percent of the SALT agreement is substantially-·
or of the SALT negotiation . --. is substantially ag·reed to.
remaining ten percent is,

The
'

of course, of considerable significance.

Now, it doesn't mean that the chasm is

very_~ide

or is unbridgeable.

What it does mean is that when we make a. se-rious proposal \vi thout
.

. getting a substantive response, we cannot establish the principle
that all the other side has to do is to reject an American proposal
in order to elicit another proposal.
I believe that, the differences between us and the Soviet.
Union on SALT are bridgeable.
~trategic

I beTieve that an agreement on

-

arms limitations is in the national - interest and is in

the world interest,-especially if you compare it with the
alternatives that the nation wi1.1 face and that the world will
face if an arms race continues unchecked.

So I am confident that,

with a serious effort on both sides, these differences can be
bridged.
As far as detente is

concerne~,

I can only emphasize

again what I have said repeatedly in pubiic statements.

Detente

.

is not a favor we grant to the Soviet Union.

Detente reflects an

I
t

14
assessment of the basic national positions,in which strategic

-·

.

.

arsenals exist on both sides capable of destroying humanity,
in which the United States must be able to demonstrate to its
-

.

own people-that if a confrontation occurs we will have done
everything on our side to preserve the peace, in which if we
look ahead_. at the problem historically,

\'ie

do not want to be in

a position where millions of people get killed in a war and
afterwards no one will be able to explain -exactly
what produced
_........__
it except mock rhetoric.
.

If the Soviet Union threatens our national interests
or the national interests of any of our alltes, the United States
·will resist.
hegemonial

The United States will not hold still for any
aspirations, but the United States will also make an

effort to transcend the conflicts and the controversies of the
Cold War in order to build a better future for the people of this
·country and fox: thE!_ people of the w.orld. That policy will continue.
As it stands--now, on-the Strategic Arms Limitation
Talks there is the stagnation that I have described.
stagnation which

'ltle

are prepared to break.

It is a

We are prepared to

look for an honorable compromise; but it is up to the Soviet Union
to be prepared also to make a compromise •
.
QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, had-you ever considered

-

resigning from your office as Sccrctary:of

Stat~

because of the

PR #560
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differences that occurred that have been alluded to by both
....:·

the President and yourself this morning?
SECRETARY

I~ISSINGER:

Never •
..

QUESTION:

Mr. Secretary, if I may follow back that

point, the President yesterday

seemed-~o

be hinting that he might

be prepared to accept some sort of a compromise involving the
Russian Backfire.bombcr.

Would you discuss that, please?

SECRETARY KISSINGER:

The issue -~f the rlackfire is

a rather complicated technical issue
questions.

which~aises

There is no dispute that the

Backfir~·

a number of
on one-\'lay

missionsrflying subsoniclyrcan.reach the United States from
the . Soviet Union.
.

It is also a fact that the United States

possesses many. planes,that are not being COU!l:tedrthat on one-way
missions can reach the Soviet Union.
concerns what cat~gories --

And, therefore, the problem

it falls into the issue of \\'hat

categories of weapons should be counted, especially \'lhen we get
into what one really has to' call hybrid systems that are designed
for one mission but are also capable of carrying out another
mission.
That is an i1nportant subject that has existed in the
negotiations in which we are trying to find a solution and arc
.prepared to listen to reasonable prop.os01s.

l
f
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QUESTION:

Mr. Secretary, there have been reports

-·-·

.

that it would require a meeting either between yourself and

Mr. Gromyko or Brezhnev and Ford to overcome the impasse itself.
Is that

und~r

consideration: and·would you conceive of a summit

without a SALT agreement?
.,

SECRETARY KISSINGER:

We do not concei v~ right notV' of a

summit without a SALT agreement; certainly not a visit by
Mr.

Brezhnev to the United States without ·-a=' SALT agreement.
QUESTION:

Would that mean that Mr. Ford would meet

him some\'lhere else?

..

SECRETARY KISSINGER:

There is no such plan.

But a

meeting between Gromyko and me when either side has something
important to say we are, of course, prepared to do.
QUESTION:

I1r. Secretary, it has been reported that
~

Great Britain will now

~.

,

___ ·-

play a role in Mideast

-•""",.-

negotiations.

If that is true·, \'ll"ll you work with them, or do you have any
plans to relinquish you~ role 1n pressing for an Israeli
withdrawal from the Golan?
SECRETARY KISSINGER:

Those of you who have been on

shuttles with me will knot·l that anyone who wants to take over
will have my enthusiastic cooperation •.
If Great Britain were to play-::- a more active role in
negotiations,

\'le

would strongly support its efforts.

=

t'le

·.
PR 1560
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don't claim any exclusive right to
conduct these negotiations,
. :.:·
and we would support any promising

effor~

no matter who conducts

'

t

it.
..

QbESTION:

'

Mr. Secretary, could I just ask a question?

You've said that, and the Soviets seem to-agree, there should
not be a summit without a SALT agreement in sight.·· On the other
hand, President Ford is apparently. going to China without any

f

I
'

I

t

t

--

real substantive matters to be ·decided.

Can you discuss why the

President is going to China, and why not

h~e

a less dramatic
~

summit agreement between Brezhnev and Ford just.to discuss world
issues?
SECRETARY KISSINGER:

Well, we have

by mutual

!ilgreement incidentally _.,_ both sides have linked a visit by
Brezhnev to the United States to an imminent SALT agreement,
partly because one did not want to have it associated with the

..

-

--

failure of a specific negotiation.

=

If a meeting between the General Secretary and the
President would appear desirable, we are not going to make an
issue of principle out of this at some point.

It has not been

discussed, and there is no such plan -- no· such plan exists at
the moment--but I don't want to exclude it for all time.
With rc~pect to our rclationspips with the People's
Republic of China, those rclationnhl.ps have r9ally concerned

I
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basically the orientation of both countries towards international

-·

affairs.

.

We do not have that much bilateral business with the

People's Republic of China that \ve must link visits or high- level
meetings with the People's Republic of China to specific progress
on specific issues.

It is important for us, however, to exchange

views on fundamental issues of international events in order
to see where our national interest coincides and where a certain
parallelism in our policies

have occasional meetings at a very
leaders.

...

exists~

This...

~~~es

high.lev~l

it necessary to
with Chinese

This is· why once a year I have. gone to the People ~-s

Republic of China and why the President is visiting--for the first
time in fou; ·years that an American President has been in Peking.
QUESTION:

Mr., Secretary, is it possible under any

circumstances to have diplomatic re-lations simultaneously vli th
the_ governments of Taipei and Peking?
·.

-

SECRE'l'ARY. KISSINGER:
QUESTION!

No:

Mr. Secretary, there are some moves now for

the early reunification of t:.he two Viet-Nam states.

lfuat are your

views on the subject, and would that be one of the points discussed
in Peking?
SECRETARY

KISSINGER:

and we wer6 not c6nsultcd before

I have

--

onl~·

seen press reports,

thcsc-~iscussions

to~:

place.

It is my impression that if this unificntion should take place,

,•...)
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it will make

~

jure \'lhat

alread~.-

~

exists

facto.

I ·don't

-·

think it will change the real situation in Viet-Nam.

I think

I
t

i

it is a matter for the existing Vietnamese governments to decide.
.

.

It will not· affect our attitude particularly, and it is not a
matter that we plan to raise in Peking, but, if somebod)' asked

I

iI
t

our opinion,we might be prepared to give it.
QUESTION:

Mr. Secretary, do you expect to last out

President Ford's term?

East.

----

....;,...-.

First of all, what is your estimate of what Syria will do

when the mandate for the United Nations e.mergency force expires

-- --

at the end of this month?
And secondly, what is being done to get the Sinai task
force,or monitor volunteer force, in place?
SECRETARY KISSINGER:

Our Ambassador to Damascus is

in Nash:bgton right no\v for consultation, and we \vill send him
back with our full considerations, not ·only about the renewal

--

of UNDOF but about the diplomatic evolution in the Middle East.

-·
vJe.

have not been told '''h.:1t the Syric:::tn intentions nrc.

.7mc1 that

I
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is not unusual.

They have in the:: past never told us until.

-·

shortly before the decision was due. ·We hope that Syria will
agree to rencvl UNDOF because we believe, first, that Syria
must

partici~pate

in the diplomatic process leading towards a final

settlement, and -v1e are prepared to be ·helpful: in this process.
And , secondly, vle do not believe ·that an. exacerbation
·--

of tensions in the Middle East will serve anybody' s purposes -and will produce a situation that is extremely dangerous
for all concerned.

So t'le hope that when Sy-_Eia ,.,.eighs its

alternatives and v1hen it looks at the considerations vle will put
before,it that it will decide to renew UNDOF.
QUESTION:

Mr. Secretary, a question about the task force--

SECRETARY KISSINGER:
about the task.force.

Oh, excuse me, the second question

We have completed an interagency study

which is now before the President for his final decision on the
o~ganization of-the-observers in the Sinai.

--

We expect that the

-

President will make his decision within the next week or two,
and we are certain that this force \'lill be in place when it
must be ,on February 22,when the Israeli vli thdrawal from the
passes will be completed.

.---

.,.
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-

Mr. Secreta~y, Congressman Pik~ a week ago

Q

commented on the much-criticized covert activities of the CIA.
He

·said it was not a rogue elephant operating on its mvn,

but that all of its activities had been approved by the
Sp~cial

Assistant to the President of the United States.

That happened to be you during the
do ¥OU comment relative to his

la~

t_ seven years.

acc~sation

~~at

vfuat

you have, in

fact, approved all of these c.ri ti ci zed acti ·..ri ties?
SECRETARY KISSINGER:
sider ft an accusation.

First-'of all, I don't con-

I believe that the covert opera-

tions of the CIA vrith \vhich I am familiar

vrere decided upon

by serious people in the national interest, in a world in
which there is a gray area be_..~\·reen overt diplomatic activity
and military activity.
difficult to do

-

every covert

And except for.: the f:act that it is

i~ternationally,

~pe~~tion

-

t~at

-

I am prepared to justify

the United States has engaged

in, with 'Vlhich I am familiar, was in the national interest.
Secondly, the Special Assistant of the President
acts for the President.

I have testified that the covert

operations \verc approved by the President.
when I \'las in my capacity as

Spec~jll

Co1mnittcc, and in that capacity

I'

I chaired,

Ass is tan t, the Porty

transmit:tcd the rcco:n-

mendations of the Forty Committee tcr:thc President.
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I, myself, had no authority. by myself to authorize
covert operations.

So

it is quite true, as long as I

have-been in Washington, the Central Intelligence Agency,

to the best of my kno\'lledge, was under Presidential control.

I see no reason
Q

~o

apologize for that.

.

.

Congressman Pike made the statement further

that in some instances the CIA
. did-:. not '\'lant to engage in
-~

some of these activities, and that orders,

~t

least channelled

through .:you, resulted in them carrying out activities that
._

have since been criticized quite broadly.
SECRETARY KISSINGER:
cized·by Congressman Pike.

They have since been criti-

That doesn't necessarily mean

broadly •.
·The fact is that the Forty Com:mitt.ee exists in
order to permit tE-e vie..,.ls of the various agencies to
reach the President.

It _is therefore very rarely possible

that the President will disapprove recooonendations from
various agencies, and go ahead with a covert operation,
even if the agencies concerned -- even if one or tv1o of
tl1e agencies opposed it.

In the particular instance to which you refer,
the basis for the opposition Has not a substnntivc oppo:.dtion,

·~·· .
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i t was the belief of the CIA ·that the operation could

-·

not be kept secret.

And President Nixon decided that he

was p;r::epared to run that risk.

It was not a substantive

OppOSition 1 i t \'laS an OppOSition Only based On the belief
that . it . ·could
not be kept secret, and
.
~

~

.

it. is entirely

.

••

I

within the Presidential prerogative- to make these decisions
even if --

'
and I know of only one such case in the seven years

that I have been in Washington.
Q .

I kno\<T of no other case.

Mr. Secretary, there have been a number of
.

'I

I
t

l
f
i_

I
~

press reports that you do not "favor counting the Backfire
bomber .;;ts a strategic \·leapon because it needs to be refuelled_ in order to make a six- thousand- mile run.

Do you

favor placing limits above th~- 2, 400 that were placed at
Vladiyostok on strategic delivery systems on~boti1 the U.S.
cruise missile and the Soviet .·Backfire bomber?
SECRE'l'ARY KISSINGER:

I have read a number of

reports about the alleged positions of both myself and
Secretary Schlesinger, and I have seen, I \'17ould say, almost
none that is accurate.
The last position that has been put before the
Soviet Union, \V'hich included a provision regarding ·Backfires,
was jointly \-torkcd out by Secretary:: Schlesinger and myself .
. ..

-

·.::

t

I
'

24.

It represented our joint

and that is the only

po~_i_tion,

-·
governmental position that exists,to which.of course I
subsc~ibed,

and I have every reason to believe that

Secretary Schlesinger subscribed.
Q

Mr. Secretary,·are you giving up in addi-

tion, as you acknowledged, your

ch~irmanship·_of

the Forty

Committee, your other chairmanship .tof the other NSC

-·- -·

subcommittees to General Scov1croft? ""imd \vill you have
some continuing role, though, as
operations?

Secr~tary

I am thinking of such

SECRETARY KISSI'NGER:

of State in the

things~as

the WSAG.

I have discussed this \·lith

the Pr_?sident, after I have seen all these ne-..vs stories.
I believe that the,chairmanship·of all of- these committees
has been assigned by the President to the Assistant for
National Security Af:fairs, but has been assigned by the
President years ago when these committees were set up.
I believe also that I will maintain some special
relationship with the Verification Panel and the Special
Action Group that deals with crises.

But we will work

out the precise nature of that within the next \·leek.
I repeat, c01runi ttecs do not determine policy, and

--

chairmanships of committees do not:., <lctermine nccessaril:lr
··.
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influence.

.

Whatever arrangements are agreeable to the

President, I will accept.
Mr. Secretary, -v1henever you are asked about

Q

or anyone else in authority -- is asked about the PLO,
there' is usually a very short answer, \·thich is, until t.~~Y
change their position on Israel -- and· -then i t trails off.
I wonder if you . go could beyond that?=.:
SECRETARY KISSINGER:

After they have changed

their position on Israel, .we will consider \':hat to do.

Q

No, the question I am putting badly is,

are we edging toward dealing \vi th the PLO?

tiill it take

any more than a simple statement by the PLO that there
·::

is a state called Israel, and-then we are willing to
negotiate \vith them to
ence?

An·d,

i~

~

·-

bring them into the Geneva confer-

I may ask a second part, are we setting

up no'\v, is tne pi:iElic be1ng set up for, an Administration
request for arms for Egypt at some foreseeable date?
SECRETARY KISSINGER:
tions ~

T\vo closeiy related ques-

[Laughter.]
Q

Well, Hiddle East and Israel is security.

SECREr.f.'l\.RY

IGSSii~CER:

t'l:itJ1 respect to the first

question, I don't knmv what more we can say until the PLO

--------------

-
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has declared its intentions··,· because a great deal \'Tould
depend on the manner in which they declare their intentions,
and what they say with respect to their acceptance of

l

security Council Resolution 242

f

and their acceptance of

t

tl1e State of Israel as a fact.
With respect to arms
that \'le have had general

fo~Egyp~, w~

dis~ussio_?s.

have stated

rJc have also stated '

----

that we have not before us a specifrc-list, or a specific
request from Egypt for individual items.
.

-

.

When that is reached, then vle will make a decision.
Tbat decision vlould have to be discussed in great detail
with the Congress, and, of course, Congress would have a
veto over i t under= the Nelsoi)_l'...mendmcn t.
So, the public is being told exactly \:;hat the
situation is as of this moment.
Q

Mr. Secretary, in your vie\v 1 \'lhat political

role, if any, should a Secretary of State play in a Prcsidential election?
SECRETARY KISSINGER:

The Secretary of State

should play no political role in a Presidential election.
I intend to stay out of the election completely.

I con-

sider the foreign policy of the United States, as I have

PR 1560
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·said earlier 1 to reflect th~ permanent interests of the
United States.

It is not a partisan matter.

I am asking

for ~upport for it on a non-partisan basis 1 and I \'lill
conduct myself in a non-partisan \.Yay.
Mr. Secre~ary, the United Nations General
Assembly this afternoon may take up a resolu-tion under

Q .

-

which Zionism is considered .to be a foxm of racism.

If

that resolution is passed, what would your assessment of

I

its significance be?
SECRETARY KISSINGER:

The President, myself --

and I have the impression our Arr.bassador to the United
Natioris-:--have expressed our vie\vS on this subject.
'

-think that this is 'an example".-0f the

l•le

bloc-voting, of the

one-way morality, that has 'ltleakened the. public support in
the

Unite~

it an

States for the United Nations.

inappropri~!:e

resolution.

t

We consider

We arc opposing it.

And

it cannot help the attitude of the American public tov1ards
the United Nations.
Q

.Mr. Secretary, could _you clear up the

reports of a distortion in -- that there is a differcnco
between the State Department and the Pentagon on Soviet

----

strength and of Soviet complinnce v:i th the arms control
agreement?

You have alludccl. a coup:to of times

t.o'

I
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differences •

..•

-·

SECRETARY KISSINGER:

There is no disagreement

betvreen the State Department and the Defense Department
about estimates with respect to Soviet strength.
tho~~ are developed on ~

All of

interagency ba~is, and a co~~on
.

position exists \vi th all of them.
With respect to complianpe issues, the only minor
_...,__

difference that existed months ago

was the manner in "lllhich

they should be. ·brought to the Soviet a-ttention.
been resolved for nearly a year.

That has

There has been a united

position in Vlhich the co:npliance issues have been brought
to the· attention of the Soviet Union in the Standing
Consul tati vc Commi btee.
resolved.

Hany__of the issues have been

Some of the issues still remain to be resolved,

bu.:t.,they do not exist betv1een the State and the Defense
. ·-· ·Departm~nts; they exist. bett"een the Uni·t-.ed States Governm~nt
and the Soviet Union.

Q
the

u.s.

Mr. Secretary, do you see any changes in

relations with post Franco Spain, and will you

push harder for Spain's admission into
SECHETARY KISSINGER:

:~.:"->.'1'0?

Nell, of course, it depend.:;;

.-

-.•.
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-·-·

on the evolution of post Franco Spain, and I want to
point out
So

we are not in the period of post Franco Spain.

i t depends on the evolution of Spanish policy.

the United States has

But

believed that-· it \'muld be in the

interest of the Nest for Spain, as ·soon as possible, to
be more closely linked to Nestern Europe and to the North

-

Atlantic Treaty Organization.

And- w~ -hope that the evolution

in Spain will be such as to make that=easier.

Q

Thank you, Hr. Secretary.

!The briefing

te~~inated

at 12:12 p.m.]

........
•.

.I

.........,_
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HOUSE PRESS SECRETARY

THE tVHITE HOUSE
PRESS CONFERENCE
OF
HENRY A. KISSINGER
SECRETARY OF STATE
AND

tiiLLIAl\1 E. SIHON
SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY
ABOARD AIR FORCE ONE

SECRETARY KISSINGER: The overall purpose of the
meeting \'Tas to bring together the leaders of the industrial
democracies at a time when their economies were in various
states of recession.
it was proposed, it was suggested that these
leaders ought to meet to give confidence to their peoples
and to convey to their peoples the sense that they were in
control of their future and were not simply waiting for
blind forces to play themselves out.
~1hen

So we thought it was a matter of great importance,
one, because for two years we have been maintaining that
the political and economic cohesion of ~~e industrial democracies was central to the structure of the non-communist
world; secondly, because we believed that the interdependence
of these economies makes isolated solutions impossible'
and, thirdly, because we believed that there were a number
of concrete issues on which work had to begin and in which
common action was important.
We spent a great amount of effort within our
Government to prepare for this meeting and there are always
many stories when there are disagreements in the Government,
but this has been an unusual occasion, an unusual way in which
all the departments working together worked out common
positions, common philosophies,and achieved the basic proposals
that were put before the other leaders.
When this conference was called, I think it is
safe to say that some of our friends wanted to use it as an
occasion to blame us or at least to imply that their
economic difficulties could be solved primarily by American
efforts,and others may have had the idea that especially in
the monetary field it could be used to bring about rapid
solutions in which the heads of Government overruled the long
negotiations that had gone on.
MORE
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But as the preparation developed, I think a more
sober spirit grew also and one of our themes was that
economic recovery was meaningless if it started another
spurt of inflation and that what we had to aim for was
stable growth.
The second theme we had to get across is that the
American economy was doing well and that, therefore, the
concerns of other countries that our recovery was too slow
for their own was unjustified.
Thirdly, we had a number of areas,specific ideas,
on how the interdependence of these countries could be carried
out in the field of trade, in the field of economic relations
with the Socialist countries, in the field of monetary affairs,
in the field of energy and in the field of development.
The discussions took place in a really unusually
harmonious spirit. The fears which some of us had that the
others would bring pressure on us to accelerate what we
think is a well-conceived economic program proved unfounded,
and after the President made his extensive intervention of
the first day, explaining our economic program, the other
countries substantially accepted this and indeed seemed to
be appreciative of it.
I think this was a very important event because it
meant that they had more confidence that in looking ahead to
their own future they could count on steady growth in the
United States,and since everybody agreed that a substantial
percentage of the recession was psychological, I had the sense
that a consensus emerged that this confidence that developed
in our ability to handle the economic problems was a very
major factor.
In fact, the confidence of the leaders in this
process was shown by the fact that they would talk about
general principles and then turned over the drafting to
either Ninisters or experts and that the leaders only spent
about an hour on the declaration.
At first we didn't want any declaration because we
were afraid that we would spend our whole time drafting it
and it didn't turn out that way, and that was important.
In the field of trade, there was an agreement first
that the negotiations on the multilateral trade negotiations
should be completed next year. Secondly, a commitment by
all of the countries there to bring about a substantial
reduction of trade ·barriers, including in the agricultural
field, and no attempt to hide behind community mandates or
other obstacles.
MORE
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There was also an agreement to accelerate or to
foster negotiations concerning export credits. Bill will
talk about the agreements in the monetary field which put
an end to a debate of years about the nature of the floating
system and the relation between floating and stability which
should end in January in an agreement that should at least
put the field of international finance on a more stable basis
than it has been in a long time.
In the field of energy, there has been an agreement
to cooperate closely or actively on the alternative sources
and on conservation, and I believe this will show up in the
program of the International Energy Agency which is in the
process of being negotiated, and which we hope to conclude
by December 15 ..
In the field of development, we identified the balance
of payments deficits of the developing countries or their
current account deficits as one of the major problems on
which we would work jointly, but we also pointed out that
there is a close relationship between that and the action
that is taken with r~spect to oil prices. So we believe
that the consuming countries are in an excellent position for
the beginning of the talks on international economic
cooperation that are beginning in the middle of December.
And we agreed to work together in all existing ipstitutions.
To sum up,this unusual meeting of the heads of
Government of the countr:Lt:s that between them produce 70
percent of the world txade represented a commitment to the
conception that our economic problems were long-term, that
there were no quick fixes to them, that they required a
steady cooperative effort, that their political relationship
affected their economic relationship and tl1at their economic
relationship in turn assisted their political cooperation.
And so the free ··countries vindicated the concept
of their interdependence and laid out a program and a method
for cooperation which we hope will accelerate the recovery
of all of the peoples as well as their cooperation with the
less-developed countries for the benefit of everybody.
But I think Bill ought to explain the monetary
agreement because that is perhaps the single-most significant
thing that happened there.
SECRETARY SIHON: There is no doubt that it was a
significant agreement reached between the French and the
United States which,I believe and most everyone believes,
is going to pave the way for agreement at the Interim Committee
on Overall I•lonetary Reform in January. I think that the
agreements that we have reached are a fair and balanced
compromise. Neither side won nor neither side lost.
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Each has protected its very critical national
interests in a spirit of cooperation. He have sought to bring
a convergence of views and this is important. What we are
trying to do is build and expand on these areas of convergence,
and as we succeed in doing this, the whole world community
at large is going to benefit from this.
Now I think that the disparity of views of the
past few years between the French and the United States in
particular on various amendments to the articles of agreement
have obscured ti1e deep mutuality of interest to return to
stable economic and financial conditions in the world and
more orderly and stable exchange rates and that is very
significant because this instability that we have had
contributed as well as resulted from tremendous institutional
financial strains.
Also, the instability created great problems for
many of the countries in the world in taking care of the
erratic price movements and setting economic policies and
restoring stable growth in their own economies.
having said this, because one must look at the
fundamental cause of the problem before we can begin to look
for any of the solutions,which is important, it has been
clear that the French and the United States share some
fundamental agreements on the monetary system, there is no
doubt about that. We both agree that the diversity of
financial arrangements, the floating system, if you will,
has served us well under the present circumstances. It is
actually necessary to take care of the stresses and the
strains that have been brought about by the severe inflation,
recession and, of course, the extraordinary oil : increase.
NO\'i

so having identified the causes, we then must set
about in curing the fundamental problems of this economic
instability and, therefore, the Communique, as it said, dealt
with two aspects of the monetary issue: one, the operational
and, two, the reform of the system.

on the operational side we have reached an understanding that to achieve durable and meaningful stability
in the underlying economic and financial conditions, we have
to provide for mutually cooperative and conciliatory policies
among ourselves, but that national domestic economic policies
must indeed be compatible. The world econom¥ has suffered
from all o.f the ills that I have spoken about and the underlying problem reaains with the severe inflation and, of
course, the recession which was caused by this inflation.
On exchange markets,we are going to deal with
erratic movements in exchange rates which, of course, create,
again, an instability. Erratic movements can be defined as
movements that have no underlying economic reason. Ours is
not an attempt to peg any of the currency rates at artificial
levels, but there are erratic movements in financial markets
on occasion that are notdirectly attributable to fundamental
economic events, and at this point intervention policies will
become mutually cooperative and compatible to smooth out
these unstable periods.
l<IORE
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Q
How is that stability going to be brought about?
That is,how is this operation going to work?

SECRETARY SUIDN: !rlell, in two ways. One, I think
a session that was heavily devoted, as Secretary Kissinger
said, to the economic aspects of the world's problems today,
the needed policies -- cooperative as well as individual
that are required for a return to stable economic and
financial conditions are at the foundation of the answer to
your question.
As far as the consultations and the mechanisms
that are going to be established for smoothing out, there is
going to be greatly expanded consultative mechanisms throughout
the world done on a more orderly basis, on a more daily
basis, if you will, by both the central banks, of course,
who do this today, as well as the deputies to the Finance
Hinisters and the Finance Uinisters themselves.
There will be more constructive meetings of the
Finance Ministers to deal specifically with this issue.
Will there be a standing committee of some
kind to advise intervention at a given point?
Q

SECHETARY SIHOU: No, the make-up of this committee
has not been set: yet but we have many standing cornmi ttees.
Ne have the Interim Committee, which is the old group of
20 and the group of 10 which uill meet and direct itself
right to this issue in December in Paris.
Q
The mechanism has not been set up yet, I mean
the mechanism has not been designed as to how this consultative
process will go forward?

SECRETARY Sii•lON: The mechanism has been designed
in the He:morandum of Understanding that the French and the
United States initialed today and that the other llinisters
who attended this session and were briefed fully on this are
in general agreement, but until we bring all of the interesteq
and affected parties togetl1er,\'1e cannot say that this is going
to be totally acceptable,although I believe it will be.
SECRETARY KISSil\JGER: It is safe to say that there
will be a much expanded discussion or consultation among the
Finance J:iinisters and their deputies as a result of this.
iir. Secretary, as long as we have still got
some video tape left, let me ask you in realistic terms
what you think this conference means to the average
&nerican. Does it ~ean more jobs or lower prices, and if so,
how?
Q

BORE
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SECRETARY KISSINGER: Well, if this conference
contributes to an acceleration of economic recovery world•
wide, wbich it is intended to do;
if it contributes to a
lowering of trade barriers, as it is intended to do; and to
greater financial stability, then it will mean more jobs,
perhaps lower prices, better control over inflation and a
degree of cooperation among the industrialized nations,that
will benefit every American.
Q
When is this millennium going to come about?
How fast will this process take effect?

SECRETARY KISSINGER: We have made clear that it is
a long-term process and we are not ever going to be able to
say that on the next day a dramatic change occurred, but
I think that the hopeful processes that are already going
on ca~ be accelerated by the results that occurred here.
The major theme of this meeting was that we have got a
long-term problem, that we are not trying to make quick
fixes but that we can get a stable, steady growth on the
long-term basis.
Q
This mechanism that you speak of and that you
can't tell us about, does it have to do with the Federal
Reserve Board and the central banks?

SECRETARY SIMON: Certainly the central banks are
the intervention mechanism and will continue to be, yes,
but it is also going to involve, as it always has, the
Finance Hinisters of the various countries, but a formal
mechanism of where the deputies will also be used in this
formal consultative process and the consultative process is going
to be broader than it ever was before, bringing in more nations,
more affected,interested nations into the process.
Mr. Secretary, early this year the dollar had
quite a plunge. Had this system you envisage been in effect
then, would the dollar have plunged in relation to other
currencies the way it did?
Q

SECRETARY SII«>N: llell, our dollar declined, as
it often does, in response to several factors: one, an
outlook for lower interest rates which is a fundamental
factor in a country always, and, of course, the New York City
problem and the fears of some potential international problem
related to it as well. I would consider factors like this of
a temporary nature and not of a fundamental nature.
Speaking of New York City, what did you tell
the European leaders about President Ford's -Q

SECRETARY Sil,lON: I was not asked by any of my
counterparts. I asked them questions as to what they thought
if indeed they had any reason to believe there would be a
problem that I had not thought of before and basically
briefed them on the whole situation because I felt that they
were interested, which indeed they were, but they didn't
cite any significant problem.
MORE
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Did they seeH to be some\that reassured by
the presentation ti1at you and the President made on tile
problem of new York City?

SSCRETARY SIUOH: Hell, as I spoke to them, they
seemed to be reassured that the situation \1-Tas indeed well
in hand at this point.
Q

You believe it is

~1el:l

in hand then?

SECRETARY SIHON: Hell, I have been away for several
days, as you know, so I have to wait and get back. I still
have not seen the total agree~ent and been able to study it.
I have been too busy doing what I !lave been doing.
Q
Do you think that the Federal Govern:'::-:ent
is going to have to do anything to guarantee the short-term
bond roll-over problem?

SECRETARY SIUON: I don't think that anything that
comes under the heading of a bail out as far as the present
bondholders are concerned or the note holders is in the
cards, no. But then, again, the City-State program that has
been put up restructures and restructures all the notes that
are held so that would not be required.
You kncM, you asl:ed Henry a question about the
process \'1e ttent through here at the economic summit and it
reminded me of ti1e perhaps overused \ford these days of
interdependence, and it 'l/1as brought up and very forcefully
brought up in this meeting that the 1';7orld corr.munities
indivisible, recognizing that national econor.1ic policies are
certainly important, yes, but to~ay ~~is inter-relationship
in the world communities and in the economic and financial
area in particular must be better understood by each of
us. Our policies nust be nutually supportive where indeed
they are compatible and meetings like this bring about better
understanding of t''hat our policies are in the United States
and indeeu 1.11hat the policies are in t11e European comr.mnity
and in Japan and these are major, these are significant steps
to agreeing about the permanent dur~Jle prosperity that we
wish to provide for all of our peoples.
ilORE

- 8 -

SECRETARY KISSINGER: A good example is that at all
of our previous meetings this year with European leaders, as
I said earlier, there was an undertone that we were not doing
enough. I think that after our presentation on Saturday that
topic never emerged again and everyone was more discussing
how we could support each other's efforts.
Q
l"ftlat is the compromise since I understand that
the central bank has been intervening on the floating dollar?
I mean what compromise did we actually make? Is it on the
basis of his consultation?

SECRETARY SIMON: Yes, indeed. You know there is a
danger and there are those -- of course one never knows how
people view agreements but there are those who believe that
designed intervention policies mean a zone or a ban or
fixed rates of some kind and that is not the case, but it is
going to be a formal mechanism that is aimed not at setting
any currency at an artificial rate that would contravene the
market forces but one that moves in erratic fashion not
related to underlying economic activity.
Q
I•ir. Secretary, Ur. Cormier has asked you before
about what would have happened back in the spring of this year
when the dollar first declined and then recovered under this
new mechanism. Would those swings have been reduced?

SECRETARY SIUON: I think it is difficult at this
for me to recall any way, Paul, all of the conditions
that were extant at that time and suggest what would have
occured as far as this consultation method because this is
not only the United States that is going to be reporting and
giving their judgments on the market conditions but all of
the countries involved in this process.
po~nt

So this would be a process much like the open
market committee of the Federal Reserve when it determines
how to intervene in u.s. monetary markets; that is, they
take an ad hoc view of the economy and make some j udqments
in private?
Q

SECRETARY SIMON: No 1 I would not say there is
anything ad hoc about this operation at all. As a matter of
fact, it is designed ao it will not be ad hoc in nature,
that it is going to be daily monitoring of all of these
markets with an exchange of information that is going to give
the officials in the United States a greater fundamental
knowledge about what is going on in all of the currencies of
the world.
MORE
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There will be no automatic criteria for

decision?
SECRETARY SIUON: No, absolutely not. That will be
done on the judgments of the Finance Ministers and the
central bankers, the ultimate judges of this issue,of the
fundamental aspects of the issue at that time.
Okay. Will they take a vote and the vote will
be binding or will each country retain sovereignty?
Q

SECRETARY SillON: No, no, no. There is no vote or
binding in these areas whatsoever. That would really be
impossible and indeed unfair and unworkable. This will be
done just the way that the central bank and ourselves and
the Treasury decide there should be intervention now. Ne
.
work together and we usually can agree when indeed it is needed.
Q
But if the u.s. Government, for example, does
not believe it is appropriate to intervene, it believes that
fundamental forces are at work and let us say the French
Government or some combination of other Governments believes
that these are erratic fluctuations, then there is a
stand-off and the United States would not intervene?

SECRETARY SIMON: If that occasion arose, you are
correct, we would not intervene.
Q
t·1hat response did you find to your offer
the u.s. offer -- for other countries to invest in our
energy projects, including OPEC?

SECRETARY SIHON:

Well, I think it is too early to

tell.
Henry.
SECRETARY KISSINGER: Well, I think the other leaders
considered that one of the most interesting parts of the
President•s presentation and they asked a number of questions
about how it would work and what we had in mind, and I
would say that they all agreed that that was one of the
most significant proposals, but it has to be worked out by
experts.
Q
You met with Mr. cailahan during the sessions
and did you discuss the problem of seating at the energy
meeting in December?

SECRETARY KISSINGER:~.:. i(;; also met with Sauvagnargues.
You mean membership or seating~~~~t':·,
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Q

~1embership.

SECRETARY KISSINGER: Only in the most general way.
I·1r. Callahan explained his point of view to me. As for that
matter :>auvA~ques d14 explaio his opposite point of
view to me. our position is that ~is is primarily a
matter between the United Kingdom and the european oommuaity
in which the United States will not play • principal ~le.
you see ..this causing any problem with the
starting of that meeting or do yov see a solution?
Q

Do

SECRETARY KISSINGER: A number of compromise solutions
have been proposed. I don't want to put any one of them
forward. There is going to be a European summit on December 2
and we hope that it will be worked out on that occasion.
Q
Has there been any discussion on nuclear nonproliferation of the peaceful plans?

SECRETARY KISSINGER:

Not as such• no.

0
l·tr. Secretary, on the basis of your Pittsburgh
speech and some other indications, I think some of us have
the idea that the American dele9atien went to Rambouillet
hopint that out of this would evolve some continuing machinery
for consultation and the Communique speaks only of using the
existing machinery. Did we abaadon some idea here?
SECRETARY KSSSINGERt You have· the machinery that
was set up under the monetary arran9ements in which the
Finance ~tinisters will be in almost daily contact and there
are many other organizationa. There was an agreement that
the Governments concerned would work oooperatively on all of
these probllems and so there was no formal machinery set up
except the one tha~ grows out of the monetary group and
since the monetary arrangement is e¥actly the vroup we
envisage to begin with, there wasn•t an~ sense of setting up
another one with a different hat.
Q
Was there any talk about another meeting of this
sort a year from now?

. SECRETARY KISSINGER: Yes, there was talk of another
meeting and the leaders will stay in touch with each other
depending on conditions. If the conditions 9et critical,
they will meet earlier. If conditions take· the form that .
are now predicted, then they will meet some time 4urinq the
course of the next year •• within a year, roughly.

- 11 -

Q
Could you gentlemen tell us what role Mr. Shultz
and or. Burns played in the monetary agreement? We were told
there were two months of negotiations behind the scenes on this
point and they made a promise.

SECRETARY Sir~N: Arthur Burns plays a very active role.
Arthur attends all of the interim committee meetings with me,
the G-10 meetings and the G-5 meetings that we hold so he is
obviously actively involved in the mechanism,both in setting our
policy back in the United States as well as in negotiations that
I conduct. But Arthur is always, as I say, with me as far as -Q

He is?

SECRETARY SIMON:
Q

Of course he is •

Yes, indeed.

What about Shultz?

SECRETARY SIMON: Well, as you remember George Shultz,
I took over from George so this is a continuation really of the
negotiations that George carried on when he was Secretary of
State but other than the preparations of the meeting with the
p~ivate citizen group that George Shultz worked on, he had no
active area of involvement in the negotiations on the monetary -State.

SECRITARY KISSINGER:
(Laughter)
SECRETARY SIMON:

But he was never Secretary of

That is a freudian slip.

Q
He had no contacts with his former Finance
Minister colleagues who are now heads of state?

SECRETARY SIIotON: Sure, George is very close on a personal
basis to both Chancellor Schmidt and President d-Estaing and
he sees them and talks to them frequently.
Q

Did he talk to them as part of this meeting?

SECRETARY SIMON:

I doubt --

SECRETARY KISSINGER: I think the correct explanation
there was a group of private experts connected with their
Governments that meet actually less on .the monetary question
than on the other issues. The reason we did it on that basis
was because one didn't want to bring the heads of Government
together if there was not some sense that something significant
would be achieved. So we designated George Shultz to attend
these informal meetings that gave us a sense where the other
Governments were going. I repeat, the monetary matters were
really negotiated primarily by the Treasury Department and
by Ed Yeo, but the other issues were in a preliminary way
explored by a gropp which George Shultz attended in a private
capacity but still in close touch with Bill and myself and
the President.
UORE

-,.
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Q

But did he meet or talk with Mr. Giscard and --

SECRETARY KISSINGER: The process went like this.
The idea of this summit came up first in a vaque way at a
meetinq that I had with Giscard in May.
It was then put
forward in a more formal way at Helsinki by Giscard to the
President. At that point we decided that we would send
somebody around, not quite an official, to give us his judqment of whether it would be worthwhile and George Shultz
went around to see Giscard, Schmidt~ Wilson,and reported to us
afterwards that he thouqht there was a good basis for a summit
and only after we had that report did we make the decision to
go ahead.
We wanted to avoid a situation in which the summit
would deal with only one problem, say, exchanqe rates, and only
a set of demands made on the United States by the others and
when George Shultz was reassured by that, then the President
decided to go ahead and removed it into formal governmental
channels.
THE PRESS:

Thank you.
END

'•.

They considered that the treaty of August 30, 1951
enhanced the d.:fense of both countries, strengthened
the s;;curity of the Pacific region, and contributed
to the maintenance of world peace. They agreed that
the military bases used by the United States in the
Philippines remain important in maintaining an
effective United States presence in the Western Pacific in support of these mutual objectives.
They agreed that negotiations on the subject of
'United States use of Philippine m:Iitary bases
should be conducted in the clear recognition of
Philippine sovereignty. The two Presidents agreed
that there should be an early review of the steps
necessary to conclude the negotiations through the
two panels already organized for that purpose.
President Marcos explained his efforts to attain
self-reliance for the Philippines and his policy not
to allow introduction of foreign ground troops into

the Philippines for its defense except as a last resort. President Ford expressed support for these
.realistic policies and to this end indicated that the
United States intended to continue to provide assista11ce to the Philippines within the framework of
available resources.
The two Presidents reaffirmed their commitment to
continue close association on all matters of mutual
concern. They concluded that the ties between the
Philippines and the United S :ates remain strong and
mutually beneficial.
President Ford thanked P -esident Marcos for the
magnificent hospitality extended to him and Mrs.
Ford. President Marcos accepted President Ford's
invitation to make a return visit to the United States
at a mutually convenient time.
MANILA, December 7, 1975.

Secretary Kissinger's News Conference at Peking December 4

Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents dated
ne~ember 15

Seaetar!J Kissinger: Let me summarize
\vhat has gone on, and let me draw some conclusions.
There are three aspects of our relationship. There- is the attitude of both the People's Republic and the United States toward
international affairs. Secondly, there is the
pmblem of the normalization of relations,
and thirdly, there are the various bilateral
arrangements that exist in such fields as
trade, culture, and scientific exchanges.
As has been pointed out in all of the toasts
and all of the public statements, the basic
concern of both sides-what has brought us
together and what has sustained the relationship--is the perception of the international environment, and the greater part of
our conversations here concerned the international situation.
With respect to normalization, the Shanghai communique committed the United
States to complete the process of normalization. This has been reaffirmed by the President here, both in public statements and toward the leaders of China.
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With respect to the bilateral relationships,
we have agreed to pursue them, and we will
be improving them, and they will he improved steadily in the channels appropriate
for them; that is to say, trade in the trade
channels and the others in the channels that
are appropriate.
There has been a great deal of speculation
that relations between the People's Republic
and the United States have cooled. This is
not the perception of the United States, and
I am confident it is not the perception of the
Chinese leaders. We believe that the relations between the United States and the
People's Republic of China are good, and we
are confident that they will be improved
gteadily in the months r.nd years ahe.ad.
conWe reviewed the global situation
siderable detail, both in the talks between
the President and the Vice Premier as well
as in the rather searching and detailed talks
that took place between Chairman Mao and
the President.
While obviously there are some differences,
there are also many common a roaches
an t e a ks were extremely useful in enabhng the leaders of both stdes to under-

in
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see •v ere para e po ICies can e pursue .
With respect to the process of normalization, there IS really little to add to what lias
alreaoy be?n said in the Shanghai communique ancr to the fundamental statements
\vhich were made there, ~xcept to confirm
that d1recbon again.
'""'
As for trade exchange~, as I have said,
they will be continued and developed in the
forums that are appropriate for them.
We are very satisfied with the visit. We
think the talks have been constructive. The
, atmosphere has been excellent. I was sometimes shaken v>hen I read some accounts of
the "local residents," but I was reassured
again ,..,.hen I •vent to the meetings. So the
atmosphere was good and the talks were, as
I said, extremely useful.
I think with this, I would rather get to
your questions and see what more I can say
that is more specific.
I v:ould like to mention one thing. During
the course of today the Vice Premier, in
conversation with the President this morning, responded to some requests we had
made to the People's Republic over a period
of months with respect to individuals that
have been missing in action in or near China
over the last decade, and we received some
detailed information with respect to some of
the requests that have been made and also
information about the remains of two missing in action)
Obviously we will want to notify the next
of kin, but we appreciate very much this
ge;;ture by the People's Republic.
Q. Will any of them turn up alive, Dr.
Kissinger?

Secretary Kissinger: No. We are talking
about two bodies and information about
several others. The bodies will be returned.
Q. Hotc many others?

Secretary Kissinger: I think the information concerned eight people all together.
Q. You will release information on the two
dead?
'Seep. 933.
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Secretary Kissinger: Yes. As soon as the
families are notified, we will release that information.
Q. How soon will they be notified?

Secretary Kissinget·: Within the next 48
hours.
Q. What was the total?

SecHta1·y Kissinger:
five missing.

Seven-two dead,

Q. If the 1972 visit by President Nixon
wa,<; the week that changed the world, how
would you characterize this one?

SecTetary Kissinge't: In 1972 we established a new relationship, and in 1975 the
problem was to fit that relationship and to
elaborate that relationship in an existing
architecture. It therefore obviously, by definition, could not have the character of a new
departure; but it is now a more mature relationship in which one now does not discuss
how to begin, but how in the present international environment the United States and
the People's Republic of China can pursue
parallel policies where their interests converge.
Q. Can you, Dr. Kissinger, give tls any
example.'5 to itemize this very last remark
you have made, sir?
Q. May we have the question again, sir?

Secretar'y Kissinger: The question is,
whether I could give examples of where we
have parallel policies.
I would think that the U.S. perception
and the Chinese perception of the importance of European unity and European cooperation and European cooperation with
the United States would be one. I think the
perception of both countries about their relationship with Japan would be very similat,
and in many other parts of the world, there
would be, as I said, parallel conceptions.
I just wanted to give some examples.
Q. Would you reject the suggestion that
the parallel policies seem to converge prim.arily on a mutual fear of 'what the Soviet
Union rnight be doing?
927
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Secretary Kissinger: I would say that the
parallel policies consist, or the parallel views
consist, of the perceptions of what is needed
to maintain world peace and equilibrium.
Q. M1·. Secretary, how much of the time
that you spent negotiating with Chinese
leaders was spent on the subject of U.S.Soviet detente, and could you give us some·
infonnation about what the Chinese were
requesting of the United States and how the
United States 1·esponded?
:Secreta-ry Kissinger: I do not interpretfirst of all, the Chinese did not request anything of the United States with respect to
detente, and we did not request anything of
the People's Republic of Chjna. The Chinese,
as is known from their public statementactually it cannot be avoided in their public
statements--have some very firm views of
the nature of the threat that they believe
the world faces.
We are not as convinced of the inevitability
of war. But should the Chinese interpretation be correct, and should there be military
expansion, I believe that the United States
would see the problem quite similarly.
The United States is opposed to military
expansion, and were it to happen, the
United States-as our whole record in the
postwar period makes clear for 30 yearswould resist it. We believe that we have an
obligation to our people, to our allies, to seek
to improve international relations.
But we have always made clear that we
will not do so at the cost of vital interests
or that we will not buy time by sacrificing
other countries. So I think we can let the
future determine whose prediction was right.
Not much time was spent on this. The
statements of both sides have spoken for
themselves; but it is not a contentious issue, and it is not one in which either side is
trying to convince the other to adopt its
preferred policy.
Q. Mr. Secretary, could you specify what
other subjects the Chinese were interested
in, besides impressing upon us the unwisdom
of detente?
928

Secretary Kissinger: I would have to say
that in the conversations that took placeyou all heard the toast of the Vice Premier
the first night. Beyond that statement, there
was no other formal statement of this point
of view.
There were obviously discussions-there
have to be discussions when you talk about
the world situation-about the Soviet role
in various parts of the world. There was a
great deal of discussion, as I said, on Europe, and indeed on each area of the world,
but the debate about detente was not a central feature of the discussions.
Q. Did the Chinese discuss the new U.S.
grain deal with the Soviet Union?

1,I

Secretary Kissinger: It was mentioned in
passing.

I

Q. Were they critical of it?
Q. Question, please?
Secretm·y Kissinger: The question was
whether the Chinese were· critical of the
grain deal with the Soviet Union.
I would suppose that if they were requested to sell grain, they might make a
different decision; but since we are not telling the Chinese how to conduct their relations with the Soviet Union, you should not
believe that the major thrust of these discussions is for either side to tell the other
how they should conduct their relations with
some third party.
So this was mentioned in passing as an
illustration, but it was not a central feature.
Q. How much time was spent on Angola?
Secretary Kissinger: It was discussed.
Q. How much time, sir?
Secretary Kissinger: There was an analysis of the situation.
Q. Mr. Secretary, would that be an area
this process of parallel interest could be included in?
Secretary Kissinger: I think it is not appropriate for me to speak for the Chinese
side, but I think Angola is a question also
of concern here.
Department of Stot~ ~ulletin
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Q. Jlr. Secretary, how much of the time
u:as spent in discussion of the Taiwan issue?

Secretary Kissinger: There was a review
of the Taiwan issue. The Chinese side explained again its weli-known position with
respect to normaliration. We made clear
that we remain corrmitted to the principles
of the Shanghai communique and it is clear
that some time wlll be needed to bring fhe
process of normaliZation to a final conclusion
but also that the process will be continued
to a final conclusion.
Q. To follow that, we were told that you
expected progress toward normalization, and
you jzu;t mentioned this specific point. Specifically what progress was made, if any,
toward normalization and with particular
reference to Taiwan?

Seeretary Kissinger: Of course until normalization is completed, there is always
some progress still to be made. As I have
said, I expect that over the months to come
our relations will be im roved in a number
of areas. T at improvement, by definition,
will be a step toward normalization.
The United States-if you read the
Shanghai communique, in which we stated
certam expectations about our actions in the
area, aS tensions dim1msh, with respect to
our troop levels, for example. we will continue that process. So I believe that the
process of normalization can be sa~d to continue.
Q. To what extent does the diplomatic
position of the Chinese coincide with their
public propaganda?

Secretary Kissingfr: On what subject?
Q. On all subjects.

Secretary Kissinger: The question is, to
what extent do the private positions coincide
with their public propaganda?
Of course I do not follow the public propaganda as much as those of you who are here,
and I am more familiar with the private
·comments; and therefore I am not a good
witness on this subject.
Q. Sir, you are speaking in code words on
December 29, 1975

the subject of Taiwan. What does normaliza~
tion mean? What do the Chinese expect us
to do, and what is necessary before that
issue can be normalized?
Secretary Kissinger: I think the Chinese .
have made clear that the general model tha,t
they want is something similar to the Japanese model. I think we have also made clear
that It will take time for this process to
mature and for certain circumstances to
exist. We have pointed out our interests ffi
a peaceful solution, m an ultimately peaceful solution to the problem. ~
Q. Mr. Secretary, did you have any discussion-

Secretary Kissinger: We made that clear
in the Shanghai communique.
Q. --about possible U.S. assistance to the
Chinese in development of their offshore oil?

Secretary Kissinger: Questions like that
would be discussed in the trade channels.
Q. Did Korea come up at all?

Secretary Kissinger: Korea was discussed;
but I would say our views on that subject
are not identical but they are understood
and we hope that both sides will exercise
restraint in the Korean Peninsula.
Q. Were there policies before these meetings that seemed to be converging that are
now back on what you call paralle' tracks as
a res-ult of these talk8, and if there were, can
you be specific which ones?

Secretary Kissinger: I believe that even
prior to this meeting there was a perhaps
excessive emphasis on certain partial public
statements, so I have never subscribed ··to
some of the interpretations that were made,
even prior to the meeting, but I woald say
whatever may have been the situation prior
to the meeting, I maintain my position.
It is my firm impression that this is
shared by our Chinese hosts, that our relations are good, and that in certain areas we
will be ·pursuing parallel courses.
Q. Did you sense any concern on the part
of the Chinese about the ability of the
929
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,4maican t:xecutft,c branch to carry out its
t~,rcigJI

policy

a.~

planned by you and the

/'rc.-:idcnt?
Q. Question, please?

.Secretary Kissinger: The question is
whether I noticed any concern on the part
of our Chinese hosts in our ability to carry
out our policy, or our declared policy.
I think you all will agree with me our
f :hiuese hosts are extremely polite and they
would not express such thoughts.
Q. In 1Jiew of the fact so little seems to
Jun:e

happened here, could you explain the
over the past four days?

xt~cretiveness

Secretary Kissinger: It depends on your
definition of "little."
Q. Even if a good deal happened, could

11ou explain the secretiveness on our part
tmer the past four days?
Secretary Kissinger: We had agreed with
our Chinese hosts, and we tend to follow in
these matters the practices of our hosts, that
ihe briefing should take place only at the
end of the visit.
And this was appropriate because the discussions were in great detail and on a rather
broad scope, and we could not have said
more at the end of every day than I am
saying tonight, and I think tonight we are
in a better position to draw the results of it.
Q. Mr. Secretary, were there any agreentents reached with the Chinese for positit•e
actions in any field, on trade or international
policy?

Secretary Kissinger: I think when the
leaders of two countries review the international situation and approach a clearer
understanding of what parallel interests
they have, that this is bound to have practical results.
With respect to the specific issues like
trade, as I poim:ed out, there was agreement
reached to pur me those, to pursue possible
intensification in the existing channels.
Q. Dr. Kissinger, I wonder if you could

clarify one point, please. You talked about
the Chinese making clear the Japanese posi930

tion 'vis-a-vis Taiwan. You said we made it
clea1· it will take time for this process. Is
that to suggest that there is some sort of
calendar when the United States will break
diplomatic relations with Taiwan?
Secretary Kissinger:
agreed calendar.

No, there is no

Q. In that respect, did our side, the American side, say anything about the fact that
dornestic politics, as developing over the next
year; may have some delaying effect on this
p1·ocess?

Sec'retary Kissinger: Obviously all of
these matters have domestic components on
both sides, and both sides have to be sensitive to the-each side has to be sensitive to
the necessities of the other.
Q. This is the end of theQ. Please finish that answer.

Secretary Kissinger: I have finished that
answer.
Q. This is the end of the five-year plan.
Did they speak about the next five.year plan
or what it would concern?

Secretary Kissinger: Not in my hearing.
Q. Mr. Secretary, can you tell us when ,the
decision was taken not to have a communique? Was it here or in Washington before
you left?

Secretary Kissinger: The decision was
taken in a preliminary way at the end of my
last visit, and it was confirmed on the first
day in my discussions with the Foreign ?t:linister.
Q. Why was it decided there would be no
communique?
Q. Question?

Secretary Kissinger:· First of all, we have
both said it in the various toasts.
Q. What was the question?
Secretary Ki...;;singer: The question is, why
was it decided to have no communique?
One reason, not necessarily in order of
importance, was that the substance of what
Department of State Bulletin
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[ said here has already been said in various
public statements. Secondly, we did not want
to spend the time that is needed to prepare
such a communique. But most importantly,
since on the basic principles, especially on
Taiwan, there really isn't much that can be
added to what was said in the Shanghai
communique as to the direction, it did not
::;eem appropriate or worthwhile to try to
find some nuances on that particular issue.
Q. Neither side seems prepared to change
on the Taiwan issue. How can you say that
then is hope that the relationship will in
fact peacefully normalize in the future?

Secretary Kissinger: I have said this is
our intention, which we have repeatedly reaffirmed in public statements, and that we
will work out the modalities over time.
Q. Is the're indication that either side is

willing to change at all?
Sec1·etary Kissinger: I said we will want
to work this out over time.
Q. Did President Ford extend any invitation to the Chinese leaders you talked to to
visit the United States?

Sec1·etary Kissinger: They have a standing
invitation, and they have reaffirmed a standing obstacle.
Q. l~fr. Secretary, on the subject of
KoreaQ. What is the obstacle?

Secretary Kissinger: What is the obstacle?
That they don't want to visit Washington
until full normalization has been achieved.

Q. Sir, in discussing the Korean question,
was the-re a suggestion that China and the
United States had a cooperative role in perhaps ·restra,ining their respective friends in
the N O'rth and South?

Secretary Kissinger: I think I have
pointed it cut that our perceptions in Korea
are not identical. What conclusion each side
should draw from the need for restraint I
think is for each side to determine.
If you don't let me out of here soon, I am
going to be declared persona non grata. I
hope you realize that.
Q. By whom?
Q. No matter how 'valuable an exchange

of views might be, would you say this meeting amounted to an exchange of views and
nothing mo're than that?
Secretary Kissinger: No. I would say this
meeting amounted to a very detailed, to a
very substantial, and in many areas very
concrete discussions that went beyond an
exchange of views, but given the scope of it,
it is not necessarily something that can be
encompassed in one document.
Q. Has the decision in fact been made now
that 1vhen there will be normalization with
Taiwan-! mean, normalization between
Peking and Washington-that it 1oill be
conducted on the basis of the Japanese
model?

SecretanJ Kissinger: I think that will
have to be decided when the normalization
in fact takes place.
Q. You suggested that before.

Q. Mr. Secretary, can you elaborate on the

Secretary Kissinger: I suggested this is
the Chinese position, which we understan~

Korean question? Was there any explicit reque.st that the United States withdraw forces
{rom South Korea?

Q. What do we do about the defense
\
treaty?

SecretanJ Kissinger: I think the Chinese
position on Korea has been stated repeatedly. I think it is clear that in the present
international context, any exacerbation of
the situation by either side would not serve
common purposes, and we think that this is
understood by both sides.
December 29, 1975

Secretary Kissinger: I_ think China has
made clear its view, and obviously, if we
were prepared to answer all these questions
now, we could have settled the issue right
now.
Q. Dr. Kissinger, did the President indicate to the Chinese leaders that if he is still
931
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in office in 1977, that the timing would be
better toward making specific progress to<ward normalization?
Sec·reta·ry Kissinger: The discussion did
not reach that degree of concern with specific events on our domestic calendar. But as
I said, both sides haye to be sensitive to the
domestic requirements of the other.
Q. Why does the United States disagree
'with the Chinese position on the inevitabil,..
itiJ. of war'!
Secretary Kissinger: Because we believe
that war can be avoided by a combination
of firmness, preparedness, and willingness
to settle outstanding issues; and that is our
policy.
·
Q. What is the date on which you are going to Moscow?

Secretary Kissinger: The decision about
going to Moscow has not yet finally been
made, but it will be decided within the next
week or so. But there is a good chance that
I will go.
··
Q. You said there will be some improvement-not toward normalization but some
improvement in the relations between the
two countries in the months to come. You
mentioned broad areas like trade and cultural exchanges. Can you be a little bit more
specific about what kinds of things can we
expect?
Secretary Kissinger: That will still have
to be worked out in detail.
Q. You said there was no coolness in the
meetings. Did you discover any warmness
in the speech of Mr. Teng Hsiao-p'ing tonight?
Secretary Kissinger: I think for those who
understand the entire Chinese context, the
requirements of the Chinese situation, and
their method of expressing themselves, I
believe it expressed what I have stated: the
Chinese commitment to good relations to the
United States.
I am confident our Chinese hosts, if you

are in contact with them, will confirm this.
Q. Mr. Teng devoted only one sentence of
his toast to the talks. There is only one
sentence in that toast in which he devoted
himself to the talks.
Secretary Kissinger: I have not counted
the number of sentences that the President
devoted to the talks, and I have not analyzed
what Mr. Teng said with that care. I can
only tell you what our impression is, an impression which we took--obviously, since we
are briefing here in China-we took some
care to check with our Chinese hosts, and J
am confident what I have said here reflects
a view that will not be disputed.
Q. Before the trip you said Soviet-American relations were not a bar to better relations with China. Do you still feel that way?
Secretary Kissinger: I still feel that way,
yes. Any more than we will permit-when
we are in Moscow, we do not discuss our relations with China. But I would maintain
what I have said.
Q. Is there anything more you can tell us
about President Ford's meeting with Chairman llfao-that is, both as to attitude and
substance---and can you tell us whether he
himself made any expression on the Chinese
position on detente?
Secretary Kissinger: The atmospherethis was the fifth meeting with Chairman
Mao that I have had an opportunity to attend. I would describe the atmosphere as
friendly and cordial. The discussions did not
concern detente except in a very minimal
way, in a really minimal way.
Of course I had had the benefit of the
Chairman's thinking on that subject a few
weeks earlier. The overwhelming part of the
conversation concerned a review of the world
situation, but not of American detente policy, which played a very minimal role in the
discussions.
Q. Can you give us an idea of what sub~
stantive areas were discussed in that meeting?
·
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Secretary Kissinger: It was a general re·
view of the world situation in almost every
part of the world.
The press: Thank you.

Information on Americans Missing
or Presumed Dead Given

by P.R.C.

Following is a statement conctrnting information given to President Ford on Americans missing or presumed dead in or nea1·
the People's Republic of China, which ~vas
read to news correspondents on December 5
by John H. Trattne.r, Deputy Director, Office of Press Relations, at Washington.

The information was given by Vice Premier Teng to President Ford on December 4.
Some of you may recall that during Secretary Kissinger's visit to the People's Republic of China in November 1973, the
Chinese told us that they had been carrying
out investigations and searches based on the
information that we had provided them up
to that time, that they were continuing their
investigations, and that they would let us
know if they discovered anything more.
Secretary Kissinger said that the Chinese
have now done so and offered to return the
remains of two persons. The Chinese said
that procedures for the transfer are to be
handled by the Chinese and American Red
Cross societies at the Hong Kong-Kwangtung border. The American Red Cross has
cabled the Chinese Red Cross to confirm its
readiness to cooperate in such arrangements.
The information covers a total of 27 persons, 23 of whom are U.S. military personnel. The Defense Department will brief on
the military personnel, which includes the
two whose ashes are to be returned.
The civilians are Norman A. Schwartz
and Robert C. Snoddy. They were copilot
and pilot of a C-47 aircraft which crashed
in the People's Republic on November 29,
1952. Mr. John Downey and George Fecteau
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survived this crash and were released from
China March 12, 1973, and December 13,
1971, respectively.
The information from the P.R.C. indicates
that Schwartz and Snoddy were found dead
and burned in the crash and that their
bodies were buried on the spot. The Chinese
said that owing to passage o! time it is im·
possible to locate the bodies now.
Mr. Snoddy's home town was Roseburg,
Oreg., and Mr. Schwartz's home town was
Louisville, Ky.

Bill of Rights Day,
Human Rights Day and Week
A P R 0 CLAM AT I 0 N 1
As the United States of America looks forward to
the two hundredth anniversary of our Nation's independence next July, it is appropriate that we pause
and reflect on the principles of self-government that
underlie our society and continue to nourish it.
Embodied in our great national documents-the
Declaration of Independence, the Constitution and
the Bill of Rights-are the imperishable ideas that
all men are created equal, that they are endowed
with unalienable rights of life, liberty, and the pur·
suit of happiness, and that it is the people of the
United States themselves who have ordained and
established the government which serves us all.
The Founding Fathers could not foresee in detail
the threats to liberty that might arise as the Republic
grew, but they had the wisdom to know that threats
would appear and that the people must be protected
against them. When the new Constitution was being
discussed in 1787, Thomas Jefferson complained in
a letter to James :Madison of the absence of a Bill
of Rights, saying: ''Let me add that a bill of rights
is what the people are entitled to against every
government on earth, general or particular; and what
no just government should refuse, or rest on in·
ferences."
Madison became convinced of tht: need for a Bill. of
Rights and wrote Jefferson: "The political truths
declared in that solemn manner acquire by degrees'
the character of fundamental maxims of free..govemment, and as they become incorporated with the
National sentiment, counteract the impulses of interest and passion." In the First" Congress, Madison, the
principal proponent of those amendments to the Con·
stitution known as the Bill of Rights, defended them
in these words: "If they are incorporated into the
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Washington, D.C.

Bureau of Public Mfairs
Office of Media Services

MAJOR TOPICS: Angola, SALT
Negotiations, Trip to U.S.S.R.
SECRETARY KISSINGER: I have two statements, a brief one and a somewhat lengthier one.
I was grieved to learn this morning of the
death of Prime Minister [Tun Abdul] Razak of
Malaysia. He was a good friend of the United
States, a most effective leader of his country, and
the voice of peace and moderation in Southeast
Asia. We are extending our condolences to his
widow and to the Government of Malaysia.
The second statement deals with the United
States attitude toward Soviet actions in Angola and
toward the SALT negotiations.
The United States holds the view that the
essence of the United States-Soviet relationship, if
it is to proceed toward a genuine easing of tensions, is that neither side will seek to obtain unilateral advantage vis-a-vis the other, that restraint
will govern our respective policies, and that
nothing will be dqne that could escalate tense
situations. into confrontation between our two
countries.
It is the United States view that these principles of mutual relations are not simply a matter of
abstract good will; they are at the very heart of
how two responsible great powers must conduct
their relations in the nuclear era. It must be clear
that when one great power attempts to obtain a
speciai·position of influence based on military intervention and irrespective of original motives, the
other power will sooner or later act to offset this
advantage. But this will inevitably lead to a chain
of action and reaction typical of other historic eras .
in which great powers maneuvered for advantage,
PR 13/82
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only to find themselves sooner or later embroiled
in major crises and indeed in open conflict.
It is precisely this pattern that must tle
broken if a lasting easing of tensions is to be
achieved.
Whatever justification in real or alleged requests for assistance the Soviet Union may consider to have had in intervening and in actively
supporting the totally unwarranted Cuban introduction of an expeditionary force into Angola, the
fact remains that there has never been any historic
Soviet or Russian interest in that part of the world.
It is precisely because the United States is prepared
to accept principles of restraint for itself that it
considers the Soviet move in Angola as running
counter to the crucial principles of avoidance of
unilateral advantage and scrupulous concern for
the interests of others which we have jointly
enunciated.
The United States considers such actions incompatible with a genuine relaxation of tensions.
We believe that this is a wholly unnecessary setback to the constructive trends in U .S.-Soviet relations which we cannot believe is ultimately in the
Soviet or the world interest.
The question arises whether, in the light of
Angola and its implications for Soviet-American
relations, it is COJlSistent with our policy to go to
Moscow and to negotiate on SALT. There are two
. points that need to'be made in this context.
First, we have never considered the limitation
of strategic arms as a favor we grant to the Soviet
Union, t6 be turned on and off according to the
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ebb and flow of our relations. It is clear that the
continuation of an unrestrained strategic arms race
wil1lead to neither a strategic nor a political advantage: If this race continues, it will have profound
consequences for the well-being of all of humanity.
Limitation of strategic arms is, therefore, a
permanent and global problem that cannot be
subordinated to the day-to-day changes in SovietAmerican relations.
At the same time, it must be understood on
both sides that if tensions increase over a period of
time, the general relationship will deteriorate and,
therefore, the Sl\}T negotiations will also be
affected.
Second, we must consider the long-term consequences of a failure of the SALT negotiations. If
the interim agreement lapses, the Soviets will be
free of several severe restraints. They can add
heavy ICBMs [intercontinental ballistic missiles]
without restrictions. They can build more submarines without dismantling old ICBMs. There will
be no equal ceiling of 2,400. The immediate
impact would be that the numerical gap frozen in
SALT I, and equalized in Vladivostok, would again
become a factor, facing us with the choice of either
large expenditures in a strategically and politically
unproductive area or a perceived inequality with its
political implications.
Of course we will not negotiate any agreement that does not achieve strategic equality for
the United Statd> and that we cannot defend as
being in the national interest. Nor does it mean
that Angola, or •similar situations, will, if continued, not impinge on SALT as well as the general
relationship. But it does mean that the general
ob:cctive of a more orderly and stable nuclear relati;nship is in the interests of the United States and
in the interests of the world and cannot be easily
a'Jandoned. This is why the President has decided
that I should go to Moscow to negotiate on SALT,
and we expect that the talks will be conducted in
the same spirit by the Soviet side.
Now I will go to your questions.
THE PRESS: Mr. Secretary, does the fact that
you are going to Moscow now mean that you have
forwarded a new proposal to · the Kremlin on
SALT?
A: We have not yet forwarded a new proposal
to Moscow on SALT, but we expect to do so
before I go there, within the next day or two.
Q: Mr. Secretary, what is standing in the way

of a compromise that would point the way to a
treaty at this point?
A: The obstacle to an agreement results
primarily from issues that could not be considered
fully at Vladivostok, because the technology was
not yet developed at that time. Primarily the issues
concern how to deal with the Soviet BACKFIRE
bomber and how to deal with the American cruise
missiles; whether and how to count them; whether
and what restraints to accept. These are fundamentally the outstanding issues. Most other issues
have either been settled in principle or in detail.
Q: Excuse me, if I may follow up. But that
was the case several months ago and you dz'dn 't go
to Moscow. Now you are going. Does this mean
that at least these two outstanding issues are pretty
much settled?
A: There has been no discussion with the
Soviets except that the Soviets have assured us that
they are prepared to modify their last position and,
on that basis, we hope to be able to work out some
solution.
Q: Mr. Secretary, are you saying that you are
making Soviet restraint in Angola a quid pro quo
for any successful conclusion to the SALT treaty,
or are you not sayingthat?
A: I am saying two things: I am saying that
Soviet actions in Angola, if continued, are bound
to affect the general relationship with the United
States; that a substantial deterioration of that relationship can also, over time, affect the strategic
arms talks.
At this point, however, I would also maintain
that the limitation of strategic arms is not a concession we make to the Soviet Union, but it is an
objective that is in our interest and it is in the
world interest and it is in the interest of world
peace. So we will pursue the negotiations in the
present framework.
Q: To follow up, zf there is no change in the
Soviet position on Angola, would you then expect
that there could be a successful SALT II negotiation later on?
A: We would have to face this in the light of
the circumstances that may exist later.
Q: Mr. Secretary, you have been sending this
message-you and the Presz'dent have been sending
this message to Moscow now for several weeks.
Have you had any indication whatsoever that the
Soviets might be interested in a diplomatic solution
to Angola, and secondly, are you willing to discuss

this with the Soviets when you go Moscow?
A: It is a close race between the messages we
send and the deterioration of our domestic position. And messages that are not backed up at home
lose a fair amount of their credibility.
We are prepared to discuss Angola, and we
have had some exchanges with the Soviet Union on
Angola in recent weeks which we will have to
clarify.
Q: Mr. Secretary, is the fact that you are
go£ng to Moscow-can that be taken as a sure thz'ng
that you will reach an agreement, or is there st£11
the possibilt"ty of failure?
A: There is the possibility of failure. We do
not know the details of the Soviet position, and on
the other hand we assume that the Soviet Union
would not invite the Secretary of State to negotiate with Mr. Brezhnev [General Secretary,
Communist Party] , unless a major effort would be
made to come to an agreement.
Q: Mr. Secretary, is it your expectation that if
things go as you anticipate that you will be able to
conclude an agreement in Moscow? Will you set
out for us what you are aiming at-are you a£ming
at an agreement in principle?
A. No, there cannot be a final agreement in
Moscow. The most that is achievable in Moscow is
an agreement in principle similar to the Vladivostok agreement, but covering the outstanding
issues such as BACKFIRE and cruise missiles, and
to relate them to Vladivostok. And then there will
have to be technical discussions at Geneva to work
out the detailed provisions. And that, under the
best of circumstances, would take another 2 to 3
months.
Q: Mr. Secretary, I am curious as to how you
are going to conduct these parallel negotiat£ons
with the Soviets. On. the one hand, you are indicating that the success of SALT may hinge on
Soviet activities in Angola. On the other hand, you
are going to Moscow in a few days presumably to
conclude an agreement in princi'ple. How can you
do that wz'thout knowit;g what the Soviet reaction
in Angola is?
..
A: I have made dear in my statement that the
regulation of nuclear arms in the strategic field
between the United States and the Soviet Union is
not a benefit we confer on the Soviet Union. It is a
generic problem of world order that must be
settled at some point and for which conditions are
propitious now because of a long record of negotia-

tion, and because technology is at a point where it
is possible to accept certain restraints now which
might then have to wait for another cycle oftechnology before they can be made effective.
.
The point I am making is that if there is a
general deterioration in our relationship, it could
affect SALT. In any event, whatever is agreed in
Moscow will take several months to negotiate in
greater detail.
Q: If I could just follow up for a second,
please. In other words, you are not saying, then,
that zf there is not some Soviet pull-back in Angola
before the termination of your trip to Moscow,
that that is going to have an adverse effect on
SALT.
A: That is correct.
Q: Mr. Secretary, you said that messages not
backed up at home lose certain credibility, I think.
We are now entering a presidential election year.
Isn't it likely that those messages will continue not
to be backed up; and what impact will that have on
foreign policy in general?
A: I have always believed very strongly that
the foreign policy of the United States must reflect
the permanent values and interests of the United
States. It is not a partisa~ foreign policy. And to
the best of my ability, I have attempted to conduct
this office in a manner that can make it achieve
bipartisan support.
It would, therefore, be a tragedy if during this
election year we did not find some means to put
some restraint on our domestic debates in the field
of foreign policy and to find some means of
common action.
As soon as the Congress returns, I will talk to
several of the leaders to see what cooperation is
possible to put at least some restraint on partisan
controversy, because 'the penalties we will pay for
lack of ·unity will have to be paid for for many
years.
But it is a problem. I agree with you.
Q: Mr. Secretary, what exactly is £t that you
are ask£ng the Soviets to do in Angola? Are you
asking them to totall)' cease arms shipments to the
MPLA [Popular Movement for the Liberation of
Angola]? Are you asking them to get the Cubans
out of there? Or would you be satisfied with someth£ng less than that-that they, for example,
moderate the amount of arms that they are sending
and take some of the Cubans out'!
A: First of all, let us get some idea of the
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dimensions ofwhat the Soviet Union has done.
The· Soviet Union has sent close to $200 million worth of military equipment to Angola in the
last 9 months, which equals the total amount of all
military equipment sent to all the rest of subSaharan Africa by all other countries. So that is
not a minor infusion of military force. In addition
to that, between 5,000 and 7,000 Cuban military
forces are in Cuba-are in Angola-in fact, they
seem to be everywhere except in Cuba. The fighting in the northern front in Angola is conducted
almost entirely by Cuban forces and without even
a pretense of any iignificant MPLA participation.
Now, that is a significant international event for
which there are no clever explanations and from
which other countries must draw certain
conclusions.
As far as the United States is concerned, our
position is that there should be a cease-fire; that all
foreign forces should be withdrawn. We are even
prepared to discuss a phasing by which South
African forces are withdrawn first, if there is a
stated, brief interval after which all other forces are
withdrawn; that there should be negotiations
between the main factions; that all outside powers,
including, of course, the United States, cease their
military intervention. And we are prepared to agree
to the end of all military shipments.
If the issue comes down to nominal shipments
for a normal government by African standards, this
is something about which we are prepared to negotiate.
We want to get the great powers out of
Angola. We want to return it as an African prob. lem. And we are prepared to accept any solution
that emerges out of African efforts.
Our concern about Angola is the demonstration of a Soviet willingness to intervene with what,
for those conditions, is a very substantial military
infusion of military force-plus an expeditionary
force-while the United States paralyzes itself by
declaring a fraction of this as a massive involvement of the United States, when we have declared
that there is no possibility of any American military forces or advisers going there. And that is an
event of considerable international significanceboth the Soviet action and the American reaction.
Q: Mr. Secretary, to follow that up, you
spoke of the need to break the pattern of actz"on
and reactz"on that could buz"ld toward crz"sz"s. Isn't

that what the Senate was trying to do, to break
that pattern?
A: Well, you can always break the pattern of
action and reaction by yielding. Our idea is to
maintain the international equilibrium-not to give
temptation for aggressive and irresponsible
action-and at the same ~ime to establish principles
of mutual restraint. Certainly it is always possible
to solve these problems in the short term by declaring that they do not exist.
Q: Mr. Secretary, tivo questz"ons. I am not
sure I have thz"s exactly rz"ght, but dz"dn 't you say at
a prevz"ous press conference that the Unz"ted States
would not table another SALT proposal unless the
Russz"ans tabled another one fz"rst? And secondly,
have all the members of the NSC {Natz"onal
S ecurz"ty CouncilJ and the Verzficatz"on Panel
signed off on thz"s new proposal that we plan to
offer z"n Moscow?
A: With respect to the first question, I said
that the United States cannot table a new proposal
simply because the Soviets had rejected the old
one. We have been given a clear promise that there
would be a significant modification in the Soviet
position. Under these conditions, we are prepared
to put forward a modification of our position,
because we would prefer to negotiate from our
position rather than from some other.
We have made clear-and I can repeat it
here-that if the Soviets do not modify their last
position, there ca~ be no agreement. And the position which we will forward to them will be substantiaiiy different from the last Soviet position.
So it will requireQ: Substantially dzfferent from their last
posz"tz"on?
A: It will also be somewhat different from
our position. It is an honest attempt to find·a solution that takes into account the real concerns of all
sides.
With respect to our internal discussions, I will
not have a clear picture until I have read all the
newspaper articles that will emerge over the next
few weeks, which are invariably more dramatic
than the discussions which in fact take place. But
my impressron is that there is unanimity on the
course that we are pursuing. we have had very
good meetings. We have had two Verification Panel
meetings, two NSC meetings. Th.ere will probably
be another NSC meeting before I go just to review

the bidding, And I would say that the Government
is operating, until the Sunday editions, with
complete unanimity.
Q: Mr. Secretary, the ]oz"nt Chiefs of Staff
don't provz"de much drama for you, but are they
signz"ng on to thz"s proposal?
A: The Joint Chiefs of Staff are signing on to
this proposal, yes.
Q: Mr. Secretary, would you recommend conclusion of a new SALT agreement wz"th the Sovz"ets
zf Soviet and. Cuban forces are still in Angola?
A: I am going to Moscow in order to see
whether the deadlock in these negotiations can be
broken. We should not play with the strategic arms
limitation negotiations. It is ·a matter that is of
profound concern for the long-term future. It is in
an area in which no significant advantages can be
achieved by either side but in which the momentum of events can lead to consequences that could
be very serious. And therefore we will not use it
lightly for bargaining purposes in other areas. On
the other hand, obviously if the general relationship deteriorates, then it could over a period of
time even affect the Strategic Arms Limitation
Talks. But I think we should make every effort to
avoid that.
Q: Mr. Secretary, you and your people have
been talkz"ng to the Sovz"et Unz"on about what they
are doz"ng z"n Angola. How would you descrz"be, or
what are your z"mpressz"ons of, the Sovz"et attitude
toward a lessenz"ng or a decrease of their role there
that would be satz"sfactory to us?
A: We are exploring with the Soviet Union
now what steps can be taken in the wake of the
OAU [Organization of African Unity] meeting,
and we have had some exploratory talks, some of
which would offer the possibility of progress. But
we would have to I?e sure that we understand the
meaning that the Soviets attach to some of their
ideas.
Q: One follow-up. If the Sovz"et Unz"on wants
the Cuban expedz"tz"onary force out, would that
brz"ng about its departure?
A: That's their problem.
Q: But you must have an opz"nz"on.
A: I think major powers have a responsibility
to think about the consequences they will face
when they engage their troops or troops of their
friends. It is a lesson we have had to learn; it may
be a lesson that the Soviet Union should learn.

Q: Mr. Secretary, two addz"tional poz"nts on
Angola. There have been totally contradz"ctory
reports from the Unz"ted States and from th.e Sovz"et
Unz"on about the presence of Sovz"et vessels off·
Angola. U.S .. offz"cz"als say they are there. The
Soviet Unz"on says this z"s a total fabrication.
Secondly, the outcome of the OAU
meetz"ng-what is the U.S. perceptz"on of whether
that has enhanced or retarded the prospect of a
dz"plomatic movement from here on?
A: There is no question that there are some
Soviet vessels off Angola-or at least they were
yesterday. I haven't seen today's report. There was
a cruiser heading south, which is now in port in
Guinea. So we don't know whether it will continue
to head south or whether it will move to another
destination. That would be the largest Soviet vessel
that has been off southern Africa in many years.
But we are not sure yet whether it will continue to
move south. When the original announcements
were made, it was heading south. It has since put in
at the port in Guinea.
What was your other question?
Q: The Sovz"et Unz"on has denied that z"t has
any shz"ps there. Where do you go from that kind of
a stand-off?
A: Well, if there are no ships there, and if we
should wake up one morning and find there are no
ships there, we will agree with them. And that will
end the debate. We are not going to pursue-it's a
good way to make the ships disappear.
Q: The second poz"nt was your perceptz"on of
the outcome of the OAU meeting. Has that
advanced or retarded the diplomatic prospects?
A: I think, considering events in this country
in recent weeks and the difficulty we have had to
give a clear indication of what the United States
could do, considering the massive Cuban and
Soviet lobbying effort that went on at the OAU
meeting, it is remarkable that half of the members
of the OAU substantially agreed with our perception of the problem, which is to say, not to
recognize any of the factions and to bring about an
end of foreign intervention.
We think, moreover, that a vast majority of
the OAU members favor an end of foreign intervention, ·if one can separate that problem from
some of the local issues.
So we think that ·there is a considerable
African support for the main lines of our policy
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which is, after all, to leave African problems to the
African nations and to insulate Africa from great
power confrontation.
We do not want anything for the United
States. We are not opposed to the MPLA as an
African movement. We are opposed to the massive
foreign intervention by which a victory of the
MPLA is attempted to be achieved.
So I believe that this position, which in its
totality is supported by, after all, half of the
African states in the face of much discouraging
news from here, is in its major elements supported
by more than half of the African states. And we
hope that a diplomatic solution can be built on
that.
•
Q: Mr. Secretary, given the Congressional attitudes on foreign affatrs in general, do you intend
to talk to any leaders of Congress before you go to
Moscow to negotiate further, and is there any danger that a repudiation by Congress of a SALT
agreement might be counterproductive to the very
objectives you're seeking for the long term?
A: I have been briefing Congressional leaders
on SALT negotiations consistently. There has been
no significant new development in the negotiating
process, but I will no doubt be in touch with some
of the senior members of the Senate.
As far as repudiation of an agreement is concerned, it would of course be a very serious matter
since, in any event, one of the biggest foreign
policy problems1we now face is the question from
other countries of who speaks for the United
States. SomeboEly has to speak for the United
States, and there can be no foreign policy without
authority.
So if an agreement were repudiated, it would
accelerate this very dangerous tendency, but we do
not have an agreement yet.
Q: Mr. Secretary, in your l!ssessment, how
will the death of Prime Minister Chou En-lai affect
relations between the United States and China and
between China and the Soviet Union, and how do
you view the return of the helicopter pilots by the
Chinese to the Soviet Union?
A: The relationship between the United
States and the People's Republic of China is based
on the permanent interests of both countries; and
even though my admiration for Prime Minister
Chou En-lai is well known, I do not believe that it
was his personality, alone or principally, that was

the basis of that relationship. So I would think that
the main lines of our relationship to the People's
Republic of China can continue along well-established lines. And, certainly, as far as the United
States is concerned, as I said in my speech to the
General Assembly [September 22, 1975], there is
no relationship to which we attach greater importance than the relationship with the People's
Republic of China.
·
On the other hand, we should have no illusions on what that relationship is based. There is
no question that the interest the People's Republic
of China has in a relationship with the United
States depends on its assessment of the relevance
of the United States to problems of concern to the
People's Republic of China. And to the degree that
the United States seems less able to play a major
international role, for whatever reason, to that
extent, the leaders in Peking, who are extremely
sophisticated, will draw conclusions from it.
And it is this, and not the issue of personalities, that will affect the final judgments that will be
made.
Q: Mr. Secretary, on that last point then, how
can there be no movement on Taiwan, as there has
been none over the last couple of years-how is
that relationship then relevant for China?

A: Well, first of all, I am not saying there has
been no movement over recent years.
Secondly, one would have to say that there
are other issues that are considered more important
by the People's Republic of China, in the present
phase of its relationship with the United States,
than Taiwan.
Q: Can you give us some examples?
A: Well, the overall performance of the
United States with respect to the world equilibnum.
Q: Do you see any chance that in the U.N.
Security Council debate that is now going on on the
M£ddle East-that anything constructive could
come out, either for Israel or for the United States;
and would you say that the polarization that seems
to be occurring as a result of that debate between
Israel and the Palestinians-the PLO [Palestine
Liberation OrganizationJ-has hastened the need
for a reconvening of the Geneva conference?
A: Well, the United States supports the reconvening of the Geneva conference, or of a prepara-
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tory conference to discuss the reconvening of tbe
Geneva conference.
I do not want to prejudge the outcome of a
debate which is still going on, but, from what we
have seen, the resolutions that are at this moment
being talked about seem not too promising;
On the other hand, the United States strongly
supports progress toward peace in the Middk East
and will make efforts, when this debate is concluded, to begin the negotiating process in whatever forum can be arranged.
Q: Mr. Secretary, how do you see the possibilities now of either Syrian or Israeli intervention
in Lebanon?
A: Well, we have stated repeatedly that we
support the independence and sovereignty of Lebanon and the right of the communities within Lebanon to lead their own lives. We would believe that
any outside military intervention, from whatever
quarter, would involve the gravest threat to peace
and stability in the Middle East; and we have left
the parties concerned in no doubt that the United
States would oppose any military intervention
from whatever quarter.
Q: Mr. Secretary, earlier you said that the
United States would favor a South African withdrawal even in advance of withdrawal by the other
foreign forces. Can we infer from this that there's
been some sort of work on a timetable or some
coordination with South Africa about its presence
there?
A: No. The United States favors the_ withdrawal unconditionally of all foreign forces_:._South
African, Cuban, Soviet, and whatever other foreign
forces could be there.
The United States in a general negotiation
might even-~could even support a phased withdrawal, as long as the interval were sufficiently
short and it is not j~st an excuse to permit the
Cubans to take over all of Angola, which is what

the military fighting is now coming down to in
Angola. But this refers to diplomatic possibilities;
it does not refer to any understanding between us
and South Africa.
Q: Mr. Secretary, this being the first news
conference for 1976, I wonder if I could walk you
out on the limb a bit. What do you think will
happen insofar as a Syrian disengagement? Do you
think, in fact, there will be a SALT agreement in
'76? And how do you think the Angola crisis will
eventually end? [Laughter.]
A: This is an absolutely no-win question.
I think we have the possibility of a SALT
agreement that is in the national interest and that,
with a rational debate in which the alternatives are
clearly put, can be sold to the American public and
to the American Congress. At any rate, as far as the
United States is concerned, we will be working in
that direction. I cannot speak until I have seen the
Soviet position; I cannot make a flat prediction.
With respect to Angola, I think the major
powers have a responsibility to show great restraint, and I think the African countries have a
great opportunity to keep great power rivalries out
of their continent and have an opportunity also
not to permit outside expeditionary forces to become the dominant event. A greater degree of
unity in this country would help us achieve this
objective. And under present conditions we have
severe difficulties due to our domestic situation.
With respect to a disengagement agreement
between Syria and Israel, we of course support
negotiations between Syria and Israel on this subject. Syria has declared so repeatedly that it would
not negotiate alone, and only in an Arab context,
that I would think that a separate agreement between Syria and Israel, without involving some
other parties, is now less likely than would have
seemed the case a few months ago.
THE PRESS: Thank you very much.
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SECRETARY KISSINGER:

I have two statements,

a brief one and a somewhat lengthier one.
I was grieved to learn this morning of the
death of Prime Minister Razak of Malaysia.

He was a good

friend of the United States, a most effective leader of
his country, and the·voice of peace and moderation in
Southeast Asia.
We are extending our condolences to his widow
and to the Government of Malaysia.
The second statement deals with the United
States attitude toward Soviet actions

i~

Angola and toward

the SALT negotiations.
The United States holds-the view that the essence
of .the United States-Soviet relationship, if it is to /·:··; r
f ~.}.

i-

.,
'Z.__./

proceed towards a genuine easing of tensions, is that \7~.
For 'fur'ther inh·u·IIT!Iotion c::onl"ucJ'.:

.

I
I
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neither side will seek to-obtain unilateral advantage
vis-a-vis the otn.er, that

restra~nt

will govern our respec-

tive policies, and that nothing will be·done that could
escalate tense situations into confrontation between our
two countries.
It is the United States view that these principles
of mutual relations are not simply a matter of abstract
. good will. . They are at the very heart of how two responsible great powers must conduct their relati.ons in the
nuclear era.
It must be clear that when one great power attempts
. to obtain a special position of influence based on military
intervention and irrespective of

or~ginal

motives, the

other power will sooner or later act to, offset this advantage.
'"""',.,:...·-~- ----~-

------

-~-

But this will inevitably lead to a chain of action and
. reaction typical of other historic eras . in which great
powers maneuvered for

advantag~only

to find themselves

sooner or later embroiled in major crises and indeed in
open conflict.
It is precisely this pattern that must be
broken if a lasting easing of tensions is to be achieved.

PR .il3
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Whatever justification in real or alleged
requests for assistance the Soviet Union may consider to
have had in intervening and in actively supporting the
.totally unwarranted Cuban in.troduction of an expeditionary
force into Angola, the fact remains. that there has never
been any historic Soviet or Russian interest in that part
of the world.

It is precisely because the United ' States

is prepared to accept principles of restraint for itself
that it considers the Soviet move in Angola·as running
counter to the crucial principles of avoidance of unilateral
advantage and scrupulous concern for the interests of
·others which.we have jointly enunciated.
' The United States considers such actions inc::x:::np3tible
with a genuine relaxation of tensions.

We believe that

this is a wholly unnecessary setback to the constructive
trends in U..S .-Soviet relations which we cannot believe

-·

is ultimately in the Soviet or the world interest.
The question arises whether,in the light of
Angola and its implications for Soviet-American relations,
·it is consis.tent with our policy to go to Moscow and to
negotiate on SALT.
made in

~~is

There are two points that need to be

context.

-..,

i

I'
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First,·we have·never considered the limitation
of strategic arms as a favor we grant to the Soviet Union,

tO be· turned on and off according to the ebb and flow of
our relations.

It is clear that the continuation of an

unrestrained strategic arms race will

~ead

to neither a

strategic nor a political advantage.

If. this race con-

. tinues, it will have profound consequences for the wellbeing of all of humanity.
Limitation of strategic_arms is therefore

·a permanent and global problem that cannot be subordinated
to the day-to-day changes in Soviet-American relations.

At the same time, it must be understood on both
sides that if tensions increase over a period of time,
the general relationship will deteriorate, and therefore
the SALT negotiations will also be affected.
Second, we must consider the .long-term consequences of a failure of the SALT negotiations.

If the

interim agreement lapses, the Soviets will be free of several
severe restraints.
restrictions.

They can add heavy ICBl-1s without

They can .build· more submarines without

dismantling old ICBr.ts.

-

There will be no equal ceiling
\

of. 2,400.

The immediate impact would be that the

.

PR 113
•

5

gap frozen in SALT I, anct eq.ualized in Vladi vos.tok,
would again become a factor, facing us with the choice of
either large expenditures in a strategically and politically
unproductive area or a perceived inequality with its
political implications.
·.

Of course we will not negotiate any agreement
•

·.JII!·

that does not achieve strategic equality for the United
States

and that we cannot defend. as being in the national

interest.

Nor does it mean that Angola, or similar situ-

ations, will, if continued,.::;:Ii·ot impinge on SALT as well
as the general relationship. ·But it does mean that the
. general objective of a more orderly and stable nuclear
relationship is in the interests of the United States and
in the interests of the world, and cannot be easily abandoned.
~is

is why the President has decided that I should go to

Moscow to negotiate on SAL'l',
. and we expect that the talks
~.

•·.

~.

.

will be conducted in the same spirit by the Soviet side.
Now I will go to your questions.
QUESTION:

Mr. Secretary, does the fact that you

are going to Moscow now mean that you have forwarded a new
proposal to the Kremlin on SALT?

. ..
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SECRETARY KISS-INGER:

We have not yet forwarded

a new proposal to Moscow-on SALT, but we expect to do so
before I go there,· within the next day or two.
QUESTION:

Mr. Secretary, what is standing in

the way of a compromise that would point the way to a
treaty at this point?.
.-----.---- ··-------.

SECRETARY KISSINGER:
agreement results

primar~ly

-----

...

----.

--

-··

------. -

The obstacle to an

from issues that could not be
.

· · considered· fully at Vladivostok, because the teclui6logy
was not yet developed at

tli-at·.~time.

Primarily the issues

concern how to deal with the Soviet BACKFIRE bomber and
how to deal with the American cruise missiles; whether
and how to count them; whether and what restraints to accept.
These are fundamentally the outstanding issues.

Most

other issues have either been settled in principle or in
detail.
QUESTION:

Excuse me, if I may follow up.

But

that was the case several months ago and you didn't go to
Moscow.

Now you are going.

Does this mean

that

at least these two oustanding issues are pretty much settled?
.

.SECRETARY

cussion with

~e

KISSINGER:

There has been no dis-

Soviets except that the Soviets have

..
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assured us that they are prepared to modify their last
position, and on,that basis, we liope to be able to work
out some solution.
QUESTION:

Mr. Secretary, are you saying that

you are making Soviet restraint in Angola a quid E!£. quo
·.

for any successful conclusion to the SALT treaty, or are
·you not saying that?
SECRETARY KISSINGER:

- -

I.

I am saying two things :

I am saying that Soviet actions in Angola, ff continued,
are bound to affect the general relationship with the
United States; that a substantial deterioration of that
relationship can also over time affect the strategic arms
talks.
At this point, hmvever, I would also maintain
that the limitation of strategic arms is not a concession
we make to the Soviet Union, but it is an objective that
is in our interest,and it is in the world interest,and it
is in the interest of world peace.

So we will pursue the

negotiations in the present framework.
QUESTION:

To. follow up, lf: there is no

change in the Soviet position on Angola, would you then
expect that there could be a successful SALT II negotiation
later on?

PR 113
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SECRETARY KISSINGER:

We would have to face this

in the light of . .:.the circumstances that may exist later.
QUESTION:

Mr. Secretary, you have been sending

this message, you and the President have been sending
'

this message to Moscow

no~

for several·weeks.

Have

.YOU

had any indication whatsoever that the Soviets might be
interested in a diplomatic solution to Angola, and secondly,
are you willing to discuss this with the

Sovi~~~

when you

go to Moscow?
SECRETARY

KIS~INGER:

It is a close race between

the'messages we send and the deterioration of our domestic
position•

And messages that are not backed up at home

lose a fair amount of their credibility.
We are prepared to discuss Angola, and we have
had some exchanges with the Soviet Union on Angola in
recent weeks which we will have to
QUESTION:

c_lar~fy.

r-1r. Secretary I is the fact that you

are going to Moscow-- can that be taken as a sure thing
that you will reach

a~

agreement, or is there still the

possibility of failure?
SECRETARY KISSINGER:
of failure.

There is the possibility

We do not know the details of the Soviet

,

PR·il3
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position, and on the othe·r hand

we assume that the
.•

Soviet Union would not invite the Secre~ary of State

-

..

to negotiate withMr. Brezhnev, unless a major effort would

·be made to come to an agreement.

.

QUESTION:

Mr. Secretary, is it your expecta~

tion that if things go as you anticipate that you will
be able to conclude an agreement in Moscow ?

Will you set

.out for us what you are aiming ·at-- are. you aiming at an
agreement in principle?
SECRETARY KISSINGER:
final agreement in Moscow.

No, there cannot be a

The most that is achievable in

Moscow is an agreement in principle similar to the
Vladivostok agreement, but covering the outstanding issues
such as BACKFIRE and cruise missiles, and to relate.them

to Vladivostok.

-·

And then there will have to be technical

discussions at Geneva to work out the detailed provisions.
And that, under the best of circumstances, would take another two to three months.
QUESTION:

Mr. Secretary, I am curious as to

how you are going to conduct these parallel negotiations
with the Soviets.

On the one hand, you are indicating that

the success of·SALT may hinge on Soviet activities in

PR 113
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Angola.

On the other hand, you are going to Moscow in

.

a few days presumably to conclude an agreement in principle.
How can you do that without knowing what the Soviet reaction
-in Angola is?

.

·

.

'

--·----

-·~-----""'""-:·-

MM

~·-,·

.

.-

-

'

...................

- - - - - · · - - .-

.. - - ... --..,;~---T

--
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SECRETARY KISSINGER:

I have made clear in

my statement that the regulation of nuclear arms in the
·. ·strategic field between the United States and the Soviet

..

:Union is not a benefit we confer on the Soviet Union.

It

is a. generic problem of world order that must be settled
.at some point and for which conditions are propitious now
because of a long record of negotiation,and because
teChnology is at a point where it is possible to accept
certain restraints now which might then have to wait for
another cycle of technology before t;.hey can be made
effective.
The point I am making is that if there is a
. generc:l deterioration in our relationship, it could affect
..

SALT.

In any event, whatever is agreed in Moscow will

take several months to negotiate in. greater detail.
QUESTION:

If i could just follow up for a

seeond, please -- in other words, you are not saying, then,
that if there is not some Soviet pull-back in Angola
before the termination of your trip to Moscow, that that is
.going to have an adverse effect on SALT.
SECRETARY KISSINGER:
QUESTION:

That is correct.

f-ir. Secretary, you said that messages

113
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not backed up at home ·lose certain credibility, I think.
-We ·are now entering a presidential election year.

Isn • t

-

it likely that those messages will continue not to be backed
up; and what impact will that have on

fore~gn

policy in

. general?
.
SECRETARY KISSINGER:

I have always believed

. very strongly that the foreign policy Qf--the United States

· must reflect the permanent values and interests of the
\

United States.

It is not

~..,P,cl,.ftisan
r..-..·· .· ...;\..

foreign policy.

And

to the best of my ability, I have ·attempted to conduct this
office 'in a manner that can make it achieve bipartisan
support.
It would therefore be a tragedy if during
this election year we did not find some means to put some
restraint on our domestic .debates in-- the field of.
foreign policy and to find some means of common action.
As soon as the Congress returns, I will talk
tp several of the leaders to see what cooperation is
possible to put at least some restraint·on partisan
controversy, because the penalties we will pay for
lack of unity will·have to be paid for for many years.
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But i t is a problem.
QUESTI9N:

I agree with you.

Mr. Secret!iry, what exactly is i t that

you ·are caking the Soviets to do in Angola?
·.

Are ·you asking

them to totally cease arms shipments- to the MPLA?
asking them to get the Cubans out of there?

Are you

Or would you

be satisfied with something less than t:Jlat -- that they,
for example, moderate the amount of arms that they are
~---

se~ding

*-- -- ·-· ··---

and take some of the Cubans out?.-· -·-···-·--.

SECRETARY KISSINGER;

First of -a~l;let us get some

idea: of the dimensions of what_the Soviet Union has done.
The Soviet Union has sent close to $200 million
'

worth of military equipment to Angola in the last nine ·
months 1 which equals the total amount of all military
equipment sent to all the rest of
all other countries.
mi~i tary

force.

~ub-Saharan

Africa by

So that is not a minor infusion of

In addition to that, between 5, 000 and

-

7,000 Cuban military forces are in Cuba -- are in Angola-in fact, they seem to be everywhere except in
-"

--~-------·-

Cuba.

--

---

.

The fighting in the northern

£ront in Angola is conducted almost

ent~rely

by Cuban

forces· and without even a pretense of any significant
MPLA participation;

Now, that is a significant

!

•

.

.
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international event for which there are 'no clever
· explanations and ·from which other countries must draw
certain conclusions.
As· ·far as the. United States is concerned, our
position is that there should be a cease-fire; that all
fore:tgn· forces· should .be withdrawn.

We are even prepared to

discuss a phasing by which South African forces are withdrawn
first, if there is a state a, brief interval afte.r which
~---·

.

~

a1l other forces are withdrawn; that there should.be
n~gotiations

powers,

between the mLf.:n factions; that all outside

includi~g,

of course,· the United States, cease

thedr military intervention.

And we are prepared to agree

to the end of all military shipments.
If the issue ·comes down to nominal shipments for
a normal government.by African
standards, this is something about which we are prepared
to negotiate.
We want to get the great powers out of Angola.
We want to return it as an African problem.

And we

·are prepared to accept any solution that emerges out of
African efforts.
Our concern about Angola is the demonstration

•

I
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willi~gn~ss

of a Soviet

conditions is a very

to intervene with what for those

subst~tial

military infusion of

military force -- plus an expeditionary force -- while the
United States paralyzes itself by declaring a fraction

'.
'

of. this as a massive involvement .of the United States,
wh.en: we have declared that there is.no possibility of any
American military forces or advisers. goi~g there.

.·'J

And

•

that is an event of considerable international significance
-· '.

;
!I.#,.

both the Soviet action and the Ame.iican::'i-eaction.
QUESTION:

Mr. ·secretary, to follow that up,

you spoke of the need to break the pattern of action and
reaction that could build towards ·crisis.

Isn't that what

the. Senate was trying to do, to break that pattern?
SECRETARY KISSINGER:

Well 1 you can always breaJ:

the pattern of actioncnd reaction by yielding.

Our idea

is to maintain the international equilibrium -- not to
give temptation for aggressive and irresponsible action
and at the saine time to establish ,Principles of mutual
· res·traint.

Certainly it is always possible to solve

these problems in the short· term by declaring that they
do not exist •

----- --·-.

~···

.

QUESTION:

Mr. Secretary, two questions.

I am

not sure I have this exactly right, but didn • t you say at

i-
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previous press conference that the United States would not
table another SALT proposal unless the Russians tabled another
one first?

And secondly, have all the members of the NSC

and the Verification Panel signed off on this new proposal
that we plan to offer in Moscow?
SECRETARY KISSINGER:

With respect to the first
. ..
question, I said that·the United States cannot table a
----------

-·-

--- ...

-:':...-.

new proposal simply because the Soviets had rejected the
.

old one.

We have been given a clear promise that there

would be a significant modification in the Soviet position.
Under these conditions, we are prepared to put forward a
modification of our position, because we would prefer to
negotiate from our position rather than from some other.
We have made cle·ar --- and I can repeat it here
that ifthe Soviets do not modify their last position,
there can be no

And the position which we

~greement.

will forward to them will be substantially different from
. the "last Soviet position.
QUESTION:.

So it will require

s·ubstantially different from

·their last position?
SECRETARY KISSINGER:
different from our position.

It will also be somewhat

It is an honest attempt to
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find a solution that takes into account the real concerns

of all sides.

:

With respect to our internal discussions, I
will not have a clear pictl.lre. until I have read all the
..

newspaper articles that will emerge ·over the next few weeks,
which ·are invariably more dramatic than.-the discussions
which in fact take place. ·But my impression is that
, there is unanimity on the course that we are pursuing.
We have had very good meetings.

We have had two Verification

Panel meetings 1 . two NSC meetings.

There will probably be

another NSC meeting before I go_just to review the bidding.
7--·-·-

~

.. -

~--·-------

~-~---------·-

.•

--·

1.

And I would say that the government is operating, until the
Sunday editions, with complete unanimity.
QUESTION:

Mr. Secretary, the Joint Chiefs of Staff

don't provide much drama for you, but are they signing
on to this proposal?
SECRETARY KISSINGER;

The Joint Chiefs of Staff

·are signing on to this proposal, yes •
.-

QUESTION:

Mr. Secretary, would you recommend

conclusion of a new SALT agreement with the Soviets if
Soviet and Cuban forces are still-in Angola?
SECRETARY KISSINGER:

I am going to Moscow ·in

·order to see whether the deadlock in these negotiations can

PR 113
be broken..

We ·should not play with the Strategic

negotiations.
•

It is a matter that is of profound concern

for the long-term future.
.s~grtificant

Anns
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Limitation

It is in an area in which no

advantages can be achieved by either side but

in which the momentum of events can
could be very serious.

l~ad

to consequences that

And therefore we will not use

.it lightly for ba~gai'ning purposes in other ·areas.

On

. the· other hand, obviously if the general relationship
· ~eteriorat~s, then it could over:. a-? period qf time even
af~ect

the "trategic Arms ~.i:?2Jt~ation
Talks..
:r·,,#"

~,..

But I think

we spould make every effort to avoid that.
QUESTION:

Mr. Secrebary, you and your people

have been talking to the Soviet Union about what they are
doing in Angola.

How would you describe , or what are your

impressions of , the Soviet attitude towards a lessening or a
decrease of their role there that would be satisfactory to us?
'SECRETARY KISSINGER:
I

We are exploring with the

Soviet Union now what steps can be taken in the wake
of the OAU meeting,. and we have had some exploratory talks,
some of which would offer the possibility of progress •
. But we would have to

be

sure that we understand the

meaning that the s'oviets attach to some of their ideas.

..
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QUESTION:

One follow-up..

If the Soviet Union

wants the Cuban expeditionary force out, would that
bri~g

about its departure?
SECRETARY KISSINGER:
QUESTION:

That's their problem.

But you must have an opinion.

SECRETARY KISSINGER:

I think maj'or powers have

a responsibility to think about the consequences they will
tace when they engage their troops or trpops of their friends.
J:t is a lesson we have had to learn; it may be a lesson
that the Soviet Union should learn ..
QUESTION:
on

Mr. Secretary, two additional points

There have been totally contradictory reports

~gola.

"from the United States and from the Soviet Union about
the ·presence of Soviet vessels off Angola.
say they are there.

u.s.

officials

The Soviet Union-. says this is a total

fabrication.
Secondly, the outcome of the OAU meeting ---what
is the

u.s.

perception of whether that has enhanced or

· retarded the prospect of a

diplomatic

~ovement

from here on?
4141-_

SECRETARY KISSINGE~:

There is no questiorq·

that there are some ·soviet vessels off Angola -- or

least they were yesterday.

~~--·--~·

·I haven't seen today' s report.
q

'.
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There· was a cruiser heading south, which is now in port in .
Guinea.

'

So we don't know whether it will continue to head

. south, or whether it will move. ·to another destination •
.That would be the la:rgest Soviet vessel that has been: off
~---··---· ~-·

--

Sbuthern~

Africa in many years.

But we are not sure yet whethe~

it wili continue to move south.'
When the original announcements were made,· it was
headi~g

south.

It has since put in at the port in Guinea.

What was your other question?
QUESTION:
any ships there.

The Sovret Union has denied that it has

Where do you go from that kind of a

stand-off?
SECRETARY KISSINGER:

Well, if there are no ships

there,· and if we should wake up one morning and find there
-are· ·no ships there, we will agree with them.· And that will
end the debate.

We are not going to:pursue

it's a

good ltlay to make the ships disappear •.
QUESTION:

The second point was your perception

of .the outcome of the OAU meeting.

Has that advanced or

retarded the diplomatic-prospects?
SECRETARY KISSINGER:

I think,considering

events in this country in recent weeks and the difficulty
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we have had to give ·a clear indication of what the United
.'

.

. States coula do,

l

·consideri~g

.

•

the massive Cuban and Soviet

lobbying effort that went on at the OAU meeting, it is
remarkable that half of the members of the OAU substantially
~greed

with our perception of the problem, which is to

· say ,not to recognize any of the factions and to bring

.

about an end of foreign intervention •

. tle ·think.,moreover ,that a vast majority of
.

the OAU members favor an end of foreign

·.

int~rvention

,if

one ·can separat_e that probJ...~rrL i.::om some of the local issues.

..
-·-·
that·. there
.--

So .we think

,_~

-

-~~

.is a considerable African
.
·support for the main lines of our policy, which is, after
(

'

all, to leave African

probl~s

to the African nations, and to

insulate Africa from great povler· confrontation.
We do not want anything for the United States.
We ·are not opposed to the MPLA as an African movement.
~

We are opposed to the massive foreign intervention by which
a victory of the MPLA is attempted to be achieved.
So I believe that this position,which in its·l:otalit
is supported by, after all,· half of the African states
_. ·in the face of much dis cour ag~.ng news from here, is in its
•>

major elements supported by more than half of the African
states.
It.~.:

And we hope that a diplomatic solution can

}J.uiit on that.

,...,.-------,----------------------~--.-:~
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QUESTION:
East

Mr. Secretary, on the Middle

could you take a question~on the Middle East

now?
QUESTION:

Well, more like Angola.

SECRETARY KISSINGER:
somebody there.

All right.

Let me get

Henry?_

QUESTION:

Mr. Secretary, given the Congressional

attitudes on foreign affairs in general, do you. :i:ntend
:

to talk to any leaders of Congress before you go to Moscow
. to negotiate further,· and is-th;.;re any danger that· a
repudiation by Congress of a$ALT agreement might be counterproductive

to

the very objectives you're seeking for the

long term?
SECRETARY KISSINGER:

I have been briefing

Congressional leaders on SALT negotiations consistently.
There has been no significant new

dev~lopment

in the

negotiat.ing process, but I }'Till no doubt be in touch

•

with some of the senior members of the Senate.
As far as repudiation of an agreement is concerned, it would of course be a very serious matter since
_..in· any event, one of the biggest foreign policy problems we
now face is the question from other countries, of who speaks

.·
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for the United States. · Somebody has to speak for the
United States, and 'there can be no foreign policy without
authority.
So if an agreement were repudiated, it would
accelerate this very dangerous tendency, but

-------have an agreement yet •.
...-.--------- ----=-----..
-----· -------- ·------. -----·----"'~~-: ~

";

~--

-----

we::do~not

-------

-~""·

QUESTION:

Mr. Secretary, in your

_r _ _ _ _ _ _ _

~

ass~ssment,

·-··

~-------

how will the death of Prime ltinister Chou En-lai affect
relations between the United
... :.S.:;.ates and ·china and between
·~

.
.
•
China and the Sov1et
Un1on,.and
how d o you v1ew
the return(

of the helicopter pilots by the Chinese to the Soviet
Union?
SECRETARY KISSINGER:

The relationship between

the United States and the People's Republic of China
is based on the permanent interests of both countries;
and even though my admiration for Prime Minister Chou En-lai
is well known, I do not believe that it was his personality,
·- -·-·-·- _____ ., ·--

...

-- ..

alone or principally,that was the basis of that relationship.
'so I would think that the main lines of our relationship
to the People's Republic of China can continue along
well-established lines.

And, certainly, as far as the United

..
PR #13
·24

States is concerned, as I said in my speech to the
---·

·-----------

---· .....

..

-.

----

----

General Assembly, there is no relationship to which we

. -

attach greater importance than the relationship with
the People's Republic of China.
On the other hand, we should have no illusions
on what that relationship is based.

There is no question

that the interest the People's Republic of China has
...
in a relationship with the United States depends on its
assessment of the reievance of the United States to
,· ···~· ~
problems of concern to the F~ovle's Republic of China.
And to the degree that the United States seems less able
to play a major international roie , for whatever
-reason·, to that extent, the leaders in Peking, who are
extremely sophisticated, will draw conclusions from it.
And it is this, and not the issue of personalities,
that will affect the final judgments -that \'lill be made.
QUESTION:

Mr. Secretary, on that last point

then, how can there be no

movement on Taiwan, asthere

has been none over the last coupie of years -- how is that
relationship then relevant for China?
SECRETARY KISSINGER:

Well, first of all, I am not

saying there has been no movement over recent

,.

. ..
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Secondly, one would have to say that there

are other issues that are considered more important by
the People's Republic of China,in the present phase of its
. relationship with the United States, than Taiwan.
QUESTION:

Can you give us some examples.?.

SECRETARY KISSINGER:

Well, the overall per-

formance of the United States with respect to the world
equilibrium.
QUESTION:

~.:

Do you see any chance that in the

UN Security Council debate :that;:-is now going on in the
Middle East that anything constructive could come out,
either ·for Israel or for the United States; and would
. you say that the polarization· that seems to be occurring
as a result of that debate between Israel and the
Palestinians, the PLO, has hastened the need for
a reconvening of the Geneva Conference?
SECRETARY KISSINGER:

Well, the United States

supports the reconvening of the Geneva Conference, or of
a preparatory conference. to discuss the reconvening of the
Geneva Conference.
I do not want to prejudge the outcome of a debate
which is still going

on,bu~

from what we have seen, the

resolutions that are at this moment being .talked about
·~

..:

- ...·
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seem not too promising.
On-the ·other hand, the:United States strongly
supports progress towards peace in_the Middle East and
will make efforts, when this debate is concluded, to
begin the negotiating process in whatever forum can be
arranged.
QUESTION:

Mr. Secretary,. how do you see the

possibilities now of either Syrian or Israeli intervention
i?>~-

;

~

in Lebanon?.

SECRETARY KISSINGER:

Well, we have stated

repeatedly that we support the independence and sovereignty
of Lebanon and the right of the communities within Lebanon
to lead their own lives.

We would believe that any

outside military intervention, from whatever quarter,
would involve the gravest threat to peace and stability
in the Middle East; and \ve have left the par.ties :concerned
in no doubt that the United States would oppose any
military intervention from whatever quarter.
QUESTION:

Mr. Secretary, earlier you said that'

.the United States would favor a South African wi thdra-.;.,ral
even in advance of wi thdra\..;a·l by the other foreign forces.
Can we infer from this that there 1 s been some sort of \'lOrk on
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a timetable or some coordination with South Africa about
its presence there?
SEC~TARY

KISSINGER:

No.

The United States

·.favors the withdrawal unconditionally of all foreign
forces -- South African, Cuban, Soviet;. and whatever other
foreign forces could be there.
The United States in a general negotiation might
even

could even support a phased

with~rawal,;

as long

as the interval were sufficiently short and it is not just·

an excuse to permit the Cubans to take over all of
Angola ,· which is what the military fighting is now
coming down to in Angola.

But this refers to diplomatic

possibilities; it does:.·:not refer to any understanding
between us and South Africa.
QUESTION:

Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

QUESTION:

Mr. Secretary, this being the

first news conference for 1975, I wonder if I could walk
you out on the limb a bit.

What do you think will happen

:in-SECRETARY KISS.INGER:·

.·

QUESTION: .. '76.

This is '7 6.

What doyou think will happen

in .. ' ?6 insofar as a Syrian disengagement?

Do you think in fact
•.

..

..-.'

.:

..

.
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there will be a SALT agreement in '76?

And how do

you think the Angola crisis will·· eventually end?

(Laughter.)
SECRETARY KISSINGER:

This is an absolutely no-win

question.
I think we have the possibility of a SALT
~g~eement

that is in the national interest and that,

with a rational debate in which the alternatives are
~:.,

clearly put,can be sold to the American

pub~ic

,.

and

to the American Congress.
At any rate, as far as the United States is
concerned, we will be working in that direction.
I cannot speak until I have seen the Soviet
position; I cannot make a flat prediction.
With respect to Angola, I think the major powers
have a responsibility to show great restraint, and I think
the African countries have a great opportunity to keep
great power rivalries out of their continent and have
an opportunity also not to pe.rmi t outside expeditionary
forces to become the dominant event.
unity in this

.

objective.

count~

A greater degree of

would help us achieve this

And under present conditions we have severe

PR 113
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difficulties. due to our domestic situation.
With respect to a disengagement agreement
between Syria and Israel, we of course support negotiatiaas
petween Syria and Israel on this subject.
declared so repeatedly that it would

n~t

Syria has
negotiate

alone , and only in an Arab context, that I would think
.

----------------

-----------~

...

~

that a separate agreement between Syria and Israel,

....

without involving some other parties,
is now less
""-"'
~'-

likely thari would have seemed the case a few months

·~go.

Do you still say "Thank you" ?
~I

•.

-----·-

'!.~~•·

QUESTION:

I do again.

Thank you very much.

(Whereupon at 12: 43 p._m., the Secretary's
Press Conference was concluded.)
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SECRETARY KISSINGER: I have two statements, a brief one and a somewhat lengthier one.
I was grieved to learn this morning of the
death of Prime Minister [Tun Abdul] Razak of
Malaysia. He was a good friend of the United
States, a most effective leader of his country, and
the voice of peace and moderation in Southeast
Asia. We are extending our condolences to his
widow and to the Government of Malaysia.
The second statement deals with the United
States attitude toward Soviet actions in Angola and
toward the SALT negotiations.
The United States holds the view that the
essence of the United States-Soviet relationship, if
it is to proceed toward a genuine easing of tensions, is that neither side will seek to obtain unilateral advantage vis-a-vis the other, that restraint
will govern our respective policies, and that
nothing will be d9ne that could escalate tense
situations into confrontation between our two
countries.
It is the United States view that these principles of mutual relations are not simply a matter of
abstract good will; they are at the very heart of
how two responsible great powers must conduct
their relations in the nuclear era. It must be clear
that when one great power attempts to obtain a
special. position of influence based on military intervention and irrespective of original motives, the
other power will sooner or later act to offset this
advantage. But this will inevitably lead to a chain
of action and reaction typical of other historic eras ,
in which great powers maneuvered for advantage,
PR IS/82

,

·~

.

only to find themselves sooner or later embroiled
in major crises and indeed in open conflict.
It is precisely this pattern that must l:Se
broken if a lasting easing of tensions is to be
achieved.
Whatever justification in real or alleged requests for assistance the Soviet Union may consider to have had in intervening and in actively
supporting the totally unwarranted Cuban introduction of an expeditionary force into Angola, the
fact remains that there has never been any historic
Soviet or Russian interest in that part of the world.
It is precisely because the United States is prepared
to accept principles of restraint for itself that it
considers the Soviet mov.e in Angola as running
counter to the crucial principles of avoidance of
unilateral advantage and scrupulous concern for
the interests of others which we have jointly
enunciated.
The United States considers such actions incompatible with a genuine relaxation of tensions.
We believe that this. is a wholly unnecessary setback to the constructive trends in U.S.-Soviet relations which we cannot believe is ultimately in the
Soviet or the world interest.
The question arises whether, in the light of
Angola, and its implications for Soviet-American
relations, it is C<{nsistent with our policy to go to
Moscow and to negotiate on SALT. There are two
. p~ints that need to'be made in this context.
First, we have never considered the limitation
of strategic arms as a favor we grant to the Soviet
Union, t~ be turned on and off according to the
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ebb and flow of our relations. It is clear that the
continuation of an unrestrained strategic arms race
will lead to neither a strategic nor a political advantage. If this race continues, it will have profound
consequences for the well-being of all of humanity.
Limitation of strategic arms is, therefore, a
permanent and global problem that cannot be
subordinated to the day-to-day changes in SovietAmerican relations.
At the same time, it must be understood on
both sides that if tensions increase over a period of
time, the general relationship will deteriorate and,
therefore, the SALT negotiations will also be
affected.
•
Second, we must consider the long-term consequences of a failure of the SALT negotiations. If
the interim agreement lapses, the Soviets will be
free of several severe restraints. They can add
heavy ICBMs [intercontinental ballistic missiles]
without restrictions. They can build more submarines without dismantling old ICBMs. There will
be no equal ceiling of 2,400. The immediate
impact would be that the numerical gap frozen in
SALT I, and equalized in Vladivostok, would again
become a factor, facing us with the choice of either
large expenditures in a strategically and politically
unproductive area or a perceived inequality with its
political implications.
Of course we will not negotiate any agreement that does not achieve strategic equality for
the United Statcl; and that we cannot defend as
being in the national interest. Nor does it mean
that Angola, or •similar situations, will, if continued, not impinge on SALT as well as the general
relationship. But it does mean that the general
objective of a more orderly and stable nuclear relationship is in the interests of the United States and
in the interests of the world and cannot be easily
a:Jandoned. This is why the President has decided
that I should go to Moscow to negotiate on SALT,
and we expect that the talks will be conducted in
the same spirit by the Soviet side.
Now I will go to your questions.
THE PRESS: Mr. Secretary, does the fact that
you are going to Moscow now mean that you have
forwarded a new proposal to · the Kremlin on
SALT?
A: We have not yet forwarded a new proposal
to Moscow on SALT, but we expect to do so
before I go there, within the next day or two.
Q: Mr. Secretary, what is standing in the way

of a compromise that would point the way to a
treaty at thzs point?
A: The obstacle to an agreement results
primarily from issues th~t could not be consid~red
fully at Vladivostok, because the technology was
not yet developed at that time. Primarily the issues
concern how to deal with the Soviet BACKFIRE
bomber and how to deal with the American cruise
missiles; whether and how to count them; whether
and what restraints to accept. These are fundamentally the outstanding issues. Most other issues
have either been settled in principle or in detail.
Q: Excuse me, zf I may follow up. But that
was the case several months ago and you didn't go
to Moscow. Now you are going. Does thz's mean
that at least these two outstanding issues are pretty
much settled?
A: There has been no discussion with the
Soviets except that the Soviets have assured us that
they are prepared to modify their last position and,
on that basis, we hope to be able to work out some
solution.
Q: Mr. Secretary, are you saying that you are
making Soviet restraint in Angola a quid pro quo
for any successful conclusion to the SALT treaty,
or are you not saying that?
A: I am saying two things: I am saying that
Soviet actions in Angola, if continued, are bound
to affect the general relationship with the United
States; that a substantial deterioration of that relationship can also, over time, affect the strategic
arms talks.
At this point, however, I would also maintain
that the limitation of strategic arms is not a concession we make to the Soviet Union, but it is an
objective that is in our interest and it is in the
world interest and it is in the interest of world
peace. So we will pursue the negotiations in the
present framework.
Q: To follow up, zf there is no change in the
Soviet position on Angola, would you then expect
that there could be a successful SALT II negotiation later on?
A: We would have to face this in the light of
the circumstances that may exist later.
Q: Mr. Secretary, you have been sending this
message-you and the President have been sending
this message to Moscow now for several weeks.
Have you had any indication whatsoever that the
Soviets might be interested in a diplomatic solution
to Angola, and secondly, are you willing to discuss

this with the Soviets when you go Moscow?
A: It is a close race between the messages we
send and the deterioration of our domestic position. And messages that are not backed up at home
lose a fair amount of their credibility.
We are prepared to discuss Angola, and we
have had some exchanges with the Soviet Union on
Angola in recent weeks which we will have to
clarify.
Q: Mr. Secretary, is the fact that you are
going to Moscow-can that be taken as a sure thing
that you will reach an agreement, or zs there still
the possibility of failure?
A: There is the possibility of failure. We do
not know the details of the Soviet position, and on
the other hand we assume that the Soviet Union
would not invite the Secretary of State to negotiate with Mr. Brezhnev [General Secretary,
Communist Party] , unless a major effort would be
made to come to an agreement.
Q: Mr. Secretary, zs it your expectation that zf
things go as you anticipate that you will be able to
conclude an agreement in Moscow? Will you set
out for us what you are aiming at-are you aiming
at an agreement in princ1'ple?
A. No, there cannot be a final agreement in
Moscow. The most that is achievable in Moscow is
an agreement in principle similar to the Vladivostok agreement, but covering the outstanding
issues such as BACKFIRE and cruise missiles and
to relate them to Vladivostok. And then ther; will
have to be technical discussions at Geneva to work
out the detailed provisions. And that, under the
best of circumstances, would take another 2 to 3
months.
Q: Mr. Secretary, I am curious as to how you
are going to conduct these parallel negotiations
with the Soviets. On. the one hand, you are indicating that the success of SALT may hinge on
Soviet activities in Angola. On the other hand, you
are going to Moscow in a few days presumably to
conclude an agreement in princzple. How can you
do that without knowing what the Soviet reaction
in Angola is?
A: I have made dear in my statement that the
regulation of nuclear arms in the strategic field
between the United States and the Soviet Union is
not a benefit we confer on the Soviet Union. It is a
generic problem of world order that must be
settled at some point and for which conditions are
propitious now because of a long record of negotia-

tion, and because technology is at a p~int where it
is possible to accept certain restraints ~ow which
might then have to wait for another cycle
technology before they can be made effective.
The point I am making is that if there is a
general deterioration in our relationship, it could
affect SALT. In any event, whatever is agreed in
Moscow will take several months to negotiate in
greater detail.
Q: If I could just follow up for a second,
please. In other words, you are not saying, then,
that zf there is not some Soviet pull-back in Angola
before the termination of your trzp to Moscow,
that that is going to have an adverse effect on
SALT.
A: That is correct.
Q: Mr. Secretary, you said that messages not
backed up at home lose certain credibility, I think.
We are now entering a presidential election year.
Isn't it likely that those messages will continue not
to be backed up; and what impact will that have on
foreign policy in general?
A: I have always believed very strongly that
the foreign policy of the United States must reflect
the permanent values and interests of the United
States. It is not a partisa!l foreign policy. And to
the best of my ability, I have attempted to conduct
this office in a manner that can make it achieve
bipartisan support.
It would, therefore, be a tragedy if during this
election year we did not find some means to put
some restraint on our domestic debates in the field
of foreign policy and to find some means of
common action.
As soon as the Congress returns, I will talk to
several of the leaders to see what cooperation is
possible to put at least some restraint on partisan
controversy, because "the penalties we will pay for
lack of ·unity will have to be paid for for many
years.
But it is a problem. I agree with you.
Q: Mr. Secretary, what exactly is it that you
are asking the Soviets to do in Angola? Are you
asking them to totally cease arms shipments to the
MPLA {Popular Movement for the Liberation of
Angola]? Are you asking them to get the Cubans
out of there? Or would you be satisfied with something less than that-that they, for example,
moderate the amount of arms that they are sending
and take some of the Cubans out?
A: First of all, let us get some idea of the

of
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dimensions of what the Soviet Union has done.
The Soviet Union has sent close to $200 million worth of military equipment to Angola in the
last 9 months, which equals the total amount of all
military equipment sent to all the rest of subSaharan Africa by all other countries. So that is
not a minor infusion of military force. In addition
to that, between 5,000 and 7,000 Cuban military
forces are in Cuba-are in Angola-in fact, they
seem to be everywhere except in Cuba. The fighting in the northern front in Angola is conducted
almost entirely by Cuban forces and without even
a pretense of any significant MPLA participation.
Now, that is a significant international event for
which there are no clever explanations and from
which other countries must draw certain
conclusions.
As far as the United States is concerned, our
position is that there should be a cease-fire; that all
foreign forces should be withdrawn. We are even
prepared to discuss a phasing by which South
African forces are withdrawn first, if there is a
stated, brief interval after which all other forces are
withdrawn; that there should be negotiations
between the main factions; that all outside powers,
including, of course, the United States, cease their
military intervention. And we are prepared to agree
to the end of all military shipments.
If the issue comes down to nominal shipments
for a normal government by African standards, this
is something about which we are prepared to negotiate.
We want to get the great powers out of
Angola. We want to return it as an African problem. And we are prepared to accept any solution
that emerges out of African efforts.
Our concern about Angola is the demonstration of a Soviet willingness to intervene with what,
for those conditions, is a very substantial military
infusion of military force-plus an expeditionary
force-while the United States paralyzes itself by
declaring a fraction of this as a massive involvement of the United States, when we have declared
that there is no possibility of any American military forces or advisers going there. And that is an
event of considerable international significanceboth the Soviet action and the American reaction.
Q: Mr. Secretary, to follow that up, you
spoke of the need to break the pattern of action
and reaction that could build toward crisis. Isn't

that what the Senate was trying to do, to break
that pattern?
A: Well, you can always break the pattern of
action and reaction by yielding. Our idea is to
maintain the international equilibrium-not to give
temptation for aggressive and irresponsible
action-and at the same time to establish principles
of mutual restraint. Certainly it is always possible
to solve these problems in the short term by declaring that they do not exist.
Q: Mr. Secretary, two questions. I am not
sure I have this exactly right, but didn't you say at
a previous press conference that the United States
would not table another SALT proposal unless the
Russians tabled another one first? And secondly,
have all the members of the NSC [National
Security Council] and the Verzfication Panel
signed off on this new proposal that we plan to
offer in Moscow?
A: With respect to the first question, I said
that the United States cannot table a new proposal
simply because the Soviets had rejected the old
one. We have been given a clear promise that there
would be a significant modification in the Soviet
position. Under these conditions, we are prepared
to put forward. a modification of our position,
because we would prefer to negotiate from our
position rather than from some other.
We have made clear-and I can repeat it
here-that if the Soviets do not modify their last
position, there ca~ be no agreement. An·d the position which we will forward to them will be substantially different from the last Soviet position.
So it will requireQ: Substantially different from their last
position?
A: It will also be somewhat different from
our position. It is an honest attempt to find·a solution that takes into account the real concerns of all
sides.
With respect to our internal discussions, I will
not have a clear picture until I have read all the
newspaper articles that will emerge over the next
few weeks, which are invariably more dramatic
than the discussions which in fact take place. But
my impression is that there is unanimity on the
course that we are pursuing. We have had very
good meetings. We have had two Verification Panel
meetings, two NSC meetings. Th.ere will probably
be another NSC meeting before I go just to review

the bidding. And I would say that the Government
is operating, until the Sunday editions, with
complete unanimity.
Q: Mr. Secretary, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
don't provide much drama for you, but are they
signing on to this proposal?
A: The Joint Chiefs of Staff are signing on to
this proposal, yes.
Q: Mr. Secretary, would you recommend conclusion of a new SALT agreement with the Soviets
if Soviet and. Cuban forces are still in Angola?
A: I am going to Moscow in order to see
whether the deadlock in these negotiations can be
broken. We should not play with the strategic arms
limitation negotiations. It is a matter that is of
profound concern for the long-term future. It is in
an area in which no significant advantages can be
achieved by either side but in which the momentum of events can lead to consequences that could
be very serious. And therefore we will not use it
lightly for bargaining purposes in other areas. On
the other hand, obviously if the general relationship deteriorates, then it could over a period of
time even affect the Strategic Arms Limitation
Talks. But I think we should make every effort to
avoid that.
Q: Mr. Secretary, you and your people have
been talking to the Soviet Union about what they
are doing in Angola. How would you describe, or
what are your impressions of, the Soviet attitude
toward a lessening or a decrease of their role there
that would be satisfactory to us?
A: We are exploring with the Soviet Union
now what steps can be taken in the wake of the
OAU [Organization of African Unity] meeting,
and we have had some exploratory talks, some of
which would offer the possibility of progress. But
we would have to J?e sure that we understand the
meaning that the Soviets attach to some of their
ideas.
Q: One follow-up. If the Soviet Union wants
the Cuban expeditionary force out, would that
bring about its departure?
A: That's their problem.
Q: But you must have an opinion.
A: I think major powers have a responsibility
to think about the consequences they will face
when they engage their troops or troops of their
friends. It is a lesson we have had to learn; it may
be a lesson that the Soviet Union should learn.

Q: Mr. Secretary, two additional points on
Angola. There have been totally contradictory
reports from the United States and from the Soviet
Union about the presence of Soviet vessels off
Angola. U.S. officials say they are there. The
Soviet Union says this is a total fabrication.
Secondly, the outcome of the OAU
meeting-what is the U.S. perception of whether
that has enhanced or retarded the prospect of a
diplomatic movement from here on?
A: There is no question that there are some
Soviet vessels off Angola-or at least they were
yesterday. I haven't seen today's report. There was
a cruiser heading south, which is now in port in
Guinea. So we don't know whether it will continue
to head south or whether it will move to another
destination. That would be the largest Soviet vessel
that has been off southern Africa in many years.
But we are not sure yet whether it will continue to
move south. When the original announcements
were made, it was heading south. It has since put in
at the port in Guinea.
What was your other question?
Q: The Soviet Union has denied that it has
any ships there. Where do you go from that kind of
a stand-off?
A: Well, if there are no ships there, and if we
should wake up one morning and find there are no
ships there, we will agree with them. And that will
end the debate. We are not going to pursue-it's a
good way to make the ships disappear.
Q: The second point was your perception of
the outcome of the OAU meeting. Has that
advanced or retarded the diplomatic prospects?
A: I think, considering events in this country
in recent weeks and the difficulty we have had to
give a clear indication of what the United States
could do, considering the massive Cuban and
Soviet lobbying effort that went on at the OAU
meeting, it is remarkable that half of the members
of the OAU substantially agreed with our perception of the problem, which is to say, not to
recognize any of the factions and to bring about an
end of foreign intervention.
We think, moreover, that a vast majority of
the OAU members favor an end of foreign intervention, ·if one can separate that problem from
some of the local issues.
So we think that ·there is a considerable
African support for the main lines of our policy
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which is, after all, to leave African problems to the the basis of that relationship. So I would think that
African nations and to insulate Africa from great the main lines of our relationship to the People's
power confrontation.
Republic of China can continue along well-estabWe do not want anything for the United lished lines. And, certainly, as far as the United
States. We are not opposed to the MPLA as an States is concerned, as I said in my speech to the
African movement. We are opposed to the massive General Assembly [September 22, 1975], there is
foreign intervention by which a victory of the no relationship to which we attach greater imporMPLA is attempted to be achieved.
tance than the relationship with the People's
So I believe that this position, which in its Republic of China.
totality is supported by, after all, half of the
On the other hand, we should have no illuAfrican states in the face of much discouraging sions on what that relationship is based. There is
news from here, is in its major elements supported no question that the interest the People's Republic
by more than half of the African states. And we of China has in a relationship with the United
hope that a diplomatic solution can be built on States depends on its assessment of the relevance
that.
•
of the United States to problems of concern to the
Q: Mr. Secretary, given the Congressional atti- People's Republic of China. And to the degree that
tudes on foreign affairs in general, do you intend the United States seems less able to play a major
to talk to any leaders of Congress before you go to international role, for whatever reason, to that
Moscow to negotiate further, and is there any dan- extent, the leaders in Peking, who are extremely
ger that a repudiation by Congress of a SALT sophisticated, will draw conclusions from it.
agreement might be counterproduc#ve to the very
And it is this, and not the issue of personaliobjectives you're seeking for the long term?
ties, that will affect the final judgments that will be
A: I have been briefing Congressional leaders made.
on SALT negotiations consistently. There has been
Q: Mr. Secretary, on that last point then, how
no significant new development in the negotiating
can there be no movement on Taiwan, as there has
process, but I will no doubt be in touch with some
been none over the last couple of years -how is
of the senior members of the Senate.
that relationship then relevant for China?
As far as repudiation of an agreement is conA: Well, first of all, I am not saying there has
cerned, it would of course be a very serious matter
been no movement over recent years.
since, in any event, one of the biggest foreign
Secondly, one would have to say that there
policy problemstwe now face is the question from
are other issues that are considered more important
other countries of who speaks for the United
by the People's Republic of China, in the present
States. Somebody has to speak for the United
phase of its relationship with the United States,
States, and there can be no foreign policy without
than Taiwan.
authority.
Q: Can you give us some examples?
So if an agreement were repudiated, it would
A: Well, the overall performance of the
accelerate this very dangerous tendency, but we do
United
States with respect to the world equilibnot have an agreement yet.
num.
Q: Mr. Secretary, in your t!ssessment, how
Q: Do you see any chance that in the U.N.
will the death of Prime Minister Chou En-lai affect
Security
Council debate that is now going on on the
relations between the United States and China and
Middle
East-that
anything constructive could
between China and the Soviet Union, and how do
come
out,
either
for
Israel
or for the United States;
you vz·ew the return of the helicopter pilots by the
and would you say that the polarizatz'on that seems
Chinese to the Soviet Union?
to be occurring as a result of that debate between
A: The relationship between the United
Israel and the Palestinians--the PLO {Palestz'ne
States and the People's Republic of China is based
Liberation Organization} -has hastened the need
on the permanent interests of both countries; and
for a reconvening of the Geneva conference?
even though my admiration for Prime Minister
Chou En-lai is well known, I do not believe that it
A: Well, the United States supports the reconwas his personality, alone or principally, that was
vening of the Geneva conference, or of a prepara-
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tory conference to discuss the reconvening of the
Geneva conference.
I do not want to prejudge the outcome of a
debate which is still going on, but, from what we
have seen, the resolutions that are at this moment
being talked about seem not too promising.
On the other hand, the United States strongly
supports. progress toward peace in the Middle East
and will make efforts, when this debate is concluded, to begin the negotiating process in whatever forum can be arranged.
Q: Mr. Secretary, how do you see the possib£lities now of either Syrian or Israeli intervention
in Lebanon?
A: Well, we have stated repeatedly that we
support the independence and sovereignty of Lebanon and the right of the communities within Lebanon to lead their own lives. We would believe that
any outside military intervention, from whatever
quarter, would involve the gravest threat to peace
and stability in the Middle East; and we have left
the parties concerned in no doubt that the United
States would oppose any military intervention
from whatever quarter.
Q: 1Hr. Secretary, earlier you said that the
United States would favor a South African withdrawal even in advance of withdrawal by the other
foreign forces. Can we infer from this that there's
been some sort of work on a t£metable or some
coordination with South Africa about its presence
there?
A: No. The United States favors the. withdrawal unconditionally of all foreign forces_:_South
African, Cuban, Soviet, and whatever other foreign
forces could be there.
The United States in a general negotiation
might even--could even support a phased withdrawal, as long as t:I:e interval were sufficiently
short and it is not just an excuse to permit the
Cubans to take over all of Angola, which is what

the military fighting is now coming down to in
Angola. But this refers to diplomatic possibilities;
it does not refer to any understanding between us
and South Africa.
Q: Mr. Secretary, this being the first news
conference for 1976, I wonder if I could walk you
out on the limb a bit. What do you think wz"ll
happen insofar as a Syrian disengagement? Do you
th£nk, in fact, there will be a SALT agreement in
'76? And how do you think the Angola crisis will
eventually end? {Laughter.}
A: This is an absolutely no-win question.
I think we have the possibility of a SALT
agreement that is in the national interest and that,
with a rational debate in which the alternatives are
dearly put, can be sold to the American public and
to the American Congress. At any rate, as far as the
United States is concerned, we will be working in
that direction. I cannot speak until I have seen the
Soviet position; I cannot make a flat prediction.
With respect to Angola, I think the major
powers have a responsibility to show great restraint, and I think the African countries have a
great opportunity to keep great power rivalries out
of their continent and have an opportunity also
not to permit outside expeditionary forces to become the dominant eve1it. A greater degree of
unity in this country would help us achieve this
objective. And under present conditions we have
severe difficulties due to our domestic situation.
With respect to a disengagement agreement
between Syria and Israel, we of course support
negotiations between Syria and Israel on this subject. Syria has declared so repeatedly that it would
not negotiate alone, and only in an Arab context,
that I would think that a separate agreement between Syria and Israel, without involving some
other parties, is now less likely than would have
seemed the case a few months ago.
THE PRESS: Thank you very much.
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