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Tuesday. May 20. 1975DATE AND TIME: 
10:20 a. m. - 3:03 p. m. 

Soviet EmhassyPLACE: 
Vienna 

SALT; Middle EastSUBJECT: 

Kissinger: Let me sum up. On' the European Security Conference. 

I just want to SUIn up what our instruction will be to our delegation: 

th.at they should negotiate siInultaneously hUInan contacts, all Basket III 

together, with your delegation. The speed with which this can be done 

will depend also on the flexibility shown by your side. We have to start 

with the fact that we have Inade a major effort to Ineet your concerns. 


And we told you we have tentatively set aside on the President! s schedule 

the week of July 21st. But whether we can Ineet this depends on the 


flexibi lity shown by your side• 


.L, GroInyko: We have Inade our cOInments on your text. And as for 
contacts, we have not had time to go into that. Let the delegations deal 

with it. ··'i. 

Kissinger: Our delegation will be' instructed to wait until your delega
tion has sOInething on inforInation and human contacts. 

Our delegation was.;.given instructions on hUInan contactsKorniyenko: .f 

today. 

Kissinger: Then our delegation will be instructed to start today. 

It! s a much better way. But will your delegation also have your cOInments 
on information? So our delegation can get it froIn the Soviet? 

And the Foreign Minister also said, on the notification tiIne, that they 

would increase it to 18 days. 

And 155 kilometers. [Laughter] 

And we said we would take it up with our allies. All right. 

~ECRE'¥-fXGDS 
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SALT 

Gromyko:. Now shall we take up SALT, Mr. Secretary? 

Kissinger: On SALT we've given you a paper which incorporates our 
ideas (C. S. Note. Tab A]. Could ,\ve have your reaction on that? And 
then we could comment. 

Gromyko: So I see you would prefer us .to make a few conunents first. 

Kissinger: Yes, because we gave you this paper, and there is no point 
in making additional comments until we hear from you. 

Gromyko: All right. Then we will touch upon several matters which 
you also refer to in your paper and then go on to other matters we do 
not yet ag re eon. 

The agreement presently in operation and the exchange of views we have 
had until now regarding the new agreement were based on one major 
premise -- that national means would be used for observation and 
verification. The issue of any kind of international control measures 
simply didn't arise and that is one of the most important premises on 
which the whole agreement is based. Otherwise no agreement would 
have been reached. 

But we have now noticed, notably from statements by your representa
tive at Geneva. that you are gradually beginning to inject certain 
elements of an international control into discussions. and this is 
certainly something that brings in a complicating element of a principled 

'"ifnature. 

You yourselves probably are aware of the complexity of this issue and 
this is why in our view you are putting forward certain ideas to solve 
the problem. That is why, in our view, you are specifying that MIR Ved 
missiles be located in certain areas, and this applies to both sides. 

Kis singer: This applies only to SS-I8. 

Grornvko: Yes, yes. 

Kissin~er: Not to all of them• 

.:&gCRET/XGDS 
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Grornyko:' We realize that, but that we cannot accept. 

Kissinger: You cannot accept? But you appreciate the thought. 

Our people thought it was your idea. 

Gromyko: No. Our answer is definite. It was not our idea. 

Kissinger: Then there is a. foreigner on .your delegation. 

Grornyko: No. 

Kissinger: We thought Mr. Shchukin thought it was an inte~esting idea. 

Gromyko: No. 

Kissinger: We'll sign it.with Shchukin then. 

Gromyko: Frankly speaking, in Moscow we were surprised. 

Kissinger: Then we have to go back to our original position. 

Grornyko: Then the question arose of so-called heavy missiles. You 
will recall your representatives at Geneva put forward certain considera
tions in connection with the clause"'in the existing agreement regarding 
increasing dimensions by ten to fift,een percent. Your representatives 
set out certain considerations which are not in line with those agreed 
dimensions which were included in the existing agreement. You will 
recall, because it was said directly by our delegation and was in the 
aide-memoire we exchanged [Ta~.B), that we agreed to transfer those 

" clauses unchanged from the exfsting agreement to the new one. And 
since this understanding was included in the aide-memoire we agreed, 

" we therefore were surprised this was raised by the American delegation. 

'Therefore, let me repeat we are in favor of transferring this clause 
from the existing one to the new one. You will recall, when ,the original 
'agreement was being worked out, this question took up a lot of time and 
th,is solution was found and recognized as the most suitable. 

, " 

Kissinger: 'Because we never clarified 'what is meant by 15%-- whether' 
it means it can be changed 150"'1) in every direction" or 15% overall. 
Secondly, we cannot accept that every time there is a new missile you 
can add another 15%. Fifteen percent you can do once, not ever F' 

;. R-' ' 
'f Q-.J.,' 

f~ <,-~ ~ 
~ "', 



c 5 


Gromyko: Do you mind if I went through all our comments first, and 

. then you can corrur:ent? 


Kissinger: It's a serious test for me. Reluctantly. 

Gromyko: We can of course do it one by one, but we will never finish 
all my points. 

Kis singer: All right; I'll no longer interrupt. 

I'll talk to Sonnenfeldt while you are .talking Russian. 

Gromyko: So we are in favor of proceeding from the Vladivostok 
agreement, whose sequel was the agreed aide memoire that we exchanged. 
Further, you will recall the total numbers of missiles were to include. 
all missiles, all air-to-ground missiles over a certain agreed range, 
which was set at 600 kilometers. But later you introduced another 
element, so-called cruise missiles. We don't think that would be 
appropriate. So .on this matter too, we believe it is necessary to stand 
by what was in the agreed aide memoire. 

Kissinger: When I nod, it means I've understood, not that I agree. 

Gromyko: Now, regarding the definition of heavy bomber. For the 

United States, heavy bombers wilF.,be taken to mean the B-52 and B-l. 

For the Soviet Union, the TU-95 an~ Myasishchevs [the Mya-4 Bison]. 

Plus on our side all Soviet aircraft whose characteristics would be 

analogous to the B-1•..Possible aircraft. 


Kis singer: . How about analogous~to the Bison? 
.f 

Gromyko: I've not finished yet. As regards the Soviet aircraft you 

call the Backfire, we ca·nnot agree they should be included in heavy. 

They are not heavy. They are· not a strategic aircraft. What you 


.·~people are saying is that it's not a strategic bomber - - it can't complete 
.its mission and reach its base - - but it can be refueled in-flight and . 
therefore should be included in the strategic bombers. But if you start 
reasoning in that fashion, you can even include fighters, because they 
could have two, three, four refuelings in the air. 

Kissinger: You don~t want me to answer now? 

-=-SECftE'F,tXGDS 
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Gromyko: So what your people are saying, the reservation regarding 
the southern area of USSR, doesn't help. 

[Both sides confer. ] 

Further, it seems to us indispensable to include in the new agreement 
a clause which would limit the development of new strategic weapons. 
vVe are not sure we have provided for all possible eventualities in our 
proposal but we· believe we should not lose sight of this important 
matter. As we understand it, in the course of the discussions taking 
place in the U. S. itself, there are some', for example, in the Congress, 
calling attention to the need to have a clause limiting development of 
new strategic weapons, so it is in the spirit of the agreement. But 
the U. S. proposals bypassed this entirely. Maybe it is by chance, [or] 
somet bing temporary. 

Further, we believe the new agreement should include a clause relating 
to an obligation not to transfer to other states any strategic arms and 
not to render any assistance to other states to develop strategic offensive 
arms. No mention of this is made in your proposals and we think it 
would hardly be right to lose sight of this question as well. 

From time to time the question of mobile strategic systems arises. 
This question arose originally in the preparation of the fix:st agreement, 
then was sort of left alone and not emphasized again. But of late, if 
not discussed too broadly, it is arising. We at this point do not have 
any detailed comments to make or any elaborated position, but the 
question does exist. In other words, it should be kept in mind and at 
some future time there should be a more detailed discussion. If you 
have comments, w~ would be p:r;epared to hear them. 

Now, on future SALT negotiations, that is, after we sign the new agree
ment: We are familiar with the general trend of discussion on this 
in the United States, so we know that quite a good deal of attention is 
devoted to it in the United States. We certainly too believe it is a 
question worthy of discussion. We are not against these proposals and 
believe at some later time we could return to this matter. 

Kis sinc:er: You mean about starting in 1977? 

Gromyko: Yes. We do not believe it is a difficult issue. 

ffiGf'tEb/.XG D S 
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Further, you will recall when you were in Moscow before Vladivostok, 
in October, there was a question about the number of Tridents. 

Kissinger: And Typhoons. 

Gromyko: Right. You will recall you had quite a detailed discussion 
with the General Secretary on that, but it later took a different form 
when you were discussing not the number of Tridents but the number of 
launchers, which in effect amounts to the" same thing. To switch from 
generalities to more specifics, we mentioned the number of 240 launchers. 
You know how that figure came into existence, but we recall you didn't 
like that limitation. And you believe there should be no discussion of 

"1that question. 

Kissinger: It's also not discussed in the Vladivostok memorandum. 

Gromyko: That is true. but we are referring to various discussions 
before. 

Kis singer: That's right, we discussed it previously. 

"~ 	 Gromyko: Now I just want to say. in our view, we could return to this 
in the context of the general course of the talks. We don't right now 
want to build a high wall which wou~d be an obstacle to our further efforts. 
We could return to this later in the context of the general course of the 
negotiations. 

Further, if we take the ultimate total figure of launchers, that is, 2400, 
by what time should that figure be;. reached? There is a question there. 

,< 

Kissinger: Not in our mind. 

Gromyko: You too asked a question about this to the General Secretary, . 
last October. I was sitting opposite you at the same distance as toda.y. 
So the question was perfectly present. Our general view on this is: It' 
is quite clear that the dates by which the total numbers should be brought 
in, line with this figure should be agreed upon. 

Today I merely want to say this date should not be prior to the entry 
into force of the agreement. 

Kissinger: Not prior. 

~l!3Cltl!!"f I XGDS 
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Gromyko: . Yes. 

Kissinger: In other words, not before 1977? 

Gromyko: Yes. So obviously the deadline will lie somewhere 
bet\veen the date of entry into force of the agreement and any other 
date we choose. We have no specific date in mind but at least we 
hope this question won't be a serious impediment to the agreement. 

Now there is also the question of forward":based weapons. Usually as 
soon as this question comes up, one usually senses some wariness on 

the American side. 

Kis singer: Sonnenfeldt? 

Gromyko: We, on the contrary, believe you should be enthusiastic on. 


this matter. 


Kissinger: Do I not look enthusiastic? 

Gromyko: Rather indifferent. Rather indifferent. 

You may well say that at Vladivostok this point was not included in 
the discussion as a condition for the preparation and signing of the 
agreement. To that I would say I agree it was not made a condition 
for the agreement. But if it was y~ur iI!lpression it was discussed as 
a condition, we would certainly agree with you. 

Kissinger: You must have seen my talking points. 

~ . 
Gromyko: So we consider ourselves to have read your thoughts correctly! 

But let us be quite clear on one thing: On no occasion have we said as 
far as the future is concerned that this question does not exist. It 
does exist and in the future it will be a matter for dis cus sion. So it 
would be a good thing, we believe, if in conjunction with the negotiation's 
now under way, we merely indicate this is a topic for future discussion. 
You would certainly look upon us as quite naive if we failed to mention 
that matter or if v.:e belie\"ed it closed•. History, after all, doesn't 
come to a close with the end or the duration of the first agreement; 
neither will it come to an .end~ith the end of the duration of the second. 

6~CRET/XGDS 
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Kissinger: You will still be Foreign Minister, so I am sure it won1t 
be forgotten. 

Gromyko: We will both meet on it. Our experience will be enriched 
by it. We will meet at the terminal point of the second agreement! 

Kissinger: By 1985 we will be moving towards alliance; that's my 
historic prediction. 

Gromyko: You are saying this as a historian, not as Secretary of State. 

Kissinger: I have to give my associates some hope of a terminal 
date. When you say I'll still be Secretary of State by 1985.... Look 
at the expression on Sisco's face. 

dromyko: So let my just sum up. Let me say I tried to be as brief as 
possible to set out these questions that have to be considered in a new 
agreement. And every word said by General Secretary Brezhnev to 
President Ford at Vladivostok remains in force. We feel there is 
equal interest,on both sides fora new agreement to be signed. We 
will work that way and we hope the United States will act in the same 
spirit. We trust you will try to be that specific in your comments as \",:e 
endeavor to be, because we have already spent time on general' principles 
and we should get down to specifics. 

~" 

Kissinger: I would like to consult with my colleagues, but can you tell . 
Ine what in your presentation differs from what is already presented 
at Geneva? 

Gromyko: .' In principle, what I""Ie said here has nothing new. Maybe 
som,e slight nuances in the method, of presentation rather than substance. 

Kissinger: That is my irnpre£!sion. 

Gromyko: ,Regarding the first question, that is, the so-called regional.' -;~;, 
approach to MIRVed missiles, was not presented at Geneva. 

Kissinger: But you closed off the discussion. 

. .' 

. Lettne consult for five minutes~ We ,don't know which of your conces
sions to accept fir~,t•. 

[There ,\vas a break beginning at 11 :15 a. m. Kissinger and Gro ko 
conferred informally alone from 11 :29 to 11 :45 a. m. ] , ,::c.. hJ, :"::"" 

~R£WXGDS tJ
.. " 
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Kissinger: All right, Mr. Foreign Minister, let me make two 

comments, one general and one specific. 


The general comment concerns the utility of these meetings at the 
political level and the purpose we're attempting to serve. Our practice 
in the past was that Geneva would proceed at the somewhat technical 
level, that the Geneva negotiators would explore, and that difficulties 
would then be solved at the political level after which we give new 
~~structions to our delegations. 

.... ~. ~ 

The second point was that we would use these meetings to make some 

progress in political relations, but this requires some substantive 

progress. 


.0" 

I must say on neither of the two s:ubjects we've discussed, CSCE or 
SALT, has any substantial progress been made. And we will have to 
consider at the end what to tell the press, so we don't give a misleading 
impres sion. 

Even a quick look at your comments on information indicates it will not . 
be particularly helpful.o 

Now let me not return to the European Security Conference, which we 

have discussed before. Let me deal with your SALT position. 


, 4' 
 0 • 

We submitted a paper to you, which quite frankly was in the category of 
the discussions of your Ambassador'and I. It had no official standing 
in our Government, and went to the limit of what we thoughtwe could 
get. If you had accepted part of it, or even made a counterproposal, 
we could then have pushed in that direction. We made some specific 
suggestions that went beyond ou:( p"'osition at Geneva. You, on the other 
hand. gave us word for word the satne position you had at Geneva. We 
have to consider the valuEf of di~cussions in this channel.' We had made 
an effort in preparing for a new position and even made a start last 
Saturday [by a Verification Panel meeting] in preparing the Government 
for new instructions for Geneva. 

o • 

'- '. .. 
'". ,,;4: ....; ....,~:::..:.... 

In order to help your colleag\\es in Moscow, and not to be impolite, 
there is no chance whatsoever, no matter how long the negotiations go 
on, that we will accept your position at Geneva.. There is no chance 
what~oever that we will accept your Geneva position. The agreement 

...-SiS€~XGDS: 
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will lapse in '77. If we begin organizing our public opinion for it, we 
will get support, and there will be no chance ofa strategic arms 
limitation agreement, if we make it a controversial is sue. 

' ..Now let me go through the individual points. 

First, the is sue of MIRV verification. We have made clear even before 
Vladivostok - - I know I made it clear to your Ambassador; he didn't 
agree but I made it clear -- how we proposed to count, that is, that 
we would count any missile of a MIRVed type as MIRVed. The burden 
would be on you to show it wasn't. You'know your znissiles better 
than we ,do. That means either you accept it or you give us some 
alternate criteria that are plausible by which we can deterznine whether 
a znissile is MIRVed or not MIRVed. 

Now neither of these has happened. The idea of complexes we thought 
was accepting your idea, and we did this in order to help you. Other
wise we prefer our position. Indeed, the purpose of the complex idea 
was to make it possible to verify by national technical means, a prin-, 
ciple which we are not now and have never challenged. 

So there has to be some definition by which national technical means 
can verify deployment of MIRV's or we cannot make an agreement. 
It is as simple as that. 1£ our proposal isn't acceptable, 9r the complex· 
idea isn't acceptable, then you hav~ to give us some other criteria. 1£ 
not, then there is no means of verification, and therefore we cannot 
have an agreement. 

The second point, the 150/0. I will not refer to the fact that when the 
General Secretary spoke to Pr~siaent Nixon, he specifically disclaimed 
that he was talking about each direction but only in general terms of 
size. I won't mention that if you increase by 15% in each dimension, 
it would mean an increase of 52%. Even when we put forward our 
definition, it means an increase of something like 30% in volume. 
This is the maximum we can go to. 

At one point in Moscow in 1972 we discussed not permitting any increase 
at all; we permitted you to back off from that position because 15% wasn't 
very significant. \\re cannot accept that it is more than 15%, nor can we 
accept that it can be done more than once. This is not in addition to the 
~ld agreem.ent; it is a clarification of the old agreement. The old agree
ment was not very precise on the is sue. 

~XGDS 
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Then let us turn tq the question of air-to-ground m.issiles. The issue 

of air-to-ground missiles was extremely vaguely drawn in Vladivostok. 

Though it may not have been always clarified in translating, the Presi

dent was extremely careful to say "ballistic" missile. This was the 

translation from our side; it wasn't you, Viktor• 


. 5ukhodrev: It wasn't actually translated. 

Kissinger: Did you do it? 

5ukhodrev: Yes. 

Kissinger: Be that as it may. 

The second ambiguity is the carrier for these cruise :mis siles, or, to 

put it another way, where they should be counted. The Vladivostok 

agree:ment speaks only of :missiles carried on bombers, so :missiles 

carried on transport planes theoretically need not be counted. Third, 

ballistic :missiles carried on ships .don't have to be counted. 50 we 

in our proposal atte:mpted to close these loopholes. 


. '-, 

Again, I have to say, not that you have to accept these, but we attempted 
to :make serious efforts to work out principles that in some cases worked 
in your favor, or :made clear the Vladivostok agree:ment in an area where 
we weren't so clear about in Vladivostok. 

Again, I didn't necessarily expect agree:ment with our position, but we 

made a serious effort in our position and were :met with your Geneva 

position which is im.possible far ~s. . . .... '.. . .•.... .. '. "'C 


On heavy bo:mbers, it is,'not so si:mple. The Backfire in range and size 

is not different from the Bison and is superior in perfor:mance. 1£ the 

Bison is to be counted, logically the Backfire should be counted•. 1£ we 

developed, a variation of the·B-S2 and called it something else, 

would have to count it, or it would be absurd. .' .- .~ , 


~ ~. 

We attempted to do the sa:me thing as we did with MIRV verification. 

that is, we tried to develop criteria, including the deployment of the 

Backfire and the refueling of the Backfire. This is a p~sition we have 

not even' present~d.to our or the Congressional bureaucracy. Tobe 


-=.SEC~ ET"/XGDS 
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presented with simply a repetition of the Geneva position makes it 

extremely difficult to make progress on this issue. 


Again, we went considerably beyond our Geneva position and I regret 

to say you did not. 


Now let me deal with new strategic systems. As far as the general 
trend of opinion in the United State s is concerned, I pay no attention 
to these kinds of arguments but the trend of opinion that ~a:tt~~rs- is 
the trend you negotiate with, not Senatorial statements. And it makes 
a difference whether you are talking about the Trident or B-1 or 
systems subsequent to the Trident or B-l. If you are talking about 
the Trident or B-1, it is impos sible for us, because we cannot allow 
you to modernize your whole missile force and we are not allowed to 
take measures we consider necessary. As for new systems, after 
the Trident or B-1, we are in principle prepared "to discuss it and we 
are openrninded. We think it is better to be handled in the follow-on 
negotiations; it is not necessary to be treated in the implementation 
of the Vladivostok agreement. 

Now, the next issue is the one of nontransfer. With respect to non
transfer, the Foreign Minister was not very specific. It is an issue 
we are prepared to discuss, keeping in mind certain existing commit
ments we have and related matters. But I repeat, we are prepared to 
discuss this issue. Always keeping in mind any provisions we negotiate 
would also have to be applied to the People's Republic of China. 

Eight, let me deal with the mobile issues. There are two issues. One 
is, should they be counted? The second is, should they be permitted? 

"~'I 

With respect to the first, should they be counted, there is no question 
under the Vladivostok agreement that all mobiles beyond a certain 
range must be counted. 

With respect to ballistic missiles and some cruise missiles, there is 
no question they should be counted. With respect to the second question, 
should they be permitted, we asked in a note to you. It is a subject on 
which we would like to hear your views before we take a position. Th:ll: 
is to say, should all mobiles except sea-based be banned? \Ve are 
open-minded; that is, we are prepared to listen to your position. 

~XC;DS 
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What is absolutely unacceptable is to ban missiles on airplanes while 
permitting mobile.missiles on land. 

With respect to new negotiations, I have .!he impression you were 
:making so:me positive statements, and if I understand them correctly, 
I need to make no comment on them. 

With respect to the Trident, I must establish the principle that we 
cannot go back to the October negotiations and add elements. to the 
Vladivostok agreement. As I understood the purpose of the Vladivostok 
agreement, it was to eliminate the technical complexities we encoun
tered in October. As I understand it, there were no sub-limits except 
those in the Interim. Agreement. 

The next question -- by what time should the figure of 2400 be reached? 
There again, we cannot accept the October' discussions which were on 
a different basis, which included differentials on MIR V deployment. 
We cannot accept that it takes place sometime between 1985 and the 
signing. If you need some period to get down to 2400, that we can 
negotiate, but if you mean years rather than months, it will be 
unacceptable•. 

And in the aide memoire it says: "During the time of a new agreement 
each of the sides will be entitled to.an aggregate number of delivery 
vehicles of strategic arms not exceeding 2400. II The only way to inter
pret that is that it means during all' of the time, not during part of the time. 

Now, with respect to forward bases, it is not contained in the Vladivostok 
agreem.ent and therefore cannot be part of this negotiation. We recognize 
your continuing concern and we. rJ'cognize you will be free to introduce 
it in any subsequent negotiation, without prejudice to any position we 
m.ay take on that subject., Any new negotiation. 

Now let me sum. up, so there is no misunderstanding. There is no 
possibility whatsoever of an agreement on the basis of the Geneva 
position of the Soviet delegation. There is no possibility of resuming 
the talks on the basis of the Geneva instructions of the Soviet delegation. 

So I would like to m~ke three proposals: That we delay the opening of 
G~neva by three weeks, that we continue discussions in our channel, 
tf see'4:f we can work out new instructions on both sides. And you might 

......, ..'<;. -.
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consider sending experts on SALT to Washington, or we could send 

some experts to Moscow. We think it is more efficient for you to 

send someone to Washington because we are better equipped there. 


We think if we are seriously concerned about reaching agreement in 
connection with a possible visit by the General Secretary this year. 
then there must be serious decisions on both sides. If we are concerned 
about the public discus sion of the state of our relations, it will certainly 
accelerate if there is no agreement on th;s, coupled also with a possible 
stalemate in the European Security Conference. 

Gromyko: On what you call complexes, certain geographic regions 
for MI RVed mis siles, I have nothing to add to what I've said, nor to 
the reasons I gave for our position. You expressed your hope we 
would make serious examination of the reasons you set out in explaining 
your position; we will certainly study them rnost thoroughly. And we" 
hope you will seriously study what we have said on this score. But 
here naturally I proceed from the assurnption of which you are fully 
aware, that the principle you set forward -- if you have tested one such 
rnissile, you will count all such types as MIRVed -- that principle 
we have rejected all along. So I'm saying nothing new on that. 

As regards the figure of the famous 10-15% increase under the first 
agreement, you may well be right that we did not perhaps fully elaborate 
the int erpretation we would place "on those figures when we were nego
tiating the first agreernent. Our interpretation boils down to the fact 
that we propose that this basic principle be transferred to the new one. 
So if in your view this means there should be an additional exchange 
of views to clarify it, we didn't say we were loathe to do that• 

•.~~ 

Korniyenko: It was in effect "on the suggestion of the American side 
that the aide mernoire carried the phrase that this be carried over to 
the new agreement. 

Grornyko: And as we see it, you do not now question the basic principle 
of carrying it over. 

Kissinger: We require clarification of two points -- one, that only one 

modification can be made to an e::-.:i.sting silo•••• 


Gromyko: You made it clear. 

~'ffXGDS 
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Kissinger: ••• and that we require an understanding of the definition 
of 10-15%. 

Gromyko: That is clear. 

On the question 6f cruise missiles, our understanding of ",,'hat transpired 
at Vladivostok is at variance with yours. Our understanding was that 
it related to both ballistic and cruise missiles. 

Regarding Backfire, I have nothing to add to our position. We believe 
our position to be fully justified.. 

Paragraph five in the aide memoire reads: "A new agreement could 
also provide for additional limitations on deployment of new types of 
strategic arms during the period of its effectiveness." So we assume 
you accept the principle of this. And we should agree on what we 
specifically mean. But the principle is accepted. 

Kis singer: That is correct. 

Gromyko: Regarding non-transfer and non-provision of assistance 
to other states, we have set out our position and we consider it an 
important point. You understand the reasons for it. I'm sure you are 
aware, unless our two countries undertake certain obligations in this 
regard, it will not be resolved. I ':]'nderstand you see a p~oblem too, 
so let's find a formula. 

Kis singer: But one that's discussable. 

Gromyko: As regards mobile _systems, you requested us to be more 
specific. But we have set out our general considerations, and we 
believe it requires more detailed discus sion. We agree that both 
questions you mentioned do exist, that is, whether to count them or 
not to count them, and whethe.r to ban them or not. So the basic 
starting positions coincide. 

You correctly understand our position on starting new negotiations. 

oUr position is one that is basically favorable to yours. 


So I don't think we should paint a picture so black. 

~XGDS 
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As regards the 240 Tridents, that is something that is' discussable 
in the general context of further negotiations. Does that make no 
impression on you? 

Kis singer: After 1977. After this agreement goes into effect. 

Gromyko: In the general context of further negotiations. In short, 

we will corne back to this. But on this we are not erecting any 

unsurmountable wall in the path of the agreement. 


Kis singer: I understand. 

Gromyko: Regarding the time limit for reaching the figure of 2400, 
do not bewary of our statement there should be some gap before the 
entry into force and the actual reaching of the figure. We do not proceed 
from the assumption there should be any overly lengthy period of time. 
We don't know who this will benefit, you or us. It is most likely we 
will both be in an equal position in this. In any event, what we mean 
is a limited period. Since this is a process, not one single shot in 
the air, but probably some definite limited period of time will be required. 

Kissinger: If it is a question of months, we can probably agree. 

Gromyko: On FBS, I have nothing to add. I have set forth our position~ 
and I think you have understood us.correctly. 

As regards your suggestion that we delay the resumption of SALT, that 
is a new question, but I don't think it will cause any great difficulty. 
So we will return to it. And as to whether Washington or Moscow would 
be the more relevant venue for fu;rther exchange of views, we will infonn. 
you, and also as to what the level of these further exchange of views 
should be. 

I think I should repeat in passing that the colors you mix are all too 
dense. If they were light colors, I could agree. On many matters, 
our positions are not too far apart; the situation isn't so much in the 
shade. It is not a simple problem; the questions are complicated. On 
some thin;s we think your position is not objective and is somewhat 
one-si ded •. Those questions require in-depth consideration, with due 
regard for what you said to us and "..-hat we said to you. But if we pass 
too much pes simism back and forth, it \,-ill not be helpful. The difficul
ties were no less in the process of achieving the first agreement; they 
were all ultimately overcome. 
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Our interest in seeing a new accord reached has not diminished, .and 
we trust the same is true of your side. I have no intention of elabora
ting on that, because our position was adequately stated by General 
Secretary Brezhnev at Vladivostok, as was your position by President 
Ford. 

And I, frankly speaking, did not l~ke your remark that these difficulties 
on these matters can compound the difficulties already existing on the 
European Security Conference. 

But let us not allow emotions to get the better of us. Let us take a 
cool and level-headed view. 

Kis singer: I didn't say that. I said the positions advanced by the 
Soviet side this morning on information did not make me extremely 
optimistic about the chance of success. 

Gromyko: You separated them? 

Kissinger: I said the two propositions this morning taken togethe;r do 
not make me as optimistic as I had hoped to be at this point of the 
discus sion. 

Gromyko: I am pleased to hear the clarification. Nevertheless, will 

you please consider our texts::' ,;\ 


Kis singer: Our delegation will be instructed to consider your proposals 
on information and Basket III with a view to completing the negotiation 
in the time frame we have discussed. 

Gromyko: We will be proceedinl from the assumption that anything 

raised from your side that calls into question the domestic legislation 

of the Soviet Union will I70t be acceptable. 


Kissinger: I have said we will approach it with the intention to meet 

the deadline, and in that spirit we hope there will be agreement. 


Gromyko: Our delegation in Geneva will have instructions to put 
forward its views regarding the second part of your views, that is, on 
contacts, in addition to \vhat we gave you on journalists. But I am 
puzzled: What we gave on journalists, all your concerns have been 
taken into account - - the 'conditions of their stay. 

~.a~/XGDS 
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Kissinger: I have just taken a quick look. I have not had a chance to 
study it. \Ve will study it and reply formally. It is not a conside red 
judgment. 

Let me sum up. 

On strategic arms limitations, we have proposed a delay of three weeks. 
I have the impression you can't make a decision now. 

Second, we will have dis cus sions in this channel. My definition of 
this channel is that it will be of a more political level than of experts, 
and wi th a greater degree of flexibility and also secrecy than in 
Geneva. We are prepared to consider your views. We don't exclude 
having someone added to the Ambassador's staff in Moscow. 

We do not insist, on the verification issue, that our ideas are final. If 
you can give us another proposal, another criterion for distinguishing 
between single and mul~iple war~eads that we can do by national means. 
It must be something plausible. You can't just paint a green cross on the 
warhead and say it is single. 

Gromyko: Do we have to open up the warhead and let you see it? 

Kissinger: Give us some ideas. And we will try to corne up with other 
ideas. 

Gromyko: I have nothing to add. And you have not ruled out holding 
these talks in Moscow? 

Kissinger: If it is in this channel;'1 We prefer to have them in Washington, 
because it is easier, given how-we make decisions. 

Gromyko: You mean in established procedures, but not with technical 
experts? 

Kissinger: How you handle it in Washington is up to you. 1£ you want to 
send technical experts, that is fine. 1£ you don't, that is fine. 

Gromvko: We will think it over., 

KissinQcr: \Ve would not announce it. \Ve would say only that exchanges 
\vill continue. \Ve don't have to say where or hmv. 
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Gromyko: .Could we have a break? 

[There was a break from 1:17 to 1:37 p.m.] 

MIDDLE EAST 

Gromyko: We will have ten more questions to discuss. Which one will 
the next one be? 

Kissinger: Trade. 

Dobrynin: Trade with whom? 

Kissinger: I suppose you would like to discuss the Middle East. 

Gromyko: How can you read my mind? One case of telepathy! 

Kissinger: Should we say we should try to finish by 3:00, no later 
than .3:15? 

Gromyko: All right. 

Kis singer: I told the interpreter, we have a new proposal from Israel: 
If Egypt demilitarizes all the way to Mersa Matruh, Israel will move 
eight more kilometers. If Egypt withdraws to Libya, Israel will give 
up 3/4ths of the passes. . 

Gromyko: What is your view of the situation? 

...... 
Kissinger:; When we say we are making a reassessment, it is not 
propaganda; it is a serious effort to see how progress can be made. 

Second, we have made it very clear we will not accept a stalemate. 
Because we agree with the assessment of General Secretary Brezhnev 
that he gave us in San Clemente. I am agreeing with your assessment. 
I've told you privately we made a mistake in June 1973. 

Three, we recognize and accept that no settlement in the 1vliddle East 
can be made without the Soviet Union nor can it last unless there is a 
joint as surance, guarantee, by the Soviet Union and the United States. 
And we regard some of the remarks by the ForeignMinister when our 
mutual friend Khaddam visited l\loscow to be constructive, and I must 
say courageous. 

SB.£RE'r/ XGDS 
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Fourth, this is a matter of profound domestic consequence and we are 
seriously considering the situation. 

That is our assessment. President Ford is meeting with President 
Sadat and Prime Minister Rabin in early June, and will meet with 
various other leaders of the area. But after mid-June we will be 
making serious decisions, as I told your Ambassador before I came. 

We are considering whether to go for an ii1terim solution or a compre

hensive solution or some combination of both. Those are the three 

possibilities. But we are determined to make some progress and we 

are determined that this progres s be made fairly rapidly. 


Of course, there are various details such as when Geneva should be 
held, how it should be organized, which we are prepared to discuss with 
you today. 

Gromyko: But concretely, what are your considerations regarding the 
Geneva Conference, especially considering the agreement by everyone 
on the need for it? How, and when should it be reconvened? There is 
also the question of the participants, and the question of the Palestinians. 

Kissinger: We agree it should be convened at an early date. Secondly, 
we would like to hear the views of aU the parties before we make a 
decision on the precise date. So we would like to reserve our position 
for two or three more weeks before taking a position. 

Third, you and we should have some preliminary exchanges on the sub

stance before a convening. Beca\l,Re it would not be very good. 


Gromyko: It would be very bad. 

Kissinger: There could be the danger of war in the Middle East, which 

I will discuss in a minute. 


I think the procedure should be the way we did it last time -- that you 

and we would send the invitations. 


Gromyko: A simple invitation. [Laughter] 

Kis singer: I remember the last time - - we spent six weeks with the 
Israelis to get thenl to agree to the UN, and then later they refused to 
nleet without the presence of the UN • 

.$.?C~/XGDS 



22
...§ljpB PT!XGDS 

Now with respect to the Palestinians. We have to decide whether we 

want progress or we want issues. Palestinian participation is best for 

those who don't want progress. That is one issue on which we can't 

get public support and will have to take the Israeli position at least at 


the beginning. 

I'm not sure the Palestinians want to go there, because soon they would 

have to take decisions there that they would prefer to avoid, like 


whether to accept 242. 


We don't mind discussing the Palestinians later on. We recognize that 

no final solution can exist without a final solution of the Palestinian 


problem. 


Grornyko: Let me state our position in brief. Our general assessment 
is that the situation in the Middle East is a dangerous one., If I went 
into detail, I would just be repeating statements you have heard from us 

on many occasions. 

Kissinger: I agree with you. 

Gromyko: The situation is dangerous because the Arab lands occupied 
still have not been returned, and second because the Palestinian problem 
is not resolved. True enough, the guns are silent now, but always befo!'e 
the war breaks out, the guns are silent. Specifically, we believe at 
present what is needed is a serious approach, and by a serious approach 
we mean the participation in the consideration of this issue of all the 

parties concerned. 

Kissinger: Not India. 

Gromyko: They are not asking as yet. 

The forum wherein the problem should be discussed was agreed on; it 
exists. That is in reply to your question about whether India should be 
included. It is true, however, that Lebanon has appr'oached us, and 
probably you, too, but basically their desire is not to participate fron1 
the outset but at some point. B~5ically, the Palestinian problem must 
be resolved. But I don't see this as a ne\\- problem; it is an old probkln. 
Nuances may be new, but it would be pointless to try to resolve the 
Palestinian problcn1 without the Palestinbns. Whether or not we indk 
Leb,:mon and whcthc r or not we rcocgnize Lebanon as a party concerned, 
it is impos sible not to recognize the Palestinians as a party concerned. 

~XGDS 
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As far as we know, the Palestinians want to participate froIn the very 
beginning and we appreciate their stand. We do not know whether they 
would agree to participate not froIn the beginning. It would depend on 
the attitude of the other Arab states. All the ones we have ta"'iked to 
have told us they favor the Palestinians participating and from the very 
beginning. 

Maybe Egypt allows of some kind of variation, but•••• 

Kissinger: I have to tell you an experience I had. An Arab Foreign 
Minister told me, "I know you are lying to me." I said, "How do you 
know I am lying to you?" "Because you wrote me a letter. And the 
letters you wrote to all the others were similar. Therefore you are 
lying. " [Laughter] 

What Arabs say, and what they will do, requires analysis. 

GroInyko: In short, let me state ,our position. We cannot fail to support 
the Palestinians as do the other Arabs if they raise the issue of their 
participating £rOIn the very beginning. However, if the Palestinians 
and other Arab states generally should agree they will participate not 
froIn the beginning, we, the Soviet Union, naturally could not be more 
Arab than the Arabs. But the Palestinains must participate in the 
discussion of the Palestinian issue. 

Kissinger: We don't really know th~ Syrian attitude on Geneva. Do you? 

Groniyko: Not I 000/0. 

Kissinger: Our iInpression is thet have said if they go, they would want 
the Palestinians there. But we don't have a clear picture. 

GroInyko: PIn saying right now if the Palestinians say they want to 
participate froIn the very beginning, they will certainly be supported 
in that by all the Arabs •• ~ • 

Kis singer: I agree. 

GroInyko: And the Soviet Union would support them in that delnand. 
On the other hand, if the Palestinians say they could participate but 
not from the very beginning, they would be supported by the other 
Arabs. But we regard it as a foregone conclusion that the Palestinian 
qU,estion Inust be resolved with the participation of the Palestinians. 

~/XGDS 
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What is necessary right now in our oplnlon is for us as co-chairmen 

to send an invitation to the Palestinians to participate, without a date 

or prejudging the timing of their participation. That we feel is the 

"A" we should start with. And that would give things a push in the 

right direction. 


Now, regarding your statement that not everything is clear regarding 
the Syrian position. That is true, not everything is clear. But let me 
state the Soviet position. Here I want to repeat something I said to you 
in Geneva: If it is clear the parties are not corning with a serious view 
but it is clear the Conference is doomed in advance, that we can't accept. 
That seems to be the view of the ·Syrians. 1£ it becomes clear there is 
any intention the Conference is intended as a coverup for separate steps 
contemplated in circumvention of the Soviet Union, that we don't need. 
We don't need a screen. 1£ I'm being too frank, you have heard this 
before. Why do we raise the matter in such a way"? So as not to cause 
harm to the consideration of the entire problem. \Ve don't want the 
Conference to fail; the outcome of that would be the outbreak of war. 
That is why we believe there is a great need for good preparations to 
precede the Conference. And I and my colleagues therefore agree with 
the idea of holding prior to the Conference further bilateral exchanges 
of views so the Conference yields substantive results, an in-depth 
exchange of views on the substantive issues involved. 

That is what I basically wanted to say. And I would appreciate hearing 

your response to the suggestion that we should, as the "A, '1 send an 

invitation to the Palestinians to attend. 


Kissinger: Do you want my honest reaction? 

"I
Gromyko: There are also pos sible nuances regarding the pos sible wording 
of the invitation. The Palestinians have their own views on the subject. 

Of course, I want an honest answer. 

Kissinger: My honest reaction is that you asked it because your Ambas~ 
sadors can then go around the Middle East saying the Americans refused 
to .give an invitation. So I give you that opportunity. 

But let me now turn to the serious part. The Palestinians and the Arabs, 
I think, understand we can't begin by giving an issue to those who want 
no progress. 
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Regarding the second part, I agree we should have an in-depth exchange 
of views. Secondly, we infe nd -- though the reassessment is not com
pleted -- to conduct the next phase of the Middle East in a Inore coopera
tive spirit. As for \vho eloes what, when, we have soh'eel problems like 
this before, as on Berlin. We don't need both to say something at the 
same time. So we agree we should haye an exchange on the nature, 
the structure, and substance of the Geneva Conference. 

Secondly, shQuld Geneva be a "coyer-up" -- a cover -- it's a painful 
word; we're not so good at cover ups. Ar;atol, explain it to the Foreign 
Minister. 

5ukhodrev: I did. 

Kissinger: I was going to say we should go the modified hang-out route. 
[Laughter] 

We have, at this point, no fixed idea how to proceed l except we would 
like to have some progress made. vVe have had no serious exchanges 
on the next steps because we don't want to throw ourselves into another 
negotiation that could fail, or one that even if it succeeds, raises more 
difficult questions. Any more than you want to go to Geneva without 
preparation. 

50 we have had no discussion of separate approaches, or policies. 

As I understand you, Mr. Foreign Minis"ter, you're not in principle 
opposed to separate steps, as long as there is participation of all the 
countries concerned in the area. Is that your view? 

Gromyko: That is absolutely correct. vVelre not against certain inter
mediate measures, provided they are the result of joint consideration of 
all the parties concerned and the joint agreement of all the parties 
concerned, and in the context of an overall settlement. The form of this 
context is, of course, a matter to be decided, not to build a wall between 
the general and an interim agreement. Do you agree with this? 

Kissinger: I understand it. 

GroTIlyko: Only understand? 

Kissinc:er: I syn'p2.thize v..rith it. Let TIle explain. As I have explained to 
you in private on TIlany occasions, gratitude for services rendered is not 
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exactly the coin of the realm in international affairs, and certainly in 
the Mi ddle East. The Soviet Union cannot be excluded, objectively, 
and it's in your poy.rer to make any interim agreement impossible. 

I do have one concern, which I'll say frankly. It is possible for us 
to work jointly, but it is possible for you to put yourself one step 

.	ahead of us in any negotiation, and while that leads to certain propa
ganda victories, it also leads to diplomatic stalemate. 

Gromyko: Describe it to us. 

Kissinger: It's a concern. It could p.appen intentionally or unintentionally. 
It could happen if an approach is too legalistic. 

We are prepared to continue our consideration and to consult with you 
before we make any decisions. We are not designing a diplomacy that 
excludes you. You must learn this from your own sources. 

Gromyko: But Is rael could be doing it. 

Kissinger: We are not participating in it either. Neither orgamzmg 
nor participatihg. Our present intention is to do it cooperatively with 
you. 

Your concern is that we organize a.,completely separate diplomacy. 

Gromyko: Organize•••• 

Kissinger: Or participate. See, our concern is what you said earlier, 
"We agree with the Arabs: if theY,;,fhange. we'll change. " 

Gromyko: How many times we disagree with the Arabs, you know. 
How many! On recognition of Israel, and so many other questions. 

Kissinger: Our problem is we 'are asked to separate ourselves from 
Is rael; you take the exact Arab position. 

Gromyko: That doesn't exist. The quest i on of Israel's right to exist•••• 

., 

Kissinf!er: But it goes beyond that. If you take exactly the position of 
the Arabs, we can deal directly with the Arabs; why should we deal with 

you?(. . .;.,.: 

The~istence of Israel is the absolute minimum. 
\ 

~ 
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Even on the content of peace, leaving aside the question of territory, 
the Arab position may not be exactly satisfactory. 

'VVe both have an obligation to lllove the parties. 

Grolllyko: But if we say yes, yes, yes to all your proposals •••• 

Kis sin:zer: Anyone who has dealt \vith you knows the possibility of your 
saying yes, yes, yes, is extremely remote. [Laughter] 

Gromyko: If you know me, when I say yes, you say no. [Laughter] 

Kissinger: I don't expect you to say yes to all our proposals. At this 
moment we have no proposals. "\\That we want is for you to take an 
objective view of the situation and not just ask us to bring pressure on 
Israel. If it's just a question of influence on Israel, we can do it ourselves. 

GrOlnyko: There can be influence on the Arabs at the same time. 

Kissinger: Exactly. 

Gromyko: There are many considerations. 

Kissinger: We are prepared to work with you in a cooperative attitude, 
in details and not just general terlllS. 

We have not made up our minds yet. I think it's easy to assemble 
Geneva; it will be hard to keep it from blowing up. Who'll get blamed 
if it fails isn't at all clear -- whether it's you or us. It will look like 
impotence before the Arabs. 

Gromyko: You're right, convening Geneva is easier than the succes s 
of it. 

[Fokin gets up and opens the windows] 

It's as hot in here as in the Arab Middle East! 

Kissin~er: So if we don't go to Geneva, we have a problem. If we f:o to 
Geneva, and it fails, even if your friends in Iraq like it, we have a 
problenl, because \ve don't want a war. "\Ve have to proceed in a way 
that takes care of both our interests. This seems to us the best way 
to implement the principles of detente. If we have a confrontation, it 
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would be like World War I, where a war starts over the stupidest isst!~. 
Tha tis not· in anyone's inte re s t. 


vVe are not now engaged in a serious effort - - or any effort - - to start 

up separate negotiations. We're just listening. You can confirm this - 

and the pres s too. Everything \ve do is in the newspaper - - and some 

things we don't do are in the newspapers. Generally the Israeli press 

has accurately what's going on, which is nothing. 


We could have more precise discussions in July. 


Gromyko: Wouldn't we be busy in July preparing for and going to the 

European Security Conference? 


Kissinger: That's at the end of July. 


Gromyko: That means Geneva won't convene in June. 


Kis singer: August. 


Gromyko: August is inappropriate. 


Kissinger: Maybe September. 


Say around July 10, give or take a day. No, July 10 we have a foreign 

visit. Say July 5th. We should meet just two days in som:e- neutral 

place. 


We haven't met in Iceland. It's a nightmare; you can't sleep. 


Or come to Washington. 


Dobrynin: There is no night there. You can negotiate two or three 

nights running. [Laughter] 


Kissinger: The last time we were in Iceland it was to meet President 
POlnpidou. Iceland's Prime }..finister threatened to go to war with 
England, and Rogers pleaded with him not to go to war. 

Gromyko: What is your opinion of \'.-hat we should be doing now, in late 

lvlay and early June? 


Kissin~er: I'll tell you \vhat we'll be doing. 
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Grorn.yko: And the outcorn.e of Salzburg. You rn.ust have some idea. 

Kissinger: No. 

Grorn.yko: There are not any secrets - -just the substance. [LaughterJ 

Kissinger: Mr. Foreign Minister, you've dealt with Egypt. You know 
that precision of substance is not what rn.ade Egypt what it is today. 
[Laughter] 

[Sisco whispers to Kissinger] 

Sisco tells rn.e that since Israel is printing a book on what I allegedly 
said, you'll probably print one too. My protection is the Arabs won't 
believe what's printed. 

We've rn.ade no propositions; Egypt has rn.ade no propositions. We have 
said we would like their ideas on how to go to Geneva. The President 
will tell them.. substantially what ~'ve told you. We will want to hear 
what they have in rn.ind. We have not considered a resurn.ption of step
by-step precisely, or even irn.precisely. 

Grorn.vko: What if he begs you? 

Kissinger: We'll still want to know where it leads us, or it would be like 
in March. We wouldn't do it to you;!:" exclusion. But I don't expect this 
to happen. I personally will not agree to get involved unless both sides 
give rn.e iron-clad as surance of the result. I won't shuttle around in the 
Middle East persuading.people. It's not an appropriate way to proceed. 

Grorn.yko: It's a strange situation,:.., Everyone agrees - - you, us, the 
Arabs, Israel -- that it's dangerous, but yet we can't sit down and 
straighten it out. It is a strange situation indeed. 

Kissinger: We have been preoccupied since April with other parts of the 
world and haven't been able to turn to this systern.atically until last 
week. For the Middle East alone, I told your Arn.bassador, June would 
have been better for this rn.eeting. But we did this for other reasons. 
Wf!!! should all observe restraint. 

Grorn.yko: Restraint on our part is perrn.anent. [Laughter] The situation 
rn.ay cause surprise for both of us. 

Kis singer: Not in June. 

.
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Gromyko: Better in July? 


Kissinger: In July we'll be in a better position to make a decision. 


Gromyko: How can we explain to public opinion that we were not able 

to convene the Conference in June? You will be the one to explain. 


Sisco: We told them we weren't ready. 


Kissinger: I'll brief our people on the plane that we'll continue our 

exchanges and meet in June or July -- on both the Middle East and SALT. 

That keeps both of these issues in momentum. 


But our decisions will be to keep our relationship in terms' of cooperation, 

rather than competition. This you will see. 


Gromyko: I do not mind your saying this to the press. 


Kissinger: I think it will be helpful. 


Gromyko: You can even say we'll be ready for deeper discussion; more 

"penetrating" discussion. 


Kissinger: That's fine. 


Gromyko: But we should now agree .on the text of the invitation to the 

Palestinians. 


: 

[Sonnenfeldt and Korniyenko agree on the communique.] 

Kissinger: Can I read it? 

I don't mind putting in the communique that you and I agreed to meet 
again in the first half of July to continue discussions on strategic arms 
limitations and the Middle East. It is up to you. 

[Gromyko and Korniyenko conferJ 

Grornyko: Mayb~ something like that could be said verbally to the 
correspondents. 

Kissinger: Why don't we both say it when we go downstairs? Or I can 
say it alone, and you can deny it. [Laughter1 

~/XGDS 
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GrOInyko: "In the near future" or in the "not distant future. II 

Kissinger: Make a plunge! Say. linear future! II I will say on back

ground it will probably be in the first half of July. 


Gromyko: From_ you. 


Kis singer: On the airplane• 

.::..::.::.::...=..=:----

Gromyko: Fine. 

Ki ssinger: When are we going to release this document [the communique. 

Tab A]. that will rock the world? 

Dobrynin: Tomorrow morning. 

Kissinger: I think the suspense will cause too much uncertainty in the 
financial markets of the world. 

Gromyko: Will they rise or fall. the financial markets of the world? 
[Laughter] 

Kissinger: Why donlt we do it at 7:00 local time. so we can give it 

out on the plane? 

Gromyko: All right. 

While you and I are talking. Mr. Schlesinger seems to be declaring war. 

Kissinger: What did he say now? -"-, 

Gromyko:- While one Minister is here talking peace. another is talking 
war. Itl s some kind of "polycentrism. II 

Kissinger: Suzy Parker once said she would get her husband to feel 
totally secure and totally loved. and then let him have it between the eyes. 

Gromyko: What do you say about broadening the participation of the 

Conference? 

Kissinc:er: Let me tell you what weill say to the Arabs. 

We \vant Romani.:l there. 

-&f?GRF'I'/XGDS 
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Our view is that if we want Geneva started with the least debate, we 
should take the countries who were th"ere - Israel, Egypt, Syria, 
Jordan -- but without prejudice to others. There are SOTIle - Britain, 
France -- who aren't a concern. Our judgTIlent is a foruTIl TIl\J.st be 
created for the consideration of issues or else it plays into the hands 
of those who want to \vaste tiTIle. 

GroTIlyko: When for the Palestinians? 

Kissinger: Our judgTIlent is the question can be raised after SOTIle TIlonths. 
First, the Conference TIlust be convened. If we and you work together 
as we did on the Berlin negotiati"ons, there will be progress. If we 
don't, there will be no progress.' 

Dobrynin: Should we put into the cOTIlTIlunique that the two TIlinisters 
condeTIlned Mr. Schlesinger? 

Kissinger: This is not our view of what the Soviet view of detente is. 
[Schlesinger interview, Tab B]. I did not see the interview before it 
was published. You will not see it again. 

GroTIlyko: I have another question, which TIlay perhaps not be topical, 
but we should have clarity froTIl a 10ng-terTIl perspective. We once 
discussed in the Middle East, that is, how do you visualize 10ng-terTIl 
guarantees for settleTIlent? FroTIl the Israeli point of view, the best 
guarantee is a rifle. 

Kissinger: At that tiTIle we suggested that Dobrynin and Sisco should 
reSUTIle these discussions. I suggest, after Rabin's visit -  say the, 
week of the 12th - they should begin, to prepare for our !l1:eetings, 
and they should begin with guarantees. 

Joint guarantees I have a probleTIl with -  intellectually. So we should 
discuss theTIl jointly, or separately. We could give the saTIle guarantees, 

C('""FO~0 but individually, if it's not possible to get an agreeTIlent on joint action. 
<-;'If we don't agree? Therefore we can't act. Therefore it should be a 
E uarantee that can be iTIlpleTIlented by the individual countries. 
~ 

'r: This is not a final position; this is a thinking-out-loud position. Because 
I don't think either of us wants to give the other a right of unilateral 

intervention. 

Gromvko: Let's have a five minute break, and then spend the last five 

ITIinutes. 

[There was a break, beginning at 3 :03 p. m. At 3: lOp. TIl., the 
SccreLlry and lvI:inister Grom"yko conferred privately. 1 
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The negotiations in Geneva have failed to make progress on three 

general sets of issues that could now be considered in the confidential 

channel with the aim of agreeing on the instructions to be given both 

.' delegations when the talks resume. 

1. The first set of issues relates to the US proposal for verification 

of the limitation on missiles equipped with MIRVs. It is essential that . 

the final agreement contain provisions that leave no J;oom for questioning 

whether the limit of 1320 MIRV~d missiles is being exceeded; national 

technical means will be Wlable to IIlonitor this limitation unless there is 

specific agreement on certain rules of deployTnent. Without such rules, 

we cannot expect an agreeme?t to be accepted by the US Congress. 

The MIRV verification p~'oposal put forward by the US Delegation 

.meets our concerns, but we under stand the Soviet argUII'lent that it could 

. result in cOWlting some single-warhead ICBMs as MIRVed. Our under-
If.f 

. . 
standing of the Soviet position, however, is that this concern applies 

, 
only to the new heavy ICBMs, known in the US as the 55-18. Proceeding 

. . 
from this assumption, it might be possible to consider a modification in 

the US' position to take account of the' special case of this ICBM. Thus, 

the US would be '\"t,.illing to discuss the following approach: 

__ There would be an agreement that for the Soviet ICBM known 

the USSR would specify those ICBM complexes where the 
CLAs:~n"lED 1:" j/~- A
F.'T~'I'T I"',,, I-(T...... n, ~. -..:... /t"' ..... n,')? ~,-
.• ... •.. .... ·.·.·"I..!.\I. n.·:u YSIFll' \TIO~
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' .. MIRVed version of this missile would be deployed; this specification 

would be made prior to the actual deployITlent, and the total number 

of SS-IS launchers contained in those specified complexes would be 

counted against the 1320 limit. 

__ The presence of MIRV-related ground support equipment 

and facilities at complexes that contain SS'-ISswith single warheads 

would not be permitted. 

In all other respects, the US position on Mill V verification 

remains as presented by the US Delegation. 

2. The second set of issues relates to cruise missiles and bombers. 

The Us continues to believe that long-range cruise missiles carried on 

-
bombers are essential for certain purposes other than strategic attack. 

As such, these missiles are not strategic weapons. At the same 

time, the US recognizes that beyond certain ranges cruise missiles 
-'. 

could become strategic delivery vehicles. The issue, therefore, is 

to define a dividing line that meets. the us position and takes account 
~ . 

of Soviet concerns. 

The US side would be willing to accept a dividing lin~ set at 

3000km. Cruise missiles with a range up to 3000 km carried on heavy 

bombers would be permitted without limitation and would not count 

against the aggregate of 2400. Cruise missiles with a range greater than 
,. 

3000 km carried on heavy bombers, however, wo,,;ld qualify as strategic 

. dclivC~Y vehi de~ an.d would count a gains t the limit 

I 

of 240 0J~. fan" ~ 

~ .5:) 
~6 " '?' 
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.. .~ In light of Soviet concerns related to other types of cruise 


missiles, the US would also be willing to apply the 3000 km dividing 


line to sea-based and land-based cruise missiles, counting those 


with ranges greater than 3000 km in the 2400 aggregate. 


In return for these concessions to the Soviet view, the US 

would expect that the Soviet side would agree that the potential strategic 

capabilities of the Backfire aircraft warrant its being classified as a 

heavy bomber. While the US recognizes that at present this aircraft is 

being used for missions that are not intercontinental, such use does not 

solve the problem that this bombe~ has inherent capabilities as great as 

those aircraft which both sides have agreed to count as heavy bombers. 

Nevertheless, to acconunodate Soviet objections to counting 

bombers currently deployed for peripheral missions, we believe that it 

should be possible to reach agreement on certain criteria which would 

provide the basis for exceptions to the general rule that the Backfire 

must be counted within the 2400 limitation. As an example, those 
.•~ 

Backfire aircraft. deployed wiili. naval units operating out of bases in the 

Southern USSR and not s'upported by aerial tankers might, under certain 

circumstances, not be counted in the 2400 aggregate. 

3. The third set of issues relates to mobile missiles. Quite 

frankly, we areuncertain of the Soviet position. 'Ve assume that the 

USSR reserves the right to deploy a land-mobile ICBM, and that, if this 

~--

.. 
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occurs, all such missiles would automatically be counted against the 

2400 limit. At the same time, the USSR takes the position that all 

air-launched ballistic missiles carried on aircraft other than bombers 

. will be banned, that MIRVs will be banned on air-launched ballistic 

missiles, and that deployment of long-range ballistic missiles on 

surface ships will also be banned. This approach, of course, greatly 

. favors the side that has an interest in land-mobile ICBMs. 

It would be helpful if the Soviet side could clarify its position 

~orf? precisely, in light of the follo'wing question: Would it be preferable 

to ban all mobile missile deployments other than SLBMs -- land, sea or 

air-launched -- or would it be preferable to permit all of them, but to_ 

count them against the aggregate of 2400? 

. 4. One final problem that should be discussed rela:tes to the timing 

of further negotiations after the present agreement is completed. As 

agr7ed at Vladivostok, further negotiations on limitations and possible· 

reductions are to start no later than 1980 -81. Since the Vladivostok 

meeting, .there hqve been expressions i.n the US Congress of the view that 

negotiations should, in fact, start earlier -- that is, as soon as possible 

after the Vladivostok accords are completed and ratified. As a practical 

matter, this would mean that negotiatiops would probably resum.e during 

1977. It would seem in the interest of both sides to resuxne discussions 

on strategic weapons during 



C 
'I 	 ~oy~lq.c expire and '~hc _n..ew ~gree~:z:~ g.?es into effect. In any case..J•. 

~ 	 it would be .of considerable value in facilitating acceptance by Congress 

if we could specify that negotiations could begin within a year of the 

r~tificati0I?- of the Vladiyostok agreement. 
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May 20, 1975......~ .. 

...... 
JOINT STATEMENT ON THE MEETING 

BEni8EN SECRETARY KISSINGER 1U~ FOREIGN MINISTER GROMYKO,.' 
. ,,.' 

In accordance with an earlier agreement, a meeting was held 

on May 19-26, 1975, in Vienna between the Secretary of State of 

the United States and Assistant to the President for National 

Security Affairs, Henry A. Kissinger, and Member of the Political 

\' . 
Bureau of 'Ithe Central Committe'e of the CPSU, Minister of Foreign 

. I I 
Affairs 0ii the USSR, A. A. Gromyko. 

. . 
The two sides were unanimous in emphasizing their determina

. Ii . 
tion to continue to adhere firmly to the course pf further im

. I, . . 
proving. and de~eloping US-Soviet relations in the' interests of 

. I: 
, 'the peoPler of both countries and of strengthening peace. 

An exchange of views took place on bilateral relations in-

I
eluding thbse pertaining to a further limitation of strategic 

\ . .'. ',,; 
offensive arms. Also discus.sed were a number of international 

II . 
problems o~ mutua~ interest - the progress of the Conference on 

Security and .cooperation in. Europe and its speedy conclusion, the 

11' . 
situation with regard to a J'ust and lasting peace settlement 

"II'I . . 
in the Middle East, including the question of resuming the Geneva 

iii,., 
Peace Conference, and other matters. In these discussions both 

J.L \1 
'. !

sides(l?roceeded from' the agreements and,'understandings reached 

" . I!· 
as a ~sult of the uS-Soviet Slli~it meetings held in 

·,.1 ,
Washj:Dgt on and ~~divostok• 

• I I' 
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The conversations which procee'ded in a constructive 

spirit were, in the opinion of both sides, useful. 
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B COOTBere!rllml C .AOC~On JtoronopeBHOC~W I9-20 ran 

B BoRe coc~onnaCD BC!lpetUl tl1!eBa llOlmTOOPO UK KllCe. 1Jl1!mC'lIXl 0110

c'lpamn-a: MIl CCCP A.A.rpo'..nmo . D rOC3J.t8pc~DellBOro cCllpempa ClA, 

nOUOLUmRa npcS411l6nm no EonpoctUt lm!lBOBa1lDUOn t5esonacHoc!rI'l 

f.I\nccmwreiX1. 

liWIa eJUlHOltYOBo no~qepsmym ·p6mntOCTb o6eux ~OpoB nponon

BaTE. ~Bep~ npImepm!Ba~DCn B3~oro ItYpca lIS lUllIbHeiliJoe ynyqCCHllS 

11 ptl3BI1!rac co~Clto-auep!maBCmIX ~:reBaa 11 IDlWPOcax napo;t.O:9 

oCieux CTLXUI B YRpelIJleImfi JJBIB. 

COC~OHlICn 06uen 1mcmunm na :aonpocau lUlYCC20pommx o~Honep..Jlii 

L~ CCCP u Ca!, B -ZOll tmcne EaCa~!lCB ~lllillenae:r() orprurn~Clllln 

c~parern'iecrutt Hac~~enD'nlX BOOPr..eImn. E!:m ~K:le oGc:ritl]J.ea PEA 

lJe3JlYHSlY.>JmBX npot1l!eu, npeJtcmDn~ BsammuU .DlI'fCpeC. - XO}l 
~ 	 . 

COOOQaHIlB DO ooaOnaCHOC!l3 11 COTpYlUnJqC~BY B EDpone n Sa.4aw ero 

6!JCTpeiliJero 8alleI¥..lemJB, ,nonOSCmJ8 AOJ} c ypc~JmJporoRnelJ H8 E;n12-,. . 

HC!! BO·C~ORe. DltJIS>t!8H DQfipoC 0 D030dnOBnenmJ paOOTl) i.CneDC~ 
.	q:-epeH!UJ3, 11 nelto'Zopue ltPyme. IlpD ~ou C~OpOHJ;J nCXOmlm:J 83 curna

lJOaBll 11 j!ori)nopeuIIoc~oil, ~oc~r~ax B·pe3YnD:tQTe COBe5!CRO-auepD

1t9BCImX llCipeq Ha BlJC!Jeu ypo:sne B ~~OCKDe, Ba!ll!HI'%OHS 11 no BmArJ

DOCttORe. 

EeceltH. npoxO~Bmte lJ KOUC'ZP3~HBII01t 113XO. 

oCSenx C~OpoH, nonesmnm•. 
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MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION 

Andrey Gromyko, Member of the politburoPART IC IPANTS: 
of the Central Committee, CPSU, and Min 
of Foreign Affairs of the USSR 

Viktor Mikbaylovich Sukhodrev, Counsellor, 
MFA (interpreter) 

Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Secretary of State 
and Assistant to the Presiderit for 
National Security Affairs 

Peter W. Rodman, NSC $taff~ttfl-

Tuesday, May 20, 1975DATE AND TIME: 
3: 1 0 to 3 :40 p.m. 

The Soviet Emba s syPLACE: 
Vienna, Austria 

[The Secretary and the Minister began this conversation after a break in 


the plenary m.eeting.] -


Kissinger: Let me say one word about Schlesinger. It's as much directed 

at me as at you. If it's true what he said about detente, we look like fools. 


If you're using it to weaken us, we're idiots. 


It will not happen again. I will_pu~ a stop to it. 

Gromyko: On the Middl~ East, in substance, ,ve made no progress, but 

if you follow the line you describe, that you will be working together with 

us while working with other parties -- to the extent you are ready, that's 


a helpful sign. 

Kissin!!er: \Ve should operate on the assurn.ption that ,,,:e get our in£orm~l.ti(m 
from each other, because the parties in the ~1iddle East are not reliable 

reporte rs or v:hat's going on. 
DletJ"'" 

!eO. 1_tIC. U 
~MEllO. 11_,STATE EB'Y, GtJIIIUtEs ~v_ 
BY ~ . •NAHA. DATE/Q)Hf" '/t#!SSECREq:../KODIS/XGDS 
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Gromyko: Maybe. The first point is: we are preparing to conduct matters 
seriously with you if you intend to proceed in accordance with our joint 
responsibility. Thatl s what I want to say on the Middle East. 

KissinQ'er: We appreciate it. 

Gromyko: Regarding the Palestinian question, itls definitely our conclusion 
that without it [the PLO], there is no solution, since there are two million 

people. 

Kissinger: There must be a solution to the Palestinian problem. 

We think it would be best not to begin with it. We will reach it in time. 

Gromyko: On European security, we believe that when it IS finally resolved, 
we will rise one step higher in our own relationships. But what we don1t 
like is when somebody tries to tread on our feet. 

Kissinger: But we have really made an effort in Basket III. WeIll make an 
effort to m.eet the deadline. We have already reserved the week of the 21st 
on the President1s calendar. 

Gromyko: So on CSCE we will be expecting to hear from you in the very 
near future, and we expect it will be positive. 

Kis singer: On Basket III, we'll in~truct'our delegations to begin 
irn.mediately. On the military, weIll let you know by Tuesday of next 

week. 

Groyrnko: Good. 

Regarding the [Brezhnev] visit "-- October, if the schedule we mentioned 
is followed, but whether it will be the first or second half is hard to say. 
Is the second 10 days aU' right? 

Kissinger: We are thinking the Fresidentls trip to China will be the end 
of November, for we don1t want them too close together, and we need 
som.e time to prepare for the other. 

Gromyko: What follows from that? 

SEoCRETc/NODIS/ XGDS 
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Kissinger: That we would prefer the GenercU Secretary to corne not later 

than October 20. 

Then I'll brief our press that we don't have a firm date, but we're 

thinking of the first part of the Fall. 

it will be our responsibility to put outGromyko: As regards specific timing, 
What you say is your responsibilityan agreed statement at an agreed time. 

but what I said is firm. 

Kissinger: We'll do it in a vague way. 

Gromyko: ,Two words on West Berlin. We were not favorably impressed 
by your visit to West Berlin, and to boot accompanied by the Minister of 
the FRG. We see that,-- how shall I say -- as a little pebble thrown into 

our garden. 

Kissinger: American Secretaries of State have visited before, and you 
remember we announced it after my visit in February. 

Gromyko: Yes, but there was also a time when our tanks stood facing 
each other. So, we shouldn't look at it that way_ We also think the three 
Western powers are taking a position we don't think is in accordance with 

the Quadripartite Agreement. 

That's all I'd say. 

Does the word Rota mean anYthing to you? 

Kissinger: Yes. 

Gromyko: Have you forgotten? 

Kissinger: No, we haven't found a way of working it out in the domestic 

situation in the United States. 

Gromyko: What you said is still valid? 

Kissinger: You care about the de facto, not a piece of paper. If we ".:ork 
it out with the Government of Spain that it will be abandoned by 1980, that 
meets your needs. But we'll work it out one way or another. 

Gromyko: The important thing is that it not be forgotten. 

SiiCRE'F/NODIS/XGDS 
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Kissinger: No·, it has not been forgotten. 

Grornvko: And the matter of our sunken submarine. We do not regard 
the matter as having been closed. We don't regard the reply we received 
as final. This was a fact that wounded us, though we did not give vent to 
our feelings, for reasons that should be obvious. 

Regarding the Far East, we are observing at a distance what is going 
on, and we came to the conclusion that China·wants, through pressure on 
Japan, to do something against both of us. What you should do, you are the 
judge, but neither of us should ignore the information we have on the subject, 
and neither can afford to underestimate it. 

Kissinger: Let me put it this way: In the next 10 years, given our strength, 
we may often clash. But after 1985, events may drive us into ever closer 
collaboration, if not alliance. Provided we don't weaken each other too much. 
But we should bear in mind the alliance between Japan and China could be 
directed against either of us, and if joined with other parts of the world, 
the Third World, it OJuld be worrisome. This is over 10 years. Before then, 
it is not a danger. 

Gromyko: I appreciate this. 

Kissinger: This is what I keep in min~ in present controver.sies. Europe 
destroyed itself over Serbia; we should not destroy ourselves over Syria, 
Israel and Iraq. Ten years from now it will be irrelevant. 

Gromvko: That approach is, we believe, the correct one, and is a far
sighted approach, and in fact, the Soviet leadership always had that approach 
regarding our relationship with the. Uriited States. Whether from time to 
time events occur in one part of the world that are not to your liking or ours, 
but trouble comes only if we, allow events to close our eyes to the issue. 

We must not let it happen. 

Kissinger: ·We'll make the maximum effort to prevent it from happening. 

Gromvko: That's the right attitude. You'll quite soon be in China, and Pm 
sure the Chir.ese will sing like nightingales about their attitude to you. We 
trust you will be realistic about their political and international implications. 

SECRFff=lNODIS/ XGDS 
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Kissinger: We will clearly distinguish between the irnrrlediate and the 
long-range, and the long-range is what I've given you. 

Grornvko: Regarding the Middle East, we will continue to act in the direction 
of ensuring a lasting peace, as in Europe and Asia. Regarding various 
allegations in the pres s about the alleged intentions of the Soviet Union, \VC 

pay no attention, even though 1,000 arms are ascribed to us where we only 
hav~ two. 

Kissinger: E~re the next nine months are very important. We would like to 
anchor detente very firmly before the primary campaign begins next March. 

Grornyko: Informally, who will be the next President of the United States? 

Kissinger: If the economic situation improves, as all signs are that it will, 
Ford will be re-e1ected with a large majority. 

Gromyko: Privately, General Secretary Brezhnev, on several occasions 
after Vladivostok, mentioned President Ford in a positive way, as a very 
nice ma·n. 

Kissinger: Our press in the East is very misleading. When I travel, and 
I'm not a Presidential candidate, I draw very large crowds. It shows 
something about the mood of the country. If the economy improves, and 
it's almost certain it ·will, he'll be elected with a large majority. 

Gromyko: In tre Senate, Jackson and others of his ilk are still walking 
"\vith arrows trained against you. 

Kissinger: He's running against yo~~land against me. 

Gromyko: 50-50! Or is it 60-40 against us? 

Kissinger: I think 60 against me. [Laughter]. 

Gromyko: 40 is enough for us! 

Kissin~er: We'll handle Jackson. If our relationship deteriorates, he will 
gain. If our rela.tionship improves, we'll handle him. But he's the best' 
financed candidate -- he has support from Labor and Jewish groups. 
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~ Gromyko: To end it, I think this meeting was roth necessary and useful. 
As we say, Moscow was not built at once -- it was built brick by' brick. 
More effort will be required. We are prepared to work from our side. 
The tunnel must be built from both ends, and this is a longer tunnel 
than under the Hudson. 

Kissinger: We agree it was useful and weIll meet again in July. 

To the press, weIll say: We will publish a communique and we need 
not say more. We had good talks, and we will meet again. 

~At 3:40 the meeting ended and the Minister escorted Secretary 
Kissinger to his car. They spoke briefly to the press waiting' at the car. 
See remarks attached. ] 
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• j SU3.J£CT: SEC VISIT: CO~·~~·:E!nS BY SECRETARY KISSINGER. M~u F(JRJ.:I8i~ 
. ~:_. Llr'llNISTER GRONYiW UPON DEPARTING THE SOVIET EHdASSY, VIEin~';i ~;AY 20 

_!-.1. 1975. . ' .
cCo\ I 3 ._...--:--' -. _. _.- ...,. -. ,. '" . 
0<:::;'0\1'_ 1. QUOTE: ',. , ~. . ..-, " 
~o!.-,~"'UG. KISSINGER: THE FOREIGN frHNISTER AND I HAD VERY GOOD AND USEFUL/",0 ! ~ DISCuSSIOilS IN A CORDIAL AHlOSPHERE. \IE ARE GOWa TO IS5U~ A 
Rms I COMMUNIQUE AT 7:0G TONIGHT, BUT I CAN SAY NOW THAT ~E AGREED TO 
RAFlOI NEEr AG Al N IN THE NEAR FUTURE .FOR A FURTHER DET AI LED fir: VIEVi 0 F 
~I. THE STRATEGIC ARMS LIMITATION 'ALKS, PROSPECTS OF PEACE IN. THE, 
AFPLO :-, MIDDLE EAST AND OTHER MATTERS OF NUTUAL I NTEREsr • 

f-

GROMYKO: I AGREE WITH'THE SECRETARY. WE DISCUSSED SEVERAL 
PR03LEMS. ALL OF THEM ,ARE IMPORTANT. I THINK, I AM CONVINC~D~ 
DISCUSSIQ[': IS USEFUL AND IT IS NECESSARY. vIE f\GHEED f OF COURSE j /, 

TO HAVE FURTHER DISCUSSIONS WITH EACH OTHER, HOW MANY OF THEN' ~ 
WE DO NOT KNOW, BUT AT LEAST ONE IN THE NEAR FUTURE. ' 

QUC:SJ.J..QJJ: HAS A~JY CO~~PRO~HSE BEEN REACHED, SIE, ON THE ISSUE 
OF V~RIFICAIION, COULD YOU TELL US? 

c~-r-;- GRO~lYKO: IT-S A SMALL DETAIL. 

QUESTION: VERIFICATI0~ IS A SMAL~ DETAIL? 
-------
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,r--, KISSI~GER: wE CAN-I GO INTO IH~ DETAILS OF THE VARIOUS ISSUES 
~'HAT WERE DISCUSSED BUT, AS I SAID, THE TALKS WERE USEFUL I';i~jj 
CO{~STHUC;TIVE AIW \:1:: ~JlLL [-lEET AGAli1 IN THE :~ZAR FUTURE TO GO 
OVER ANY ITEMS THAT WILL STILL BE UNRESOLVED AT THAT POINT. 
THANK YOU. 

DID YOU DISCUSS THE MIDDLE EAST, DR. KISSINGER?. QUEST IOtJ : .-------- 
IHE MIDDLE EASt WAS DISCUSSED IN DETAIL.
KISSINGER: 

DID YOU ,AGREE ON ANY DATE EOR tHE GENEVA CONFERENCE?QUESTION: 
~~~ 

WE WILL MEEt AGAIN BEFORE THAT.KISSINGER: 

COULD IHE NEXT MEETING BE IN VIENNA?QUESTION: 

II HASNer BEEN DECIDED YETeKISSINGER: 

UNQUOTE 
TEXT2"-' "ACT IOt~ BONN: BONN IS REQUESTED TO REPRODUCE THE ABOVE THEFOR HmEDIAIE DISTRIBUIIor~ TO THE PRESS PARTY ACCO~'l?Ar~YING 

SECRETARY UPON THEIR ARRIVAL. BUCHANAN . 
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