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MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION
Andrey A~ Gromyko, Minister of Foreign Affairs
Mr. Kornienko, Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Mr. Sukhodrev

PARTICIPANTS: USSR:

US:

DATE &

T~ME:

September 18, 1975 - 4:30 p.m.

PLACE:

Oval Office, White House

SUlBJECT:.

Foreign Minister Gromyko' s CalIon
The President

The l're'sident:

~

The President
. Henry A. Kissinger, Secretary of State
Helmut Sonnenfeldt, Counsellor, State Dept.
Walter Stoessel, U.S. Ambassador to the USSR

G.n~rnyko:.

How is thE' General Secretary?

He is in good he<alth and he had a good vacation.

(RJOOtos;;r:aphers came in and the President gave Mr.• Gromyko an
a'(lirogrQy~ed
C~·~nera]

picture for Genera] Secretary Brezhnev showing the

:5eclteta:ry and the

Pres~dent

in conversation during the

meeting in Helsinki.)
I want

~o

give you the best wishes and very warm greetings

of Leonid Brezhnev.

I saw him the day before I left while he

was still on leave.

He still had a few days to go but, knowing

him, I doubt if he will use them.
I am prepared, in my own name and on behalf of the Soviet
leadership, to exchange views with you.

Speaking for the
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that the Soviet Union is dedicated to the line worked out in the
last few years and particularly as a result of the US-Soviet
meetings at the highest level and expressed in the relevant
treaties and agreements between pur two countries.
outset, I want to emphasize this.

At the

I would be happy to hear your

views, Mr. President, on our bilateral problems and on broader
questions and then I would be pleased to give you our views.
Thus, we will be able to touch on the main issues of interest.
The President:
Vladivostok.

I felt that we had a very good meeting at

This was a good example of how we can work together

on concrtete problems.
was good.

~

have

I also felt that the meeting in Helsinki

If"''erhaps not as much progress was made as we could

hop~d, ~ut

in fthis :way..

still it was a good meeting.

We have had some disappointments but there have

a1.r-:J.O .been gCJod results.
p."l"e·'~:iously.

an

c~en w~der

~ ~e W~

We should continue

Our re'lations now are far deeper than

Hopef.ully, our re:'flations can be expanded to cover
range of subjects.
can move ahead on SALT and bring those negotiations

t·o a successful conclusion.

If we could do that and also have

an agreement on grain, this would be very good.

I hear en

couraging reports about the grain talks; I hope there can be
some relationship between grain and oil as I discussed with
the General Secretary in Helsinki.
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The progress we have made is in the interest
jthe world.

In general, there is a relationship between all of

the various problems.
I look forward to the visit of the General Secretary in
1975.

If some of the differences on SALT can

b~

narrowed, I

believe it can be a successful visit.
These are my general views and now we could get into some
details.
Gromyko:

I am pleased to hear your statement, Mr.

President, and to know that you and your Administration support
the policy which has been worked out over the past 4 or 5
years.
'.The President:

I would add, and Ambassador Dobrynin is very

faro.i~Jii.;ar

with this, that we do have opponents in the US -- not

ever~~e

is enthusiastic about our relationship.

any n,ames in this regard.
able
we

~o

ha~e

I won't name

But I am confident that I will be

defend our relationship.

I want ti to continue, but

to see some benefits from it for both sides.

If that is

the result, then there is no reason why the vast majority of
Americans will not support our policy.
Gromyko:

More specifically, the crux of the question is

whether we will hold to the path of detente or whether there
will be a change from this fundamental pOlicy.

We carefully

follow developments in the United States and we know what you
are talking about.
'~

We know that some circles -- perhaps for

their own tactical reasons including domestic political
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considerations -- do not accept the pr~sent policy.
to believe, as you said, that the policy of detente and improving
our relations will be preserved and developed.
and we will follow this line firmly.

We believe this

If the US does the same,

then there will be a reliable basis for our future relations.
We favor this policy.
The President:

I share this view.

We should proceed on

this basis.
Gromyko:

It is correctly emphasized on both sides that

the process of detente should be filled with content.
(~ne
:~s
~

We have

some things together, for example in Europe, and this
been u~fu1.

Progress can be made only if the fundamental

:i3.i.ne of detente is observed.
~~ing

depends on the Kremlin.

It is not right to say that every
In equal measure, much also

(~pends 011 the White House and on the US in general.

I we1Qmne what you have said, Mr. President.

I wish to

l5lphasize again that what I have stated is the view of the whole
SOviet leadership and personally of the General Secretary.
The Prt!sident:

You may reassure the General Secretary and

your leadership that the US does believe in detente.

I feel

that i t has been to our mutual interest and benefit and the US
will follow this line.
To carry this forward with you it is important that the
General Secretary and I meet.

L.

If our views are shared, as you

indicate, then this should be in 1975.

For our planning



purposes '. it will be useful to have some idea of your views
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about the timing of the visit.

Of. course, we could be somewhat

flexible.
Gromyko:

Mr. President, let me make a few observations

in connection with our exchange of views on the general need to
follow the present course of our relations.
attention to two circumstances:

We have given

I dQn't know how you will

assess this or whether you will feel my remarks are critical
o~

not, but I would not be frank if I did not say them.
Mr. President, we value your statements as the Head of

Strate and also statements by other official representatives
i::3rst

Q~f

aLl, by Dr. Kissinger -- in support of detente.

;have b:~n vfe.ry clear.

These

B'ut sometimes arguments are marshalled·

:in sUPH'1ort \Of deter.:.:ite which make it appear that one side -- the
i!X$ --

:is absolutely clean with regard to detente, whereas the

~!OlSi tiorn

of. -the other side

a

I.S;

sha{::t.ow

cran

Ol'r~J:y

cast

DID.

leav,l:~s

something to be desired.

the intenti:onso·f the other side.

This

ca:llDse harm to our rela:tion.s.

Second]]", the g.rain.

We ex:pressed our desire to buy a

certain amount of grain and the US saidit would sell.

The

si-tuation would seem to be clear -- there is a potential
consumer and a potenti,al supplier.

However, so much noise

has been made about this and so much excitement stirred up
that

ill wishers get food for attacks against the principle

of our relations.
this policy.

Shocks and pinpricks are delivered against
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These are thoughts which could not fail to enter our -----.~
m1nds.
The President:

At the outset, I would say that you must

differentiate between what I and the Secretary say and what our
opponents say -- those who have reservations about detente.
I say very emphatically that I and the Administration believe
in detente.

But we have to put up with our critics who don't

like detente.

I have been forthright in support of detente

because I believe in it, and I must talk against those who
are against detente, either sincerely or for political reasons
of

t~eir

own.

You must put what I say in context.

What I

say is more important than what the critics say.
1. agrep- about the gr'ain deal -- we are a supplier and you a
hUJ1~Z.

I B:upport this and so does the Secretary.

of }lq;:Iicul'l::.ure also is a proponent.
to'

b~Jieve

tn.

~~e wa~ling

1;f::L~.\.'!'lI'e
crlli~.

The Secretary

It would be better for you

us -- myself and the Secretary --

~ather

words of those who oppose our policy.

us and ·our words just

~'iS

we do yours.

than to listen
You should

This is the

of detente and of our relations.

(;u:omykD:
understand me.

From your remarks I can see that you clearly
We value highly what you have said.

Now, about the visit of the General Secretary.

Up to now,

and at the present time, we have been talking in the specific
context of a new SALT agreement.

There can't be any doubts

that the understanding about a visit to the US remains fully
in force.

For the leadership and for the General Secretary,

I want to confirm this at the outset. -I trust it would be
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correct to proceed on the assumption that a new SALT agreement
would be signed at the time of the visit.
The President:

This is my assumption.

We are making

progress and we proceed from the assumption that a new agreement
will be finalized.
Gromyko:

We too proceed from precisely that assumption.

There is a substantive connection here.
Sa far as the timing is concerned, provided a new agreement
will be prepared in December, then the visit could take place
in December as you have suggested.
DT~

Kissinger:

Gramyko:

L

Yes,.we suggested December 16.

You said November 15 or December 16.

B~l.t what if we visualize a situation where it is impossible
to prepare and finalize an agre.ement by then?

If such a

situation occurs, then it would be in the best interests of both
sides to put off the visit for a while.

We don't see anything

wrong in thinking that if an agreement is not reached, then
we could visualize an agreement. in ·the s:pring.

Of course, it

·woule be better earlier than later, but if it were in the spring
there would be no difficulty in
The President:

rea~hing

agreement on a date.

In view of the progress we have made, I think

it would be far better to do it in December.

I feel that 1976

would not be the best time in this country for the culmination
of an agreement.

I see no reason, as I look at the differences,

why, if the General Secretary comes in.December, this could not

~/SENSITIVE
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result in an agreement.
Anything which goes into 1976, when our national elections
will be on, raises questions about the timing and the atmosphere.
It seems to me better to move now and make an agreement in
December.
Gromyko:

There is no question of what I would prefer.

It would be better to finalize an agreement in December and then,
of course, the visit should be in December.

But we are talking

about a turn of events where the agreement might not be ready
that soon.

However, there is no question about our preference.

The President:

I don't foreclose 1976.

I would just point

out that the atmosphere in 1976 would be much more difficult
in terms of making an agreement.

We can do it

Of course, the agreement is vitally important

in 1975.
~nd

it could be

postponed and could go into 1976.
Dr. Kissinger:

Of course, we assumed that the Foreign

Minister, with his usual spirit of conciliation, would fully
accept our last proposal!
Gromyko:

I will give my views later on that.

We believe that for a serious-minded policy the question
of finalizing the

agre~ment

at the end of December or in the

spring of 1976 shouldn't cause such a problem.
are talking about an adjacent period .of time.
visit is concerned, it is obvious that we ih
~/

After all, we
So far as the
the Soviet Union

will do everything possible to promote a new agreement.

I
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assure you that our words and deeds will not'be separate on this.
But now if I could say a few words on the substance of the
negotiations.

I don't know how much detail we will want to get

into on this today.
on the details.

I know I will talk with Dr. Kissinger

But I will speak with you concerning matters

of principle regarding SALT.
In Moscow, on the part of the leadership and of the General
S.ecretary, serious questions have arisen concerning the present
si!-tuation and what is taking place today about the whole matter.
lil'!En we began these negotiations, we proceeded from the need to
~\ock

channels for developing new weapons in greater volume and

q~2ntities
'_~i})e

and

~

wanted to slow down the strategic arms race"

Vladivostok agreement was dedicated to this aim.

Now,

we have come to the conclusion that the government of the
Undted States ha5 introduced -- or is introduc'ing or will

JJ!1troduce; you \.. . i.ll know best about this -- certain corrections
'~k')

the line on which Vladi vOS'~Qk was based.
Why does thjis question arise?

Perhaps because you are trying

tn open up the uevelopment of a new type of strategic weapon.
Here I refer to cruise missiles.

We believe that to proceed

along this path would mean giving a unilateral advantage to the
United States as compared to the Soviet Union.

This would

certainly complicate the situation.
We made a major concession

o~

a matter of principle to you.

This was on a question which had been personally mentioned by you
and by Dr. Kissinger.

This involved considering all three types
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of missiles as MIRVed because they have all been tested as
MIRVs.

This was not easy for us to do but we made a concession.

We did it in the expectation that you would take a more objective
position on other specific questions at issue in the SALT
talks.

But your position afterwards indicated that you were

not taking any step forward to meet our position.
us.

This troubles

Why should we sign a new agreement when it will permit

development of a new weapon?

It would burst forth like a

torrent.
Maybe your military people want this but it is not the
basis for an agreement.
account.
~_

Our interests must be taken into

Any agreement must be based on a reasonable compromise.

This was the basis for SALT One and for Vladivostok.

I hope

the US will elaborate a new, more objective position on cruise
missiles.

Other questions arise as well.

Backfire bomber.
it is not.
at Helsinki.

For example, the

Your experts say it is a heavy bomber, but

You will recall that the General Secretary said that
Your people say that various agencies are claiming

it is a heavy bomber, but our people know better about our own
bombers.
Dr. Kissinger:
Gromyko:

Do you want to tell us its characteristics?

On the question of range, you will remember that

the General Secretary said it was about one half.
Another question involves a definition of when a light
missile

becomes a heavy missile..

Also, there is the question

\

'-------

of modification and replacement of missiles.

~/SENSITIVE
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Dr. Kissinger: You mean silo modification?
Kornienko: Yes.
Gromyko:

I would like to call all of these simple questions,

but they are not.

That is why we ask ourselves if the US can

seriously believe that we can accept all of the suggestions made
to us.
This is how I would frankly describe the situation re
garding the negotiations at present.
The President:

It seems to me, Mr. Foreign Minister,

that you have touched on the main areas of our differences.
There is the problem of Backfire.

There is the issue of

ballistic (sic) missiles, their range from a bomber or from
a submarine.

There is the question of the cruise missile,

the question of the definition of a heavy ballistic missile,
the question of modification.

These are matters where we have

an area for negotiation.
The Secretary will be meeting with you tomorrow and on
Sunday.

Rather than get into specifics here, I would say only

that I believe there are places where we can be more forthcoming.
We have some thoughts and the Secretary will present them to
you for consideration by your leadership and by the General
Secretary.
We understand you have made a step forward on the verifi
cation question.

We believe that our position, as it will be

presented to you by the Secretary, can move things

- 12 

On the Backfire, this should not be irreconcilable.
On the question of range on submarines and bombers, I
indicated 2500; whether there should be a ban or whether they
should be counted is a matter for negotiation.
~

On submarines, we started at 1500 and then indicated 1200.
On definition of a heavy ballistic missile, the launch

weight and throw weight should be included.
I believe these matters can be resolved Tomorrow, or more
likely on Sunday, you will have our views.

I believe they

can lead to agreement.
Dr. Kissinger:

We have not finally fixed on a position and

it would be helpful to get your views on these matters.
~

There

is a question of reconciling many different points of view on
our side.

It is not true that we have not changed our position.

We have reduced the range for our cruise missiles to eliminate
the possibility of reaching populated areas in the Soviet Union.
It would be helpful to have any ideas which you brought from
Moscow so that we do not go past each other again in our
positions.
Gromyko:

Mr. Secretary, if we take the proposals you have

made, including the latest ones, I would say that they change
nothing in comparison with the position which you took
previously.

Your new position does not alter at all the

possibility of achieving agreement.
propose is microscopic.
next day.

The difference in what you

But let's consider this tomorrow or the

Should we now take up the Middle East?

~aET/SENSITIVE
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The President:
Gromyko:

I would be glad to do so.

I know you are interested in learning about our

position and we want to know yours.

First of all, I must say

that, in Moscow, we are disappointed with the actions of the
US in the Middle East.
The President:

You should realize, Mr. Foreign Minister,

that we were asked by the parties to participate in the
negotiations.

We of course are willing to work with the Soviet

Union and to lay a foundation to move toward bringing the Middle
East situation to Geneva.

On the assumption that what we did

during the last month materializes, then you and we can move
togeti'r.er toward Geneva.
~rc~yko:

I am sure you are familiar with our position on

this matter and I do not need to go into it in detail.
will

SB1~i

But I

again that there will not be peace in the Middle East

unless there is a full evacuation of the occupied territories
by the Israeli forces.

Secondly, there will not be peace until

the Palestinian question is resolved.

Today, the Palestinian

problem looks different from what it did five or ten years ago
it has become much more acute.

It can only be resolved on the

basis of permitting the Palestinians to establish their own
national homeland.
Also, there can be no peace without guarantees of the
existence of all states in the area, naturally
Israel.

~/SENSITIVE
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I would call your attention to the fact, Mr. president·;-----"~"
that there is agreement between the Soviet Union and the US
that all questions concerning the Middle East would be reviewed
and considered together by our two countries.

But in fact the US

simply decided to ignore the Soviet Union and its role in that
area.

But I believe you will agree that this cannot be done.

The Soviet Union does exist and it does have a policy in
the Middle East.
We ask ourselves why the United States has done this.
Perhaps it is to try to denigrate the policy and influence of
the Soviet Union and to inflate the role and influence of the
US in the eyes of public opinion.
~

But I really don't want to

develop this any further.
Of course, we believe that such actions cause damage
to the line of policy which we discussed earlier today and which
has been agreed by our two countries.

It undermines trust and

understanding between the Soviet Union and the United

States~

We, of course, expressed our disappointment with these actions.
They cannot be considered as positive simply because they were
done with the consent of certain other parties.

We do not

believe that the comments of certain Arab leaders -- who do not
consider the interests of other Arabs -- can be useful.

All

of this cannot justify the actions ·of the US in the Middle East.
Mr. President, you mentioned the Geneva Conference and said
that this was an area where the two sides could act jointly.

~/SENSITIVE
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But where are the grounds for joint action?
we couldn't convene it.

Even if we tried,

How can it be expected that the soviet

Union could agree to convene a conference which would be a
failure because of actions which have been taken?

A failure

of the conference would not be useful to anyone -- to the
Arabs, to Israel, or to the US.

I consider that the prospects

for a Geneva Conference are gloomy.
These are my views about the situation in the Middle East.
This is an area which suffers tremors from time to time.
cannot but affect relations between us.

This

Of course, some Arab

leader can say that the Soviet Union is bad and the US is good.
Dr. Kissinger:
Gromyko:
obtain.

That changes every 10 years!

Time alone will tell how long this situation will

This is a momentary thing.

Union and its policy is

a permanent thing, as distinct from the

position of an Arab leader.
Dr. Kissinger:

But the role of the Soviet

I will name no names.

You shouldn't speak ill of your Syrian

friends.
Gromyko:
peace.

We want nothing in the Middle East but to see

If your military people say that we seek bases there,

this is not true -- it is nonsense.

Everything will depend on

the US and the policies pursued by the US.
joint actions.

We favor serious,

We are against policies based on considerations

of the moment and steps divorced from the idea of achieving a
permanent settlement.

~~T/SENSIT!VE
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The President:

I know the policy of the Soviet union"<it1.

the Middle East is based on seeking peace there.
same long-range overall objectives.
many ways.

/"

We share the

They can be defined in

At the UN, we agreed on resolutions 242 and 348.

We believe a settlement based on them would be fair and
equitable.
Under no circumstances -- and I want to make this clear -
was our effort with Egypt and Israel aimed at downgrading the
role of the Soviet Union.

It was aimed, with the best intentions,

at a settlement which we want to participate in with the Soviet
Union.
I am not as pessmistic as you regarding what could be

~

accomplished at Geneva.

I understand the need to take into

account the legitimate interests of the Palestinians.
there are many issues which must be resolved.

I know

I won't go into

details, but the Soviet Union and the United States can help
move the parties toward a settlement.
We should review how we can work together.

The Secretary

will do this in detail with you and he will report to me on how
we can proceed together toward common objectives.
Gromyko:

Of course I am prepared to exchange views with

the Secretary.
Dr. Kissinger:

I believe the presentation of the Foreign

Minister was very moderate and constructive.
The President:

I reiterate, ·Mr. Foreign Minister, that

~RBTjSENSITIVE
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there was no intention on our part to cut down the Soviet
interests in the Middle East.

I look forward to sharing the

effort with you.
Gromyko:

I trust cur clarifications have helped you to

gain a more complete picture of our intentions in the Middle East
and our assessment.
There has been much discussion of the agreement between
Israel and Egypt and many have said that the Soviet Union
will lead a drive against this.
campaign against this agreement.
about it.
l~w,

We do not conduct any special
But we make our own conclusion

We will go on doing this -- this is our duty.
about future cooperation in the light of what's been

done recently.

On the Geneva Conference, I note that you say

that you are more optimistic then we.
see.

Well, we will have to

There are many factors to be considered.
Mr. President, with your permission, I would like to consider

briefly several other questions.
First, under the general heading of European affairs, I wish
to express. the satisfaction of our leadership and of Leonid
Brezhnev personally that a significant step was taken in Europe
with the holding of the European Security Conference.

The

General Secretary said this to you directly, but I too want to
express my appreciation for the cooperation between the US
and the Soviet Union in preparing for the conference

~.

it to a successful conclusion.
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Now, about the Vienna talks on force reductions.
substantive progress has been made as yet.

No

I don't want to go

into the details and maybe Dr. Kissinger will talk about this.
However, no cracks have yet appeared in the sky because of the
lack of progress.
guarantee success.

We will do our part, but one side cannot
We hope that both sides will make efforts to

achieve success.
The President:

I

appr~ciate

your kind words about our

position concerning the Security Conference.
the agreement and defended it in the US.

I fully supported

I feel the spirit in

which we entered it -- if fulfilled -- can bring fruits in the
coming years.
I am glad you mentioned the Vienna talks.
been enough progress there.

There has not

You feel, and we do also, that we

can bring this to a point where there can be an agreement on a
reduction.

I hope the negotiaters

will take actions toward this end.

in Vienna on both sides
I assure you the US will do

so.
Gromyko:

I appreciate your words, Mr. President.

In Moscow we ask ourselves where things are moving in
regard to the arms race.

We are conducting negotiations about

a SALT agreement which will last until 1985.
are arming themselves.
degrees .

",--- ..

.

'

But other nations

The arms race is continuing in various

~RBT/SENSITlVE
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We have made a number of proposals to curb the arms race,
but these have not met with a positive response from the

us.

It is true we have done a few things -- the NPT and prohibiting
bacteriological weapons.

But these are all too few and the

arms race proceeds without restrictions.

Where will the world

find itself?
We have suggested the convening of a World Disarmament
Conference with the participation of all states in the world
France, China, the UK and others.

Perhaps this won't achieve

immediate agreement, but at least the problem would be discussed.
But we are told that this is not a good idea and the US
raises up in arms against it.
We are discussing a SALT agreement bilaterally but other
countries are continuing their arms programs.
this go on?

How long can

This is not just a philosophical question divorced

from life, but it is a question of practical politics which is
related to the situation several years in the future.
The President:

Mr. Foreign Minister, the world would be

safer if the arms race could be discontinued on a world-wide
basis.

Perhaps the best way to lead in this direction would be

for us to conclude a SALT agreement and MBFR.
the good faith of

bot~

ending the arms race.

This would show

of us and would show the way toward
It would be an example and would lend

credibility to what we want to see in the world as a whole.

~~/SENSITIVE
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I understand your words.

It is not easy to give

a full answer to this question, but I wanted to call your
attention to it.

These are matters which exist in real life

and this influences life everywhere.
Now, if I could ask you one last question.

You made a

casual remark earlier that you valued the talks in Moscow by
Mr. Robinson about grain.

Could you give me your views on

this?
The President:

As I understand it, the Soviet side and

Mr. Robinson have been negotiating on a grain deal which would
be made on a five-year basis.

Five million tons could be

sold annually with an option to purchase three million more
~,

tons.

Alternatively, six million tons could be specified

as a firm figure.
this year.

In addition, further sales could be made

There is some question if the five-year period should

begin this year or next.
Mr. Robinson has my full authority to go back go Moscow
in a week or so and achieve agreement.
over this question casually.

I did not mean to pass

As we see it, it would be better

to have stability in purchases rather than the peaks and
valleys of the past.
in Helsinki.

This would be in the spirit of our talk

It should also contain the concept of the sale

of oil.
If we can do a grain deal, the oil deal might take
longer.

But both would be in our mutual interest.
"

I

/
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It is clear we are talking about the purchase

of grain this year on a one-time basis and a separate agreement
on a long term basis.
Dr. Kissinger:

This is correct.

It is a US bureaucratic

problem as to when the five-year period should start.
clear it should start next year.
additional grain this year.

It is

If you-want, you can purchase

As I see the situation, most of the

remaining issues are technical.
We will work out an agreement and present it to you.
Mr. Robinson will go to Moscow on Wednesday or Thursday.
On the oil question, it would be helpful if 10 million
tons could be sold in connection with the grain purchases.
I

~

Then we can discuss in a more leisurely way with you the idea
of an exchange of technology on oil.

Robinson can discuss this

with you.
You will have the proposed agreement no later than the first
two days of next week.
The President:
this.

There should be no serious problems about

I have given instructions that there should be no nit

picking.

The agreement would show that detente benefits both

sides.
Gromyko:

Well, I don't want to go into the details since

the talks are continuing.
since I have been in the

I have had information on them

us.
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- 22 Mr. President, I want to thank you for your reception,
your courtesy and the time ,you have given me.

We have expressed

our thoughts frankly -- perhaps too frankly -- but this has
always been helpful in the past in discussing problems.
The President:

I want to reassure you that frankness is

very helpful in solving problems.
candor.

I thank you for coming and for helping to lay the

groundwork for progress in
I

I believe in frankness and

sh~uld

~ALT

and in other areas.

mention that in my speech in Oklahoma I will say

that "encouraging progress" has been made.
Gromyko:

I have no objection.

The President:

Please give my very best regards to the

General Secretary.

*

*

*

*

The meeting terminated at 7:05 p.m.
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FOREIGN MINISTER GROMYKO: Our discussion with
the U.S. President Ford has just ended. During this
discussion, we touched upon several problems relating,
first and foremost, to the U.S. policies toward the Soviet
Union and Soviet policies toward the United States.
We also touched upon some international problems,
notably the question of the Middle East, some problems
relating to Europe, some questions relating to the arms
race and, of course, the question of the talks now in
progress between the United States and the Soviet Union
on the possibility of concluding a new SALT agreement
deserves special emphasis.
\

'

~.( .

That question is one of bilateral -- is
bilateral by its character, but at the same time, it does
have international significance. Both sides re-emphasized
their desire and determination to continue the line of
policy that was worked out and took concrete form in the
recent years and first and foremost as a result of the
Soviet-American summit meetings.
One can't mention all that was discussed in all
details, but I think I have mentioned the most important
things that we discussed, basically relating to Soviet
American relations.
As regards problems of international queations
and the question which I place special emphasis on -- that
is the question of a new SALT agreement -- as I said, that
is a bilateral issue which has very important international
significance.
I feel that there has been a thorough exchange
of views. I cannot say it was very easy or simple, but then
neither are the questions easy or simple.
MORE
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On both sides, the desire -- and I would say
the determination -- was expressed to find points of
contact on some matters and on some -- and you probably
know this yourselves -- there are still some differences
as regards the question of preparing a new agreement, a
new agreement to limit strategic arms.
Both sides reaffirmed their readiness to continue
the negotiations to achieve further success in preparing
the agreement. That is all that I am prepared to tell you,
and I do believe that you would be acting very correctly
if you didn't ask me too many questions.

Q
Will there be a summit meeting in Washington
with Secretary Brezhnev this year?
FOREIGN MINISTER GROMYKO: The agreement in
principle on this matter has been achieved, and it is
fully valid today, and this was reaffirmed once again
during the meeting.
I would not now like to go into the question of
specific dates or timing. I am sure that journalists
with such great experience as all of you have will under
stand me correctly.
~hank

you very much.

Q
Can you say whether it will be this year,
the summit meeting in Washington?
FOREIGN MINISTE~ GROMYKO: I just told you I
would not like to go into the specific dates and timing,
and may I repeat that I trust you will understand me
correctly.
THE PRESS:

Thank you.
END

(AT 7:08 P.M.

EDT)
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[From 4:00 to 4:30, Secretary Kissinger, Foreign Minister Grom.yko
and Ambassador Dobrynin conferred alone in Secretary Kissinger's
office, then the meeting began in the Conference Room.. Photographers
were admitted briefly and then disInis sed. ]
Kissinger: Mr. Foreign Minister, I don't have to welcome you here •.
You are always welcome. I thought your m.eetmg yesterday with the
President was very fruitful. And I want to reaffirm what the President
said, in a larger circle: Our policy of detente is a fixed policy. Our
aim, as the General Secretary said, is to Inake it irreversible. We
want to find ways of working together in practical ways and to continue
the practice of meetings and consultations, particularly at the highest
level. Occasionally there are disappointInents and irritations. but we
both share a responsibility to ease international tensions. And if we
look over the long-term future, we can see fewer issues where our
interests will conflict and more issues where our interests will be
corning increasingly together.
So it is in this spirit I welcome you her~ and look forward to our meeting
here and on Sunday.
Gromyko: Thank you for those words of welcoIne, Mr. Secretary. I
certainly share your opinion that ye sterday' s meeting was a useful one.
We touched upon several important matters and I set out the policy of
the Soviet Union on several questions. The main thing was that on both
sides it was reaffirrrled that our two countries will continue the line that
has been developing over the past two years, mainly as a result of the
Soviet-American summit meetings. In this spirit we will take part in
our meetings today and on Sunday.
Kissinger: I proposed that we would start with the Strategic Arms
Limita.tion Talks and reserve for this evening discussion of the Middle
East.

,,--

..
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Gromyko: I think that would be the right thing to do. The que stionthen
is how specifically should we organize our discussion on SALT. I
proceed from the view that our position was· set out in detail and is
known to you, just as your position was set out in detail and is known
to us. I suggest we set forth those items that are not agreed.
Kissinger: That would be useful. Let us do an inventory of the issues
and why we disagree. Then on Sunday we will have another opportunity
to discuss.
Gromyko: That would probably be the be st way.
H we agreed on that, who starts?

Do you want to, or let me speak?

Kissinger: Perhaps you would like to make a few remarks.
Gromyko: All right. You will remember the reply we gave to the
repeated statements made by the American side that the question of
verification [kontroJ.'] is very important for the United States and that
it is a question that seriously impedes an agreement, and the fact that
there was no understanding on verification was a serious impediment to
an agreement. At that time you formulated your position, and the
American side--the President-- stated that you were proceeding from
the assumption tt"t if a missile of a certain type was tested with MIRVs,
all missiles of that type would be treated as MIRVed. That meant all
three types of ours you are familiar with would be counted as MIRVed,
that is, counted in the 1320 as agreed in Vladivostok.
No, we thoroughly discus sed that prob1em- -it was not an easy one. But
we took a decision to meet the United States half way and we gave a
positive response, as you recall. At that time we thought this was a
major concession of princip1e--and I repeat, there are concessions and
concessions and this is a major concession of princip1e--but the U. S.
took no steps that are comparable to the conce ssion we made. And this
was surpnsmg. The figures you later gave us regarding missiles on
heavy bombers and surface ships showed no change of any significance,
and there is no possibility to underestimate the seriousness of the present
situation.
Kissinger: What do you mean by "underestimate the seriousness of the
present situation"?
.. ',
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Gromyko: How do we assess your position? We assess it this way:
We believe that after Vladivostok you reoriented yourselves and decided
to open up a new channel of the arm.s race. You felt that in some respect
you had traveled a greater distance than we had and you decided to exploit
that in your unilateral intere sts. If that is so, it would be hard to count
on an agreement being reached on that basis.
The problem. of cruise m.issiles in that respect has becom.e a very serious
brake on the path of reaching an agreement. We formulated our specific
proposals on this matter and those are the ones we abide by to this day.
And we believe there is a possibility to find a mutually acceptable solu
tion, provided you leave aside your aim. of" achieving a unilateral
advantage. But to achieve it, you m.ust withdraw from your one-sided
position. As for cruise missiles on heavy bom.bers, our position is that
all cruise mis siles of over 600-kilometer range should be counted in the
number of vehicles, and there is no possibility of even considering 2500.
Or any intermediate figure between 600 and 2500 could not be accepted.
Regarding sea-based cruise Inissiles, we also believe a solution can be
found on the basis that all of a range of over 600 kilom.eters be banned.
Kissinger: Banned or counted?
Gromyko: Banned.
Let me remind you of another matter. You recall at Helsinki, at the
discussion there, on five points on which our positions coincided or
were almost coincidental we decided we would instruc::t our delegations
at Geneva to formulate the final words on those points. Unfortunately,
your delegation did not receive instructions on all those five points. To
my knowledge. Perhaps there was not enough time, I don't know.
Kissinger: What are the points?
Gromyko:

Let me list the five points •
.......:.

'
,.~

Point 1: intercontinental range cruise m.issiles we agreed would be
banned. There is no problem here. Your delegation did receive
instructions and they are working on this now, on the forIn of words.
Point 2: ballistic missiles of ranges exceeding 600 kilom.eters on
vessels--except submarines, because as you know that's a different
matter. There too, it was agreed they would be banned and the
delegations would be instructed. There is no problem here; the
delegations are at work.
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Point 3: cruise missiles with ranges in excess of 600 kilometers on
any flying machines except heavy bombers. We agreed here too they
would be banned. Except heavy bombers, because they are a different
matter altogether. Here, on this point, your delegation has said it has
no instruction to engage in any discussion. We are rather surprised by
this. Perhaps it is just a matter of time, or you changed your position
on it.
Then there was Point 4, that related to both ballistic and cruise missiles.
We agreed it would be forbidden to deploy them on the seabed and ocean
floor, including internal and territorial waters. We agreed at Helsinki,
but your delegation says it has no instructions on this point regarding
cruise missiles.
Kissinger: Do we want to put cruise missiles on the ocean floor?
We didn't" understand cruise missiles could
be put on the ocean floor.
Cr~wling cruise missiles?

Gromyko: Not to put.
Kissinger: That is a misunderstanding.
Gromyko:

There is no problem on that.

Your delegation doesn't work on it.

It says it has no instructions.

Then there is the last point, point 5, which concerns the nonplacement in
orbit of nuclear weapons or any other weapons of mass destruction. On
this we thought alike at Helsinki, and we are pleased to see that your
delegation has instructions on this and is working on it.
So work continue s on three, and on two there is no movement.
Kissinger: The two points are cruise missiles on aircraft other than
heavy bombers and cruise missiles on the ocean floor •
. Gromyko: Right.

That is all I wanted to say regarding cruise missiles.

Now, about the heavy bomber. We want to say quite frankly you must be
guided by some sort of consideration of diplomatic bargaining because
we cannot believe you'really regard that plane--the Backfire- -as a heavy
bomber. So if someone from some agency is whispering in your ear
that it is, you should--in a loud voice--make clear that it isn't. We
wish we did have a plane with the characteristics you ascribe to the
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Backfire! So when you give us a bonus of 100 extra aircraft, that is of
no consequence because the que stion is one of princ iple. So that is the
case for the Backfire bomber.
Now. on the question of modernization of missiles and our agreement
that we would leave in the new agreement the clause of the Interim Agree
ment, that is, that in modernizing missiles the two sides would be allowed
to increase the size of the silos by 10-15%. In effect, we accepted your
idea, which did not in fact run counter to our own wishes, to provide a
limit in terms of volume to the pos sible increase in the dimensions of a
silo, that in the final analysis the volUIne of the silo should not be
increased more than 32%.
As we see it, you want to introduce, guided I guess by certain one-sided
considerations that maybe your-military people have prompted you, a
limit on vertical changes in the dimensions of a silo by not more than
15%. Regarding horizontal, there is no problem of a limit of 10-15%.
We believe such a view is not justified and will serve only a one-sided
interest. It is quite right that both sides would undertake not to increase
the total volume by more than 32% but it would be up to the side concerned
to decide how that figure of 32% would be reached--either by only a
vertical change or only horizontal or a combination of both--being
limited by 32%.
Kissinger: If you go 32% only vertical you will reach China and we're
trying to prevent that.
Gromyko.. We are not saying that there can be no increase in the
horizontal by 10-15% or that the vertical would be unlimited. That is
not what we are asking. The joint position should be fair and equal,
that is, that both sides should be free to do it either vertical or
horizontal or in combination but without exceeding 32%. That we feel
is a fair and neutral position. And we hope you will take a more objective
position in this matter.
Now on the question of conversion of non-heavy to heavy missiles and on
the conditions which would prevent such conversions.
The starting points for this already have been discussed and there is no
need to repeat ourselves. You know the basic unit is taken to be our
55-19 missile. Our view is, and we hav~ already set it out to you:
here the basic figure establishing a certain limit should be launching
weight, starting weight, not throwweight. That we feel is the simplest.

7
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But simplicity isn't everything in this matter; it is the simplest and most
:rcliable way of guaranteeing this limit. If that method is applied, fewer
parameters will have to be verified, and that itself yields a certain
advantage.
You know that insofar as throwweight is concerned, that figure can change
g.epending on the range or distance the missile is expected to fly. You
can throw a bigger weight smaller distances or a smaller weight bigger
distances. So that would complicate matters and make it harder to get
accuracy.
Kissinger:
distance.

Maybe we can let you throw any weight you want a short

Gromyko: Also, the earth unfortunately has the drawback that it revolves.
Very long ago it tqok it into its head to revolve, so you can throw a missile
in the direction of the rotation or against. And that too doe s effect the
measurement if you are measuring by throwweight. So regardle ss of how
you treat the whole tnatter, one cannot fail to agree that this would be a
~e s s reliable means of control than the starting weight.
There are certain other matters on which there was some exchange of
:views, tnaybe insufficiently complete. On some you have not finalized
your position. But I would like to close on that. But the main thing is
that in giving you our reply on the que stion of verification, we stated-
and you will recall this - -that our position and our readine ss were beLTlg
extended in the context of agreement being reached on certain other
questions, foremost being cruise missiles.
I would like to make one othe r point: I am sure this applie s to you and it
certaWy does to us, but we want to reach an agreement that is most
effective, that holds back and slows down the arms race in this important
field and makes the peoples of both our countries and the entire world
feel this. We want it to exert a positive influence on the state of affairs
in the world. But if in stopping one channel of the arms race you open
up another one--cruise missiles--then all the positive elements that
would have been reached in other areas will be reduced to zero. And in
fact, we will be worse off materially and even strategically, because
we don't know, we might be worse off.
But I emphasize that our interest in reaching an accord has not diminished.
I said that to the President and I repeat it now emphatically. We are ready
to do it now and to work as long as necessary to do it. But we want an
accord to be as effective as possible, and we want it--as both agreed;..::-,~9.
serve the purpose of holding back the arms r a c e . , < h)r?O <",
;;.. ,
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Kissinger: Mr. Foreign Minister, this was a very clear expos;i.tion and
very helpful to our analysis of the proble:m. Let:me :make a few observa
tions and go into detail on SOIne. I will say a few things to let you know
our thinking, for your colleagues in Moscow.

On the instructions to our delegation.

On the issue of cruise :missiles
on the ocean floor, this is not aproble:m. We had never considered the
possibility of putting cruise :missiles on the ocean floor so we had no
for:mal govern:ment position on the issue. It is not so:mething that will
hold up an agree:ment. It is just a conceptual proble:m here.
On cruise :missiles on aircraft other than heavy bo:mbers, this is related
to the question of how we settle cruise :missiles on heavy bo:mbers. So
this is easily soluble. And I will co:me back to this Sunday. If we solve
the cruise :missile issue in general, ,we will easily solve this. This will
be.a 15-:minute discussion. But it is difficult to issue instructions on
one without solving it all•
. So on the issues that were agreed in Helsinki, we can consider the:m
substantially solved.
Now, on the relatively less crucial issues. Silo diInensions. Our
difficulty is that under the pre sent agree:ment, it can't be :modified :more
than 10-15% in anyone direction. There is no dispute. The question
was whether you can do it 10-15% in both directions. If you can, it :means
sc):mething like a 52% increase in volu:me. And this see:ms to us excessive.
Gro:myko:

This is not the case.

Kissinger: In the existing agree:ment, that was agreed to in Geneva, the
rule was that it can't be :more than 15% in one direction.
Korniyenko: It doesn't say anything about directions.
Kissinger: You are quite right. There are three possible interpretations:
You can either increase it 15% in volu:rne, which is absurd; 15% in one
direction; or 15% in both. But under no possibility can it :mean 32% in one
direction. Under your interpretation, you could reach a 52% increase in
volu:rne by a 15% increase in both directions.
Gro:myko:

Ye s.

52%.

Kissinger: I had the unworthy thought that when you offered 32%, :making
it :much deeper, you weren't doing so:mething to hurt yourself. What
~.

~
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are now proposing is a vo1wne change of 32% and you would prefer to feel
free to take it in anyone direction. If you take it only horizontally, you
could do it 15% horizontally. But if you go deeper, you could theoretically
take it 32%. Theoretically you could go deeper than 15% and increase the
volwne to 32%.
Gromyko: Either, or m combination.
Kissinger: Yes. You could do any number of things to get 32%. And
that is something we have great difficulty with. Because we believe,
quite candidly, it would give you. ••
it is less favorable for limiting
the size of missiles than the Interim Agreement.
Gromyko: 50 you would agree to the continuation of the present situation,
the volume can be increased by' 52%?
Kissinger: No. We can agree to a volwne limit of 32% as long as you don't
take more than 15% in one direction.
Gromyko:

Your idea is an advantage to yourself.

Kissinger: We don't want any increase.

t~
1

Gromyko:

It is for your advantage.

Kissinger: Anatol, the Foreign Minister sprung a double negative in the
car that took me 15 minutes to figure out.
We cannot accept 52%. We in Moscow in '72 didn't want any change. We
frankly thought it would be 15% in anyone direction. We never defined it,
but it was our thought. If we change it, we are adding quite a new dimen
sion. We are prepared to continue the Interim Agreement limit but add to
it a 32% volume limitation.
That we are prepared to do. But we can't
accept that the whole volume can be taken in one direction.
Regarding throwweight, we are of course talking about nlissile s of inter
continental range. The 55-17 has a considerable increase in its throw
weight by increased propulsion. 50 if you increase the 55-19 by propulsion
you will get a considerable increase in throwweight; it would approach the
throwweight of the 55-9.
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Mr. Loda1 feels you are not cleared for figures on Soviet thro'\VWeight.
Be that as it may, that is our estimate. So any further increase in
thro'\VWeight in the SS-19 will make it practically identical to the SS-9,
which by COIl1Il1on agreement was heavy in '72. And it hasn't become
light in the interim.
We are prepared to combine the launching weight and thro'\VWeight.>so we
don't insist on one. But we would have obliterated the distinction between
light and heavy if we permit any increase iD the throwweight of the SS-19.
These are two matters which aren't as much issues of principle as the
other you raised.
As for discussion of what each side has done since Vladivostok••••
Gromyko:

~

You deliberately omitted Backfire.

Kissinger: No, I'm corning to it. I am doing it in a different order,
Mr. Foreign Minister, to throw you off stride. [laughter] I am taking
the easy ones first, then the issues of principle. Actually I was corning
to Backfire next.
On the Backfire there is a difference in the assessment of the two sides,
but we will take seriously what you have said, that it is not a heavy
bomber. We had another intelligence assessment made, and had another
study. We agree with you that it is obviously not intended for an inter
continental role, but it has the capability of an intercontinental role. We
will take your view seriously. and we will return to it.
Let me turn to cruise mis siles.
out?

Did I deliberately leave something else

Gromyko: There are other minor issues.
will be reached. I didn't mention that.

Like when the figure of 2400

Kissinger: That one will be settled.
Gromyko: Other countries being used to outflank the agreement••••
Kissinger: But you didn't raise it. I believe they will be
without difficulty. but they will be settled.
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Now, Vladivostok, and its aftermath. You correctly stated that you made
an important concession of principle in accepting our verification proposal.
But I cannot accept that the U. S. has made no effort to solve problems.
First, at Vladivostok there was no discussion of sea-based cruise missiles.
So in theory they were free. In fact, there was no serious discussion of
cruise missiles in general, so in this sense there was ambiguity. And
there was no discussion of cruise missiles on planes other than heavy
bombers. So to put severe limits on both is a significant concession by
the U. S. We deliberately put a limit which would put the Soviet Union
out of range of any sea-based cruise missiles. So in effect we have said
the Soviet Union will be out of range of sea-based strategic cruise missiles.
We have said 1000; you have said 600. This is the range. This is not a
great difference. But to put a ~imit on it not only goes beyond Vladivostok
but is a significant concession. We have said we will not deploy strategic
cruise missiles.
On cruise missiles on aircraft, we have accepted a range limit.
Thirdly, the reason we are reluctant to accept your position on cruise
missiles is that bombers have been counted as a ~it. Bombers can
carry 10 bombs, or a substantial number of bombs. So all bombers
. can carry more than one weapon. This is inherent in bombers. So
whether we deliver it by a mis sile or drop it, the strategic significance
is not very different.
The reason we do it obviously is because of your very heavy air defenses.
But we have agreed on no ABM defense. We can agree on no air defense.
We can change our position on air-launched cruise missiles. I am giving
you our position. I am not making a specific proposal.
So we have accepted a range limit on air-launched missiles, on sea-based
missiles, and a ban on ballistic missiles on surface ships. And I would
like to point out that we have progressively reduced the ranges, and we
have made a major effort to meet some of your concerns.
We will study what you have said and we will see whether we can take
more of your concerns into account and will make a serious proposal
Sunday night.
But I wanted to e>...-plain our reasoning for "you and your colleagues. We
have accepted severe range limits on air-launched and sea-based missiles,
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and we will corne to agreement on missiles on heavy bombers • We are
conce.rned about your air defense; we are not trying to open up a new area
for strategic competition.
On entry into force; we will find a compromise solution.
There are a lot of other issues I don't want to raise.
So I will look at
the Backfire and the others and I will give you some ideas, perhaps with
concrete numbers, when I see you Sunday.
Gromyko: Good.

Good.

Kissinger: The press will be downstairs.
Gromyko: How many times should I speak to the pre ss in the United States?
Maybe I will do it at the end of the evening. So now I can go to the roof
and parachute down. [laughter]
Kissinger: We can take you out through the basement.
I can say something.

But it will•••

Gromyko: If you met with them alone, they might think Gromyko was angry.
Kissinger: I would prefer you say something.
review of SALT positions.

Say we continued a detailed

Gromyko: Let's perhaps be very brief. List the headings we discussed.
There was only one que stion. If we are to mention it, I will probably
say we discussed the problem. Naturally, both sides considered that
the Vladivostok understanding is a very good basis for an agreement.
Each meeting, including a meeting of the Ministers, is useful and is a
step forward in the direction of working out an agreement.
Kissinger: That is absolutely enough, and would be very good.
Gromyko: Then I would close my eyes.
Kissinger:

Or maybe one eye.

I will move my lips while you are speaking.

I will say the same thing.
dis cus s ion.

[laughter]

There was a detailed review; it was a useful

Gromvko: If there is a question regarding the visit, I will make reference to
yesterday's statement and say I have nothing to add.
'.
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Kissinger: All right.
Gromyko: That there is no concrete basis for a precise date.
Kissinger: I will say the same thing and add two points - -that we had a
detailed discussion and I agree it was a useful m.eeting.
[The meeting concluded at 6:04 p. m. The Secretary accompanied the
Foreign Minister downstairs. Their brief remarks to the press are
attached. ]
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Sisco: Did you hear the story of Malik and Moynihan? Moynihan
said to him after the Special Session speech: "You see, we've learned
to give Presidium-length speeches." Malik said, "Yes, but have
you learned to get Presidium-length applause? II [Laughter] I think
it was Moynihan.
The Foreign Minister has given more General Assembly speeches
than anyone.
Kissinger:

Every single one?

Gromyko: [thinks] I think so.
this last one.

But not every Special Session.

Not

Sonnenfeldt: When you were in the Oval Office, you had been there
before anyone else.
Kissinger: By far.
Gromyko: When Roosevelt·was there I first was there. When I presented
my credentials. What did we talk about? About the forthcoming Yalta
Conference.
I had my papers and a set speech. And he had a speech. He said:
"They'll be published an hour from now, so let's forget it. II SO
neither of us delivered any speech. [Laughter]
Kissinger: Was he in good health?
Gromyko: Not in very good health.
Kissinger:

Particularly after Yalta, he was in poor health.

Gromyko: At Yalta he spent one day in bed.
visited him in his room.

*
Gromyko:

.......

Stalin, Molotov and I

*

You still doubt the existence of Leningrad?

Kissinger: Absolutely.
Gromyko: Then in what City did our Revolution begin?
Kissinger: St. Petersburg.

[Laughter]

3
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Grom.yko: Recognized!

Recognized!

Kissinger: It would have been interesting if Lenin, for som.e reason,
hadn't m.ade it. Because in the top leadership, there were very few
who wanted to m.ake a Revolution. It was his will power, really.
Grom.yko: It raises an interesting question about the role of
personality.
Kissinger: Yes.
Grom.yko: But the trend of the tim.es was towards that.
m.aybe. Most were in favor of Lenin's view.
Kissinger:

Because of his personality.

Tim.ing

He drove them. to it.

Sonnenfeldt: In the State Departm.ent we deny the role of personality.
[Laughter]
Kissinger:
Hyland:

True.

Objective factors!

Grom.yko: There was an interesting book by a Marxist, Plekhanov, on
the role of personality. The m.onistic view of history.
Kissinger: It is an interesting question, for Marxists, because there
have been so rn.any developm.ents in the history of Marxism. that were
produced by strong personalities.
Grom.yko: But Marxism. doesn't deny the role of personality.
this will help the State Departm.ent. [Laughter]

Maybe

Stoessel: Tim.e will tell!
Sisco: It was also true in the birth of our Nation, our Revolution.
CYprus
Grom.yko: Is there anything new on the Cyprus problem. now?
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Kissinger: I don't think rrlUch can happen until our Congress has
acted on Turkish aid and Turkey has its election.
Sisco: And Cyprus wants to go through a General Assembly
exercise.
Kissinger:
Gromyko:

What will be your position on Denktash?
On what?

Kissinger: If he comes.
GTOInyko: It is impossible for two speakers to corne and speak for
the same state.
Hartman: It's in the Political Committee.
Grmnyko: But it' 5 one state. Cyprus is a member of the General
As sembly, not Cypruse s. It will be the most unusual thing.
Ki~singer:

[smiles1 Youlll have a tough decision to make if Congress
doesnlt lift the ban.
G~omyko:

~~;";i~bsinger:

I;).o:brynin:

In what way?
Whether to move towards Turkey or the other way.
What is the other way?

Kissinger: Towards Greece.
There are no negotiations going on now.
Gromyko: I read they were stopped in New York.
Hartman:

Effectively suspended.

Kissinger: Is there a date for resumption?
Hartman: After the Turkish elections.·
Gromyko: It's not very encouraging, not very encouraging.

SEGR-E'F-!NODIS/XGDS
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Harttnan: Itl s very bad.
Grotnyko: live tnet Makarios but not Denktash.
Kissinger: I've never D"let hitn. When we were there, Makarios asked
tne to help with the cotnmunal probletn. I said "That ' s one probletn
JIll never touch. 11 Two months later it blew up.
Grotnyko: In that palace ••••
Sisco: He escaped through the back door.
Dobrynin: Sotnetitnes it's helpful to have a back door.'
Kissinger: I don't know what the Greeks expected to accotnplish
by that coup. Because enosis would never be accepted.

~Com.I~ehensive Test Ban ~nd Ban on New Systetns

.'Gron1'fko : In ynur speech~ will you propose anything for the agenda?
,Kiss:u2ger: No.
Gron~ko:

Kis€.;J.onger:·

If we did, we would tell you.

Will you?

One we alread~\! proposed.
The cotnplete test ban.

,Gronuyko: Yes. We m.ay add another, which I wanted to tell you:
the banning of new types of weapons. We discussed this before.
Kissinger: I retnetnber.

I don't understand what you have in tnind.

Grotnyko: New systems of tnass destruction, new kinds of weapons.
Kissinger: What would be your definition of new systexns?
Grotnyko: In a sense broader, in a sense narrower than new type s
of weapons. Generally, when we are asked, our answer is: If
and when concrete negotiations take place, weill be ready with the
details •

..&EeIt~NODIS !XGDS
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Kissinger: When you build that new missile that's 32% deeper
than other missiles, is that a new system? [Laughter]
Gromyko: Not quite.

Not quite.

Kissinger: Does "new" mean new for a country or new in the
world?
Gromyko: That did not exist in the world.

It will be negotiated.

Kissinger: So India can build missiles up to the SS-19, or planes
up to B-1.
Grorrqrko: That can be discuss·ed too. We won't say that from the
first discussion in the Assembly we worked out a complete pro
posal. It's subject to negotiation •

.7KissilJ.f1~.!;:....The only thi.ng we're thinking of proposing is a four
'powe:!L :ar::runge,"~lent to r:e:place the [Korean] Armistice Agreement
if the 'UN Command is auolished. I don't think it will be accepted.
~'Grorr~yko:

"We would put it in general, our proposal.

:K.issinger: I'll have to think about it.
,fGroITc,zyko: You rightly lnention about the spreading.
jKissin~er:

That's more interesting to lYle than that others prevent
'as.
If it' 5 about our armaments, we should discuss it in SALT.
If it's about the whole world, it's a matter of defining what is new.
Sisco:

Will you be submitting a resolution?

Gromyko: Yes.
Kissinger: [rises with his glass] Your visits here are regular
now, Mro Foreign Minister. And that shows the role that our two
countries have in keeping the peace and in building a constructive
environment for the world. We have in the past two years made our
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meetings regular features of the international landscape, and we
attach great importance to this relationship. Even if events do not
often go as smoothly as one of us may want, the trend is clear.
We will work so that history will look back on this as the period
when this became permanent. As one who was one of its architects,
you are always welcome here. So, I propose a toast to the Foreign
Minister, to our relationship and to the friendship of the Soviet and
American peoples. [All toast]
Gromyko: Thank you, Mr. Secretary, for your very kind words.
They are very close to our own thinking.
There are indeed no few
questions that require our consideration and discussion. And even now
when we have traversed an i:m.portant road in the last years, a great
effort. is required to resolve important issues. The first is the need
to prepare and elaborate a new agree:m.ent on SALT. And I would like
to ern'phasize that our interest in this has not diminished, absolutely.
"We bc1ieve--and this is the view of General Secretary Brezhnev
;perscrJ1a.lly--that a new agreement would have a tremendous i:m.portance
Jor Qt,1l" relationship and for the entire world. And we are prepared
to ha'.J'.e so.h1tions on every "que stion that is before the Soviet Union and
the BnitedState.s; the inv~j'Jiltory of issues doesn't boil down to the one
1 menft:ioned•. And as before, we would like to go on discussing these
issue,:~ at all levels, including the Foreign Minister level.

1 wanlt to thank you for the hospitality here in Washington. I had a
-very useful me~ting yesterday with the President. And whenever you
are w.uling to meet with us, we are always ready.

So, I -p-ropose a. toast to the Secretary of State~to further successes
in thb field, to the further development of our relations, and to
all yo;nr colleague s and co-workers and as sistants in this room.
Kissinger: Those are my sentiments exactlyo
which we must devote ourselves.

This is a task to

MBFR
Before we turn to our main subject, do you have any ideas on the
direction we might take in Vienna? Or is the present framework•••• ?
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Grmnyko: First, smne time ago you will recall you intimated to me,
in Vienna or in Geneva, that you were considering discussing in
the framework of the Vienna talks new types of arms. Notice I
don't say "new systeIl'5 "! But since then we have seen nothing
new in the Western positions. So we come to the conclusion there
is no new Western view.
That is my first point. My second point is: we feel now that what
is being demanded of us by the Western side is completely unj:~st.
All these bargaining points--and that's what they are--are impossible.
We are told we have too many tanks. And we should just take them
out- - just for a thank you. And all this is called a mutually advan
tageous agreem.ent. Maybe I'ITl exaggerating a little bit, but all this
really conveys the spirit of what is happening in Vienna.
Now my third point is: It may well be that soon we may have the
!Urge ~o discuss this again, maybe on a bilateral basis with the
United States, before we decide on what further steps we may take
in Vi.e~nna. I don't want to be ahead of ITlysel£, but this may happen.
KissnJlge:1:·. It is no·t excluded •
.Gronrr;{ko:;

No'~

excluded •

.KiS,R:.r:n.g€?r~ Its rej~ction is not guaranteed.
:nega1iive~c" B·at I'm a minor leaguer!

I'm practicing double

Can I interpret yOl.lr beginning remarks about nuclear weapons to
-mean that if this were included, our proposals might look less
uneqll:al?
Grom.vko: We said in·Vie.l)lna that it would certainly facilitate
matters if there could be a broader approach, both with the number
of states involved and the types of arms. But it seeITlS not to have
been developed further.
Kissinger: We are studying it, and the possibility of including
it is not excluded o
Regarding your third point, we would be interested in bilateral
exchanges on that before major steps are taken in Vienna, because
it might facilitate matterso
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Well, then, when and where do we take up the

We can take it up now.

Gromyko: Let's do it.
Middle East
Kis singer: I thought if I raised another subject, you lTIight forget
about the Middle East.
Gromyko: Yo u Ire the last one to visit the Middle East, so perhaps
you'd like to tell us something: [Laughter]
.Kiss:jnger: I have said my views on this, including publicly. Our
-objectives in the Egyptian-Israeli negotiation were several: First,
to prevent a situation in the Middle East where a stalemate would
}lead So such frustration that it could lead to another war. Second,
~lo Inr.iike some progress in 'order to unlock the possibility for further
;pr~:ress.

We s~riously considered an overall approach, for some months.
:For ,a variety of reasons, including domestic, we decided that it
wouldntt 'Work. As I explained in my speech the other day [at Cincinnati],
'we h;;sve always considered that the step- by- step approach would merge
:even{fually into a corn.prehensive approach.
Could we' turn the air conditioning on?
The :presence of the Soviet Foreign Minister activates so many other
,electronic devices -- to photograph you, tape you, and give you a
medical exaInination, that it overloads the circuit. [Laughter]
Gromyko: [to Dobrynin:] What we suspected was true! [Laughter]
Kissinger: There are two ways we can proceed. One is by
encouraging a negotiation between Syria and Israelo And/or
reactivating the Geneva Conference. Or something in between,
like intensive consultations with~~rties' outside the framework of
the Conference, leading eventually to reconvening the Conference.
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We are prepared to consult seriously with you to consider the
feasibility of these approaches, or any other you might think
useful. We have no intention of pursuing the conclusion of
these negotiations as a solo American effort. So the only question
is how to proceed now, what might be discussed, what could succeed
and what pos sibility exists for contacts between us or between the
parties o A Syrian step or an overall step, or an overall that might
include as a first stepSyria--all these are possibilities, and we
'!have reached no conclusion. As I've communicated with you and
said publicly, we are prepared to discuss all of this with you.
[At 9:22 p. m. the party moves out of the dining room to the larger
700m,. where the doors are opened to let in some ventilation. ]
.Qrom::r,ko: I have a question, Mr. Secretary. Do you have any
specific plan in the Middle East from now on? Of late you have
'~en Hlaking frequent references to the Geneva Conference.
You
jIust now expressed the possibiL]ty of conducting affairs there with
ifhe broad participation of relc-.rant other countries. So, do you have
a plaZ:2:f Or lI.llaybe you don't ha~te a thought-out plan? I have a
!secco!o quention.
)Kis,si!]ger:
.a plaID"

You're comnting on my vanity never to admit I haven't

'Groro;;vko: ~Whi1e you're always adding to my difficulties, I want to
wour .;;i.tuation easier.
\;L.aughter]

~Jmakt!':

'My s:C'l:ond que stion is:: insofa:n as the Geneva Conference is concerned,
:how d'!Ji you ,,'!rink it can; be reconvened and conduct its deliberations?
How could it .be, so to speak, constitutionalized? How should it be
:reconYened, or reactivated?
~issinger:

With respect to you::r first question, we do not have a
fixed unchangeable plan. We have some ideas. As soon as our
sanity is restored, for example, we could encourage some sort
of negotiation with Syria and Israel, some sort of arrangement on
the Golan Heights to continue the steps in the Sinai. If they are
interested. We told President Asad we might encourage it if they
are intere sted. It would be difficult, like the last one, but not
impossible. The Israeli statements are not encouraging, but
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they are never encouraging at the beginning. That's one approach.
With all the participants in the last war having gotten something,
there is a possibility for Geneva.
The other approach is more comprehensive. I have no detailed
idea. If, for exaTllple, one did not want to reconvene Geneva
immediately, because of its formality and complcxity, it wouldn't
be excluded to have informal meetings of the co-chairmen, and
then meetings with the parties. I have no precise proposal.
You ask how it could be organized. If it is reconstituted, the easiest
way would be to reconstitute it first with the participants who were there
the last itrne, without prejudice to other possible participants later.
This would enable it to begin, leaving the possibility of other parti
cipants to corne later.
These are some ideas.
l'Gr01nyko: _With respect to the Geneva Conference, right now we have a
'ver-y poor lllllderstanding as to how the Geneva Conference could be
:reconvened, in view of the sif~uation that has taken shape after the
$eparate <~reement between ~1i::gypt and Israel, with you as inter
:mediary ....lIld ·wtiili Y.!.'U.!l'· active j;1»articipation. What is the situation now?
7he Syrians nO'A<' are n.ot prcpar.ed to take part in the Geneva Conference.
~Ki:ssinge::r:~ Ha"iJ:'e

you asked thelll?

.'Gr<>:myko~;

Yes. \Ve h.ave been in contact with them and it is our
i·mpressi1Jn the Syrians are not prepared to take part, given the
:,present si1tuaHon.
7he second po:iint is the PalestJj.nians have their own position, and their
tIMn proposals regarding the ~>j,tuation in the Middle East. They
daiIn- - altd we feel they have etery right- -the right to take part in a
reconstituted Geneva Conference. We feel that unless this is resolved
there is no possibility for fruitful work of the Conference.
So, on the one hand, there is the question of the Palestinians. We
know less about the position of Jordan, but, as far as we know,
Jordan is not enthusiastic about the work of the Conference. But I
can't vouch for them•
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So what kind of Conference is it if the Syrians and the Palestinians
don't participate? Who will participate? The partners in the deal
that took place without us, for the reasons you know? Egypt,
Israel, and the United States? Such is the situation. If you have
opinions on this, tell us. According to our information, that is
the situation now in the Middle East.
Kissinger:

But••

o.

Gr01nyko: That's my first point.

My second point is o

••

Kissinger: Excuse me •

.Gronw ko : My second point is: If I understand you correctly, you
do allow the pos.sibility of undertaking something outside the scope
~~ the Conferenr-;e but with the participation of a broad circle of
participants, and pToba;My you"Jl'e thinking of the Soviet Union and
'ifhe United States as well.
;Ki'S sing e r:

Yes..•

!Grom.yko: But 'What kin£.a of acUon outside the Geneva Conference
'3.f:td in a b.~ad .=ircJ:e a:y:~ you visualizing?
And how would such a
,mechanisr.::..1l:. ad.:aally oy,x::-:crate? You say the United State s is ready to
'consult wif.:h th-\l.'! Sovieit' Union. We are ready to consult with you and
:ruways ha'\ile be:~n. "lJhc:_,1taitch hrasn't been on our side. We are always
.:ready to CI:IDSUlt and' ,,~e fuave ;)ltways said the two powers have not
.used their full power 5 i~.!a this matter. But we do rule out the pos si
':hility of having a recons;ltituted Geneva Conference in which the
]?articipal1ts wculd be the United States, Soviet Union, Egypt and
:ifsrael and probably Jordan, bu,t; not Sy:.-ia and the Palestinians. It
would be one thing if the Syriarls and Palestinians said they wouldn't
~l'Dind to have the question discussed by those, without them, but I'm
sure you'll agree that's highly unlikely.
In terms of a profound consideration of this pr oblem, we believe the
United States and the Soviet Union could utilize their contacts with
other parties and jointly or separately use their contacts to encourage
a settlement. And we are prepared to do that. But in the past,
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whenever you say you are ready to engage in joint efforts, several
weeks after this understanding it just broke up in the air. We don't
take a dogmatic approach. We want to see what can be done.
The third point: We do not approve of what has been dene in the
Middle East recently•. As I told the President, there will be no
campaign. But we do not approve of what has been done on a
separatist basis. Because Arab territory is still occupied by Israel-
even if a small part has been given up. We have said on various
levels, including the level of the General Secretary and the Presi
dent, that the Middle East doesn't only have an Arab-Israeli aspect
but am. international aspect. So. even if one Arab state said that it
would sacrifice one part of its territory for peace ~ we would not
accept that o We would not accept the situation where an aggressor
(:ouic") be given a prize fo.r his aggre s sion. So even if some Arab
state- were to say: "Due to cir,t;umstances that it's impossible to
:rega.du all our tc?ritorie s, we ;are compelled to sacrifice part of our
ter:ei(,tory, " "We would regard· thLis as unfair and we could not accept a
siU'1.;u,tion where an aggres·scr. ~:.ould get a prize for aggression.
:Beca'Ulse inv'olved 'h.ere 7:i..'S a hng.,ader international aspect, and involved
he.r~ :are mawy other countries ~ interests, not only in the Middle
.East.....
yo~

7b.ave been aware an along of our readiness for joint measures
aml U'D act jgintly in all questiOi!lS regarding the Middle East problem.
But evidently ether co.tlside:l.."a.tions, narrower considerations, got
the t::llPper hand in your thinking.
So w'e should do some more thinking, and after this meeting we
shouJd visualize further consultations on what should be done.
H yo~ are prepared to make a change in your position, as evidenced
by w.n.at was done, then perhaps there is a possibility for something
still to be done and on a joint basis.
It's up to you to let us know how it can be done.
Kissinger: With respect to Geneva, we are prepared to reconvene but
we do not insist on it. If there is no basis for reconvening, then it
shouldn't be doneo We have not asked the parties about it, and this
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would have to be the first step. So what you say about Syria is
Wlfamiliar to us. My eA~erience with Syria -- which is not as
extensive as yours -- is that you shouldn't always take their first
word as the last. It is not implausible, knowing them, that for a
few weeks they'll take this position.
I agree with you, Mr. Foreign Minister, there is no sense convening
the Geneva Conference with only the United States, Soviet Union,
Egypt, Israel and Jordan.
Gromyko: How can it take place without Syria and the Pale stinians?
The Soviet Union will be out too.
!{issinger: We will not attend the Geneva Conference without the
f'ioviet Union; that is a firm decision. This strengthens my case.
1 agree, it is Wllikely that Syria and the Palestinians ",ill ask us
flo ho:id it wi~hout theIne
.

~

.As Jj fl.old you pTivately this afternoon, the Palestinian question is
'an er.tremt.'ciy difficult one 'fa:r us, and if that is the precondition
..H ~mxting it.. it can't sta1'.'.\.". We believe it is a discussable subject
M it ,reCOl~n"enes ~-ri.th the p'L""e'sent participants and considers other
:parnlcipantis. Maybe we C<>:l'l ask the Syrians, if you don't object.
:Ma:,ytlre we c-.a.n discuss having an informal conference, broader than
~Gen.t?~a bu~t

outside it•

.After all, the consUll1er-praducer conference now is beginning with
,a pre.paratory conference.
It's not an Wlheard-of diplomatic
:phem,:m1.enon.
Xour third point. I must say I was a little surprised to hear the
:Sovie:t Union wouldn't accept it if one Arab state decided to modify
its frontiers. We haven't heard any Arab state that said it would
do so, and we have not proposed it to any Arab state. But I always
thought that you supported the '67 frontiers but if one Arab state
modified its position you would support it. It may be a purely theo
retical question, because there is no Arab state that would.
Gromyko: We support the 1967 frontte+'s.
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Kissinger: I know, but it's a new position to state that if one Arab
state made a change you would not accept it. That is new, and if
carried out, will be an interesting statement o
You say you think we act on narrow considerations. I have explained
to you and to your Ambassador: We don't want to be involved in a
purely theoretical exercise. We have always thought that to move
in attainable stages would move us more easily towards solutions.
Rather than have a theoretical exercise that proved ~mpossible.
This gives us no special advantage, because the history of the
Middle East shows how relationships are transitory. Especially
because friendships in the Middle East are expensive, and usually
express them.selves in money. In order to avoid pressures, political
and economic, there had to be some progress. And there could be
progress only by the methods we used. We did it to promote progress.
I sccid it publicly, and I win .:reiterate it. It is not inconsistent with
your position.. Your approcvili has been to state general principles,
and our approach has been to make concrete progress •
.A:r~

we :,;,e~iolJ:s?
cu.:s:sions-; e

It was tis, not you, that initiated the present dis

G1<f(llnlyko:;,.. But before.
Y(\)U've done it. o.:ftten. , But this latest exchange was initiated
I agree, in HfJ,1\t of our discussion, we should perhaps
begm a rrrmre interq/';:,ive dl·fi;.eu5sion between us. lIve told you we are
eneauragimg a negottnation l:'J'etween Syria and Israel, but' not with
ov:e:rwhehming- rapidity. So there is time for an exchange of ideas.
We can meet again. Your Ambassador and I could ITleet. Or Sisco
an.';'; your .!imbassador could resume their discussions. Or whomever
you. de signate ..
Ki5;;$inge:1~·.

by

lOS.

,~utt

Gr~:tlnyko:

Of course we are prepared to discuss the substance of
these matters, first and foremdst the substance. We have been
talking up to now about methods, forms -- even this evening -- not
territories, a Palestinian state. So if we really want to proITlote
a Palestine settlement, isn't it high time we discussed the matters
at hand? You proposed discussions outside of the Geneva Conference,
with a broader circle, but how do you contemplate this? If it's
a conference outside a Conference~ surely the Syrians and Pales
tinians won't participate. So how will it take place? How do you
solve a question that interests the Syrians and Palestinians?
/':,"
/
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This isn't the first time we've had the United States say the Pales
tinians should be in the Conference at some later stage after it's
reconvened. But how do you do it in practice? But how do you
find a solution to the Palestinian problem? Perhaps there will
be some correction in your position. What is your substantive
position? They have a problem, and practically the whole world
supports them. Where is the question of their statehood? A
:solution to the substantive part of the Pale stinian question?
Kissinger: In all frankness, as we conduct our discussions, both
of us have the possibility of putting before the other positions that
one can't fulfill and to use them to embarrass the other. Our
problems with the Palestinian question are obvious, and I say this
trQ every Arab leader. I never promise what I can't deliver. We
can't change our position on the Palestinian problem.. It's a pro
f!X)sition with which the Palestinians will have to get used. They'll
l~ve ito accept the framework in which progres s can be made.
Ftordie:rs, guarantees -- we all know the agenda. But where do we
:go'? We haVle in the past been unable to cooperate because the goal
.of tl~ dis.cnllsion wasn't clea,r. A discussion must take into account
:I~ll he franlk -- our j:~>ssi1::1iliti'~:s. We say this to the Arabs. Any
:diseU$sion~ttbat doesn't take t~1is into account will lead to concern
UIID C,»R part: that it' s oruy being done to embarrass us.
':'Ihe ';1Uestion of the Pallestinians to us is a very complicated one, which
ireqmres srutne evoluti'en. It's. simple as far as you're concerned.
-,Whether the> Syrians would c(;'(~perate in Geneva or outside the Geneva
irzarl'.:.ework, I'm not so sure. The worst mistake one can make in the
1Midd1i£ Eastt is to accept anyone's statement as conclusive the
nrst time. or even the tenth time.
}; have the iInpression the Syrians are interested in a negotiation.
'l'hey haven't said it explicitly. I have the impression they'll do
it without the direct participation of the Palestinians. They'll find
some way to do it -- a Joint Command, or some way. I'm just
reading between the lines. Then, if they're interested in a nego-'
tiation, in wh3.t framework will it be? We are prepared to exchange
ideas with them, and with you. and we'll keep you informed.
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We are at the point where a decision can be made. In the spring,
the options were narrowed. Today, we have more maneuvering
room. There are many possibilities, including intensive dis
cussions with you.
How should it be constituted? We two could invite the parties.
There are many ways it could be done.
Gromyko: Let us agree, then, to continue our consultations on
various levels, on the Ambassadorial level, or if needed, the
Foreign Minister level. Bilateral consultations. But with the
understanding that these should relate not only to methods, forms
and approaches, but to the substance of the matter at hand.
On the substance, let us agree the discussion will not circumvent
the Syrians or Palestinians, so that if they object to an exchange of
Yl.eW without the!U it won't be done. But if they agree, consultations
will proceed. I'nl not sa.ying that without Egypt and Jordan it can
t--e done •
.JGi.'Ssinge!;;;!.- AnC. Israel.

5Grornyko:

Of c:ourse.
<States o1:;.ieds •

.4.i~singe r-,;,:",
]lit

[L?ll.llJ1;.ter]
It goes' without saying.

Unless the United

To lsr ael pa.::rticipating?

adds excitement to the exercise.

[Laughter]

5~rornyko:

To ignore the views, of Syria and the Palestinians v.o uld
marking ti:rne without any progress whatsoever. It's a
cliche, but we should continue cur consultations. You seem more
optimistic ::regarding participation of the Palestinians and the Syrians •

:n~ean

Kissinger: Syria.

I know nothing about the Palestinians.

Gromyko: But there should be complete clarity about one thing:
circumvention of the Syrians and Palestinians would mean no
productive consultations without their consent, and no productive
reconvening of Geneva could be contemplated.

SEGR~' /HODIS!XGDS
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Can we agree the United States and the Soviet Union will from
now on return to the formula that was agreed on previously but
sustained a failure, namely that we will act in concert for a
solution to the Middle East issue? Or do you feel it's too early
and it can't be considered at this point? If you agree, we should
agree on who should meet and when to resume consultations
I don't mean the exact date. To resume where we leave off.
Kissinger: With respect to your first point: We. of course, have
no contact with the Palestinians, and therefore we are generically
conducting our policy without consultation with the Palestinians.
So that part of your presentation we can't accept. Inherently.
We have the hig-hest regard fQr President Asad and we will do
nothing to the detriment or isolation of Syriao So we agree to the
proposition that we will do nothing without consultation with Syria •
•All the mOJ!'e so, as W~ 've said tme next negotiation, if there is no
overall approach. would be a Syrian-Israeli negotiation which would.
IOf course,. require Syrian partticipation.
We :are,. (:» cO'C~13e, p.rc·}:al'ed f,'j}l' serious discussion of what steps
C01.1.li1 be ,t.:a':kel:l. Pei.'}:;:·C:p.,,; Sun6JJlY, after we I ve had time to think a
:hit" we '\'.G1m1d discuss where and what meetings could take place •
.g.l!""J~yk"..:t..:.. Lt1: 1 s rdurn to the 1.natter on Sunday, then.
'the :~lOini!·tF under dis'cus sion.

To specify

HelIN"" man', more problems do we have to discuss tonight?

Kis'singe1': I'm_ willing to sur1"fi!nde:':".
_Gro'royk~ Conditionally?

Five?

[Laughter]

Unconditionally?

[Laughter]

Kissinger:. You wouldn't accep.t an unconditional surrender!
you any topic s?
Gromyko: No, we could adjourn now.
Kissinger:
Dobrynin:

So, 8:00 Sundayo
7: 30.

Is it convenient?

Kissinger: Let me think. Let's say 8:00. Because we
New York on time.
Gromyko: 8 o'clock.
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Gromyko: Mr. Secretary, perhaps we might then, as we agreed,
continue our discussion on the question before us. As I recall I was
the last to speak at the last meeting, so perhaps you might want to
develop your views. The question is how can we overcome the very
serious difficulties we have encountered, and they fLre indeed substantial.
Kissinger: I assume we're talking about strategic arms limitation, or
is it true on every subject?
Gromyko:

We agreed [to discuss SALT this time].

Kissinger: Yes. I gave you a detailed explanation of our thinking; I
didn't give you any concrete proposals. But basically what we're trying
to do is take into account the various ranges of cruise missiles, so those
launched from ships couldn't be considered strategic.
The best thing would be to give you some of our new considerations,
and go on from there.
But before I do, let me make some general comments, one procedural
and one substantive.
The procedural one is, if.we want to keep open the option of a visit
by the General Secretary around December 15, some progress should be
made in October, so that we're not running up against a deadline. If we
stick to our plan of a visit by me in November, we should shift most of
the issues to Geneva. I think this is very'important.
The second issue is: You mentioned to the President that the visit
can be delayed until the spring. I recognize we've come up against some
issues that make it difficult to see how it will be concluded. We, of course,
welcome a visit by the General Secretary anytime.
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From the point of view of our election, a visit next year is better
for us. But from the point of view of making an agreement, if we have
an agreement next April or May, we will be accused of making every
conces sion under the pressure of electoral considerations. Ratification
would be in a very unpleasant atmosphere. If it runs into 177, we run
into the end of the Interim Agreement. So if it isn't finished in December,
we can finish it anytime.

But we consider these summits important to our relations.
And I think after this agreement, we should consider not gearing
them to particular negotiations. The Soviet General Secretary and the
President of the United States have much to talk about without an agreement.
In SALT, we have the problem of air-launched cruise missiles;
we have the problem of sea-launched cruise missiles. On air-launched
cruise missiles we have the problem of those on heavy bombers and those on
non-strategic bombers. We have the Backfire, but that's our problem.
Silo dimensions, and definition of heavy missiles.
On the date the 2400 goes into effect, that 1 s not a major problem.
You propose 12 months; we propose the date the agreement goes into
effect. I am sure it will be solved.

What other is sues are there?
Sonnenfeldt:
Hyland:

The reductions negotiations.

Noncircurnvention.

Gromyko:

Start of the other negotiations.

·Kissinger: That should be in Geneva. On air-launched cruise missiles,
your position is that about 600ki1ometers they should be banned planes except
heavy bombers, and counted on heavy bom"J:>ers.
Gromyko: Yes, on that issue, they should be banned on all aircraft except
heavy bombers, but on those they should be counted.
Kissinger: Cruise missiles above 600 kilometers in range on aircraft.
otb.er than heavy bombers should be banned, but those on heavy bombers.
s~ould be counted.
\

"'--.
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Dobrynin:

That's right.

Kissinger:

On ships, they should be banned above 600 kilometers.

Gromyko:

Banned.

Kissinger:

Backfire you don't want to include.

Silo dimensions, you want to dig towards China.
Gromyko:

Salvos?

Kissinger: Silos. You want to dig down.
have the launching weight of missiles.

[Laughter]

And you want to

Let me go through our position. We will accept no cruise missiles
above 600 kilometers on any plane except heavy bombers. So we accept
your position. On heavy bombers, we have to maintain our position of
2500 kilometers but we are willing to limit the number of planes that will
be equipped with cruise missiles above 2500 kilometers. We propose 300.
We have about 600 bombers, so that's about half.
We are prepared to ban those above 2500 kilometers. You wanted
to count them. We propose to ban them. So it's an attempt to corne closer
to your po sition.
On ships we accept 600 kilometers, with one proviso which I will
explain.
With respect to Backfire, we have tried to think very hard, and
we have tried to estimate what you're likely to do, which may not be right,
and we have tried to corne up with a position that meets your concerns
and some of ours, some of which are domestic.
We accept the General Secretary's position that it is not a heavy
bomber, but it is sort of a hybrid. We would like to propose -- the number
can be negotiated, but say 300 for purposes of discussion -- that we could
have 300 of such hybrid systems, in which we would propose to include
100 FB-llls. This would not be part of the 2400, by the way. It could be
""
a separate protocol.
One hundred FB-llls, and about 200 ship-launched
cr~ise missiles of a range between,600 and 2000 kilometers. And any
beyond 2000 kilometers would be banned.

~/~ODIS/XGDS
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So our proposal is that we create a separate category, of so
called hybrid systeIns, which we define as not being intended for strategic
purposes. Two hundred of theIn between 600 and 2000 kiloIneters.
The nUInbers are negotiable. If the concept is acceptable.
If the nUInber is 300, if you wanted to have 200 Backfire, you could have
100 sea-launched cruise missiles.
as'it wanted.

Each side could cOInpose its 300

This would be our basic proposal. I repeat, we have atteInpted to
account for Inany of the considerations you've advanced. We have' taken
the Backfire out of the 2400. We have tried to estiInate what you Inay do,
which Inay not be right. If the concept is acceptabl,e, we can work out the
proportions.
So on sea-launched cruise Inissiles, the number of bOInbers
carrying theIn, and taking Backfire out, and banning cruise Inissiles
above 2500 kiloIneters on airplanes, we have also tried to take into
account your considerations.
The way our forces are developing, there are four or five spaces
where we could use cruise Inissiles above the 2500-kiloIneter range.
On silo diInensions and definition of heavy Inissiles. If we COIne
to an agreeInent that we count both launching weight and throwweight
together, then we could talk about silo diInension • • • that would not be
such an issue of principle.
Here is a copy.

[Tab A]

I know you can't give Inean answer right away.
GroInyko [to Sudhodrev in Russian]:

Translate it, and the figures.

[Sudhodrev translates aloud the paper at Tab A.
Russian. ]

They confer in

GroInyko: First, I just wish to reInind you of one fact: Our position on
the question of verification -- I say this because it is iInportant and
relevant to the whole issue and all eleInents of the agreeInent -- will reInain
valid provided a solution is found on all the other questions on which W'.f:--,
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heve come up against difficulties. So if there are other questions on
which we have come up against difficulties, so our position on verification
will be come invalid.
Kissinger:

I understand.

Gromyko: I just wanted to remind you. My second point is: As regards
those new observations you have made, my first impression is that in your
expose there are some elements of clarification and some modification
on some matters relating to cruise missiles. But you seem to be still
clinging to those cruise missiles and you have not accepted our basic
position of principle on these cruise missiles.
So, in short, this channel [of the arms race] is not cut off and it
will continue to operate even if a new agreement is reached.
Kissinger:

Which channel?

Gromyko: Cruise missiles. In any case, those observations will require
study and further discussion.
~-

.

Three, on Backfire.
At first glance your position is rather
contradictory. On one hand you say you accept our statement that it's not
a heavy bomber, that it doesn't have the characteristics inherent in a
heavy bomber. That's a positive aspect. On the other hand, you introduced
quantitative limitations on their number; and at the same time~so that he
doesn't have too bad a deal [the Backfire] you throw in one of your comparable
things to keep him company, so he won't have too bad a time. You're
extending the Vladivostok agreement to other categories, one you call the
hybrid system. To be consistent, since you accept that the Backfire isn't
a heavy bomber, it would be logical to conclude that the whole question
. si!nply drops off. As to your analogous systems, we are not raising this
question, and we wouldn't cry if our non-heavy bomber spent its life in
a state of loneliness, without American companionship. And to add in
cruise missiles would complicate things rather than facilitate them.
But on this, too, we will require further study and will give you a
reply as soon as we have done so.
Kissinger:

And make a counterproposal.

S=GRE~!\JODIS/XGDS
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That wiE depend on the conclusion we draw.

Another matter that will require additional study on our part is
your suggestion that a connection be made between the allowable inc:rease
in the volume of a silo and the criteria for the definition of heavy missile,
that is to define it by both starting weight and throwweight.
Those will require study, and there are various aspects, including
the purely technical.
Kissinger:

On your various points, may I make a few observations.

We recognize that your acceptance of our verification criteria is
linked to solutions of cruise missiles and other issues. If I don't reiterate
it, it's because it's understood.
Second, you say our proposal is to keep open the channel of cruise
missiles. But is is also attempting. to take account of some of your concerns.
First, however one interprets the Vladivostok agreement, there is
no question that sea-launched cruise missiles are not included in it. So
our willingness to include sea-launched cruise missiles is an attempt to
meet your concern. Air-launched cruise missiles we have agreed to ban
them over 2500, to limit those under 2500, and to ban them on other than
heavy bombers. And fourth, by limiting the number of heavy bombers
tha t can. carry them.
Dobrynin:
Kissinger:

Are they included in the 2400?
They are included.

The only channel we keep open. ••
What we've given up is that
under Vladivostok we could develop cruise missiles of any range and put
them on heavy bombers as long as we count them. And that we've given
up, and that is worth considering.
We have not kept the channel completely open.
meet your concerns, except one point.

We have tried to

On the Backfire, we didn't say it is not a heavy bomber. We say
we.accept your assurance that it's not intended as a heavy bomber.
Gromyko:

It's the same.

5LO~~/:-';O!)IS/XGDS
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Kissinger: 1111 tell you our frank assessment. We believe itls designed
for peripheral mis sions, and that it has those characteristics. Unfortunately
for the purposes of this agreement, your designers gave it a capacity for
a greater range if you really want to. That l s why we call it a hybrid.
Gromyko:
Kissinger:
Gromyko:
Kissinger:

What is the range of the Phantom?
500 to 600 miles.
700.
The Phantom is much smaller.

Lodal [to Kissinger]:

Depending on what it carrie~.

Sonnenfeldt [to Kissinger]:
Kissinger:

But it can't reach there from the U. S.

We will trade you F-4s for Backfires.

Gromyko: If you want to be guided by that logic, even the Phantom can
appropriately be listed in the category of a bomber that has a strategic
purpose, while it is not strategic. Because from the Atlantic it can
reach Soviet territory. One way, without corning back. So it l s a con
tradictory kind of logic.
Kissinger: On the Backfire, our thinking was to find a formulation, or
concept, in which it is brought into relationship with other systems that
are not basically strategic, such as short-range sea-launched cruise
missiles, and to consider them with other planes which you didn't mention.
That plane we have already. It eases the situation here and it reflects
the reality that there are some weapons that in an extremity can be used
in a certain way even though not basically designed for it.
In your fourth point, you simply stated -- correctly -- the issue
of definition of heavy mis sile and the issue of silo dimension and that
we establish a sort of linkage.
In our proposal, if the concept is accepted, the numbers could be
negotiated. Even the rate of deployment could be discussed, of certain
cat~gories of weapons.

Gromyko:

Yes.

The rate of deployment?
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Kissinger: For example, suppose you accepted this concept of 300
against 300, we might agree not to deploy our 300 more rapidly than you
deploy yours.
Dobrynin:
Kissinger:
Dobrynin:

Within the time of the agreement?
Within the time of the agreement.
There is no other time period.

Kissinger: But suppose you deployed only 100 Backfire by 1980.
wouldn1t deploy 300 by 1980.

We

[The Russian side confers.]
Gromyko:

That was clarification.

Kis singer: One other thing. When you compare the Phantom to the
Backfire. The Backfire in its dimensions is almost indistinguishable froIn
the Bison, which you have agreed to consider a heavy bomber.
GroInyko:
Kissinger:

In its diInensions?

Range.

GroInyko: A stork has the saIne dimension as an eagle but it is not the saIne.
Even the American eagle!
Sonnenfeldt:
Kissinger:

The payload is different}
No, in size, payload, range.

. GroInyko: Range?
That is one of the weak points of your argu:ment .
1
Because it s not the saIne range.
Kissinger:
Dobrynin:

Maybe we should sell you some engines.

A plane that large • . •

The F-lll isn1t the saIne as the Bison.

Gromyko: For SOIne reason when the conversation gets around to display
of the PhantoIn 1s qualities in the Sinai, everyone praises it to the skies,
':Jut in negotiations everyone belittle's theIne
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No, they are excellent tactical aircraft.
And the Bison?
The Bison isn't a tactical aircraft.

.

The Bison is like our

I

Sonnenfeldt: Between' Egypt and Israel the Phantom is strategic.
Kissinger:

Not the range.

Not the payload.

Gromyko: Let me say again that was my first reaction to your con
siderations. If we had more time at our disposal in our visit, we might
meet again.
But we need two or three days. So w,e'll continue our
exchanges in our channel.
Kissinger: I don't exclude it if we could meet for a day in Europe, if
necessary. But we can discuss that.
Gromyko:

We shall talk.

What you said at the outset about the visit and its link with a new
agreement, what I said earlier frees me from the need to add to it.
Kissinger:

Good.

[Kissinger and Gromyko conferred alone between 10:45 and 11 :30 p. m.
They spoke to the press in the lobby of the Soviet Mission. See Tab B.
The Secretary then walked back to the Waldorf Towers. ]
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The US proposes the following approach to resolve the out
standing issues in the new agreement for the limitation of strategic
offense armaments.

1. Regarding air launched cruise missiles, the W"S proposes that
they be limited as follows: (a) the development, testing, and deployment
of air-launched cruise missfus with ranges greater than 2500 km will

600 km will be banned on other aircraft.
2. For the limiation of sea-based cruise missiles, the US accepts
the Soviet proposal to ban the deployment of sea-based cruise missiles
with a range over 600 except as noted below.
3. The US proposes to ban the development, deployment and testing
of sea-based cruise missiles with a range greater than 2000 km.

4. As for the Soviet Backfire bomber the US accepts the Soviet
assurance that it is not intenged for use as a heavy bomber.. With respect
to systems. in a hybrid category, such as the Backfire bomber, sea-based
cruise missiles with a range between 600 km and 2000 km and the US
FB-III bomber, we propose that they not be counted in the ceiling of 2400,
but that both sides would be limited to no more than a total of 300 of such
systems; for the US this would include the FB-III bomber and sea-based
Gruise missiles with a range of between 600 and 2000 km in any combination;
for the USSR any combination of Backfire aircraft and sea-based cruise
\,,--

::-lissiles with a range between 600 km and 2000 km.
S. The US position on defining a heavy ICBM remains as previously

