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Gromvko: I think we can begin, Mr. Secretary. Do you have any 
ideas on what we should take up? I thought the Middle East. 

Kissinger: Well, we must state our opinion on Angola. And then we 
are prepared to discuss the Middle East, and any other subject you 
would like to discus s. 

Gromyko: Let's rather discus s the Middle East, because we have had 
no discussions yet on that and we have discussed Angola. Unless you 
have nothing to discuss on the Middle East. 

Kissinger: I have something. But I must point out that messages on 
Angola at the highest level have a tendency to go unanswered, which is 
a new factor in our relationship. 

Gromyko: What do you suggest? 

Kissinger: You suggested the Middle East; we suggested Angola -- we 
can compromise on discussing peaceful mclear explosions. [Laughter] 

Gromyko: Let's do that. That means we will merely continue the discussion, 
'~ not start it. 

Kissinger: I'm prepared to discuss the Middle East first. I just wanted to 
make clear we will state our view on Angola. And we still need answers 
to some of the questions. 

Gromyko: That you have said already. 

[The waiters bring in coffee and snacks]. 

It is very hard to discuss questions like the Middle East, Angola 
and peaceful nuclear explosions, without coffee. 

MIDDLE EAST 

I'd certainly like to know your views, Mr. Secretary, regarding 
the present situation in the Middle East and regarding possible steps 
leading towards a settlement. 
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Kissinger: At this moment there is a United Nations debate, in 
which our two representatives are exhausting their repertory of 
adjectives. I do not believe this debate will lead to a conclusion 
which will••• 

Gromyko: In the Security Council? 

Kis singer: In the Security Council••• which I don't believe will 
lead to a clearcut conclusion. And the que stion then is where 
we go from there. 

Gromyko: Even assuming it doesn't lead to any positive results, 
what is your conclusion? 

Kissinger: I think we should let the discussion run its course in the 
Security Council. After that, the question is how the peace process 
can be resumed. 

Gromyko: Abstracting ourselves from the Security Council discus

sions for a moment, what is your opinion on the substance of the 

matter? What possible steps do you foresee? Or do you believe 

it is impossible to take any further steps, for one reason or another? 


Kissinger: We believe a way should be found by which the Geneva 
Conference could be reassembled. Either through a preparatory 
conference or direct ly. 

Gromyko: With respect to the first part of your remarks, regarding 
the need to find some way of reassembling the Geneva Conference, 
that suits us because we too believe the Geneva Conference would be 
useful. With regard to the second part, some multilateral consulta
tions, that is something we have discussed before. You know our 
view, because we discussed it in the fall of last year and I believe I 
have nothing to add on the subject of some sort of preparatory consulta
tions. 

I think it would be best if you simply dropped the whole idea of a prepar
atory conference because I don't think it is a viable one, and you would 
simply be wasting your effort. Because all the difficulties facing us 
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right now and standing in the way of finding a settlement would be 
transferred to that forum as well. However you call the forum -
a preliminary conference or whatever. And that relates to the question 
of the Palestinians and their role in such a forum. So you can't 
hide from that que stion. 

Kissinger: It is true, there is no way of avoiding discussion of the 
question, but the issue is whether in discussion of the question, the 
Palestinians have to be present from the beginning. 

Gromyko: Our view is they must be present in the multilateral dis
cussions from the beginning. As regards bilateral discussions, that 
is what we are doing right here. And you have certainly discussed 
it on a bilateral basis with many, and so have we. 

Kissinger: You know this is not possible for us at this moment, and 
we will just have to just work as we have until we find a cornmon 
denominator. We suggested the idea of a preparatory conference. 

Gromyko: If at the present it is impossible for you to take part in 
any multilateral discussions with the Palestinians, for us and others 
it is impossible to take part in multilateral discussions without the 
Pale stinians. 

Of course, it is conceivable that when all the partie s concerned reach 
prior agreement, prior to the actual opening of Geneva, that it can 
open without the Pale stinians but that as soon as it opens the 
Palestinians can take part in the discussion of the substance. But 
I emphasize, prior agreement with the parties concerned would be 
necessary, and of course it would have to be concerted with the 
Palestinians themselves. 

Kissinger: We do not believe conditions are right yet. We have said 
we can't ask Israel to negotiate with a party that doesn't accept the 
existence of Israel and that doesn't accept Resolutions 242 and 338. 

Gromyko: We know what Israel's position is in that regard and we 
know that the position enjoys US support. But after all, Israel never 
displayed a positive attitude on the question of assuring the legitimate 
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rights of the Palestinians, and notably the legitimate demand of the 
Palestinians to be allowed to set up their own national state of the 
Arab people of Palestine. So how can Israel take the position of 
requiring them to recognize Israel as a state in those circumstances? 
H Israel wants to see the Pale stinians taking that sort of position, 
surely Israel has to make some sort of movement in the regard I 
ha ve stated. 

There should be no question of the difficulty in deciding who should 
have to take the first move -- who is to say "A." It should be easy 
to settle that one has to say "A" and the other has to say "B." That 
is what diplomacy is for. It should be a second-rate matter as long 
as the substance is settled. 

And we have sufficient ground as far as this train of thought. You 
remember I said this to you when I was in the United States, and in 
fact I said this to Israeli Foreign Minister Allon. 

Kissinger: I'm not here to speak for Israel. On some points we 
agree with them and on some we do not. True, any progress will 
depend on US influence on Israel. We have proved we are prepared 
to do this. The United States has repeatedly declared it will not deal 
with the Palestinians until they recognize the State of Israel and 
Security Council Resolutions 242 and 338. It follows from that that 
if the Palestinians do this, certain policy conclusions will follow in 
the United States. That would not go unanswered in the United States. 
And that is not without significance. 

Gromyko: But the Palestinians say they cannot do any such thing until 
Israel recognizes their legitimate rights, notably their legitimate 
right to set up an independent state of the Palestinian people. And 
this is something we know only too well. I don't know whether you 
know, but we certainly do. Surely the problem I mentioned -- of who 
says "A" -- is one that is going to be an impediment to progress. I 
therefore ask what is diplomacy for? Please tell me. What is 
diplomacy for, if it can't resolve the question of who says "A?" 

Kissinger: That's what I am suggesting. The Palestinians should 
say "A. " 

Gromyko: This should be resolved in such a way that the prestige of 
no one is prejudiced. H that is the only stum.bling block, surely the 
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us and Soviet Union could organize it in such a way that "A" is said 
sirrlUltaneously by both sides. Surely it can't be a cOrrlpletely in
surrrlountable obstacle. [Korniyenko shows Grorrlyko a talking 
paper. ] 

Kissinger: Is Korniyenko rrlaking trouble again? 

Korniyenko: Double A instead of "A II and liB. " 

Kissinger: I was saying,if you understand Arrlerican football, we will 
trade Sonnenfeldt for Korniyenko and a draft choice. 

Grorrlyko: Double "A." 

Kissinger: There are two separate problerrls. One is the attitude of 
Israel to the Palestinians; the other is the attitude of the United States 
to the Pale stinians. The attitude of Is raeI to the Pale stinians will lag 
behind the attitude of the United State s inevitably, given the cOrrlplex
ity of their dOrrle stic situation. Of course, there is no cOrrlplexity in 
our dOrrle stic situation. If Palestinian recognition of Israel went un
reciprocated for a considerable length of tirrle, that would itself be 
a fact of significance. But I have said consistently that the United 
State s would not ignore such a staterrlent by the Pale stinians. 

Grorrlyko: We believe the basis I've suggested is the only possible one 
for a search for a solution to this rrlatter. The basis that Israel is 
trying to irrlpose - - and by and large you seerrl to be in sYrrlpathy with 
it - - that fir st the Pale stinians should undertake and state their readi
ness to recognize and only then can Israel do it -- is unrealistic. Even 
if we took that kind of attitude, it would not have any positive re sult. 
This is an artificial difficulty created by Israel itself, though you 
seerrl prepared to share it. 

Kissinger: What I've said is an Arrlerican proposal, not an Israeli 
proposal. I believe Israel would probably not respond inunediately 
to a Palestinian staterrlent of recognition. l'rrl speaking for the 
United States, and not for Israel. 

Grorrlyko: Allon spoke of it in New York, and they say it every day. 
I certainly see no possibility of unilateral rrloverrlent as you want to 
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see, particularly if as you say even after a statement or decision 
taken by the Palestinians Israel would temporize for a while before 
responding. That makes it unrealistic. We see it as an artificial 
construction. Perhaps related to certain domestic conditions, but 
I don't want to delve into that; you know best. 

So I see it as difficult. I have felt anyway that because of certain 
remarks you have made, we probably won't make headway. 

Kissinger: Then we should each do what we can to keep the situation 
re strained and keep in contact. 

Gromyko: Our position has been all along and is one of restraint. 
We have never been in sympathy with a military solution to the 
problem; we have never been in sympathy with continuing clashes 
in the Middle East. At the same time, the very logic of the facts 
has all too frequently prevailed in these matters. So we would 
emphasize that if anyone thinks the danger has been removed from 
the area, that certainly is far too early. 

Kissinger: We don't believe the danger is removed. We have 
repeatedly stated we are prepared to make a major effort when the 
time is ready. Not an unmeasurable period of time. We don't 
believe conditions can be maintained as they are. On the contrary. 
We don't believe it. And we have no intention of maintaining them 
as they are. 

Gromyko: Let's take another subject. On the understanding that any 
side can display initiative in terms of exchanging views in one place 
or another, or on one subject or another. 

Kissinger: Correct. Do you want to go to another subject? 

Gromyko: All right. 

ANGOLA 

Kissinger: In that case, I'd like to state our view on Angola. 
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We recognize that the Soviet Union has supported the MPLA for a 
long time. And we recognize that some of the activities in Angola 
have historic reason and understandable causes. 

But we also believe that over a period of months, and recently, they 
have reached dimensions that are inconsistent with the principles 
we have jointly signed. We have called the attention of the Soviet 
Government for many months to our concerns. We have made repeated 
offers to stop foreign intervention. We have even said we would use our 
influence to bring about the initial withdrawal of South African force s, 
to be followed by the withdrawal of other force s. 

But we are confronted by the fact that answer s are evasive and many 
months go by. 

We cannot accept that 10,000 troops be sent as an expeditionary force 
carried in Soviet aircraft, with Soviet equipment. We must take public 
notice. The tragedy is that those of us who have supported the policy 
of detente with the Soviet Union will increasingly be put into the 
position of attacking this policy. 

So we believe something should be done about this before irreparable 
damage is caused. 

We have made a specific proposal over the weeks. This is our attitude, 
which we cannot give up. 

Gromyko: First of all, I would like to say that fundamentally and in 
principle our attitude on the Angola que stion was set out on your visit 
to this country and personally to you by General Secretary Brezhnev. 

With respect to your remarks concerning Cuba, I have no intention of 
discussing whatever actions Cuba is taking. We have not been authori
zed by the Cuban Government to speak on its behalf, but we do know 
that what Cuba is doing to render assistance to the legitimate Angolan 
Government, at the specific request of that Angolan Government -
which I must say has been inflated out of all proportion in the United 
States -- is a matter between Cuba and the legitimate government of 
Angola. 
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That concerns Cuba. With respect to the Soviet Union, let me say 
this: 

Fir st, we have taken note - - and this relate s not just to the Soviet 
Union but to the majority of the states - - that following the proclama
tion of Angolan independence, Angola became the victim of outside 
intervention, and in effect that intervention began earlier. Is it not 
a fact that the South African Government has introduced its military 
forces in Angola? If someone wants to close their eyes, nonetheless 
it is a fact that we see and others do. It is a fact that it is taking 
place. 

Some say they are in the process of being withdrawn. What kind of 
fact is that if every day we read reports that the South African forces 
are increasin~ 

So, the first fact is, there is a clear-cut case of intervention, and 

in fact, aggression, that is taking place against Angola by South 

Africa. 


That is the first point. The second point is this: 

The Soviet Union did as sist the MPLA in its fight for the independence 
of Angola against the colonialists. And that is something we made 
absolutely no secret of. That part is a completely open book. After 
independence, we established relations with the new legitimate govern
ment and on that we based accordingly our policy and practical actions, 
regarding Angola as an independent and sovereign state. General 
Secretary Brezhnev told you previously that we had sold quantities -
and let me say, insignificant quantities - - of arms. And, incidentally, 
the United State s - - and there is ample information to that effect - - has 
given funds and never ended giving supplies to the separatist elements 
in Angola that are backed by external elements which are well known. 
The United States has given them substantial assistance, and that fact 
is we 11 known. 

Thirdly, if there is any impression that the Soviet Union has virtually 
nothing else to do and does nothing else except talk somebody in Angola 
out of any contacts or to discourage any formation of any coalition 
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governm.ent, that is a big m.istake. We have spoken not a word 

either for or against such contacts and talks. We consider that a 

m.atter for the sovereign governm.ent of Angola them.selve s. 


So that is the answer to your so-called proposals. Has the Soviet 
Union ever objected on that score? Certainly not. 

And m.y fourth and last point: 

You have hinted that the possible developm.ent of events in Angola 

m.ight adversely affect Soviet-Am.erican relations. Well, if the 

United States wants that, then those events can adversely affect 

our relationship. 1£ that's what the U. S. wants. We believe that 

all Soviet-Am.erican relations, and all that has been achieved, will 

override all m.om.entary considerations or m.om.entary events in 

Angola. So, objectively speaking, there is no reason for events in 

Angola to have an adverse effect on Soviet-Am.erican relations. 


That is what I wanted to say to your rem.arks. 

Kissinger: I have a few observations, Mr. Foreign Minister. 

It is not true that the United States has supported what you call 

separatist forces. The United States gave no m.ilitary assistance to 

those forces until after the m.assive Soviet support to the MPLA. 

In fact, the United State s rejected m.any opportunitie s in 1974 to give 

aid because we did not want to introduce the great power rivalry in 

Africa. Even after Soviet support started, we m.ade proposals to you 

to halt it and to prevent it from. getting out of hand. 


We are not against the MPLA. We cannot recognize it as a legitim.ate 
governm.ent that is not recognized by half of the African state sand 
established contrary to OAU resolutions. 

Therefore, we believe there were rn.any opportunitie s, in light of our 
specific re sponsibility to insulate the problem. from. great power rivalry. 
We have offered to use our influence to get South African forces out and 
we asked only for assurances that other foreign forces will leave. 

-£E~ /NODIS/XGDS 
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When there are 20 flights a week from Cuba to Angola with Soviet 

planes, with 200 troops a day from Cuba to Angola, it isn't something 

the Soviet Government can simply say doe sn 't concern the Soviet 

Union. What would the Soviet Union say if American plane s brought 

troops to another country? 


So the reality is the se are facts inconsistent with the principles we 
signed in June. 1972. 

Moreover, what make s the se events so tragic is that all the remarks 
the Foreign Minister has made overlook the situation in the United 
States, in which those who look for every opportunity to injure our 
policy will attack this - - and we will not oppose it. Even those who 
oppese doing something in Angola propose doing things directly to the 
Soviet Union rather than in Angola. 

It is a tragedy because the Soviet Union has nothing to gain in Angola. 

We have nothing to gain in Angola. Five years from now it will make 

no difference. I must say this is a tragedy, and I say this as one who 

has been the foremost defender of U. S. -Soviet rapprochement in the 

United States. 


Gromyko: There is one point you made with which I certainly agree; 
the Soviet Union wants nothing whatever in Angola, and seeks no 
unilateral gain in Angola. We only want to see Angola as an independent 
and sovereign state. That's all••• 

Kissinger: It is difficult to be sovereign and independent if there are 
10, 000 foreign troops. 80, 000 Portugue se troops faced a guerrilla 
war, and I wouldn't be surprised if 10,000 Cubans faced a protracted 
war. 

Gromyko: To that I would reply that it is ..indeed most difficult to be 
an independent and sovereign state if there are in that state a mass 
of outside invading forces, with massive equipment, against the leg
itimate government. That does indeed create difficulties in the way 
of a sovereign and independent state. 

You say we have not given a reply to your proposals. That I don't 

understand. What other reply do you want? You have heard our 
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pronouncements and the reply by General Secretary Brezhnev; 
you've heard the pronouncements and the reply I have just given 
you. What othe r do you want? 

Kissinger: The last message we received from General Secretary 
Brezhnev said that if the South African forces were withdrawn, the 
question of the Cuban forces would solve itself in a "natural way." 
We have asked in what you mean by a "natural way, " and how would 
it take place. No reply has been received in over two weeks. 

Gromyko: I said at the very outset that we cannot speak on behalf 
of the Cubans. We are not authorized to speak for them. So what 
you speak about is a hypothetical question -- what would happen if the 
Cubans were withdrawn. I cannot speak about it. It is first and fore
most for the legitimate government of Angola to react, and it would 
be seen in the response they take to the withdrawal of South African 
forces. But that is hypothetical, because there is no withdrawal 
of South African forces. 

Kissinger: We received a message from the General Secretary that 
if the South Africans leave, the problem of the others would be settled 
"in a natural way." The question is: what does that mean? 

Gromyko: It means exactly what it says. But you're now discussing 
a purely hypothetical case. There is no South African withdrawal. 

Kissinger: I asked what would happen if the South Africans withdrew. 
Clearly, it means the South African forces must first be withdrawn. 

Gromyko: The government of the People's Republic of Angola will 
set out its reaction after the withdrawal of South Afriean forces. 
The Soviet Union is not the government of the People's Republic of 
Angola. But our view is as set out in the General Secretary's message, 
and I think the right thing to do would be to take a serious view of it. 

On that note, I think I have exhausted all I have to say. Otherwise, I 
would just be repeating myself. 

Kissinger: I want to say two things: We simply cannot accept that the 
government of Cuba, dependent entirely upon Soviet support in Cuba 
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and dependent entirely on the Soviet logistical support -- nor would 
you say if we decided to put an end to this by dealing with Cuba 
directly that this is a matter of no concern to the Soviet Union. 
Second, you cannot say it makes no difference when the intervention 
of the Cubans ends -- they were brought in by Soviet planes and ships 
and you will not say when this will end. 

It is a pity this has corne to pass when many opportunities existed 
for two great powers to settle this in a farsighted way. 

Gromyko: I regret the conclusions you draw. I have nothing to add 
to the statements on our side. It is those statements that express 
our opinion, and not the interpretation you give. 

Kissinger: It wouldn't be the first time in history that events that 
no one can explain afterwards give rise to consequence s out of 
proportion to their intrinsic significance. 

Gromyko: We think no one else but ourselves can interpret our 
position and views. It is for us alone to set them out. Any attempt 
to interpret them in a wrongful manner can only be seen as regrettable. 

And if on your return to the United States you start to aggravate this 
whole matter and make statements casting aspersions on our relations, 
it will not be we who will bear responsibility for the consequences. 
It will be the responsibility solely of the United States. I cannot 
believe that this meets the interests of the world situation. 

Kissinger: Well, I've stated my view, and I see no need to repeat it. 

Gromyko: Well, let's turn to the next question. 

Kissinger: I picked the last topic; why don't you pick the next one? 

JAPAN 

Gromyko: Do we have anything at all in the Far East? Do you have 
any comments on that? What are your assessments? Are you expecting 
any surprises? You have many friends in that area friends who were 
looking out of the wrong side of their face at us 0 
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Kissinger: You were in the Far East m.ore recently; why don't you 
give your im.pression? 

Grom.yko: [Laughs] That's no problem.. I can say a few words. 

I was in Japan. While I was there I set out our position on the question 
of Soviet-Japanese relations. We spoke out in favor of m.ore norm.al 
relations, in the interest of detente and peace. In short, we applied 
the principles that underlined U. S. -Soviet relations and that found expre s
sion in the relevant docum.ents signed between the United States and the 
Soviet Union. 

Of the political questions, there was one which was within our field 
of vision as well as of the Japanese -- that was the possibility of a 
Sino-Japanese Treaty being signed. We gave our assessm.ent of 
China's attem.pts to include in that treaty a clause directly aim.ed at 
the Soviet Union -- and you know what I'm. referring to. On the 
Japanese side, they gave their assessm.ent of the situation and they, 
in effect, said they as se s sed China's claim.s in a som.ewhat different 
fashion. They undere stim.ated som.ewhat the Chine se intentions 
in this respect. But the Japanese do understand our concerns. 

As we understand it - - and they said so them.selves - - the negotiations 
have not yet been com.pleted, and we can only guess at the further 
developm.ent of those negotiations, ancllwould refrain from. any kind 
of forecast. We would like to believe that the com.m.on sense of the 
Japanese will prevail, as well as their understanding of the proper 
role of Soviet-Japanese relations. 

We m.ade som.e references to bilateral econom.ic relations between 
our two countries, but no specific agreem.ents were signed. We also 
took up a few purely bilateral m.atters and a few others -- such as 
fishing. But not too m.uch, because there are special com.m.issions 
set up for that, and that is within their jurisdiction. 

You know the Japanese frequently m.ake reference to the so-called 
northern territories. References were m.ade during this visit as 
well, but it was not really discussed at these m.eetings, because the 
two sides speak totally different languages and the positions were 
totally at variance. 

SB€iJ;t~'I /NODIS/XGDS 

http:econom.ic
http:com.m.on


-sE~/NODIS/XGDS - 15 

As elsewhere, in Japan I made no attempt whatsoever to reach 

any agreement or understanding that is at variance with the intere sts 

of any other country, including the United States. You can verify 

that with the Japanese. I said it publicly and privately. 


Are you disappointed? 

Kissinger: We recognize you gained no unilateral advantage in Japan, 
and it was in the spirit of our relationship. 

No, I appreciate your explanation, and seriously I believe it reflects 
the principles of restraint that should govern our relations everywhere 
and are the basis of our relationship. 

What we have heard from Japan coincides with the Foreign Minister's 
statement. The Foreign Minister's conduct was consistent with our 
relationship. We heard nothing contradictory. 

Gromyko: Can I ask one question? 

Kissinger: Yes. 

Gromyko: There have been references in various publications to the 
proposed establishment of a US-Japanese consultative body or agency 
dealing with armament and armed forces. Can you give us some 
information about this? Any time we hear information that 
J apane se are taking steps to conserve wildlife and birds, it cause s 
no concern. We are always prepared to cooperate with that. But 
when we hear something about armaments, we do display some 
concern, which is not unfounded. 

Kissinger: All we are familiar with is that there is an agreement 
for the Japanese Foreign Minister and the American Secretary of 
State to meet twice a year. But we meet so often at international 
meetings that in fact there is no need to schedule special meetings. 
But I am familiar with no arrangement to consult on weapons. 
Certainly at a high level; maybe at a -very low level. I'll check when 
I get back and let Dobrynin know. 

Gromyko: The military must have bypassed the Department of State. 
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Kissinger: What is your source? Japan and the United States are 
allies. I'm not familiar with any new institution. No new institution 
could be set up without our approval. But I want to check and make 
sure there is nothing that is being misunderstood. What is your 
source? 

Korniyenko: Something at the end of December. 

Gromyko: In the pre SSe I read something about it just before I left 
for Japan. 

Kissinger: Anyway, no new body has been set up to deal with military 
questions. But I will check and let Dobrynin know. 
CHINA 
Gromyko: Let us now mentally transfer ourselve s to China. It's 
safe, of course, for you to go right into China, but for us it's more 
complicated. You might quite logically ask me what my views are 
on this question, and it's quite legitimate. 

Our bilateral relations have undergone no change in recent months. 

Kissinger: About China? Or are you approaching me carefully? 

Gromyko: Going around! Our bilateral relations have undergone 
no changes in recent months. 

With respect to China's foreign policy, it is very sharply leveled 
against us, and in fact against the line of policy jointly formulated 
by the Soviet Union and the United States and expressed in our joint 
documents. Their view is the worse it is, the better. But you know 
better; you were there most recently, and you patiently had to listen 
to a few lectures while you were there. 

I was thinking when I read the reports of what you had to endure, I said 
to myself, I wish I could see Dr. Kissinger's face right now. I wonder 
how he feels. 

Kissinger: Of course, you have an advantage in Peking in that you have 
an Ambassador and we have only a Chief of Liaison Office. So we don't 
get invited to so many diplomatic functions, at least of the intensity 
your Ambassador does. 
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It is true that the Chine se expre s sed their attitude to our relationship 

and found it too good, from their point of view. Of course, they will 

be delighted by the events of the previous subject. But it's true: our 

bilateral relations [with China] are normal and developing. And during 

President Ford's visit, this progress was confirmed. 


Gromyko: I would like to ask one que stion, and it is of cour se your 
right to reply or not. 

Kissinger: If it were not my right, you would of course force me to 
answer. [Laughter] 

Gromyko: You are familiar with the general line of China's policy 
as well as its policy toward various areas of the world -- the Soviet 
Union, Europe, Asia. You know this policy is sharply at variance and 
totally counter to the line we have agreed on and reflected in our agree
ments, and the line we have confirmed in our discussions recently. 

But leading figures in the United States, at a very high level, including the 
President and Secretary of State, studiously avoid giving an assess
ment of that line, which is sharply against detente and is a line which 
seeks deterioration of relations between the Soviet Union and the 
United States. We in the Soviet leadership shrug our shoulders and 
wonder what reserves of patience it must take to simply endure this 
line and take no view. But the Soviet leadership pursues the line of 
peace and detente. 

Kissinger: I think the Foreign Minister could not have read the toasts 

I gave on my visit to Peking in October, in which on two occasions I 

made it clear the United States would maintain its policy in accordance 

with our national interests. And I made it clear even more privately. 

So it is clear we do not give the Chinese a veto over our policy, and as 

I said to the General Secretary, we remain committed to the p'olicy we 

are pursuing. 


We were told there is a Soviet faction in the Chinese leadership, and 

they will no doubt tell you we have told them we will maintain our 

relations with the Soviet Unione 
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They can see what is happening in our relationship and will be 

delighted. But we have made clear we are prepared to improve 

our relationship with the Soviet Union. 


Gromyko: When is your next trip to Peking? 

Kissinger: We have not set a precise date. 

Gromyko: You are about to go on an African holiday. If rumors are 

correct. 


Kissinger: Not before the end of March. 

Dobrynin: And to Latin America. 

Kissinger: Latin America is first. 

Gromyko: You are first going to invade Latin America and then you 

invade Africa. 


Kissinger: No, you are forcing us into Africa in a much more active 

way. 


LIMITATION OF NEW WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION 

Gromyko: You know, Dr. Kissinger, the Disarmament Committee 
in Geneva seems to be working very sluggishly. Maybe we should 
give it an injection of some sort. The Committee has before it certain 
new questions to discuss, notably the question we first raised at the 
UN General Assembly. There was an appropriate resolution passed 
and now it goes to the Disarmament Committee, that is the limitation 
of new weapons systems. We know you take a cautious attitude. In 
fact you even start looking a bit bored when I discuss that subject. 
But we think it should be discussed. 

Kissinger: No, I'm confused whether you mean that no state can 
develop weapons beyond what it has developed or that no state can 
develop weapons beyond what we have developed. So we have difficulty 
giving instructions to our delegation. 
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Gromyko: Then let us discuss that matter in the Committee and/or 

parallel with the work of the Committee -- bilateral discussion of 

the matter to discuss various points. But we can't say that because 

we take a dim view we can't discuss it. 


Kissinger: Perhaps our Ambassador here could discuss it here with 

someone you delegate, to get further clarification. 


Gromyko: We wouldn't want the exchange to take the form only of 

questions addressed to us. We would like perhaps not only to take 

que stions but also to put them. 


Kissinger: That is very appropriate. Why don't we have discussions 

here in Moscow? 


Gromyko: All right. 


Kissinger: Stoessel will take care of it. 


Gromyko: All right. 


PEACEFUL NUCLEAR EXPLOSIONS (PNE) NEGOTIATION 


Kissinger: He's engaged in discussions on peaceful nuclear explosions. 


Gromyko: Let's discuss. 


Kissinger: You went three explosions a year beyond 150 kilotons. 

And we believe that would make verification impossible. Not to speak 

of ratification. 


Gromyko: What is your proposal? 


Kissinger: Our view is to take this up at the review conference in five 

years. Our understanding is you have no particular use for it now but 

just don't want to foreclose the long-term future. 


Gromyko: Representatives of the two sides are due to resume on 

January 27th. 
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Kissinger: Correct. 

Gromyko: They could resume their discussion and perhaps take 

this up. 


Kissinger: We should both keep an eye on these discussions and 

bring them to a successful conclusion. 


Gromyko: There should be a successful conclusion. 

MBFR 

Kissinger: On the proposal last night with respect to Mutual and 

Balanced Force Reductions, do you have the number from which the 

two-to-three percent is to be calculated? 


Gromyko: The General Secretary set out our view of principle, and 

they give you the line along which we are thinking and which will be 

set out in detail. And when we submit the specific proposals after 

discussions resume in Vienna, we will have specific considerations 

to set forth, and we are now giving deliberation to that aspect. 


Kissinger: Because we can't give a reply until we know what your 

number is. 


Gromyko: We are now giving thought to that aspect and we feel in the 
very near future we will be able to give a definite reply. It certainly 
would be a good thing to give a new lease on life to the work in Vienna. 

Kissinger: We will study it carefully. I'm not too optimistic, as I 

told the General Secretary. 


Gromyko: So you are not taking away optimism on this? 

Kissinger: I'll have tosee your concrete proposal before I make a final 
judgment. 

Gromyko: All right. As long as you don't carry away pessimism from 
Moscow on this que stion. 
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Kissinger: I think we should m.ake progress this year on m.utual force 
reductions. 

Grom.yko: That would be good. China will certainly have a lot to 
blam.e us for. If there is success. Mostly us. 

Kissinger: China will certainly be very angry. China will certainly 

be very angry if there is success in SALT. 


But they haven't given us any helicopters lately, so perhaps you should 

te11 us what you are doing. 


Grom.yko: [Laughs] China gave us a helicopter because it is ours! 
Of course they recognized they m.ade a m.istake. 

I was told Dr. Kissinger was staying for a week. Now these people 

te11 m.e he's departing. 


Kissinger: Always som.ething surprising! 

[Both sides review drafts of the com.m.unique of the visit.] 

I have a m.inor change. It says: "It was noted that a further strengthen
ing and developm.ent of relations between the USSR and USA would serve 
the interests •• 0" I would say "it was agreed" instead of "it was noted. " 

Sukhodrev: To m.ake it m.ore readable in Russian, "Both sides are in 
agreem.ent that, " or "agree that." 

Kissinger: "Both sides are in agreem.ent." If you say "both sides 
agreed," it looks like a new agreem.ent. "Wou Id serve the interests. " 

Grom.yko: I believe this text is acceptable. Since General Secretary 
Brezhnev is directly concerned, I'll just show it to him.. I expect no 
difficulties or problem.s. 

Kis singer: What tim.e do you plan to release it? 

Grom.yko: At seven o'clock tonight Moscow tim.e. 
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Kissinger: That's at five o'clock Brussels time. All right. But 
when can you confirm it? 

Gromyko: Another concession on our part. 


Kissinger: It is amazing how you keep your country together, with 

all these concessions. 


Gromyko: Concession after concession! 


Kissinger: Everyone says you are so difficult to deal with. 


Dobrynin: A total misunderstanding! 


Kissinger: A total misunderstanding. I was afraid before I came 

that two-or-three days here would not be enough time for us, because 

of all the concessions you would be making. 


[The meeting then ended.] 
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JOINT U.S.-SOVIET COl-1HUNIQUE 
j.MOSCm~ 

January 23, 1976 

. I. 
On 20-23 January in l1oscow discussions took place bet't:een General Secretary 
of the CPSU central Cornrnittee L. I. Brezhnev, Politiburo Herr.ber and Minister 
of Foreign Affairs of the USSR A.A. Gromyko and the United states 
Secretary of State Henry A. Kissinger. ., 

The. talks touched upon a broad-range of questions of mutual interest tG 
the United States of America and the Soviet UnioJi. 'raking part in the 
discussions WQre, on the American side, Walter J. Stoessel, Jr., Ambassador 
ot the U.S.A. to the USSR; Helmut Sonnenfeldt, CounsBloc of the Depart.ment 
of State; Arthur A. Hartman, Assistant Secretary of State for European 
AffairsJ William Hyland, 'Deputy Assistant to th~ Pre5id~nt for National 
Security Affairs; James P. Wade, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 

and others; and on the soviet side, V.V. Kuznetsov, First Deputy Hinister 

of Foreign Affairsr G.M. Korniyenko, Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs; 

lLF. Dobrynin, Ambassador of the USSR to the U.S.A.; A.M. Alexandrov, 

Assistant to the General Secretary of the central Committee of the CPSU, 

and others. 


Both sides are in agreement that the course of further strengthening 

and development of relations between the U.S."". and the USSR ~ould serve 

the interests of the peoples of both countries and is an essential factor 

in the cause of relaxation of international tension and the strengthening 

of peace. In the course of the negotiations special attention was 

devoted to eXilmiliation of concrete questions relating to the. working-out 


.of a new long-term agreement between the U.S.A. and the USSR on 
,lirr.itation of strategic offensive weapons, on the basis of the agreement 
: reached during the negotiations between the President of the U.S.A. and 

the General Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee in Vladivostok 
. in November 1974. Progress was attained on a number of these questions, 
and it was agreed that negotiations will be continued with the aim of 

; finding mutually acceptable solutions to the remaining problems. 

~ During examination. of the status of negotiations on reduction of armed 
. forces and armaments in Central Europe, both sides had in mind the task 
: of facilitating progre~s in these negotiations. There was also an 
; exchange of views on a number of other urgent international problems. 

The negotiations took place in a business-like and constructive atmosphere. 
Both sides consider the exchange of views to have been usef 
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