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Preface

The Foreign Relations of the United States series presents the official
documentary historical record of major foreign policy decisions and
significant diplomatic activity of the United States Government. The
Historian of the Department of States is charged with the responsibility
for the preparation of the Foreign Relations series. Under the direction of
the General Editor of the Foreign Relations series, the staff of the Office
of the Historian, Bureau of Public Affairs, researches, compiles, and
edits the volumes in the series. Secretary of State Frank B. Kellogg first
promulgated official regulations codifying specific standards for the se-
lection and editing of documents for the series on March 26, 1925. These
regulations, with minor modifications, guided the series through 1991.

Public Law 102-138, the Foreign Relations Authorization Act,
which was signed by President George H. W. Bush on October 28, 1991,
established a new statutory charter for the preparation of the series.
Section 198 of P.L. 102-138 added a new Title IV to the Department of
State’s Basic Authorities Act of 1956 (22 USC 4351, et seq.).

The statute requires that the Foreign Relations series be a thorough,
accurate, and reliable record of major United States foreign policy deci-
sions and significant United States diplomatic activity. The volumes of
the series must include all records needed to provide comprehensive
documentation of major foreign policy decisions and actions of the
United States Government. The statute also confirms the editing prin-
ciples established by Secretary Kellogg: the Foreign Relations series is
guided by the principles of historical objectivity and accuracy; records
should not be altered or deletions made without indicating in the pub-
lished text that a deletion has been made; the published record should
omit no facts that were of major importance in reaching a decision; and
nothing should be omitted for the purpose of concealing a defect in
policy. The statute also requires that the Foreign Relations series be pub-
lished not more than 30 years after the events recorded.

Structure and Scope of the Foreign Relations Series

This volume is part of a subseries of the Foreign Relations of the
United States that documents the most significant foreign policy issues
and major decisions of the administrations of Richard M. Nixon and
Gerald R. Ford. Five volumes in this subseries, volumes XII through
XVI, cover U.S. relations with the Soviet Union. This specific volume
documents United States policy toward the Soviet Union from June
1972 until August 1974, following closely the development of the ad-
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ministration’s policy of Détente and culminating with President
Nixon’s resignation in August 1974.

Focus of Research and Principles of Selection for Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, Volume XV, June 1972 until August 1974

This volume continues the practice of covering U.S.-Soviet rela-
tions in a global context, highlighting conflict and collaboration be-
tween the two superpowers in the era of Détente. Chronologically, it
follows volume XIV, Soviet Union, October 1971-May 1972, which doc-
uments the May 1972 Moscow Summit between President Nixon and
Soviet leader Leonid Brezhnev. This volume includes numerous direct
personal communications between Nixon and Brezhnev covering a
host of issues, including clarifying the practical application of the SALT
Iand AMB agreements signed in Moscow. Other major themes covered
include the war in Indochina, arms control, the Conference on Security
and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE), commercial relations and
most-favored-nation status, grain sales, the emigration of Soviet Jews,
Jackson-Vanik legislation, and the October 1973 Arab-Israeli war. The
private backchannel, documented through telephone transcripts and
memoranda of conversation, between Henry Kissinger, who for most
of this period served as Secretary of State, and Soviet Ambassador Ana-
toly Dobrynin continued to function as the principal line of communi-
cation between the two superpowers. The backchannel was key to
making progress on the most problematic issues in U.S. Soviet rela-
tions, and provided a face-to-face means of diffusing potentially con-
frontational subjects, such as growing Soviet concern about the United
States’ recently established relationship with China. This period in-
cluded high-level meetings and summits, both in the United States and
the Soviet Union, documented here in detail, including Kissinger’s con-
versations with Soviet Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko leading up to
Nixon’s final visit to the Soviet Union in June 1974. These frequent
meetings and discussions allowed the United States and the Soviet
Union to avoid open conflict and, to the extent possible, cooperate on
managing crises around the world.

Taken as a whole, the five Soviet Union volumes in the Nixon-Ford
subseries, 1969-1976, document the core issues of the Cold War, as seen
through the prism of U.S.-Soviet global relations. This volume provides
an account of the U.S.-Soviet worldwide confrontation, competition,
and cooperation during the 26 months covered. Extensive annotation
directs the reader to relevant sources in other Foreign Relations volumes,
and to archival and published sources. Editorial Notes provide helpful
background and explanatory information. Readers interested in the
larger context of relations between the United States and Soviet Union
should consult additional volumes of the subseries including, volume
XXXII, SALT I, 1969-1972; volume E-2, Documents on Arms Control
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and Nonproliferation, 1969-1972; volume XVII, China, 1969-1972; vol-
ume XLI, Western Europe; NATO, 1969-1972; volume XXXIV, National
Security Policy, 1969-1972 and, volume XXXIX, European Security.

Editorial Methodology

The documents are presented chronologically according to Wash-
ington time. Memoranda of conversation and reporting telegrams are
placed according to the time and date of the conversation, rather than
the date the documents were drafted.

Editorial treatment of the documents published in the Foreign Rela-
tions series follows Office style guidelines, supplemented by guidance
from the General Editor and the chief technical editor. The documents
are reproduced as exactly as possible, including marginalia or other
notations, which are described in the footnotes. Texts are transcribed
and printed according to accepted conventions for the publication of
historical documents. A heading has been supplied by the editors for
each document included in the volume. Spelling, capitalization, and
punctuation are retained as found in the original text, except that
obvious typographical errors are silently corrected. Other mistakes and
omissions in the documents are corrected by bracketed insertions: a
correction is set in italic type; an addition in roman type. Words or
phrases underlined in the original document are printed in italics.
Abbreviations and contractions are preserved as found in the original
text, and a list of abbreviations is included in the front matter of each
volume.

Bracketed insertions are also used to indicate omitted text that
deals with an unrelated subject (in roman type) or that remains classi-
fied after declassification review (in italic type). The amount and,
where possible, the nature of the material not declassified has been
noted by indicating the number of lines or pages of text that were omit-
ted. Entire documents withheld for declassification purposes have been
accounted for and are listed with headings, source notes, and number
of pages not declassified in their chronological place. All brackets that
appear in the original text are so identified in footnotes. All ellipses are
in the original documents.

The first footnote to each document indicates the source of the doc-
ument, original classification, distribution, and drafting information.
This note also provides the background of important documents and
policies and indicates whether the President or his major policy ad-
visers read the document.

Editorial notes and additional annotation summarize pertinent
material not printed in the volume, indicate the location of additional
documentary sources, provide references to important related docu-
ments printed in other volumes, describe key events, and provide sum-
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maries of and citations to public statements that supplement and eluci-
date the printed documents. Information derived from memoirs and
other first-hand accounts has been used when appropriate to supple-
ment or explicate the official record.

The numbers in the index refer to document numbers rather than
to page numbers.

Advisory Committee on Historical Diplomatic Documentation

The Advisory Committee on Historical Diplomatic Documenta-
tion, established under the Foreign Relations statute, reviews records,
advises and makes recommendations concerning the Foreign Relations
series. The Advisory Committee monitors the overall compilation and
editorial process of the series and advises on all aspects of the prepara-
tion and declassification of the series. The Advisory Committee does
not necessarily review the contents of individual volumes in the series,
but it makes recommendations on issues that come to its attention and
reviews volumes as it deems necessary to fulfill its advisory and statu-
tory obligations.

Presidential Recordings and Materials Preservation Act Review

Under the terms of the Presidential Recordings and Materials Pres-
ervation Act (PRMPA) of 1974 (44 USC 2111 note), the National Ar-
chives and Records Administration (NARA) has custody of the Nixon
Presidential historical materials. The requirements of the PRMPA and
implementing regulations govern access to the Nixon Presidential his-
torical materials. The PRMPA and implementing public access regula-
tions require NARA to review for additional restrictions in order to en-
sure the protection of the privacy rights of former Nixon White House
officials, since these officials were not given the opportunity to separate
their personal materials from public papers. Thus, the PRMPA and im-
plementing public access regulations require NARA to notify the
Nixon Estate and former Nixon White House staff members that the
agency is scheduling for public release Nixon White House historical
materials. The Nixon Estate and former White House staff members
have 30 days to contest the release of Nixon historical materials in
which they were a participant or are mentioned. Further, the PRMPA
and implementing regulations require NARA to segregate and return
to the creator of files private and personal materials. All Foreign Rela-
tions volumes that include materials from NARA'’s Nixon Presidential
Materials are processed and released in accordance with the PRMPA.

Nixon White House Tapes

Access to the Nixon White House tape recordings is governed by
the terms of the PRMPA and an access agreement with the Office of
Presidential Libraries of the National Archives and Records Adminis-
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tration and the Nixon Estate. In February 1971, President Nixon initi-
ated a voice activated taping system in the Oval Office of the White
House and, subsequently, in the President’s Office in the Executive
Office Building, Camp David, the Cabinet Room, and White House and
Camp David telephones. The audiotapes include conversations of Pre-
sident Nixon with his Assistant for National Security Affairs, Henry
Kissinger, other White House aides, Secretary of State Rogers, other Ca-
binet officers, members of Congress, and key foreign officials. The
clarity of the voices on the tape recordings is often very poor, but the
editor has made every effort to verify the accuracy of the transcripts
produced here. Readers are advised that the tape recording is the offi-
cial document; the transcript represents an interpretation of that docu-
ment. Through the use of digital audio and other advances in tech-
nology, the Office of the Historian has been able to enhance the tape
recordings and over time produce more accurate transcripts. The result
is that some transcripts printed here may differ from transcripts of the
same conversations printed in previous Foreign Relations volumes. The
most accurate transcripts possible, however, cannot substitute for lis-
tening to the recordings. Readers are urged to consult the recordings
themselves for a full appreciation of those aspects of the conversations
that cannot be captured in a transcript, such as the speakers’ inflections
and emphases that may convey nuances of meaning, as well as the
larger context of the discussion.

Declassification Review

The Office of Information Programs and Services, Bureau of Ad-
ministration, conducted the declassification review for the Department
of State of the documents published in this volume. The review was
conducted in accordance with the standards set forth in Executive
Order 12958, as amended, on Classified National Security Information
and other applicable laws.

The principle guiding declassification review is to release all infor-
mation, subject only to the current requirements of national security, as
embodied in law and regulation. Declassification decisions entailed
concurrence of the appropriate geographic and functional bureaus in
the Department of State, other concerned agencies of the U.S. Govern-
ment, and the appropriate foreign governments regarding specific doc-
uments of those governments. The declassification review of this vol-
ume, which began in 2007 and was completed in 2009, resulted in the
decision to withold two documents and make excisions in six
documents.

The editors are confident, on the basis of the research conducted in
preparing this volume, and as a result of the declassification review
process described above, that the documentation and editorial notes
presented here provide an accurate and comprehensive account of the
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Nixon administration’s complex policy toward the Soviet Union, June
1972-August 1974.
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Sources

Sources for the Foreign Relations Series

The 1991 Foreign Relations statute requires that the published rec-
ord in the Foreign Relations series include all records needed to provide
comprehensive documentation on major U.S. foreign policy decisions
and significant U.S. diplomatic activity. It also requires that gov-
ernment agencies, departments, and other entities of the U.S. Govern-
ment engaged in foreign policy formulation, execution, or support,
cooperate with the Department of State Historian by providing full and
complete access to records pertinent to foreign policy decisions and
actions and by providing copies of selected records.

The editors of the Foreign Relations series have complete access to
all the retired records and papers of the Department of State: the central
files of the Department; the special decentralized files (“lot files”’) of the
Department at the bureau, office, and division levels; the files of the De-
partment’s Executive Secretariat, which contain the records of interna-
tional conferences and high-level official visits, correspondence with
foreign leaders by the President and Secretary of State, and memoranda
of conversations between the President and Secretary of State and for-
eign officials; and the files of overseas diplomatic posts. All the Depart-
ment’s indexed central files through July 1973 have been permanently
transferred to the National Archives and Records Administration at
College Park, Maryland (Archives II). Many of the Department’s de-
centralized office files covering the 1969-1976 period, which the Na-
tional Archives deems worthy of permanent retention, have been trans-
ferred or are in the process of being transferred from the Department’s
custody to Archives II.

The editors of the Foreign Relations series also have full access to the
papers of President Nixon and other White House foreign policy rec-
ords. Presidential papers maintained and preserved at the Presidential
libraries include some of the most significant foreign affairs-related
documentation from the Department of State and other Federal
agencies including the National Security Council, the Central Intelli-
gence Agency, the Department of Defense, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
Dr. Henry Kissinger has approved access to his papers at the Library of
Congress. The papers are a key source for the Nixon-Ford subseries of
Foreign Relations.

Research for this volume was completed through special access to
restricted documents at the Nixon Presidential Materials Project, the Li-
brary of Congress, and other agencies. While all the material printed in
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this volume has been declassified, some of it is extracted from still clas-
sified documents. In the time since the research for this volume was
completed, the Nixon Presidential Materials have been transferred to
the Nixon Presidential Library and Museum in Yorba Linda, Cali-
fornia. The Nixon Presidential Library staff is processing and declassi-
fying many of the documents used in this volume, but they may not be
available in their entirety at the time of publication.

Sources for Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XV

The Nixon Presidential Materials are the single most important
source of documentation for those interested in U.S.-Soviet relations
during the Nixon administration. Foreign policy research in the Nixon
Materials centers around the National Security Council (NSC) Files,
which include the President’s Trip Files, Subject Files, Country Files,
and Kissinger Office Files. The NSC files contain about 1,300 archive
boxes of materials. Of these the Kissinger Office Files, which include
the memoranda of conversation of all of Kissinger’s negotiations in the
USSR, and the President’s Trip Files, contain the most important infor-
mation on high-level policymaking for this volume. Additionally, the
NSC Institutional Files (H-Files) outline the policy decisions made by
the Nixon administration as they relate to the USSR, including the
National Security Study Memoranda (NSSMs) and National Security
Decision Memoranda (NSDMs).

In addition to the NSC Files, the Nixon Materials include impor-
tant collections like the Kissinger Telephone Conversations. The tran-
scripts of those conversations, especially those with Dobrynin, provide
information on the exchange of information between the United States
and the Soviet Union, as well as illustrate the development of détente.

The editors had access to the Nixon Intelligence Files at the Na-
tional Security Council and the files of the Central Intelligence Agency
and the Department of Defense. The files of the Central Intelligence
Agency, particularly the National Intelligence Council (NIC) Registry
of finished intelligence, were essential for intelligence reports and as-
sessments on which the Nixon administration based its policy
decisions.

The editors made considerable use of materials already compiled
for other volumes in the Foreign Relations series, including those of the
Middle East, Vietham, SALT, and earlier Soviet volumes. Readers
interested in these subjects should consult the relevant volumes for
further information on the specific sources used in research.

The following list identifies the particular files and collections
used in the preparation of this volume. In addition to the paper files
cited below, a growing number of documents are available on the In-
ternet. The Office of the Historian maintains a list of these Internet re-
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sources on its website and suggests that readers refer to that site on a
regular basis.

Unpublished Sources

Department of State

See National Archives and Records Administration, Record Group 59 below.

National Archives and Records Administration, College Park, Maryland

Record Group 59, Records of the Department of State
Central Files 1970-1973

POL US-USSR, general US-USSR relations

POL USSR 7, visits and meetings of Soviet leaders

POL 1 US-USSR, general US-USSR relations

POL 1 USSR, general political affairs of the USSR

POL 15-1 USSR, head of state, USSR

POL 17 US-USSR, diplomatic and consular relations between the US and USSR

Lot Files
Records of Henry Kissinger, Lot 91D414

Records of the Office of the Counselor, 1955-1977, Records of Helmut Sonnenfeldt, 1974,
Lot 81D286

Nixon Presidential Materials Project, National Archives and Records
Administration, College Park, Maryland (now at the Nixon Presidential
Library and Museum, Yorba Linda, California)

Henry Kissinger Telephone Conversation Transcripts (Kissinger Telcons)
Chronological File
Dobrynin File

National Security Council (NSC) Files
Country Files—Europe—USSR
Haig Chronological Files
NSC Institutional Files (H-Files)
Presidential/HAK Memcons
President’s Trip Files
VIP Visits
Kissinger Office Files
Subject Files

NSC Institutional Files (H-Files)
National Security Council Meetings
National Security Council Minutes
Policy Papers (National Security Decision Memoranda)
Study Memoranda (National Security Study Memoranda)
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White House Central Files
President’s Daily Diary

White House Special Files, Staff Member and Office Files
President’s Office Files

White House Tapes

Central Intelligence Agency

DCI Executive Registry Files: Job 80-M01048A
NIC Files: Job 79-R01012A

Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library, Ann Arbor, Michigan

National Security Adviser
Memoranda of Conversations
NSC Institutional /Historical Records

Library of Congress, Washington, DC

Manuscript Division
Papers of Henry Kissinger
Chronological Files
Geopolitical Files
Memoranda of Conversation
Miscellany, Record of Schedule

National Security Council

Nixon Intelligence Files
Subject Files

Published Sources

Congress and the Nation, 1973-1976, Volume IV. Washington: Congressional Quarterly,
1977.

Dobrynin, Anatoly. In Confidence: Moscow’s Ambassador to America’s Six Cold War Presi-
dents (1962-1986). New York: Times Books, 1995.

Haldeman, H.R. The Haldeman Diaries: Inside the Nixon White House. Complete Multimedia
Edition. Santa Monica, CA: Sony Electronic Publishing, 1994.

Kissinger, Henry A. White House Years. Boston: Little, Brown, 1979.

. Years of Upheaval. Boston: Little, Brown, 1982.

Nixon, Richard M. RN: The Memoirs of Richard Nixon. New York: Grosset & Dunlap, 1978.

Stebbins, Richard P., and Elaine P. Adam, eds. American Foreign Relations, 1972, 1973,
1974: A Documentary Reader. New York: New York University Press, 1976, 1977.

United States Department of State. Bulletin, 1972-1974.

. Documents on Germany, 1944-1985.

United States National Archives and Records Administration. Public Papers of the Presi-
dents of the United States: Richard Nixon, 1972, 1973, 1974. Washington: Government
Printing Office, 1973, 1974, 1975.

Yearbook of the United Nations, 1972,1973, 1974. New York: United Nations Office of Public
Information.




Abbreviations and Terms

ABM, anti-ballistic missile

ACDA, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency

AD, Anatoly Dobrynin

ADC, aide-de-camp

AFL-CIO, American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations

B, Brezhnev
B-1, U.S. strategic bomber

CCC, Commodity Credit Corporation

CCD, Conference of the Committee on Disarmament

CDU, Christian Democratic Union (Federal Republic of Germany)
CEO, Chief Executive Officer

CES, Conference on European Security

CIA, Central Intelligence Agency

CIB, Current Intelligence Bulletin

CIEP, Council on International Economic Policy

CIEPDM, Council on International Economic Policy Decision Memorandum
COB, close of business

CPSU, Communist Party of the Soviet Union

CSCE, Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe

CSU, Christian Social Union (Federal Republic of Germany)

CW, chemical weapons; chemical warfare

D, Dobrynin

DCI, Director of Central Intelligence

DCM, Deputy Chief of Mission

DGB, Deutscher Gewerkschaftsbund (German Trade Unions Federation)
DMZ, Demilitarized Zone

DRV, Democratic Republic of Vietnam

EEC, European Economic Community

Eur, Europe

EUR, Bureau of European Affairs, Department of State
Exdis, exclusive distribution

EXIM, Export-Import Bank

FBS, forward based systems

FPC, Federal Power Commission
FRG, Federal Republic of Germany
FM, Foreign Minister

G, Leonard Garment

GA, General Assembly

GATT, General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
GDR, German Democratic Republic

GNP, Gross National Product
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HAK, Henry A. Kissinger
Hakto, series indicator for messages from Henry Kissinger to the White House
HK, Henry Kissinger

ICBM, inter-continental ballistic missile

ICC, International Control Commission

ICCS, International Commission of Control and Supervision
ILA, International Longshoremen’s Association

INR, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, Department of State

JCS, Joint Chiefs of Staff

K, Kissinger
KGB, Soviet Committee for State Security
KT, kiloton

LDC, less developed country
LNG, liquefied natural gas

M, million

MBFR, Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions

MFA, Ministry of Foreign Affairs

MEFN, most favored nation

MIRYV, multiple independently-targetable re-entry vehicles
MRV, multiple re-entry vehicles

NAC, North Atlantic Council (NATO)

NASA, National Aeronautics and Space Administration

NATO, North Atlantic Treaty Organization

NIAM, National Intelligence Analytical Memorandum

NIC, National Intelligence Council

NIE, National Intelligence Estimate

Nine, the countries of the European Community: Belgium, the Netherlands, Luxem-
bourg, France, the Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, Ireland, Denmark, and the
United Kingdom

NLF, National Liberation Front (Vietnam)

Nodis, no distribution

NPT, Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty

NSC, National Security Council

NSCIC, National Security Council Intelligence Committee

NSAM, National Security Action Memorandum

NSDM, National Security Decision Memorandum

NSSM, National Security Study Memorandum

NYT, New York Times

OAS, Organization of American States
OEP, Office of Emergency Preparedness

P, Peter Peterson

PLO, Palestine Liberation Organization
PM, Prime Minister

PNE, peaceful nuclear explosion

PRC, People’s Republic of China
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PRG, Provisional Revolutionary Government, political wing of the South Vietnamese
Communist movement

RG, Record Group
RN, Richard Nixon
rpt, repeat

RV, re-entry vehicle

SALT, Strategic Arms Limitation Talks

SC, Security Council

SCC, Standing Consultative Commission (SALT)

SLBM, submarine launched ballistic missile

SPD, Social Democratic Party (Federal Republic of Germany)
Specat, Special Category Message

SRG, Senior Review Group

TASS, official Soviet news agency

TIAS, Treaties and Other International Agreements Series
Tohak, series indicator for White House messages to Kissinger
Topet, series indicator for White House messages to Peterson
TTB, Threshold Test Ban

TV, television

UK, United Kingdom

UN, United Nations

UNCURK, United Nations Committee for the Unification and Rehabilitation of Korea
UNGA, United Nations General Assembly

USIA, United States Information Agency

USSR, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

UST, United States Treaties and Other International Agreements

WH, White House
WSAG, Washington Special Actions Group

YAK-40, Soviet airliner used by Aeroflot

Z, Greenwich Mean Time
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Republic of China
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of the Department of State
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Note on U.S. Covert Actions

In compliance with the Foreign Relations of the United States statute
that requires inclusion in the Foreign Relations series of comprehensive
documentation on major foreign policy decisions and actions, the ed-
itors have identified key documents regarding major covert actions and
intelligence activities. The following note will provide readers with
some organizational context on how covert actions and special intelli-
gence operations in support of U.S. foreign policy were planned and
approved within the U.S. Government. It describes, on the basis of de-
classified documents, the changing and developing procedures during
the Truman, Eisenhower, Kennedy, Johnson, Nixon, and Ford
Presidencies.

Management of Covert Actions in the Truman Presidency

The Truman administration’s concern over Soviet “psychological
warfare” prompted the new National Security Council to authorize, in
NSC 4-A of December 1947, the launching of peacetime covert action
operations. NSC 4-A made the Director of Central Intelligence respon-
sible for psychological warfare, establishing at the same time the prin-
ciple that covert action was an exclusively Executive Branch function.
The Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) certainly was a natural choice
but it was assigned this function at least in part because the Agency
controlled unvouchered funds, by which operations could be funded
with minimal risk of exposure in Washington.'

The CIA’s early use of its new covert action mandate dissatisfied
officials at the Departments of State and Defense. The Department of
State, believing this role too important to be left to the CIA alone and
concerned that the military might create a new rival covert action office
in the Pentagon, pressed to reopen the issue of where responsibility for
covert action activities should reside. Consequently, on June 18, 1948, a
new NSC directive, NSC 10/2, superseded NSC 4-A.

NSC 10/2 directed the CIA to conduct “covert” rather than merely
“psychological’” operations, defining them as all activities “which are
conducted or sponsored by this Government against hostile foreign
states or groups or in support of friendly foreign states or groups but
which are so planned and executed that any US Government responsi-
bility for them is not evident to unauthorized persons and that if un-

INSC 4-A, December 17, 1947, is printed in Foreign Relations, 1945-1950, Emer-
gence of the Intelligence Establishment, Document 257.
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covered the US Government can plausibly disclaim any responsibility
for them.”

The type of clandestine activities enumerated under the new direc-
tive included: ““propaganda; economic warfare; preventive direct ac-
tion, including sabotage, demolition and evacuation measures; subver-
sion against hostile states, including assistance to underground
resistance movements, guerrillas and refugee liberations [sic] groups,
and support of indigenous anti-Communist elements in threatened
countries of the free world. Such operations should not include armed
conflict by recognized military forces, espionage, counter-espionage,
and cover and deception for military operations.”?

The Office of Policy Coordination (OPC), newly established in the
CIA on September 1, 1948, in accordance with NSC 10/2, assumed res-
ponsibility for organizing and managing covert actions. The OPC,
which was to take its guidance from the Department of State in peace-
time and from the military in wartime, initially had direct access to the
State Department and to the military without having to proceed
through the CIA’s administrative hierarchy, provided the Director of
Central Intelligence (DCI) was informed of all important projects and
decisions.? In 1950 this arrangement was modified to ensure that policy
guidance came to the OPC through the DCL

During the Korean conflict the OPC grew quickly. Wartime com-
mitments and other missions soon made covert action the most expen-
sive and bureaucratically prominent of the CIA’s activities. Concerned
about this situation, DCI Walter Bedell Smith in early 1951 asked the
NSC for enhanced policy guidance and a ruling on the proper “’scope
and magnitude” of CIA operations. The White House responded with
two initiatives. In April 1951 President Truman created the Psycho-
logical Strategy Board (PSB) under the NSC to coordinate
government-wide psychological warfare strategy. NSC 10/5, issued in
October 1951, reaffirmed the covert action mandate given in NSC 10/2
and expanded the CIA’s authority over guerrilla warfare.* The PSB was
soon abolished by the incoming Eisenhower administration, but the ex-
pansion of the CIA’s covert action writ in NSC 10/5 helped ensure that
covert action would remain a major function of the Agency.

As the Truman administration ended, the CIA was near the peak
of its independence and authority in the field of covert action. Alt-
hough the CIA continued to seek and receive advice on specific projects

2NSC 10/2, June 18, 1948, is printed ibid., Document 292.

®Memorandum of conversation by Frank G. Wisner, “Implementation of
NSC-10/2,”” August 12, 1948, is printed ibid., Document 298.

4NSC 10/5, "“Scope and Pace of Covert Operations,” October 23, 1951, is printed in
Foreign Relations, 19501955, The Intelligence Community, Document 90.
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from the NSC, the PSB, and the departmental representatives originally
delegated to advise the OPC, no group or officer outside of the DCI and
the President himself had authority to order, approve, manage, or cur-
tail operations.

NSC 5412 Special Group; 5412/2 Special Group; 303 Committee

The Eisenhower administration began narrowing the CIA’s lati-
tude in 1954. In accordance with a series of National Security Council
directives, the responsibility of the Director of Central Intelligence for
the conduct of covert operations was further clarified. President Eisen-
hower approved NSC 5412 on March 15, 1954, reaffirming the Central
Intelligence Agency’s responsibility for conducting covert actions ab-
road. A definition of covert actions was set forth; the DCI was made
responsible for coordinating with designated representatives of the
Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense to ensure that covert op-
erations were planned and conducted in a manner consistent with U.S.
foreign and military policies; and the Operations Coordinating Board
was designated the normal channel for coordinating support for covert
operations among State, Defense, and the CIA. Representatives of the
Secretary of State, the Secretary of Defense, and the President were to
be advised in advance of major covert action programs initiated by the
CIA under this policy and were to give policy approval for such pro-
grams and secure coordination of support among the Departments of
State and Defense and the CIA.°

A year later, on March 12, 1955, NSC 5412/1 was issued, identical
to NSC 5412 except for designating the Planning Coordination Group
as the body responsible for coordinating covert operations. NSC
5412 /2 of December 28, 1955, assigned to representatives (of the rank of
assistant secretary) of the Secretary of State, the Secretary of Defense,
and the President responsibility for coordinating covert actions. By the
end of the Eisenhower administration, this group, which became
known as the “NSC 5412 /2 Special Group” or simply ““Special Group,”
emerged as the executive body to review and approve covert action
programs initiated by the CIA.® The membership of the Special Group
varied depending upon the situation faced. Meetings were infrequent
until 1959 when weekly meetings began to be held. Neither the CIA nor
the Special Group adopted fixed criteria for bringing projects before the

® William M. Leary, editor, The Central Intelligence Agency: History and Documents
(The University of Alabama Press, 1984), p. 63; for text of NSC 5412, see Foreign Relations,
1950-1955, The Intelligence Community, Document 171.

6 Leary, The Central Intelligence Agency: History and Documents, pp. 63, 147-148; Final
Report of the Select Committee To Study Governmental Operations With Respect to Intelligence
Activities, United States Senate, Book I, Foreign and Military Intelligence (1976), pp. 50-51.
For texts of NSC 5412/1 and NSC 5412/2, see Foreign Relations, 19501955, The Intelli-
gence Community, Documents 212 and 250.
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group; initiative remained with the CIA, as members representing
other agencies frequently were unable to judge the feasibility of parti-
cular projects.”

After the Bay of Pigs failure in April 1961, General Maxwell Taylor
reviewed U.S. paramilitary capabilities at President Kennedy’s request
and submitted a report in June that recommended strengthening
high-level direction of covert operations. As a result of the Taylor Re-
port, the Special Group, chaired by the President’s Special Assistant for
National Security Affairs McGeorge Bundy, and including Deputy
Under Secretary of State U. Alexis Johnson, Deputy Secretary of De-
fense Roswell Gilpatric, Director of Central Intelligence Allen Dulles,
and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Lyman Lemnitzer, as-
sumed greater responsibility for planning and reviewing covert opera-
tions. Until 1963 the DCI determined whether a CIA-originated project
was submitted to the Special Group. In 1963 the Special Group devel-
oped general but informal criteria, including risk, possibility of success,
potential for exposure, political sensitivity, and cost (a threshold of
$25,000 was adopted by the CIA), for determining whether covert ac-
tion projects were submitted to the Special Group.®

From November 1961 to October 1962 a Special Group (Aug-
mented), whose membership was the same as the Special Group plus
Attorney General Robert Kennedy and General Taylor (as Chairman),
exercised responsibility for Operation Mongoose, a major covert action
program aimed at overthrowing the Castro regime in Cuba. When Pre-
sident Kennedy authorized the program in November, he designated
Brigadier General Edward G. Lansdale, Assistant for Special Opera-
tions to the Secretary of Defense, to act as chief of operations, and Lans-
dale coordinated the Mongoose activities among the CIA and the De-
partments of State and Defense. The CIA units in Washington and
Miami had primary responsibility for implementing Mongoose opera-
tions, which included military, sabotage, and political propaganda
programs.’

President Kennedy also established a Special Group (Counter-
Insurgency) on January 18, 1962, when he signed NSAM No. 124. The
Special Group (CI), set up to coordinate counter-insurgency activities
separate from the mechanism for implementing NSC 5412/2, was to
confine itself to establishing broad policies aimed at preventing and re-
sisting subversive insurgency and other forms of indirect aggression in
friendly countries. In early 1966, in NSAM No. 341, President Johnson

7 Leary, The Central Intelligence Agency: History and Documents, p. 63.

8 Ibid., p. 82.

9 See Foreign Relations, 1961-1963, volume X, Cuba, 1961-1962, Documents 270 and
278.
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assigned responsibility for the direction and coordination of
counter-insurgency activities overseas to the Secretary of State, who es-
tablished a Senior Interdepartmental Group to assist in discharging
these responsibilities."

NSAM No. 303, June 2, 1964, from Bundy to the Secretaries of State
and Defense and the DCI, changed the name of “’Special Group 5412”
to /303 Committee”” but did not alter its composition, functions, or res-
ponsibility. Bundy was the chairman of the 303 Committee."!

The Special Group and the 303 Committee approved 163 covert ac-
tions during the Kennedy administration and 142 during the Johnson
administration through February 1967. The 1976 Final Report of the
Church Committee, however, estimated that of the several thousand
projects undertaken by the CIA since 1961, only 14 percent were con-
sidered on a case-by-case basis by the 303 Committee and its prede-
cessors (and successors). Those not reviewed by the 303 Committee
were low-risk and low-cost operations. The Final Report also cited a Fe-
bruary 1967 CIA memorandum that included a description of the mode
of policy arbitration of decisions on covert actions within the 303 Com-
mittee system. The CIA presentations were questioned, amended, and
even on occasion denied, despite protests from the DCI. Department of
State objections modified or nullified proposed operations, and the 303
Committee sometimes decided that some agency other than the CIA
should undertake an operation or that CIA actions requested by Am-
bassadors on the scene should be rejected.'

The effectiveness of covert action has always been difficult for any
administration to gauge, given concerns about security and the diffi-
culty of judging the impact of U.S. initiatives on events. In October 1969
the new Nixon administration required annual 303 Committee reviews
for all covert actions that the Committee had approved and automatic
termination of any operation not reviewed after 12 months. On Fe-
bruary 17, 1970, President Nixon signed National Security Decision
Memorandum 40,"* which superseded NSC 5412/2 and changed the
name of the covert action approval group to the 40 Committee, in part
because the 303 Committee had been named in the media. The At-
torney General was also added to the membership of the Committee.

10 For text of NSAM No. 124, see ibid., volume VIII, National Security Policy, Docu-
ment 68. NSAM No. 341, March 2, 1966, is printed ibid., 1964-1968, volume XXXIII, Or-
ganization and Management of U.S. Foreign Policy; United Nations, Document 56.

1 For text of NSAM No. 303, see ibid., Document 204.

12 Final Report of the Select Committee To Study Governmental Operations With Respect
to Intelligence Activities, United States Senate, Book I, Foreign and Military Intelligence, pp.
56-57.

13 For text of NSDM 40, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume II, Organization
and Management of U.S. Foreign Policy, 1969-1972, Document 203.
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NSDM 40 reaffirmed the DCI’s responsibility for the coordination, con-
trol, and conduct of covert operations and directed him to obtain policy
approval from the 40 Committee for all major and “politically sensi-
tive”” covert operations. He was also made responsible for ensuring an
annual review by the 40 Committee of all approved covert operations.

The 40 Committee met regularly early in the Nixon administration,
but over time the number of formal meetings declined and business
came to be conducted via couriers and telephone votes. The Committee
actually met only for major new proposals. As required, the DCI sub-
mitted annual status reports to the 40 Committee for each approved op-
eration. According to the 1976 Church Committee Final Report, the 40
Committee considered only about 25 percent of the CIA’s individual
covert action projects, concentrating on major projects that provided
broad policy guidelines for all covert actions. Congress received
briefings on only a few proposed projects. Not all major operations,
moreover, were brought before the 40 Committee: President Nixon in
1970 instructed the DCI to promote a coup d’ etat against Chilean Presi-
dent Salvador Allende without Committee coordination or approval.'

Presidential Findings Since 1974 and the Operations Advisory Group

The Hughes-Ryan amendment to the Foreign Assistance Act of
1974 brought about a major change in the way the U.S. Government ap-
proved covert actions, requiring explicit approval by the President for
each action and expanding Congressional oversight and control of the
CIA. The CIA was authorized to spend appropriated funds on covert
actions only after the President had signed a “finding’” and informed
Congress that the proposed operation was important to national
security.”

Executive Order 11905, issued by President Ford on February 18,
1976, in the wake of major Congressional investigations of CIA activ-
ities by the Church and Pike Committees, replaced the 40 Committee
with the Operations Advisory Group, composed of the President’s As-
sistant for National Security Affairs, the Secretaries of State and De-
fense, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the DCI, who re-
tained responsibility for the planning and implementation of covert
operations. The OAG was required to hold formal meetings to develop
recommendations for the President regarding a covert action and to
conduct periodic reviews of previously-approved operations. EO 11905
also banned all U.S. Government employees from involvement in poli-

14 Final Report of the Select Committee To Study Governmental Operations With Respect
to Intelligence Activities, United States Senate, Book I, Foreign and Military Intelligence,
pp- 54-55, 57.

15 Public Law 93-559.
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tical assassinations, a prohibition that was retained in succeeding exe-
cutive orders, and prohibited involvement in domestic intelligence
activities.'®

16 Executive Order 11905, ““United States Foreign Intelligence Activities,” Weekly
Compilation of Presidential Documents, Vol. 12, No. 8, February 23, 1976.






Soviet Union,
June 1972-August 1974

Post-Moscow Summit Discussions and Issues,
June-August 1972

1. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, June 8, 1972, 10 a.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Anatoli Dobrynin
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger

Dobrynin had just returned from Moscow and was effusive about
the meeting.” He had a message from Brezhnev to me personally com-
menting on my constructive handling of the negotiations. The Soviet
leaders were convinced that I had made a major contribution to the
success of the Summit and they wanted me to know their appreciation.
Brezhnev looked forward to my return to Moscow early in September.
And if I came before September 15, he hoped that I would be his guest
in the Crimea.

Dobrynin had a message also from Brezhnev to the President. He
thanked the President for the manner in which he conducted the
Moscow negotiations. He pointed out that there were many successes
at the Summit but the greatest success in the eyes of the Soviet leaders
was the personal relationship established between Brezhnev and the
President.

Dobrynin then said that he looked forward to further discussions
with me on a variety of issues, especially the Middle-East. Gromyko
had been very pleased by our discussions, particularly by the direct

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 494, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 12. Top Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only. The
meeting took place in the White House Map Room.

2 A reference to the Moscow Summiit, May 22-30, 1972. The records of the meetings
between President Nixon and General Secretary Brezhnev, as well as documentation on
discussions leading up to and preparations for the summit, are printed in Foreign Rela-
tions, 1969-1976, volume XIV, Soviet Union, October 1971-May 1972.
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way in which I had handled it. He also thought that we should start
talking about the trade negotiations. In fact, Kosygin had said to him
that it was obvious that Rogers didn’t know what he was talking about
and that unless Kissinger got involved, Kosygin did not have too much
confidence.

I asked Dobrynin about the plan to send Podgorny to Hanoi. Do-
brynin replied that Podgorny was still planning to go. They had sent a
summary of the conversations with me to Hanoi but indicated that
Podgorny stood ready to give a fuller explanation. Hanoi had not yet
replied and therefore the matter was still in abeyance. He expected that
the trip would take place in the near future though.

I gave him a letter from the President to Brezhnev (Tab A) and
promised him copies of clarifying statements on SLBM’s which we
were preparing for congressional presentation. [These were delivered
to Dobrynin later in the day (Tab B).]*

There was some desultory small talk and then the meeting broke

up.
Tab A

Letter From President Nixon to Soviet General Secretary
Brezhnev*

Washington, June 8, 1972.

Dear Mr. General Secretary:

In the days since departing from Moscow, I have reflected a great
deal upon our historic week of meetings. It will be judged not only by
the agreements that were reached but by the impetus it gave to future
negotiations and agreements and by the way in which we build upon
the foundations which we jointly established for our future relations.
The week in Moscow was thus both a culmination of over three years of
common efforts, by which we prepared what was accomplished, and a
starting point for even more fruitful bilateral cooperation and for new
advances toward the goal of a peaceful world.

In expressing to you and your colleagues Mrs. Nixon’s and my
own gratitude, and that of all those who accompanied us, for the warm
hospitality shown to us throughout our stay, I should like to stress

3 Attached but not printed. Brackets are in the original.

% Top Secret. A handwritten notation at the top of the page reads: “Handed by K to
D, 10:50 am, Thurs, 6/8/72, Map Room.”
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again the importance I attach to the direct and personal contact we
were able to establish. I say this not in order to give exaggerated weight
to the role of any one individual, or because good personal relation-
ships are all that is needed to solve the great problems of our day. I do
believe, however, that when responsible leaders can communicate
frankly and clearly with each other, it helps to create the conditions in
which those problems can be dealt with concretely and realistically. It
is in this spirit that I expect to be in frequent touch with you about any
major moves we are planning as well as on all matters of common
concern.

In this spirit, I thought it might be useful, Mr. General Secretary, to
set down my views of the tasks ahead of us. I would welcome your re-
action to these views so that our representatives can then proceed from
a common appreciation of what we should seek to accomplish in the
months before us.

In the field of bilateral cooperation, I believe we should act
promptly to give substance to the agreements we have reached. In par-
ticular, with regard to the agreements on science, technology and the
environment,® senior American officials will be available at an early
date to meet with your responsible officials to work out detailed pro-
grams. In the areas of health and outer space, the relevant agencies of
our governments already have excellent working relationships, but I
am certain that these have received added momentum from the
summit meetings.

With respect to the agreement to prevent incidents at sea,® full im-
plementing instructions have been issued to all our commanders. I am
gratified that good personal and working relationships have been es-
tablished between our respective naval officers up to the highest levels,
and I am confident that the agreement will put an end to the potentially
dangerous frictions that occasionally arose in the past.

With regard to economic and commercial relations, I have already
indicated to you that Secretary Peterson will plan to visit Moscow in
July, if this meets with your convenience, so that the joint commercial
commission’ can begin its work promptly and complete the provisions

5 For the text of the agreements, signed at the Moscow Summit, see Department of
State Bulletin, June 26, 1972, pp. 921-926.

¢ For the text of the agreement, see ibid., pp. 926-927.

7 The text of the U.S.-Soviet joint communiqué issued on May 29 after the Moscow
Summit reads in part: “In the interests of broadening and facilitating commercial ties be-
tween the two countries, and to work out specific arrangements, the two Sides decided to
create a U.S.-Soviet Joint Commercial Commission. Its first meeting will be held in
Moscow in the summer of 1972.” (Public Papers: Nixon, 1972, p. 637) The formation of the
commission was first announced on May 26 in Moscow by Peter Flanigan. See “Joint
Commission Set Up To Resolve Trade Issues,” The New York Times, May 27, 1972, p. 1.
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of a trade agreement. I believe it would be desirable for both sides to re-
view the discussions held during my visit to Moscow, as well as those
held earlier in Moscow and Washington, so that the decisions neces-
sary to remove the remaining obstacles to agreement can be made at
the highest political levels by the time the commission convenes. Our
discussions in Moscow undoubtedly served to clarify the factors which
influence decisions in both our governments, and I am hopeful that we
will therefore be able to approach the next phase of these negotiations
with fuller mutual understanding. I am convinced that we have only
scratched the surface of the possibilities in the commercial field. Dr.
Kissinger is already working with Secretary Peterson on how to push
forward some of the projects discussed in Moscow including those con-
cerning natural gas.

Finally, in the area of bilateral relations, I share what I know to be
your desire to proceed at an early date to the next stage of the negotia-
tions to limit strategic arms. I plan very shortly to submit the treaty lim-
iting ABM systems and the interim agreement on offensive strategic
arms® to our Congress. From my initial discussions with key members
of the two houses of the Congress, I am confident that the agreements
we concluded will command a substantial majority. There will, of
course, be considerable public discussion, and indeed some controver-
sy, about certain of the terms of these agreements. I consider such dis-
cussion vital because it is essential that a historic agreement affecting
basic security interests should be fully understood by the public. I be-
lieve you are aware that certain aspects of the agreement, especially
those dealing with offensive weapons, are viewed by some in this
country as disadvantageous to the United States. While I am convinced
that the “freeze” agreement represents a fair compromise, safeguard-
ing the security of both sides, I know you will understand that mem-
bers of my Administration who will appear as witnesses before the rel-
evant Congressional committees will be required to give a full
explanation of the terms of the agreement and of their implication for
our security.

Once the process of debate, explanation and approval has been
completed, we will be in a position to move ahead with the follow-on
negotiations looking to an early agreement for the permanent limita-
tion and, hopefully, an actual reduction of offensive strategic weapons.

8 The United States and the Soviet Union signed two strategic arms limitation ac-
cords on May 26: the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems and the
Interim Agreement on Certain Measures with respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offen-
sive Arms. The former limited each signatory’s deployment of anti-ballistic missile
systems to two designated areas, including the national command authority. The latter
limited the overall level of strategic offensive missile forces. For the text of the SALT trea-
ties, see Department of State Bulletin, June 26, 1972, pp. 918-921.
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However, even before that I believe we should, through our confiden-
tial channel, seek to clarify the issues for the next stage. Moreover, it
would be helpful if, through the same channel, we can communicate
regularly to ensure that the implementation of the initial agreements is
carried out to the satisfaction of both sides and in a way that avoids
misunderstandings. Obviously, the negotiations for a follow-on agree-
ment will have the best chance of succeeding in an atmosphere of confi-
dence about the implementation of the first agreement.

Turning to European questions, I am gratified that we have
reached understandings concerning the beginning of multilateral con-
versations looking to the convening of a full conference on European
security and cooperation and of preparatory talks aimed at negotia-
tions on reciprocal reductions of armed forces and armaments,’ first of
all in Central Europe where the military concentrations on both sides
are the greatest. These questions of course involve the interests of many
other states who expect to make their contribution to mutually accept-
able progress. In the weeks ahead, I look forward, however, to a con-
tinued exchange of views in the confidential channel so that both our
governments can proceed in these negotiations with the fullest possible
understanding of each other’s interests and objectives.

I welcomed the opportunity to discuss with you and your col-
leagues the possibilities of a satisfactory settlement in the Middle East.
The problems involved present perhaps the greatest challenge to the
statesmen of all the concerned countries; the manner in which our two
nations approach these problems is a practical test of the basic prin-
ciples which we signed on my last day in Moscow.'’ I am prepared to
build upon the discussions we conducted in Moscow by further confi-
dential exchanges.

Our lengthy conversations about the conflict in Indochina'!
served, I believe, to deepen the comprehension by each side of the atti-
tude of the other. I believe it was clear that both our countries want to
see peace come to this anguished region. I will not deviate from my

° The text of the U.S.-Soviet joint communiqué reads in part: “The U.S. and the
USSR are in accord that multilateral consultations looking toward a Conference on Secu-
rity and Cooperation in Europe could begin after the signature of the Final Quadripartite
Protocol of the Agreement of September 3, 1971.” It continues, “Both Sides believe that
the goal of ensuring stability and security in Europe would be served by a reciprocal re-
duction of armed forces and armaments, first of all in Central Europe.” In conclusion, an
“Appropriate agreement should be reached as soon as practicable between the states con-
cerned on the procedures for negotiations on this subject in a special forum.” (Public
Papers: Nixon, 1972, p. 640)

19 For the text of the “Basic Principles of Relations Between the United States of
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,” May 29, see ibid., pp. 633-635.

11 For the memoranda of these conversations, May 23 and 24, see Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, volume XIV, Soviet Union, October 1971-May 1972, Documents 263 and 271.
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commitment to an honorable conclusion of the conflict and my repre-
sentatives will remain ready to engage in prompt, productive negotia-
tions to that end. I will be fully alert to any indication that the other side
is prepared to pursue this path. I am looking forward to the results of
the mission you mentioned during my last meeting with you.

Mr. General Secretary, I shall await with interest your own reflec-
tions on the considerations I have outlined in this message. The long
road that brought us to the Moscow summit was not an easy one, and it
was marked by many detours. Given the many important differences
which we both recognize remain and will continue to remain between
us, the road to the next summit meeting will undoubtedly not be an
easy one either. But we now know how to prepare and we can accel-
erate the process. I hope that when the not too distant time comes that
we may repay here the hospitality extended to us in the Soviet Union,
we will be able to show new accomplishments in the cause of peace for
our two countries and the world as a whole. That should be the goal of
all our endeavors in the weeks and months ahead.

Sincerely,

Richard Nixon

2. Memorandum From the President’s Deputy Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Haig) to the President’s Assistant
for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, June 12, 1972.

SUBJECT

Important Items

1. I saw Dobrynin at 12:30 pm today due to a conflict in his
schedule. I told him that in response to his message of yesterday® and
after discussing the issue with you and the President we wished to con-
firm that there would be no air activity over Hanoi or Haiphong during
the period just prior to the arrival of the Soviet Delegation and through

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 494, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 12. Top Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only. A hand-
written notation at the top of the memorandum reads: “HAK has seen.”

2 Not found.
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their departure. I told him that this was consistent with the discussions
held by the President with the Soviet Leaders at the time of the Moscow
Summit, adding that if I could have a firm assurance of the time that the
Soviet Delegation would be spending in Hanoi it might be possible to
add some additional restrictions but in any case it would be impossible
to halt U.S. air activity throughout North Vietham. Dobrynin stated
that he thought the group would be there three or four days and could
not be sure precisely but that in any event the period would be so brief
that it would not result in a major military implication for the U.S.

I then told Dobrynin that you had asked me to see him urgently
and inform him that during the February visit to Peking® it had been
agreed that you would make a subsequent visit to that capitol and that
in recent days Peking had expressed a great sense of urgency that your
followup visit take place very soon. I pointed out that we had been at-
tempting to delay the visit but that the June 26 visit of the leaders of the
House, the Democratic Convention during which it would be impos-
sible for you to be in Peking for domestic political reasons and in light
of the actions planned for September, you and the President had deter-
mined that it would be necessary for you to accept Peking’s invitation
and that you planned to be in Peking for three full days next week, ar-
riving Monday evening and departing Friday a.m.* I emphasized that
matters of Soviet interest would be assiduously avoided and that the
President was most anxious that the Soviet leaders were aware of his
determination to abide strictly to the provisions of the principles ar-
rived at by the two parties during his visit to Moscow.” Dobrynin
seemed a little disturbed and noted that we were aware of the Congres-
sional visit and the Democratic Convention long before now and he,
therefore, wondered why the Soviet side had not been informed of
your visit to Peking earlier. I pointed out that we had hoped to have it
occur much later but that Peking was insistent and that they had made
reference to the situation in Southeast Asia. Therefore, in the light of all
these factors the President had decided to proceed next week. I men-
tioned that this decision had just been made and that you had flashed
me from Tokyo so that Ambassador Dobrynin would be informed as
soon as possible. I pointed out that the visit was not known by any
other U.S. officials and that we now planned to make a low-keyed an-
nouncement on Wednesday at 11:00 a.m. I also pointed out that you
were very anxious to meet with the Ambassador at breakfast on
Tuesday morning and would cover in greater detail the circumstances
surrounding your visit to Peking. He stated that he was scheduled to

3 Kissinger accompanied Nixon on his trip to China, February 21-28.
4 June 19-23.
5 See footnote 10, Document 1.
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have breakfast with Secretary Peterson on Tuesday and I told him that I
would take care of that problem and he offered to meet with Peterson
Wednesday, Thursday or Friday.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than U.S.-Soviet
relations.]

10. Breakfast is set up in the Map Room at 8:30 am tomorrow
morning with Dobrynin.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than U.S.-Soviet
relations.]

3. Transcript of Telephone Conversation Between the
President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger) and Soviet Ambassador Dobrynin'

Washington, June 13, 1972, 4:53 p.m.

D: Hello, Henry.

K: Anatol, two things.

D: Yes.

K: One, on that trip—I mean, not mine but yours.2

D: Yeah.

K: We have put on the restriction I mentioned to you this
morning.3

D: Until—

K: And we will maintain it until he leaves if it is within a reason-
able time.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger
Telephone Conversations (Telcons), Box 14, Chronological File. No classification
marking. Blank underscores are omissions in the original

2 Kissinger is referring to Podgorny’s upcoming trip to Hanoi.

3 According to Kissinger’s Record of Schedule, he met with Dobrynin in the Map
Room for breakfast, 8:32-10:16 a.m. (Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger
Papers, Box 438, Miscellany, 1967-76) In a June 13 memorandum, Haig wrote Kissinger:
“Inform Dobrynin that in light of the brevity of Podgorny’s visit to Hanoi, you have pre-
vailed upon the President to extend the bombing restrictions to a line south of 20° latitude
throughout the period of Podgorny’s visit. Mention that this restriction is being applied
in the face of strong bureaucratic opposition but that we are making this exception as an
expression of our good will and interest in Podgorny’s activities in Hanoi.” (National Ar-
chives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Office Files, Box 67, Country
Files—Europe—USSR, Map Room, Aug. 1972-May 31, 1973 (1 of 3)) No other record of
the meeting has been found.
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D: Yeah, I understand. Okay, thank you.

K: Yes, but it is important that you tell me as soon as you can once
you know the time is.

D: I will check with them but I am sure nobody could answer me
right now because it will depend—he probably already arrived today
or if he doesn’t arrive but how many days, I just tell you reasonably it
probably take around four days but nobody could tell as of now. Partic-
ularly, because it is not just a quick visit in a sense, that is, a visit from
this till this one. He will just have an informal discussion with them but
it will not be long, I am sure about this.

K: Well, if you could let me know, then I will not put an arbitrary
restriction on.

D: Yeah, I understand. May I put it this way, I will say to—by Sat-
urday or what you say, or you don’t want really—better not to men-
tion, of course, specifically but—

K: Well, we have now put it on through Saturday their time.
D: I see.

K: But if your leader should stay an extra day, could you let me
know?

D: Okay.
K: And we will not do anything while he’s there.

D: Yeah, I understand. Okay, I think it’s fair enough. Saturday, yes,
their time.

K: As it is now, the orders are to go through Saturday.

D: Yes, understand.

K: But if you let me know before, say Friday, or let Haig know that
he’s staying, say through Sunday.

D: Yeah.

K: We will not do anything while he’s in the country.

D: I understand. It involved that

K: Exactly.

D: Okay, thank you.

K: Secondly, I have on this issue of how we present the treaties.*

D: Yes.

K: We have found a formula which I think you might find inter-
esting. We will invite the two foreign relations committees and the two
armed services committees—

you mentioned?

4In his June 13 memorandum to Kissinger, Haig wrote: “Inform Dobrynin that we
are transmitting the SALT legislation to the Hill at noon today.” He recommended that
Kissinger explain “the packaging of the legislation” and the “general format of
testimony.”
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D: The whole committees.

K: The whole committees. And the Joint Atomic Energy Com-
mittee to the White House together with the press—

D: Huh?
K: The press pool.
D: I see.

K: And I will present them. The President will introduce me and I
will introduce me [it?] and I will present it.

D: Um-humm. It’s quite a performance (laughter).

K: So it will not be on television but it will be a very full press
coverage.

D: I see. You'll be in the White House?

K: And it will be in the White House.

D: Is it any timetable or you cannot say?

K: We haven't told the press so it’s strictly for you.

D: I understand.

K: Thursday morning at 9:00.°

D: Oh, Thursday morning. So it’s really before you go?
K: Yes.

D: I see. I think it’s a very good idea.

K: It will not make my reception much warmer when I say friendly
things about you.

D: (laughter) So I see you are not really exhausted by your trip to
the Orient. Still there are some ideas following.

K: Okay.

D: Okay, thank you. So we will—somebody will be in touch with
you.

K: Good.

D: You are leaving on the end of Thursday or Friday?

K: I'm leaving either at the end of Thursday or Friday morning.

D: Just for my own information.

K: But you will let Haig know?

D: Yeah. He knows?

K: Yes, he’s fully informed.

D: Yeah. Okay about this one. And we will have this warm line I
hope.

5 The June 15 White House briefing was reported in The New York Times, June 16,
1972, p. 1. For the text of the President’s remarks, see Public Papers: Nixon, 1972, pp.
676—679.



June-August 1972 11

K: Oh, that will be established within the shortest time.

D: Yes, I understand that today. Have you had a chance to speak
with Pete [Peterson], not yet?

K: Oh, yes, I had lunch with Peterson and I think you will find his
approach very constructive and positive.

D: Oh, I think it sounds very positive ...

4. Letter From Soviet General Secretary Brezhnev to President
Nixon'

Moscow, June 21, 1972.

Dear Mr. President:

Having read your letter,” I would like first of all to say that I fully
share your positive assessments of the May talks, of their results and of
the contacts that were established between us. I would like, in turn, to
share with you some of my thoughts that come in this connection.

No doubt, a great job has been done—a good foundation has been
laid for a fundamental improvement of Soviet-American relations.
Now the main thing becomes—and I note with gratification that you
are of the same opinion—to consistently put into life what we have
agreed about.

I can inform you that all Soviet ministries and agencies involved
have received concrete instructions on that score. And our repre-
sentatives are ready to continue talks on those questions the discussion
on which was impossible to complete during the Moscow meeting; this
refers first of all to commercial and economic ties.

We are getting prepared also for the continuation of the official ne-
gotiations as well as, naturally, of the confidential contacts on strategic

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 494, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 12. Top Secret. A stamped notation on the
memorandum indicates the President saw it. A handwritten notation reads: “Delivered
to Gen. Haig by Mr. Sokolov at 9:30 a.m. on 6/22/72.” In message Tohak 15, June 22, Haig
forwarded to Kissinger in Beijing a copy of the letter and wrote: “As you will note it is a
general smorgasbord without any specific indications of real progress, other than an ob-
vious reference to the fact that Hanoi is willing to enter into give-and-take secret negotia-
tions during which our positions would be carefully considered.” (Ibid., Box 993, Alexan-
der M. Haig Chronological File)

2See Tab A, Document 1.
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arms limitation. We are in accord with you too, that it would be useful
to continue the bilateral exchange of views on European matters.

The Soviet people welcome the turn for the better that appeared in
our relations, and they expect this to strengthen peace and thus to serve
the benefit of all mankind. So far as we can judge, most Americans
think likewise.

It is clear by now that in other countries of the world too, the reac-
tion to the results of the Soviet-American summit meeting, with certain
nuances present, is on the whole quite positive. The peoples directly
connect their hopes for a general warming of the international climate
with a betterment of Soviet-American relations.

At the same time, as we can see, many—both in our countries and
in others—while giving due credit to what has been accomplished, pay
attention also to the fact that there still remain dangerous hotbeds of
tension in the world. In the spirit of frankness that marked our conver-
sations in Moscow, I would like to say that this, regrettably, is indeed
S0.

First of all, of course, there is the matter of Vietnam. I will not come
now to repeat our position on the Vietnam question. It was expressed
to you in Moscow with all clarity and in full.

As you know, a Soviet delegation headed by N.V. Podgorny vis-
ited Hanoi the other day.’ In accordance with the wishes you ex-
pressed, the delegation brought to the attention of the DRV leadership
the information about the position of the American side on Vietnam as
it had been stated to us in the conversations in Moscow.

The Vietnamese leaders displayed an attentive attitude to this in-
formation. On their part they stressed great significance which they at-
tach to the Paris negotiations and spoke of their readiness to the re-
sumption of both plenary sessions and private meetings. It was stated
that Le Duc Tho and Xuan Thui will shortly return to Paris with this
aim in view.

As we understood the Vietnamese side has a business-like ap-
proach toward the resumption of the Paris talks and thinks that the
talks can be constructive if the American side displays a broad realistic
approach to the situation at hand and readiness to conduct really se-
rious negotiations with the North Vietnamese side for the settlement of
the war in Indochina on a basis, just for all. We did not understand the
matter in such a way that the Vietnamese side proceeds on the basis

3 Podgorny visited North Vietnam from June 15 to 20.
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that only its proposals should be considered at the talks, and this is
important.*

We are deeply convinced as before that the way to end the war in
Vietnam goes not through its intensification and expansion but
through a search of mutually acceptable solutions at the negotiation
table.

It seems, Mr. President, that now, taking everything we tell you
into account, the American side would do a right thing if it proposed to
the Vietnamese side a concrete date of the renewal of the talks and did
not complicate the situation by bombings and other military actions in
Vietnam (the more so that it does not solve the problem), and also
raised the blockade of the entries to the North Vietnamese ports, i.e.
that U.S. step is most unpopular with the world public opinion and it
affects many countries in the world.”

The situation in the Middle East remains to be dangerous as well,
and that was also a subject of frank talks in Moscow. A radical change
of the situation there can be achieved only by speedily going over to
practical measures on peaceful settlement of the Arab-Israeli conflict.
We are looking forward to receive from you concrete considerations on
that matter in pursuance of those general principles that were talked
over in the course of the Moscow meeting.

It is perfectly clear that our coordinated efforts in the interests of
removing hotbeds of tension existing in the world, would also fully
correspond to those basic principles which, as we have agreed, our
countries should be guided by in relations with each other and gener-
ally in their activities on the international scene. It would serve at the

*In a draft message to Kissinger on June 22, Haig wrote: “After sending the
Brezhnev letter early this morning Dobrynin called late this afternoon and made the
point that Brezhnev was most anxious that we consider very carefully his language on
Vietnam. He pointed out what Dobrynin considers to be three significant portions of the
paragraph on Vietnam: (a) The fact that the North Vietnamese had agreed to resume both
private and plenary sessions in Paris. (I did not tell Dobrynin that we had had this infor-
mation earlier from the North Vietnamese) (b) The fact that the North Vietnamese had
agreed to ‘business-like” discussions. Dobrynin stated that this meant there would be no
resort to polemics or propaganda during the talks. (c) Dobrynin emphasized that the
North Vietnamese had apparently agreed to listen to and negotiate on the basis of our
proposals as well as their own.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC
Files, Box 993, Alexander M. Haig Chronological File)

® Haig wrote in message Tohak 15 to Kissinger: “The Soviet reference to the cessa-
tion of bombing and mining does not appear especially starchy. From my humble per-
spective and prior to having the benefit of your guidance and assessment of the situation
there, it would appear that our best bet is to lay on in the weeks ahead, especially be-
tween now and the next secret meeting, the most concentrated bombing of high-value
targets in North Vietnam that they have ever experienced.” Haig stated “that we have got
just about all the diplomatic leverage we could hope for both with respect to Moscow and
the PRC but that if we are expecting this leverage to do the trick at the negotiating table
we may well be disappointed.”
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same time the purpose of extensifying and intensifying the cooperation
between our countries in most varied fields for the mutual benefit both
of our two peoples and of all mankind.

A great work, both for you and for us, lies ahead. Indeed, the
leaders of the two powers face a task, tremendous in its scope and com-
plexity, to bring about a turn in the relations which were shaping up in
the course of more than a quarter-century and which gave rise to their
traditions, their customs and, if you please, their own force of inertia.

Tenacious efforts are needed to overcome them all. In this connec-
tion I would like to emphasize once again, on the basis of the experi-
ence we gained, the usefulness of regular contacts. Such contacts will
be useful also for discussing problems, arising in the course of imple-
mentation of the treaties and agreements signed in Moscow.

We believe that mutual understanding and mutual account of po-
sitions of the sides should be a permanent part of our countries” pol-
icies. All this is important too for making conditions favorable for fur-
ther improvement of the relations between the USSR and the USA,
including the next Soviet-American summit meeting, which you refer
to in your letter, and the preparation of which, as experience shows,
should be thought about and looked after in advance.

Sincerely,

L. Brezhnev®

® Printed from a copy with this typed signature.

5. Transcript of Telephone Conversation Between the
President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger) and Soviet Ambassador Dobrynin'

Washington, June 24, 1972, 10:28 a.m.

AD: Welcome back, Henry.
HAK: I just tried to reach you.
AD: Thank you very much. How are you?

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger
Telephone Conversations (Telcons), Box 14, Chronological File. No classification mark-
ing. Brackets are in the original. Blank underscores are omissions in the original.
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HAK: I'm fine. Shall we have lunch on Friday?

AD: Do you prefer breakfast or lunch—I think lunch is better.

HAK: Shall I come over there? I don’t mind being corrupted. I
wanted to say two things—When we send over an announcement’—I
tried to reach you last night and couldn’t get you.

AD: Yesterday I was out until around 11:00.

HAK: I tried to reach you to read the announcement to you that we
are putting out—we sent it over—it is nothing. About the Chinese talks.
Did you get it?

AD: No, not yet.

HAK: We sent it over this morning.

AD: I got here just 15 minutes ago. What is it about?

HAK: It is about nothing—I will read it to you now. It just says PM
Chou En-lai and other Chinese officials had discussions with Dr. Kiss-
inger and his party ... reads rest of Saturday announcement.

AD: That’s all?

HAK: It was essentially a review of the situation and they of course
asked questions about the meaning of various agreements—if you can
imagine.

AD: No, no, it is imaginable.

HAK: I explained exactly in the terms of more or less our public
presentations. And they were not crazy about Article 3 of our general
principles. And then there was some Vietnam discussions. I'll go over
with you on Monday—but nothing of startling interest.

AD: It’s all right. I'd like to talk to you about several things in-
cluding strategic arms—you remember? Then about signing here about
the Deputy of Trade and I would like to discuss it with you—but you'll
be there in your office let’s say within an hour?

HAK: Yes.

AD: I will call you because he might arrive on Sunday—

HAK: This coming Sunday?

HAK: Yes. Deputy of Trade you say?

AD: Yes, he is the First Deputy of Policy. In connection with
what the President discussed in Moscow. Maybe in an hour or a half an
hour I will call you back.

2 They met on Monday, June 26; see Document 6.

3 For the text of the official joint statement on Kissinger’s talks in China, issued si-
multaneously in Washington and Beijing on the morning of June 24, see Robert B.
Semple, Jr., “Kissinger Detects No Change on War After China Visit,” The New York
Times, June 25, 1972, p. 1. The records of Kissinger’s meetings with Chinese leaders are
printed in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XVII, China, 1969-1972, Documents
231-234.
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HAK: One other thing that needs no saying. I don’t know whether
you read that Joe Alsop column® yesterday.

AD: No.
HAK: Well, it is pure, absolute total (?) mystery.
AD: What did he say?

HAK: He said that I was going there to discuss military measures
against a Soviet attack.

AD: Why would he write something like this?

HAK: Anatol, I do not understand it. First off I do not believe there
will be a Soviet attack, secondly, I have said a thousand times that I
have never discussed any military measures with him—you know—it
is not that sort of a relationship.

AD: That is why I was wondering why. It is interesting why he
would do it.

HAK: I cannot understand it.

AD: He has a good personal relationship . ..

HAK: He has an excellent relationship with me—I am so furious
with him that I have ordered both Haig and of course myself to cut off
all contact with him. Because this is the—he has an excellent relation-
ship with me and for that reason it’s going to mean a significance that it
wouldn’t normally have.

AD: Because—this is the point, there is no reason why—two or
three days ago he wrote an article about all the Soviet ambassadors®— I
don’t know if you remember—going around saying that there—

HAK: Well, you saw the article he wrote about me that I will be
made Secretary of State®—do you think that will do me any good?

AD: (laughs) It would be flattering from the point of view of the
common public, I should say.

HAK: From the point of view of the common publig, it is flattering,
but from the point of view of Washington it is a disaster—you know
that.

AD: Yes, I know.

HAK: But believe me—I haven't seen the article about you—

AD: No, no there was no article about me—just that all the Russian
ambassadors that they were telling everyone that the military advance
of the North Vietnamese is a complete failure.

4 A reference to Joseph Alsop, “Countering Russia,” Washington Post, June 23, 1972,
p- Al9.

5See Alsop’s column, “Moscow’s View of Hanoi,” Washington Post, June 14, 1972,
p. A27.

6 Not further identified.
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HAK: Well, he doesn’t get that from me either.

AD: To put that in my mouth, I am saying everyone—it is nothing
really otherwise, you know.

HAK: You know, Anatol, both you and I know he is violently
anti-Soviet for a reason we both know and he is making the maximum
amount of mischief. I normally don’t comment to you about news-
papers, but I have—and to do that while I am in Peking, so it isn’t spec-
ulation, it’s like he really knew something.

AD: As if it were a special kind of connection [laughs].

HAK: Well, I can tell you I don’t know what the Chinese think, but
they must be furious.

AD: It doesn’t bother about their feelings specifically.

HAK: Of course, you know if it wasn’t ,wewouldn’t do it, it
would be insane in the light of our present relationship, but it is an ab-
solute outrage.

AD: I will call you in a half an hour.

HAK: I will be giving a brief press conference this morning” just
describing the schedule of my trip of China—it’s just mechanical.

AD: I see—just in Peking or your travels around Peking.

HAK: Just Peking. Oh, there was another article in the newspapers
incidentally that I had visited the Polytechnical Institute and talked to
their rocket experts—total nonsense.

AD: Yes, and last night or the week before it was the guest house
where you stayed there were so many people around arriving for the
special meeting.

HAK: Again, total nonsense. The day I went—you know they fol-
lowed it and they were usually cut off by security people—I can tell
you what I did but that morning I went to the Sports Academy where
they train acrobatics and ping pong players which is about two miles
from the Polytechnical Institute—and I went to the Sports Academy, so
they—I never went to the Institute or saw that scientist. For example,
one night they said I had a late meeting at the Great Hall of the
People—somebody must have put this stuff out in Peking, because
what happened was that I went to an Opera performance at the Great
Hall of the People which ended at 11:00.

7For a summary of Kissinger’s comments, see Semple, “Kissinger Detects No
Change on War After China Visit,” The New York Times, June 25,1972, p. 1. In a telephone
conversation on June 24 at 12:25 p.m., Kissinger discussed the press conference with Pres-
ident Nixon, who asked: “Did you get across the point, which I think is very important,
you know, that our relations with them [the Chinese] are very good—that’s the thing.”
When Kissinger replied affirmatively, Nixon said: “that’s the thing that I think will really
bust or burn the Soviet’s ass.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC
Files, Kissinger Telephone Conversations (Telcons), Box 14, Chronological File)
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AD: Did you have American newspapermen there?

HAK: No, this was the local press and of course the Chinese con-
trolled them completely—I cannot control what they do, but I did not
see a single newsman and there was no particular meeting in fact the
last night we had been outside the guest house.

AD: They’re probably just trying to arrive at a colorful ... saying
you are in Peking.

HAK: You call me at 11:00, I'll be back in my office—11:15.
AD: Okay, I'll call at 11:15.
HAK: Good.?

8 In the telephone conversation with Nixon at 12:25 p.m., Kissinger said: “I talked to
Dobrynin again this morning.” Nixon responded: “Oh, tell me about that.” Kissinger re-
plied: “Slobbering all over me, saying how serious his leaders are and when can I let him
know whether we are ready to negotiate. I said on Monday I'll give him an answer. Be-
cause I think we should first notify the North Vietnamese. They shouldn’t hear it from
them.”

6. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, June 26, 1972, 1:30-3 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Ambassador Anatoliy F. Dobrynin
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger

The meeting was extremely cordial. We had some introductory
pleasantries during which Dobrynin asked how the Chinese addressed
me. I said one thing that impressed me about them was that they
always called me “Excellency.” That fitted in well with my vanity. Do-
brynin said, well, if he had known that he would have briefed Brezhnev
to call me “Excellency,” too. But now it was too late, because I was be-
yond the “Excellency” level with Brezhnev, who considered me as a
co-worker.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 494, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 12. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes
Only. Brackets are in the original. The meeting took place at the Soviet Embassy.
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My Trip to China

Dobrynin then asked me about the Chinese trip—what had been
most significant. I followed the strategy of telling him things which, if
they got leaked back to the Chinese, would appear like a provocation
and therefore highly improbable. I said that the Chinese were, of
course, extremely concerned about the Summit—especially they were
concerned by the Declaration of Principles which had an aspect of con-
dominium. They wondered whether this meant that the United States
and the Soviet Union were prepared to cooperate in carving up China.
(I drew this from a presentation Chou had made to me a year earlier.)
Dobrynin said, “Can they really mean it?” I said I had no way of
knowing, but this seems to be a fear. Dobrynin wanted to know what
they thought about Japan, and specifically my trip to Japan.? I said 1
couldn’t say that they were overjoyed by my trip, but they understood
its basic necessity. I pointed out, however, that they were not eager to
see the Japanese invest in Siberia. Dobrynin said that their Ambassador
in China had the impression that the Chinese were reconciled to the Se-
curity Treaty. I said that it was hard to judge; they were still talking
against it but perhaps not with the same intensity. Dobrynin asked
whether the Chinese were raising European matters. I said only that I
had the general impression that they favored European unity, but this
obviously was not a major subject of consultation. Dobrynin asked me
about the Chinese attitude towards the Middle East. I said they seemed
to me to be supporting in effect the Fedayeen position. Dobrynin said
yet it was odd that they refused to participate in the five-power talks in
New York.

Dobrynin volunteered the fact that the Soviet press had handled
my visit to China in a very restrained way and that it was understood
in Moscow that my visit had really been at the Chinese initiative. It in-
dicated the good basis which our relationship had reached.

Vietnam

Dobrynin next asked whether we had made any decisions with re-
spect to Hanoi. I said we had received word from Hanoi that they
would not accept the 28th because Le Duc Tho and Xuan Thuy would
still be in Vietnam but that they were prepared to resume plenary ses-
sions on the 13th and private talks on the 15th. We had accepted the
plenary for the 13th but had moved the private talk to the 19th in order
not to interfere with my trip to the West Coast. Dobrynin suggested
that this would create great confusion in Hanoi since he doubted that
they really understood the notion of a vacation; and they probably
wondered whether there was some profound ulterior motive. Do-

2 Kissinger was in Japan from June 8 to June 12.
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brynin said that they have a very odd way of doing business and that
they are watching them sometimes in Moscow with consternation and
always with fascination because they seem to do everything according
to a set pattern that is almost impossible to change.

I asked him why Podgorny’s trip was delayed so long. He said the
North Vietnamese had been extremely difficult. They claimed that the
Politburo members were out of town and that therefore they could not
receive him for two weeks after the Summit. When Podgorny was in
Hanoi, they took the position that they would have to hear from Peking
about my trip first before they could take a final decision. They did
promise, however, that they would study the proposition of Brezhnev
very attentively. In about two weeks, the Soviets would inquire what
had happened to it.

One obstacle, he continued, was that the North Viethamese com-
pletely misread the American domestic situation. They were easily
taken in by loud sympathizers of a point of view that had really very
little objective support in the United States, and he could not be sure
that they were not waiting for the election. Dobrynin asked whether I
said anything in Peking that would undercut the Soviet position. I said,
on the contrary, I took a slightly tougher line in Peking than in Moscow,
stressing primarily the ceasefire elements and not going into any detail
on the political solution. In other words, Hanoi would hear nothing
from Peking that would give them comfort on the political solution and
that, indeed, would go as far on the political side as we had gone
vis-a-vis Moscow. Dobrynin seemed relieved by this.

I asked Dobrynin in passing how it was that Brezhnev had misun-
derstood me so much that he could think I had offered a two-month pe-
riod of resignation for Thieu. Dobrynin laughed and said Brezhnev
hadn’t misunderstood it. He had simply told the Politburo that he had
obtained it from the President. At that point, Gromyko had nudged Do-
brynin and said, “Do you believe that Kissinger said more than one
month?” Brezhnev hearing them talk said, “Kissinger didn’t say it, but I
got it out of the President.” Finally, Brezhnev agreed that all the agree-
ment called for was that, if nothing else stood in the way but an exten-
sion of the resignation deadline, it could be considered.

Economic Relations

We then turned to other matters. Dobrynin told me about the visit
of the Deputy Minister of Trade’ to the United States. He said he was
under instructions to settle the grain issue in the sense desired by the
President, but he wanted the discussions to be kept quiet. He said,

3M.R. Kuzmin.
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“This Minister has been kept in New York at my instructions and con-
sidered himself under house arrest,” jokingly.

We left it that Dobrynin would let me know the next day what the
subjects were that were being discussed, and I would then tell him into
what bureaucratic channel to put it. He did say, however, that the So-
viet Union was prepared to make a rapid grain deal in order to be
helpful to the President. I told him this was very much appreciated.

Dobrynin then produced a note [Tab A]* on a technical issue of
how to repay a part of the debt which was a portion, in turn, of the $500
million Lend-Lease ceiling that had been agreed upon. I told him I
would have an answer to him in two days.

SALT

Finally, Dobrynin gave me a paper on the Soviet understandings
with respect to the SALT agreements [Tab B].” This was in answer to
our note of a week earlier and substantially accepted our proposal.

4 Attached but not printed.

5The attached note is printed in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XXXII,
SALT I, 1969-1972, Document 332.

7. Editorial Note

On July 8, 1972, at Washington, Secretary of Commerce Peter G.
Peterson, U.S. Chairman of the U.S.-Soviet Joint Commercial Commis-
sion; Secretary of Agriculture Earl L. Butz; and M.R. Kuzmin, First
Deputy Minister of Foreign Trade of the USSR, signed an agreement re-
garding Soviet grain purchases in the United States. The three-year
agreement provided for Soviet purchases of a total of $750 million in
U.S. grains, the largest Soviet purchase of U.S. grain to date. (Depart-
ment of State Bulletin, July 31, 1972, pages 144-145)
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8. Memorandum for the President’s File by the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

San Clemente, July 12, 1972, 11:30 a.m.

SUBJECT

The President’s Meeting with Ambassador Dobrynin, 11:30 a.m., Wednesday,
July 12, 1972

PARTICIPANTS

The President
Anatoli F. Dobrynin, Soviet Ambassador to the USA
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs

The President welcomed Ambassador Dobrynin to San Clemente.
The Ambassador said he liked San Clemente the best of all the Presi-
dent’s residences. The top people needed time to think, he said, and
this was a good place for it. General Secretary Brezhnev, too, was a very
busy man; he always had piles of papers to work on. The next time the
President came to the Soviet Union he must come to the General Secre-
tary’s resort on the Black Sea.

Dr. Kissinger pointed out that first Mr. Brezhnev would have to
come here. Ambassador Dobryinin replied that we can do both in the
next four years.

The President then observed that the progress in U.S.-Soviet rela-
tions was due to the work accomplished through the Kissinger—
Dobrynin channel. When he thought of what had really happened on
the critical issues, it was clear that what progress we made in the future
depended on this channel. There must be an understanding at the
highest level.

The President stressed that nobody’s interest was served by
having the Vietnam war continued. The only question was how to end
it. But both sides must want to end the war.

The bigger problem, the President continued, was how we could
build on the achievements of the Moscow Summit and make further
breakthroughs. He cited the possible understanding on non-use of nu-
clear weapons as an example.?

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 494, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 12. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes
Only. The meeting took place in the President’s office at the Western White House. Nixon
was in San Clemente from July 1 to July 18. Dobrynin was on a business trip to the Soviet
Consulate in San Francisco when Nixon invited him to spend a few days in San
Clemente.

2See Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XIV, Soviet Union, October 1971-May
1972, Document 299.
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Ambassador Dobrynin replied, “You can count on us.” General
Secretary Brezhnev was looking forward to Dr. Kissinger’s return visit
around September 10 or a little afterward.

The President cited the Middle East as the other problem that we
were interested in pursuing actively. He was looking forward to the
General Secretary’s return visit to the United States. Could we develop
the agenda for our future work? the President then asked. Dr. Kissinger
mentioned the El Paso natural gas project.® The President said that the
vistas for trade can be very big.

The Ambassador concluded by saying that General Secretary
Brezhnev sent the President his best personal wishes. The Moscow
Summit had positive results and was so evaluated in Moscow. The So-
viet leaders looked forward to both Secretary Peterson’s forthcoming
visit and Dr. Kissinger’s visit in September. If the two countries could

reach a nuclear agreement, it would considerably ease the world situa-
tion, he added.

There were additional pleasantries, and the meeting ended.

3 A possible reference to the involvement of the El Paso Natural Gas Company in a
U.S.-Japanese agreement to help in the development of the natural gas fields in Yakutsk
in Siberia. The Soviet Union sought bank loans and credits to help finance its develop-
ment projects.
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9. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) and the Executive Director of the
Council for International Economic Policy (Flanigan) to
President Nixon'

Washington, undated.

SUBJECT
CCC Regulations Affecting US-Soviet Grain Sale and Maritime Agreement

In accordance with NSAMs 220* and 340° of February 5, 1963 and
January 25, 1966, Commodity Credit Corporation regulations include
the provision that any commodity exported under a financing agree-
ment shall not be shipped from the United States on a vessel which has
called at a Cuban port or a North Vietnamese port. The Secretaries of
State, Commerce and Agriculture have sent you the joint memoran-
dum at Tab A* reviewing the dangers this presents to the new $.75
billion US-Soviet grain sale and the related US-Soviet maritime
agreement.

Our best estimate is that approximately 90% of the Russian ships
which could be utilized to carry the grain have been to Cuban or North
Vietnamese ports since the effective dates of NSAMSs 220 and 340. Thus,
Soviet agreement to shipping arrangements consistent with NSAMs
220 and 340 is improbable.

The specific problem is that of having Soviet tankers call first at
Cuban ports to deliver oil, then at US ports to pick up CCC-financed
grain shipments—an arrangement that would be prohibited by NSAM
220 policy. The underlying problem that thus arises is an indirect relax-
ation of our shipping sanctions against Cuba.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-235, Policy Papers, NSDM 179. Secret; Exdis. Sent for action.
Sonnenfeldt forwarded the memorandum to Kissinger under a covering July 15 memo-
randum with the recommendation that he sign it. According to an attached routing mem-
orandum, it was sent to the President for decision on July 17.

2 For NSAM 220, “U.S. Government Shipments by Foreign Flag Vessels in Cuban
Trade,” see Foreign Relations, 1961-1963, volume XI, Cuban Missle crisis and Aftermath,
Document 277.

3 NSAM 340, “U.S. Government Shipments by Foreign Flag Vessels in North Viet-
nam Trade,” is in the Johnson Library, NSC File, National Security Action Memoranda,
NSAM 340.

4 Attached but not printed is the undated memorandum from Peterson, Butz, and
Acting Secretary Johnson.
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The 1971 US-USSR grain deal’ provided for carriage in third-flag
ships, avoiding this problem. As noted in the joint memorandum, the
maritime negotiations to date are premised on a targeted one-third US
and one-third Soviet participation in bilateral shipping (the provision
for US participation being essential for ILA/maritime unions’ will-
ingness to work Soviet ships in US ports).°

The carriage of oil to Cuba makes grain shipments to Russia an
economically attractive round trip for the Soviet vessels. Unless these
ships can be so employed, the entire US-Soviet maritime agreement
may be unacceptable to the USSR.

State, Commerce and Agriculture believe that, if the grain sale is
not to be jeopardized, there will have to be a change to the policy of ap-
plying NSAM 220 to CCC commercial export credit sales. The Depart-
ments note that any such change would pose substantial foreign policy
and domestic political problems:

—The availability of major US grain shipments would make Soviet
shipping to Cuba more attractive to the Soviets—this would indirectly
benefit Cuba.

—The US has urged other nations not to trade with Cuba; resist-
ance to this policy has increased significantly; any change in US
policy—even on a one-time basis or only in recognition of the realities
of Russian bulk ship operations—will undoubtedly be read as a soft-
ening of our position and be seized upon by others as justifying a
broadening of their ties with Cuba, including resuming or expanding
trade. Thus, our difficulties in holding the line on existing policy will be
sharply increased by the proposed action.

—Any such relaxation in the economic blockade of Cuba by the United
States and others would raise strong objections among anti-Cuban and
anti-Communist elements in the United States.

In light of these problems, the State Department recommends that
the minimum relaxation necessary in NSAM 220 policy be made—i.e.,
a one-time exception for the US-Soviet grain sale, an exception apply-
ing only to Soviet, not third-flag ships. Further, State recommends that

5 On June 10, 1971, the White House announced the removal of export controls on
agricultural products, among other things. The restriction that required that half of all
grain shipped to the USSR be on American vessels was lifted, and longshoremen, who in-
itially protested loading the grain on non-American ships, eventually consented to
loading American grain on Soviet ships. See Seymour M. Hersh, The Price of Power: Kissin-
ger in the Nixon White House (New York: Summit Books, 1983), pp. 343-349.

®On July 9, the Washington Post reported with regard to the grain agreement (see
Document 7) that “all but one maritime union—the International Longshoremen’s Asso-
ciation, headed by Thomas W. (Teddy) Gleason, have agreed to a compromise U.S. gov-
ernment proposal under which one-third of the cargo would be hauled in U.S. flag ships,
one-third in Soviet ships and one-third in ships of other countries.” (Carroll Kirkpatrick,
“Russia to Buy $750 Million in U.S. Grain,” Washington Post, July 9, 1972, p. Al)
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this decision be carefully conveyed to OAS member states before it is
made public knowledge.

Because commercially financed US exports are prohibited from
being shipped on Soviet ships, Commerce and Agriculture believe a
broader relaxation exempting CCC commercial export sales from NSAM
220 policy is preferable. They believe this can be justified because of the
short-term credit, largely commercial nature of the program. They note
that NSAM 220 does not apply to EX-IM, and they suggest that it
should not apply to CCC.

There are two significantly different interpretations and resultant
courses of action, one favored by Henry Kissinger and the other fa-
vored by Peter Flanigan.

Kissinger’s Position

In my opinion, we have not yet sufficiently tested the Soviets to see
if they can be pressured into agreeing to shipping arrangements con-
sistent with our NSAM 220 policy. It is conceivable, considering, for ex-
ample, the philosophy underlying the Summit Declaration of Princi-
ples on unacceptability of unilateral advantage and the very great
interest the Soviets have in US grain, that the Soviets might agree to car-
ry this grain in Soviet ships not engaged in the Cuban trade. Accord-
ingly, Secretary Peterson should be instructed to press the Soviets hard
on this issue. If you agree, I will personally review the importance of
this approach with Pete Peterson before his Moscow trip.

If this does not succeed, the foreign policy and domestic risks of
changing NSAM 220 policy have to be weighed against the risk of jeop-
ardizing the grain sale to the Soviets. I believe that the grain sale is of
sufficient importance to take the risks that may be involved with mak-
ing a one-time NSAM 220 policy exception solely for purposes of the
sale. I agree with State that the one-time exception will pose lesser
problems from the foreign policy viewpoint. Most important it would
avoid giving the impression that there has been a general relaxation in
our policy toward Cuba.

I do not concur with the Commerce/Agriculture recommendation
that CCC export sales be exempted from NSAM 220 policy at this time,
because this complex subject has not yet received sufficient study—the
overall implications for US policy toward Cuba and North Vietnam
have not yet been fully thought through. A prompt interagency study
on this issue is required.

I recommend that you approve guidance that would:

—Instruct the Peterson Delegation to make a determined effort to
obtain Soviet agreement to shipping arrangements consistent with
NSAM 220;



June-August 1972 27

—If this effort fails, authorize the Delegation in the maritime nego-
tiations to agree to shipping arrangements solely for purposes of the
grain deal based on a one-time exception to NSAM 220 policy; and

—At the same time, instruct the US agencies concerned to under-
take a detailed review of the overall CCC exemption issue for consider-
ation by the SRG.

Accordingly, I recommend that you approve the NSDM at Tab B’
transmitting the above instructions.

Flanigan’s Position

In my opinion, Peterson will be put in an untenable position if he
insists that they, after buying $750 million of US grain, are directed
after the fact not to use their ships for its transport. Ninety percent of
the Soviet fleet has been to Cuba, and the economies of the grain deal
demand use of two ships. I do not believe Secretary Peterson should be
asked to take this unreasonable position.

It is agreed that the grain agreement and the shipping agreement
are of sufficient importance to warrant taking the foreign policy and
political risks involved in changing the NSAM 220 policy only in re-
gard to shipping. Although we must expect similar policy changes by
other OAS members, we can still maintain our overall policy of eco-
nomic denial to Cuba.

Irecognize that this rationale can also be applied to NSAM 340 and
North Vietnam, but I view even indirect relaxation of that policy as po-
litically untenable.

I believe that a one-time exception is more damaging to our posi-
tion than waiving the CCC prohibition. The immediate risks of criti-
cism and relaxation of economic sanctions by other OAS nations are no
greater in exempting all CCC commercial export sales than a
“one-time” exception, and in addition is more rationally defensible. In
addition, it obviates the necessity of subsequent “one-time exceptions”
when the next grain deal, or another commercial deal, is consummated,
which deals are the purpose of the Peterson visit.

I do concur that State should carefully convey the decision to OAS
member states before it is made public knowledge.

I recommend that you approve guidance that would instruct the
Peterson Delegation to agree to shipping arrangements based on a
change in the interpretation of NSAM 220 to the CCC regulations.

7 Printed as Document 11.
8 Kissinger initialed the Approve option on behalf of Nixon.
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Accordingly, I recommend that you approve the NSDM at Tab C’
transmitting the above instructions.

9 Attached but not printed.

10.  Letter From President Nixon to Soviet General Secretary
Brezhnev'

San Clemente, July 18, 1972.

Dear Mr. General Secretary:

Your letter of June 21, 1972 was most welcome, continuing as it
did the very frank and concrete exchanges that characterize this
channel.

Since receiving it, I have been very pleased to see even further
progress in the various fields of bilateral cooperation in which agree-
ments were completed at the summit. My Science Advisor, Dr. David,
has informed me that his visit to your country® was rewarding and that
anumber of interesting and mutually beneficial joint projects in science
and technology are underway. I am also pleased to see that there have
been further advances in health and space cooperation.* I look forward
to similar progress with respect to environmental cooperation.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 494, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 12. Top Secret. A handwritten note at the top
of the letter reads: “Delivered by hand to Sov. Embassy 1:45 pm, July 19, 1972.” Haig,
who drafted the letter, wrote in a July 13 note to Kissinger: “Henry: I have included the
items you asked for in a new redraft: (a) moved the European issues to the smorgasbord
portion at the beginning of the letter, (b) made special reference to your Moscow visit and
included reference to the Middle East and the nuclear field in conjunction with that visit,
and (c) made special reference to Dobrynin’s discussion with the President and the spe-
cial channel.” (Ibid.)

2 Document 4.

3 Edward David, Science Adviser to the President and Director of the White House
Office of Science and Technology, visited Moscow for talks with V.A. Kirillin, Deputy
Chairman of the USSR Council of Ministers and Chairman of the State Committee of the
USSR Council of Ministers for Science and Technology, from July 2 to 8. On July 7, they
signed a record of their discussion providing for closer scientific and technical coopera-
tion. (Department of State Bulletin, August 21, 1972, pp. 216-217)

4 In an August 12 memorandum to Nixon, Kissinger discussed cooperation in outer
space: “Delegations from NASA and the Soviet Academy of Sciences met from July 6 to
15 at the Manned Spacecraft Center in Houston to continue work on the planned 1975
joint manned Apollo-Soyuz space mission.” The memorandum also discussed progress
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On European questions and strategic arms limitation as well, Dr.
Kissinger will continue to be in private contact with your Ambassador.
The senior officials of this Government are reviewing these issues in-
tensively under my direction in the light of our talks in Moscow. I un-
derstand that other Western governments are also preparing in detail
for the multilateral consultations on the European conference and on
reciprocal troop reductions. American representatives are participating
actively in this and I hope, as agreed in our final communiqué, that ex-
changes between governments can proceed without undue delay.

I was especially gratified that our governments were able to reach
a major agreement in regard to trade in agricultural products.” The con-
structive spirit of the Soviet negotiators was greatly appreciated. You
are probably aware that the agreement has been widely and favorably
commented on in this country. Both our governments can take satisfac-
tion that a new and fruitful economic relationship is in process of de-
veloping between our countries along with the major improvement in
our relations in other areas.

In this connection, Secretary of Commerce Peterson and a delega-
tion of senior U.S. officials will shortly be leaving for the USSR to par-
ticipate in the first sessions of the U.S.-Soviet Joint Commercial Com-
mission. As I mentioned to you in Moscow, Mr. Peterson is
exceptionally well qualified for his task. He will be under instruction to
proceed in a constructive spirit and with the aim of making major
progress in placing U.S.-Soviet commercial relations on a mutually
profitable and permanent basis. I am prepared to move rapidly in this
regard and with a far-seeing attitude, along the lines we discussed in
Moscow. Mr. Peterson and his colleagues will be ready to discuss and
move toward a solution of all the elements of a trade agreement be-
tween our countries, as well as the question of lend-lease and the
various joint projects previously discussed in a preliminary way. I am
also confident that the maritime agreement can be completed. I shall
follow these negotiations closely, and Dr. Kissinger will, as in the past,
be prepared to work with Ambassador Dobrynin to ensure the
progress that both of us desire.

At this juncture, there can be no doubt that our relations are now
on a positive course which offers great hope for the future. For this
reason, I place utmost stress on Dr. Kissinger’s September visit to the
Soviet Union as a logical continuation of the progress made thus far. He
will be prepared to discuss in the frankest terms major steps which

in cooperation in medical science and public health. (National Archives, Nixon Presiden-
tial Materials, NSC Files, Box 720, Country Files—Europe—USSR, Vol. XXIV)

5See Document 7.
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should lead to further understandings between our two governments
in the area of the Middle East and in the nuclear field.

In your letter, you referred at length to the conflict in Indochina. I
greatly appreciate what you said concerning President Podgorny’s trip
to Hanoi, which we had of course followed with interest in view of
your comments in Moscow. It is quite evident that President Pod-
gorny’s visit had a positive impact. In the meantime, it has been agreed
to resume negotiations in Paris, both in plenary sessions and in private.
I'am profoundly convinced that conditions exist to move these negotia-
tions ahead, and quite possibly even to achieve the breakthrough that
will end the conflict and the agony of the peoples involved and open
the way to an equitable and honorable political solution. In this connec-
tion, I was naturally interested in your impression that the North Viet-
namese side is not proceeding on the basis that only its proposals
should be considered in the talks. If this indeed turns out to be the case,
it should be possible to make progress, since, as you know, we for our
part are prepared to give full weight to the views and proposals of the
other side. The proposals I outlined on May 8° and which were ex-
plained and elaborated in our discussions in Moscow represent a se-
rious effort to take account of the position and interests of the other
side. The American negotiators in the Paris talks will continue to pro-
ceed in this spirit.

I believe the time is ripe for both sides to grasp the opportunity
that now exists to achieve a settlement. Your letter and other private
communications from you indicate that you share this view. I am most
grateful to you for the efforts you have already made to facilitate a
peaceful solution.

Mr. General Secretary, this, as you know, is a year of intense polit-
ical activity in my country, preparatory to our Presidential election. If I
may close on a somewhat personal note, I cannot help recall a similar
period exactly twenty years ago. As a result of that election, in 1952, I
first assumed national office. The ensuing years were marked by many
ups and downs in the relations of our two countries. But one can truly
say that in 1972 the general trend is now “upward.” There is every
reason to believe that this favorable trend will continue. From our talks
I know that the leaders on both sides are committed to this course,
which fully reflects the interests and desires of our people. I agree with
you that tenacious effort and continuing close contact are required to
maintain the momentum that has been achieved.

6 A reference to Nixon’s nationally televised address on May 8 during which he dis-
cussed negotiations to end the war in Vietnam. See Public Papers: Nixon, 1972, pp.
583-587.
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I have reiterated my personal interest in this to your Ambassador
during his recent visit to San Clemente.” As the Ambassador will un-
doubtedly report to you, we had an opportunity to discuss these im-
portant issues at some length in the relaxed atmosphere of the summer
White House. During these discussions we again reviewed the impor-
tance and desirability of maintaining and indeed strengthening this
special channel between us—a channel which has proven so instru-
mental in achieving the new spirit of cooperation that now charac-
terizes our relations and which affords promise of even greater
progress in the period ahead.

I look forward to hearing your further thoughts on all the ques-
tions which are of common concern.

Sincerely,

Richard Nixon

7 See Document 8.

11. National Security Decision Memorandum 179'

Washington, July 18, 1972.

TO

The Secretary of State
The Secretary of Commerce
The Secretary of Agriculture

SUBJECT
CCC Regulations Affecting US-Soviet Grain Sale and Maritime Agreement

The President has reviewed the joint State/Commerce/Agricul-
ture memorandum of July 7> on this issue, and he has decided as
follows.

During forthcoming negotiations with the Soviet Union, the
United States should make a determined effort to obtain Soviet agree-

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-235, NSDM 179. Secret; Exdis. Copies were sent to the Secre-
tary of Defense, the Director of Central Intelligence, the Attorney General, and the As-
sistant to the President for International Economic Affairs.

2See Document 9.
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ment to shipping arrangements consistent with National Security Ac-
tion Memorandum 220° of February 5, 1963. If, however, in the course
of the maritime negotiations the Soviets raise continuing objections on
this issue blocking otherwise successful conclusion of the maritime ne-
gotiations, the Chairman of the US Delegation is authorized to make a
one-time exception to the provisions of NSAM 220 solely for the pur-
poses of the grain sale agreement and shipments in Soviet ships relat-
ing thereto. In the event it becomes necessary to make this policy excep-
tion, the Department of State should carefully present this decision to
OAS member states before the matter becomes public knowledge.

The President, at the same time, directs a thorough review of the
applicability of NSAM 220 and NSAM 340* to Commodity Credit Cor-
poration export sales. This study should include a detailed review of
the foreign policy, national security, economic and statutory implica-
tions in any interpretation or revision that would make NSAMs 220
and 340 inapplicable to CCC programs.

This study should be prepared by an Ad Hoc NSC Group compris-
ing representatives of the recipients of this memorandum, other inter-
ested agencies and representatives of the NSC and CIEP staffs chaired
by the representative of the Secretary of State. The study should be for-
warded to the Chairman, NSC Senior Review Group by August 30,
1972.

Henry A. Kissinger

3 See footnote 2, Document 9.
4See footnote 3, Document 9.
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12. Memorandum From A. Denis Clift and John Lehman of the
National Security Council Staff to the President’s Deputy
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Haig)'

Washington, July 20, 1972.

SUBJECT

Soviet Jewry—T1) Shapiro Case
2) President’s Position

L. Shapiro Case

Bill Timmons has sent you the memorandum at Tab A” informing
you that Senator Robert Taft, Jr., is under great pressure from his con-
stituent Judith Silver Shapiro to get US action that would permit her So-
viet husband to emigrate to the United States. Taft has expressed the
specific hope to Timmons that the President will take this up with Am-
bassador Dobrynin.

On July 15, Jeanne Davis sent Timmons a proposed reply to Sen-
ator Taft on the Shapiro case (Tab B),> and it is possible that these
memos have crossed. As noted in the proposed reply, the President has
great sympathy for Mrs. Shapiro, and he has directed the United States
to do everything it appropriately can to help.

State Department has been pressing the Soviet Embassy hard on
this issue. As recently as July 18, however, DCM Vorontsov told Dick
Davies that the decision depended on Moscow. It is State’s impression
that the Soviets will proceed with Shapiro’s July 26 trial for draft eva-
sion, but that the trial sentence will not be severe.

As we have just sent Timmons the proposed reply to Senator Taft,
you may wish to call him, note that the reply states the case correctly,
and that the President has instructed State to do what it can to make the
Soviets see reason and permit Shapiro to emigrate.

II. Soviet Jewry

The problems we are having with the Shapiro case raise the
broader problem we are experiencing with the currently approved
statement of the President’s position on Soviet Jewry. The text of this
statement is as follows:

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 720,
Country Files—Europe—USSR, Vol. XXIII. Confidential. Sent for action.

2 Attached but not printed is Timmons’ July 8 memorandum.
% Attached but not printed.
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“On behalf of the President, I want to thank you for your message
about the summit talks in Moscow and the subject of Soviet Jews.

As you know, the United States firmly supports the right of all
people to emigrate, and this Administration has consistently upheld
that doctrine. In travelling to Russia, the President was fully aware of
the deep concern in this country for the plight of minorities who are de-
nied fundamental freedoms, and you may be assured that our steadfast
commitment to the principles contained in the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights has been made known to the Soviets.”

State is feeling the pressure of growing public and Congressional
correspondence on the Summit talks/Soviet Jewry issue, correspond-
ence either complimenting the President or questioning whether he did
raise the issue. Accordingly, drawing on Mr. Kissinger’s May 29 Kiev
press conference and a June 7 statement by Herb Klein,* State would
like to revise its public responses by adding the following (see State’s
memorandum at Tab C):°

“President Nixon is well aware of the feelings of many Americans
concerning the plight of Jews in the USSR and joins in their deep con-
cern. I can assure you that he expressed our concern with the situation
to all the top leaders of the Soviet Union.”

This additional statement would appear to be clearly unaccept-
able, and State should be told to stick with the existing guidance. The
memorandum for Jeanne Davis’ signature to State at Tab D® would do
this.

However, when one takes into account 1) the continuing corre-
spondence and 2) the publicized statement by the President’s campaign
staff that he will be taking a strong stand on Soviet Jewry, we still need
a clearer statement of the President’s position on Soviet Jewry.

It is our understanding that, prior to the Republican Convention,
the President plans to meet with prominent Jewish-Americans in-
cluding the President of the National Conference on Soviet Jewry. If
this is so it would appear to be the logical time for an up to date state-
ment of the President’s views on Soviet Jewry, and updated guidance
to State could be provided following that meeting. If, however, such a
meeting is not scheduled, it would seem important that the NSC and
interested offices in the White House develop an updated statement for
consideration by the President. May we have your guidance on this
issue?

* White House Director of Communications for the Executive Branch. The state-
ment confirmed that both Nixon and Rogers raised the issue of Jewish emigration at the
Moscow Summit. (The New York Times, July 8, 1972, p. 7)

5 Attached but not printed is a July 17 memorandum from Eliot to Kissinger.
6 Attached but not printed is Davis’ undated memorandum to Eliot.
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Recommendations

1) That you call Bill Timmons with regard to Senator Taft’s inquiry,
drawing on the information in Section I of this memorandum.

2) That you approve the memorandum for Jeanne Davis’ signature
to State directing State to stick with the currently approved language in
replying to letters on Soviet Jewry.”

3) That you authorize NSC staff working with interested White
House offices to develop an updated statement on Soviet Jewry for con-
sideration by the President.?

7 Haig checked the Approve option.

8 Haig did not check either the Approve or the Disapprove option. He wrote at the
bottom of the memorandum: “nonsense—this case is a farse [sicl—we are not going to
jeopardize between now and November what we’re doing w/Sovs on this issue.” On
July 26, Haig wrote to Kissinger: “Judy Shapiro’s husband received a sentence of 12
months at corrective labor today which means that he doesn’t go to prison, but stays at
his own home and job, etc., and it allows him to emigrate. He (Shapiro) told reporters his
light sentence was a result of his wife’s pressure and U.S. Government pressure on the
Soviets.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 994, Alexan-
der M. Haig Chronological File) On August 7, Kehrli wrote in a memorandum to Kissin-
ger that Judy Shapiro “said on Today that she’s still not heard from the WH re: requests to
get U.S. help for her husband. She feels the Shapiro case would give RN a chance to show
U.S. Jews he’s concerned with plight of Soviet Jews.” Haig replied to Kehrli on August 10
that the issue had “already been raised with Ambassador Dobrynin. The matter is of such
sensitivity that no further action should be taken.” (Ibid., Box 995, Alexander M. Haig
Chronological File)
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13. National Security Decision Memorandum 180
Council on International Economic Policy Decision
Memorandum 9'

Washington, July 20, 1972.

TO
The Secretary of State

SUBJECT
Lend-Lease Negotiations with the USSR

The President has reviewed progress on lend-lease negotiations
with the Soviet Union, considered the recommendations contained in
the State Department’s memorandum of July 10, 1972,% and directed
that the following should govern the US position when negotiations are
resumed with the USSR:

—We should initially indicate that, for the purpose of these negoti-
ations, we are willing to settle for a stream of payments sufficient to re-
tire $500 million at 5% or $750 million at 2%, beginning in 1972 and ter-
minating in 2001.

—Our negotiator is empowered, with the concurrence of the
Chairman of the US side of the US-USSR Commercial Commission, to
fall back progressively to a position of $500 million at 4%% or $687.5
million at 2%.

—If the Commercial Commission’s negotiations in other areas
seemingly might justify other terms, such as extending the terminal
payment date, our negotiator should request the Chairman to seek fur-
ther guidance from the President.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-235, NSDMs 151-200, Originals. Secret. Copies were sent to
the Secretaries of Treasury and Commerce. On July 21, a copy of the NSDM was for-
warded to Moscow for Peterson in telegram 131920/ Topet 17. (Ibid., Box 953, VIP Visits,
Pete Peterson’s Moscow Visit (Commerce), 17 Jul-3 Aug 72 [2 of 2]) Peterson visited Mos-
cow from July 20 to August 1 for the first meeting of the U.S.-USSR Joint Commercial
Commission.

2 The Department’s summary of the status of Lend-Lease negotiations with the So-
viet Union as of July 10 is ibid., Box 720, Country Files—Europe—USSR, Vol. XXIII,
June-July 1972 [1 of 1].
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—If an overall agreement is not reached with the Soviets, our ne-
gotiator should indicate that we would expect the Soviets to resume
payments owed to us on the “pipeline” account.?

Henry A. Kissinger
Peter M. Flanigan
% A reference to the lend-lease “pipeline account,” which provided American goods

to the Soviets immediately following World War II, and which the Soviets had been
paying off since 1954.

14. National Security Decision Memorandum 181

Council on International Economic Policy Decision
Memorandum 10'

Washington, July 20, 1972.

TO

The Secretary of Commerce

SUBJECT

Commercial Commission Negotiations and Related Matters

Based on the President’s meeting with the Secretary of Commerce
in San Clemente,” the papers of the Backstop Group, and other related
documents, the President has made the following decisions:

—The Secretary of Commerce, as Chairman of the US side of the
US-USSR Commercial Commission, while in Moscow in addition to di-
recting negotiations on subjects within the terms of reference of the
Commission should coordinate US positions on other economic issues,
including those which will be negotiated concurrently by repre-
sentatives of other agencies. Specifically, this includes lend-lease and
shipping negotiations, and presentation of our positions regarding
taxes and possible extension of Export-Import Bank credit.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-235, NSDMs 151-200, Originals. Secret. Copies were sent to
the Secretaries of State and Treasury. On July 21, a copy of the NSDM was forwarded to
Moscow for Peterson in telegram 131924/ Topet 18. (Ibid., Box 953, VIP Visits, Pete Peter-
son’s Moscow Visit (Commerce), 17 Jul-3 Aug 72 [2 of 2])

2 No record of the meeting was found.
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—The delegation is authorized to negotiate a trade agreement on
the basis of the draft discussed by the ad hoc CIEP group on July 17°
with changes then agreed, with Article 11 deleted from the text of the
agreement.

—A shipping agreement is a high priority objective, with the issue
of the freight rate differential to be settled in such a way as to minimize
the current and future subsidy burden on the US, with a three-year
renegotiation clause as a minimum.

—The delegation should encourage the Soviets to join the Uni-
versal Copyright Convention. An offer to negotiate a tax treaty may be
used as an incentive for the Soviets to do so. You should not offer to ne-
gotiate a bilateral copyright agreement.

—On the question of arbitration, you should attempt to reach
agreement as per Article 10 of the Trade Agreement® but not enter into
at this time any agreement regarding establishment of a bilateral arbi-
tration panel and procedure with the USSR.

—With respect to business facilities as per Article 9 of the Trade
Agreement, you may offer reciprocal diplomatic immunity for a lim-
ited number of Soviet and American trade officials and their acts ad ref-
erendum pending further study of the consequent legal status of Soviet
officials operating in the US and their powers to conduct commercial
dealings.

—Were the Soviets to offer a satisfactory lend-lease settlement,
you could separately, by letter, assure them of the President’s will-
ingness at the earliest appropriate moment—bearing in mind Congres-
sional considerations—to seek authorization from the Congress for the
granting of MFN treatment to the Soviet Union.

—If it is not possible to break the link between the Soviets begin-
ning new lend-lease payments and entry into effect of MEN, we should
attempt to maximize the front-loading of pipeline payments with only
non-pipeline payments triggered by entry into force of MFN.

—The delegation should submit daily progress reports including
texts of new proposals made to and by Soviet representatives.

Henry A. Kissinger
Peter M. Flanigan

% Not found.
% The trade agreement was signed in Washington October 18; see Document 65.
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15.  Letter From Soviet General Secretary Brezhnev to President
Nixon'

Moscow, July 20, 1972.

Dear Mr. President,

One of the questions which were not completed during our
meeting with you in Moscow is the question of concluding a Treaty be-
tween the United States and the Soviet Union on the mutual non-use of
nuclear weapons. All of us were so absorbed by the consideration of
other questions and projects which had become ripe for completion,
that we did not make our way to this question in real terms.

Yet, a positive outcome of our consideration of this extremely im-
portant question would have major long-term consequences not only
for the relations between the USSR and the USA, but also for the world
as a whole. From what you said at the meeting with me on this subject,
and from our appreciation of the significance of this question it follows,
in our opinion, that it should be dealt with the view of working out, in a
possibly not prolonged time, a document acceptable to both sides.

We proceed on this basis and, on our part, have most carefully
studied the text which you left with me during our concluding
conversation.?

I think that we should find a necessary combination of the prin-
cipal idea without which the document is totally impossible—preven-
tion of a nuclear war between our countries, with the way in which
they should build their relations. In short, we are ready to express in
the Treaty the idea that the very development of the relations between
the two powers should not contradict the task of not permitting a nu-
clear war between them.

From our clarified draft® you will see that we have taken into ac-
count your considerations on other articles of the Treaty as well.

In conclusion I think it will be appropriate to stress once more that
it is important that any changes and amendments should not nullify
the very idea of not permitting a nuclear clash between the Soviet

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 494, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 12. Top Secret. A handwritten notation at the
top of the first page of the letter reads: “Handed to K by D, 12:00 pm, July 21, 1972.”

2 Nixon handed over the draft during his penultimate conversation with Brezhnev
in Moscow on May 29 at 10:20 a.m. The draft treaty is ibid., Box 487, President’s Trip Files,
President’s Conversations in Salzburg, Moscow, Tehran and Warsaw, May 1972, Pt. 2.
The record of the meeting is printed in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XIV, Soviet
Union, October 1971-May 1972, Document 299.

3 See Document 17.



40 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XV

Union and the United States of America. We believe that other states ir-
respective of the degree of their political closeness to you or to us can
only positively meet such a major act in relations between the US and
the USSR, since it will further strengthen the basis under the
Soviet-American relations for which we both already exerted such se-
rious efforts during our recent meeting in Moscow.

Sincerely,

L. Brezhnev*

% Printed from a copy with this typed signature.

16. Memorandum of Conversation'
Washington, July 20, 1972, 3:42-4:46 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Ambassador Anatoli Dobrynin
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger

I saw Dobrynin and told him I had three matters to discuss.

Middle East

I wanted to give him a message from the President regarding
events in Egypt.? We were not aware of these events beforehand. We
had not yet fully understood their significance. Nor did we know the
extent of Soviet withdrawal. In any event, I wanted Dobrynin to know
that the President had issued the strictest orders that there would be no
U.S. initiatives toward Cairo and that we would not try to gain unilat-
eral advantages. On the contrary, we would proceed within the letter
and spirit of my conversations with Gromyko in Moscow in June
[May].?

1Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 494, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 12. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes
Only. The meeting took place in the White House Map Room.

20n July 18, President Sadat ordered the withdrawal of all Soviet advisers from
Egypt.

3 For the memoranda of these conversations, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976,
volume XIV, Soviet Union, October 1971-May 1972, Documents 293 and 295.
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Dobrynin said he appreciated this and handed me a letter [Tab Al
which in effect stated that this Soviet move was a unilateral step in the
direction of the proposition they had made to us last year and that now
it was up to us to take some reciprocal action. I said we would study the
letter and no doubt there would be some formal response.

SALT

Secondly, I told Dobrynin that we accepted the Soviet changes in
the SALT interpretive statement [Tab B]® and that we should get it
signed at an early occasion. I asked him whether he thought Smith or I
should sign it. He said the Soviet side would prefer it if I signed it so
that we could avoid getting it in all the newspapers.

Vietnam

Thirdly, I told Dobrynin about my meeting with the North Viet-
namese in Paris.’ I said the meeting up to now was quite inconclusive.
The tone of the North Vietnamese was more acceptable than it had ever
been in the past and the discussions left open the possibility that there
might be a settlement. The North Vietnamese side did not make any
very concrete proposals, and frankly neither did we. We only pre-
sented the military side of the proposals we had discussed in Moscow.
Dobrynin asked why we had not presented the part that had been dis-
cussed with Brezhnev. I said because we did not want to get it refused
and produce a deadlock. Dobrynin said, “How stupid of me. I should
have recognized this and it was a correct tactic. You are a good chess
player. My leaders will fully understand.” I said I hoped that if there
were a settlement the Soviet Union would exercise restraint in the ship-
ment of supplies. He said, well, right now there was a problem about
getting supplies in altogether, so it was not the most acute issue.

We then turned to other matters. We discussed my trip to the So-
viet Union. I suggested arriving on September 10 and staying for some-
thing like three days. Dobrynin said he would check in Moscow and let
me know. Dobrynin also mentioned that there was a chance that he
might be called back to Moscow for three or four weeks. In that event
he would be back in Washington around August 25. In any event he
would be in Moscow when I was there. We then parted on an extremely
cordial note, with Dobrynin expressing profuse thanks for everything
that had been done for him on his visit to the West Coast.

% Not attached. All following brackets are in the original.
5 The note is attached, but not printed.

6 Kissinger met with Le Duc Tho on July 19. The record of the meeting is printed
ibid., volume VIII, Vietnam, January 1972-October 1972, Document 207.
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17. Memorandum of Conversation'
Washington, July 21, 1972, 12:40-1:10 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Ambassador Anatoli Dobrynin
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger

Dobrynin saw me at his request with a message that I would be
welcome to arrive on September 10, that Brezhnev would conduct the
conversations with me himself, and that the Soviet side would prefer to
make the announcement only after I had left, just as we had done last
time. I said that under present circumstances, with the election cam-
paign, this would be a very difficult thing to do and would raise need-
less issues of secrecy. I, therefore, proposed making the announcement
on the Monday or Tuesday of the week preceding my departure. Do-
brynin said he would check with Moscow and let me know.

Nuclear Understanding

Dobrynin then handed me a letter from Brezhnev [Tab A]* and the
draft treaty [Tab B]® on renunciation of the use of nuclear weapons. The
draft had been adjusted so that now NATO allies would be covered but
third countries would not be. Dobrynin asked what I thought of it. I
said, “Let me understand: Under Article 3 of this treaty, if you attack
NATO we attack the Warsaw Pact; Article 1 renouncing the use of nu-
clear weapons does not apply.” He said, “That is correct.” I asked him,
“Are you prepared to express this in some agreed understandings that
could be published?” He said yes. I then said, “Let me ask another case:
Supposing we attack a country that is not allied with you but whose in-
dependence you value, such as India, would you then be prohibited
from using nuclear weapons by this treaty?” Dobrynin said, “Yes, by
this treaty.” In other words an attack on China would bar us from using
nuclear weapons.

Middle East

Dobrynin then asked a number of questions about what ap-
proaches we had made to Egypt, and I assured him that we had not
made any. But he seemed very uncertain.

1Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 494, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 13. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes
Only. The meeting was held in the White House Map Room.

2 Printed as Document 15. All brackets are in the original.

% Attached but not printed.
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This conversation, like the one the day before, ended on an ex-
tremely cordial note with profuse thanks by Dobrynin for everything
that had been done on the West Coast.

18. Memorandum From the President’s Deputy Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Haig) to the President’s Assistant
for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, undated.

SUBJECT

Peterson Backchannels on Cuban Shipping Restrictions and Soviet Maritime
Agreement

Secretary Peterson (and Sonnenfeldt) have sent you several mes-
sages requesting guidance on issues arising out of NSAM 220 restric-
tions on use of Soviet ships for US trade that have previously been en-
gaged in Cuban trade.

—He has today proceeded on his instructions in NSDM 179, that
require him to make a determined effort to conclude the maritime
agreement without violating or relaxing NSAM 220.

—This instruction allows him the fallback position of making a
one-time exception for CCC grain sales, with provision that this be
carefully explained to OAS members.

—He, Peterson, notes that he has an implicit second fallback which
arises from a loophole of the NSAM—that is, that exception for Soviet
ships could be made provided there is an assurance that those particu-
lar ships will not be used in Cuban trade in the future.

In a private meeting with Patolichev* he raised the broad question
of our Cuban shipping restrictions, and, while the Soviets generally

1Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 953, VIP
Visits, Pete Peterson’s Moscow Visit (Commerce), 17 Jul-3 Aug 72 [1 of 2]. Top Secret;
Eyes Only. Sent for action.

2 See footnote 2, Document 9.

3 Document 11.

4 Sonnenfeldt reported on Peterson’s meeting with Patolichev in attached back-
channel message 2746 to Kissinger, July 25 (Tab B). Peterson also reported on the meeting
in telegram 7226 from Moscow, July 25. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Mate-
rials, NSC Files, Box 953, VIP Visits, Pete Peterson’s Moscow Visit (Commerce), 17
Jul-Aug 72 [2 of 2])
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said this was our problem, they did ask enough questions to suggest
that they might be willing to find some middle ground.

Specifically, they caught on to Peterson’s distinction between ships
that had traded with Cuba and ships calling on Cuba in the future. He
thus has laid some groundwork for the alternative to the one time ex-

ception: i.e., a Soviet assurance that ships in US trade will not henceforth
be involved in Cuban trade (Tab B).

He raises several broader issues which he believes must be ad-
dressed at the highest level now (Tab C).°

1. If a one-time exception is made for CCC grain, how do we deal with
other contingencies, namely, that Soviet ships calling at Cuba ports can also
come to US ports to load regular cash cargoes. In practice Soviet ships have
never done so. Once the exception is made for the CCC grain ship-
ments, then we may have to expect the Soviets to make port calls for
cash transactions and these are permissible under NSAM 220.

—He asks your advice as to whether this is a political issue or a legal
one.

—If it is only legal, then Peterson can simply tell them that the
Cuba restriction only applies to government financed cargo, and they
are free to use ships for other cargoes as they choose.

—If it is a political problem, then such ships may be the first to ap-
pear and begin eroding our Cuban policy of restrictions.

2. Peterson suggests the following scenario:
—To make a determined effort to exclude Cuba tainted ships.

—Second, to persuade the Soviets to exclude these Cuban tainted
ships for a period of six months while we review the situation.

—Third, get the Soviets to exclude for six months, and ask them to
consider setting up a special Soviet-American shipping company with
assurance that ships they use will not henceforth be used in Cuban trade;
this means expanding Cuban restrictions to all types of cargo.

—Fourth, suggest that the Soviets forthwith set up a special ship-
ping company with the same assurance; this means Cuban tainted
vessels might call at US ports within a few weeks of agreement.

Sonnenfeldt has sent in his version of options, cleared with Pe-
terson (Tab D). He seems to be favoring establishing a Soviet shipping
company immediately, with Soviet assurances against future use.

5 Attached but not printed is backchannel message 2739 from Sonnenfeldt to Kissin-
ger, July 24, which contained a message from Peterson to Kissinger. Paragraph 6 of
Petersen’s message set forth his proposed negotiating scenario, which Haig sum-
marizes here.

¢ Attached but not printed is backchannel message 2740 from Sonnenfeldt to Haig,
July 24.
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In sum, there are these questions to answer:

1. Should Peterson continue to explore the possibility of obtaining
Soviet assurance against using their Cuban-tainted ships henceforth for
US-Soviet trade; if so, and he makes any progress, this would probably
obviate fallback to the one-time exception for CCC grain.

2. If this does not pan out and he moves to the one-time exception,
how should he deal with other types of Soviet shipping—those in-
volving cash sales and commercially (non-governmental) financed
sales? Should he encourage the Soviets to begin making calls for such
cargo by ships coming from Cuba, as is legally possible now, or dis-
courage them from drawing the conclusion that we would welcome
this?

Recommendation

Obtaining a Soviet assurance against future use of ships on Cuba
trade would be a highly desirable solution and there is no reason for
Peterson not to pursue it, especially since he has already implanted the
seed with Patolichev.

If this peters out, as is probable, or becomes too complicated with
qualifications and bargains, then he can go to the one-time exception as
authorized. However, he should hold the line on other Soviet shipping,
even though NSAM 220 does not prohibit it. This still should be decid-
ed in September if at all possible, after some study and bureaucratic
massaging.

If you agree with this, a message to Peterson is at Tab A.”

7 Kissinger did not check any of the options. The attached July 25 routing memo-
randum from Jon Howe of the NSC Staff to Haig noted that Kissinger had approved the
backchannel message and “it was dispatched this evening at 9:00 p.m.” The approved
backchannel message from Kissinger to Peterson, July 25, at Tab A, reads: “You are cor-
rect in concluding that Cuban aspect of maritime talks is primarily a political one. For
now, you should proceed along lines you suggest in your 2739, paragraph 6. You may ex-
plore for possible Soviet assurances against future use of Cuba-tainted ships. If such ex-
ploration seems to be fruitless, then you can proceed to fall back on one-time exception as
authorized by President (TOPET 11). As for related question of non-CCC grain cargoes,
you should not encourage Soviets to believe that one-time exception means we would
look with favor on their using U.S. ports from or to Cuba, even though this is permissible
under NSAM 220. This should be part of broader policy determination in September.”
(National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 953, VIP Visits, Pete Pe-
terson’s Moscow Visit (Commerce), 17 Jul-3 Aug 72 [1 of 2 ])
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19. Memorandum From the President’s Deputy Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Haig) to the President’s Assistant
for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, July 25, 1972.

SUBJECT

Peterson’s Negotiations

The attached cable (Tab B)* contains Peterson’s views as of COB
Monday.?

SUMMARY:

Lend-Lease

Maintain for the time being our position of $500 million at 5% until
they give us a counter offer. (This is below the 5%% Summit position,
but well above Peterson’s 3%% fall back.)

Owerall Strategy

Get as much as we can on MFN, business facilities, arbitration, etc.
without giving anything away on lend-lease or credit at this time; and
smoke them out on where problems lie so that by Wednesday night we
will know what we need to do to “define the package.”

Strategy

Start with Patolichev and suggest that since this is “highest level
proposal” arrange sessions with Patolichev and Kosygin to review a
proposal that only he and Kosygin-level know about. Peterson also
wants “very confidential discussions” with Kosygin and Brezhnev
without the Ambassador and “others.” To facilitate this, he suggests
that you deal with Dobrynin, but not contact him until Peterson gives
you a signal.

Ovwerall Package

—Attempt to get a lend-lease settlement of $500 million at 2% plus
an additional amount equal to interest on the $500 billion for the past
twenty years, which is $200 million. This, according to Peterson, would
enable us to demonstrate that we had won on the principle of back in-

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 953, VIP
Visits, Pete Peterson’s Moscow Visit (Commerce), 17 Jul-3 Aug 72 [2 of 2]. Top Secret.
Sent for action.

2 Attached but not printed is backchannel message 2741 from Peterson and Sonnen-
feldt to Kissinger, July 24.

3 July 24.
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terest, but permit the Soviets to “save face,” i.e., by not going above 2%
interest.

—MFN: Agree to submit MFN in latter part of the year, but try
hard to get our version of MFN approved before making this commit-
ment. This would probably include the Soviets making an initial
lend-lease payment at or before the time they are made eligible for
Ex-Im credit, with a moratorium provision on further lend-lease pay-
ments until MFN comes into effect.

—Ex-Im: Assure Soviets of a Presidential Ex-Im determination and
$150 million for Kama River projects® by a specified date—say Sep-
tember 25 of this year.

—Joint Projects: Make a commitment to a high-level mechanism to
evaluate and push specific projects. Peterson would head this. A group
would be invited to the US in August in connection with this effort.

—Business Facilities: Soviets want diplomatic immunity for a lim-
ited number of trade representatives in the US. In Washington at the
Patolichev meetings Peterson took a strong stand against this. Now the
US bureaucracy is for it and our delegation is trying to define immunity
in precise terms as to nature and numbers. This could be thrown into
the pot.

Comment

I have no major substantive problems with Pete’s scenario. There
are a number of loose ends and unanswered questions which will prob-
ably be clarified in subsequent memos from Peterson. For now his main
objective seems to be to smoke out the problems so that we will have a
clearer idea of what the issues are. There will be a number. The Soviets
have consistently rejected the concept of paying back interest on
lend-lease. This is precisely the problem we had hoped to avoid
through the “stream of payments” approach—which would have al-
lowed us to focus on the amount of annual repayments rather than en-
tering into theological arguments on principle, interest, or back in-
terest. In this way the Soviets would not have to cave on any of their
principles, but we could if we wish indicate that we had gotten annual
payments equivalent to what we would have gotten had the Soviets
paid back interest, an interest rate higher than 2% etc. The whole thing,
however, is optics, and as long as Peterson can get an annual rate of re-
payment equivalent to $500 million at between 3% and 4%, that is
acceptable.

% The Kama River project anticipated the production of 600,000 trucks per year for
use in agriculture and inter-city transport. See Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume IV,
Foreign Assistance, International Development, Trade Policies, 1969-1972, Document
332.
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Another issue is that of Peterson’s dealing with Kosygin and
Brezhnev on the trade package. There is little in this that must be nego-
tiated directly with these two. For us to push for them—if we are—
seems a bit presumptuous at this point, especially when we are not
about to conclude a trade agreement in Moscow. If negotiations are
begun at the highest Soviet level, there will be intense pressure on us to
move more quickly than we wished to. And that would raise problems
when Patolichev visited here, since the Soviets might want the Presi-
dent to get involved in these negotiations.

Attached at Tab A® is a brief cable to Peterson commenting on the
attached cable (Tab B).

5 The attached July 25 backchannel message from Kissinger to Peterson and Son-
nenfeldt was initialed by Haig for Kissinger. It reads in part: “I agree in principle with the
substance of your package proposal and scenario. With regard to strategy, I question the
advisability of detailed discussions at this time with Kosygin and Brezhnev. This might
putundue pressure on us to move faster than we wish. And it would involve questions of
reciprocal treatment when Soviet delegation visits Washington in September. I agree,
therefore, that you should get as much cleared up through regular channels as possible.
With regard to lend-lease, couldn’t the problems of back interest be subsumed under a
stream of payments approach, which would allow each country to indicate to its do-
mestic audience the components of whatever amount was repaid?”
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20. Memorandum From the President’s Deputy Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Haig) to the President’s Assistant
for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, July 27, 1972.

SUBJECT
Peterson’s Negotiations: Shipping and Dates for Next Meeting

Secretary Peterson is thinking of September 15-25 for the next
meeting of the Soviet-American Commercial Commission in Washington. He
wants to know whether this is acceptable time frame, and, if so,
whether dates should be included in the communiqué (Tab B).2

On Cuban shipping, the Soviets took one step back in response to
Peterson’s proposal. He proposed that (a) no Soviet ships involved in
Cuban trade be used until January 1, when the Maritime Agreement
would go into effect; and (b) thereafter the Soviets would set aside a
special group of ships that would henceforth not be involved with
Cuba, North Vietman, or North Korea. A few US ships would be used
during the moratorium.

Patolichev objected to setting aside a group of Soviet ships and pro-
posed instead an arrangement whereby Soviet ships would carry cash
cargoes while US ships would carry government-financed cargoes. So-
viets would not bunker in our ports, however. He apparently agreed to
moratorium, but this is not clear (Tab C).?

In a later head-to-head talk, Peterson made a special pitch for So-
viet understanding of our union problems and how Cuban angle could
blow whole deal. He asked that this be given high level attention.

Sonnenfeldt thinks that the best tactic is to let the Soviets think
over Peterson’s presentations. Peterson may see Brezhnev in the
Crimea on Sunday,* but the result may be that there will be no mari-
time agreement to sign during the trip.

Comment: Peterson has not used the fallback position of one-time
exception for the grain deal which must wrap up the maritime agree-
ment. However, the idea of a moratorium and special group of Soviet

1Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 953, VIP
Visits, Pete Peterson’s Moscow Visit (Commerce), 17 Jul-3 Aug 72 [2 of 2]. Secret; Sensi-
tive; Exclusively Eyes Only. Sent for action. Haig did not initial the memorandum.

2 Attached but not printed is backchannel message 2759 from Sonnenfeldt to Haig,
July 27.

3 Attached butnot printed is backchannel message 2760 from Sonnenfeldt to Kissin-
ger, July 27.

4 July 30.
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ships is not dead, and would be the more favorable solution. It will
almost certainly require higher level decision than Peterson’s
counterpart.

Since Peterson departs tomorrow for Kiev, he needs immediate answers:

—Are September 15-25 dates acceptable?

—Should he make concession of one-time exception to reach mari-
time deal or allow matter to slide?

Recommendations

1. Because of your scheduling it might be best if the next meeting
were in early October rather than mid-September.

2. On substantive issue, it is impossible to run the tactics from here,
especially since Peterson will be seeing Brezhnev. The cable at Tab A®
gives him some leeway to work on a deal as he has already discussed
with Patolichev, but advises him that if he cannot reach a satisfactory
bargain, he will have to decide whether to use his authority to grant
one-time exception.

3. That you approve the telegram at Tab A.

® The undated draft backchannel message from Kissinger to Peterson, initialed by
Haig for Kissinger for transmission, reads as follows: “Believe you should continue as
you have in pressing for moratorium until January 1, plus some kind of Soviet assurances
on special company. Alternative of Soviets carrying only cash cargoes raises political
problems you outlined in earlier messages. If this line does not work out, you still have
authority to make one-time exception. You are in the best position to judge, especially
after discussion with Brezhnev, whether there is some promise of maritime agreement
along lines you have been exploring with Patolichev or whether you should move to
one-time exception. While conclusion of agreement in Moscow is desirable, a few weeks
delay would not be an unmanageable problem. Early October is better for next meeting
of Commission.”
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21. Notes of Conversation Between Soviet General Secretary
Brezhnev and Secretary of Commerce Peterson’

Crimea, July 30, 1972.

Accompanying Secretary Peterson were Ambassador Beam, Lynn,
Sonnenfeldt and the Secretary’s Assistant, Sweitzer.> Accompanying
Brezhnev were Foreign Trade Minister Patolichev, his Deputies Man-
zhulo and Alkhimov, and Zinoviev, Head of the American Department
of the Foreign Trade Ministry.

Brezhnev states that the trade work should be looked upon as a
continuation of the businesslike, constructive meetings held with the
President at the Summit. He hopes that the day’s talks could be frank
because there could be no other tone given the importance of the talks.
Brezhnev has good memories of the Summit and what was accom-
plished there.

Peterson responds by conveying greetings from the President. He
states the President remembers the Summit with enormous warmth
and commented to Peterson that he has never seen such hospitality. Pa-
tolichev has also gone to great lengths to make our trade delegation feel
welcome.

Brezhnev states that he is pleased inasmuch as hospitality is a part
of the Russian character. In the village he came from people were con-
stantly inventing occasions to entertain each other and would spend so
much on hospitality they would have to buy food on credit the next
day.

Peterson refers to the fact that the President also stated that he and
Brezhnev share a desire to take the long view and the broad view but to
combine it with taking very concrete, forward steps. The President
likes big steps. In this connection, the President asked Peterson to tell
Brezhnev of the President’s pleasure with the grain and scientific
agreements which had been recently signed.

Peterson states that the President’s and our view is that if we are
going to set up trading and commercial relationships on a long-term,
permanent basis, we should set up our commercial institutions on the
same basis. For example, copyrights, arbitration and tax treatment are
important to show our press and our people that we have a long-term
relationship in mind. Brezhnev then interjects that we will immediately

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 953, VIP
Visits, Pete Peterson’s Moscow Visit (Commerce), 17 Jul-3 Aug 72 [1 of 2]. Secret; Nodis.
The notes were sent from Peterson to Nixon under an August 8 covering memorandum.
(Ibid.)

2 Not further identified.
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have to start arguing. On his own domestic side, he is trying to make
staffs smaller and cut overhead. He is convinced that Patolichev and
Peterson can handle such matters. Why create additional institutions?
(This was all said in a semi-humorous way.)

Peterson states that in many ways the US and the USSR are ex-
tremely natural trading partners. In addition to being the two largest
economies, there is a very good fit between the two economies. The
United States has traditionally exported agricultural products and
about 60% of our exports are of high technology products. Every good
commercial relationship must be balanced. One of the real challenges is
to build Soviet exports to the US. A real opportunity in this regard is in
the field of energy and raw materials. We should start joint projects
soon in raw materials. As an example, we have proposed projects in-
volving the production of platinum for sale into the United States. We
need platinum to meet the automobile pollution problem, and the re-
quirements will be quite large. Such projects will have both practical
and symbolic value. Also, the President had told Peterson about
Brezhnev’s discussions with the President on gas,® and had pushed Pe-
terson on it. Peterson and Patolichev and others within our respective
delegations have had many discussions on that.

Brezhnev then interjects that he must right away issue a severe
reprimand to Patolichev, and to the extent he can, to Peterson, for
working too slowly on gas. He adds that Peterson must know what a
reprimand means in the Soviet Union. He tells us to advise the Presi-
dent of such reprimand and the need for quicker movement on gas
projects. (Again, all this reprimand talk was in a humorous tone.) He
states the President should know Brezhnev wants to move more
quickly on gas.

Peterson states he will be candid on gas. We have proposed to set
up a specific group under the Joint Commission to work on gas, but we
assure that such work is not to be slow. The group is needed because
the problem needs focus and definition. In energy, the US is “polluted”
with too many environmentalists. They want no local drilling and want
no deep water ports. They are very unrealistic. However, before too
many months have passed, we will find our country coming closer and
closer to agreement that we have a real need for increased energy re-
sources. This question of energy needs and policy was getting the fo-
cused attention of the US Government at the direct instructions of the
President. Peterson sincerely believes that after the election our country
will be more realistic about energy needs and will proceed more rap-
idly to get deals going in that particular field. The first basic step is to

3The two leaders discussed it on May 25 at 2:10 p.m.; see Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, volume XIV, Soviet Union, October 1971-May 1972, Document 276.
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get widespread public agreement that the energy problem is a real one.
In the meantime, there is important work to get started on. For ex-
ample, there are many different opinions, conflicting assertions, on the
Soviet gas projects. Some sources say the costs are $3—4 billion, while
others say $7-8 billion. Some say it is feasible to lay big pipe in perma-
frost; others say the permafrost situation presents many difficult and
imposing problems. Thus, work by the joint US-USSR group on gas
projects is very important to get agreement on the technological and
economic facts upon which decisions can be made.

Peterson adds there is another important thing the US is doing on
gas. We like to get the private sector involved in big projects, not just
the government. At the President’s direction, Peterson has met three or
four times with seven or eight of the biggest financial people in the
United States, including David Rockefeller, Andre Meyer, who is a se-
nior partner of the investment banking firm Lazard Freres, and the
head of our largest bank, Bank of America. These meetings are to ex-
plore potential of the private sector for financing these very large deals,
as well as to explore whether we need new financial institutions in the
United States to handle government participation in such financing. At
present, the Export-Import Bank is largely set up to handle ordinary ex-
ports. The largest amount of Export-Import credit to any country out-
standing is only slightly over $1 billion. The gas deals alone would far
exceed this kind and level of financing. The President wants us to think
in new, bigger terms for deals that are large and complex. We also have
within the United States coordination problems. For example, the Fed-
eral Power Commission determines prices at which gas can be sold,
and that body must be brought into the issue. The FPC is independent
from the President. If we are to get not only more government money,
but also private money, we also have to figure out how to bring in the
private financial sector.

Peterson concludes this portion of his presentation with the state-
ment that he will accept Brezhnev’s reprimand, but we are not sitting
on our fannies. Brezhnev says a weak excuse (again humorously).
Brezhnev adds that businessmen work quickly. Peterson points out
that his background is being a businessman but he must be a slow busi-
nessman. Brezhnev says he is just joking. Peterson says all he can do is
assure Brezhnev that the President is interested and that at his direction
Peterson is spending a lot of time with the gas companies and intends
to spend a lot of future time on this problem.

Brezhnev then states that he should first emphasize the impor-
tance of his Summit talks with the President. There was plenty of “spec-
ulation” in the world about such meetings. The greater majority of
rumors are now positive—rather reserved but clearly pronounced. His-
tory will estimate it. Given the circumstances in the USSR and in the
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United States, the facts of the Summit aimed at favorable develop-
ment—to improve the relations of the two nations, all to the benefit of
both peoples and for relaxation of tension. What would be more noble.
Perhaps the Summit meetings would not solve all problems, but every-
thing shows the efforts were noble and not wasted. World opinion con-
firms this. The Party and the Soviet nation accepted the Summit results
very well. The subject was treated with great understanding and atten-
tion. The Party is well organized and educated and can properly judge
such things, and there was favorable acceptance. Brezhnev hopes
deeds do not differ from the words. He is not criticizing US society but
reserves the right to do so elsewhere. The US has created for itself dif-
ferent institutions which argue with each other. But the tendency in the
United States is expressed favorably. Remnants of past opinion on Bol-
sheviks, Brezhnev, Patolichev, et al are not good, but in general a rea-
sonable approach is predominating in the US. Brezhnev’s impression is
that all United States institutions “shall take” a positive decision on all
that was done at the Summit, and he hopes that this is the case.

Then moving to trade matters, Brezhnev states there were decades
when the United States did not want to trade and these years were just
wasted. Nothing was achieved by that attitude. It was a waste in the life
of the society of the United States. We could have helped each other. In
a modern world, trade has not just commercial but political impor-
tance. In this sense, the Summit decisions have tremendous “colossal”
importance for the future. The President is taking steps to implement
these decisions. Peterson’s trip is an example, which Brezhnev appre-
ciates highly.

Brezhnev states that the task now is to overcome and remove all
the obstacles and difficulties with respect to trade relations. There
should be large sized transactions to the benefit of both countries. As a
political matter, it is important to resolve all these trade problems. The
President and the USSR acted correctly, courageously and far sightedly
when they signed the statement of principles at the Summit. Such prin-
ciples should provide the base for the solution of other problems. Ev-
erybody in both countries seems to accept this, showing that the solu-
tions at the Summit were correct. Congress is about to ratify important
agreements that were two years in the making. Therefore, Brezhnev
thinks that in trade matters the two nations should be doing the same.
There must be principles. To clarify, trade has to be on a reciprocal
basis. Businessmen sometimes lose three cents and make ten cents but
thatis how life is. Therefore, principles are important. If they are not es-
tablished—take MFN—we can’t have trade; it would be impossible.
This is not news to the US. Brezhnev said the same thing to the Presi-
dent, and the President realized this perhaps better than Brezhnev. This
is the first question to be resolved.
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Secondly, Brezhnev states, we are big countries with huge terri-
tories and huge resources. The USSR has “tremendous reserves of raw
materials for generations”—ores for non-ferrous metal, rare metals,
timber, “trillions” of gas and oil reserves, etc. Now that the Soviet
Union is stronger, it is opening those “vast treasures” to increase the
standard of living for the Soviet people. If we talk of large projects, no
others can do what our two countries can do together. We two coun-
tries can do big trade together.

Brezhnev states that the Soviet industries and products have been
oriented toward exporting to its traditional partners, the Socialist coun-
tries, Western Europe, the Near East, etc. This kind of trade is already
provided for in plans into the 1980s. If you take the populations of these
traditional trading partners, they are bigger than the United States—
Turkey, Italy, France, etc. The USSR cannot throw that trade away. If
we are talking about development of US-USSR trade in a big way,
trade in a conventional way would be a waste of time. It must be
bigger. He alludes to the story of the man selling eggs. The man is
asked what he is paid for the eggs per dozen, and he says two rubles.
He is then asked what he sells them for and the man says two rubles.
The response of the questioner is then: “What do you get out of all
this?” The man says, “Well, I am in business!” Trade between the US
and the USSR can have tremendous benefits not only in commercial
terms but in political terms—increasing standards of living. Payment
for projects in the USSR concerning ores, timber and processing equip-
ment, for example, could be made in products—for example, gas, oil
and mineral fertilizers. A big deal has already been done in grain. The
USSR wants to increase meat consumption and this means a rise in
cattle breeding. Under certain circumstances, there could be future
grain deals if we have good relations. This is a lesser item but it could
continue.

Brezhnev goes on to speak further of gas. It is in the ground. It has
to be transported and this can be done in either gas or liquid form. Gas
is an important money maker for the USSR. Peterson should trust the
US businessmen. Long-term deals are in order and the Soviet Union is
prepared to make 25-30 year deals. Short terms are not profitable. The
Soviet Union does not have the money for the US gas deals in the
five-year plan. It would take credit. At present 8500 kilometers of pipe-
lines are being built by the USSR for domestic and Western Europe gas
supplies. It is no secret as to the number of pipe plants the USSR has but
it is also buying pipe from Sweden, Germany and Italy. There are no
tricks or devices. Brezhnev knows his economy. Is it profitable for the
US to do a gas deal? It is up to the United States. The United States is
farsighted but competing with its friends in the world. It needs “some-
thing in its hands it can use,” in its world trade. “No political precondi-



56 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XV

tions, terms, no nothing.” The US cries poor that it hasn’t got $3 billion
but the US “wastes” a lot more in “certain places” (we all took this to be
an obvious reference to Vietnam).

Going on, Brezhnev states that, of course, these gas projects take
time. To calculate the specifics the US has experienced people and so
does the Soviet Union. Then the matter can be resolved. Perhaps 80% of
the gas to the US and 20% for Soviet use. These are details. The Siberian
gas project is a big operation. The USSR has also had negotiations with
Japan. The USSR believes it should do the Japanese gas project because
there are some goods in Japan the USSR is interested in. Recently there
have been rumors the US and Japan want a joint approach. The US
must arrive at an understanding with the Japanese. The investment
step is the heart of the matter. The terms of supply and the rest were
merely matters of techniques. For example, the Soviets could guarantee
us a fixed quantity at a price for a certain term and the US wouldn't
have to worry about all the problems.

Brezhnev also mentions the possibility of other big projects, such
as cellulose plants to be built in the USSR—perhaps a 50-50 deal. On
platinum, he states he does not know the details but Patolichev is to
continue looking into such a project. He mentions the USSR truck in-
dustry as a big item for development. Also a couple of big fertilizer
plants, both phosphorous and nitrogen. Summarizing, he states
projects could be on a “colossal” basis, worthy of the two countries.

Brezhnev states further that we can also exchange consumer goods
and capital goods such as machinery. Would require credits. The
United States has credits that could be made available. This requires
good will and a reasonable approach. The United States should roll
away the superstition and get rid of the biased opinion that used to
exist against the USSR in the US. Gas is not dependent on political
systems.

Peterson states he is a businessman and believes that gas alone
could make the US the USSR’s biggest trading partner by 1980. If Pe-
terson were to make the decision, he would do it. Peterson states, how-
ever, that it may take a few months to convince others in the US what
Peterson believes is an obvious fact. He reassures Brezhnev that he had
heard him loud and clear on gas.

Peterson states that on trucks (Kama River)* and joint projects, we
would be able to move soon. It is very important to get a few deals
started soon, even if not the biggest ones. Once we get a few projects
started, the American mentality is that other businessmen will want to
do the same thing. Thereupon Brezhnev refers to Henry Ford and how,

4 See footnote 4, Document 19.
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after discussions between Ford and Kosygin on the Soviet auto plant,
there were such noises in the United States “Poor Henry Ford” had to
suppress what he had talked about with Kosygin and the Italians
ended up building the plant.

Brezhnev states that during the current five-year plan, the USSR
wants to build another truck and automobile plant in Siberia, involving
150,000 units a year. This plant could be built with the US.

Peterson states that the Ford experience was pre-Summit. Already
people in the United States are saying that there have been no more im-
portant, bold meetings in the modern history of the world than the
Summit meetings. Brezhnev interjects that if God is willing (crossing
himself) and he comes to the US he will explain to our businessmen. Pe-
terson states that the Summit has changed things and uses as an ex-
ample our attitude toward participation in the Kama River truck plant.
He further states jokingly that modestly he will also point out that the
Ford project was pre-Peterson, and that Patolichev knows we are ready
to go on the Kama River plant.

Brezhnev states there are 250,000 million people in the USSR, and
the US should take a realistic look at the country. Peterson should look
hard at the Soviet requests to him. Peterson should treat the interest
rate issue with a “Godly” attitude. The issue of whether 3 or 6% is
important.

Peterson offers Brezhnev a bet that he states Brezhnev probably
won't take—that if we can get by the small technical problems in the
next couple of months, the US will be the largest trading partner of the
USSR by the end of this decade easily.

Brezhnev states that the US social problems are harder to solve
than in the USSR, for example, unemployment and poverty. The US
should take that into account. The USSR is prepared to “help out” with
these problems through trade. He adds that if we were enemies, the
USSR would foster crises in the United States.

Peterson states that we do have different systems and different
views about our systems. As the Summit showed, both sides agree that
“in a nuclear age there are no winners and losers.” The same is true in
trade. Both nations want peace and also have in common our efforts to
improve the standard of living in our countries.

Brezhnev interjected that if we don’t trade, both peoples live less
good lives. Brezhnev refers to his learning about an American game of
“chicken” where autos come at each other in the same lane and wait to
see who will divert first. In such a case, Brezhnev said that we both
know who would be left and we would have to ask ourselves how we
felt about that.

Peterson states history will make Brezhnev and Nixon the greatest
peacemakers in history, and beyond this each dollar saved will go into
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the pockets of our people. Brezhnev replied that history inevitably
judges leaders and inevitably such judgment is either good or bad. For
example, the Soviet people have a good impression of Roosevelt® and
not so favorable impression with regard to certain other Presidents.

On the subject of allocation of national resources as between de-
fense and consumer expenditures, Peterson states that as the Presi-
dent’s Assistant he made a special study of Japan. Japan has had the
greatest increase of GNP of any major country. It puts only 0.8% of
GNP into defense. Brezhnev interjects that the Japanese advantage is
both the lack of defense expenditures and its cheap labor. Peterson con-
tinues that the difference in what Japan spends on defense in relation to
the US is almost exactly the amount of investment the Japanese put into
plant and equipment annually.

Brezhnev states that he appreciates setting up the special working
group on gas, and he authorizes Patolichev to proceed. He urges that
businessmen be given a free hand. They should be pushed together. He
raised this with the President. He asks Peterson to tell the President
that he raised the gas project many times with Peterson. Also to tell him
that Brezhnev is confident that the understandings and agreements be-
tween us will be realized.

Peterson states that the President directed Peterson to bring Prin-
ciple Seven of the Summit principles into a reality.® (Brezhnev then
reads it.) Brezhnev then tells Peterson to “tell the President that Com-
rade Brezhnev is glad Peterson had me read it and we will abide by it.”

Brezhnev states that we have to solve lend-lease and states that he
gave his point of view to the President. They agreed to resolve the
problem on “that principle.” Brezhnev doesn’t like unpleasant words
but it is an old problem. The United States got nothing. If Brezhnev had
been General Secretary at the time and as farsighted as he is now, he
would have had the USSR act in a different way. He would have had
the USSR return all the lend-lease property left after the war. There-
upon the USSR would not be a debtor. Now, instead, the USSR even
has to pay interest. The USSR now “has to pay” and Brezhnev wants to
resolve this unpleasant problem. Brezhnev wants the President to un-
derstand the USSR proposals on time periods and feasibilities of
payment.

5 Franklin D. Roosevelt, President of the United States from 1933 to 1945.

6 Presumably a reference to the Basic Principles. Article 7 reads, “The USA and the
USSR regard commercial and economic ties as an important and necessary element in the
strengthening of their bilateral relations and thus will actively promote the growth of
such ties. They will facilitate cooperation between the relevant organizations and enter-
prises of the two countries and the conclusion of appropriate agreements and contracts,
including long-term ones.” (Public Papers: Nixon, 1972, p. 634)
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Brezhnev states he will raise one more issue, that was not on the
agenda. If the US will offer “Godly” credit terms, the Soviets would
discuss a long-term deal on soybeans, and makes another reference to
our needing something in our hands vis-a-vis the problems with our
new competitors.

Jokingly, Peterson refers to a possibility of our forming a trading
bloc with the USSR if that problem is that serious.

In closing, Brezhnev tells Peterson to give Brezhnev’s best regards
to the President, Secretary Rogers and Dr. Kissinger. He also asked Pe-
terson to advise the President that the USSR keeps working in the spirit
of the Summit and nothing will shake its position in this regard. “We
must not be hesitant.”

Following the meeting, Peterson and Brezhnev met privately for
about 15 minutes. At this point, Brezhnev told Peterson that he wanted
him to give a private message to the President on the lend lease issue.
Brezhnev said this was a very difficult issue for him and he wanted the
President to know that he was not able to go beyond the 2% interest.
Peterson mentioned the proposal made to the Soviets to split the differ-
ence between the old interest rate of 2% and new interest rates of 6 to
7% and that he had very much hoped that this would get both sides off
the hook. Brezhnev said he understood this but he still wanted me to
relay the 2% interest message to the President.
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22.  Editorial Note

On August 1, 1972, Secretary of Commerce Peter G. Peterson con-
cluded the talks of the U.S.-USSR Joint Commercial Commission in
Moscow. In a news conference at the Embassy in Moscow, he presented
a general summary of his conversations with Soviet General Secretary
Leonid L. Brezhnev and of the ongoing commercial negotiations with
the Soviet Union.

On the issue of U.S. credits to the Soviet Union, Peterson said that
it was “clear from this visit that interest rates are viewed differently in
our society and here.” He continued: “More than once during our dis-
cussions we have heard reference to the idea of ‘godly’ interest rates. I
take this as a euphemism for low interest rates. Well, we know that
there are many bankers who lend money who think that God is high in
the heavens. And it might be argued, therefore, that there are some-
what different perceptions of what ‘godly” interest rates mean. It is no
secret that in the course of the grain agreement the Soviet Union had
hoped for long-term arrangements up to 10 years and very low interest
rates at 2 percent. I think that what has emerged from these sessions is
growing acceptance of the basic principle that if the President decided
to make any determination, it cannot be one that involves conces-
sionary rates or concessionary procedures. He means that interest rates
and terms must be the same as those offered other countries and that
the procedures by which we approve credit must be the same as for
other countries.”

With regard to most-favored-nation status (MFN) for the Soviet
Union, Peterson said: “If we were to grant each other most-
favored-nation treatment, the symmetry is obviously something less
than perfect. Here, the state trade monopoly buys everything and sells
everything for what are clearly reasons of its own. For that reason, what
it buys, what it sells, who it buys from, who it sells to, and what it pays
can obviously be subjective decisions, not market decisions. And there-
fore there is potential for discrimination, whether that is the intent or
not.” He continued that “in a non-market economy, it means that such
issues as dumping become a real possibility, whether intentional or
not.” He concluded, “It is important, therefore, in building a permanent
commercial relationship that we anticipate these possibilities and de-
cide how they are to be handled.”

Turning to lend-lease, Peterson said, “I think the two governments
have come somewhat closer together on the lend-lease issue.” He con-
tinued, “I think it is entirely possible that this is one of those issues that
in the final analysis will have to be resolved at the highest level of both
governments.” At another point, he noted, “it is very unlikely that our
President will extend Exim credit until the lend-lease problem is satis-
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factorily resolved. In turn, the Soviet Union does not wish to pay its
lend-lease amounts until the MFN question is satisfactorily resolved.”
He stated that “it would not be at all surprising if on one or two of these
critical items, we will find ourselves in a situation in which decisions at
the highest level of the two governments will be involved.” (Depart-
ment of State Bulletin, September 11, 1972, pages 285-288)

In response to a question regarding the connection between the
commercial talks and political considerations, Peterson said, “The
more favorable the political environment, the more political tensions
are reduced, given the kind of system we have in the United States, the
more likely, I think, that the American public, the Congress, and others
will support the concept of expanded trade, support the concept of ex-
panded credit.” (Ibid., page 292) In an article published in The New York
Times, reporter Hedrick Smith suggested that Peterson’s remarks “im-
plied that Soviet help in easing tension in such areas as Vietnam would
influence Washington.” (“Big Issues Block U.S.-Soviet Trade,” The New
York Times, August 2, 1972, page 47)

On August 4, National Security Council Staff member Helmut
Sonnenfeldt, who had accompanied Peterson to Moscow, reported his
views in a memorandum to the President’s Assistant for National Secu-
rity Affairs Henry A. Kissinger. Sonnenfeldt, who sent the memo-
randum in advance of Kissinger’s conversation with Dobrynin sched-
uled for later that day, wrote, “Here, again, we have press problems:
the NYT stories that we are stalling to extract Vietnam help from the
Soviets.

“— Tell D. [Dobrynin] that none of these stories came from us. The
only thing Peterson said—as the Soviets know—was that trade is re-
lated to the political environment. This is elementary and Moscow
knows this as well as we do.

“—We were not stalling in the Moscow talks. On the contrary we
found the Soviets almost completely inflexible and got the impres-
sion—which Peterson mentioned to Patolichev—that the Soviets might
be supposing that because of the election the President was so eager for
a deal that they can afford to play a game of chicken with us.

“—OQur position is that since the Soviets raised the issue of an
overall trade agreement, we, too, want to go for an integrated, compre-
hensive deal which commands Congressional and public support.
Hence, we cannot accept the Soviet Lend-Lease position and have to in-
sist on such points as arbitration and copyright. We also have to push
for adequate business facilities for U.S. firms and must protect our-
selves on the anti-dumping issue. We are not trying to squeeze the So-
viets and fully recognize that they have problems on these matters; but
our point is that if there is to be a comprehensive approach, it must be
viable and cannot leave the President exposed.
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“—We remain very interested in joint ventures and Peterson’s
tactic, on instructions, was to try to identify some deals that we can
move on urgently—like platinum. Gas is so complex that it takes more
time; we don’t want to get hung up on those complexities.

“—The Soviets should do careful homework and we will be ready
before your trip in September to receive a senior official from Moscow
to get the issues narrowed. We will also do careful homework in the
meantime.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC
Files, Box 495, President’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 13)

23. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, August 4, 1972.

PARTICIPANTS

Russian Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger

The meeting took place in an extremely cordial atmosphere.

SALT

Dobrynin began the meeting by a rather strong attack on the
Jackson Resolution.” He said it would be very difficult to understand in
Moscow why such a measure should be pushed by the Administra-
tion.® T said it was not pushed by the Administration, but indeed that

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 495, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 13. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes
Only. The luncheon meeting took place at the Soviet Embassy.

2On August 3, the U.S. Senate ratified the ABM Treaty by a vote of 88-2. On the
same day, Senator Henry M. Jackson (D-WA) substituted his own version of a resolution
approving the U.S.-Soviet Interim Agreement on limiting offensive strategic nuclear
weapons, i.e. the SALT agreement. Jackson’s amendment to the original resolution ap-
proving the agreement “put Congress on record as favoring the principle of numerical
equality on offensive weapons in any treaty negotiated in the next round of the strategic
arms limitations talks.” Jackson’s resolution also contained an admonition that if Mos-
cow took any steps—even ones permitted under the Interim Agreement—that endan-
gered U.S. strategic forces, “this would be ground for abrogating the agreement.” (John
W. Finney, “Senate Approves Missile Pact with Soviet on Missiles, 88-2,” The New York
Times, August 4, 1972, p. 1)

3 The New York Times reported that Jackson's substitute resolution approving the In-
terim Agreement was “apparently supported by the White House.” (Ibid.) In an August 4
memorandum to Kissinger, Sonnenfeldt recommended that Kissinger tell Dobrynin that
“regardless of what The New York Times may say, we did not put Jackson up to the resolu-
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we had declared our neutrality. Dobrynin said it would never make
any sense in Moscow that Senator Scott would put his name on a reso-
lution not supported by the White House. He thought it was very un-
fortunate and that we would pay a price totally out of proportion to
any possible gain. He said that we should remember that Brezhnev and
the President signed it jointly; how would we feel if the Soviets at-
tached reservations on their part even if they repeated things that had
already been agreed upon? I told Dobrynin I would have to see what
could be done at this late stage. Dobrynin said that he had no official
authority but he wanted to tell me that it really would make a great
deal of difference if some progress could be made.

Nuclear Understanding

We then turned to my trip to the Soviet Union. Dobrynin said they
expected some definite progress on the nuclear understanding, and
they were prepared to sign it early in October when he thought it
would do us a great deal of good. I said we would do our best, but that
their present draft was not quite acceptable.* He said it would help if I
could give him a counterdraft. I said I would do my best. Dobrynin
pointed out that he would return to the Soviet Union on August 14th
for about two weeks, so that it would really be quite important to have
such a draft available by then.

Economic Relations

We then talked about the economic negotiations. Dobrynin
pointed out that there had not been as much progress as we had ex-
pected, but he assumed that this was due to our desire to keep matters
in status quo until September. He asked whether I thought we would
settle for 3% on the Lend-Lease. I said we would have to study it but we
would certainly make a major effort to get the Lend-Lease agreement
settled in September, particularly if they were willing to meet us some
part of the way.

Dobrynin reiterated Brezhnev’s great interest in the LNG project.’
I again pointed out that we were in principle willing, but that it was a
technically complex issue which required further study.

tion” and that “we have been trying” to “get the language changed so that it will create no
problems for the USSR.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files,
Box 495, President’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 13)

4See Document 17 and footnote 3 thereto.

5 A reference to a proposed gas deal between the Soviet Union and the United
States, in which the United States would assist in the development of Soviet liquefied nat-
ural gas fields in exchange for imports. Regarding Brezhnev’s interst in the project, see
Document 21. See also Document 69.
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Middle East

In a half-hearted way Dobrynin asked whether we had any papers
on the Middle East. I told him that we hadn’t made too much progress
but I didn’t have the impression that he really wanted to pursue the
topic.

Spy Cases

We reviewed the status of the $200 thousand payoff for Markelov
and Ivanov and the legal steps that had to be taken to return $180 thou-
sand from it.°

Kissinger Trip

Dobrynin told me that during my visit Brezhnev personally
wanted to conduct the negotiations. But since no official decision to
that effect had been made, he could not give me the formal notification.
Also, he thought that the Soviet Union would agree to an announce-
ment on September 5th, though again no official position had been
taken.

Vietnam

I then handed Dobrynin our opening statement and draft plan
from our August 1st meeting with the North Vietnamese for the per-
sonal information of Brezhnev.

Dobrynin said that the only information they had about the July
19th meeting® was that I had presented my proposals in a very concilia-
tory way but I had not gone beyond what had already been presented
in Moscow. He asked me whether I had anything to add. I said no, I
didn’t wish to add anything to what they had already been told by their
allies.

I told Dobrynin that I hoped that North Vietnam would not con-
fuse the impact of the election. They should know that under pressure
we always moved forward. Dobrynin remarked that the North Viet-

¢ Igor Ivanov, a chauffeur for the Soviet trade agency Amtorg, was convicted of es-
pionage in October 1963. Ever since, pending appeals, he had been free on $100,000 bail.
Valerii Markelov, a Soviet translator at the UN, had been arrested on February 14, 1972,
for espionage. Haig wrote in a memorandum to Kissinger on August 3 that “Justice is
moving rapidly on Ivanov so that the $80,000 [of the original bail] can be returned by the
end of the week or the first of next week to the Soviets.” Haig also reported that Justice
was recommending “that we move on the 15th to get the $100,000 back in the Markelov
case at a time when the regular judge [who was then on vacation] will be back temporari-
ly and can do it quietly and gracefully.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materi-
als, NSC Files, Box 995, Alexander M. Haig Chronological File)

7 See Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume VIII, Vietnam, January 1972-October
1972, Document 225.

8 See ibid., Document 207.
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namese were undoubtedly counting on the fact that we would become
more conciliatory under the pressure of the campaign. In his judgment
they would wait until the end of September to see whether the Presi-
dent still held a substantial lead, and then they would make a move if
they thought there was no probability of an electoral outcome. He said
he had begun to wonder whether McGovern represented really a new
alignment of forces or was similar to the Goldwater phenomenon. I
said we would soon know, but that we would not pay any attention to
domestic politics; we would pursue the strategy which we consider to
be in the national interest. Dobrynin said that there could be no doubt
that they wanted to win.

We agreed to meet again on August 11th.

24. Memorandum for the President’s File by the Executive
Director of the Council for International Economic Policy
(Flanigan)'

Washington, August 11, 1972.

At10:30 on August 11 the President met for 30 minutes with Secretary
Peterson, Dr. Kissinger, and Peter Flanigan in the Oval Office. Secretary Pe-
terson was to report on the Peterson-led delegation to Moscow for the
first meeting of the US-USSR Commercial Commission.

Peterson told the President that the Soviets were hard negotiators
and were occasionally sticklers for a non-substantive point. Peterson
was convinced, however, that the Soviets need the deal more than the
U.S. does from an economic point of view, and that Brezhnev needs it
from a personal point of view.

In describing his long meeting with Brezhnev on the Black Sea,
Peterson said that the two issues obviously important to Brezhnev
were a gas deal and the settlement of lend-lease.

With regard to a gas deal, the President made clear that he wanted
at least a very strong appearance of interest on our side. He recognized
Brezhnev’s personal commitment here, and wanted to meet it by very
obvious cosmetic actions if we could not meet it by substantive actions.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Special
Files, President’s Office Files, Box 89, Memoranda for the President, Beginning August 6,
1972. No classification marking.

2 See Document 21
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With regard to lend-lease, Peterson urged that if the President
agrees to a lend-lease settlement (Peterson believes concessions in this
area are possible), he insist the lend-lease settlement be a part of an
overall deal and that the President stay tough on a comprehensive
trade agreement. The President agreed with this proposal.

The President instructed Kissinger to work out a message® which
could be sent to Brezhnev regarding our interest in a gas deal, and also
to give thought to the best way to reach a lend-lease settlement.

3 Not found.

25.  Memorandum of Conversation'
Washington, August 11, 1972, 1:15-3 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
His Excellency Anatoliy F. Dobrynin, Ambassador of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics to the United States

The lunch was shifted to the Soviet Embassy from the Map Room
at the last moment because the President’s departure for Camp David
had brought the press to the South Lawn.

Dobrynin began the lunch by reflecting about the Presidential
campaign. He was not clear in his own mind whether McGovern repre-
sented a new phenomenon or simply a reflection of a political accident.
He asked how McGovern would react in a crisis. I replied that it was
hard to predict but the possibility of a violent, outraged reaction to
provocation could not be excluded. Dobrynin replied that in that
case it was important to keep tension high but just below the level of
explosion.

Economic Relations

Turning to economic issues Dobrynin asked how I assessed Pe-
terson’s trip. I replied that the topics were complex and technical. It

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 495, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 13. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes
Only. The meeting took place at the Soviet Embassy. At the meeting, Kissinger handed
Dobrynin a draft announcement of Kissinger’s upcoming trip to Moscow from Septem-
ber 10 to 13. (Ibid.)
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was therefore inevitable that discussions would be prolonged. I said
that I expected to settle the Lend-Lease issue when I visited Moscow in
September at a figure between our last two proposals (4%2% to 2%). 1
would also be prepared to suggest major progress on LNG following
Brezhnev’s injunction that there should be deeds not words. I pointed
out that we were planning to establish a Presidential Commission on
gas in the latter part of September to give a focus to our policy. The So-
viet leaders could help by making sure we were informed about their
dealings with private U.S. companies or there was likely to be total
chaos. Dobrynin indicated that he considered this approach extremely
positive.

I'said that we would have Lynn stand by to join me in Moscow and
I therefore suggested putting the economic issue first on the agenda.
Dobrynin indicated a readiness to go along with this.

Nuclear Understanding

The conversation next turned to the nuclear agreement. Dobrynin
said that Brezhnev was very eager for it to come off. I told him sketchily
of my conversation with the British.”> They had been appalled at the
whole idea. I was now asking them to redraft an acceptable first clause
without having shown them the Soviet text. Dobrynin replied that he
had expected this reaction but Britain should be reassured by Article
III. I pointed out that this should be introduced only after the principle
of an agreement was established. Dobrynin indicated continued great
concern. I said that I would try to have a draft by August 18.

Middle East

Dobrynin next produced a letter from Brezhnev (attached)® urging
a resumption of bilateral Middle East negotiations. He hoped I would
have a concrete scheme in September. I indicated that it would be diffi-
cult to come up with a comprehensive scheme given all the other pres-
sures on me. Dobrynin suggested that some concrete proposal re-
garding what we meant by security zones would advance matters. He
eschewed the pretense that the Soviet withdrawal represented an ad-

2 Kissinger wrote in his memoirs: “At the end of July 1972, I had used the regular
visit to Washington by Sir Burke Trend, the British Cabinet Secretary to show him the So-
viet draft of July 21 [see Document 17]. I asked for British advice, and indicated that we
would proceed only in tandem with London. On August 10 the Foreign Office sent its So-
viet expert, Sir Thomas Brimelow, and a small group of advisers to Washington to review
the project in detail.” Kissinger continued, “In his [Brimelow’s] view, the Soviets wanted
to reduce the margin of their own uncertainty while seeking to magnify allied inhibitions
against the use of nuclear weapons. Our course must thwart those designs. Brimelow, as
did we, judged existing Soviet drafts unacceptable. I outlined a possible strategy of
seeking to transform the Soviet approach into a statement of principles of political re-
straint proscribing the threat of force, nuclear or conventional.” (Years of Upheaval, p. 278)

% Attached but not printed.
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VANCE payment on the offer of last October.* He said it was important
not to permit small countries to dominate great powers. Sadat had mis-
calculated. He had thought the request to leave would produce negoti-
ations. Instead the Soviet Union had pulled everybody out. When the
Egyptian military realized the implications for maintainence and
overall combat effectiveness it might turn out that the chapter was not
yet closed.

Korea

Dobrynin pointed out that my suggestion to avoid a UN debate on
Korea in return for the disbandment of UNCURK during the year had
been transmitted to Pyongyang. No reply had as yet been received.

Vietnam

Dobrynin then turned to Vietnam. His impression was that the
North Vietnamese were still counting on our Presidential elections—
not in the sense of counting on a McGovern victory but because they
thought we would make concessions under the pressures of a cam-
paign. I asked him what he thought. He said Hanoi had proved its lack
of concern by launching an offensive so close to the summit.” Dobrynin
thought that if the President was still far ahead in late September a
break might come. Dobrynin did not think much of Hanoi’s last pro-
posal® which he described as an offer to Thieu to negotiate his own
demise.

Other Bilateral Matters

Dobrynin asked about when he would receive the bail for Mar-
kelov and Ivanov’ and I reassured him that it would be soon.

Dobrynin then asked informally whether I could use my influence
with Time-Life to prevent the showing of the film on Khrushchev’s life.
He said it would be most appreciated in Moscow. I told him I would
talk to Donovan.?

We agreed to meet again on August 18 at the White House.

4 See Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XIV, Soviet Union, October 1971-May
1972, Document 5.

5 A reference to the Easter Offensive, March 30-October 22.

6 See Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume VIII, Vietnam, January 1972-October
1972, Document 228.

7 See footnote 6, Document 23.

8In a telephone conversation on August 28 at 3:42 p.m., Kissinger told Dobrynin
that he had spoken with Hedley Donovan, Editor-in-Chief of Time, Inc. Kissinger re-
ported that Donovan had said “they have not yet sold that film” and that “at least they
won't do it this year.” Kissinger continued: “I would assume that we will have an-
nounced the Brezhnev visit some time early next year, and then we can delay it again
until after that.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger
Telephone Conversations (Telcons), Box 14, Chronological File)
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26. Letter From Soviet General Secretary Brezhnev to President
Nixon'

Moscow, August 16, 1972.

Dear Mr. President,

In addition to our recent exchange of letters on the Middle East® I
would like to express now some considerations on a wider range of
questions in connection with your letter of July 18° and your conversa-
tion with our Ambassador in San Clemente.*

Development of events during the period of time since the meeting
in Moscow confirms, in our view, that this meeting and its results fa-
vorably influence the relations between our two countries and also
have broader international impact. It is of course important that
well-started work on implementation of the agreements and arrange-
ments achieved in Moscow should be continued further on.

We have underway, as in the United States, the process of ratifica-
tion of the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems
and everything necessary is being done that this Treaty and the Interim
Agreement on Certain Measures with Respect to the Limitation of Stra-
tegic Offensive Arms enter into force in the possible nearest time. It is
necessary, however, that meanwhile no steps or statements are made
which would cast a shadow on the big work done in achieving these
agreements.

We are contemplating now the questions to be concentrated upon
during the forthcoming second stage of negotiations on further limita-
tion of strategic offensive arms. We will be prepared to exchange
opinions with you on these questions—using for this purpose, in par-
ticular, Dr. Kissinger’s visit to Moscow in September—in order to give
then appropriate instructions to our delegations at the negotiations.

We are gratified to note the progress already achieved by appro-
priate Soviet and American authorities in implementation of the agree-

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 495, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 13. Top Secret. A handwritten notation at the
top of the letter reads: “Handed to General Haig by Amb. Dobrynin at 12:30 pm on 8/17/
72.” The text of the letter was forwarded to Kissinger in Saigon on August 17 in message
Tohak 72. (Ibid.) Kissinger was on a secret trip to Paris, Switzerland, Saigon, and Tokyo.
He visited Saigon from August 17 to 19.

2 Brezhnev’s letter to Nixon of August 8 on the Middle East is ibid. Dobrynin gave it
to Kissinger on August 11; see Document 25. For Nixon's letter to Brezhnev of July 27 on
the Middle East, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XXIII, Arab-Israeli Dispute,
1969-1972.

% Document 10.

4See Document 8.
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ments signed in Moscow on cooperation between the USSR and the US
in the fields of science and technology, research in outer space, medical
science and public health.

There is some movement forward also in the commercial and eco-
nomic field. We have come [far?] in particular for concluding an agree-
ment on purchases in the United States during a number of years of a
big quantity of grain. You attached as I remember great importance to
the achievement of such an agreement. At the same time it should be
put straight that the main questions, solution of which is necessary for a
sharp increase in the commercial and economic field—and first of all
the questions of the most favored nation treatment, credits and
debt-payments on the lend-lease—remain still unsettled. As I have al-
ready told your Secretary of Commerce Mr. Peterson’ we expect that
more understanding of the political aspects of these questions will be
displayed by the US side. For example, it would be hardly right to
apply purely commercial approach to the solution of the problem of
payment of interest in connection with the debt for the lend-lease sup-
plies, having in mind the circumstances of this debt’s origin.

In the European affairs the questions of preparing and convening
the All-European Conference are now moving to the forefront and de-
mand practical solution. We believe the time has come to fix a concrete
date of beginning the multilateral preparatory consultations. This
would give more purposefulness to the preparatory work. With due ac-
count also of the considerations of the American side it appears to be
possible to take up such consultations in any case not later than No-
vember 1972 with a view that a meeting itself, as we have agreed with
you, should be convened without undue delay.

Now a few words on the question of reduction of armed forces and
armaments in Europe. We together with our allies have always at-
tached importance to this problem, have undertaken appropriate initia-
tives and at the present time continue to contemplate the most appro-
priate ways of its solution. However, the question of reduction of
armaments in Europe should in no way,—and as we believe, this is the
essence of the understanding reached between us in Moscow on this
question,—be used for delaying and complicating the multilateral con-
sultations on preparing and carrying out the All-European Conference.

Unfortunately, Mr. President, the continuing war in Vietnam re-
mains to be a source of negative influence on international relations in
general and, it should be put straight, on the relations between our two
countries.

5See Document 21.
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It goes without saying that we positively regard the fact that in
Paris both official and unofficial meetings have been resumed and that
some forward movement has begun to show in the course of the
meetings, which took place. As it has been confirmed by your remarks
as well, the efforts taken by us contributed to the progress at the
meetings in Paris.

Now an especially responsible moment has come in the Vietnam-
ese affairs—in fact, a question is being decided whether it will be pos-
sible to put the Vietnam problem on reliable rails of political settlement
or the war there will still continue for an indefinitely long time with all
insuing consequences. One would like to hope that those possibilities
for political settlement that exist will not be lost.

In this connection one cannot but feel serious concern about the in-
cessant and even increasing bombing of the DRV territory by American
air force and other military actions by the United States against the
DRV. Information coming from Vietnam shows that the actions there of
the US armed forces have the nature of genuine terror against the pop-
ulation of that country and of systematic destruction of its economy.

Besides the fact that the increasing of bombing and other military
actions against the DRV in no way can promote the search for mutually
acceptable decisions at the table of negotiations, the following point is
important here. In these circumstances an opportunity is being re-
stricted, if not to say more for rendering assistance to political settle-
ment of the conflict on the part of those who would like to do it.

We have already informed you, Mr. President, about our will-
ingness to receive Dr. Kissinger on September 11 in Moscow in order to
discuss the course of implementation of the agreements reached during
the meeting in May, as well as to continue the search for ways of settle-
ment of those problems which still complicate our relations.

In conclusion, I would like to tell you once again that we highly
value and consider it very important and useful the established prac-
tice of confidential exchange of views between us. Especially important
is that frankness which is notable for this exchange of views. In our
opinion, only such approach can secure a basis for mutual trust so nec-
essary for genuine improvement of Soviet-American relations which
we are sincerely striving for.

Sincerely,

L. Brezhnev®

® Printed from a copy with this typed signature.
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27.  Backchannel Message From the President’s Deputy Assistant
for National Security Affairs (Haig) to the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger) in Saigon'

Washington, August 17, 1972, 2325Z.

WHS 2136/ Tohak 63. Press stories from Moscow that Soviets insti-
tuting new system of exit fees ranging from $5000 to $25,000 for edu-
cated Jews wishing to emigrate to Israel has stirred up storm among
Jewish community. Previously, there had been general $1000 exit fee.

In response to numerous calls, Rogers has agreed to meet with
three co-chairmen of Conference on Soviet Jewry Friday.? They are
Stein, Maass and Max Fisher.®> Although in that meeting, Rogers ex-
pects only to listen to Jewish leaders he is seeking authority to call in
Dobrynin to caution him that if true the above reports will cause major
political problem for President.* I understand John Mitchell and Colson
favor such démarche.” There are also indications that Democrats on
Hill may attempt to get some sort of resolution condemning Soviet

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 23, HAK Trip Files, HAK’s Secret Paris Trip, Switzerland, Saigon, Tokyo,
August 13-19, 1972, To/Frm 86971 & Backchannels. Secret; Eyes Only; Flash. A stamped
notation on the message indicates it was received in the White House Situation Room at
8:23 p.m. on August 17.

2 August 18. At 6:45 p.m. on August 17, Haig spoke by telephone with Rogers, who
warned that the Soviet position on the educational fee could “blow up in a problem for
the President quickly,” and promised when meeting the Jewish leaders “to try and cool
them off.” (Ibid., Box 998, Alexander M. Haig Chronological Files, Haig Telcons, 1972, [1
of 2])

3Jacob Stein, Richard Maass, and Max Fisher.

% Rogers checked with Haig during their August 17 telephone conversation about
calling in Dobrynin privately. Haig thought the President “will go along, but I think we
had better check with him simply because he has been so adamant about this subject.”
(National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 998, Alexander M. Haig
Chronological Files, Haig Telcons, 1972, [1 of 2])

5 Colson wrote Haig regarding the Soviet exit fees on August 17: “All of our Jewish
experts say that we are about to lose all of the important ground that we have gained with
the Jewish vote over the present brouhaha with the Soviets. Is there no end to what has to
be done to keep their vote solid? I am sorry to bother you with this one, but our Jewish
polls tell us we have real problems.” Haig replied in a memorandum to Colson on Au-
gust 19: “I can assure you that we are wrestling intensively with this issue. However, for
far more important reasons than the Jewish vote, it is essential that there be absolutely
nothing said on this subject by any White House officials. I will keep you posted on how
this explosive issue evolves.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC
Files, Box 995, Alexander M. Haig Chronological Files, Haig Chron Aug 10-24, 1972)
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measures and criticizing President for insensitivity.® Situation is of
course exacerbated by Rockefeller episode.”

Rogers has been trying to reach President on this but so far has not
apparently succeeded. I believe in the circumstances a low-key talk to
Dobrynin by Rogers is proper course. Would appreciate your urgent
reaction.

Recommend the following;:

I call Dobrynin in your behest and tell him that this matter could
stir terrible domestic political crisis since liberal Democrats are already
moving fast to establish barriers against further U.S./Soviet relations,
trade, etc. Following this call we could then give Rogers authority to
talk to Dobrynin and I will alert Dobrynin that Rogers will formally
contact him so that we can publicly confirm that we have discussed
with Soviets. Should Dobrynin have some contrary information, we
can set the Democrats up for subsequent criticism for over reaction and
at the same time not disturb our relations with the Soviets.

® Rogers also told Haig during their August 17 phone conversation that the Demo-
crats wanted the grain deal with the Soviet Union called off unless the Soviets voided
their ruling on the educational fee. Rogers suggested that “it could have a serious effect
on our relations with the Soviet Union and have a serious effect on the President’s polit-
ical ...” (Ibid., Box 998, Alexander M. Haig Chronological Files, Haig Telcons, 1972, [1 of
2])

7 In a message to Kissinger on August 14, Haig wrote: “We have had exciting 24
hours, with Governor Rockefeller announcing in Israel that you had told him that an
agreement had been worked out in Moscow at the time of the Summit which would pro-
vide for 35,000 Jews to emigrate each year. Without the benefit of talking to the Governor,
I'pulled back gently from that position and gave Ziegler the following guidance: (1) The
U.S. position on the right of emigration is clear; and (2) up to June of this year there have
been over 15,000 Jews who emigrated. At this rate, there will be between 30,000-35,000 by
the end of the year. We have nothing more to add other than to confirm in a Question and
Answer that the subject was discussed in Moscow.” (Ibid., Kissinger Office Files, Box 23,
HAK Trip Files, HAK’s Secret Paris Trip, Switzerland, Saigon, Tokyo, August 13-19,
1972, To/Frm 86971 & Backchannels)
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28.  Transcript of Telephone Conversation Between the
President’s Deputy Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Haig) and Secretary of State Rogers'

Washington, August 18, 1972, 8:45 a.m.

R: Hello, Al

H: Good morning. sir. The President called down. I passed that
word up on the Jewish problem.

R: OK.
H: Haldeman says the President does not want any démarches yet.
R: OK.

H: With the Soviets. And hoped that we could keep the meeting
today® which he recognizes is a real tough one for you, with the min-
imum possible profile.

R: Yeh, well we'll try to keep it without any profile. (Laughter)

H: OK. I don’t know how long this is going to hold, but he [Nixon]
said he’d just rather wait because he thinks the other side is gonna
overreact and the Soviets are fairly subtle too. They’ve got some things
in the fire.

R: Yeah. Well that’s fine with me. I think we had to see them
though.

H: Oh, yeah.

R: I mean see the Jewish leaders. So I think by talking to them
they’ll recognize the better thing is not to do it all publicly. But I'm
going to try to convince them to let us just handle it the way we handle
a lot of these other things and don’t—keep the lid on and don’t get out
and ...

H: But he hopes there won’t be any promise, you know, that we’re
going to hit the, you know, that they won't . ..

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 998,
Alexander M. Haig Chronological Files, Haig Telcons, 1972 [1 of 2]. No classification
marking. In message Tohak 78, August 18, Haig informed Kissinger that he had carried
out the instructions regarding Rogers’ proposed meeting with Dobrynin over the exit fee
issue. Haig wrote that “I have brutalized Rogers after clearing it with the President, and
there will be no contacts whatsoever with the Soviets.” He continued: “The meeting with
Rogers and the Jewish leaders will proceed without press in the most low-keyed way this
afternoon. I have talked to Rogers about it personally, and he understands and will com-
ply. There will be no public statement by the White House or State. Ron [Ziegler] will de-
fer to State.” (Ibid., Kissinger Office Files, Box 23, HAK Trip Files, HAK’s Secret Paris
Trip, Switzerland, Saigon, Tokyo, August 13-19, 1972, To/Frm 86971 & Backchannels)

2 A reference to Rogers’ meeting with the co-chairmen of the Conference on Soviet
Jewry. No record of the meeting was found, but the three Jewish leaders briefed the press
after the meeting. See “U.S. Is Said to Tell Soviet of Its Concern Over Jews,” The New York
Times, August 19, 1972, p. 1.
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R: Oh, I won’t make any promise, hell no. I don’t think there’s any-
thing we can do. All I want to do is just welcome them in and keep
them quiet.

H: Keep them quiet.
R: OK, fine Al
H: Thank you sir.

29. Memorandum From Secretary of Commerce Peterson to the
President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger) and the Executive Director of the Council for
International Economic Policy (Flanigan)'

Washington, August 19, 1972.

SUBJECT
Meeting of Peterson and Lynn with Dobrynin (August 15, 1972)

Dobrynin stated that Patolichev’s heart spasm suffered at the air-
port when we left was quite serious; he had gone to the hospital but
was now home recovering.

Peterson gave his favorable impressions of Brezhnev, and Do-
brynin indicated his longtime close relationship with Brezhnev. Do-
brynin wants copies of our pictures of the Brezhnev meeting.

Peterson went through the press clippings offsetting Schwartz ar-
ticle which claimed that we are tying progress on trade to assistance by
the Soviets on Vietnam.? Also, Peterson indicated how he is empha-
sizing big joint gas and raw material deals. Dobrynin seemed satisfied.

Peterson spoke frankly on our real impression of the Moscow
trade talks—that notwithstanding what we considered to be a forth-
coming package proposal to Patolichev in our private sessions, they
had not moved, and in fact had taken a couple steps backward. He
pointed out we had said this candidly to Patolichev the day before we
left and had then pointed out that if their lack of movement was by
reason of an impression the President needed agreement before the

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 67, Country Files—Europe—USSR, Map Room, Aug. 1972-May 31, 1973 [3
of 3]. Secret.

2 A reference to Moscow correspondent Harry Schwartz’ op-ed article in The New
York Times on August 7 entitled “Moscow Smiles.”
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election or for our economy, they were seriously mistaken. Peterson
added that we want an agreement, but believe that the agreement must
be comprehensive and fair so as to avoid misunderstandings later on.

Peterson gave some examples of the things we interpreted as lack
of movement on their part or steps backward.

First, on lend lease, the Soviets gave no indication of movement on
the 2% interest rate even though we had been given the impression
pre-Moscow that they were willing to negotiate the rate. There was also
no give on their part on other issues such as postponements and
making one or more initial payments not conditional on Congressional
granting of MFN.

Second, on MFN, notwithstanding discussions in earlier meetings
in 1971 and 1972, in which the Soviets understood that our export con-
trols were not negotiable, the Trade Ministry deputy in the Work
Group on the trade agreement was interjecting MFN treatment on ex-
ports as opposed to treating MFN solely as an import question.

Third, on business facilitation, Patolichev and his people acted like
the Moscow trade center, with office and hotel facilities, was a com-
pletely new thought even though the Moscow Chamber of Commerce
and Ministry of Science and Technology were pushing a U.S. pavilion,
had given copies of the plans for the center to our Embassy and had
shown interest in Dr. Hammer’s proposal’® to have U.S. participation in
building the hotel. Dobrynin took a copy of the plan and promised to
advise as to what is really going on—how firm the plans are for the
center.

Peterson also referred to our proposal for an MFN concept on of-
fice facilities for our businessmen,* which also had received a cool reac-
tion from Patolichev. Dobrynin indicated that in the last three or four
months the Soviets had decided on a rule that if a foreign company is
doing business in the USSR at a $10 million a year rate it would be enti-
tled to accreditation and office space. (This was very interesting to us
because Patolichev never has given a hint that they have a formula.)

Fourth, on arbitration, Peterson commented that the Soviets were
unwilling to write a clause making it clear that if an American busi-
nessman wants arbitration to be in a third country under third country
rules the Soviets will not insist on Moscow arbitration.

3 Armand Hammer, Chairman of Occidental Petroleum Corporation, announced
on July 19 that his corporation had signed a five-year technical assistance agreement with
the Soviet Government to “include exploration, production and use of natural gas and
crude oil; agricultural fertilizers and chemicals; metal treating and plating; design and
building of hotels; and utilization of solid wastes.” (“Occidental, Soviet Unveil Five-Year
Technical Accord,” Wall Street Journal, July 19, 1972, p. 2)

4 Peterson described this proposal during his press conference of August 1; see Doc-
ument 22.
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Peterson also outlined our proposals on copyrights and taxes, in-
cluding the reasons why satisfactory resolution of the copyright issue
could favorably influence receptivity here on the whole trade package,
including MFN. Dobrynin stated he did not think ideological problems
were the cause of Soviet slowness to respond on the copyrights. Joining
the international convention was turned down sometime back, but at
that time it seemed clear that this was the thing to do as a matter of eco-
nomics—they would earn a lot less royalties than the amount they
would have to pay. He thinks it is an economic issue and if they con-
clude that with the change in balance of publishing it is now good busi-
ness to join, they will.

At the conclusion of Peterson’s outline of examples of lack of
movement, Dobrynin asked whether we had expressed our concern to
Brezhnev. Peterson pointed out that we made our package proposal to
Patolichev on Friday, we met with Brezhnev on Sunday, gave Patoli-
chev our impression of the lack of progress on Monday and left
Tuesday morning.” Peterson pointed out that in our meeting with
Brezhnev, he had stated that he didn’t want to get into the details. Thus
we felt it better to wait for Patolichev’s response on Monday. Dobrynin
then indicated that we shouldn’t be discouraged because the lack
of movement on Monday was probably due to a lack of time for Pa-
tolichev to go through the governmental processes to get further
instructions.

Peterson then outlined our Moscow discussions on the gas and
other special projects. He surveyed the complexities of the deci-
sion-making process in the U.S. Government on the gas issue and said
he was afraid the Soviets had a mistaken impression that the matter
was entirely in Peterson’s hands and that he could simply tell U.S. com-
panies to go to it and they would. He stated his own opinion that these
projects should be carried out and that within a few months there
would start to be affirmative action on the gas.

Dobrynin indicated his own personal awareness of the complexity
from our standpoint, including sophistication on the FPC issues as ex-
emplified by the Algerian gas case.® He said one of the problems was
that other countries such as France and Japan do direct their companies
to a large degree, and it will take some time for the Soviet trade people
to understand that the U.S. does not play the same role. He pointed out

5 Friday, August 11; Sunday, August 13; Monday, August 14; Tuesday, August 15.

6 In June 1972, the Federal Power Commission approved the importation of 1 billion
cubic feet of LNG from Algeria. On August 18, the FPC held a rehearing of the issue in
response to complaints from applicant companies that the project would not be “feasible
financially” unless the FPC removed various conditions that it had imposed on the
planned LNG imports. (Douglas Watson, “Rules by FPC Seen Peril to Gas Imports,”
Washington Post, August 19, 1972, p. B1)
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that Kuzmin, who did the grain deal,” was puzzled by our reluctance to
recommend U.S. banks to issue the CCC letters of credit on the grain
purchases. Since Dobrynin had known David Rockefeller from U.N.
days, he called Rockefeller to ask if interested. He was and called Do-
brynin later to thank him.

On the gas, Peterson pointed out we were confused by what
seemed to be somewhat contradictory signals from the Soviets on the
gas deals involving our West Coast. On the one hand, in Moscow we
were given the green light to have our companies proceed jointly with
the Japanese. On the other hand, we now had word that the Soviets
were advising the Japanese that because the U.S. companies seemed to
lack interest, the Soviets were going to proceed with the Japanese.® Do-
brynin promised to get a better reading on the situation and advise us
by the end of the week. (He did and told us it was perfectly all right for
us to work jointly with the Japanese on the Yakutsk project.)

Dobrynin was also very interested in other projects that might be
put together promptly. We identified platinum, iron pellets, and the
hotel, the fertilizer plants talked about by Hammer and the phosphorus
and nitrogen fertilizer plants and cellulose plants which Brezhnev had
mentioned.

Dobrynin observed, off the record, that one of the problems in get-
ting good communications on such projects and accelerating them is
that his Embassy has had very poor commercial competence. The
reason, he says, is that there has been so little economic action between
our countries. Commercial work at the Embassy has not been very im-
portant in the past. Now that trade is moving to the forefront, he is
trying to beef up their expertise in the Embassy. He was recently
amazed to find that on certain aspects of our laws, he knew a lot more
than his commercial people did.

At the close of the meeting Dobrynin observed that what is some-
times needed is a clear direction from above to get on with work and to
keep the subordinates from being too stubborn on certain specifics. As
an example, he pointed out that Brezhnev had finally stepped into the
drafting of the SALT papers and overruled the position their negotia-

7 See Document 7.

8 See footnote 3, Document 8. Haig wrote Kissinger in message Tohak 58, August
17: “In two recent telegrams, Embassy Tokyo has reported that the Soviets have ap-
proached Japanese business interests for discussions of natural gas deals involving the
Yakutsk fields which the Soviets previously talked about to U.S. firms and to Peterson.
The Soviets apparently left the impression that deals with us were not working out and
they were therefore approaching Japanese business representatives in early September.”
(National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Office Files, Box
23, HAK Trip Files, HAK’s Secret Paris Trip, Switzerland, Saigon, Tokyo, August 13-19,
1972, To/Frm 86971 & Backchannels)
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tors had been taking on the wording of a particular clause. Our impres-
sion was that Dobrynin was not sympathetic to the sphinx-like ap-
proach taken by the deputy-level Soviet trade negotiators in Moscow.

30. Memorandum From Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)"

Washington, August 21, 1972.

SUBJECT
Your Next Meeting with Dobrynin

1. MBFR/CSCE

Beam saw Kuznetsov this morning, as instructed, and drew a very
negative reaction to his effort to obtain a Soviet commitment to begin
preliminary MBEFR talks in conjunction with our agreeing to November
22 as the opening date of CSCE consultations. At Tab A are (1) Beam’s
instructions,” (2) Beam'’s reporting cable’ and (3) a memo on how you
may want to pursue this with Dobrynin*—try to get general Soviet
agreement to start the MBER talks within about the same time frame as
CSCE talks. You could try to set this up so that you can get this Soviet
agreement in Moscow, but it may not be possible to keep the bureau-

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 67, Country Files—Europe—USSR, Map Room, Aug. 1972-May 31, 1973 [3
of 3]. Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes Only. Kissinger wrote several notes on the mem-
orandum: “Opening of Consulate;” “Exchange of information when Gromyko is here;”
“David Rockefeller;” “26th Representation;” “Gas Committee;” “Middle Ground;”
“Grechko;” “Troop withdrawals;” “With Thieu or without Thieu keep framework;” and
“Ivanov—reduce sentence.”

2 Attached but not printed is telegram 149897 to Moscow, August 17.

3 Telegram 8334 from Moscow; Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XXXIX, Euro-
pean Security, Document 106.

*In the attached August 21 memorandum to Kissinger, Sonnenfeldt wrote that
Kuznetsov “asserted our approach can only be interpreted as making preparatory CSCE
talks conditional on beginning exploratory talks on force reductions. Such a linkage, the
Soviet side decisively rejects.” Sonnenfeldt recommended three potential courses of ac-
tion to Kissinger: “How to proceed: we can (1) accept the CSCE date, and hope to badger
the Soviets into MBFR; (2) send MBFR invitations and separately inform the Soviets that
we will accept CSCE date in the ‘near future” without conditions; and (3) stand fast, and
continue discussions with the Soviets to nail down parallelism (this would probably be a
subject for you in Moscow).”
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cracy and the NATO allies quiet for three weeks. (Beam’s reporting
message was blasted all over hell and gone.) There also is a slight prob-
lem that if it turns out that you pull this one off in Moscow, all the old
fears about bilateralism will be aroused again.

Consequently, since Kuznetsov did remain silent when Beam
asked him to name a date for the opening of MBEFR talks, irrespective of
any connection with CSCE, you might try first of all to enlist Dobry-
nin’s help in getting further consideration in Moscow, making clear
that while we are not crudely linking our acceptance of November 22
for CSCE talks with the opening of the MBER talks, there is a political
connection which we just cannot ignore. We also have at stake the cred-
ibility of what was agreed at the Moscow summit.

2. Soviet Ships to Chicago

At Tab B° is an updated memo on this messy matter. You may
want to call Peterson about it in Miami® before proceeding with Do-
brynin, since it might be preferable to have him make the pitch to the
latter and keep you out of it. But there has to be fast action and it has to
be through Dobrynin. If the Soviets do not withdraw their request to
send the ships and they go in—the first one is scheduled for Saturday—
Gleason is going to blow his stack and there may be serious political
embarrassment.

The Soviet problem undoubtedly is partly bureaucratic. The Ship-
ping Ministry is probably upset that Peterson talked to Patolichev on
something they think is their baby. But Patolichev is well plugged in to
Brezhnev and with Dobrynin’s help I think we can avoid a blow-up.

3. Trade Talks

Peterson had a long talk with Dobrynin last week (Tab C)’ the ac-
count of which you should read. He took quite a hard line on matters
where the Soviets have not yielded an inch or backpedaled. I think this
sets up what you will wish to do in Moscow (see my memo in your

5In the attached memorandum to Kissinger, also August 21, Sonnenfeldt wrote:
“Working through normal channels, the Soviet Embassy and a U.S. shipping agent have
submitted a request for three Soviet merchant ships to call at Chicago between August 26
and September 15, 1972, to load soybeans destined for the USSR. If we are not to imperil
the very delicate U.S.-Soviet maritime negotiations and to avoid the risk of upsetting the
ILA’s Gleason with a resultant public statement adverse to the Administration’s interests,
it will be necessary for you to intervene with Ambassador Dobrynin to have the Soviets
withdraw these requests and to have the cargoes moved instead in third-flag shipping.”
On the reaction of Gleason and the ILA to the U.S.-Soviet maritime negotiations, see foot-
note 6, Document 9.

6 Peterson was in Miami at the Republican National Convention.
7 Printed as Document 29.
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Moscow book)® provided we get Peterson and Lynn to get the work
done. As far as Dobrynin is concerned you may want at this session to
tell him that you will be prepared to talk about economic problems,
that they should do their homework since it will be necessary to deal
with the issues in a comprehensive manner though in terms of prin-
ciples rather than specific detail.

If you want to have Lynn to cover commercially, you should alert
Dobrynin to the need to issue a visa, to have him met at Moscow airport
and to house him—all of this will have to be done by the Soviets.

You should be aware that Commerce today is handing the visiting
head of the American Department of the Soviet Foreign Trade Ministry
our latest version of a trade agreement. This, too, will keep matters in a
holding pattern pending your Moscow trip.

On gas, you may simply want to tell Dobrynin that we are contin-
uing to work up our position’ and expect to have concrete ideas when
you get to Moscow.

4. Jewish Emigration

There are newspaper stories that the US has been in touch with the
Soviet Government to express its concern about the new Soviet law re-
quiring an emigration fee for educated persons going to “Capitalist”
countries. As best as I can determine this is not accurate; however, our
consular section in Moscow has been trying to get the text of the new
law, so far without success. The issue continues to figure quite promi-
nently in diplomatic traffic between the US and interested Western
countries and the Israelis are continuing to keep it alive.'” Dobrynin no
doubt understands our problem though it may actually help him in re-
porting on it if you point out that forces hostile to US-Soviet rapproche-
ment are using it against the Administration in this country.

8 See Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XIV, Soviet Union, October 1971-May
1972, Document 125.

9 See Documents 24 and 29. On August 21, Kissinger discussed the gas issue in a
telephone conversation with Peterson, who said: “You know that we don’t need the gas
and we can get it domestically.” Kissinger replied: “But we want it for political reasons.”
Peterson then added “even for economic reasons,” and “whatever happens in the United
States we're going to need this gas desperately.” Kissinger replied, “I don’t give a damn.”
Peterson continued: “And my feeling is that even if we didn’t need it, unless I am mis-
taken, the carrot here is of sufficient attractiveness that [it] would be worth a little
dough.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Tele-
phone Conversations (Telcons), Box 14, Chronological File)

W1 message Tohak 78, August 18, Haig informed Kissinger that Meir had publicly
attacked the Soviets regarding the exit fee issue. (Ibid., Kissinger Office Files, Box 23,
HAK Trip Files, HAK’s Secret Paris Trip, Switzerland, Saigon, Tokyo, August 13-19,
1972, To/Frm 86971 & Backchannels)
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5. Nuclear Use

The next text is at Tab D. By way of explanation you may simply
want to say that (1) we have gone as far as we can in referring to the ac-
tual ban on use, (2) since this is obviously integrally related to political/
military relations, the rest of the document seeks to define the evolution
in our relations that will make a ban feasible, (3) the issue is highly com-
plicated (viz. the debate we are now being subjected to in the Senate on
SALT) and we are going just as far as we can.

6. Vietnam

By way of background, you should be aware that Soviet propa-
ganda—like the Brezhnev letter''—is hitting hard on the bombing. So
did Soviet coverage of Le Duc Tho’s Moscow stopover, which was un-
usual in that a communiqué was issued at all. (Kirilenko and Ka-
tushev'? saw him in the absence of more senior leaders.)

7. Middle East

You may want to deny any intention of seeing Heikal” in Munich.
(The Egyptians quite predictably are now busy telling the world that
they hope to enlist our help both on hardware and diplomatically. This
ought for now to be permitted to stand on its own without encourage-
ment from us.)

113

Tab D

Draft of the Agreement on the Prevention of Nuclear War'*
DECLARATION

Guided by the objectives of strengthening world peace and inter-
national security:

Conscious that nuclear war could have devastating consequences
for mankind:

Proceeding from the desire to bring about conditions in which the
the danger of an outbreak of nuclear war could be reduced and ulti-
mately eliminated:

1 Document 26.

12 Andrei Kirilenko and Konstantin Katushev, members of the Secretariat of the
CPSU Central Committee.

13 Mohammed Hassanein Heikal, editor of the newspaper Al Ahram and confidante
of Egyptian President Anwar Sadat.

4 No classification marking.
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Proceeding from the basic principles of relations between the
United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
signed in Moscow on May 29, 1972:

Proceeding from their obligations under the Charter of the United
Nations regarding the maintenance of peace, refraining from the threat
or use of force, and the avoidance of war, and in conformity with the
various agreements to which either has subscribed:

The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of
America have agreed the following:

L. The United States and the Soviet Union declare that in their inter-
national relations they will make it their goal to create conditions in
which recourse to nuclear weapons will not be justified.

II. The two parties agree that the conditions referred to in the pre-
ceding paragraph presuppose the effective elimination of the threat or
use of force by one party against the other, by one party against the
allies of the other, and by either party against third countries in circum-
stances which may endanger international peace and security.

III. The two parties agree to develop their mutual relations in a
way consistent with the above purposes. If at any time relations be-
tween states not parties to this declaration appear to involve the risk of
a nuclear conflict, the two parties, acting in accordance with the terms
of this declaration, will make every effort to avert this risk.

IV. Nothing in this declaration shall affect the obligations under-
taken by the parties towards third countries, nor shall it impair the pro-
visions of the Charter of the United Nations relating to the maintenance
or restoration of international peace and security. In particular, nothing
in this declaration shall affect the inherent right of individual or collec-
tive self-defense.

31. Editorial Note

President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs Kissinger met
briefly with Soviet Ambassador Dobrynin from 10:56 to 11:10 a.m. on
the morning of August 21, 1972. (Library of Congress, Manuscript Divi-
sion, Kissinger Papers, Box 438, Miscellany, 1967-76) Although no
memorandum of conversation has been found, Kissinger discussed his
meeting with Dobrynin in a telephone conversation with Nixon at
12:28 p.m. on August 21. He told Nixon that “Dobrynin was very fasci-
nating about Vietnam—he said he wanted us to know that they [the So-
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viets] were real eager to get it settled.” The transcript of their conversa-
tion continues:

“RN: Good, was he?

“HK: Heard that when Le Duc Tho came through Moscow, he did
see a Politburo member but only number 5—that Brezhnev and the
others, even though they were there, wouldn’t see him. He said they
are playing it very stupidly, they are still hoping we will make addi-
tional concessions.

“RN: The Russians are?

“HK: No, no, the North Vietnamese.

“RN: The Russians want the damn thing settled. I don’t think they
ever did until we went over there—but they do now.

“HK: They did ever since about April when they realized that it
was really risking their relations with us.

“RN: Sure, that’s what I mean. As long as it would irritate us
without irritating their relations on bigger things, it was okay, but now
it’s that way around, and frankly, I think the Chinese think the same
thing.

“HK: No question about it. That’s true about both of them.

“RN: Okay, Henry, thank you very much.

“HK: Right, Mr. President.” (National Archives, Nixon Presiden-
tial Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Telephone Conversations (Telcons),
Box 14, Chronological File)
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32. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, August 22, 1972.

PARTICIPANTS

Russian Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin
Dr. Henry A Kissinger

The meeting was to review outstanding issues prior to Dobrynin’s
departure for Moscow.

Vietnam

Dobrynin opened the meeting by reading me a long account of the
report that Le Duc Tho had given summing up our three Paris meetings
(July 19, August 1, and August 14).> It was on the whole a fair and cor-
rect report. According to Le Duc Tho, I had agreed to the fact that there
were two governments and two and a half political forces in South
Vietnam. I had indicated that we would move to some middle ground
between their position and ours, but I had been too vague in my formu-
lations. The North Vietnamese concern was that I was trying to get
them into a position where they agreed on certain principles and would
have to negotiate the details with the South Vietnamese, a process
which might take forever. The North Vietnamese were also very much
afraid that we would go back into South Vietnam after the election. Fi-
nally, they insisted that what we really wanted was for them to operate
within the existing constitution—maybe without Thieu but at least
with a structure which could survive without Thieu. All of these were
matters that they found very hard to accept.

On the other hand, Dobrynin continued, they had reported in
Moscow that we had been more flexible, and that they were on the
whole more optimistic than they had been before I had given them
credit for having made a concession with respect to Thieu’s staying in

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 495, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 13. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes
Only. The breakfast meeting took place in the White House Map Room. According to
Kissinger’s Record of Schedule, he met with Dobrynin from 9 to 10:40 a.m. (Library of
Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box 438, Miscellany, 1967-76) In a sub-
sequent telephone conversation at 1:13 p.m., Kissinger and Dobrynin discussed CSCE,
MBEFR, and the issue of opening Consulates in Leningrad and San Francisco. (National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Telephone Conversations
(Telcons), Box 14, Chronological File) For the portions of the conversation dealing with
CSCE and MBER, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XXXIX, European Security,
Document 107.

2Gee Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume VIII, Vietnam, January 1972-October
1972, Documents 207, 225, and 246.
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office until after a settlement. And also by setting up the forums. An-
other difference between them and us was that we allegedly wanted to
have all forums operate side by side, while they wanted to have every-
thing settled with us before they opened the other forums.

I'told Dobrynin that a number of things were based on a misunder-
standing. We accepted the priority of the DRV-U.S. forum, but it
seemed to me that they were working against their purposes if they
waited until we could settle all their ten points.’ It would be close to the
end of the election period, and in that case even if they opened the other
forums it would be too late for us really significantly to affect them, so I
felt they were being counterproductive. The difference between them
and us was that we wanted to move each point as it was concluded into
the other forums, while they wanted to have everything done. But since
they had a veto over it, we would probably eventually yield on it.

Secondly, with respect to the political evolution, the real difference
was that they wanted a guarantee of their takeover from us, while we
wanted to start a political evolution—which as a historian I had to say
they had a very good chance of winning but which they were not guar-
anteed to win, and in which they would have to engage in a contest. I
knew this was a fine line and I knew that they might be reluctant to ac-
cept it, but nevertheless it was not a trivial approach. Thirdly, if we
wanted to waste time we would follow their procedure, because as far
as we were concerned domestically the only thing that mattered was a
signing in principle.

Dobrynin asked whether we were willing to go into some detail. I
said yes, but in the nature of things no matter how detailed our settle-
ment with them was, there would have to be implementing negotia-
tions. Dobrynin said that he thought they were extremely serious about
wanting a settlement, but it took them a long time to make up their
minds. However, they attempted to present their situation in Moscow
as heading into very serious negotiations.

% The DRV 10-point proposal was made at the August 1 meeting.

33. Editorial Note

On August 30, 1972, Deputy Assistant to the President for National
Security Affairs Haig wrote Assistant to the President for National Se-
curity Affairs Kissinger: “Earlier yesterday, I had talked to Len Gar-
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ment, Special Consultant to the President on Minorities and the Arts,
about the problem of Soviet Jewry which is apparently growing and
which McGovern hopes to exploit. This was complicated yesterday by
a letter sent out of the Soviet Union by a group of Soviet Jewish leaders,
a copy of which was furnished to McGovern.” Referring to Senator
George McGovern, the Democratic candidate for President, Haig wrote
that he understood that “McGovern will try to exploit the letter.” Haig
had asked Garment to contact Senator Jacob Javits (R-NY) to discuss
the matter. Haig informed Kissinger: “I insisted to Garment yesterday
and again late last night to tell Javits to reaffirm strongly his conviction
that the President and the White House are very concerned about the
plight of the Soviet Jews, to reassure him that this matter was discussed
during the summit and on his own to urge the Jewish leaders to under-
stand that quiet diplomacy has accomplished far more than an exten-
sive trumpeting so far. Javits, of course, can go much farther on this
issue that can any White House official and especially the President.”
(National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 995,
Alexander M. Haig Chronological Files)

On August 31, Haig forwarded Kissinger the text of a letter from
Israeli Prime Minister Golda Meir, received that day, in which she
asked President Nixon to send “a direct confidential message to the
people in the Kremlin expressing your reaction to the outrage” of the
Soviet exit fees for emigrants. Haig wrote Kissinger in a covering mem-
orandum: “Now that the Prime Minister has formally raised this issue
in a direct communication with the President, we will have to consider
very carefully the best means by which to proceed. Sometimes our
Jewish friends know just what not to do at the right moment.” (Ibid.)

On September 6, Garment phoned Kissinger regarding the Soviet
exit fee issue. He told Kissinger that “the Russian issue is flooding my
desk and phone at this point and I need some guidance.” The relevant
portion of the transcript of their telephone conversation continues as
follows:

“K[issinger]: Is there a more self-serving group of people than the
Jewish community?

“G[arment]: None in the world.

“K: I have not seen it. What the hell do they think they are
accomplishing?

“G: Well, I don’t know.

“K:You can’t even tell the bastards anything in confidence because
they’ll leak it to all their
“G: Right. Very briefly, what seems to be coming through just
dozens of conversations is basically this, and there are political as well
as some other dangers involved—that the intellectuals and Jewish com-
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munity in the Soviet Union are just saying that in a sense they will have
their position compromised by the Soviets through a trick of timing
and that the Russians feel secure until November in going ahead with
the attacks because of the concern on our part of . ..

“K: They’re dead wrong. After November they’re even safer.

“G: That may well be. I think then in any event ...

“K: You can say—well, what we are doing, we’ve talked in a low
key way to Dobrynin. Next week, we’ll call him into the State Depart-
ment. If the Jewish community doesn’t mind, after I've been in the So-
viet Union and have done some national business, so we’ll do it on
Wednesday [September 13] or Thursday [September 14] next week.
Don’t tell them that.

“G: No, I won't tell them anything.

“K: But next Thursday, we’ll call them in.

“G: And defer any meetings between any of our people and the
Jewish groups until after Wednesday.

“K: That’s right. After Wednesday you'll be able to say that the
issue has been raised both with Dobrynin and with the Minister.

“G: I think between now and November a certain amount of the-
ater is needed to keep the lid on. That’s basically what seems to come
through to me. After that I just don’t know; there are various people
that are talking about forming committees to raise the money and
doing a variety of things.

“K: They ought to remember what this Administration has
done ...

“G: Yes, all of that can be pointed out, but nevertheless, here they
are subject to presses [pressures?] of this sort and I'm simply asking.

“K: No, no, you've been great on it.

“G: Well, I'm doing a job and all I want to know is how to handle it.

“K: Our game plan is that we cannot possibly make a formal pro-
test while I'm on the way to Russia.

“G: Right. I understand that.” (Ibid., Kissinger Telephone Conver-
sations (Telcons), Box 14, Chronological File)

Secretary of Commerce Peterson also raised the issue of Jewish
emigration with Kissinger during a telephone conversation on Sep-
tember 7. He told Kissinger that he had heard “from three different
sources that there’s a strong movement on the Hill to tie the Soviet
Jewry issue with anything that has anything to do with the Soviet
Union.” The relevant portion of the transcript of their telephone con-
versation continues as follows:

“K[issinger]: But that won't be effective until after the election.
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“Pleterson]: Well there’s strong pressure in this one group that I
met with that’s been confirmed since then to submit MEN legislation,
but to tie the issue to that and then to use the submission of the bill to
get extremely vocal about it. Javits and a number of others are very ac-
tive on it.

“K: Yeah, but they’ll subside after the election.

“P: Yeah, now I don’t know how much it hurts you, however, to do
it prior to the election because that’s what they’re going to do. Okay, I
just wanted you to know about it.

“K: No, I didn’t know about it; it will hurt me but ... It will hurt,
but what can we do? There’s no sense; you can’t make a deal with Javits
on things like this. Don’t you think?

“P: Well, you know him much better than I do. I don’t know what
he’d ... he’s got great respect for you. I don’t know. I'll tell you what I
can do if we can be helpful. I can find out who the Senators and Con-
gressmen are beside him, and if in your absence, you want anybody to
try to pacify them so they don’t get out on the floor and create problems
for you while you're over there, that might help. Or I can drop it, what-
ever you wish.

“K: No, if you could find out in a way that doesn’t draw too much
attention to it, that would be very helpful.

“P: All right, you’ll get it in the morning.” (Ibid.)

34. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, September 5, 1972, 8 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
Anatoliy F. Dobrynin, Soviet Ambassador

The meeting began with an exchange of pleasantries in which we
talked to each other about each other’s vacations. Dobrynin said he
never had a chance to see Brezhnev who was traveling around the
country, but that they had had an extensive phone conversation.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 495, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 13. Top Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only. The din-
ner meeting took place at the Soviet Embassy.
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Kissinger Visit
Brezhnev was looking forward very much to receiving me and in-
tended to conduct the two days of conversations himself. In fact

Brezhnev had called a meeting of the Politburo for the earliest time that
Dobrynin could get back in order to go over the positions.

Dobrynin asked a number of questions. First, with respect to the
length of my stay, he proposed the 11th and 12th in Moscow, then
leaving on the 13th for Leningrad and on the 14th we could leave di-
rectly from Leningrad to our destination. I asked, what if we did not
finish our work? He said in that case it would be better if we stayed the
morning of the 13th in Moscow. It was clear that the Soviets were not
eager to have us in Moscow on the 13th, from which I assumed that
perhaps Le Duc Tho was coming through.

Dobrynin then raised some social questions, such as whether 1
wanted to see Giselle at the Bolshoi. I told him it was one of my favorite
ballets.

Nuclear Understanding

He then reviewed the list of subjects. He said, first of all there is the
nuclear understanding. He said the Soviet side had the impression that
the nuclear understanding as we had drafted it> was primarily useful as
a justification to go to nuclear war, not as a way of avoiding it. Had we
really lost interest in the subject? I said no, we had not lost interest but
we had major difficulty with the Soviet proposition. Dobrynin asked
whether we would be prepared to pursue explorations with a view to
coming to a conclusion. I said yes, but of course conclusions could
never be guaranteed. Dobrynin said that it would be very helpful if I
could prepare something in writing that reflected our concerns, so that
they could perhaps come back with a counterproposal to keep the con-
versations going. I told Dobrynin that I would do that.

I pointed out that for us the important paragraph was paragraph 2
of our declaration. Dobrynin said that might be handleable if para-
graph 1 could be strengthened. I said we would have to continue
working at it.

SALT

He then asked about SALT. What did we think? Could the Provi-
sional Agreement3 be made permanent? I said, in principle, yes, but the
numbers would have to be modified. He asked whether we had done

2See Tab D, Document 30.
3 Presumably a reference to the Interim Agreement.
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any thinking. I said yes, but it was in a very preliminary stage. He said
it would be very helpful for the meeting with Brezhnev if they could
have an outline to consider. For example, would we be willing to make
the present agreement permanent? I said no, the numbers would have
to be modified. Dobrynin asked whether we had given any thinking to
qualitative restrictions. Would it be possible, for example, to have a
provisional qualitative agreement as a forerunner to a permanent one
just as the interim quantitative agreement was a forerunner to a perma-
nent one? I said that was an interesting question which we should
discuss.

Leningrad Consulate

Dobrynin then turned to the issue of the Leningrad consulate. He
said that Brezhnev was willing to make a special promise that the con-
struction of the Leningrad consulate would be completed by July 1.
Would I be prepared to open it? I said it would be bureaucratically dif-
ficult to open the consulate on such short notice. I would prefer to come
back from Leningrad having looked at the consulate with a decision
that it be opened.* Dobrynin said, “Well, in that case we will handle it
in diplomatic channels.” I said—and I don’t know whether the offer
will still be good—I said it didn’t make any sense to me that if I gave
him a promise that the consulate would be opened by, say, October 15,
why this could not be done. Dobrynin said he would check with
Moscow.

MBFR/CSCE

We then turned to MBFR and CSCE. Dobrynin said he was some-
what baffled. On the same day that I had told him that the MBFR dis-
cussions would not have to start on the same date as the European Se-
curity Conference, Beam had come in and had made exactly the
opposite point.” I said that by now Dobrynin should know who repre-
sented American policy. Dobrynin said he did, but Gromyko was not
yet used to Ambassadors who didn’t exactly know their government’s
views. At any rate, if we were prepared to agree to a European Security
Conference on November 22, they would be prepared for MBFR ex-
ploratory discussions by the end of January. And if then the European
Security Conference would take place during the summer of 1973, the
MBER Conference could take place in the fall of 1973. I told him that
this looked like a realistic procedure.

4 [text not declassified]
5 See Document 30 and footnotes 4 and 5 thereto.
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Economic and Maritime Agreements

We then reviewed our economic proposal. I substantially followed
the talking points prepared by Peterson [Tab A].° Dobrynin said he
thought there was a basis for an agreement.

The next subject concerned maritime agreements, and there too I
followed the talking points prepared [Tab B].” The end result was that it
was agreed that the schedule laid down for both of these topics could
be followed.

Dobrynin said he thought major progress would be made on my
trip.

Middle East

Dobrynin asked where we stood on the Middle East. I said I didn’t
know how to proceed because I didn’t know who really could be talked
to. Dobrynin said that he thought that Sadat was a little bit deranged,
but still one should look for the possibilities of settlement six months, a
year, or two years from now. Could I come up with some proposal of
what the security zones would look like? I said yes, I would, and I
would give it to him in an oral form.

Japan and China

We then turned to Japan. Dobrynin asked what I thought of the
Japanese rapprochement with China. I said we were somewhat relaxed
because we saw them competing everywhere potentially and this
present infatuation must be replaced sooner or later by some concrete
steps. Dobrynin said this might be true theoretically but we should
never underestimate the anti-white bias of these two nations, and they
might just get together on the basis of both hating whites. In that case
he hoped that we would understand that the material forces at our dis-
posal and the Soviet Union’s could be brought to bear much more rap-
idly than anything the other side could do. I said we were aware of this
but I didn’t believe matters would reach this point.

Brezhnev Visit

There was a concluding discussion about Brezhnev’s visit to the
United States. Dobrynin suggested that he might come in September
together with the General Assembly. I said that would be a poor time

® Not attached. Peterson’s talking points, August 28, are in the National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, Kissinger Office Files, Box 74, Country Files—Europe—
USSR, Moscow Trip—Economic Talks, Henry A. Kissinger. These and the following
brackets are in the original.

7 Not found. Haig forwarded talking points prepared by Sonnenfeldt on the “ship-
ping problem” as an attachment to a memorandum to Kissinger, September 4; it is ibid.,
NSC Files, Box 495, President’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 13.
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for us because we wanted the trip primarily as a U.S.-Soviet measure.
Dobrynin said, “Well, then late May or early June would be appro-
priate.” I told him that this seemed good to us too.

35. Message From the Soviet Leadership to President Nixon'

Moscow, undated.

It is perfectly obvious that a Treaty between the USSR and the US
on the non-use of nuclear weapons would be of major consequences
not only for the relations between our two countries, but also for the de-
velopment of international situation as a whole. Therefore it is impor-
tant to reach a clear understanding of the substance and scope of obli-
gations which would be undertaken by the parties under that Treaty. It
is our conviction that the more definitely the essence of the idea, for
which the USSR and the US are concluding that Treaty, i.e. prevention
of a nuclear collision between them, is expressed in it, the more impor-
tant the Treaty would be. It is from this angle that we approach the
questions raised by the American side in the conversation with our
Ambassador on July 21, 1972.

1. The most serious of those questions is the following. If to pre-
sume that the USSR Warsaw Treaty allies or the US NATO allies are at-
tacked with only conventional weapons by the US or the USSR respec-
tively (alone or together with their allies), does the other nuclear side
have the right to use nuclear weapons for repelling such an attack? As
we understand, the US Government believes that the answer to that
question should be in the affirmative.

We also believe that with regard to such a situation (which, of
course, is a purely hypothetical one) it is not possible to deprive one of
the right to turn, for defensive purposes, to the use of nuclear weapons
in order to fulfill appropriate allied obligations. That possibility is con-
tained in Article III of our draft Treaty. However, admitting in principle
such a possibility, we would like to emphasize that the idea of the

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 79, D: Nuclear Understanding, Exchange of Notes. No classification mark-
ing. A handwritten notation at the top of the paper reads, “Handed to HAK by D, 7 Sept.
1972.” According to Kissinger’s Record of Schedule, he and Dobrynin met briefly in the
Map Room of the White House from 5:15 to 5:17 p.m. on September 7. (Library of
Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box 438, Miscellany, 1967-76)

2See Document 17.
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Treaty would be served by such a mode of actions in that presumed sit-
uation when both the USSR and the US firmly proceed from the neces-
sity to localize the use of nuclear weapons and undertake nothing that
could increase the danger of our two countries mutually becoming ob-
jects of the use of nuclear weapons.

All this line of reasoning should be supplemented with a very sub-
stantial argument. The situation which we consider, so as to have
common understanding of the Soviet-American draft Treaty, which is
being worked out, would be far less probable or rather even practically
excluded if this Treaty is signed and becomes one of the new and most
important factors of international life.

2. As for the other two questions raised in the abovementioned
conversation, the answer to them, in the opinion of the Soviet side, can
only be negative.

If to assume that the USSR or the US might use nuclear weapons
(Middle East was mentioned as an example) also to assist states with re-
gard to which neither the USSR nor the US have direct treaty obliga-
tions, this would devalue our Treaty. In particular, it would render
worthless Article II of the draft Treaty which is the one that provides
for prevention of a situation when, as a result of actions by third states,
the USSR and the US may find themselves drawn into collision with the
use of nuclear weaponts.

These same views and arguments of ours may be fully applied as
well to a third situation, which the American side termed as seriously
upsetting the global balance and to illustrate which a most hypothetical
example of introduction of Soviet or US troops into India was used.

Thus, the Soviet side believes that the Treaty should exclude a pos-
sibility of using nuclear weapons by the Soviet Union and the US
against each other in the two situations outlined above. Otherwise,
such a Treaty would be almost pointless. It would be even natural to
ask oneself a question: in what situations would it be valid at all?

3. On our part we could also mention situations the emergence of
which—though they do not look very real—cannot be completely ex-
cluded. Say, one of the US allies (there are nuclear powers among them)
will attack a Soviet Union’s ally. The kind of reaction of the USSR with
regard to the state that made such an attack, is not to be questioned—it
will be determined by the allied duty of the USSR. But a question sug-
gests itself—how in that situation matters would stand directly be-
tween the USSR and the US, having in mind that the Treaty on the
non-use of nuclear weapons would be in effect between them?

We mentioned this example as yet another illustration of the com-
plexity and versatility of the whole problem. It is the very nature of the
problem that makes us to emphasize that a true criterion for the
working out the Treaty is rather the will of our countries to solve the
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task of preventing a nuclear war between them and to develop their re-
lations proceeding from the solvability of that task and its historic im-
portance than attempts to foresee in advance various situations—pos-
sible and impossible.

4. We proceed from the assumption that all this strictly confiden-
tial exchange of views serves on this stage only one purpose: a more
precise and more profound understanding by the Soviet leaders and
President Nixon of the contents of the Treaty being worked out.

It is expected in Moscow that President Nixon would consider,
taking into account L.I. Brezhnev’s message of July 20, 1972° and our
present additional clarifications, our new draft Treaty, forwarded to
him, in a positive manner.

3 Document 15.

36. Message From the U.S. Leadership to the Soviet Leadership'

Washington, undated.
Prevention of Nuclear War

1. The President has considered our discussions on this subject of
great importance.

2. We believe that the drafts on this subject should take the fol-
lowing points into account:

—We believe it important to avoid any formulation that carried an
implication of a condominium by our two countries;

—We believe it important that an agreement between our two
countries should not carry any implication that we were ruling out only
nuclear war between ourselves but were leaving open the option of nu-
clear war against third countries;

—We think it important that in concentrating on the prevention of
nuclear war we should not at the same time appear to be legitimizing
the initiation of war by conventional means;

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 79, D: Nuclear Understanding, Exchange of Notes. No classification mark-
ing. A handwritten notation reads: “Handed to D, Sept. 7, 1972.” According to Kissin-
ger’s Record of Schedule, he and Dobrynin met briefly in the Map Room of the White
House from 5:15 to 5:17 p.m. on September 7. (Library of Congress, Manuscript Division,
Kissinger Papers, Box 438, Miscellany, 1969-76)
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—We think it important that past agreements, whether alliances or
other types of obligations, designed to safeguard peace and security
should be enhanced by any additional agreement between ourselves
relating specifically to the prevention of nuclear warfare;

—We regard the considerations of paragraph II of the U.S. draft
important even though the wording can be modified to meet some of
the objections raised by Ambassador Dobrynin.

3. Within this framework the President is prepared to continue the
exchanges in the confidential channel with the objective of developing
a mutually satisfactory text. Negotiations in this channel are always
conducted with a view to reaching some agreement.



Kissinger’s Trip to Moscow, September 1972
37.  Editorial Note

The President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs Henry A.
Kissinger traveled to Munich, Moscow, London, and Paris September
9-15, 1972. In Munich, Kissinger attended the Olympic games and met
with German leaders on September 10 to discuss the Conference on Se-
curity and Cooperation in Europe and the upcoming German elections.
The record of conversation is printed in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976,
volume XL, Germany, 1969-1972, Document 372.

Kissinger then proceeded to Moscow, where he met with Soviet
General Secretary Leonid I. Brezhnev, Minister of Foreign Affairs A.A.
Gromyko, and Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin. Planning for Kissin-
ger’s visit began even prior to the Moscow Summit. During his secret
pre-Summit trip to Moscow in April 1972, Kissinger indicated that he
might return again in September. On April 23, Kissinger suggested to
Gromyko that “we then continue discussions during the summer. Con-
ceivably, I could come back here in September, on which occasion we
could reach agreement on an overall solution [in the Middle East].”
(Ibid., volume XIV, Soviet Union, October 1971-May 1972, Document
150)

Dobrynin recalled from his July visit to San Clemente what Presi-
dent Nixon's goals were for Kissinger’s September trip: “Work [on the
next summit] could start, Nixon said, in September with a visit to
Moscow by Kissinger, and this was Nixon’s immediate agenda: Europe
presented no major difficulties, and he agreed to an East-West confer-
ence on European security, which was sought by many European coun-
tries and supported by Moscow. Confident that the SALT treaty would
be ratified, he suggested we start exchanging ideas through our private
channel on the second stage. The United States was also sounding out
its allies on limiting conventional weapons. The trade and economic
discussions begun in Moscow should be continued because they
showed promise, he said, but they might encounter difficulties in the
Congress. He also wanted to consider further joint steps on the Middle
East and Vietnam, the latter especially because of its paramount impor-
tance in view of the election campaign just starting.” (Dobrynin, In Con-
fidence, page 258) Kissinger, during his August 11 conversation with
Dobrynin at the Soviet Embassy, indicated that a lend-lease agreement
and economic issues would be a high priority during the September ne-
gotiations to the point that Under Secretary of Commerce James Lynn
was prepared to join him in Moscow (see Document 25).

97



98 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XV

Kissinger noted in his memoirs that he arrived in London on Sep-
tember 14 in order to brief Prime Minister Edward Heath about his
meetings with the Soviets. It was announced that Kissinger would then
proceed to Paris where he would brief President Georges Pompidou.
“But habits of secrecy are hard to break. In order to gain the six hours
needed for meeting Le Duc Tho I flew to Paris by a small plane from a
British military airport early in the morning of September 15. To mask
my movements, Do Not Disturb signs were left on the doors of our
suites at Claridge’s Hotel, and the Presidential plane remained at
Heathrow until it flew off to Paris later in the day.” (Kissinger, White
House Years, pages 1331-1332)

38. Memorandum of Conversation'

Moscow, September 11, 1972, 11 am.-3 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Leonid I. Brezhnev, Secretary General, CCP

A. A. Gromyko, Minister of Foreign Affairs

Anatoliy F. Dobrynin, Soviet Ambassador to the United States
A. M. Alexandrov, Assistant to the Secretary General
Manzhulo, Deputy Minister Foreign Trade (Latter part)

Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
James T. Lynn, Under Secretary of Commerce

Helmut Sonnenfeldt, NSC Staff

Commander Jonathan T. Howe, NSC Staff

The meeting began with a friendly and vigorous greeting by
Brezhnev and his party who were standing behind the table on the side
where the Americans were supposed to sit. In responding to Dr. Kissin-
ger’s compliments concerning Brezhnev’s negotiating skill, the Secre-

I Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 74, Country Files—Europe—USSR, Moscow Trip—Economic Talks, Henry
A. Kissinger. Top Secret; Sensitive. The meeting took place in a meeting room near Brezh-
nev’s office in the Kremlin. All brackets except those that indicate an omission are in the
original. Kissinger summarized the meeting in message Hakto 12 to Haig, September 11.
Haig summarized Kissinger’s message in a memorandum to Nixon the same day. With
regard to the “atmospherics of the meeting,” Haig wrote Nixon, “Henry reports that the
general atmosphere so far has been excellent and that Brezhnev clearly remains commit-
ted to his U.S. policy line. Brezhnev was relaxed and said he had just had a good trip
around the country.” (Both ibid., Box 24, HAK Trip Files, HAK’s Germany, Moscow,
London, Paris Trip, Sep. 9-15, 1972, HAKTO 1-35)
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tary General commented that he wanted to get Dr. Kissinger to a state
where he simply nodded his head without having heard what
Brezhnev said. After several crisp but warm exchanges, the two sides
sat down.

Kissinger began the meeting by handing over pictures of his ride
with Ambassador Dobrynin in the hydrofoil boat which had been a gift
to President Nixon on the occasion of his visit to the Soviet Union.

Brezhnev (Observing pictures of Dr. Kissinger and Ambassador
Dobrynin on the hydrofoil): Has President Nixon ridden on the new
hydrofoil? I don’t see President Nixon on it.

Kissinger: Last Friday he took a group of his friends out.
Brezhnev: Is it still located on the Potomac?

Kissinger: Yes.

Brezhnev: Well, two boats are better than one.

Kissinger: We hope that by the time the General Secretary comes to
the United States you will be able to have a ride in it.

Brezhnev: That would not be a bad idea and you could fill me with
meat pies.

Kissinger: I will bring some of my own but the ones you have here
are really better.

(Brezhnev appeared to be reading letter from the President con-
cerning Hydrofoil, although it is in English.)

Brezhnev: I would like to understand what you would like to
discuss first. I would invite Manzhulo to be present for illumination on
trade issues if you wish to discuss them. But I also would be glad to
start with any question.

Kissinger: I think it is a good idea to begin with economics. Then
Secretary Lynn and whomever you designate can leave and come back
later after they have held discussions. In that way we can make
progress because I am here to achieve whatever agreement we can.

Brezhnev: Certainly. I am certainly agreeable to that. But first I
want to greet you. You have been given a most responsible mission in
following up on problems pursuant to what President Nixon and I dis-
cussed when he visited here. On my part, I will make every effort to be
responsive to the important task that has been entrusted to us. It is a
most important mission. This is in accordance with what Ambassador
Dobrynin had discussed with you in Washington.

Let me, before we turn to specific matters, say a few words. Time
has elapsed since our last talk with President Nixon and members of
his party. A good deal of work went into that visit and the agreements
signed were of momentous significance. These actions were important
indicies of our relationship. Public opinion in the Soviet Union ac-
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cepted them, both the Communist party and the people and the general
public, and this includes public opinion throughout the world. China
of course is an exception and that is no news. They tried to distort the
visit. As we see it, public opinion in the United States for the most part
also took a positive attitude. There does exist hope that the U.S.-Soviet
relationship will take a positive course. Although there are shades of
differences, the general view is favorable, with the exception of the few
of those who are in opposition. I believe we are moving on a construc-
tive course. I hope we won't disappoint all those who hope for favor-
able developments toward peace and tranquility in the world. I have
said it before but I wanted to repeat it. I hope that we will have frank
and forthright discussions and that they will be based on complete con-
fidence in each other.

Kissinger: Your remarks reflect the sentiments of the President.
Improving relations between our two countries is a central tenet in our
foreign policy. Our two countries must maintain peace, not just to re-
move crises, but to improve our basic relations for peace in the world.
We have made a fundamental decision, this Administration has, that
our relations affect the peace in the world. They affect confidence and
constructive relations in the world. We have conducted our relation
with you on the basis of confidence and so have you. We do not seek
little advantages in particular areas. We have shown restraint towards
each other. You have done so and so have we. And we have made pre-
liminary steps for advances here. When you come to the United States
next year, we may be able to achieve advances as big as those that were
made at the Summit. Meanwhile, we will make progress on a number
of topics. We will proceed with an attitude of frankness, candor and a
desire for constructive relations that has been set by the President. In
this spirit we will conduct ourselves.

(Brezhnev reads notes while HAK’s comments are being trans-
lated. Has glasses on and marks some of the notes before him.)

Brezhnev: I am pleased to hear that. We too feel that we should
proceed in that framework. Those who persist in negative speculations
in the world have existed for a long time and will continue to exist. I
have on occasion had to call to the attention of President Nixon and
yourself anti-Soviet propaganda in the United States. It is not condu-
cive to good relations or in bringing about greater understanding by
the U.S. public toward the Soviet Union. Even we, and we perhaps are
stauncher in this respect, are disenchanted at how things go on propa-
ganda, but we hope our talks will be stronger than any speculation and
that the results will be highly esteemed by history. If we are prone to
minor irritants, we can never agree on any point.

Kissinger: We have done and hope to do more to steer public
opinion more directly toward that which encourages constructive rela-
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tions. We are sometimes held responsible by our own press for Soviet
propaganda directed against us. So both of us have a responsibility. As
I see it, there are two things we must accomplish:

—How to implement the Summit agreements.
—New departures to give even more momentum to what was
started at the Summit.

These are the two tasks before us as we proceed.

Brezhnev (smoking and appearing thoughtful): So it is. I agree. So
let us start acting.

Kissinger: First, one practical matter. I will work this out with your
Foreign Minister if you prefer, but there are certain topics to discuss.
Because of our peculiar way of running our government, I would like
to have our Ambassador at one or two of our meetings. If we know
what subjects will come up, then we might be able to select some of
them for him to attend. (Gromyko and Brezhnev whisper.)

I might tell the Secretary General that after November we intend to
simplify our method of government so that may simplify his task in the
future. We never had a chance to thank you in May for the delicacy
with which you handled our peculiarities.

Brezhnev (Smiling): Your internal setup is your affair. The present
method is OK. If you worsen it, I will be troubled.

Kissinger: We will try to improve it.

Brezhnev: Don’t worsen it. So far we have had a good relation. You
twist things around in such a complex way, that you are never out of
options. But if you channel different things and it is a river, it can flood.

Kissinger: We will have this channel. It is just that we may be able
to save you some additional effort.

Brezhnev: Good. Then let us move to more concrete things. What
do we start with?

Kissinger: Since Under Secretary Lynn is here why don’t we begin
with economics. Then we can make an agenda for other topics. He can
work out the details with whomever you designate. Then before we
leave we will work out an economic arrangement. After that we will
leave it up to you.

Brezhnev: Let us begin with economics. I agree. Let us make Mr.
Lynn’s destiny more easy. Why make such a burden on one so young.
He will be free to drink vodka and whiskey with you the rest of the
time.

Lynn: That is a delightful prospect.

Brezhnev: Dr. Kissinger wants to escape discussion of this complex
subject.
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(The interpreter then inserted that the Secretary General was con-
cerned that Dr. Kissinger would not find any whiskey in the guest
house. But the Secretary General said he could find you some
moonshine.)

Lynn: We had a good discussion on that in the Crimea.”

Brezhnev: You have no objection to Manzhulo sitting in.

Kissinger: No.

(Alexandrov leaves the room; Manzhulo enters.)

Brezhnev: I asked Alexandrov to get some tea and coffee and food
because Dr. Kissinger is more condescending with meat patties in front
of him. Last time you added only two kilograms to your waistline. That
is not enough.

Kissinger: Not enough? My suits don't fit.

Brezhnev: I have that problem and I am always having to take my
coats either in or out. My tailor always leaves some room so he can ei-
ther put more on or take it off.

Kissinger: I have tried to lose some weight but [ will put it on here.
Gromyko: You look thin.

Brezhnev: You did not spend enough time at the Olympic games
to get some weight off. Did you have a good discussion with Brandt?

Kissinger: We discussed the Security treaty, bilateral arrange-
ments, membership in the UN, the FRG and Berlin.> I am prepared to
discuss this with you sometime during my stay here.

Brezhnev: Thank you. I am very glad to discuss that with you. On
my part I will give you our considerations relating to those issues.

Kissinger: I don’t know how the General Secretary wants to pro-
ceed. Do you want my thinking on what has transpired? Or should we
begin by discussing these papers? Whatever you prefer.

Brezhnev: Any way you see fit. As I see it, the agenda includes
questions such as MFN and lend lease. These are two major issues. It
also includes questions such as the future economic relations between
our two countries, various economic principles and specific matters in
the spirit of your discussions with Ambassador Dobrynin. And there
are also matters such as the gas deposits at Tyumen and Yakutsak. We

2 See Document 21.

% Kissinger met Brandt on September 10 at the Chancellor’s villa in Feldafing out-
side Munich; Bahr and Hillenbrand also attended the meeting. Telegram 1583 from
Berlin, September 12, transmitted an account of the discussion. (National Archives, RG
59, Central Files 1970-73, POL GER W-US)
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can comment on these concrete matters. Also we can discuss the
granting of credits, sales of equipment and in addition we can discuss
various observations and anything you have to say on this subject.
Also, I will want to hear your views about the political aspect of eco-
nomic cooperation. You might also discuss the reaction of your
business community to our improving relations.

Kissinger:  have a few observations on the spirit of our discussions
and then we can turn to concrete measures and the specific points you
have raised Mr. General Secretary. Our two countries have a curious
economic relationship. We are the two largest economies in the world
and yet we have insignificant relations with respect to trade. They are
insignificant in relation to our size and political importance. More im-
portant than any specific measure is to make a fundamental change in
our overall economic and commercial ties. We would like to proceed on
as broad a front as possible and not exhaust ourselves on any particular
topic. That is why we believe it desirable to discuss a number of issues
such as lend lease, credits, MEN, trade and gas. We hope to get all of
these issues settled more or less simultaneously, at least in principle.
Let me explain our attitude toward the lend lease agreement. We know
what you suffered in World War II. We know that the fact that you
have to pay interest to pay for that is morally repugnant to you, as the
General Secretary explained so eloquently at the Summit.

Brezhnev: I tried to be as lucid as possible with Peterson. I trust he
brought to the President my views. I talked to him man to man.

Kissinger: You were very impressive. We have taken what you
have said extremely seriously. Our problem is this year. Immediately
upon settlement of lend lease we would make $150 million available as
credits on the Kama River project* with a $500 million line of credit by
the end of 1974. Legislation will be submitted to the Congress immedi-
ately in the new session for MFN. In addition, the President will put his
prestige behind not just the gas project but also there will be other joint
projects for national resources, a whole range of projects. We must
create a climate where Congressional opinion is receptive. In that re-
gard, I want to call your attention to this critical lead editorial on wheat
sales (passes a copy of the Washington Post editorial of August 20, 1972
to Secretary General Brezhnev). (Tab A)°

Gromyko: It is an article from the Washington Post.

4 See footnote 4, Document 19.

5Tab A, a copy of the editorial, “Wheat Sales to Russia,” Washington Post, August
20, 1972, p. C8, is attached but not printed.
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Kissinger: Half of a percent amounts to $2 million a year over 30
years. This is a tiny fraction of what we want to make available to you
on credit. For this reason we want a lump sum—that is a global sum
with somewhat confused interest rates. This will help us in our presen-
tation to Congress. It will appear higher than it actually may be and can
be used as a basis for credit for MFN and for gas projects on which I will
talk to you at much greater length. $500 million does not include any
credits that might be available to you on the gas project. These might be
given in addition.

Brezhnev: That is just a newspaper, not the government policy.

Kissinger: Yes, but it is significant because it came from a liberal
newspaper. It is the liberal groups who normally favor expanding
trade and we will need the support of these groups to get passage of
MEN. They influence our Senators whose support we need to expand
our trade relationships. So it is not an insignificant newspaper in this
respect as your Ambassador will no doubt confirm.

Brezhnev: Tomorrow I can instruct Pravda to criticize the Ministry
of Trade for paying too high an interest rate on grain. It is not a side
issue, but let’s talk about the terms of lend lease, when we will sign
lend lease and when we will sign MEN. We are people of business and
if you have a like attitude we can make policy. (Pounds his book em-
phatically while making this point.)

Kissinger: If you have read editorials in the Washington Post over
the weeks you must get the idea that we can’t instruct them.

Brezhnev: Have another sweet. Let’s not get away from the spirit.

Kissinger: I agree. Let’s forget about it.

Brezhnev: One of the reasons I took a three week trip to Siberia
was to get away from all sorts of articles. It was a very great pleasure
this year. The harvest there was very good. I visited five areas. People
there assured me we would have 1.6 million poods of grain. (One pood
equals 36.11 pounds.) This will be mostly wheat but also some buck-
wheat. The harvest has been good in these areas and should ease our
domestic situation considerably. The Volga area was hit hard but
Siberia is coming to the rescue. We seldom have a year where all areas
are good or all areas are bad. But if you take statistics over a consider-
able period, you hardly ever get one area that demonstrates uniformity
throughout.

Brezhnev: The Volga in the central belt is usually the best and that
in Siberia not as good. This year, it is vice versa. Kazakhstan is the
danger area in this regard. The rain fall is not normally high there, but it
is good this year. They are producing one billion poods of grain and it
is only the second time in history in this virgin land that we have
reached that high a level. And finally at my last destination I had a con-
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ference with economic experts on crops in the five central Asian dis-
tricts which mostly produce cotton and will reach a level of 7,150,000
tons of cotton this year. This is an all time record of great importance
for our economy. Generally during my trip it was very interesting for
me to meet the local peoples and leaders. I gained a great deal con-
cerning local people and personalities (gestures, smiling). Only the
time differences bother me. Four hours after breakfast one wants to go
to sleep.

Kissinger: You have the same problem I have in going around the
world. It is very tiring.

(Gromyko and Dobrynin comment on seven or eight hours time
difference between Moscow and Washington.)

Brezhnev: In my experience once I had to go to Vladivostok to
make an award. They scheduled a meeting for twelve noon but for me
it was 4:00 a.m. I just could not get awake and I didn’t even leave the
country.

Kissinger: Our plan is to answer your questions and to make an
agreement in principle during this visit. You could then send a delega-
tion to complete trade and lend lease agreements. This could be done
during the first week in October. On Export-Import credit, we could
find you eligible and in October we would make available $150 million
of credit for the Kama River project. This fall we would have a Presi-
dential statement on the national interest of the United States in a gas
agreement. We would also view sympathetically Export-Import credit.
We would set up a joint task force on gas to coordinate activities. Fi-
nally, we would encourage the maximum private investment. We
would also encourage participation by other countries.

By the way, I was talking to David Rockefeller about mobilizing
capital this fall. Legislation on MFN status will be submitted to the
Congress in January. A trade agreement is necessary in order to submit
the MFN legislation. Certainly, the whole package would be completed
in two years and maybe by next year. All of this package can be com-
pleted, at least all of those actions which come under the jurisdiction of
the Executive Branch. These can be done this year. This is our concrete
program to answer your questions. This is what the President will do
this year and we will wrap up the whole thing next year.

(Brezhnev writes note to Dobrynin; Dobrynin consults with him.)

There is no sense submitting MFN to the Congress this year. There
are only three weeks left and our control will be better in the next
Congress if we win the election, which is the probable outcome. The
new Congress will begin to organize itself in January.

(Brezhnev consults with Gromyko.)
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We can give credit without Congressional approval. That we will
do in the fall. The gas can start without Congressional approval also. In
other words, we can now take steps on Export-Import and on gas.

Brezhnev: And as regards to the sum for lend lease, what would
the sum be? Do you want a lump sum without mentioning interest?

Kissinger: The sum we proposed to the Ambassador was $800 mil-
lion by the year 2001. This is according to the same specific arrange-
ments which I mentioned to your Ambassador.

Brezhnev: Let’s be very specific. When the President was in
Moscow we mentioned $500 million, including the amount on credit.

Kissinger: Including the pipeline?®

Brezhnev: We call it the credit agreement. Now we reached then an
understanding in principle. We would pay this sum in payments to the
year 2001. You have indicated to our Ambassador that you find it more
convenient from the standpoint of Congress that we pay a lump sum.
From the standpoint of the Supreme Soviet it is not too convenient to
name a large sum. But in all negotiations one must endeavor to meet
the other side half way. I agree to a lump sum. I will meet you half way
on that.

Kissinger: It will be very helpful to us.

Brezhnev: The U.S. is insisting on a very high interest rate. We
have stated before that it is very difficult. In fact, it is quite impossible
for us. This has been stated before. We do not want to repeat ourselves.
Now maybe we could give on the following and agree to mention a
lump sum and pay the first installment at the time of the signing. It
would amount to $27 million or so. It doesn’t really matter. You could
then give us a stay of payment for five years, but the remaining pay-
ments would be completed by 2001. We will increase payments so as to
take care of all of them by 2001. It will be easier for us after a five-year
term. It will be easier to find the money and it would all be paid up by
the year 2001. So it would be completed sooner than you anticipated.

Kissinger: We had suggested three postponements.

Brezhnev: So if we take this principle you have suggested, the ini-
tial installment would be bigger and then would get smaller and
smaller to the year 2001. In other words we have a declining schedule.
We want an initial stay of five years, but with completion of payments
by the year 2001. I do not think this is bad for the United States. If you
agree on this, we can pass to the issue of a lump sum.

6 A reference to the “pipeline” debt. See footnote 3, Document 13.
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Kissinger: We were talking about equal payments to the year 2001.
We would give three postponements which you would have to request.
They would not be automatic.

Brezhnev: After the first installment, at what years would the post-
ponements relate to? What years would you propose to have the
postponements?

Kissinger: The point is that it would not be automatic. You would
request them.

(Spirited talking across the table by a number of participants.)

Lynn (explaining the basis for the UK agreement): They made an
agreement that they would not take an immediate postponement and
that any postponement would be based on economic need. This was
the basis for agreement with the UK.

Kissinger: Ambassador Dobrynin is aware that instead of five
postponements, we are talking about three.

Brezhnev: I can give you a signed agreement right now stating that
after the first payment and a five-year postponement, we would pay
the remaining amount and it would be completed by the year 2001.

Kissinger: You must understand the problem:

—First, we talked about three postponements and not five.

—Secondly, in our agreement with the British, we agreed to post-
ponements only if the economic situation required it. In other words, it
is based on the economic situation. We required the UK to have an eco-
nomic problem before receiving a postponement.

—Thirdly, it will be difficult to go to the Congress and say that we
are finally ready to settle lend lease and that the Soviet Union agrees
but wants a five-year postponement. It would be a difficult psycholog-
ical atmosphere. An additional difficulty is that the pipeline is due in
the next three years anyway.

I believe that two payments at the outset would help our problem
with the lend lease people. After that there could be an understanding
that there would be some possibility of postponement. It would be un-
manageable if we extend credit now in return for your postponing pay-
ments on your debt to us. I am looking at our domestic situation.

Brezhnev (Pointing finger): I can just as easily refer you to our eco-
nomic situation. We have to pay out to you. Our problem will be twice
yours. From the point of view of the Supreme Soviet, a lump sum is dif-
ficult. These are no easy economic terms and they come during the final
years of our five year development plan which are the most difficult for
us. But the basic difference is you are getting the money. We are paying
it. In the same period, we will have to pay large sums for our purchases
in your country, including the interest rate on the wheat sales. The
timing is what is the problem. The coincidence of timing in these
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events. That is what motivates us in putting forth these letters. We are
not trying to impose a combination on you. It is just too great a strain.

Kissinger: I understand. We both have the same problem.

Lynn (to Kissinger): It will all come out the same in the end.

Kissinger: But our domestic problems are now. What we are trying
to do is to justify paying out more to you than we are getting back. On
lend lease, we have to wait to justify the credit. If a settlement begins
with postponement it eventually comes out the same way. It isn’t what
we are getting. What we get, we want to justify so that we can give
more.

(Brezhnev smokes all the time, using his hands while talking. Gro-
myko maintains a stony poker face.)

Brezhnev: I don’t think that is in fact quite so. If you agree to grant
us credits, we will have to repay with interest. If you do not give credit
to us, you will give the credit to someone else. That is the normal way
of operating of people who do business. On most favored nation what
benefit did the U.S. gain from this policy in the past? Neither pluses nor
minuses. If you do extend MFEN to us, it will be profitable for us but the
growth will be reciprocal in trade and so forth. It will not entail losses
for the United States. The situation now is no trade. Since there is no
MEN, no growth is possible. Finally, an understanding on these mat-
ters is important. It may be difficult in a purely commercial area, but by
and large it is regarded by everyone as mutually advantageous. Lend
lease and Most Favored Nation are not just gratuities. We look forward
to devising ways of utilizing MFN in order to increase economic coop-
eration. We will meet you half way. We have accepted the principle of a
lump sum. With the President we spoke of the sum of $300 million.
Then we spoke of $400 million and finally the sum of $500 million. That
is where we were at the time of the Summit. Since then you have sug-
gested a lump sum. We could mention say a lump sum of $650 million,
with a first payment and then a postponement for five years. I would be
willing to talk to my comrades about a postponement of four years, but
we must finish our five-year plan.

We are boldly going forward to meet you on that and after the
postponements we would insure all of it was paid up by the year 2001.

Another matter is how we set it on paper. Postponement is a tac-
tical question, but we should have an understanding about a respite.
We will be paying out large sums for wheat purchases and then lend
lease will be done at the same time. That is what we want to base our
understanding on. Perhaps you would see a way to get President
Nixon to finalize the whole thing. Perhaps you can get in touch with the
President.

Kissinger: I can reach the President but we need to get the proposi-
tion in manageable form first. I know we can’t accept $650 million. Sec-
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ondly, it is very difficult to begin the process by a four-year postpone-
ment. It is a suggestion I will have to discuss with Washington. A
global sum is subject to some discussion but not the sum of $650 mil-
lion. Suppose we say we will grant four postponements. Under the
pipeline you are obliged to pay separately anyway. After MEN was ap-
proved, you could make one postponement and then have one more
payment. Then there could be two years of postponement. Then there
would be one more postponement for you to use at your discretion
which we do not have to fix now. In other words, we would have one
payment after MEN was approved by the Congress. And then the fol-
lowing year there would be a postponement. Then the next year you
would pay and then the following two years there would be a post-
ponement. In other words to sum it up, after the first five years you
would have three postponements. This of course would have to be a se-
cret agreement.

Gromyko: Can the fourth postponement follow the first one?

Kissinger: What I am proposing that we agree to now is that of the
first five payment periods, there would be a postponement of three.
There would have to be an understanding between us. President Nixon
in his next term would be responsible for three of the postponements
while he was President. This will not be easy. (Secretary Lynn echoes
the difficulties this will cause.) I am thinking out loud. I am not sure the
President will agree.

(Gromyko makes a comment with a chuckle.)

Brezhnev: All right. Let’s make the sum $651 million. I will add
one million with the wave of a hand. This will show you how generous
Iam.

Kissinger: Without Politburo authority?

Brezhnev: Or I could change it to $649 million. Yes, I can make this
change so I am sure the President can also decide matters like that as
well.

Kissinger: We first mentioned the sum of $1 billion and then $900
million when Secretary Peterson was here. Now we are down to $800
million. I know $650 million is impossible. However, $798 million
might be conceivable (with a smile).

Brezhnev: We started with $300 million and it rose to $500 million.

Kissinger: But that was the principle without interest.

Brezhnev: You must remember that we pay, you get. I am referring
to $650 million with a $500 million base.

Kissinger (to the translator): You have not translated my proposi-
tion. On the issue of postponements the British gave us a letter indi-
cating that they would not repeat not take a major part of their post-
ponements in the early period. They made them in 1957, 1964, 1965,
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and 1968. Thus, they were over an eleven-year period. You want to do
yours over a five-year period. We will be asked about this and whether
there is a similar letter from you. We will not be able to say what we
have just told you. $650 million represents less than two percent in-
terest on the $500 million figure. I have enough experience with the
General Secretary to know that he is probably prepared to discuss this
further.

Brezhnev (pointing figure and gesturing): Of course we are pre-
pared to return again and again if the sum is too small for you. It is
however a great burden for us. We could give you a letter stating that
after four postponements we would ask for no others on the lump sum.
Then we would make a first payment and then ask for four and give
you a letter saying that we would ask for no more and would make our
payments complete by the year 2001.

Kissinger: I understand your problems. We would want no letter.
We could write this into the agreement but it would be a mistake at the
time the agreement was published to state that the postponements had
already been agreed to.

Brezhnev: I was simply trying to make an analogy. If the U.K. gave
you letters in that regard, we could do that also.

Kissinger: The letter said six or seven postponements. The U.K.
gave us a letter but it stated that they would not take the postpone-
ments in the early part of the agreement. It was the opposite of your
case. In this case we do not need a letter.

Brezhnev: This is a very big problem for us, particularly with re-
gard to currency balance. We will be spending more than one billion
dollars for U.S. purchases. This is an enormous sum.

Kissinger: Do you mean for wheat?

Brezhnev: Yes, for a three-year period. This will correspond to the
period when lend lease is being paid. That is why we want deferment
after one payment to settle the wheat. There are some of the payments
we must make in cash. Some are not on credit. We want this done too.
But it is not just politically difficult, but it is also difficult from the
purely economic sense. If we agree to the Tyumen and Yakutsk gas line
of credit, we have to spend enormous credits of our own domestically.
It is a big deal with profits for the United States. It is not a single com-
plex. We must take a look at the broad issues and the figures involved.
On the Yakutsk gas project, if you want to do this jointly with Japan, we
would have no objection. You could reach agreement with Japan your-
self. We can’t just wave them aside and say that it is purely a U.S. and
Soviet agreement.

Kissinger: My view is that your allies may try to discourage them.
Your allies may object strenuously.
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Brezhnev: What an absurd premise.

Kissinger: Japan will not do it alone. The real problem is whether
we can get them to do it with us at all. My judgment is that their greed
will help them overcome any political problems.

Gromyko: First they were trying to talk you into it. Now you are
trying to talk them into it. Such is life.

Brezhnev: On gas we expect to have 13 trillion cubic meters. The
Yukutsk deposit consists of three trillion cubic meters. We could sign
an agreement for 25 to 30 years. On Tyumen the deal is now for 10 tril-
lion but it would be up to 100 trillion. Therefore, you could sign there
for 50 years. There could be a total of 25 trillion liters per annum to the
United States. The Yakutsk gas will take 3 or 4 billion dollars and the
Tyumen may take even more than that. On the other hand, the scale is
enormous. The U.S. with its powerful economy should make large
scale deals on this, not ten but twenty-five trillion liters of gas per
annum. Of course you have to make a great investment but we too also
on our side. It will take a whole new complex that we must build. This
will cause very great tension for us. That is why in this context $650
million is difficult in light of other things. It is not small.

Kissinger: I agree we should take a broad view. We are talking
about very large sums, and a complete change in our economic rela-
tions and that alone will have a significant effect for all of international
affairs. We are talking about a revolution in economic relations which
when compared to twenty five million or less a year is trivial. When I
talk to Rockefeller about mobilizing credit, what he worries about is re-
payment. The lend lease money itself is trivial for us. There will be ad-
ditional anxieties at the onset if we have postponements on lend lease.
We can’t of course postpone the pipeline. On lend lease, you have
agreed to one payment now and then to wait until 1976. Payment
would be on the order of $25 million. This is the only difference be-
tween us.

If you take this as a regular postponement it is easier than four
postponements in repaying by 2001. If there is one payment, then four
postponements and payment by 2001 it doesn’t do us any good. The
normal way would be to add on the postponed sums after 2001. The
global sum between the two percent rate and $800 million rate is three
or four million. (Four and a half million a year on the $800) But we are
talking about a series of measures of great scope. We do not want to be
on the defense, spending all of our time explaining to Congress why
you are not paying. They will think we are being taken advantage of
with a disadvantageous lend lease settlement on top of gas credit. You
and I must look on the big economic view. $650 million is out of the
question. It will be difficult to reach agreement on a scheme in which
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you have four postponements and you take three of these in the first
four years. Are you confused by my presentation?

Brezhnev: You mean paying by 2001 is no good.

Kissinger: I did not explain the process. It is easier for us to add
these payments on to the end than for you to make them up at the end.
Economically it is easier of course the way you suggested, but political-
ly we want to take the postponements one at a time and not know for-
mally in advance. It would be acceptable to have an understanding, al-
though it would not be formalized.

Brezhnev: So you are proposing that we pay in 1973 the first sum.
Then in 1974 and 1975 we do not, in 1976 we do. What about 1977?

Kissinger: You could take two postponements. This way you could
pay in 1973 and have postponements in 1974, 1975, and 1977 and then
pay the whole thing.

Brezhnev: You get in touch with your President. I have to get in
touch with my colleagues. The global sum of $800 million is quite
unacceptable.

Kissinger: Both of us have declared what is unacceptable. Now we

must find a solution. You have my proposal of $798 and there is yours
of $651.

Brezhnev: We are making progress.

Kissinger: It is like Chinese border relations. (Laughter)

Brezhnev: We mentioned $500 million in Moscow. You mentioned
$800. Why not split it in half, one hundred fifty and one hundred fifty
and meet halfway?

Kissinger: It is true that you did mention the sum of $500 million.

Brezhnev: Why don’t you take one pie now and defer two for later.
(Laughter)

Kissinger: On the sum of $500 million we were talking about a sum
without interest. At a two percent interest rate, it would be $660 mil-
lion, so you have actually reduced the sum by $10 million in even
payments.

Brezhnev: When you suggested your interest rate, we shouldn’t
talk about that. That is company level talk. We are not corporation exec-
utives. If we meet each other half way, one side cannot take ten steps
while the other side takes only two steps.

Kissinger: If I get the General Secretary to take two steps toward
me, I will consider that an accomplishment. But there is more to this
than splitting the difference.

Brezhnev: You are trying to get me confused with these figures.
(Laughter)
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Kissinger: The real difference is between $650 million and $800
million. Both of these figures include interest and then we are talking
about comparable figures.

Brezhnev: That is so high, we couldn’t discuss it. Please get this
across to the President.

Kissinger: The figure $650 million I cannot present. Of course if
you demand I will present it but I can tell you now we are wasting our
time. The answer to $650 million would be no. It would be tragic if I am
here for two days and we don’t get an agreement. I am not trying to be
a clever bargainer. I just wanted to tell you frankly he will not accept
that figure. And what is worse, Congress will not agree. It could jeopar-
dize all the other agreements.

Brezhnev: To be very frank what sum, even at the cost of a strain
with Congress, what sum could you accept?

Kissinger: This is not good bargaining, but the absolute minimum
we could accept would be $750 million. When the sum of $500 million
was released to the press, it was with a five percent interest rate. If we
were simply paying off lend lease, we could probably go to Congress.

Dobrynin: $750 million would really be $700 million, because the
$750 million includes the pipeline.

Kissinger: It would include the pipeline. Is that understood?

Brezhnev: Well then for the time being let me convey my com-
ments on postponement, that is on the total sum and on postponement.
I will talk with my comrades. We might be able to go down to four
postponements and perhaps even reduce that. In the meantime, we will
be waiting for the reply from your President. On postponements they
would come at a time that credits for gas and so forth would be
operative.

Kissinger: My plan only adds one payment. There would be a pay-
ment, postponement, one payment and then three postponements.
That is in order to prevent Congressional difficulties. We also under-
stand that the two pipeline payments are not deferred. You owe us on
the pipeline. We have held up that for this year but it will have to be
paid this year and next.

Brezhnev: Would lend lease begin in 1973? This year the pipeline
was postponed.

Kissinger: The first lend lease payment would be in 1973 if we pass
MEN.

Brezhnev: Then in 1974 under your scheme there would be a post-
ponement and in 1975 pay and in 1976 and 1977 postpone. What about
19787

Kissinger: My recommendation would be that you pay in 1978 and
take your other postponement in 1979.
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Brezhnev: If we come to agreement, then we could pay both of
them together as of 1973.

Kissinger: It is our understanding that there is no dispute about the
pipeline. Our proposal is that in 1972 and 1973 you pay the pipeline.
After that it is all paid off and this is not a factor.

Secretary General Brezhnev then walked out of the room.

Dobrynin: If you propose $700 million with the understanding that
there is [omission in the original] million in the pipeline, it would be
better to put it this way to the Secretary General. Of the $750, $48 of it
would be to the pipeline, $702 for lend lease.

Kissinger: As I understand it, when Congress passes MFN next
year then the first payment would be made and that would be followed
by a postponement.

Dobrynin: It is my impression that he meant . ..
Manzhulo: He said $650 million.

Kissinger: I understand that. These numbers are starting to sound
familiar. They are similar to those for SLBM and ICBMs; therefore we
have a global figure.

Gromyko: When can you get an answer from your President?

Kissinger: What am I supposed to ask? Whether $650 million is ac-
ceptable? Alright, I will get this out.” You understand my point that we
do not have any formal agreement as to when there is a postponement.

Dobrynin: Yes, we understand. (Note: Kissinger, Sonnenfeldt and
Lynn consulted and began drafting a cable to Washington. After an in-
terval the group returned to the room.)

[In essence the two proposals were:

—on the Soviet side a $650 million lump sum with one payment
followed by four postponements.

—the U.S. counter proposal is for $750 million with one Fa ment
followed by one postponement and then a payment. This would be fol-
lowed by two postponements and then perhaps one payment and then
one or two postponements. ]

7 Kissinger wrote Haig in message Hakto 11, September 11, regarding lend-lease:
“Brezhnev maintains they cannot go above 650 million principle and 150 interest. I have
come down from our 800 million to 750 million as absolute minimum. But Brezhnev
wants President’s response re 650 million. I think he may yield.” Kissinger asked Haig to
send him a telegram “from President by flash so I can show it to Soviets.” Kissinger pro-
vided a draft of the telegram from Nixon to himself, which Haig sent back to Kissinger
the same day as message Tohak 28, which stated that “650 million would be totally unac-
ceptable to Congress and would therefore risk defeat of entire economic package for So-
viets.” It continued: “You [Kissinger] are authorized to offer 750 million as absolute min-
imum consistent with basic objective of building new economic relationship with USSR.”
(National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Office Files, Box
24, HAK Trip Files, HAK’s Germany, Moscow, London, Paris Trip, Sep. 9-15, 1972,
HAKTO 1-35)
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Gromyko: There is bad news from the Middle East.® Very bad.

Kissinger: Your Government has behaved very properly and with
great discretion.

Gromyko: I had in mind the events which occurred a day or two
ago.

Kissinger: We had done our best to try to prevent it. We had not
been told the complete truth. (By the Israelis.) Note: There was then a
brief discussion of the Olympics. With reference to the basketball game,
Kissinger stated it was bad enough to lose, but we were also tortured
by the illusion of victory.)

Secretary General Brezhnev then returned to the meeting.

Brezhnev: Have you reached an agreement? I thought I was intimi-
dating you so I left.

Kissinger: Your colleagues have been reminding us of all our
defeats.

Brezhnev: They have been telling us that Kissinger agrees to $650
million.

Kissinger: As the base sum (without interest).

Brezhnev: I am only kidding. We cannot make a payment of this
much. We have put it all into one lump sum for you. Why don’t we
have a break for lunch now. I want to do some additional thinking.

Kissinger: Should I send a telegram?
Brezhnev: After lunch we can take the time we need.

Gromyko: (Consulting with Brezhnev) Yes, you should do it by
cable.

Brezhnev: We can perhaps break until 6:00 p.m. Then we can take
up several other issues. For example, we could discuss the agreement
on non-use, SALT, European Security, Vietnam, Middle East, and Ger-
many. Then we could start again at 10:00 a.m. tomorrow morning. It
has not been very productive today. The President is going to receive
two telegrams. One from you and one from me. I will tell him that ei-
ther Kissinger is misreading his directives or else that I cannot recog-

8On September 9, Israel launched air raids against Palestinian guerrilla bases in
Lebanon and Syria in retaliation for the kidnapping and murder of Israeli athletes at the
Munich Olympics. On September 12, Vorontsov delivered a note to Haig from the Soviet
leadership protesting the Israeli action, which Haig forwarded to Kissinger in message
Tohak 40, September 12. The Soviet note called the air attacks “a premeditated provoca-
tion by Israel against Syria and Lebanon.” It continued: “If no effective measures are
taken by those who bear the main responsibility for preserving international peace and
security, if Israel is not called to order and if Israel continues to aggravate the situation,
then it may lead to very dangerous consequences for the cause of peace in the Middle
East.” (Ibid., TOHAK 1-116)
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nize Kissinger. I am not sure he is here. He wants me to take him to
Lake Baikal. How easy it was to get his agreement.

Kissinger: Now I am in trouble with the military men and the Pres-
ident. I have one thought about postponement. We might combine
your idea and our idea. I have not checked with Washington, but we
might want to consider a certain number of consecutive postpone-
ments. You would still pay by the year 2001. In the agreement we could
write a clause saying if postponements were taken in the first ten years,
nevertheless the global sum would be paid by 2001. There could
perhaps be one payment and three consecutive postponements fol-
lowed by one payment and then take the fourth postponement. The
whole would be paid off by 2001. This would establish a compromise
between your position and ours. We would be proceeding from a
global sum of $750 million.

Brezhnev: I thank you for these additional considerations. We can
certainly think things over. However, the total sum looks very big. If
there is nothing new after the break, all to the good. We will take time
to talk things over.

Kissinger: One thing, it would be helpful to me to know what you
plan to discuss this evening. I need to know this in terms of assigning
my colleagues.

Brezhnev: We could discuss non-use and European matters as a
minimum, certainly, the Security Conference. We are hoping to finalize
this matter too.

Kissinger: You will defeat us in the last three seconds. (Referring to
Russian defeat of U.S. Olympic basketball team.)

Brezhnev: I now know that there is a God above. Brandt must be
feeling very bad.

Kissinger: Yes, he was very upset. I don’t know how they let the
terrorists slip through. The Germans are given to extremes. They are
now so concerned not to show too many in uniform. In 1936 there were
too many uniformed people. This time, too few.

Brezhnev: Generally, they have been a very well disciplined na-
tion. All through the war their discipline was good. When their leader
said advance, they advanced. Retreat, they retreated. (Gesturing) It is
true that after they surrendered not a single shot was fired at the back
of our soldiers” heads. After one battle I went to a Division area where
some of my friends were and I was returning to my command post
down a road strewn with vehicles. I did not have my ADC, just my
driver and myself. And as we approached a little forest area about half
a kilometer from the roadside, I saw a squad of armed Germans. They
were coming in my direction. Night had fallen. I didn’t know whether
to turn back but I finally decided to go along nonetheless. I saw they
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were headed by an officer. As they approached, they said, “Good eve-
ning, General” and all came to attention, (Brezhnev stands up gestur-
ing) and clicked their heels. (Brezhnev imitates.) They asked which
way to surrender. I told them that it was five or six kilometers away to
the south. No one will touch you if you proceed in an orderly manner.
The Germans stood up and saluted and I drove off. I thought some SOB
would hit me in the back but instead they simply lined up and marched
in the direction I had indicated. I crossed myself.

Kissinger: I had a similar experience. A German division surren-
dered to our unit. The problem was how to get them one hundred miles
back. I told my commander to let me handle it. I told the German Divi-
sion Officer that if he would give his word of honor, he would be al-
lowed to proceed without escort. The German responded that he
hadn’t spent thirty years in the Army to disgrace himself now. And as it
turned out he didn’t lose a man. All he had with him was someone to
show him the way.

Brezhnev: Let’s take a break.

Kissinger: Should Lynn talk about other aspects of trade in the in-
terim. He could review our other proposals?

Brezhnev: Certainly. Talk over the other aspects. This evening we
can perhaps first cover the economic problem and then shift to the nu-
clear problem, European Security, troop reductions.

Kissinger: May I ask our Ambassador to join us for the European
subjects?

Brezhnev: Sure.

Kissinger: Then tomorrow we would discuss SALT, Vietnam, and
other topics.

Brezhnev: Maybe we could move more quickly. We really need to
speed up.

Kissinger: I agree.

Brezhnev: Dr. Kissinger must agree with us.

Kissinger: I appreciate the opportunity to talk to Mr. Brezhnev.

Brezhnev: We have spent four hours on the single question. At this
rate it will take thirteen days. I will put this in my telegram to President
Nixon. He will do it then.

Kissinger: You are trying to destroy my confidence.
Brezhnev: That is what I am worried about.

Kissinger: When I get in trouble because of you, maybe I can get a
job in the Soviet Union. Your Ambassador tells me it will not be in the
office of foreign affairs, perhaps defense.

Brezhnev: I will find something better.
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39. Message From the President’s Assistant for National Security
Affairs (Kissinger) to the President’s Deputy Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Haig)"

Moscow, September 12, 1972, 0155Z.

Hakto 13. After over seven hours with Brezhnev this evening on
lend-lease we have following situation.?

1. He says he absolutely cannot go above global figure of 725 mil-
lion dollars.

2. He says their balance of payments problems due to grain pur-
chases, shipping and other commitments for balance of their present
five year plan are so severe that he cannot accept compressed pipeline
payments of 24 million each in 1972 and 1973.

First question is whether 725 million global figure would be fea-
sible for us. Payments would still be arranged to conclude in 2001.

As regards second problem above, two possible compromise sug-
gestions have occurred to us:

First possibility.

1. Soviets pay their regular pipeline installment of 11 plus million
dollars this year. As you know they have been ready to do so but we
have agreed to hold up from month to month pending resolution of
lend-lease negotiations.

2.In 1973, they would pay a 24 million dollar pipeline installment.

3. Beginning 1974, assuming MEN some time in 1973, they would
begin regular payments stream to 2001 on global sum, except that part
of each payment would be on account of pipeline.

Second possibility.
1. Pay pipeline installments for four years, 1972-75 of 11.5 plus
million per year to retire pipeline debt.

2. Balance of global sum, after deducting pipeline, would be paid
in equal installments beginning 1976 through 2001. I suspect in this var-
iant we might ask for somewhat higher global sum. If so, how much
should it be?

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 24, Trip Files, HAK’s Germany, Moscow, London, Paris Trip, Sep. 9-15,
1972, HAKTO 1-35. Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only; Flash. A stamped notation indicates it
was received at 9:29 p.m. on September 11.

2 Document 38 accounts for a 4-hour discussion Kissinger had with Brezhnev re-
garding lend-lease. No records of other meetings on September 11 were found.
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3. Because of delayed beginning of regular lend-lease installments,
this variant would contain no postponement rights or perhaps only
one.

I urgently need for use tomorrow morning Peterson’s and Flan-
igan’s reaction to these propositions or any other precise alternative he
can come up with. I recognize time pressures, but any supporting arith-
metic—such as size of annual installments under variants and global
figure and rationale for Congress—would be extremely useful.

40. Message From the President’s Deputy Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Haig) to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger) in Moscow'

Washington, September 12, 1972, 0712Z.

Tohak 47/WH 29377. There follows the proposal worked out
jointly by Secretary Peterson and Peter Flanigan. Both agree that it will
meet requirements.

Begin text:

For: Henry A. Kissinger

From: Secretary Peterson

I have reviewed the following message on lend-lease with Flan-
igan and it represents joint view.

Should you need more prescise computer-type interest rate calcu-
lation, please wire back and we will try to get computer operating
tonight.

On another subject, there are strong indications of a grain elevator
strike by maritime unions. While it is not directed at only Soviet Union
grain shipments, Gibson thinks if could have been touched off by
delays on maritime deal.” I asked him to get specific reasons for strike
by mid-morning.

In any event, you should know this puts extra pressure on a mari-
time deal as soon as possible.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 24, HAK Trip to Germany, Moscow, London, Paris, Sep 9-15, 1972,
TOHAK 1-116. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes Only.

2 The Maritime Agreement was signed in Washington on October 14. See Docu-
ment 61.
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Also, newspaper story here by Kaiser of Post on Jim Lynn’s being
with you® made it necessary for me to meet with bureaucracy today to
review situation. It will be very helpful if you can limit announcements
on commercial negotiations to most general kind of language and
thereby permit us to again reassure bureaucracy that Manzhulo and
Alkhimov will be coming back to negotiate in depth.

Warm regards.

To: Henry A. Kissinger
From: Peterson/Flanigan
Subject: Lend Lease

1. We believe that comprehensiveness of trade package is more im-
portant than the differences between any of the options. Cannot tell
from your telex how you are handling trade aspects but believe low-
ering of global sum provides requirement and opportunity to get com-
prehensive trade aspects wrapped up including market disruption,
business facilities, arbitration, copyrights, etc. In short we are con-
cerned about settling lend lease prior to getting comprehensive trade
aspects settled, particularly at lower global sum. Congress and lob-
byists will forget about rather minor differences in lend lease settle-
ment long before they have to deal with specific trade package.

2. You could try again to get $750 million global sum and still be
responsive to five year balance of payments problems by suggesting
that $25 million additional beyond $725 million be paid in $1 million
annual payments for last 25 years only, with none of these extra pay-
ments in the first five years of professed balance of payments problems.

3. Do not like your second possibility. Seems very much like grace
period concept which is probably hard to sell to Congress, particularly
since we could presumably have made available large Ex-In credits
long before the regular lend lease payments began in 1976. Remind you
that Congressman Moorhead seems to have hangup on grace period
concept. We do not have time to get access to a computer at this late
hour, but we suspect second possibility also reduces effective interest
rate substantially more.

4. As to your first possibility:

A. Can you get the last $11.5 million of pipeline in 1974 since pro-
pose handling of this last $11.5 million over remaining years until 2001
is a retreat from what we already are getting on pipeline, or if not, then
could you split the last $11.5 million into two payments of about $5.75
million each, payable in 1974 and 1975 which at least completes pipe-
line payments at same time as current pipeline payments are due.

3 A reference to Kaiser’s “Kissinger Arrives for Moscow Talks,” Washington Post,
Times Herald, September 11, 1972, p. A5.
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B. It would also be obviously very well [received?] if you could ne-
gotiate no postponements since we could then say to Congress that we
did not yield on two of the important variables, grace period and
postponements.

C. Have they accepted the concept of regular lend lease payments
starting when MFN actually granted? If so, I remind you that this
would also mean doubling up if we get MFN in 1973 or 1974. We pro-
pose this since it gives Congress an incentive to hurry up and also gets
us more cash earlier. Frankly, with an economy of the size of the Soviet
Union doing several billion dollars of trade with the Western world an-
nually, it is rather hard to believe that balance of payments projections
are so refined that $11 million one way or the other makes that much
difference.

5. There is no way we can compute effective interest at this late
hour without a computer. We would estimate your first possibility
would turn out to yield effective interest rate of between 2.80 percent
and 2.90 percent. If you use only the non-pipeline amount of $454 mil-
lion as the base and do not compute interest on regular lend lease pay-
ments until these payments start, interest rate is about 3 percent. If this
is all you can get, we can probably sell it but it does intensify the need
for a comprehensive trade deal. Also, lower global settlement makes it
all the more necessary that we have freedom to market deal in any way
we wish since more than ever it now looks as though the British
analogy is far better than talking about interest rates on basis of summit
settlement.
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41. Memorandum of Conversation!

Moscow, September 12, 1972, 12:10-1:20 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Leonid I. Brezhnev, General Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU
Andrei A. Gromyko, Foreign Minister

Anatoli F. Dobrynin, Ambassador to USA

Georgi M. Korniyenko, Chief of USA Division, Foreign Ministry

A M. Aleksandrov, Assistant to the General Secretary

Viktor M. Sukhodrev, Interpreter

Soviet Notetaker

Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
James T. Lynn, Under Secretary of Commerce

Helmut Sonnenfeldt, NSC Senior Staff Member

William G. Hyland, NSC Staff

SUBJECT

Economic Relations

Brezhnev: Has nothing happened?

Dr. Kissinger: I have been trying to get an answer from Wash-
ington. I gave it to Ambassador Dobrynin. We have an answer in-
volving a double payment on the pipeline.?

Brezhnev: Is this a new idea?

Dr. Kissinger: I will take responsibility for an agreement and I will
have to get it blessed in Washington. I could accept the figure of $725
million. Also I have a new idea on how to handle the combination of
pipeline and lend-lease payments. We will do it the way we handled
the postponements. I will take responsibility for this, but I am almost
certain it will be accepted, but it should not be the subject of
correspondence.

The idea is this: This year you will make the regular pipeline pay-
ments; next year you make a double payment; in 1974 you make the
first lend-lease payment, but not the pipeline payments; in 1975 we
postpone the lend-lease payment, but you pay the remainder of the
pipeline. In 1976-77 you postpone lend-lease.

On this basis you pay off the pipeline on the exact schedule, but
double 1973-74 into one payment. The concerns you mentioned yes-

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 74, Country Files—Europe—USSR, HAK Trip to Moscow, Sept. 1972,
Memcons (Originals). Secret; Sensitive. The meeting took place in the Council of Minis-
ters Building inside the Kremlin. Brackets are in the original.

2 See Document 40.
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terday will not arise. I am not authorized to make this proposal, but I
believe I can convince the President if I can explain it to him personally.

Brezhnev: And in 1978?

Dr. Kissinger: One payment.

Brezhnev: 1979?

Dr. Kissinger: Postponed.

Brezhnev: And 1980 and so on will be equal payments?
Dr. Kissinger: Yes.

Brezhnev: [Draws line through notes he has been making.] OK. We
have already spent too much time on this subject. Although there were
difficulties in approach, I want to pay tribute to the fact that the Presi-
dent agrees to the sum of $725 million. I therefore accept this variant. I
trust that my comrades will share this view. We can consider the matter
closed. We can list the additional requirements for you to convey to the
President. I accept this in connection with the President’s acceptance of
$725 million. I am deeply gratified. It reflects the interest of maintaining
the policy founded during the President’s visit to Moscow.

Yesterday our conversations were very businesslike. There were
no disputes, they were charming, and the results were positive. Why
should we note anything that happened yesterday? Since the President
has accepted the figure we suggested yesterday, it is with profound
gratification that I therefore accept responsibility for accepting the
schedule of payments.

I had anew idea when I was driving home last night. It was hard to
tear one’s self away from the talks. I thought it would be a good idea to
study the formalization of the agreements from a legal viewpoint, so
that no misunderstandings arise and neither side runs the risk of falling
short. I am referring to the fact that we begin payment only after
granting of MFN. There must be a guarantee on this.

Dr. Kissinger: [Interrupting translation]: We will put it into the
agreement.

Brezhnev: Then there is no problem. [Continuing earlier remarks]:
So that there is no uncertainty standing in the way, we guarantee pay-
ments down to last kopek. When will the other elements be put into
place? We should not go into details, but preparations should be made.
Will we hear confirmation of MEN in near future? Will it be submitted
to Congress in January? Will the President announce his intention in
October that MFN will be submitted next year?

But, first of all, do you accept our acceptance on payments? I con-
fidently accept your statement that you will do all you can to per-
suade the President. I accept our understanding to be a de facto
understanding.
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Dr. Kissinger: Mr. General Secretary, we concluded our discus-
sions because they have been frank and open as have characterized our
negotiations. We have always been able to settle our problems because
our discussions are open.

Second, I am delighted to accept your assistance [assurance] that
you accept our proposals. I will confirm our acceptance to your Ambas-
sador on Monday.> We can decide if we want to say anything publicly
as a result of this meeting.

Third, Mr. Lynn should now talk with Mr. Manzhulo to settle as
much as possible on the trade and lend-lease agreements. The more
they can settle the easier it will be for us to sell this package. If they can
make progress this will be very helpful.

You should send delegations to Washington to complete the agree-
ments in legal form. They could be signed on October 10. We will have
a legal obligation to obtain MFN, and your payments do not start until
then. The President will make a statement, as necessary, that he sub-
mits and recommends to the Congress granting of MFN. If he is
re-elected, in the first term of a re-elected President the Congress will
be forthcoming. I also confirm the granting of Ex-Im credits in October
for the Kama River project and we will set up a mechanism for the nat-
ural gas project, as discussed yesterday. But it would help the general
atmosphere surrounding these agreements if we could settle one or
two other issues simultaneously: the copyright agreements, arbitration
and the establishment of a trade center. We would like to settle all of
them, but even if only two are settled it would enable us to sell a diffi-
cult package more effectively.

This completes economic matters. I understand you are sending a
maritime delegation to Washington. In this connection we will an-
nounce that a subsidy will be granted to ships carrying grain. This will
cost us $50 million. As soon as the maritime agreement is concluded we
can break the current deadlock. Meanwhile your ships can call on West
Coast and Great Lakes ports in October, but the grain moves in Amer-
ican ships.

In view of the broad scope of the agreements to be signed on Oc-
tober 10, I should tell your Ambassador how your delegations should
conduct their conversations in Washington. In any event, I herewith
confirm that we will conclude all the agreements on October 10; as soon
as you can you should get delegations to Washington, to conclude the
agreements within the framework of our agreements.

3 September 18.
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Brezhnev: Lynn and Manzhulo should be locked in a room with no
food until they reach agreement—but Gromyko says give them water.

Dr. Kissinger: I agree.

Brezhnev: But if they reach agreement, we will give them a gala
reception.

Dr. Kissinger: This evening.

I have a personal interest in the copyright agreements: I will earn
royalties from my books.

Brezhnev: On the President’s statement to the Congress, when will
he make it? I am not posing a condition, but merely wondered.

Dr. Kissinger: At the time of signing the treaty we will repeat the
statements when we explain it to the press.

Brezhnev: On the copyright, we will resolve it and pay you. There
will be no discriminations, but we will only pay you!

Dr. Kissinger: Then I can drive through Washington in a Soviet au-
tomobile and no one will pay any attention.

[During the translation, Brezhnev asked for the Minister of Mari-
time Transport.]

[When the remarks on giving instructions to the Soviet delegation
to the translator, Brezhnev injected: This was necessary in order to pre-
serve the channel: some of your suggestions will come from us. Do-
brynin remarked to Brezhnev that he will work with Dr. Kissinger to
preserve the channel. Brezhnev answered: Exactly. Dr. Kissinger said if
Dobrynin and I can be in contact, we can settle matters. Brezhnev re-
plied, we accept that.]

Brezhnev: Well, may I say on behalf of myself and my comrades
that the discussions we began yesterday and today are a good step
toward upholding mutual interest based on foundations created
during the President’s visit. There is a lot of work to be done to promote
better understanding and cooperation. That which was accomplished
in these two days was very good indeed . ..

Dr. Kissinger: I share your view ...

Brezhnev: [Examining the payments schedule; asking Gromyko, in
Russian:] How long will President Nixon be in office?

Dr. Kissinger: President Nixon can make postponements for the
first three payments, and we will leave a letter for his successor.

Brezhnev: Then we can send off a good telegram to the President.
There is one thing. I am not very well versed in the difficulties of the
trade negotiations. If I could be informed, I could facilitate matters or
perhaps make them more difficult. I do not think Manzhulo will take
decisions without me [laughter on the American side]. So if you could
tell me about the difficulties confidentially, I could take Dr. Kissinger’s
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example and advise him [Manzhulo] when to advance and when to fall
back.

Dr. Kissinger: I have not been doing much advancing.

[Brezhnev nods to Mr. Lynn to proceed.]

Mr. Lynn: On the question of arbitration, we need a clear signal to
our bureaucracies on both sides that international arbitration ma-
chinery can be located in third countries.

Brezhnev: I do not know what third countries should be involved.
If there are matters [to be settled], we will take it to Dr. Kissinger. Why
should Holland decide for us? This may not be necessary. Do we need
third countries?

Lynn: We want this item so that businessmen can support the
agreements.

Brezhnev: If the experts agree, I have no objections.

Lynn: Second, we should agree that MFN applies to exports and
imports, except those items that fall under national security.

Also, Mr. Manzhulo had difficulty with our reference to GATT.
We have handled this by a reference to GATT that I think he would find
satisfactory.

The next point concerns diplomatic immunity for trade repre-
sentatives in the Soviet Union and in the U.S. I believe this can be han-
dled satisfactorily.

In working out MFN reciprocal treatment of goods, there are
contained in side letters references concerning quantities of goods.
This is the so-called market disruption clause. We need a mechanism to
advise ...

Brezhnev: I am beginning to see that we will be able to get a pro-
tocol by this evening. So we can get into other matters.

[At this point Minister Guzhenko came into the room and began
reporting to Brezhnev in Russian. After a conversation in Russian,
Brezhnev said that his Minister claimed that we wanted to exclude So-
viet ships that called on Cuba; since this was 90 percent of the ships, we
could not implement the agreement. Brezhnev said that we claimed no
sailors should take part in loading.]

[Dobrynin intervened in Russian to explain something, and then
Guzhenko continued, apparently informing Brezhnev that there had
been a communication from the Americans through Ambassador Do-
brynin solving these problems. Brezhnev seemed unaware of what he
meant, but Dobrynin reassured him that the issues were resolved.]

Brezhnev concluded that Lynn had the responsibility for reaching
an acceptable agreement.

Dr. Kissinger: Let them continue working on details. I think all the
problems are solved. If necessary, Lynn can stay.
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Brezhnev: Our work has succeeded.
[Lynn departed and the meeting turned to other subjects.]*

% Kissinger subsequently wrote to Haig regarding the meeting in message Hakto 18,
September 12: “After further ninety minutes of discussion today, tentative agreement
was reached on lend-lease package based on global figure of 725 million and generally on
first alternative compromise suggestion sent you last night. Brezhnev also agreed that
total trade package should be expeditiously completed and Lynn currently meeting with
Soviet counterpart to get as far as possible. Brezhnev has promised his support for a
forthcoming solution.” Kissinger continued: “Please tell President that October 10 is
target date for completion and signature of comprehensive trade package and lend-lease
settlement.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 24, Trip Files, HAK’s Germany, Moscow, London, Paris Trip, Sep. 9-15,
1972, HAKTO 1-35) The agreements were not signed until October 18. See Document 65.

42.  Memorandum of Conversation'

Moscow, September 12, 1972, 1:20-6 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Leonid I. Brezhnev, General Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU
Andrei A. Gromyko, Foreign Minister

Anatoli F. Dobrynin, Ambassador to USA

Georgi M. Korniyenko, Chief of USA Division, Foreign Minister

AM. Aleksandrov, Assistant to the General Secretary

Viktor M. Sukhodrev, Interpreter

Soviet Notetaker

Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
Helmut Sonnenfeldt, NSC Senior Staff Member

Winston Lord, NSC Staff

William G. Hyland, NSC Staff

Comdr. Jonathan T. Howe, NSC Staff

SUBJECT

Non-Use of Nuclear Weapons

Dr. Kissinger: I delayed so long on the other subject [trade and
lend-lease] to avoid discussing this.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 74, Country Files—Europe—USSR, HAK Trip to Moscow, Sept. 1972,
Memcons (Originals). Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes Only. The meeting took
place in the Council of Ministers Building inside the Kremlin. Brackets are in the original.
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Brezhnev: But this is a very important matter. No other question
could do so much to improve the situation and political atmosphere as
this. No agreements on gas, on maritime shipping, can do so much to
restrict war. No other leading statesmen will go down more in history
than the one who signs this [agreement]. The question is how to ap-
proach it. Our draft is a good one. We could go to lunch if you accept it.
We took into account your draft;* I decided to send you a draft® so you
could discuss it with the President before you left.

Dr. Kissinger: I have no draft from you.

We had an opportunity to discuss the issue with the President, and
we sent you some of our considerations, prior to coming here.

Brezhnev: In fact we began discussions on this here in Moscow.

Dr. Kissinger: In April ...

Brezhnev: After preliminary discussion with you and at the
summit, we sent you a draft treaty.* We have confirmed that there is
general agreement and a desire to reach a solution. It is one of the deci-
sions of paramount importance for our relations. It will be a great con-
tribution to world détente and greater security not only for our people
but worldwide. A good beginning was made in Moscow. Now the task
is to elaborate and finalize a treaty. You gave us a draft and we gave a
draft and received modifications from you. Now it is clear that our
countries will never allow the use of nuclear weapons against one an-
other, but we must give a clear-cut commitment on the way to act in
possible situations.

[Noting paper in his hand] I was reading your paper and thought
it was ours!

We can reply to your questions. Other questions are merely theo-
retical and will not arise in practice. One could think of 20 hypothetical
questions of this kind, but they will never arise in practice. We should
avoid those that never arise in practice.

A most important consideration is the use of force against each
other and against each other’s allies—as expressed in Article III. I agree
with the President that the treaty must not look as if the two most pow-
erful nations are dictating to the world. But this is between our two na-
tions. The entire tonality reflects this. We proceed from the assumption
that each has allies, you the NATO allies and we the Warsaw Pact allies.

Thus, if you agree we can go through the text. We can constitute an
internal drafting commission. If we honestly fulfill our obligations the

2Tab D, Document 30.

% Brezhnev is apparently referring to the undated message from the Soviet leader-
ship to Nixon, Document 35.

4See Document 17.
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other nations can be reassured. Your initial draft, as I recall, made an
obligation “to create conditions in which use of nuclear weapons was
not justified.” This formulation is not specific. After all we could say
this and there would still be war. But our own draft says no interfer-
ence in the internal affairs of the other ...

Dr. Kissinger: This is not in your draft.

Brezhnev: Your formulation is too loose. It is not binding. We need
a document to present to parliaments. Of course some countries may
not like it. Britain, France, Germany, China, Korea, whatever. But if our
two countries agree, the UN will not find reason for criticism. We retain
the right of self-defense. These are important pronouncements, in the
interest of the U.S. and the Soviet Union that this be preserved. If only
“every effort” is made, the results have less value, and give rise to
doubts.

One idea came to me yesterday. Even if we sign an agreement on
nuclear weapons, we might fight a conventional war. We could have
150 divisions and you 150 divisions and we could fight to a standstill
We could follow up this treaty with a treaty on non-use of force gener-
ally. If we two enter into a treaty, there can be no nuclear war in the fu-
ture. Because no other power would resort to nuclear war. If we do not
use nuclear weapons, no one else would dare to launch them. Certainly
not France but they are not military allies of yours. If we now can pro-
ceed further, we could turn ourselves into editors and make a draft. Let
us agree that bargaining is impossible. This does not relate to rubles.
This is a matter of four points.

Alexandrov: The interpreter left out an important statement, that
France is not likely to attack you!

Brezhnev: I have a suggestion. To enable you to have free time and
attend an important function, we might have a break. We could meet at
5:30 and go to 10:00-11:30. We missed a meal yesterday but we felt light
without our dinner.

Dr. Kissinger: What else will be discussed?
Brezhnev: SALT.
Gromyko: European Security.

Brezhnev: There was a party official named Svirsky. During the
period when we took young people from villages to go to the country-
side, not all were enthusiastic, and each gave reasons for not going.
They came in for a hearing and explained their reasons. Svirsky said, I
am in favor and you are against; we agree; you will go!

[The meeting adjourned until 6:00 p.m.]

Brezhnev: Why did Gromyko take so long to feed you?
Dr. Kissinger: He gave us a preview of his UN speech.
It took only two minutes.
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Brezhnev: We will not send him and save money.

Dr. Kissinger: He also agreed that when he makes the speech, he
will wear a Nixon hat.

Brezhnev: He cannot wear a Nixon hat unless he gets paid. We will
make some money. [To Gromyko:] Split 50-50.

We are in a better mood. When we get a settlement the mood im-
proves. Why don’t we follow this procedure: You say that all the ques-
tions that came up you agreed to. We are serious, not selfish; we do not
seek any advantages.

Dr. Kissinger: But I make simple problems complicated.

Brezhnev: I have noticed that you have a special talent. If any ques-
tion needs solving we can call on Dr. Kissinger to make it complicated
and then settle it.

Dr. Kissinger: In that way I get the credit. You invent problems and
then remove them. This is a political art.

Brezhnev: The complications are never explained, but the solu-
tions are. I am happy to see Dr. Kissinger looking so well as when we
started. I remember our discussing this with you the first time.

Dr. Kissinger: Those were important discussions.

Brezhnev: Yesterday and today ... When I went down to see you
[last night] I thought I couldn’t come out [without talking to you] ...

Dr. Kissinger: We were very close. We had to find ways to start a
new initiative in all fields.

Brezhnev: We feel that the basic principle is to lay a foundation,
that we began in the course of our bilateral discussions. It would have
been quite improper to embark on the summit without looking ahead
to see what the prospects were. We were right in splitting up the tasks
and having separate discussions. In May we decided to have this ques-
tion [non-use of nuclear weapons]. The question is quite complicated.
There have been many decades in building up tensions, and it is
leading to bring matters back to normalcy, or better.

I endeavored in a rough way to set out the basic principles on the
non-use of nuclear weapons. Let me not make a secret of the fact that it
would not be justified to delay too long. I am not humoring you. But to
add this to what has already been achieved would enhance the prestige
of our two nations.

Dr. Kissinger: The President believes that our relations should be,
and are, developing on the principle of reciprocity and equality in the
interest of the peace in the world. He devotes more time to this than
any other foreign policy question. We look at every problem, not only
on its merits but on the basis of its contribution to the objective of re-
laxing tensions and developing cooperation. We have as a cardinal
principle of our policy not to take advantage of tactical situations, but
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to show restraint in every respect and to take account of the interests,
principles and concerns of the Soviet Union. These basic principles will
motivate our policy in the next Administration. A beginning was made
at the Moscow summit. We can give a greater impetus in these discus-
sions, and when the General Secretary visits the United States, this can
be an event not only of social importance, but of tremendous historical
significance. We would like that visit to be marked by the same order
and scope of significance as the Moscow summit. As a general objective
we could bring these discussions to a culmination during the visit, but
before we can do that we will require precision.

First, with respect to preventing nuclear war, there are absolutely
no differences. We believe nuclear war would be a catastrophe for our
two peoples. Nobody understands this better than our two countries,
because we are the only countries equipped to understand. We some-
times read in the press who is ahead or who is behind. A basic strategic
advantage is impossible. Victory in a nuclear war is unobtainable. To
engage in a nuclear war would be suicidal and an act of criminal folly.
This is your objective, and we agree with this objective. Indeed it is a
noble one.

At the same time, if we concede that our two countries are the two
strongest nations, then our relations have significance beyond formal
statements. As we look at the past, rightly or wrongly, many nations
have feared military aggression and they believed they were free of this
fear because of the protection of nuclear weapons. A treaty of this kind
would have profound significance for these countries. While banning
use between us, we do not want to create the impression that it is per-
mitted against third countries. This is not your view.

Third, the General Secretary spoke of the problem that after ban-
ning nuclear war, there would remain the possibility of conventional
war. He flatters us by saying we could have 150 divisions in our
country. We do not have the population to man the headquarters that
would be required. [Brezhnev on translation of this does not under-
stand, but when explained that we have such large headquarters, he
said the staffs are never in the front line.]

We do not want to give the impression that conventional war is
permitted nor give the impression that under the protection we have
from the non-use of nuclear weapons against one another, we could use
conventional weapons. That is why we referred to the condition listed
in our second paragraph. The General Secretary called attention to the
vague language in Article I. It is drafted so vaguely that it is meaning-
less, he said. If we set a goal and fail to achieve it we have nothing.
As he pointed out, we could still have the conditions but also a nuclear
war. This could be strengthened by saying “They have an
obligation ...”
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We are not drafters, but I agree we could strengthen this
paragraph.

Brezhnev: [interrupting during the translation] Maybe vague was
too strong a word. He might say too indefinite.

Kissinger: ... and then use other parts of our draft. My under-
standing of the General Secretary’s remarks—I do not recall this ex-
actly—is that we should attempt to compare texts and have a drafting
commission. I discussed this with the President and we are prepared to
do this in principle. We should attempt to set as our goal a document
that achieves the objectives the General Secretary set forth, and if we
can, this will be one of the most fundamental documents of the
post-war period. Therefore, it must be treated with extreme care and
precision.

[At this point Brezhnev asked that no notes be taken, and pro-
ceeded to relate a story about a dog race in America. The dog’s owner
was exhorting the dog to win, and the dog kept replying, “Don’t
worry.” As he rounded the grandstand, running last, the owner
shouted at him, but the dog merely replied, “Don’t worry.” Finally, the
race ended and the irate owner asked the dog what happened, and the
dog replied, “Well, it just didn’t work out.” Brezhnev continued that
the dog made “every effort” but failed, and this was his point in rela-
tion to the discussion on nuclear weapons: We cannot just make “every
effort.”]

Brezhnev: There are two points: As for our side there is no hesita-
tion in our desire to reach an agreement. We have no ulterior motives.
Our position is based on a sincere desire to create confidence and obli-
gations which the Soviet Union and the United States will never allow
war to break out in general, and nuclear war in particular, between our
two countries. This approach was the basis of our Party Congress. The
last Congress, the 24th, underlined this desire.

We earnestly believe in, and are aware of, the immense historical
importance that both the people of the Soviet Union and the United
States and all people attach to peace. This is why we are convinced ad-
vocates of a solution. Now when it is clear and obvious that we are in-
deed mighty powers and have means to destroy each other completely,
we must devote prime attention to military fears, but proceed from hu-
mane desire for the entire world to breathe a sigh of relief. From all the
utterances of the President and from what we have said, our basic ob-
jectives coincide and we are both guided by a noble desire to finally see
this problem settled.

This is the basic desire that underlies our proposal to incorporate
this basic idea in clear-cut language, without wishy-wishy formula-
tions after which we would have to say “we tried but it didn’t work”
[referring with gestures to the dog story].
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I am trying to think about the reasons for doubts or hesitation.
There may be still doubts or distrust of the Soviet Union in your minds.
If so, it is impossible to address a solution of this problem. If we deal on
the basis of mistrust, this is an insincere approach. I do not believe this
is so. The President and the American people are aware of the horrors
of war in this era. They do not want to end their days in bunkers. They
want to see agreement.

Or is it a question of allies or allied commitments? The fact is that
the allies are 100 times weaker than the United States and do not
possess nuclear weapons, and it is natural for them to want the cover of
the United States. If the Soviet Union solemnly declares that we will not
use nuclear weapons against the United States, you can be 200 percent
certain that we will not use conventional weapons either, against the
United States or its allies. Such a prospect would be completely con-
trary to the declarations of the Party Congress of our party. So the pros-
pect of the Soviet Union using nuclear weapons against the allies drops
away.

There remains the possibility of accretions of a historical nature.
Perhaps people like the UK want to dissuade the President from taking
steps on such important measures. If we listen to the whispering of our
allies we cannot move forward. I say this and try to discuss possible ul-
terior reasons because there must be an explanation for concluding an
agreement and for not concluding one. The basic idea of reaching an
agreement is rooted in the minds of all people. If we do not reach agree-
ment, we sow suspicion and in the minds of all the people.

I am proceeding from this motive and I made reservations on
clauses that do not contain clear-cut commitments. That is why I jok-
ingly mentioned the story about the dog race.

I certainly believe sincerely that during the President’s Adminis-
tration there cannot be war. We believe this cannot happen. But who
knows who comes to office? Anything can happen. If we accomplish
something, it will be effective not only for President Nixon’s time but in
the future. We can show all nations that nuclear weapons will not be
used, because our two countries will not allow it. This will reflect noble
global policies of peace. Whether this goal is achieved under the
present or future leadership, the people will erect a monument to those
leaders who achieve it.

On other aspects, amendments and modification are quite possible
to take into account the observations of the President, made recently,
and to prevent the impression that we two want to rule the world. In
taking account of allies, we should give careful thought to the way to
formulate the document to make it effective. But the basic goal is most
important. I have elucidated an assessment of these goals. We will not
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go back on these because they reflect the basic nature of our Party. De-
spite slanders from some quarters, we are dedicated to peace.

As for possible attempts to frustrate our efforts from other
quarters—those who might be anti-U.S. or anti-Soviet, or vested in-
terests, we must not be prone to influence by them. If we do not con-
front these influences and not make concessions to them we will not
succeed. Compromise is possible in elections but no compromise is
possible in this aspect. As for allied warnings, we must create respect
for our motive. But these are not basic aspects, only to be borne in mind.
That is our basic thinking to be conveyed to the President.

[During translation Brezhnev excuses himself.]

Dr. Kissinger [to Dobrynin]: It is possible to strengthen paragraph
one, if you take account of our paper.

Gromyko: We will work out a formulation, but the crucial point is
the first one in our draft. Will it be a treaty?

Dr. Kissinger: We have not fully decided on the form it will take.
Gromyko: A declaration is not an obligation.

Dobrynin: But Dr. Kissinger now says either an agreement or a
treaty.

Gromyko: It should be one solemn document.

Dr. Kissinger: The whole concept is revolutionary and shakes the
foundation of the post-war world. That is why we have a two-stage ap-
proach. In this way many of the countries concerned will become used
to the change from the first to the final stages. The next stage could
move forward right away.

Gromyko: Both stages should be prepared and agreed at the same
time.

[Brezhnev returns]

Brezhnev: How do you see it?

Dr. Kissinger: We just had some preliminary exchanges with the
Foreign Minister. What you have said is truly of fundamental impor-
tance. You want our two countries to take the lead in overturning the
military basis of the post-war period. Since we took the lead in creating
the conditions, we have an obligation in removing the military confron-
tation. We do not quarrel with your objective of removing the danger of
a nuclear war.

It is also true that the consciousness of nations proceeds unequally.
We are concerned that this document contribute to international sta-
bility and not create such a sense of insecurity in the world that would
have a totally unsettling effect. That is why I asked your Ambassador if
there was any objection if we talked to our allies, not to give them a
veto but to give them some sense of the impact.
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Second, that is why we think it important at least to consider pro-
ceeding in stages. In April, I was surprised at the revolutionary and
startling document you gave me.” But if it is culminated in two stages,
while the first stage suffers from vagueness, the world would be used
to the idea that something more fundamental was to follow. The
second stage would be a more basic document. We are not determined
on this but advance it for your consideration. We believe your docu-
ment emphasizes obligations at the expense of considerations. Your
document almost describes how nuclear war could come about rather
than how it could be prevented.

Consideration should be given, again, to two stages, first, a more
general declaration, and later, at the time of your visit a more formal
document. If we find it more desirable we could work on both docu-
ments. We will undertake to give more specificity to paragraph one
and not like the dog story. You should look over our paper to take ac-
count of our considerations. We could take both documents and com-
pare them in a businesslike way and decide how to proceed. As for
other countries you mentioned, France wants the benefits of an alliance
without the risks. Perhaps you may have allies like this. We have to
take their views into account. In the past, if a measure genuinely con-
tributes to world peace and is of benefit to everybody, we have found
that the allies will support it.

It is inevitable, that we, as the two strongest powers, encounter
suspicions. This is the price we pay for the opportunities before us. We
should not settle this in the abstract, but solve it concretely, in the way I
have indicated. I propose that we follow this procedure.

Brezhnev: [referring to Dr. Kissinger’s statement on overturning
the military basis] You are quite right, because your and our military
must reappraise their doctrines. Until now everything planned against
each other. But now we must reappraise their requests which are all
based on one overtaking the other, more and more money. I am being
frank in the utmost but that is true picture.

[Referring to maintaining the confidential channel:] When you
[Sonnenfeldt and Lynn] were in the Crimea, I did not mention this sub-
ject. I can guarantee, however, that if this subject came up tomorrow,
each and every one of our allies would raise no objections. Of course we
have seven, you have 11.

Gromyko: Fourteen.

Brezhnev [brushing the numbers aside]: Speaking frankly, I cannot
agree with you. I guess for the time being I do not have the possibility
of talking Dr. Kissinger into this. What can I do?

5See Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XIV, Soviet Union, October 1971-May
1972, Documents 159 and 221.
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Gromyko [interrupting]: He does not agree with idea of two
stages, but wants one solemn document.

Brezhnev [continuing]: You should pass my request to the Presi-
dent to look into our intention and aims in pursuing and continuing to
work on a clear document. If we split it into stages it would look like we
were kicking it aside into a commission, even though our aim is clear.
We feel there is a fundamental understanding; I am referring to the first
clause, as we see it. As regards the other clauses, there could be other
work. Efforts should be made to persuade the allies, but proceeding
stage-by-stage sows seeds of doubt in the document, and would mobi-
lize opposition. Let those who want to, criticize a signed document.
There would be all sorts of talks and conjectures in The New York Times,
practice shows this to be true. I recall the clamor about the summit
meeting, whether it should be held. There was clamor from China and
Korea and others, and from your allies. If we had hesitated, there
would have been no summit. But we were firm and carried the day.

Gromyko: We have given careful consideration to formulations
you conveyed through our Ambassador for some preliminary stage in
the process. And you reached the same conclusion that you repeated
today. If we take into account the need to prepare public opinion for a
treaty that both sides undertake not to use nuclear weapons, that was
already achieved last May. [Reading from Soviet-American Principles:]
“Therefore they will do their utmost to avoid military confrontations
and to prevent the outbreak of nuclear war.” Judging by the reaction in
the world to this clause, it was highly assessed. I think, therefore, that,
bearing in mind the documents signed in May, public opinion has al-
ready been prepared for bolder steps. The preliminary task is resolved.
It is better to prepare for the next step, that is to sign a treaty. Lastly, we
understood that you are suggesting not categorically two stages. If we
understood you correctly, we should take the most concrete path.

Dr. Kissinger: The arguments you have advanced are very persua-
sive. There may be difficulties in either approach, formal or not. I
would like to discuss this with the President. When you come to Wash-
ington on October 2, we will give you an answer on the direction to
follow. It is possible to begin to work on a formal document, and then
come back to a declaration, when we see what the final document looks
like. I will speak to the President and give you an answer on October 2,
but in a private meeting.

Brezhnev: I would ask that you report to the President the fol-
lowing consideration. The stage-by-stage approach is unacceptable be-
cause if an initial document is adopted time needs to pass, until there is
a special occasion to explain why there is a need to take the next step.
We will be adopting a vague document, and then passing to a more
specific one. Under your system four years pass and President Nixon
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leaves. That is why we need a more definite document. Additional
work can be done to finalize it, to ensure that there is no diktat over
others. If we reach an understanding on basic principles, then after
your report, work can go on in the private channel.

The question is where and when the document is to be signed. I
take it that you want to sign at the time of our visit. We have taken no
decision on this. We are most appreciative of the invitation. But this is a
general question not connected to the visit. President Nixon signed im-
portant documents and I must consider what is signed in Washington.
The documents signed in Moscow were welcomed, despite some oppo-
sition in the Senate. It is important that appropriate conditions be
created for the visit to Washington, but the most important is to work
for peace.

Dr. Kissinger: To take the last point, we are looking forward to the
visit. Without offending others in your leadership, the President ex-
pects to receive the General Secretary. The results must be at least of the
same magnitude as when the President visited Moscow. We will sign
agreements of great importance. We are prepared to begin work on the
agenda. Something in this [the nuclear] field would be appropriate to
your visit.

I am impressed by the force of your arguments, and I will speak to
the President. If he decides to forego the intermediate stage, we can
work on a more formal document. We will let you know through the
channel, but it is my impression that we can proceed in the sense that
the General Secretary outlined.

Brezhnev [interrupting translation]: Concerning the visit, after the
President’s departure, we had an informal exchange, but no formal de-
cision was reached. The opinion was voiced that it would be expedient
for me to make the visit. We still have quite enough time to make a
public announcement. Quite frankly, something on the Middle East
and Vietnam would lead to a better atmosphere surrounding the visit,
and would be more propitious for US-Soviet relations.

Dr. Kissinger: We can settle on a mutually agreed time, so that
your visit will make a contribution. We can announce it, but not wait
until just before your arrival.

Brezhnev: We can complete our discussion and agree with the
view you expressed. You will report the logic of our arguments. We
want to act on the basis of confidence and decency in our mutual in-
terests and in the spirit of the aims discussed in Moscow. We can con-
tinue through the channel with the aim of reaching agreement.

Parallel with the practical preparations for the visit, we should be
preparing and coordinating practical agreements to be signed at that
time, as President’s visit to Moscow [was prepared]. As for courtesy, I
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have no doubts. I prefer businesslike talks, jokes, discussion
man-to-man and productive results rather than ceremonial aspects.

We have made progress in these discussions.

Dr. Kissinger: I think we have made a step forward. We will tell the
Foreign Minister our answer, and I think we certainly can proceed as I
have said. On our behalf we want to make your visit a significant event
and an historic occasion. We will do for you no less than was done for
the President, in very difficult circumstances for you. Washington is
not characteristic of the United States. The President hopes that you
will visit California and Florida. A visit to Florida is obligatory, since
that is where the hydrofoil is. This will be an opportunity to visit the
first Soviet installation in the United States! But I will not bother with
details. We will do our utmost to make the visit not only politically, but
humanly and symbolically successful. The President asked me to say
this, and I took the liberty of interrupting our discussions.

Brezhnev [interrupting translation]: A Soviet naval installation in
the USA! This is important in itself.

Please thank the President, I agree to practical preparations being
started. I can say this now. In the course of those preparations we will
define what specific documents will be agreed; since we have agreed
on the start of preparations we have accomplished 50 percent of the job.

I don’t doubt the courtesy; the most important thing is the results.

Let me add one point: The President in his discussions expressed
the thought that such visits might take place more frequently—not
formal, but brief meetings. We might take a few days off, and see other
places, but have businesslike talks and agreements, if not as mo-
mentous as ones of last May.

Dr. Kissinger: We agree with that.

Brezhnev: And we do not rule out requests to allow Dr. Kissinger
to come here from time to time to take part in talks.

Dr. Kissinger: I am counting on it.
Brezhnev: I say this from past experience [of our talks].
Dobrynin: Then you can see the ballet.

Brezhnev: I thought of taking you into the country, in Zavidovo,
where I have a place. We could have some shooting. Do you shoot?

Dr. Kissinger: Not much experience.
Brezhnev: Well, we can agree and continue through the channel.
[The meeting then ended.]
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43. Memorandum of Conversation'
Moscow, September 12, 1972, 9-10 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Leonid I. Brezhnev, General Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU
Andrei A. Gromyko, Foreign Minister

Anatoli F. Dobrynin, Ambassador to the USA

Georgi M. Kornienko, Chief of USA Division, Foreign Ministry

Viktor M. Sukhodrev, Interpreter

Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
Helmut Sonnenfeldt, NSC Staff

Winston Lord, NSC Staff

William G. Hyland, NSC Staff

Jonathan T. Howe, NSC Staff

John D. Negroponte, NSC Staff

Brezhnev: There is one question on which I would appreciate your
advice. American businessmen come here and they want to meet with
Premier Kosygin. If Kosygin or I receive them, they say that they can
talk seriously about projects and purchasing of equipment. Now, say
that some industrialists come here and we agree to receive them, what
is the reaction of your government? They may not be on President
Nixon’s side. They may be Democrats or Republicans, I don’t know.

The American press says that I am walled off from receiving
Americans, but you are here and I am receiving all of you at one time.
For instance, Mr. Hammer is here and has put in a request to see me.

Dr. Kissinger: As far as we are concerned, we do not insist that
visits should be confined to Republican businessmen. We would un-
derstand if you received someone who had different views than the
Administration. Your Foreign Office could advise you about the rela-
tive signiﬁcance of various visitors. When you see them, you can as-
sume that whatever you may say will become public. Second, you can
assume that your visitor will turn the conversation to his business ad-
vantage. Third, you cannot assume that businessmen have an under-
standing of their own interests. When I lectured once at one of your in-
stitutes, I said that, while I did not propose to debate Leninism in
Moscow, there was one aspect I wanted to challenge: the idea that
American businessmen understood their own interests or how to
pursue them. I can give you our opinion on where businessmen stand

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 74, Country Files—Europe—USSR, HAK Trip to Moscow, Sept. 1972,
Memcons (Originals). Top Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only. The meeting took place in the
Council of Ministers Building inside the Kremlin. Brackets are in the original.
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and what they can deliver. In any case, the American Government has
no objection to your receiving businessmen.

[Brezhnev at this point told a story: There were two old friends
who spent each evening together in a local pub. They would have a
drink and sit there. One would sigh and say, “da, da” (yes, yes). Then
the other evening a third man joined them. The first of the old friends
sighed and said, “da, da,” and then the second did the same. The third
man who had joined them, sighed and said, “da, da, da.” The next eve-
ning the two old friends were alone at their usual place, and the first
said what did you think of our friend who joined us? And the second
man said, I don’t care for him, he is too talkative.]

Brezhnev: On the European Security Conference, there is a certain
measure of agreement reached: Interim consultations on the timing of
multilateral consultations are to start on November 22 in Helsinki.> We
can register general agreement in Helsinki on an understanding that
we will make every effort to achieve productive results, and then con-
tinue bilateral consultations.

So, if Dr. Kissinger has no objections we will register agreement on
this basis and make every effort to insure that the Conference is held in
the first half of 1973. And naturally we will continue contacts through
our channel. Does Dr. Kissinger agree with this?

Dr. Kissinger: Not completely.

[Dobrynin and Gromyko begin explaining to Brezhnev that there
is more involved and he should read the rest of his notes. Brezhnev un-
derstands and continues.]

Brezhnev: So, there is a second half. We agree that about three
months after the start of the consultations (for CSCE) consultations
could begin on procedural matters on reducing forces and armaments
in Europe.® We are prepared to enter into these consultations with a
view to holding a conference after the completion of the European Se-
curity Conference. But there is no linkage between the timing, the ven-
ue and participants.

Dr. Kissinger: We can agree with this in principle. Let me be spe-
cific: We do not think it a good idea that these two consultations take
place in the same place. We accept, and prefer, that they not be physi-

2 See Document 34.

% In an undated memorandum to Kissinger, sent just before Kissinger’s departure
for Moscow, Sonnenfeldt wrote with regard to CSCE that “we have to decide, fairly soon,
how to respond to the Finnish invitation for November 22, but we cannot accept the date
until we have a firmer commitment to MBFR.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential
Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Office Files, Box 73, Country Files—Europe—USSR, Mos-
cow Trip, September 1972) The full text of the memorandum is printed in Foreign Rela-
tions, 1969-1976, volume XXXIX, European Security, Document 110.
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cally together. Indeed, to prevent the issues of MBFR from being intro-
duced into CSCE, we want the procedural meeting on MBFR before the
actual CSCE. We want a preparatory meeting on force reductions be-
fore CSCE, but three months may be a little long. It would be most ex-
pedient to have them at the end of January, 1973; for the preparatory
talks on MBFR, the last week in January might be appropriate. The ac-
tual conference should be after the completion of CSCE if it starts at the
end of June, the MBFR Conference could be about the end of Septem-
ber—somewhere in September—October. If these principles are agree-
able we will then agree to the November 22 starting date for CSCE
preparations. We can tell you later how to manage this
bureaucratically.

Brezhnev: Let us agree.

Dr. Kissinger: I will need a proposal from your side while we are
here, and an unsigned proposal to take up with our allies. After consul-
tations we could then announce our agreement at the beginning of
October.

Brezhnev: I agree, that it is all on this.

SALT

[Brezhnev asks Dr. Kissinger to begin; he is looking through his
papers, obviously unable to find the right ones.]

Dr. Kissinger: There are two problems: one is substantive, one is
procedural. The procedural one is when to start the next round of talks,
and the substantive question is what to aim for. With respect to proce-
dures we could begin around November 15 and the first round could
be similar to SALT I; that is to discuss general principles and a work
program. This could go until Christmas and then we could resume af-
ter the first of the year to get into the actual work.

Brezhnev: On this I feel you could tell President Nixon in principle
I agree, and will give the details of our reply later. Because of my
travels in the past weeks, I have had no exchanges [within the gov-
ernment] but I would be prepared to agree on mid-November.

As regards the substance, we will give our reaction through the
channel. In principle we agree to taking up this line of work, but I have
only glanced at your documents. We will delve into more details. For
now, I guess we will repeat last year’s performance but this will help
speed it up. If you have any more proposals to make, this would help.

Dr. Kissinger: If, prior to November, your Ambassador and I could
have concrete exchanges it would be helpful, because our delegation is
composed of people who want to win the Nobel prize, or to defeat “us”
(gesturing to the American side of the table). They have complicated
ideas that they tell to your delegations and then report to us that they
are your ideas. So if we can first have an exchange in the channel, you
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will know what we think and we may have something further in this
channel. I do not exclude that we could achieve something by the time
of your visit.

Brezhnev: I agree. I have never known contacts through the
channel not to be conducive to progress. On other matters, however, I
have to talk with my military people.

Dr. Kissinger:  have one general comment. One objective is how to
make the Interim Agreement a permanent one. To do this we have to
look at numerical ratios differently. We have studied this and have con-
cluded there can be a permanent agreement by wider coverage than
those weapons in the interim agreement. Beyond making a permanent
agreement, we have the problem that so far we have only dealt with
numbers. But as the General Secretary has said, numbers of weapons
are no longer as important as quality. Qualitative changes can produce
greater advances than numbers. Therefore, a beginning should be
made on limiting qualitative forces that threaten the strategic force of
the other side. We can decide whether this should be included in a per-
manent agreement or a provisional agreement. We can leave this open
for discussion. But I wanted to open our thinking on this to the General
Secretary.

[Meanwhile Brezhnev found the papers he was searching for, and
showed them to Gromyko and said something to the effect: can we
agree with this? Gromyko replied no, and added some remarks to
Brezhnev.]

Brezhnev: To this should be added: since the general idea under-
lying the second round is to create the possibility that the appearance of
new weapons should be narrowed not broadened, and to convert the
interim agreement into a permanent one, we will have to deal with
qualitative problems that affect the balance. And with air forces, we
will have to deal with bases for nuclear aircraft. But this is just thinking
out loud. Let the delegation decide and work through the channel.

Dr. Kissinger: We will leave it that we are aiming for opening on
November 15th and before this we will be in touch in the channel on
substance. We can announce in mid-October that we will begin in
November.

Brezhnev: I agree.

We have been working most fruitfully today. We agreed to com-
plete our talks by 10:00. I need to spend an hour on internal matters. We
have some questions for tomorrow: Vietnam, the Middle East, German
admission to the UN and others, but you wanted to go to Leningrad.

Dr. Kissinger: I am here for discussion with the General Secretary.
We can defer Leningrad. We could also talk about the Far East
tomorrow.
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Brezhnev: Next time you might go to Pitsunda or Leningrad. You
are going to Paris. Le Duc Tho was here, passing through but I did not
see him. ... So we can meet at 11:00 tomorrow.

[All rise to leave, and Brezhnev begins talking again, and finally
sits down to relate the following story: His father was a metallurgist,
and so was Brezhnev and his son, the whole family. One day during the
fall of France in 1940, his father was reading the newspaper, and he
turned to Brezhnev and asked him what was the highest mountain.
Brezhnev guessed and said Mount Everest. His father then asked how
high was the Eiffel Tower. Brezhnev did not know, but said 300 meters.
His father said he had an idea. To build a tower like the Eiffel tower on
top of Mount Everest and then hang the war mongers—Hitler and his
gang—from the tower, and then give telescopes to people so everyone
could see their fate. Then there would be no wars.

Brezhnev recalled his father’s words when the war criminals were
hanged at Nuremberg. His father was a simple man, but that is how the
people felt about war. The Russian people know war first hand.
Perhaps if New York had been bombed or the United States touched by
the war, the American people could understand better. In any case, as
his father said, we must prevent wars. This is why he, Brezhnev, at-
tached so much importance to his work with the United States. They
must build for the future.

Dr. Kissinger replied that this was a very moving story, and that he
could say for the President that if in the next four years we could secure
the foundation of peace for 15 years, this would be an historic achieve-
ment. Brezhnev agreed that they should work for this even more than
15 years.

At the end, in small talk, Brezhnev said that the work had gone

well today only after Negroponte joined the talks; he was a good man
and should be at all the talks.]
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44. Memorandum of Conversation!

Moscow, September 13, 1972, 11:10 a.m.-3:50 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Leonid I. Brezhnev, General Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU
Andrei A. Gromyko, Soviet Foreign Minister

Anatoli Dobrynin, Soviet Ambassador to the United States

A. M. Aleksandrov, Assistant to the General Secretary

Viktor M. Sukhodrev, Interpreter

Soviet Notetaker

Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
Winston Lord, NSC Staff Member

Jonathan T. Howe, NSC Staff Member

John D. Negroponte, NSC Staff Member

SUBJECTS
Vietnam; Middle East; Germany; Far East

Dr. Kissinger: There’s a new building in Camp David. Dobrynin
was there, and we will show you the cabins. There’s a new building
and that’s where the President wants you to stay.

Mr. Brezhnev: Thank you for your courtesy. Even long before my
visit, I am contemplating a letter to the President, through Dobrynin
and not through you, because I will write that the visit depends on how
Kissinger behaves and what I mean by that I will only tell President
Nixon. Now you are worried.

Dr. Kissinger: I am glad that the discussion proceeds without
threat or pressure and strictly on the basis of reason.

Mr. Brezhnev: And profound respect.

Dr. Kissinger: True.

Mr. Brezhnev: Sometimes our conversations have been acute but
never with offense. I never bear malice towards anyone, but I like jus-
tice and I think it should be a basic principle—objectivity and straight-
forwardness. If anyone lets me down once, he loses my confidence. I
feel that is the correct line to be taken.

Dr. Kissinger: There are inevitable disagreements. As long as we
retain confidence and move in the spirit which the General Secretary
has so movingly described yesterday, then we can work together and
handle difficulties.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 74, Country Files—Europe—USSR, HAK Trip to Moscow, Sept. 1972,
Memcons (Originals). Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes Only. The meeting took
place in the Kremlin. All brackets except those indicating corrections are in the original.
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Mr. Brezhnev: Of course, there can be debate and discussion but so
long as we stay to the principles of our first meeting, then we can move
ahead. If we backslide, then we are in trouble. Now, indeed, the whole
world knows the history of the relations between our two countries,
particularly since World War II. Today the world witnesses a new stage
and looks to us to see if we are serious or merely engaged in tactical ma-
neuvers on the part of our two countries. If the whole world’s people
are let down over the hopes generated, then this will undermine the
confidence in the President and ourselves. And that is precisely why I
am so determined to go forward towards the solution of the important
problems we have before us. If we take bold steps towards realizing
those sound ideas on which we base our discussions, people will un-
derstand and take to heart. But if we do it gradually, then their ardor
will cool off towards these new and momentous developments. Even
though our two social systems are different, it does not preclude going
ahead on the basis agreed at our first meeting.

This is the spirit of our meeting and I wish to reaffirm that on this
basis we are prepared to go ahead. I hope you will convey this spirit to
the President. (Brezhnev makes an aside in Russian to Gromyko and
then says:) I have my contradictions with Gromyko.

Mr. Gromyko: Within this government.

Mr. Brezhnev: Because I said what he said yesterday. He said 1

took his bread. So I offer him a bun, and he says it is not enough. He
wants some butter.

Dr. Kissinger: Our experience with Gromyko is also the same. You
offer him one thing and he always asks for something additional and
then says it is a Soviet concession that he accepts it.

Mr. Brezhnev: We keep criticizing him for his willingness to make
concessions. He has good qualities; he gets things done. As a result of
his long years in the Foreign Ministry he gets too soft in his dealings
with the United States. Sometimes a willingness to make concessions
gets to be a way of his doing things. I'm giving him one more year or so
and then deal with him.

Dr. Kissinger: I want to say on behalf of the President—I had a long
talk with him before I came here—that the sentiments expressed by the
General Secretary yesterday and this morning reflect exactly our
policy. The most important achievement of our Administration will be
if we can reverse the pattern of hostility and move to a cooperative rela-
tionship with the Soviet Union and both make ourselves responsible to
further the peace of the world. We agree that if big steps can be taken—
and there has already been much progress—after the General Secre-
tary’s visit to the United States the process will become irreversible,
and it cannot be disturbed by anybody in our country or outside forces,
and this will be our policy during the next four-and-a-half years.
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Mr. Brezhnev: I too feel that the shortest road to achieve the goals
that we have set for ourselves would be to formalize all we discussed
the day before yesterday, yesterday, and today. Of course, our earlier
talks have been useful but, if we could formalize them, it would be a
useful step. Then the forthcoming visits, not just one but several, will
create the atmosphere we wish and seek in our relations.

Dr. Kissinger: As the General Secretary said yesterday, we have
never failed to come to agreement in these talks, and we won’t inter-
rupt this record now. As for repeated visits, and I say there’s an ele-
ment of selfishness in this, the President feels that the sooner the Gen-
eral Secretary comes to the United States, the sooner the President can
return to the Soviet Union.

Mr. Brezhnev: That is indeed so.

Now I think we have certainly dealt with sufficient bilateral ques-
tions in the past two days, but we must be both alive to the fact that we
conduct bilateral relations not in the stratosphere but in a world where
quite a few states are looking at us and assessing our actions and as-
sessing the general world situation. We must realize that all we do is
against a background of events in Europe, the Middle East, and Viet-
nam. We cannot abstract ourselves from all of these events. Otherwise
we would be misunderstood by the world at large.

Therefore, I want to say a few words about the Middle East and
Vietnam. I don’t want to repeat the acute but nevertheless just assess-
ments that we said to President Nixon on Vietnam and the Middle East,
even though it was perhaps unpleasant to say what we did.

But in concise form I do want to point out it is our earnest view that
it serves the best interest of the United States and the U.S. Government
and President Nixon, particularly in light of the forthcoming election, if
Vietnam could be resolved as soon as possible because it has been
going on far too long. Obviously it is one of the most unworthy, un-
pleasant, dark spots on the United States record. In all the years it has
gone on it has yielded the United States nothing. Nor can it yield the
U.S. anything as it goes on. am sure you are aware of that fact. It is also
necessary to point out to the President that, though he said at the elec-
tion four years ago that he would negotiate an end to the Vietnam war
during his first term, he is approaching the election with the war still on
his hands and this circumstance is being exploited by his domestic op-
ponent in the U.S. I don’t want to interfere in U.S. internal affairs but it
is a fact that the United States public is not indifferent to how things go
in Vietnam. You are quite familiar with our position on Vietnam and
there have been no changes. I recall our conversation with President
Nixon.

President Nixon observed that Dr. Kissinger should do more
thinking on Vietnam and that you should come up with something. We
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saw this not as a jocular statement but a serious one. I know you are
meeting with them soon and have met with them in the past. If you can
inform us on the progress of the talks, I would be grateful and I can give
you some of our thinking on the eve of your visit to Paris to meet with
the North Vietnamese. It is a fact that the war in Vietnam and the ac-
tions there of the United States and the plan which the United States ob-
viously has adopted, which is to settle the problem militarily, even
though we have said 100 times that this is completely impossible, all
this sometimes sadly complicates the relations between us and im-
pedes the solution of certain issues for both of us. I do not reveal any
secret if I say that.

Dr. Kissinger: Mr. General Secretary, I am grateful for this oppor-
tunity to talk to you about Vietnam. We recognize you conduct your
policy on a principled basis and therefore you are opposed to our
course in Vietnam. Yet the Vietnam problem concerns us both, because
not only are we both directly affected, but it also forces us to take steps
regarding other countries which we otherwise would not take. It is not
only a United States problem, but also a problem which concerns the
whole world. I am prepared to talk with great frankness and in some
detail, but I just wonder how much detail the General Secretary would
like to hear.

Mr. Brezhnev: Just as you see fit. The important thing is not the his-
tory but the way you contemplate ending the war as President Nixon
avowed that he was going to close this shameful chapter in your
history.

Dr. Kissinger: Let me give you an explanation of where I think we
stand concretely and then, if the General Secretary has any questions,
he can raise them.

There are a number of things to keep in mind. First, the United
States domestic situation. The General Secretary pointed out that the
Vietnam situation affects our domestic situation adversely. As it turns
out, it has proven to be a liability for our opponents. That is to say that
the margin of support for the President is two to one. In May it was 44
percent to 41 percent, today it is 60-30. If one asks specific questions,
the margin is even greater. For example, 58 percent to 18 percent disap-
prove of McGovern’s statement about the bombing, and 51 percent to
26 percent disapprove his criticism regarding my travels on negotia-
tions, and 76 percent to 21 percent believe President Nixon is doing ev-
erything possible to end the war. This is an example of our domestic sit-
uation. It does not affect our judgment. We were not affected when the
polls were unfavorable, and we will not be affected now that they are
favorable. We are not under pressure to end the war. The reason why
we want an early end to the war is that it has become a senseless war
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with the sacrifices out of proportion to what is being achieved. There-
fore we are serious about ending the war.

Now let us go into the negotiations, and I will tell you exactly
where we stand. First, I will discuss the basic problem. I have thought a
great deal about why these negotiations have failed, why precisely this
negotiation has failed, which we are most eager to conclude, while
others with other countries have succeeded and many of them on more
difficult issues.

When we talk to the General Secretary for example and with Soviet
leaders, they are very tough, they defend their interests with great pas-
sion, but it is possible to set objectives and work towards them in
stages. These objectives are allowed to animate the discussions them-
selves. By contrast, when we talk to the North Vietnamese, they behave
as if we are settling a traffic accident in a police court. I understand the
political issues are paramount to them, but they constantly try to close
loopholes and they miss the strategic opportunity. I can’t understand
why as Marxists they cannot leave anything to the historical process.
On May 31, 1971 we proposed a withdrawal within 9 months of a cease-
fire and exchange of prisoners, and that nine month period was nego-
tiable.? It could have been six months. Instead we had a long philosoph-
ical discussion about the connection between political and military
matters on which we wasted four months and they never seriously
talked to us. I give this only as an example, and then I will go into the
current negotiations.

Now let me discuss the current situation. The General Secretary
said we want a military victory. This is not true. We want a negotiated
settlement. The one thing we cannot accept is a proposition whereby
we do the political work for the other side. Hanoi wants us to end the
war, not by withdrawing our forces, which we are prepared to do, or by
ending our military operations, which we are prepared to do, but by
overthrowing the existing structure for another structure. Now they
have a slightly different formulation, but I can show you how their po-
litical proposal would have the objective consequence of immediately
imposing their preferred form of government on South Vietnam. We
want to separate the military outcome from the political outcome, and
we want to withdraw and start a political process whereby the Viet-
namese can express themselves. We want the outcome to reflect Viet-
namese conditions and not a United States imposition. If the DRV had
any confidence in its own political strength, then it would not reject our
position. No self-respecting country can accept what they are propos-
ing. I will explain in detail how this comes about.

2Gee Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume VII, Vietnam, July 1970-January 1972,
Document 207.
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Now in addition, and I'm being very honest with you, they do
many things which are extremely infuriating to us without doing them
any good. They are releasing three prisoners of war to a peace group. If
they had released them to us, it would have created a moral obligation
on our part to reciprocate. Instead they are releasing them to a group
with no significance in the United States. They are releasing them to
this group which is a disadvantage to them because everyone knows
they are doing this to exploit the situation for propaganda purposes.

The release will be, we think, on a Soviet plane, which is a disad-
vantage to our relations. If they release them to us, I can assure you we
would have had to reciprocate.

Mr. Dobrynin: It is just a regular Soviet flight.

Dr. Kissinger: I know, but people won't realize that. If they had put
them on an ICC plane to Vientiane, this would be a positive transaction.

For months they said we haven’t responded to their seven points.
On August 1 we responded point by point.* We accepted six of them
and we advanced a compromise formulation on the other. They didn’t
react at all. They in turn put forth ten points and seven principles.

On August 14 we accepted the seven principles and suggested
they be signed as a document between us.” They refuse to sign the prin-
ciples we accepted and they had advanced as their own proposals.
Then they say there is no progress. Now I understand their strategy is
to pretend that there is a stalemate so that there is public pressure on
us, and at the same time to have real progress in the negotiations. They
have made it really difficult. Negotiating with the North Vietnamese is
very difficult. I just wanted to explain this and then I propose to tell you
about the negotiations, where do we stand and what we propose to do.

I want to make clear that on July 19° we proposed exactly what the
President told the General Secretary we would propose, namely, a
ceasefire and a resignation by President Thieu two months before the
election, and they haven’t even answered that. Now there is the fol-
lowing contradiction in their position: on the one hand they say we
should withdraw and on the other hand they say we cannot withdraw
until we have done their political work for them. On the one hand, they
say we want a military victory, on the other hand they reject a ceasefire.
They have rejected a total ceasefire; they have rejected an unconditional
ceasefire; they have rejected a temporary ceasefire; they have rejected a

3 See ibid., Document 226.

4See ibid., volume VIII, Vietnam, January-October 1972, Document 225.
5See ibid., Documents 237 and 246.

6 See ibid., Document 207.
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reduction of hostilities. We are realists. We know that if we stopped
certain activities, it would be hard to resume them.

Thirdly, they accuse us of not recognizing the PRG. Let us be real-
ists. If a ceasefire took place, there would be de facto recognition of the
PRG. It would establish clear areas of control, one for the PRG, and the
other for Saigon. The most effective way to gain recognition of the po-
litical forces would be to do what the General Secretary suggested in
May, namely, a ceasefire. If I may say so, if the North Vietnamese had
accepted your idea and our proposal of a ceasefire which we made,
they would be in an incomparably better position today than under ex-
isting circumstances.

Now where do we stand? I will tell you what we are going to tell
them Friday in Paris, except for one point.” We will propose a with-
drawal of all our forces within three months of a settlement, that after a
settlement Vietnam be neutral, a ceasefire and that after a settlement
we are willing to accept a limit on military and economic aid in some
relation to the military aid they accept. But we are also prepared to
have a private undertaking with them afterwards about the extent of
our aid. And we will table sweeping political proposals. We cannot do
what they ask, which is to install their government. I will tell you
frankly, we have spent a month of enormous controversy with Saigon
about what to table on Friday, and it would be a mistake for the DRV to
say that it is nothing, because neither public opinion nor President Nix-
on will have any further patience for negotiations. I will give Ambassa-
dor Dobrynin the full text Monday of my opening statement, but I feel
morally obliged to table the proposal with the DRV first. You'll be able
to judge for yourself. We have gone to the absolute maximum and ac-
cepted many of their principles.

Now what is the real issue? The real issue isn’t the paper that will
be signed. They want guarantees, but what are the facts? Dulles® didn’t
go into Asia because of how the Geneva Accords’ were drafted. He
went in because of the objective tendencies of our policy and because
he drew lines against his concern over the Communist world. The
United States is not looking for an excuse to go into Indochina; we are
looking for an excuse to get out. It is absurd to believe that if we can
coexist with Moscow, that we cannot coexist with Hanoi. If we can
work out agreements with the General Secretary of the world’s largest
Communist party and one of the most powerful countries in the world,

7 September 15; See ibid., Documents 262 and 263.
8 John Foster Dulles, U.S. Secretary of State, 1953-1959.

9 The Geneva Accords were a collection of agreements rather than a single docu-
ment. For these agreements, see Foreign Relations, 1952-1954, volume XVI, The Geneva
Conference, pp. 1505-1539.
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why can’t we deal with an insignificant little country in Southeast Asia
that represents no threat to the U.S.? If we can get a settlement, even if
every clause is not precisely worked out, then that will start a real polit-
ical process and change the situation. If not, the war will continue, and
perhaps intensify and at this point continued military operations are to
their disadvantage.

If an agreement is reached soon, we are prepared to implement it
faithfully. We are also prepared, if you want, to give you assurances
which they insist we give to them. So we would risk not only our rela-
tions with them but also with you.

These are the basic issues and I can give you the details. I am sorry
I have talked so long.

Mr. Brezhnev: When you say withdrawal three months after a set-
tlement, what do you mean?

Dr. Kissinger: A signed agreement. All forces would be with-
drawn, including air forces. I shall give your Ambassador on Monday
the text of my statement and the text of my proposal, so you can judge
personally whether we have acted in good faith and openly as we have
done once before.

Mr. Brezhnev: That is all, Dr. Kissinger?

Dr. Kissinger: Yes, but I am prepared to answer any question on
the details.

Mr. Brezhnev: I can ask, have asked, and should ask quite a few
questions to which it is difficult to find answers. You made a statement
justifying the United States position, yet the war is going on with
people being killed along with United States soldiers. That in itself
shows that there can’t be any justification for what is going on.

I would not like to delve into the substance of the various pro-
posals or the responsibility on the Vietnamese side. Obviously both
sides have certain deficiencies in their proposal. That is not the over-
riding consideration. The main thing is to solve the problem of ending
the war, and this we feel the United States is in a position to do, and we
can’t understand why the United States does not want to. What interest
is the United States protecting by its military actions? Does the U.S. un-
derstand that war is abhorrent to the entire world? What goals does the
United States have?

Those are the basic issues. Otherwise, it’s a long, weary process
and you ask me questions and I ask you questions and we make a legal
analysis of the negotiations in Paris. That’s not the issue. It is on the
United States and not Vietnam that ending of the war depends. It does
not depend on long speeches and various formulas.

What the Vietnamese demand foremost is the withdrawal of
United States forces and the United States must reply. It is not a ques-
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tion of how many months. I think the Vietnamese would readily agree
if you said by October 15th you would completely withdraw. At the
same time, of course, there would be a ceasefire. That’s how the Viet-
namese themselves pose the problem. Then, of course, a coalition gov-
ernment is to be established. If the United States were to accept these
three principles, then there would be no more bloodshed in Vietnam
and no more bombing.

You say the Vietnamese refuse to make concessions. They say you
refuse. The crux is that you should withdraw and there should be a
ceasefire and a coalition government, a coalition government in which
the North Vietnamese would have no part. That is the quickest way to
end the war.

The Vietnamese may have certain shortcomings in the way they
negotiate, but a country like the United States could perhaps help the
Vietnamese in negotiations.

There is no risk for the United States to lose face. Rather it is the
contrary. There are no complexities for the United States. It is hardly
right to justify the war by the fact that a greater percentage of United
States population supports the policy in Vietnam. A few more months
may pass and all that may change as it has in the past. It is not a basis
for policy.

I do not wish to indulge in sharply worded statements. Our posi-
tion remains unchanged and it is our earnest desire to see the U.S. Gov-
ernment and President take steps to really put an end to the war. It
should also be clearly understood that Vietnam affects our own rela-
tions and cannot fail to have a certain influence upon them.

I see three basic elements in order to reach a settlement. First, your
complete withdrawal of forces; second, a ceasefire; third, the creation of
a coalition government naturally involving the resignation of Thieu
and some agreed period for release of prisoners of war.

There is another consideration. Even if you withdraw your forces
from Vietnam, it is still a fact that an enormous number of troops and
naval ships are stationed in countries neighboring Vietnam. That, too,
has a bearing on the situation in Vietnam. What I want to do is to wish
you success in the talks in Paris. I would hope our wishes could be
taken into account. These are the same wishes I expressed in May at a
meeting when Dr. Kissinger said measures would be taken to end the
war, and these have not yet happened. As for information about the
talks, we would appreciate whatever you provide through Ambas-
sador Dobrynin.

Dr. Kissinger: I appreciate the farsighted way in which the General
Secretary has posed the issue. Let me say without prolonged discus-
sion, I would like to comment on the three principles the General Secre-
tary has mentioned. We agree to withdrawal. We agree to ceasefire.
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These are not in dispute. If you have information to the contrary, it is
not correct. There is no dispute about this.

Regarding a coalition government, it is not quite correct to say that
North Vietnam does not want to participate. At the last meeting they
said the entire North Viethamese army is under South Vietnamese
command and must remain in South Vietnam after a settlement. And
that can hardly be considered new [non] participation in the political
life of the country. The specific proposal on Friday which we will make
to the other side will enable members of the NLF to participate in the
Government of South Vietnam in a particular formula. I will transmit it
to the General Secretary and he can judge our proposals.

I appreciate the General Secretary’s remarks and they will be trans-
mitted precisely to the President and will be taken extremely seriously.

One other point I want to tell the General Secretary personally—
we can’t make it part of the negotiations—that after a settlement there
will be a substantial reduction of our naval forces and a gradual reduc-
tion of the forces stationed in neighboring countries. I can give this as a
personal promise of President Nixon, though for obvious reasons we
cannot make the deployment of forces outside of Vietnam part of a set-
tlement with the DRV. But I can give this as an absolute assurance of
the President which we will honor.

Mr. Brezhnev: The Vietnamese also say that they are not empow-
ered to decide things affecting neighboring countries because after all,
the Geneva Accords related to Vietnam and not to other countries.

Dr. Kissinger: Then it would help if they got their troops out of
there. [The other countries of Indochina]. I can also tell the General Sec-
retary that, if he wishes we would not object to his telling the DRV
about our assurances regarding deployments of our forces outside In-
dochina. It is up to him but he is authorized to tell them as far as we are
concerned. We haven'’t told them [interpreter asks question]. I think
they are talking about Thailand.

Mr. Brezhnev: It is my own personal impression that at the forth-
coming meeting the Vietnamese intend to reach either final agreement
about ending the war and a subsequent political set-up or once again,
they will reaffirm their will to resist more resolutely and to fight more
staunchly. If you consider it useful to take this into account, I would be
pleased. It is not for us to get involved in the negotiations. It is for you
and for you [them?] to draw the consequences. My impression is that
they take into account both your electoral situation and possible
post-election developments, and our talks here.

Dr. Kissinger: I can assure you that I will go with an attitude of
making a maximum effort to settle the war at the next meeting or
shortly afterwards. If that is their attitude, they will find us meeting
them in a very forthcoming spirit.
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Mr. Brezhnev: Let us end on that.

Dr. Kissinger: I agree.

Mr. Brezhnev: Well, do you think we should now take up the ques-
tion of the Middle East because that is a subject which leaves an imprint
on our relations and sometimes complicates them. This was also an
issue we discussed at our last meeting. There is nothing new in the
channel lately and if you have anything new to say, I would be happy
to have your opinions because the situation there remains very acute
and is becoming more and more tense.

Dr. Kissinger: Mr. Secretary-General, of course, there are a number
of developments in the Middle East since we met, and not all of them
have been favorable; in fact, none have been favorable to a settlement. I
agree with you, the situation is not improving. I also must say on behalf
of the President that some of the charges made by the Egyptian leaders
against you reflect the serious and responsible role you have played in
the Middle East and the careful way you have carried out your discus-
sions with us. It has been carefully noted and appreciated by President
Nixon and puts on us a certain responsibility to deal towards you in the
same spirit.

Mr. Brezhnev: That is a logically correct analysis. It is a logical and
absolutely correct analysis by the United States.

Dr. Kissinger: That does not mean that the people we are dealing
with are always logical. [Brezhnev makes off-record remark.] Re-
garding our general attitude towards the Middle East, we have estab-
lished and communicated to you the principle that this area is a good
test of our relations and that it will always be an area of the world
where one side or another has an opportunity to make tactical gains.

For the sake of the principles you described and the fact that with
two great countries neither should be put at a permanent disadvantage,
we have adopted the policy that we will take no major initiative in this
area except in full consultation and discussion with you. Now we have,
as I told your Ambassador, restrained some of the more impatient
members of our government from making immediate moves in the
Middle East. We are confronted constantly with overtures through
various channels to the point that we cannot tell who speaks for whom
or whether some of these people are just speaking for their own fevered
imaginations. In any event, before we act on any information we re-
ceive we will discuss it with you and do it in concert with you in a spirit
consistent with the principles we have established. We are not now in
receipt of any information. But in any event, we will not act on the sly,
which was one comment you made.

Mr. Brezhnev: What then are we to do nonetheless?

Mr. Kissinger: First . . . I don’t know what your information is from
the Middle East, how you receive it. We receive such floods of informa-
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tion which are contradictory. We should check with each other to see
whether there’s any basis for the information received. We'll inform
you and you decide whether to inform us and decide what to do.
Second, we are prepared to continue to elaborate the principles which
the Foreign Minister and I worked out. I have developed, as I men-
tioned to you, Ambassador, some ideas about the nature of security
zones which he asked for."” Perhaps we could submit them to the For-
eign Minister when he comes to Washington on October 2, in some de-
tail plus discuss other principles that we develop here.

Mr. Brezhnev: There’s such a flood of information, you never get
to the bottom of knowing who’s to blame for what.

Dr. Kissinger: And who represents whom. I read in the papers
something saying I was supposed to meet Heykal in Munich."' It was
not true, but over the years at least five people have tried to set up a
meeting with Heykal, and I don’t know if they even represent him. I
don’t even know who Heykal is. Of course, I know his title, but I don’t
know what he stands for.

Mr. Brezhnev: You didn’t meet him in the elevator?
Dr. Kissinger: That was our cover, and now you know.

Mr. Brezhnev: I agree. I would just then ask you in all seriousness
to think over possible ways to act in this problem. We stated our posi-
tion very well at the last meeting and have not changed. We should not
freeze ourselves in the present position. Indeed Foreign Minister Gro-
myko is coming to your country soon and we expect then you will give
us some formulations, ideas on what to do.

Dr. Kissinger: We believe after the election we will be much freer
to act than we are now. [Pointing to some photographs of the meeting
just handed to Brezhnev by an aide.] If these are pictures, can you sign
them?

Mr. Brezhnev: Not before the end of the Vietnam war. You will get
nothing from me until the end of the Vietham war, not even photo-
graphs. I will sell them to the Times. [There is further banter about
selling the pictures.] So you agree to discuss with Gromyko some new
formulations? Of course 1 will sign them. [Brezhnev autographs
photos.]

Dr. Kissinger: Yes, along the lines we told your Ambassador in
Washington about security zones.

Mr. Brezhnev: Just to return to one of the points, not for any dis-
cussion, I just want to observe the war in Vietnam places us in a very

10 See Document 34.
11 See footnote 13, Document 30.
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difficult situation. At certain phases it reduces our ability to make still
more serious improvement in Soviet-American relations. I hope you’ll
take this into account.

Dr. Kissinger: We recognize this problem for the General Secre-
tary, and we believe he has handled it with the greatest statesmanship
up until now. We can assure you we will do everything possible to re-
move this particular obstacle in our relationship. [Brezhnev hands over
three photos.]

Mr. Brezhnev: What else. Perhaps German affairs.

Dr. Kissinger: Yes, the General Secretary mentioned German af-
fairs yesterday, and then perhaps I can make some comments re-
garding the Far East.

Mr. Brezhnev: We have all along sought to promote a settlement
between the two German states to the best of our ability. You and we
helped Brandt on the ratification'? but that is past. There are still further
outstanding issues. One of the most important is the admission of the
two Germanies to the UN, then negotiations between the two Germa-
nies. That is their own business, but we have an interest. My latest in-
formation is that there has been some progress. There is also the ques-
tion of quadrilateral rights of the allies arising from the post-war
agreement. This arises because of the UN issue. We have drafted a for-
mula here relating to the rights of the four powers. [Brezhnev reads a
text which he then hands to Dr. Kissinger. Text at Tab A.]"

“The Governments of the Soviet Union, Great Britain, the United
States and France note the existence of the necessary prerequisites for
the admission of the German Democratic Republic and the Federal Re-
public of Germany to the United Nations and state in this connection
that the admission of the GDR and the FRG to the UN does not affect
the question of the rights and responsibility of the four powers under
the wartime and post-war agreements and decisions.”

When do you think we can practically expect a settlement of the
question of the admission of two Germanies to the United Nations?

Dr. Kissinger: I talked to Bahr and Brandt in Munich."* As you
know, in principle we are not opposed to the admission of two German
states. We believe that if a satisfactory formula can be found for the four
power responsibilities, and I frankly want to examine this, then I pro-

12 A reference to the West German Bundestag’s ratification on May 19 of the
Moscow Treaty with the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Treaty with Poland. The texts of
the agreements are in Documents on Germany, 19441985, pp. 1103-1105 and 1125-1127.

13 Attached but not printed.
14 See footnote 3, Document 38.
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pose the following process. My understanding from Bahr is that he ex-
pects to conclude the agreement with the GDR by November 1.

We'll certainly encourage this from our side and if you could en-
courage your German allies it would be helpful. After the agreement is
signed, we are prepared at this UN session, to support observer status
for both Germanies at the UN and, after it is ratified, we are prepared to
support membership.

It looks all right to me, but there are always details. But I am sure
we can settle it.

Mr. Brezhnev: We are encouraging our allies.

Dr. Kissinger: I have that impression. We can be in touch.

Mr. Gromyko: We do, however, still have some serious disagree-
ments. To a great extent it will depend on the attitude of the West
Germans.

Dr. Kissinger: You are, of course, informed of the latest meeting.

Mr. Brezhnev: You mean the one of two days ago?

Dr. Kissinger: Yes. I had the impression from Bahr that he was op-
timistic that it could be settled by November 1 and I strongly urged him
in this direction. Speaking confidentially, I urged him that those issues
related to Berlin that he simply say that they should be handled in ac-
cord with the Berlin Agreement so we do not have to get into new legal
arguments. But this is between us. This was my advice to him.

Mr. Alexandrov: In order not to go through this once more.

Dr. Kissinger: In order not to negotiate again.

Mr. Brezhnev: That is the right thing to do.

Mr. Dobrynin: Otherwise it’s a waste of time.

Dr. Kissinger: But what I told Bahr, my remarks to Bahr, should be
treated especially confidentially and not repeated to him. It's my idea.

Mr. Brezhnev: Don’t worry.

Dr. Kissinger: I was also urged by opposition leaders'® to use my
influence in the opposite direction.

Mr. Gromyko: Are you going to do it?

Dr. Kissinger: No, I am going to do it in the direction I indicated to
you. We will use our influence to settle by November 1 and then sup-
port observer status afterwards, before ratification.

15 The FRG and the GDR were negotiating a treaty on relations between the two
states.

16 Reference to the Social Democratic opposition parties in the Bundestag, the
Christian Democratic Union (CDU) and Christian Social Union (CSU).
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Mr. Gromyko: Although in all fairness we should say that the GDR
is already entitled to ask for observer status. We must be clear on this
issue. The Federal Republic already has observer status.

Dr. Kissinger: I understand your point but it is a complex issue
which will create enormous debate, and we are only talking really only
about a period of six weeks.

Mr. Brezhnev: But perhaps that step—observer status—now could
have some positive role for subsequent events. I ask you to put that to
President Nixon in my name.

Dr. Kissinger: If it were done now, before the signing of the general
treaty, there would be an enormous crisis in Germany. Moreover,
Brandt doesn’t want it. It would complicate our relations with him. It
would reduce our influence in the treaty negotiations. I will, of course,
mention everything you say to the President, and your views are
always taken seriously. But, I believe it is more practical not to mention
observer status now and raise it immediately after signature and then I
can assure you it will go through quickly.

Mr. Brezhnev: I just want President Nixon to hear this in my name
as I said it.

Dr. Kissinger: I will convey what you said to the President.

Mr. Brezhnev: 1 would see this as an important step in our
relations.

Dr. Kissinger: I will raise it with him.

Mr. Brezhnev: We will have to come to it sometime.

Dr. Kissinger: I will raise it, but I think it will be settled anyway be-
fore the end of the General Assembly. But I will mention it to the
President.

Mr. Gromyko: It also would certainly produce a very favorable im-
pression in the GDR. We cannot conduct negotiations only on the
strings of tension. This would be a great positive effect.

Mr. Brezhnev: I am sure this would prompt the GDR to take a
more amenable stand and to make more concessions. It would show
that an objective approach was being taken to the whole situation.

Dr. Kissinger: I will report fully to the President. I will discuss the
matter and I will let your Ambassador know our reaction, that is if we
ever see him again in Washington.

Mr. Brezhnev: That depends on how you act to prepare all these
questions for agreement. If not, I will send him to the Crimea and keep
him there.

Dr. Kissinger: He will be badly missed. I do not know if you saw
the photograph of him in Hollywood, the one in which he was holding
a rock over my head in his usual negotiating method.
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Mr. Brezhnev: I have no knowledge of this so far.
Dr. Kissinger: It was his usual method—a big rock over my head.

Mr. Gromyko: There is a famous sculpture in clay by the Soviet
sculptor Chadre which shows a Soviet worker bending to pick up a
rock and the title is “Weapon of the Proletariat.”

Mr. Brezhnev: Did Brandt ask you to convey anything to us?

Dr. Kissinger: There was no special request but he did confirm his
desire to come to an agreement by November 1. But his basic attitude
towards relations with the East, as you know, is extremely positive.

Mr. Brezhnev: What is his assessment of his prospects for the
elections?

Dr. Kissinger: All leaders to whom I spoke were confident they
would win the elections. My assessment is that if he completes the
treaty before November 1 and there is no crisis which we don’t expect,
then I think his chances are reasonably good. Whatever the result, it
will be very close, and therefore, the management of the government
will be very difficult no matter who wins the election. He has been hurt
by the events at the Olympics, not in a negative sense of losing votes,
but because he thought the good sentiment created by the Olympics
and himself being photographed there and so forth would add to his
votes. He has lost that possibility. The Olympics hurt him, Schiller’s"”
resignation hurt, and the scandal of the two secretaries paid by the
German magazine hurt him. It will be a very close election. If the Chris-
tian Democrats win, it should be by a narrow margin and the possibil-
ities of radical changes in policy will be very limited. We will use our
influence in the direction of the continuation of the present course. We,
in any event, will not attempt to influence the outcome of the elections.
We will do nothing to encourage Brandt’s opponents and we are
thinking of doing a few things that will show our close association with
the policies of Brandt.

Mr. Brezhnev: That is extremely important indeed, because I think
given the desire President Nixon can do a great deal to help Brandt.

Dr. Kissinger: Everything here is confidential. These are very sen-
sitive comments when we talk about the domestic situation of other
countries, but the General Secretary has correctly understood our atti-
tude, and indeed we have asked Brandt to suggest some symbolic steps
which we could take to help him.

Mr. Brezhnev: In all confidence, too, I had occasion to observe over
the past two years the policies and actions of Brandt. He is a wise politi-
cian and it is wise to go on dealing with him. He is better than the

17 West German Economic Affairs Minister Karl Schiller, who resigned in July.



160  Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XV

others. Because Brandt should, of course, be regarded as a politician
whose general line is leading towards the general reduction of tensions
in Europe. Both you and we are interested in seeing that happen. That
should be the principal criterion, especially since the alternative is
someone else in office who will want to return to the past situation. We
shall pay attention to Brandt and if you and we are of like opinion, we
should find a way of helping Brandt.

Dr. Kissinger: There’s no need to discuss this now because the elec-
tions are two months away. We’ll pursue the course discussed with the
General Secretary. If for some reason the opponents should win, we
will use our influence with them not to change policy, but if that
happens we will be in touch before then anyway. There is no need to
discuss this now, and I don’t expect this.

Mr. Brezhnev: You wanted to discuss the Far East.

Dr. Kissinger: I wanted to make a few remarks to the Secretary
General about the Far East and how we see the evolution, in the nature
of explaining our thinking rather than a specific policy discussion.

I always read in the newspapers, and in other articles, that we are
playing a balance of power game between Peking and Moscow and
that we are using it to affect Soviet policies. I wanted to use this oppor-
tunity to tell the Secretary General that we are not pursuing so naive
and shortsighted a course. There is little relationship in the power be-
tween the Soviet Union and the People’s Republic of China, and we rec-
ognize that for the immediate future, while China may be a powerful
country in the distant future, at this particular moment the peace of the
world depends to a very large extent on the ability to negotiate our rela-
tionships. And therefore, any attempt to use the People’s Republic of
China against the Soviet Union, even if we could do so, would be
foolish and is therefore not our policy.

Whenever we are in Peking we avoid any discussion of issues that
affect the Soviet Union. For example, we avoid discussing the border
issue on the grounds that we are not ever going to become involved
and therefore any information with respect to it is not operationally in
any sense useful to us. And on other topics concerning your bilateral
relations we don’t believe we have a right to express an opinion. You
never ask us to discuss China policy with you. You can be certain that
we pursue the same course in Peking.

In the immediate future there is no equivalence in power between
the People’s Republic and the Soviet Union. If one looks at the longer
term, the situation could arise where efforts might be made for a policy
directed at both of us and an attempt to separate each of us from other
countries.
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This is particularly a problem in relation to Japan. In recent discus-
sions with the Japanese Foreign Minister'® we gained the impression—
again this is very personal—that there are some tendencies in Japanese
politics that believe that we should base our China policy on Taipei and
that Japan should base its China policy on Peking. We would take care
of the defense of Taiwan, and they would take care of the relations with
mainland China and form a sort of détente. And they would kindly
offer in that situation to act as a broker.

If such a shortsighted policy were being pursued then perhaps we
might see the large industrial capacity of the one together with the
more subtle views of the other, which would be a formidable combina-
tion. And this development could even have an orientation based on
racial grounds rather than political grounds. If that were to occur, we
believe a serious situation could arise for both of us.

We believe that it is in both of our interests that Japan's relations in
the Far East not be tied exclusively to one country, but also to others
such as the Soviet Union. This is why investment in resources has a cer-
tain political significance and not only an economic significance.

So we will, of course, continue our relations with the People’s Re-
public and have periodic exchanges and periodic visits there—less fre-
quent than in the past year—and periodic exchange of views. We are in
no sense synchronizing our policies and in no case will we conduct our
policy in a manner that could be directed, or indirectly considered to be
directed, against the Soviet Union.

We are prepared to exchange views with you on the long-range
tendencies that might affect the peace of the world and the security of
our two countries.

Mr. Brezhnev: Well, we must, of course, sober-mindedly assess the
situation here, and it is a fact that developments in the world situation,
and first and foremost in our relationships, are influenced by the Chi-
nese question. We sometimes mention China directly; more often we
keep it in mind mentally. We have certainly duly assessed the state-
ment made by the President and other Americans’ statements re-
garding the priority of US-Soviet relations in American foreign policy,
and that is indeed our impression. At the same time it has to be said
that China is certainly not enthusiastic over the improvement of rela-
tions between the Soviet Union and the United States.

[Dr. Kissinger interjected that “that was putting it mildly”—this
was not translated.]

They do not like our taking the line of our developing our relations
to mutual advantage in friendship and cooperation. If one assesses the

18 Ohira Masayoshi.
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present policies of the Chinese, they are primarily aimed against the
positive processes now underway in Soviet-American relations. From
all that is published in the press and from the information provided by
our ambassadors, Peking has taken a negative attitude to the recent
Soviet-American summit meeting in Moscow. According to Peking’s
comments, our relationships are nothing but collusion between two su-
perpowers, and this line can be seen not only in the direct assessment of
our direct relations but also concerning the European Conference,
German affairs, the Middle East, etc. In short, any bilateral contract is
interpreted by them to be collusion.

Dr. Kissinger: The Secretary General may want to know ... [not
translated].

Mr. Brezhnev: If I might just continue.

Dr. Kissinger: Yes, it’s better.

Mr. Brezhnev: The entire trend of Chinese policies is directed
toward ranging the United States against the Soviet Union and is aimed
at our becoming involved in confrontation with one another. I recall a
slogan uttered by Mao here in Moscow the last time he was here for an
international conference. [Quoting the Chinese saying] “I sit on the
mountain and watch two tigers fighting.”

That is the precise policy the Chinese are pursuing. They are
claiming to play a dominant role in world politics. But there are various
slogans the Chinese use to justify their position, such as their slogan
about the world village against the world city.

Dr. Kissinger: That was Lin Piao.

Mr. Brezhnev: All this reaffirms that same trend. On the other
hand, we have not been, nor are we now, for isolation of China in the
world. The position taken by the Supreme Party organ, the Party
Congress, is that we favor normal Soviet relations with China. Nor are
we against the development of relations between the U.S. and China.
Of course, we are not indifferent to the basis on which these relations
develop.

I am happy to accept the statement that you made, Dr. Kissinger,
on this score against the background of relations between the Soviet
Union and the United States on the one hand and the United States and
China on the other hand. All sorts of guesswork is involved in various
quarters. Some people talk about various triangles and quadrangles
and various other geometric figures. Some people endeavor to act on
the sly concerning these problems. It is a certain fact that China’s policy
is mainly spearheaded against the Soviet Union. A great deal is due to
the various internal problems and instability in China.

This is confirmed by events connected with Lin Piao. I wish to say
here confidentially a few words about Lin Piao’s fate.
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Lin was in disagreement with Mao’s policy and when things had
come to a head he tried to escape from China aboard an aircraft. We
have made a thorough investigation of all the circumstances sur-
rounding the plane crash. Perhaps the plane ran out of fuel or there was
engine trouble or perhaps they had time to shoot at it and knock it
down ... anyway, it fell on the territory of the Mongolian People’s Re-
public, and the Mongolians invited our experts there. We made an
investigation—we have all the expert photos and documents. Our
people investigated the whole thing.

Actually in China his daughter betrayed him; when the conflict
came to a head he was betrayed by his daughter. As for this informa-
tion on his daughter, we don’t take that at face value—that is Chinese
information.

Dr. Kissinger: The rest is yours.

Mr. Brezhnev: We had treated Lin Piao earlier when he came to
Moscow for medical treatment; we have documents in the files; X-rays
of his teeth, etc. It is confirmed definitely that the body is Lin Piao’s,
probably together with some members of his family. It proves beyond a
doubt that Lin Piao was in the plane that crashed. Some in China now
try to spread incorrect versions of what was supposed to happen. The
crash was a fact and so was Lin Piao’s presence.

I mention this to show that there is very serious internal dissension
in China. It is still a country with an unstable internal situation. There is
a need for us to follow closely the events in China, both the domestic
situation and the foreign policy. But we are at the same time endea-
voring to pursue principle, to follow a policy aimed at friendship with
the Chinese people.

I would agree with what you say, that we should follow events
closely and endeavor to prevent too great a rapprochement. The combi-
nation of Japan and China, a combination which could rest on national-
istic, racial principles, such a combination could indeed play a perni-
cious role in that area of the world.

I also want to say that the development of good relations between
the Soviet Union and Japan would not in any way run counter to the in-
terests of the United States. Considering our attitude toward Japan spe-
cifically, our policy cannot and will not be against the interests of
American-Japanese relations, and we will continue negotiations with
Japan regarding the treaty between the two countries with that prin-
ciple in mind.

It is quite clear that China will attempt to do all it can to impede
our relationship with you and also with Japan, and we will certainly
have to act proceeding from these facts.

Dr. Kissinger: Let me make a few comments on this, if you will
permit me. We know curiously little about the domestic developments
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in China. In all our visits there we see only a particular group of
leaders. Therefore we are very grateful for the information you have
provided, and you can be sure that it will be treated in the strictest con-
fidence and told to nobody but the President. Whenever you believe
that information is useful, it will be treated in the same way and with
the same people.

Secondly, concerning the two tigers fighting. It is a settled prin-
ciple of our policy that this will not happen. On the contrary, we have
discussed sufficiently at these meetings how we want to adopt an ex-
actly contrary course and not permit any country to put us against each
other. So we are very much aware of this.

Thirdly, we are occasionally asked by other countries what their
course should be. For example, Bahr, which I very confidentially men-
tioned to the Ambassador, asked us sometime ago what our view was
on the Federal Republic of Germany’s relationship with the People’s
Republic. We answered, of course, that this was a matter of domestic
jurisdiction and sovereignty for the Federal Republic. I added that we
thought that the weight of their interests lay in Europe and not outside
of Europe. We thought that we made that basic view fairly clear.

Concerning Japan, we agree that the improvement of your rela-
tions with Japan will not be at the expense of our relations with Japan.
We therefore encourage not only the development of economic rela-
tions between you and Japan, but also a peace treaty between Japan
and the Soviet Union.

And finally we will, of course, continue normalizing relations with
the People’s Republic at a not extremely fast rate. We will do nothing to
discourage an improvement in their relations with you, and we will
consider that a positive development and not one we have any interest
in impeding.

I want to thank the Secretary General for having spoken with such
frankness, and we will always reciprocate in the same spirit.

Mr. Brezhnev: The Chinese have a very tight, small group of
leaders. If anyone tries to meet you without authority ... [Brezhnev
gestures as though he were cutting off his neck with his hand.] During
the time of the Cultural Revolution they ranged twenty men in the
public square and executed them in public. It is a country where mar-
shals could be put in cages and carried around and beaten up.

Dr. Kissinger: Really? I didn’t know that. [Not translated.]

Mr. Brezhnev: Of course, this is for the President’s information.

Dr. Kissinger: Only for him. You can be sure that it will not be
given to anyone else.

Mr. Brezhnev: There may come a time when we wish to make a
public statement on this.
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Dr. Kissinger: That is your privilege. You can do with the informa-
tion what you wish. Until you publicize it, we will keep it confidential.

Mr. Brezhnev: I hadn’t anticipated that we would be discussing
the case of Lin. Next time you come, I will show you all the documents
and photos.

Dr. Kissinger: That would be very interesting.
Mr. Brezhnev: It would seem that our discussion is nearing a close.
Dr. Kissinger: Correct.

Mr. Brezhnev: Just a few words on Korea. The last time we had a
discussion on this subject, and we communicated to the Koreans that
this time they should not raise the issue at the UN. I am not going into
the details, but recent information from the Koreans is that they insist
on the Korea issue being on the agenda of the UN General Assembly
but they agree that the issue be debated after the United States elec-
tions, that is to say during the second half of the General Assembly.
Perhaps you could consider this and convey it to President Nixon.

Dr. Kissinger: I will and I will study that constructive position.

Mr. Brezhnev: Finally, perhaps not for the record, I was very sensi-
tive to the facts that relate to the Jackson Amendment” regarding the
Moscow treaty. It appears that his actions were concerted in advance. I
am speaking in a personal way. Then there is another fact that deeply
affected me. You appropriated large sums of money for new strategic
arms at an accelerated pace. I am not saying this for discussion, but I
hope that in future talks some attention will be devoted to this matter
because we have a freeze and an agreement to make the interim agree-
ment a permanent one. When we agree that one agenda item will be on
non-use and then comes the United States decision to spend increased
money on arms—it is only tomorrow that I will tell my comrades that I
raised the matter with you. It is not proper to discuss it now but it is just
my feeling that this runs counter to the spirit of earlier talks.

I think the talks were useful and I thank you personally for your
constructive approach and your patience, and your efforts to make
these talks productive. This has been a good meeting and I hope that all
we discuss will become reality. In October we will announce the Lend
Lease agreement and so forth. In short all that we discussed here will
bear fruit. I convey my best wishes to President and Mrs. Nixon and
you will bring him a personal memento. As for a personal note, I have
not had time to write, and I will give it to you before you leave if I have
time.

Dr. Kissinger: First, regarding the Jackson Amendment, to do the
subject justice I would have to go into all of its intricacies. If it passes the

19 See footnote 2, Document 23.
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Senate it will not pass the House. If the Senate passes it, arrangements
have been made for the conference report to drop it. Secondly, special
arrangements have been made to seek passage this week. I haven't
mentioned this to the Foreign Minister yet, but I hope he will be able to
participate in the ceremony solemnly depositing the instrument of
ratification.

Regarding the expenditures, we leave it to your Ambassador to ex-
plain to you the personality of our Secretary of Defense. Requests for
funds are those already made, but he is justifying them by the SALT
agreement. To explain that is a boring domestic issue and this did not
require a presidential decision.

Regarding our meetings here, you have been courteous and the
meetings have been most productive. We expect at the end of October
to conclude a trade agreement including most favored nation status,
the extension of export-import credits and also expect the announce-
ment of the beginning of SALT and the preparatory meeting of CES
and the exploratory meeting on force reductions. So we can say our re-
lations have had an enormous impetus and have been given con-
creteness by what we have agreed here. Let me thank you for your
courtesies, hospitality and the enormous comforts we have enjoyed
during our stay and, as I said yesterday, we are now not only develop-
ing relations between our two countries but also very strong personal
bonds and I look forward to a very early return to your country.

Mr. Gromyko: And to Leningrad.
Dr. Kissinger: To Leningrad and to see Giselle.

[During the course of translation of Mr. Brezhnev’s remarks above
the following additional exchange occurred:]

Dr. Kissinger (to the interpreter): You might point out that if you
are speaking about the Minister of Defense—on a personal basis—that
he will not be long with us, so that situation will change.

Mr. Brezhnev: The absolute figures have increased.

Dr. Kissinger: By about 50 million. There are two things, he sub-
mitted a budget in January and then increased it in April and then there
was a small increase in June. He justified the April increase with the
May treaty. It is a bit strange.

Mr. Brezhnev: So long as the situation doesn’t arise where our mil-
itary people don’t start that way before we’re back in the old arms race.

Dr. Kissinger: Some Senator told me as a joke that he didn’t know
how many SALT agreements we could afford before going bankrupt.
Also, we have agreed that our new Defense Minister could come here
in the new Administration and we would reciprocate; or your Defense
Minister could come here first if you wish.
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Mr. Brezhnev: Yes, but we haven’t addressed that question yet.

We promise you that. (Referring to Dr. Kissinger’s seeing Giselle on
his next trip.) And please don't forget to give President Nixon my very
best wishes.

Dr. Kissinger: I certainly will.

45. Intelligence Memorandum'

Washington, September 13, 1972.

The View from the Kremlin Three Months after the Summit

Without question, the Soviet leadership, and Brezhnev in partic-
ular, has not had the best of summers. The crucial questions are how
the leadership will respond to problems in key policy areas—both do-
mestic and foreign—and especially how Brezhnev will react if he feels
his own position is threatened.

The leadership probably sees little choice but to conduct itself in
the measured manner it has adopted when faced with similar problems
in the recent past. In foreign policy setbacks such as the ouster from
Egypt and in domestic reversals, such as the poor agricultural situa-
tion, we expect the Soviet leaders to fight to limit their losses, to attempt
to consolidate and play up their “victories” and to avoid the dramatic.

The leadership situation is not likely to alter very much in the im-
mediate future. Brezhnev is more answerable than before for policy
failures because of his forward position within the leadership, but our
knowledge of how much pressure he is under as a result of current
problems is extremely limited. With the power he has acquired, he is
better equipped to stave off any challenges. Looking some months
ahead, he could find himself under growing pressure if adversity
should multiply in foreign and domestic affairs. The vagaries of inter-
national affairs and the final reckoning of this year’s harvest are un-
knowns that will influence the political situation in Moscow. The first
indication of pressure building against Brezhnev would probably be a

1Source: Central Intelligence Agency, Job 03-02194R, Box 1, Folder 37. Secret; Code-
word; No Foreign Dissem. This memorandum was prepared by the Office of Current In-
telligence and was coordinated with the Office Economic Research. The Office of Na-
tional Estimates agrees in general with its findings.
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reappearance in public forums of veiled polemics against his policies.
We have not seen this yet.

If Brezhnev should feel his position threatened, some policy ad-
justments might be required. It is commonly, and probably reasonably,
assumed that if Brezhnev is threatened politically, the threat would
come from the “left,” i.e., from those who say he puts too much trust in
the capitalist enemy and not enough in his socialist brethren. The usual
manner of coping with such a threat is to move toward the position of
the opponents, cutting at least some of the ground from under them.
Brezhnev might follow this course a short distance, particularly in rhe-
torical terms, but he is more likely to defend himself by hardening his
position on internal rather than on external affairs. His position is
strong enough and his commitment to his policies (particularly on
major East-West matters) deep enough for him to seek compensating
successes, or at least deals that can be made to look like compensating
successes. These he could present to his colleagues on the Politburo and
in the party as justification for his continued leadership.

Relations with the US

The Soviets evidently believe that the prospects for improved rela-
tions with the US are better now than they have been for quite some
time. They have said this publicly, even though they have been careful
to balance expressions of optimism with statements of continued con-
cern over the uncertainties in the relationship. A prominent Soviet
commentator recently summed up what appears to be the current offi-
cial view. The situation established since the Moscow summit is “quite
delicate,” he said, and so the seeds of trust and mutual understanding
that were planted last May must be “carefully cultivated.”

Nowhere have the Soviets made greater efforts to promote an at-
mosphere of accord than in the area of direct bilateral relations. They
have maintained, and, in some instances intensified, highly visible con-
tacts with US officials; they continue to point up the new opportunities
for expanded trade and other economic dealings; they have been at
least circumspect and often cordial in their public treatment of the Pres-
ident and have assessed his prospects for re-election as high; and at
times they have muted criticism of US policy at the expense of their
clients.

Moscow continues to insist that the USSR be recognized as an
equal and treated accordingly. The Soviets have stressed this as one of
the major benefits of the summit and of their general policy of pursuing
better relations with the US. Any action by the US that leads Moscow to
think the US is slipping away from equality is a cause for concern.
Moscow’s concern has been particularly manifest in recent comments
on efforts in the Senate to qualify the SALT agreements.
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Apart from emergency imports of US grain necessitated by a se-
rious shortfall in the harvest, the USSR has reason to be pleased with
the immediate state of US-Soviet economic relations. The Soviet leader-
ship is doubtless unhappy about the huge trade deficit—possibly as
much as a billion dollars—that the USSR will run in 1972 and 1973 as a
result of the grain purchases. On the other hand, the Russians have
placed orders that should result in imports of much-needed US ma-
chinery and equipment worth about $150-200 million in 1972.

The most immediate problem for the Soviets is their grain supply.
Because of poor weather this year, the 1972 grain crop will fall far short
of requirements. As a result, US exports of grain and soybeans should
reach $650-700 million in 1972, the exact amount depending on actual
shipping dates. Moreover, the delayed ripening of grain in the crucial
Virgin Lands of Siberia and Kazakhstan could cause above-normal har-
vest losses during the coming weeks and generate a need for further
imports. Below-average prospects for potatoes and fodder crops—
grain substitutes—make the grain deficit particularly painful for the
leadership. The Soviets will not know the full extent of their grain re-
quirements until mid-October, after the harvest.

The Soviet leadership almost certainly realizes that its grain
problem is not the result solely of one poor weather year. To support
the Brezhnev meat program, substantial imports of grain may be neces-
sary even in normal weather years. There is evidence that the USSR is
trying to signal the US and Canada to expand their grain acreage so as
to ensure a source of Soviet imports in the future at favorable prices.
This implies that the USSR recognizes it may be in the market for signif-
icant quantities of US grain in the future.

Negotiations for a comprehensive US-Soviet trade agreement are
still stalled, despite the upsurge in US-Soviet trade in 1972 and a con-
tinued high level promised for 1973. There is no indication as yet that
the Russians are willing to make significant concessions in order to
complete a trade agreement. Lack of settlement of these issues does not
affect trade prospects. Export controls have become only a minor issue,
because most of the needed automotive, petroleum, and consumer
goods equipment is available. In addition, US business is proving eager
to deal with the USSR, and the Soviets are fanning this interest by
holding out prospects for large and seemingly lucrative contracts. The
USSR will require long-term credit for equipment purchases in the fu-
ture, but delay in obtaining US Export-Import Bank credits should not
affect trade at present since the USSR seems able to secure adequate fi-
nancing elsewhere.

In short, the USSR feels no sense of urgency to settle the problems
atissue in the current trade agreement negotiations. The Soviet leaders’
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bargaining position could be less strong, however, if they have to con-
tinue large purchases of grain from the US over the next several years.

[Omitted here are Soviet views of various geographic regions.]

At Home

The Soviet leadership, in the person of Brezhnev, announced pro-
grams of peace and butter at the 24th Party Congress in the spring of
1971. Both planks were put to the test during the next year by President
Nixon’s trip to Peking, by an upsurge in fighting in South and South-
east Asia, by the five-year plan, and by a critical attitude expressed by
some Soviet leaders, particularly Masherov and Shelest. In spite of such
problems, Brezhnev, using the Congress programs, succeeded by the
eve of the Moscow summit in enhancing his political position and his
public role as principal Soviet leader and international statesman.

The trends of the preceding year have continued since the Presi-
dent’s trip to Moscow. Soviet foreign policy remains subject to shocks,
while many of the fruits of détente remain unpicked and some are in
jeopardy. Harvest shortfalls this summer appear to have postponed
significant progress toward the regime’s already rather uncertain goals
for agriculture and the consumer. Nonetheless, the summit and
Brezhnev’s political moves have practically silenced public questioning
of basic policies. Evidence of the steady accretion of Brezhnev’s au-
thority continued to the end of July. Although his just-completed tour
of the eastern grain and cotton belts testifies to the concern over this
year’s harvest, it also illustrates again Brezhnev’s forward position in
the leadership.

Brezhnev emerged from the summit to salvos of official praise.
Party meetings were called throughout the country, and the central
press repeated reports of approval for the foreign policy activities of
not only the Politburo but also of Brezhnev “personally,” the latter a
new formulation. When he received Commerce Secretary Peterson on
30 July* at his Crimean retreat, Brezhnev displayed unusual
self-assurance and knowledge on matters of economic relations, and
Soviet delegates at the sessions of the joint commercial commission in
Moscow invoked his authority on particular questions.

Soviet officials have as much as admitted that serious reservations
had to be overcome in going ahead with the summit, and the publicity
given the subject afterwards suggests that the leadership continues to
feel uneasy about domestic reaction. The party meetings were accom-
panied by forceful public justifications of the summit by important offi-
cials and commentators. For example, Vadim Zagladin, deputy to the

2See Document 21.
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recently elected candidate member of the Politburo, Ponomarev, in-
sisted on the need for a flexible approach in pursuing the international
interests of the socialist camp and condemned those who “arbitrarily
interpret” the international duty of socialist states. These apologetics
were certainly aimed at foreign critics of the summit, but the language
was broad enough to be applicable to unconvinced Soviets. Public lec-
tures in Moscow and Leningrad showed the skepticism of many Soviet
citizens. In his speech on 27 June during Castro’s visit to the USSR,
Brezhnev firmly reasserted the Soviet Union’s support of revolutionary
forces in the world.

Perhaps in part to satisfy the conservatives, the regime continued
its push for discipline in domestic affairs that had begun before the
President’s visit. Several moves concerning the cultural bureaucracies
brought greater central and party control over the arts and education.
In two speeches before propagandists in June, Suslov prescribed an un-
flagging battle against bourgeois propaganda and influence and
against such social evils as drunkenness, greed, sloth, nationalism, and
chauvinism. On 21 June the regime capped the arrests of dissidents ear-
lier in the year with the detention of an important leader of the dissi-
dent movement, Petr Yakir.

As in the past, however, the authorities brought themselves no
peace by these actions. Immolations and rioting in Lithuania in May
were a disturbing sign of minority national feelings in this 50th year of
the formation of the Soviet Union, which is being celebrated inter alia
as a victory of Soviet nationality policies. Academician Sakharov con-
tinued to issue public challenges to the regime on questions of human
rights. The fees for schooling slapped on would-be emigrants in Au-
gust demonstrated the difficulties the leadership is having in coping
with the consequences of the growing Jewish exodus, especially as it af-
fects the educated classes.

The concomitant to the peace program announced at the Party
Congress was the promise of a new era for the Soviet consumer. Its
bases were an ambitious investment program in agriculture, including
livestock production, and less precisely defined measures concerning
the production and distribution of consumer goods. During the
summer, however, it became clear that significant progress in these
fields would be delayed. Since Brezhnev is closely identified with these
programs, he has a personal stake in how profound and prolonged
these economic difficulties turn out to be in the months ahead. In his
tour of the Virgin Lands, he was seeking a successful harvest and, no
doubt, doing some personal politicking among regional leaders.

Heavy purchases of foreign grain to offset a disappointing harvest
will make it more difficult for the Soviet Union to make purchases
abroad for other sectors of the economy and may tend to sharpen ri-
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valry between various interest groups. Gosplan is reported already to
have placed restrictions on hard currency outlays for consumer goods.
At mid-year, growth of industrial production was sagging, and perfor-
mance in consumer durables and in soft goods and processed foods
was lackluster. According to recent reports, some work slowdowns oc-
curred in Moscow in August. In the past such strikes have been trig-
gered by increased work norms. Scattered strikes could also reflect
workers’” concern over the adequacy of food supplies this fall and
winter. Discontent might grow if supplies of consumer goods become
more limited.

46. Message From the President’s Assistant for National Security
Affairs (Kissinger) to the President’s Deputy Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Haig)'

London, September 14, 1972, 0825Z.

Hakto 27. 1. I read your cable with the incredulity that tends to ac-
company my reading of the Washington mood on the trips. Does
anyone, in his right mind, believe I can bring something home on the
Jewish issue?” Has everyone forgotten that we are charged with the for-
eign policy of the U.S.? On the other hand I think a call by Humphrey
and Javits on Dobrynin might be helpful.?

2. Here is what has repeat has been accomplished:

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 24, HAK Trip Files, HAK’s Germany, Moscow, London, Paris Trip, Sep.
9-15,1972, HAKTO 1-35. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes Only. The message is in-
correctly dated September 4. A stamped notation on the message indicates it was re-
ceived at 4:58 a.m. on September 14. After departing Moscow, Kissinger stopped in Lon-
don on September 14 to meet with British Prime Minister Edward Heath.

% In a message on September 13, Haig wrote Kissinger: “The President has not com-
mented on the progress reports I gave him but there is obviously no worrying going on
with respect to what you may or may not be doing in Moscow. The general impression I
get is that the President and at least Haldeman are very anxious for you to come home
with as good a package as you can get. I do think that the President hopes that you will
have been able to get some Soviet assurances on the Soviet Jewry problem. As you know,
the staff will not leave him alone.” (Ibid., TOHAK 1-116)

% In message Tohak 82, Haig wrote Kissinger that “Senator Javits called me last
night” and said that “he and Senator Humphrey have been urged by their Senate col-
leagues to see Dobrynin and make a formal Senatorial démarche. I told Javits it would be
best to hold up on any such action, and in any event Dobrynin was in Moscow and that
such a démarche should not be made at the Ministerial level. Javits agreed and this issue,
which is approaching a boiling point, should remain under control until you return.”
(Ibid.)
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A) A settlement of the lend-lease issue.

B) A breakthrou§h in the trade negotiations in which we are get-
ting ninety percent of our maximum program

C) A date for opening SALT.

D) A break in the deadlock on MBFR and CSE so that both confer-
ences can be announced next month.

E) Very satisfactory talks on Vietnam.

F) Major progress on next year’s summit.

G) Other crucial matters to be discussed when I return.

3. In these circumstances, to wait with a briefing by me till Monday
is madness.* A briefing on Saturday would enable me

A) To emphasize the President’s role in these negotiations and
focus attention on his relation to Brezhnev.

B) Set the frame-work without killing the October announcements.

C) Get ahead of the power curve on speculation; in short do what
the briefings in the summit week did.

4. Failure to brief on Saturday would

A) Enable each Department to get out what was achieved and their
version of what was attainable.

B) Enable each Department to claim credit for itself.

C) Get so much speculation started that we will never catch up
with it again.

5. In other words, please go back to Haldeman and the President
on this. Rogers will be no happier either way. The President should un-
derstand that he is on the threshold of the greatest spurt in foreign
policy since the summit and that it has to be properly set up with him
as the focal point.®

Warm regards.

4 Monday, September 18. In message Hakto 20 to Haig, September 13, Kissinger
wrote: “I think I should brief press Saturday a.m. [September 16] before they run wild.”
(Ibid., HAKTO 1-35) Haig wrote Kissinger in message Tohak 82 that Haldeman “believes
that you should have the press conference on Monday, after staying at Camp David
Friday night and ostensibly reporting to the President both Friday night and Saturday
morning. In this way, we will get both the weekend play and an early week heavy play
riding the communiqué and the Q’s and A’s out until Monday. In a substantive sense, I
also support this game plan since we are bound to have some bureaucratic problems with
Rogers and Peterson and there could be some additional problems develop with our
NATO allies which could be put more effectively to rest after some delay between the
surfacing of the communiqué and the consultations and the Monday press briefing.”

5In message Tohak 97, September 14, Haig informed Kissinger “the President
agreed that you can proceed on Saturday. He insisted, however, that you could only do
so after you brief Rogers and at first insisted that you see Rogers before you see him to
keep him out of a tense meeting with the two of you. I insisted that he see you first and he
finally agreed.” (Ibid., TOHAK 1-116) According to Kissinger’s Record of Schedule, on
September 16, he met with Rogers for breakfast from 7:25 to 8:08 a.m., met with the Presi-
dent from 9:46 to 10:42 a.m., and held his press briefing at 11:33 a.m. (Library of Congress,
Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box 438, Miscellany, 1967-76) Records of the
meetings were not found. The news conference was reported in The New York Times, Sep-
tember 17, 1972, p. 1.



Economic Normalization and Soviet Jewish
Emigration, September—December 1972

47. Editorial Note

On September 18, 1972, President’s Assistant for National Security
Affairs Kissinger phoned Senator Hubert Humphrey (D-MN) to
discuss the issue of exit fees for Jewish emigrants from the Soviet
Union. The transcript of their telephone conversation reads in part:
“K[issinger]: Nice to talk to you. I'm calling you about the letter you
wrote the President a week or so ago about the Jewish problem in the
Soviet Union. Hlumphrey]: Yes. K: And I just wanted to tell you per-
sonally I don’t want to have it made public that I did raise it in a
number of meetings. H: Fine, Henry. K: The problem is that I think
we’ve got to lower the visibility of the debate because they can’t yield
to pressures from a foreign country. I'm not saying they’re going to
yield anyway. I'm not asking you to lower this. H: Listen, I understand
that. K: As a government we have to do it in as quiet a way as we can.
We could score a lot of points in the campaign by saying what I said
and to whom I said it. H: Yes. K: But we’re not going to say anything
publicly. I wanted you to know though that something has been done.”
(National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger
Telephone Conversations (Telcons), Box 15, Chronological File)

On September 21, Kissinger phoned Secretary of Commerce Pe-
terson regarding the protests of Senators Percy, Ribicoff, and appar-
ently Javits about the Soviet exit tax. According to the transcript of the
conversation, Kissinger told Peterson: “everyone’s feeling here—in-
cluding my own—is we just don’t want—it’s just not easy to have a dis-
cussion with these three guys. I am going to get it quieted down by
Rabin. My experience with Percy is when he says he’ll help, he says
something that hurts. He is running for reelection and I don’t think he
is going to do anything that would hurt him. P[eterson]: What do you
think about Ribicoff? K: I think Rabin can handle Ribicoff, but I don’t
see what there is to gain from Ribicoff. I am going to talk to Javits alone
today.” Noting that “a guy named Vanik [Congressman Charles Vanik
(D-OH)] is putting a rider on the foreign aid bill,” Kissinger said that it
“would be useful” if “we could try to stop them from putting on legis-
lation long before MFN ever comes up.” The transcript continues: “K:
But I just don’t think you can do it with that gang. I mean they are the
less likely group—Ribicoff is a devout Jew and on what basis is he not
going to do it? P: Well, is there anything you can tell him about what
you said to the Soviets? Part of it is they don’t think we’re doing any-
thing. K: Well, my frank opinion is I would just as soon isolate them

174
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gradually and we will get them through the Israelis. P: Uh-humm. Do
you get any response, Henry, from the Soviets on what their attitude is?
K: Well, I think if we all would shut up, there’s a chance of getting
them—slowing down the administrative implementation.” (Ibid., Box
16, Chronological File)

On September 21 at 3:11 p.m., Congressman Leslie Arends (R-IL)
(misidentified as Aarons in the original transcript) phoned Kissinger:
“Alrends]: I hate to bother you but you know about the Vanik Amend-
ment which he is going to offer to this— K: Oh, about the Jews? A:
Yeah. K: Well, in rough terms. A: The unfortunate part about it
though—Gerry [Gerald R. Ford, House Minority Leader (R-MI)] and I
have just been sitting here trying to figure out something—Gerry will
be back in a minute—is that the Parliamentarian is apparently going to
say that this is germane. That’s hard for me to believe, but this is the last
word. And I'd like to read this thing to you in just a minute. It says,
‘None of the funds appropriated or made available pursuant to this Act
for carrying out the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, may
be used to provide loans, credits, financial and investment assistance or
insurance guarantees on sales to or investments in any nation which re-
quires payment above nominal and customary costs for exit visas,
permits, or for the right to emigrate.” This is tough. K: You know our
view on this. A: I know the view on the thing. Now the question is in
my mind and that Gerry and I discussed is did you get hold of Rabin
yesterday? K: Well, the one thing I cannot afford is to have spread all
over the Capitol Hill whatever I may discuss with Rabin. A: That’s
right, that’s right. And we don’t want you to tell us what Rabin said or
anything but I mean you were going to— K: I have talked with him and
will work on him. A: Alright. K: But for Christ’s sake, don’t mention it.”
(Transcript of telephone conversation, September 21; ibid.)

At 3:19 p.m. on September 21, Kissinger phoned Israeli Ambas-
sador to the United States Yitzhak Rabin: “K: Mr. Ambassador, I have
just been told that Congressman Vanik is putting forward a Resolution
cutting off all assistance, guarantees and so forth to any country that
has emigration fees. R[abin]: Congressman? K: Vanik. And I'm getting
desperate [calls] from Gerry Ford and others saying they’re all being
put into a horrible fix. I really believe this is going to backfire against
the Jewish Community as soon as people get their breath. R: I should
say to you I know it’s not so easy to find out because as a matter of fact
I'm not aware of any real demand by any Jewish organization about it.”
Kissinger noted that “our people are really getting concerned and I
don’t know what you can do and I don’t want you to do any one thing.”
Kissinger mentioned “general public pressure,” and added, “people
don’t mind, but if it happens to help the opposition candidate—.”
Rabin replied, “I understand.” (Transcript of telephone conversation;
ibid.)
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48. Memorandum From the President’s Special Counsel
(Garment) to President Nixon'

Washington, September 19, 1972.

SUBJECT

Soviet Jews

It seems increasingly likely to me that the only way educated Jews
are going to get out of the Soviet Union will be by paying the education
tax. Many Jews in the Soviet Union are beginning to assess their situa-
tion in the same way, relating it in large part to the success of the
Summit and the bilateral stake in commercial arrangements now under
negotiation, but also recognizing that pressure from other Russian na-
tionality groups for increased freedom is affected by the Jewish emigra-
tion. In the short run (until November) the leaders of the Soviet Jewish
émigrés do not want any concession on the issue; they hope that com-
mercial pressures stirred by political protests will force a Soviet back-
down.? After that, my information is they will want help, in whatever
form possible.?

My personal view is that the Soviets have an arguable point, in the
context of their ideology, in demanding some repayment for the state in-
vestment in education. It is the size of the tax, and the obvious inability
of Russian Jews to raise large sums of money without outside help that
makes the procedure so odious, and justifies the characterization of

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 721,
Country Files—Europe—USSR, Vol. XXVI. No classification marking. Sent via Halde-
man. A stamped notation at the top of the memorandum indicates the President saw it. In
a September 20 covering memorandum to Haldeman, Garment wrote: “I discussed this
subject with Henry Kissinger, gave him a draft, and am sending him a copy of the at-
tached memorandum to the President. He said I could cite his general concurrence.”

2 In a memorandum to Garment, September 5, Seattle lawyer and principal legal as-
sistant to the Attorney General of Israel, Leonard W. Schroeter, reported on a trip to the
Soviet Union, where he spoke with leaders of the Jewish community in Moscow, Lenin-
grad, Riga, and Minsk. He wrote: “The Soviet Jewish leaders believe that the only hope of
rescinding the tax is if, prior to the American elections, massive political and economic
pressure can be mounted in the West. If this does not occur, they consider the chances of
rescission remote. Thus, they give us a period of less than two months to accomplish the
goal of securing rescission of the ukase.” Garment forwarded Schroeter’s memorandum
to Nixon as an attachment to his own memorandum, undated, regarding Nixon’s up-
coming meeting with Max Fisher, September 26. (Ibid., President’s Office Files, Box 90,
Memoranda for the President, Beginning September 24, 1972)

3 Schroeter wrote in his September 5 memorandum to Garment that Soviet Jewish
leaders “also advise us, with the strong request that this not become known to the Soviet
Union, that if this goal [rescission] is not accomplished within the next two months, it will
be essential to physically save them—to raise the sums of money involved. This is due to
their assessment of the gravity of the situation and the extreme danger facing Jews in the
Soviet Union.”



September—December 1972 177

“ransom.” I understand that some Russian Jews are beginning to panic,
to commit economic crimes (black market operations) in order to raise
the tax money, and anxiety is expressed about show trials and other re-
pressive moves.

In a conversation with Al Haig a few weeks ago, I suggested that
thought be given now to stimulating the creation of some nongov-
ernmental and basically non-Jewish apparatus (perhaps a private Com-
mission) to begin to set the basis for the negotiation of reasonable terms
of compensation to the Soviets, and then to undertake to raise the
funds, preferably from nongovernmental sources. The idea was gener-
ated by comments at a private meeting of the USIA Advisory Commis-
sion (Stanton, Hobe Lewis, John Shaheen, James Michener),* all of
whom argued that such a procedure was feasible and even desirable.
Herb Stein, in a private conversation, expressed similar sentiments, as
did Jack Javits, who talked generally along these lines when I spoke to
him last Friday (a memorandum of my conversation with Javits is at-
tached).” Arthur Burns has suggested that some part of the Soviet
Lend-Lease debt might be utilized as a source of funding for the educa-
tion tax.

In the short run there will be a great deal of generalizing about the
inhumanity of the Soviet decree—and justifiably so. But we are con-
fronted with escalating political pressure involving potential barriers to
important U.S.-Soviet agreements and we must therefore start to deal
with the reality of the Soviet situation. If our information is that they’re
not going to back down, and if we are to do what is humane and prac-
tical, something more substantive than a speech in the UN, a handhold-
ing conference with Jewish leaders, or a démarche to Dobrynin will be
needed, and fairly soon. The objective at this point should be, quite
simply, to develop some realistic modus operandi which will enable
the Jews to emigrate and the Soviets to save face.

Whatever is done should be organized informally, and quietly set
in motion before the election. I think some of the people I've mentioned
above would be prepared to help organize that effort. l emphasize that
the approach should involve a serious and businesslike negotiation,
addressed fundamentally to the question of reasonable terms, and
based on the premise that there is legitimacy to the Soviet demand for
some capital compensation from trained people who decide to leave
the country and renounce their citizenship. The major hurdle, at the
outset, would be the current Jewish position of opposition to any pay-

4 Frank Stanton, former President of Columbia Broadcasting System (CBS); Hobe
Lewis, President of Reader’s Digest; John Shaheen, President of Macmillan Ring-Free Oil
Company; James Michener, author.

5 A memorandum of Garment’s conversation with Senator Javits is not attached.
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ment, but there is a reasonable chance, I think, that this can be altered
by discussions with responsible Jewish leadership here and abroad.

Leonard Garment®

6 Garment signed “Len” above this typed signature.

49. National Security Decision Memorandum 190

Council for International Economic Policy Decision
Memorandum 12!

Washington, September 20, 1972.

TO
The Secretary of State

SUBJECT
Lend-Lease Negotiations with the USSR

I have reviewed the status of lend-lease negotiations with the So-
viet Union. The US position at the resumption of negotiations shall be
based on the following points:

1. The agreement shall state the total Soviet obligation to the
United States, including principal and interest on the “pipeline” ac-
count and the regular lend-lease debt. I reserve the decision concerning
the amount of the total obligation until I have had an opportunity to re-
view the progress of all commercial and related negotiations scheduled
to resume in September.

2. All Soviet payments are to be completed by the year 2001.
3. Payments shall be as follows:

—Based on a “pipeline” debt of $46 million at 233% interest there
shall be one Soviet “pipeline” payment in 1972 representing a quarter
of the total “pipeline” debt; a double “pipeline” payment in 1973 repre-
senting half the total “pipeline” debt; and a final “pipeline” payment in
1975 representing the last quarter of the total “pipeline” debt.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 495, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 13. Secret; Sensitive; Nodis. Copies were sent
to the Secretaries of Commerce and Treasury.
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—Beginning in 1974 or with the granting of MEN status to the
USSR, whichever is later, there shall be a stream of payments of equal
annual installments on the regular lend-lease debt to be completed by
the year 2001.

4. The Soviet Union shall have the option to defer a total of four an-
nual installment payments on the regular lend-lease obligation, with
the stipulation that if this option is exercised the final payment of the
total obligation shall still be completed by the year 2001. Annual install-
ments shall be adjusted to reflect any installment not paid by reason of
the USSR’s exercising its deferment option. The interest on deferred in-
stallments shall be 3%:%.

The US negotiator shall work out a precise US negotiating position
based on the above points in coordination with, and with the approval
of the Secretary of Commerce whose representative shall participate in
all aspects of the negotiations.

NSDM 180/CIEPDM 9 of July 20, 1972* is superseded by this
Memorandum.

The contents of this Memorandum shall be made known to author-
ized officials of the US Government on a highly restricted “exclusively
need to know” basis. Stringent measures are to be taken to prevent
leaks concerning these negotiations and to ensure that there are no con-
tacts with or briefings of the press except as expressly authorized by
me. There are to be no briefings or consultations with the Congress
until expressly authorized by me.

Richard Nixon

2 Document 13.
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50. National Security Decision Memorandum 191

Council for International Economic Policy Decision
Memorandum 13'

Washington, September 20, 1972.

TO

The Secretary of Commerce

SUBJECT
Commercial and Related Negotiations with the USSR

REFERENCE
NSDM 181/CIEPDM 10, July 20, 1972?

The pending negotiations with the Soviet Government on various
commercial and related issues should be completed at the earliest fea-
sible date.

US positions on the substantive issues involved will be based on
the Decision Memorandum under reference and on developments in
the negotiations since that Memorandum was issued.

The negotiations of a Maritime Agreement with the USSR should
be completed at the earliest feasible date proceeding from the status of
the negotiations at the time of your visit to the Soviet Union and devel-
opments since that time.

A separate Decision Memorandum will be issued concerning the
negotiations of a Lend-Lease settlement.?

Richard Nixon

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 495, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 13. Secret; Nodis. Copies were sent to the
Secretaries of State and Treasury.

2 Document 14.
3 Document 49.
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51. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to Secretary of State Rogers'

Washington, September 21, 1972.

SUBJECT
Lend-Lease Negotiations With the USSR

The President wishes you to be aware of the following additional
details related to his decisions promulgated in NSDM 190/CIEPDM
12:2

—The total Soviet obligation to the United States referred to in
numbered Paragraph One of that memorandum has been agreed with
the Soviets to be $725 million.

—The President does not wish this sum, nor the amount of annual
lend-lease installments deriving therefrom to be inserted in the agree-
ment, or referred to in the lend-lease negotiations, until the final stage
of those negotiations.

In instructing the U.S. Negotiator, the President has asked that you
keep the above in mind so that the U.S. Negotiating Team will imple-
ment NSDM 190/CIEPDM 12 accordingly. He has emphasized that
knowledge of the fact that a figure has been agreed upon should be
held exclusively to you.

Henry A. Kissinger

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 495, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 13. Top Secret; Nodis; Sensitive; Exclusively
Eyes Only.

2 Document 49.
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52.  Memorandum From Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, September 26, 1972.

SUBJECT
Handling of Soviet Non-Use of Force Resolution in the UN

The Soviets have now completed the preliminaries for introducing
a General Assembly Resolution on the renunciation of the use of force
and the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons. They have made
oral démarches to us and other UN members seeking support and have
left the usual aide mémoire.? Under normal circumstances, the Soviet
item would go to the First Committee, where the debate will occur, as it
did last year on their World Disarmament Conference item.?

Given the nature and intent of the Soviet proposal we can expect
certain fireworks between the Chinese and the Soviets in the debate.
The question is what position the United States should take.

Thus far the Department of State, without White House clearance,
has, as expected, issued totally negative instructions with the following
points (Tab A):*

—the proposed Soviet resolution will not add anything to the UN
Charter;

—restating Charter language tends to detract from the Charter, if
the language varies;

—we have strong reservations about calling on the Security
Council to make GA Resolutions binding;

—injection of this issue into the Security Council is likely to result
in an acrimonious debate and harm the Council’s effectiveness (sic);

1Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 720,
Country Files—Europe—USSR, Vol. XXV. Secret. Sent for action. Concurred in by Fer-
nando Rondon, NSC Staff member for African and UN Affairs. Haig wrote at the top of
the memorandum, “thru Haig.”

2 For Vorontsov’s oral démarche urging U.S. support for the Soviet draft resolution
introduced in the General Assembly on September 26, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976,
volume E-2, Documents on Arms Control and Nonproliferation, 1969-1972, Documents
341 and 342. The text of the draft resolution is ibid., Document 344.

3 In September 1971, the Soviet Union introduced a resolution seeking to place on
the agenda of the UN General Assembly a proposal to convene a World Disarmament
Conference. See ibid., Documents 336-340. General Assembly Resolution 2833 was
adopted on December 16.

4 Attached but not printed is telegram 173183 to USUN, September 20. For text, see
ibid., Document 341.
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—we are “concerned” about Gromyko’s proposed exception to the
effect that people of “oppressed colonial countries” could legitimately
use all available means;

—we think the way to make recourse to force less likely is to
pursue genuine and constructive negotiations.

These are standard debating points, but clearly negative. Presum-
ably, this is the line we will take in any debates, but how we might vote
is another matter. We would probably abstain, if there is no further
guidance from the White House, and might support it if there is wide
support in the GA.

The problem is that by taking a negative line we tend to range our-
selves on the side of the opponents who, in addition to the Chinese,
may be quite small in number and oppose a proposition that is certain
to pass, at least in the GA.

On the other hand, it would be too cynical to support the Soviet
proposal, which, though probably harmless as a UN resolution, accom-
plishes little and has some anti-Chinese overtones.

One way out may be to use the constitutional argument that the
Security Council not be involved, and in the debate take the position
that we support the idea and principle but see no need for further reit-
eration by the General Assembly. We could indicate that we will abs-
tain, if the item proves contentious in debate.

In any case, we need guidance on how you want to handle it:
1. By requesting cables for clearance:

—this runs certain risks and is tiresome, but the most direct way of
controlling the tactics.

2. By asking for a position paper and holding an SRG:

—this allows the establishment of control, through post SRG
NSDM, etc., but takes some time and will probably yield no new ideas.

3. Issuing instructions now on how to deal with it along the lines
described above (i.e., relative neutralism with the intention of
abstaining).

Recommendation

That you indicate how you prefer to proceed:

1. Clear cables

2. Ask for SRG paper’

3. Issue directive now

5 Kissinger checked his approval of the second option.
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53. Memorandum for the President’s File by the President’s
Deputy Assistant for National Security Affairs (Haig)'

New York, September 26, 1972, 4:40 p.m.

SUBJECT

President’s Meeting with Jewish Leaders

PARTICIPANTS

The President

Major General Alexander M. Haig, Jr.
Leonard Garment

(See attached list for Jewish Leaders)2

[Omitted here is discussion of U.S. policy toward Israel.]

—As for the problem of Soviet Jews and the emigration tax, the
problem has always been what is actually the best way to help the Rus-
sian Jews. It is clear that if we make this an issue of prestige or a test of
manhood between ourselves and the Soviets, the Soviets will only dig
in their heels and the situation will become worse. The Soviets are well
aware of our views on this issue, from the Presidential level on down. It
is, however, impossible to make public all the facets of this complex
and troublesome problem. In this instance, there had to be a degree of
trust in America’s leadership. Above all, the issue does not lend itself to
politicization in the domestic environment. Certainly, the objective ob-
server must understand that the emigration of Soviet Jews thus far has
been no accident. In the long run, the improvement of relations be-
tween the Soviet Union cannot but have an ameliorating effect on the
welfare of the Soviet Jews themselves, whereas an abrupt test of the So-

1'Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 720,
Country Files—Europe—USSR, Vol. XXV, September 1972 [1 of 3]. Secret. The meeting
took place in the Carpenter’s Suite at the Waldorf Astoria in New York. The original is
incorrectly dated September 27. On September 25, Kissinger forwarded a set of talking
points to Nixon for the meeting. In a covering memorandum, Kissinger wrote: “Given the
natural tendency of any group such as this with a strong special interest to over-interpret
what they hear, it seems to me important to stay fairly close to the suggested talking
points.” (Ibid.) Kissinger also spoke with Rabin, September 25, telling him: “One other
thing as long as  have you on the phone, the President is very nervous about this meeting
with the Jewish leaders tomorrow. I don’t know whether you have any influence on them
to keep them from harassing him too much.” Rabin replied: “I don’t believe there will be
any harassment there. They’ll ask questions. I think what they’ll try—two of them talked
to me and they would like practically to get the ... If he could start with a few words
rather than to let them set a tone, if I may advise.” Kissinger replied: “Right.” (Transcript
of telephone conversation, September 25; ibid., Kissinger Telephone Conversations (Tel-
cons), Box 15, Chronological File)

2 Attached but not printed. The list is also in the President’s Daily Diary. (Ibid.,
White House Central Files)
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viet leadership which constitutes a challenge to a principle which they,
themselves, consider to be an internal matter can only complicate the
situation.

At this point, the group asked several questions. Rabbi Klap-
perman went into a lengthy exposition of the importance of taking pos-
itive action to improve the plight of Soviet Jews who in the face of the
Soviet head tax could spend a lifetime accumulating funds before they
could hope to emigrate. The President reiterated the need for trust, and
emphasized his compassionate feelings for this humanitarian dilemma.
He also noted his strong opposition to the so-called quota system
which, if applied here in the United States, would give him no more
than a quarter of a Kissinger in a key advisory role!

At the conclusion of the meeting, the President invited the partici-
pants to bring their problems at any time to General Haig or Dr. Kissin-
ger. The meeting adjourned.’

% According to a synopsis of the meeting prepared by Lawrence Y. Goldberg, Nixon
concluded the meeting by saying: “I very much appreciate your concern. I am aware of
the facts that you have mentioned. We are in the closest touch with the situation. The
Prime Minister says—we will trust you, but we will watch you, too. Today, a little girl
handed me a note at the Statue of Liberty. It asked that I do something to get her uncle out
of the U.S.S.R. I am thinking about that little girl. Trust me and my motives. (National Ar-
chives, Nixon Presidential Materials, President’s Office Files, Box 90, Memoranda for the
President, Beginning September 24, 1972)

54. Memorandum From Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, September 29, 1972.

SUBJECT
Dark Side of US-Soviet Relations

The seemingly routine telegram at Tab A offers a reminder of the
Soviets” continuing “Cold War” approach to the United States” modest

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 67, Country Files—Europe—USSR, Map Room, Aug. 1972-May 31, 1973, 3
of 3. Confidential; Sensitive; Eyes Only. Sent for action.

2 Attached but not printed is telegram 9846 from Moscow, September 27.
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request for improved diplomatic facilities and treatment in the Soviet
Union.

It is almost incredible that the Soviets have the gall to continue this
attitude when, at the same time, we are making substantial bilateral
progress on a number of post-Summit fronts—including progress on
the trade front!

My earlier memoranda have reviewed the problems with regard to
the Leningrad consulate® and the new chanceries. The Soviets have
now informed State that the proposed building plus penthouse for-
mula for their Mt. Alto site* is unacceptable and they cannot agree to
our requested height for the new US chancery in Moscow.

You are personally aware of Embassy Moscow’s wretched condi-
tions. The Soviets have not budged on a playground for the Embassy
children. As reported in the cable at Tab A, the subject of a new facility
for an Anglo-American school is brushed aside by Korniyenko (we
have been pushing this for 10 years), who also expresses complete igno-
rance of US recreational boating requests which the Embassy has been
making for months—all this at a time when the Soviets have been en-
joying their new Pioneer Point dacha in Maryland, complete with two
speed boats soon to be joined by a hydrofoil.

It seems to me that the time has come in our relations when the So-
viets should be made aware that the President expects simple, human
requests made by our people in Moscow and Leningrad to be treated in
the same positive spirit reflected in other aspects of our post-Summit
relations.

I think you ought to take this up with Dobrynin.

Recommendation

That you inform Dobrynin of our displeasure over the continuing
negative attitude being taken by Soviet authorities to the most ele-
mental US requests such as those relating to schooling and recreational
facilities in the USSR.”

3 Sonnenfeldt’s earlier memoranda were not found.

4 Deputy Chief of Mission Adolph Dubs reported in telegram 9846, that Korni-
yenko had told him that the U.S. “offer of fifteen foot penthouse on a reciprocal basis did
not constitute real progress.”

% No response to Sonnenfeldt’s recommendation that Kissinger inform Dobrynin
was found.
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55. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, October 2, 1972, 1:20-3:45 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Andrei Gromyko, Foreign Minister of the USSR

Anatoliy F. Dobrynin, Soviet Ambassador

Victor M. Sukhodrev, Interpreter

Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
Peter W. Rodman, NSC Staff

SUBJECTS

Europe; Nuclear Understanding; Jackson Amendment; Middle East

[The conversation began over cocktails in a room adjoining the
dining room.]

Dr. Kissinger: When 1 tell people that I find you pleasant and
amusing they think I have been totally corrupted by my visits to
Moscow. [Gromyko reacted to this with his best deadpan expression.]

FM Gromyko: It is very interesting what is happening with the
Chinese and Japanese. You know you have much better relations with
the Chinese than we do, and of course you have much better relations
with the Japanese than we do.

Ambassador Dobrynin: So when you refer to your Asian ally we
can’t be sure who you mean!

Dr. Kissinger: Frankly, I think the Japanese have been much too
eager the way they have been going about it. There was no need for
them to do it this fast.?

FM Gromyko: Orientals are like this. They have a different sense of
time than western countries. With western countries—with the British,
with the French—the sooner you reply the better. When one makes a
proposal it is a good thing to reply quickly. With orientals it is just the
opposite. They may wait a week or a month or six months and not re-
spond. They feel it is inconsistent with their dignity to reply quickly.

Dr. Kissinger: Your Vietnamese allies also have a strange negotia-
ting technique. A few months ago they proposed a series of principles.
With some slight changes, making the obligations mutual instead of
unilateral, we accepted them. A week later they came back with a

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 495, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 13. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes
Only. The meeting took place at the Soviet Embassy. Brackets are in the original.

2 A reference to the joint statement issued on September 29 by Japan and the
People’s Republic of China announcing the resumption of diplomatic relations between
the two nations.



188  Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XV

wholly new set of principles. We accepted those, too. But then a week
after that they rejected them all completely, saying we didn’t need any
principles.

[The group then went into the next room for lunch.]

FM Gromyko: All three of my leaders, Mr. Brezhnev, Mr. Pod-
gorny and Mr. Kosygin, asked me to convey their regards to you.

Dr. Kissinger: Thank you. I have the warmest recollection of my
visit to the Soviet Union® and the way I was treated.

FM Gromyko: And our talks were very good.

Dr. Kissinger: Our last talks were very good. We have the whole
Jewish community after us as a result!* Seriously, we will handle this.
We will not raise the subject again. Liberal journalists in this country
who used to criticize us for years for being too tough with you now crit-
icize us for not being tough enough. But this is simply amusing for our
domestic politics; it has no foreign policy significance.

[Luncheon was then served.]

Dr. Kissinger: The reason Anatoliy is so successful is that he con-
trols my supply of caviar. I can always tell the state of Soviet/US rela-
tions by how forthcoming he is.

Ambassador Dobrynin: Then more supply is needed.
Dr. Kissinger: I hear that the supply is a problem now.

FM Gromyko: It is true. I have heard that the fish in the Caspian
Sea are going more over to the Iranian side, perhaps because there is
less pollution. You know we have a big fish called the Beluga. One fish
can give a 100 kilos of caviar. These fish are in the Volga in Siberia, and
in Lake Baikal. You know Lake Baikal is very beautiful.

Dr. Kissinger: Yes, Anatoliy showed me a film about that once. It
was very beautiful.

Ambassador Dobrynin: If you go there we will make another film
of it, with you there. We will call it “Lake Baikal and Henry”—or
“Henry and Lake Baikal,” whichever you prefer.

Dr. Kissinger: I may bring a movie star with me next time to the So-
viet Union. General Antonov’ will be pleased.

Ambassador Dobrynin: There is a story about Hammarskjold and
Khrushchev.® Khrushchev invited Hammarskjold to come out in a boat.

3 Kissinger visited Moscow from September 9 to 15. See Documents 37-39 and
41-44.

4See Document 46.
5 Sergei Antonov, General, KGB.

¢ Dag Hammerskjold, Secretary-General of the United Nations from April 1953 to
September 1961, and Nikita Khrushchev, First Secretary of the Central Committee of the
CPSU from September 1953 to October 1964.
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This was at Pitsunda on the Black Sea. Hammarskjold thought it would
be a big boat where he could sit on the bridge and drink his cocktail; it
turned out to be a two-man row boat. Not only did Hammarskjold
have to row—this was probably the first physical thing he ever did in
his life—but also there was no room for an interpreter. So the two of
them were out there alone for almost an hour and could not speak a
word. When they came back Hammarskjold said it was an excellent
conversation!

There is also a story about Kosygin and Castro’ who went out in a
small boat. Their interpreter had to swim along behind them! But the
interpreter was a cowardly bureaucrat and did not admit that he could
not swim. So the interpreter would push his head above water and
translate—glub, glub—and then disappear again beneath the water!

FM Gromyko: It was simultaneous translation!

Dr. Kissinger: You knew Roosevelt, didn’t you? You were at Yalta.
What was your impression of his health?

FM Gromyko: He was healthy but tired. He had a very far away
look.

Amb. Dobrynin: What were the relations between Roosevelt and
Stalin?

FM Gromyko: Once when we were at Yalta, Stalin, Molotov® and I
visited President Roosevelt at Livadia Palace, which the President was
using as a residence. When we were leaving and going down the stairs
Stalin said to us, “He is a very good and very able man. Why has nature
punished him?”

Dr. Kissinger: You know, before his paralysis he was a very friv-
olous man. He had the reputation of being a playboy. Mr. Foreign Min-
ister, you have an astonishing range of experience in your career.

FM Gromyko: At Yalta, Stalin was having dinner with us. We were
all sitting around a table like this. Beria’ was sitting here, and Molotov
and myself. We were at the Yusupov Palace. Stalin turned to Beria on
his right and said, “You know, you are a Russian Himmler”, and every-
body laughed. Stalin laughed, Molotov laughed, I laughed.

Dr. Kissinger: Did Beria laugh?
FM Gromyko: Yes!

Dr. Kissinger: He loses either way, if he agrees or if he does not
agree!

7 Fidel Castro, Prime Minister of Cuba.

8 Vyacheslav Molotov, Chairman of the Council of People’s Commissars from De-
cember 1930 to May 1941.

9 Lavrentiy Beria, head of the People’s Commissariat for Internal Affairs (NKVD)
from November 1938 to January 1946.
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FM Gromyko: This was often the style of Stalin’s humor.

Ambassador Dobrynin: How did Stalin prepare himself for these
meetings? Do the papers exist?

FM Gromyko: I don’t know. They are probably in the files.

Ambassador Dobrynin: Did he order papers from the Foreign
Ministry? He did not have good relations with Molotov.

FM Gromyko: Probably. I was in Washington and I was not yet his
deputy.

Ambassador Dobrynin: The Foreign Minister was Ambassador at
age 33.

Dr. Kissinger: It is not unusual to want to promote able young
men. The problem is how to come to someone’s attention. How did this
happen?

FM Gromyko: Stalin knew me. When I was first appointed
Minister-Counselor to Washington, Stalin heard about it and called me
for a conversation. So later he knew me.

Dr. Kissinger: I was always enormously impressed with Stalin’s
foreign policy after the war. Russia had suffered tremendously, and we
had the atomic bomb. Russia was enormously weak but managed to
create the impression of great strength.

FM Gromyko: But we never had so many tanks and other equip-
ment as we did at the end of the war.

Dr. Kissinger: But it took great strength of will on Stalin’s part to
create the impression.

FM Gromyko: Stalin’s main aim was to keep the obligations with
the allies. We could have taken Western Europe in a few days. But his
main obligation all the time was to keep the obligations he made with
our allies. And the main obligation of the allies was to keep Germany
peaceful.

Dr. Kissinger: What was his greatest quality?

FM Gromyko: There were two things. A very powerful and deep
intellect.

Dr. Kissinger: I believe it.

FM Gromyko: And a very strong character and will.

Dr. Kissinger: That’s enough. That is a powerful combination. I
think his foreign policy before the war was correct, from the Soviet
point of view. The treaty with the Germans.

FM Gromyko: We all thought at the time and afterwards that it
was correct. After all, what did we agree to with the Germans? We
agreed not to attack. Who can object to that?

Dr. Kissinger: But you were not ready for a war in 1939.
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FM Gromyko: The result would have been the same. But yes, it
would have been more difficult.

Where were you during the war?

Dr. Kissinger: I was in a very lowly position. First in the Infantry
then in the Counter Intelligence Corps. In Hannover during the occu-
pation I put up a poster that all of those who were interested in police
work should come to us. So one day a man came to me, and I said
“What were you doing during the war?” He said, “I was with the
Staatspolizei.” I didn’t think this was significant, so I said jokingly,
“The Geheime Staatspolizei? He said, “Sure!” So I arrested him. He was
very hurt. He said, “What do I have to do to show you that I really want
to work for you?” I said, “Tell me who your colleagues are.” He said,
“Sure.” So he went out and rounded up 45 of his Gestapo colleagues! I
was decorated for this but I didn’t do any of the work; I just gave him a
driver and a police escort. Most of them were not Nazi, he said. And I
believe him. It just shows their bureaucratic mentality.

FM Gromyko: What rank did you have?

Dr. Kissinger: I was a Sergeant when the war ended.

Ambassador Dobrynin: You would have been a General but unfor-
tunately the end of the war intervened!

What is your protocol rank now?

Dr. Kissinger: I am equivalent to an Under Secretary. I could have
it changed but it is not worth it.

Ambassador Dobrynin: If you go to Vietnam you could be a
four-star General.

Dr. Kissinger: Anatoliy is always trying to get me to go to Vietnam.

Ambassador Dobrynin: In Vietnam if you were going to be a
member of the Coalition Government the North Vietnamese would
drop their proposals for a Coalition Government.

Dr. Kissinger: Each side can appoint whomever it wants! This is
North Vietnamese technique, seriously; even when we agree on some
points they never agree on any agreed language; they always come up
with some entirely new document with new language which we have
never seen before. It makes it impossible to agree on anything or to
make any progress.

Ambassador Dobrynin: No, Henry, I have always meant to explain
this to you. What they are trying to do is to come up with a paper that
you will look at and then accept all at once. Now you always have to
think it over so long.

Dr. Kissinger: This is the decisive stage in the negotiation.

Ambassador Dobrynin: What will happen?

Dr. Kissinger: We will make one more serious effort.
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[The Foreign Minister began speaking in Russian.]

Europe

FM Gromyko: On the question of the rights of the four powers, the
formula that our Ambassador received from you [U.S. draft of Sep-
tember 18, Tab A]" is something that simply cannot be discussed. It
cannot be discussed. I can’t imagine who it was prepared for. Let’s
agree this way! With regard to the admission of the two Germanies to
the United Nations—this is why the matter of rights and responsibil-
ities was raised in the first place''—the matter of rights and responsibil-
ities simply is not touched upon; it does not arise. This is the best for-
mula for us and for you. So as not to create the impression that it was
discussed. Otherwise someone might develop a taste for reviewing
these matters, and in some years from now they may want to review
them.

Dr. Kissinger: I don’t understand. How does it differ from what
you said?

Ambassador Dobrynin: Yours said [shows copy of Soviet text
handed over in Moscow, Tab B]'>—it mentions all sorts of things about
a peace settlement and unification and so forth.

Dr. Kissinger: Unification? Where does it say that? Peace settle-
ment? We can take that out. [He puts brackets around the clause
“which they retain pending a peace settlement for Germany”].

FM Gromyko: First, the word “Germany” is mentioned. We do not
know such a phenomenon. Second, a peace treaty is mentioned; this
cannot be. Third, everything is in terms of whether these rights exist or
they do not exist, whether we respect rights or do not respect them. We
think all three points are not justified. We should not create the impres-
sion that this is being discussed, or else three or five years from now
someone will develop a taste to take up the matter of rights and
responsibilities.

10 Attached but not printed at Tab A is the U.S. draft which reads: “The gov-
ernments of the Soviet Union, Great Britain, the United States and France . . . have agreed
to support the application for UN membership when submitted by the FRG and GDR
and to affirm in this connection that such membership shall in no way affect or change
the four power rights and responsibilities, which they retain pending a peace settlement
for Germany, or the agreements, decisions and practices and procedures which relate to
them.” Kissinger bracketed the phrase, “which they retain pending a peace settlement for
Germany.”

11 Reference to the Quadripartite Agreement on Berlin, signed September 3, 1971,
by the United States, USSR, France, and the United Kingdom. The negotiations that pre-
ceded the agreement dealt with the status of West Berlin and access to and from the city.
For documentation pertaining to the Berlin negotiations, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976,
volume XL, Germany and Berlin, 1969-1972, Documents 136 and 215. For the text of the
Quadripartite Agreement, see Documents on Germany, 1944-1985, pp. 1135-1143.

12 Attached but not printed. The text is contained in Document 44.
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Dr. Kissinger: I can see your point with respect to the clause
“which they retain pending a peace settlement for Germany.” Two of
your points apply to this clause; that can be deleted. Let me tell you that
the main operational difference between your version and our version,
in our mind, was that we added the phrase about practices and proce-
dures to the clause about rights and responsibilities. That was the im-
portant part for us. Your third point is about whether we should affirm
these rights and responsibilities at all. On this there is a difference of
opinion. The reason we feel we must have it is because by entrance into
the United Nations the GDR acquires a character of sovereignty which
up to now we have not admitted, and transit rights across a sovereign
country are not the same as transit rights across a country whose sover-
eignty we did not admit.

FM Gromyko: But the strongest possible guarantee of your and the
British and the French position is our wording “does not affect the
question of.”

Dr. Kissinger: The real difference is that our version says, “does
not affect the rights.” Your version says, “does not affect the question of
the rights.”

FM Gromyko: The difference is that ours does not imply anything
about substance.

Dr. Kissinger: I would say just the opposite. To affirm the rights is
not to detract from them. The implication of yours is that the question is
still open. So sometime in the future or someone—for example your
German allies—could take advantage of this. If you affirm that it does
not affect the rights and the responsibilities, then the only question
open is what are these rights. The answer is in the Berlin Agreement.

FM Gromyko: But we are saying that the question can never be
raised. In connection with UN membership. The phrase “does not af-
fect [nye zatragivayetsa] is in the sense of is” not involved.”

Dr. Kissinger: What is your objection to the other language?

FM Gromyko: It means that we are discussing the question of
rights and admit the possibility of changing them.

Dr. Kissinger: I understand. It is an interesting point. Let me think.
Now if we agreed to drop this clause about a peace settlement and if we
agreed to add the phrase “the question of,” would you agree to add the
phrase about practices and procedures?

Ambassador Dobrynin: Why do you need that? What does it
mean?

Dr. Kissinger: If it is not affected, what difference does it make? Of
course, this whole thing has already been discussed with our allies and
we will have to discuss it again. Now if we take your phrase we are
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saying that the whole complex of the Berlin machinery is not affected.
Is that right?

FM Gromyko: The whole question is not affected.

Dr. Kissinger: That I am willing to concede. But we will place great
stress on this phrase with respect to what has developed in the body of
arrangements on Berlin. I can understand that you don’t want to affirm
them individually, but we need some reference to the whole body.

FM Gromyko: But which “procedures”? Several questions arise
from this phrase. Do you mean multilateral, bilateral?

Dr. Kissinger: But all we are saying is that they cannot be chal-
lenged on the basis of UN membership. We are not codifying them for
all eternity. Our concern is not to create new pressures as a result of vot-
ing for UN membership.

FM Gromyko: Maybe we will give thought to it.

Dr. Kissinger: We will give thought to it. We ought to handle it like
the Berlin thing. I understand your point exactly, and I think you un-
derstand mine. I'll talk to Stoessel. We will give you a document which
you won't find acceptable, but we will agree ahead of time on how it
will come out.

FM Gromyko: When can we get a final result?

Dr. Kissinger: What I have given you is what the allies want. We
will try to nudge them in the direction of what you want. Would you
consider something like “procedures, decisions and practices?”—we’ll
leave out “procedures”—if we dropped out the clause about peace set-
tlement and added “the question of”?

FM Gromyko: It creates difficulties for us.

Dr. Kissinger: What I am proposing will create difficulties for me
too. Home'® came to me and you told him that you didn’t think any
declaration at all was required. Or so he thought you meant. He said to
me Britain would not go along unless there was some declaration that
rights and responsibilities were not affected. I will talk to Stoessel to-
night and tell him what we want. I wanted it to develop more slowly,
but let’s get it done. I don’t think we can do less than what I have told
you. We can insert the phrase “question of,” but we need “decisions
and practices.”

FM Gromyko: What decisions? Joint decisions?

Dr. Kissinger: Yes.

FM Gromyko: Decisions of the four parties?

BGir Alec Douglas-Home, British Secretary of State for Foreign and Common-
wealth Affairs.
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Dr. Kissinger: That’s right. You will still get a document that looks
a bit different. Then we will handle it like the Berlin negotiation. You
make a counter proposal.

FM Gromyko: Not unilateral decisions, just multilateral decisions.

Dr. Kissinger: Right.

FM Gromyko: Why do you want to lay yourselves at a future time
open to some review?

Dr. Kissinger: I don’t. All I am doing is to describe the body that
cannot be reviewed, if we put in “question of.”

FM Gromyko: Then it is “the question of the rights, responsibil-
ities, agreements, decisions and practices is not involved.”

Dr. Kissinger: Right.
FM Gromyko: Please think it over.

Jackson Amendment

Dr. Kissinger: Ziegler made a statement today about the Jackson
Amendment." I will send it to you. The question we had asked was,
does the President’s signing of the Jackson Resolution mean it is now
obligatory? He said, no. The obligatory part is the treaty signed by the
President and General-Secretary Brezhnev. The Jackson Amendment is
advisorgl, but of course we will take it very seriously. [Ziegler text at
Tab C]!

Ambassador Dobrynin: This was a lot of trouble. Why do you
think Jackson did it?

Dr. Kissinger: Well, because he wants to be a candidate in 1976.
And also he had a commitment to parts of the ABM.

Nuclear Understanding

FM Gromyko: Now the nuclear.

Dr. Kissinger: I told Anatoliy that your allies in Asia are unhappy
with your UN initiative.'® They will like this even less. I haven’t asked
their opinion.

4 On September 25, the Senate approved the Interim Agreement on SALT, along
with a revised version of the Jackson Amendment (see footnote 2, Document 23). The
White House endorsed Jackson’s amendment after he modified it by omitting the provi-
sion permitting U.S. abrogation of the agreement if any Soviet action threatened the U.S.
nuclear deterrent. The White House and Jackson agreed to a substitute provision that if a
U.S.-Soviet treaty on offensive nuclear arms was not negotiated by 1977, the United
States could repudiate the Interim Agreement—a position that the administration had
previously supported. (Congress and the Nation, Vol. III., 1969-1972, p. 897)

15 Attached but not printed is the transcript of Ron Ziegler’s October 2 White House
press conference. Ziegler stated: “The Jackson Amendment, as you know, and as we have
discussed here before, is advisory in nature and will be, of course, taken into account seri-
ously in the U.S. preparation of the SALT II phase, but it does not become a part of the
interim agreement which was signed by the President.”

16 See Document 52.
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FM Gromyko: No one knows about this.

Dr. Kissinger: Except the English. I also mentioned it very vaguely
to Bahr, but I didn’t show him anything.

FM Gromyko: And his comment was?

Dr. Kissinger: He didn’t know enough about it to say anything. But
he was quite positive. Incidentally we are having him over here and
having pictures taken, before the German election.

Our biggest problem still is with the nature of the document—
whether it is a treaty, an agreement, or a declaration—and secondly,
the nature of the obligation that should be stated. We think we have
made some progress in the second paragraph.

Ambassador Dobrynin: I like that, we took it from his declaration
and he says it is progress!

Dr. Kissinger: Frankly, between the President’s attention to the
campaign and my attention to Vietnam, we have not had as intensive a
time to devote to other matters as we wished. On Vietnam, since no one
else knows anything, I have to do it. What we have done is—it is still in
the form of a declaration, but we can discuss this. We have taken into
account your concerns about actions by third countries. This is para-
graph 1. [He hands over U.S. draft at Tab D. Gromyko and Dobrynin
read it.]

We have added a new sentence. We “intend to work toward the es-
tablishment of binding obligations whereby the use of nuclear weapons
would be effectively precluded.”

FM Gromyko: But it still only a goal. It is only “intend.”

Dr. Kissinger: We can strengthen it, to make it “will.” [Marks on
his own copy.]

FM Gromyko [to Dobrynin in Russian]: It is not right, it is com-
pletely not right. This is sad. [To Dr. Kissinger in English] Let me be
frank. It looks like the President and you are changing. This is certainly
not in the spirit of the preliminary exchange between the President and
the General-Secretary in Moscow. It is weaker than the basic declara-
tion signed in Moscow.

Dr. Kissinger: Our intention was not to be weaker but to make a
step forward. The President will tell you this. The problem is we have
difficulty going as far as you want.

FM Gromyko: It is weaker.

Dr. Kissinger: Then that is bad drafting. It was certainly not our in-
tention to make it weaker.
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FM Gromyko: But nothing is done. There is no obligation, there is
not the slightest sign of our Article 1" reflected in this. [To Dobrynin in
Russian] Nothing of it remains.

Dr. Kissinger: That was not our intent. I think that a declaration
that we intend to establish a binding obligation is a step forward. This
was certainly not in the basic principles.

FM Gromyko: I think not, because it means that now they are
afraid to undertake an obligation. This is tantamount to justifying the
use of nuclear weapons.

Ambassador Dobrynin: Why is it so difficult for you to accept this?
Do you intend to use it?

Dr. Kissinger: Obviously not. Because our allies are more depend-
ent in their conception on the use of nuclear weapons in their own
defense.

Ambassador Dobrynin: But this is covered by Article 3 about ex-
isting alliances.'®

Dr. Kissinger: Article 2 is a considerable improvement." Let us do
the following: I understand your point. You think that anything that
does not create a binding obligation is not a great advance. Instead of
playing around with Article 1 we should consider the basic idea of Ar-
ticle 1—the binding obligation—and put the qualifications in the other
Articles. I know you are not inviting qualifications, but your point is
that if it is worth doing at all it must have a binding obligation in it and
if we need qualifications we should propose those and put them in else-
where. That’s what you are saying.

FM Gromyko: Absolutely right.

Dr. Kissinger: If so, we have been looking at it in the wrong way.
We have been trying to modify Article 1. We should see if we can essen-
tially accept Article 1 and then go through the rest of the document.

17 Article I of the latest Soviet draft, handed by Dobrynin to Kissinger on September
21, reads: “The Soviet Union and the United States of America undertake not to use nu-
clear weapons against each other. Accordingly the Soviet Union and the United States
will build their relations so that they should not contradict the obligation assumed by the
sides under this Article.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files,
Box 495, President’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 13)

18 Article I1I of the latest Soviet draft reads: “Nothing in this Treaty shall affect the
obligations undertaken by the parties toward other states, or any obligations under the
Charter of the United Nations. The Treaty shall not affect the right of individual or collec-
tive self-defense, as provided for in Article 51 of the Charter of the United Nations.”

19 Article II of the Soviet draft reads: “The Soviet Union and the United States shall
prevent such a situation when, as a result of actions by third states, they would find
themselves involved in a collision with the use of nuclear weapons. In case of a military
conflict involving states—not parties to this Treaty, the Soviet Union and the United
States shall apply all efforts to prevent an outbreak of nuclear war.” (Ibid.)
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FM Gromyko: There are plenty of qualifications already in the
document.

Dr. Kissinger: I know you are not inviting qualifications. I prefer if
you would not consider this as our formal reply.

FM Gromyko: You'll have a new paper before I leave New York?
Dr. Kissinger: No. You must realize that this is a big step for us.
FM Gromyko: What should I say in Moscow?

Dr. Kissinger: You can say, as the President will say to you, we will
still consider it very seriously. You have answered many of our con-
cerns. We have not had an opportunity to devote much time to it, so we
now have to face Article 1. There is no way around it.”” What you have
now given us makes it easier for us to consider Article 1.

FM Gromyko: When do I get a definite answer?

Dr. Kissinger: Early November.

FM Gromyko: In November.

Dr. Kissinger: Definitely in November. Frankly, it depends on
when I can get a day or half a day with the President alone to go over
the details with him. There are many other issues on which I have wide

latitude because I know his views. But on this one, I will have to discuss
it with him.

Middle East

FM Gromyko: Alright. Now the Middle East. I would like to listen
to you. I remember what you said to the General-Secretary and the
Prime Minister.

Dr. Kissinger: As I told Anatoliy, we think we know how we might
get a settlement with Jordan, but we don’t think it is a good idea to have
a separate settlement with Jordan. So we think a settlement with Egypt
is the heart of the problem. We have not spoken with anyone. We are
not aware of any secret Israeli plan, whatever you may read, or any se-
cret Israeli/Egyptian talks.

Our view is that it is important to make an initial major step with
respect to Egypt. I was never wild about the idea of an interim settle-
ment but I believe the biggest problem is to get Israel to make an initial
step back. The longer it stays the way it is, the harder it will be. There-
fore, we should try to get the situation into a state of flux. Without a
final determination, we should approach the problem from a stand-
point of security, of security zones, without raising the issue of sover-

20 Sonnenfeldt forwarded a revised draft text to Kissinger on September 27, along
with two other variants. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files,
Kissinger Office Files, Box 67, Country Files—Europe—USSR, Map Room, Aug.
1972-May 31, 1973, 3 of 3)
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eignty. For example, the notion that Egyptian sovereignty extends up
to the 1967 borders but for a certain period the Sinai will be divided into
zones—one zone where both sides can station their forces, other zones
where there can be some patrolling but no stationed forces, and maybe
a buffer zone between them. Thus, for example, Sinai could be divided
into five regions. In that event Egyptian civil administration would ex-
tend immediately to the borders.

I doubt Israel would accept this. In fact I am sure Israel would not
accept this without massive pressure. If it is conceivable we could
perhaps apply something like it to the Golan Heights. The major
problem is to get some movement, or else the situation will be frozen so
no movement can ever get started. Once movement starts, other pres-
sures can continue to work.

FM Gromyko: I have two questions. First, does the United States
accept the principle of withdrawal from all occupied territory? Second,
does the United States accept the principle of a package deal? An
all-embracing settlement?

Dr. Kissinger: When you say all-embracing, you mean Syria, be-
cause we can get the others.

FM Gromyko: I mean vertical as well as horizontal. I mean that the
Suez Canal cannot be separated from withdrawal and the Palestinian
question and Gaza and . ..

Dr. Kissinger: We would like to separate out the question of the
Canal, but I see that the others are related to each other. But in my view
the only justified solution is one all sides can accept. We would like to
make progress towards a settlement. If it can be achieved only by a
global approach, we will consider a global approach. Our view up to
now, which has not changed, is that we should see if we can get a settle-
ment on the Suez Canal first.

FM Gromyko: But Egypt will not accept this.

Dr. Kissinger: So we will look at the other approach. My own view,
as I have told Anatoliy, is that a global approach will lead to no settle-
ment. This is what Israel would prefer, because it means no settlement
will occur. They would love to discuss this.

FM Gromyko: What nonetheless do you think practically can be
done? Before November, or after November.

Dr. Kissinger: After November we should take the principles we
agreed on in Moscow and apply them concretely to each area, to Egypt,
to Jordan and to Syria. And then discuss how one tries to implement
the right solution—whether to pass a UN resolution or apply direct
pressure. If pressure is ever to be applied to Israel, it is better to do it
earlier in the Administration.
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FM Gromyko: We have talked with some Arabs in New York, and
they have indicated again, they have reiterated, that they can’t accept a
partial settlement without it being part of a global settlement and
without withdrawal of Israeli forces. Then am I right that you are not
prepared now to discuss this in a concrete way?

Dr. Kissinger: To discuss what?

FM Gromyko: The whole problem.

Dr. Kissinger: The only thing I mentioned was security zones. I
have said I could not come up with a very concrete plan by now. What
we should discuss is what do you mean by a concrete proposal.

FM Gromyko: Speaking concretely, what do you think about with-
drawal? Are you in favor of complete withdrawal or not? Second, on
the question of a partial or all-embracing settlement, it is a fact that
without an all-embracing settlement a partial one won't give results,
because the Arabs reject it. As for Sharm el-Sheikh you know our posi-
tion: Egyptian sovereignty plus a temporary stationing of UN person-
nel. With respect to the Gaza, the people there must determine their
own destiny.

Dr. Kissinger: All this is in the paper you gave us.

FM Gromyko: There must be some solution to the problem of the
Palestinian refugees. On Suez, Egypt is prepared to allow peaceful pas-
sage of Israeli shipping. With respect to Israel’s independence and sov-
ereignty and existence, we agree to this, and the Arabs too, although
without enthusiasm! With respect to guarantees, we are prepared to
join with you in the most rigorous way possible, that is in the United
Nations Security Council. Well, if we agreed on this, then we together
could bring the necessary influence to bear on the parties concerned.

In short, what is your advice to me? What should I report to the
General-Secretary on your views?

Dr. Kissinger: On the problem of guarantees, the history of UN
guarantees does not create confidence that they operate when they are
needed. This is the President’s view: We will work for a common posi-
tion we can agree to, on the basis of the principles we reached in Mos-
cow. But at some time, it is essential to recognize realities. The Arabs
may recognize Israel’s right to exist, but the same was true of India and
Pakistan before the war. The peculiarity of the Middle East is that war
arises among countries who are already at war; everywhere else war
arises among countries who are already at peace! What we need is
some concern for security. We are prepared to bring pressure on Israel
short of military pressure. We will not allow outside military pressure.
Economic or moral pressures we are willing to do.

FM Gromyko: You did not reply. What should I tell the
General-Secretary?
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Dr. Kissinger: On some of the proposals you have suggested, we
disagree. On others we agree; on others we should discuss.

FM Gromyko: When?

Dr. Kissinger: Early November, after the election. Say the 15th or
the 14th or the 13th.

Amb. Dobrynin: You will need one week after the election for
celebration!

[At 3:45 the meeting ended. Dr. Kissinger had to return to the
White House and would come back to the Embassy at 4:15 to pick up
the Foreign Minister and the Ambassador and accompany them to
Camp David.]

Tab D
U.S. Draft?!

Washington, October 2, 1972.

DECLARATION

Guided by the objectives of strengthening world peace and inter-
national security:

Conscious that nuclear war could have devastating consequences
for mankind:

Motivated by the desire to bring about conditions in which the
danger of an outbreak of nuclear war could be reduced and ultimately
eliminated:

Proceeding from the basic principles of relations between the
United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
signed in Moscow on May 29, 1972:

Proceeding from their obligations under the Charter of the United
Nations regarding the maintenance of peace, refraining from the threat
or use of force, and the avoidance of war, and in conformity with the
various agreements to which either has subscribed:

The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of
America have agreed the following:

Article 1.

The United States and the Soviet Union solemnly declare that their
goal is to create international conditions and obligations that will re-

21 Secret. The date is handwritten.
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move the danger of nuclear war. Accordingly they will work toward
the establishment of binding obligations whereby the use of nuclear
weapons would be effectively precluded.

Article II.

The United States and the Soviet Union agree that the fulfillment
of the undertakings referred to in Article I presupposes effective elimi-
nation of the threat or use of force in international relations generally:
and, in particular, the effective elimination of the threat or use of force
in relations between themselves, by one party against the allies of the
other and by either party against third countries.

Article I11.

Consistent with Articles I and II, the United States and the Soviet
Union will make every effort to ensure that actions by third countries,
including military conflicts involving states not parties to this Declara-
tion, will not result in a nuclear war.

Article IV.

Nothing in this Declaration shall affect the obligations undertaken
by the parties toward other states, or any obligations assumed under
the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations. Nothing in this
Declaration shall affect the inherent right of individual or collective
self-defense as provided in Article 51 of the Charter of the United
Nations.
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56. Memorandum for the President’s File'

Camp David, October 2, 1972.

PARTICIPANTS

The President

Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko

Soviet Ambassador Dobrynin

Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs

The conversation began with social talk comparing Camp David to
resorts in the Caucasus, and also on the subject of General-Secretary
Brezhnev’s forthcoming visit to the United States.

The President opened the conversation by saying we had to lay the
groundwork for a successful visit by the General-Secretary in May. On
the nuclear-use treaty we could find an agreement. The President
wanted the Foreign Minister to tell the General-Secretary that the U.S.
side set it as a goal. We also had to work on the Middle East early in the
next term and simultaneously with the nuclear-use issue. With respect
to the Middle East, the U.S. would like significant progress made before
the May meeting. After the election we would have a mandate to move
forcefully in this field. We could not leave the problem unsolved. We
had to grapple with the problem early. The President was taking per-
sonal responsibility in these three areas—in SALT, on the Middle East,
and on the nuclear treaty.

Foreign Minister Gromyko then said he wanted to thank the Presi-
dent for setting out his views so clearly. We could say, on the Brezhnev
visit, on his behalf, there were real possibilities for this visit, growing
out of developments since the summit. The visit of Dr. Kissinger to
Moscow had been very helpful. The General-Secretary was preoccu-
pied with the conditions that would surround his visit, and the Presi-
dent’s statement now meant that an impasse would not be permitted.
The Soviet side believed that the obligations of the two powers in the
document should be stronger than in the basic document of principles.
(The Foreign Minister, in effect, made the Brezhnev visit conditional on
the nuclear treaty.)

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 495, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 13. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes
Only. This meeting took place from 5:32 to 6:32 p.m. (Ibid., White House Central Files,
President’s Daily Diary) In a letter to Brezhnev, September 21, thanking the Soviet leader
for the hospitality shown Kissinger in Moscow and reaffirming plans to invite Brezhnev
to the United States, Nixon wrote by hand at the bottom of the letter: “I shall show For-
eign Minister Gromyko the accommodations we are preparing at Camp David for you +
your party. It should be beautiful there in May.” (Ibid., NSC Files, Box 495, President’s
Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 13)
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The Middle East was also significant, the Foreign Minister con-
tinued. A solution was in the long-term interest of both the United
States and the Soviet Union. The Soviet side was not guided by mo-
mentary considerations. They were not satisfied with the present state
of affairs in the Middle East. They would take note of what we could
and could not do before November, but we should be guided by the
long-term interests of both countries. We should have a practical ap-
proach. If there was no progress it would pull our relations back. Here
too it had to be found that withdrawal from Arab territories was essen-
tial. Both sides had to be prepared to exercise joint efforts.

The conversation then turned to Vietnam. The Foreign Minister
said the Soviet side was convinced it was an acute problem in relations
between our two countries. It had a great influence on our relations. If
the problem was removed, this could improve U.S.-Soviet relations.

The President said he wanted to cover this subject privately. When
Dr. Kissinger next went to Paris he would lay on the table a comprehen-
sive proposal to settle the war. If the U.S. were dealing with the Soviet
Union, we would be able to settle this next week. This would be our
final proposal, the President emphasized. It would be the ultimate, the
last offer we could make. If the other side said no, then the negotiation
track was closed. We would then have to turn to some other methods,
the election having been concluded. It was our final proposal, he
repeated.

Foreign Minister Gromyko replied with some laudatory words
about Dr. Kissinger’s role in the negotiations. The conversation then
ended.
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57.  National Security Study Memorandum 162"

Washington, October 3, 1972.

TO

The Secretary of State

The Secretary of Defense

The Director of Central Intelligence

The Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency

SUBJECT

US Position on the Soviet UN Pr%posals for Non-Use of Force and Prohibition of
the Use of Nuclear Weapons

The President has directed that a study be prepared on US ap-
proaches in dealing with the Soviet proposal for a General Assembly
Resolution on the renunciation of the use of force and the prohibition of
the use of nuclear weapons. The study should include a brief review of
the background to this issue, including previous Soviet proposals on
this issue in the UN or otherwise, proposals by other countries, perti-
nent UN Resolutions, and past US positions. In addition, the study
should set forth the current US positions for handling this item, the atti-
tude of UN members, and options that the US might adopt for dealing
with the issue in the UN. The study should include a brief analysis of
Soviet motives and objectives in submitting their proposal and the con-
sequences of its adoption.

This study should be developed by an Ad Hoc Group, chaired by a
representative of the Department of State, and comprised of repre-
sentatives of the addressees of this memorandum, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, and the National Security Council Staff. The study should be for-
warded to the Senior Review Group by October 11.

Henry A. Kissinger

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-207, NSSM 151-NSSM 200. Secret. A copy was sent to the
Chairman of the JCS. Sonnenfeldt forwarded the NSSM to Kissinger under a covering
memorandum, September 30, which reads: “As you requested, we have asked for a quick
interagency paper on this issue.” (Ibid., Box H-194, NSSM 162)

2 See Document 52.
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58. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, October 4, 1972.

PARTICIPANTS

Members of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee (Senators Fulbright, Javits,
Symington, Scott, Mansfield, Aiken, Sparkman, Spong, Percy, Muskie, and
Cooper

Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs

Tom Korologos, White House Staff

David Abshire, Assistant Secretary of State for Congressional Relations

Peter Rodman, NSC Staff

[Omitted here is discussion of Vietnam.]
Senator Fulbright: Are the Russians helping us at all [on Vietnam]?

Dr. Kissinger: Both the Russians and Chinese are Communists.
This sets limits on what they can do. I don’t believe they can actually
cut off aid. There is strong evidence that the Russians are urging them
seriously to accept our proposals—our previous proposals, which
don’t even go as far as our current ones. As far as the Chinese are con-
cerned, we have received a sensitive report of a very fundamental criti-
cism by the Chinese of the whole Vietnamese strategy. And there is col-
lateral evidence: The North Vietnamese Ambassador delivered to
Chou En-lai a three-page document listing all their grievances and their
demands for support. The Chinese newspaper then had a two-line item
in reply that “this was the nature of U.S. imperialism and that the Viet-
namese people would win their just struggle.” This is not exactly over-
whelming support. There is another sort of example. I was in Moscow
when Le Duc Tho was there. I saw Brezhnev for 25 hours; Le Duc Tho
saw the Number 14 member of the Politburo for an hour and a half. So-
viet statements used to talk about support for the “ultimate victory of
their sister socialist state.” This time the Soviets only talked about their
support for the “defense of their sister socialist state.”

Whether this is enough? I know you have heard this from two,
maybe three Administrations. All I can say is how it looks to us. The
Vietnam war has indeed an unusual ability to break people’s hearts.

[Omitted here is discussion of Europe and SALT.]
Senator Percy: There are a lot of questions I would like to ask you

about: Japan, and your trade talks with Gromyko, but particularly the
Soviet Jewry question.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 1026,
Presidential/HAK Memcons. Confidential. The meeting took place at the Senate Office
Building.
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Dr. Kissinger: I have often noticed that analysts and intelligence
people always assume that the other government is rational and they
therefore ascribe horrible reasons for things that may possibly be just a
horrible foul-up. Now I don’t exclude that the head tax was put on by
some junior administrative official trying to score some political points,
without any overall view or any view of the consequences. I have
reason to believe this.” At the same time you have to remember that the
Soviet Union does not routinely allow emigration in the first place.

We are of course opposed to it. The question is the most effective
way of dealing with it. We have to oppose formal steps, but I can see
utility of the Senate registering its concern in a non-obligatory way. But
at some point the public pressure has to stop. Once this concern is regis-
tered, the best act of statesmanship would be to give them some
months to dig out, that is, if they want to dig out. If there is a confronta-
tion they cannot possibly yield to what they see as interference in their
domestic affairs.

Now on these negotiations themselves, the trade talks. We want to
make deals that are in the interest of the United States. We don’t con-
sider the trade agreements as doing the Soviets a favor. The deals give
more elements of the Soviet bureaucracy more of a stake in good rela-
tions with us. They make them more dependent on commercial rela-
tions with the outside world. Now I don’t say that this will avoid a
major war, but maybe in marginal cases it will have an impact. The
irony is we were denounced for linkage, we were criticized for being
too tough with them, and now we are told that we are giving the store
away. There is a big difference between saying that the general political
atmosphere has to be conducive to trade relations—that is, saying that
unless they behave responsibly in general in keeping the peace, we
cannot see a place for trade relations—and on the other hand pressing
them for concessions in a very specific domestic legislative area. This
would only prove what the hardliners have always said would happen
if they opened themselves to trade relations with the United States—
namely blackmail. In an area not unrelated to this question, take the
Middle East. Read what Sadat said. You know that the Russians
showed restraint there; that is why he kicked them out.

20n October 4, Kissinger told Rabin in a telephone conversation with regard to the
Soviet exit tax: “I had a talk with Gromyko and with Dobrynin. Now but this is only for
the Prime Minister [Meir]. I talked to them about it. They both said it was a stupid mis-
take by a Ministry that they didn’t know anything about and if they had known about it,
it wouldn’t have happened. Then Gromyko asked me, but unfortunately, it was in the
hearing of someone else, what I would recommend as a personal advice how they could
get out of the situation. And I said well, one advice would be to see what they can do
about the implementation. And he said well, maybe we’ll publish some administrative
rules.” (Ibid., Kissinger Telephone Conversations (Telcons), Box 14, Chronological File)
Information about Kissinger’s conversation with Gromyko appeared on the front page of
the Washington Evening Star.
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Now our policy is this: We will make no agreement that cannot
stand on its own feet. We will make it dependent to some extent on
their overall restraint in the conduct of foreign policy. But we don’t
want to try to blackmail them on specific items, especially ones that
they consider within their domestic jurisdiction. On the trade agree-
ment, it will be done within the next few weeks. It will include the fol-
lowing: a settlement of the lend-lease debt in terms larger than some
thought, although this will be discussed; almost our maximum pro-
gram in terms of trade centers, international arbitration, particular
rules on convertibility (they are even coming over on copyright, though
this will be a separate matter); and some protection against dumping.

So I think of the Trade Agreement as one which can establish a
whole new order of U.S.-Soviet political relations. When they are en-
gaged in joint projects with us, in many intangible and some tangible
ways they will have to consider the risks they will run in a crisis. It is
unfortunate that it had to come in the context of this reprehensible head
tax. Were it not for this, all you gentlemen would see it clearly as repre-
senting a major change in the political relationship with the Soviet
Union. We have negotiated this a long time and we feel that we cannot
fail to go through with it.

Senator Symington: Is there anything in this multi-billion dollar
natural gas deal in Siberia?’

Dr. Kissinger: This is one of the things they want in there.
Senator Fulbright: They want, or we want?
Dr. Kissinger: They. But this will be mostly done by private capital.

[At this point a bell rang and the group decided to go onto the floor
for a vote and then come back. On the way out Senator Symington said,
“What I get from you Henry is the idea that for this we got them to
press Hanoi.” Dr. Kissinger replied, “that is part of it, but nevertheless
the terms of these agreements have to be commercially acceptable.” At
6:00 p.m. the group returned.]*

Senator Muskie: It might be of interest if you could tell us the ex-
tent to which the President has discussed with the Soviet leaders the
question of Soviet Jewry. I discussed it with the Soviets once and I
know their reaction.

Dr. Kissinger: Their reaction used to be explosive, even when there
was no specific grievance involved. A total refusal to discuss it. In this
case I took it up when I was there, at several levels; I did it again this
week, Secretary Rogers did it. They are more defensive this time. The

% See Document 69.
4 Brackets in the original.
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problem is, they cannot be seen to yield to outside pressure, but they
are more prepared to discuss it than on any previous occasion.

[Omitted here is discussion of SALT and European security.]

Dr. Kissinger: The biggest problem in arms control is to insure that
nuclear war becomes, remains, an absurdity.

Senator Fulbright: Right.

Dr. Kissinger: We hope to get into the position where even the
most mediocre leader will realize instantly that the decision to launch
nuclear war means national suicide.

Senator Fulbright: I think nuclear war is irrelevant now. All this to-
gether makes it now irrelevant. Do you think the Soviets have this
understanding?

Dr. Kissinger: At the level of Brezhnev they have this under-
standing. But toward the end of the SALT negotiations in Moscow, we
negotiated with a man named Smirnov, a Deputy Prime Minister, who
is in charge of all their defense programs and who is a fanatic.

Senator Fulbright: Like Foster.”

Dr. Kissinger: I won’t compare them! When I talked with him, I
gave an attenuated version of what I have just told you now about our
purpose in the negotiations being to make all these weapons unusable.
This prompted a tremendous outburst. It was very shocking to him to
say such things about the weapons he was in charge of! I even had Gro-
myko on my side, and we finally calmed him down.

You know at the beginning of SALT I the Soviet Foreign Ministry
officials engaged in the negotiations didn’t even know the numbers of
the Soviet missiles. All of this information was restricted to the military
people. On any military question the judgment of the professional mili-
tary is conclusive, and Foreign Ministry people are not entitled to com-
ment. So what worries me about the Soviet Union is not that their lead-
ers have some master plan for superiority—which I don’t believe—but
that their bureaucracy will just keep on busily working away and these
programs will continue. Now in this period when one thinks of the de-
cision that is required, this is the problem. What might happen if they
do achieve some nuclear advantage is that they will show greater
boldness in local crises.

Senator Scott: There are some activists here who think there is a
great advantage in destroying everything, so the world can start over
again purified.

Dr. Kissinger: That is beyond rationality. In my view the top Soviet
leaders are tough and brutal but they are not mad men.

5 John S. Foster, Jr., Director of Defense Research and Engineering, Department of
Defense, 1965-1969.
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Senator Cooper: Khrushchev once said to Kennedy, just before
Kennedy became President, that the U.S. really wants to make war.
Now do the Soviets still talk like that?

Dr. Kissinger: No. We can even compare the three times that Gro-
myko has talked with the President. The first year all it consisted of was
formal statements on both sides and little else.® Last year there was a
little more conversation.” This year it was a much more relaxed conver-
sation.® They talked back and forth about issues the way people really
talk. Even since my April trip’—then Gromyko was reading from a set-
piece Foreign Ministry paper; now we have a much looser conversa-
tion. There is more of a sense that we two are the only two nations who
could blow up the world, and there is a realization that they and we
have managed a number of things together successfully—the Berlin
Agreement, the Trade Agreement, SALT and the new SALT. So I think
the pattern of thinking of Soviet leaders is changing. They are less bois-
terous certainly than Khrushchev.

Senator Sparkman: Will you be starting negotiations soon on the
mutual reduction of forces and the European Security Conference?

Dr. Kissinger: The tentative plan is to have a preparatory meeting
on the Security Conference at the end of November and have a prepara-
tory meeting on MBEFR at the end of January, and then the substantive
meeting on the European Security Conference would be in June and the
substantive meeting on MBFR would begin around September.

Senator Sparkman: Are the prospects good?

Dr. Kissinger: The European Conference is not a very difficult
thing. MBER on the other hand is a bitch of a problem. In SALT you re-
alize you had two nations and only a few categories of weapons sys-
tems, and yet those were tremendously complicated negotiations. In
MBER, you are dealing with 13 nations and a whole range of weapons
categories. But I am quite optimistic on that one too.

Senator Fulbright: In trade you mentioned the $10 billion gas deal.

Dr. Kissinger: Actually there are many different fields. How we
slice it up is not yet clear.

[The meeting thereupon came to an end.]

% Apparent reference to Nixon’s conversations with Gromyko on October 22, 1970.
See Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XIII, Soviet Union, October 1970-October 1971,
Documents 23 and 24.

7 See ibid., Documents 337 and 338.

8 See Document 56.

° Kissinger made a secret trip to Moscow in April 1972. See Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, volume XIV, Soviet Union, October 1971-May 1972, Documents 159, 160, and
163.
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59. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon'

Washington, October 5, 1972.

SUBJECT

Soviet Jewry

Leonard Garment’s memorandum of September 19° reviews
various aspects of the Soviet Jewry issue including the political
problems we may confront with regard to the imposition of exit fees on
would-be Soviet emigrants.

There can be no doubt that the Soviet Government views this issue
as lying totally within its internal jurisdiction. The Soviets believe
themselves under no obligation and do not wish, as a general rule, even
to discuss this internal issue with other governments.

Viewing in this perspective, I believe the current U.S. policy on So-
viet Jewry and the related problem of exit fees is the correct policy and
should be continued in the coming weeks.®> Under this policy, the
United States shows deep sympathy toward the problems being experi-
enced by Soviet Jews. At the same time, we maintain the correct diplo-
matic posture.

In brief, the U.S. policy on Soviet Jewry states that the United
States Government deeply sympathizes with the plight of those who
are denied the fundamental human right of emigration. It offers the as-
surance that the steadfast commitment of the United States to the principles
contained in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights has been made
known to the Soviets.

While criticism of this policy can be expected from various
quarters, especially prior to the election, I believe it is a policy which is
respected by responsible Jewish leaders in the United States. Further,
we should not let the possibility of Congressional moves linking im-
proved U.S.-Soviet trade relations to the Soviets” dropping of the exit
fees dictate a change in U.S. policy. This issue does not have to be faced
until after a trade agreement has been reached and parts of that agree-

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 721,
Country Files—Europe—USSR, Vol. XXVI. Confidential. Sent for information. A
stamped notation at the top of the memorandum indicates the President saw it. Under a
September 22 covering memorandum, Sonnenfeldt forwarded the memorandum to Kiss-
inger, with the recommendation that he sign it. (Ibid., Box 720, Country Files—Europe—
USSR, Vol. XXV)

2 Document 48.

% Nixon underlined most of this sentence and wrote in the margin: “I agree.”
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ment, as required, are submitted for Congressional approval. At that
time, I believe the Administration will be able to offer a sound defense
of its policies on Soviet Jewry and improved U.S.-Soviet trade.

Accordingly, I do not think it would be wise to branch out with
new policy moves on Soviet Jewry at this time. I would specifically rec-
ommend against the idea of encouraging the establishment of a
non-governmental commission that would get involved with compen-
sation to the Soviets for Soviet Jewish emigrants.*

% Nixon bracketed the entire paragraph, underlined its first sentence, and wrote at
the bottom of the page: “K—I totally agree. If the U.S. Jewish groups go for McGovern—
that gives us a freer hand to do what is right for U.S.—as distinguished from internal
Jewish political interests.”

60. Transcript of Telephone Conversation Between the
President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger) and Secretary of Commerce Peterson'

Washington, October 13, 1972, 11:10 a.m.

HK: Pete, how are you?

PP: Welcome back. Hope you had a great trip.? We got both a solu-
tion and a problem. We have had the world’s worse time on maritime®
that you and I should sit down and discuss, but I just got—

HK: Dobrynin called me last night and asked me if I was backing
your position and I said absolutely.* It was world price plus a dollar.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger
Telephone Conversations (Telcons), Box 16, Chronological File. No classification
marking.

2 Kissinger was in Paris from October 7 to October 12 to meet with Le Duc Tho.

3 There was a dispute between Peterson and Soviet Minister for Merchant Marine
Timofey Guzhenko, in Washington for negotiations since September 27, regarding the
maritime agreement. Specifically, they differed over the general rate per ton to be
charged to the USSR for the carriage of cargo on U.S.-flag vessels. Dobrynin and Kissin-
ger discussed the negotiations during a telephone conversation, October 6, in which Kiss-
inger told Dobrynin that Peterson was asking for the world price plus $2.00. Dobrynin re-
sponded that it would create difficulties if he had to cable Moscow “without any
explanation that we have to pay world rate plus $2.00.” (National Archives, Nixon Presi-
dential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Telephone Conversations (Telcons), Box 16, Chro-
nological File)

* A record of Kissinger’s October 12 telephone conversation with Dobrynin is ibid.
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PP: Yeh, plus $10 is the way it’s going to work out.

HK: Or whatever.

PP: But just thought that was extremely desirable given all of the—
HK: Yeh, I backed you and he said he’d give on it.

PP: This is what I heard last night—but I didn’t know if you knew
that. So I think we are now virtually in shape probably for signing to-
morrow. Now on the lend-lease issue, there is still an awful lot of stick-
iness on this interest rate question and they claim there was an under-
standing and all that sort of business. I would like you to think about a
concept that maybe you can’t react quickly, I don’t know, but it’s as
follows. Keep in mind the way we are going to merchandize this thing
to the public is to use a British settlement—and I have never taken you
through these numbers except to demonstrate to you you will recall,
that if we use the principle based on the British settlement, it is much,
much less than 500M—it’s numbers like 200 300 400 M dollars which
permits us to claim a healthy interest rate—now the difficulty we have
in inserting numbers like we are now talking about which is 3 and they
say only 2. 7 on a mortgage basis and this kind of business is in the
middle of this nice rhetoric about good interest rates, we got a much
lower interest rate number. Now there are two possibilities that occur
to me—both of which are somewhat different than your understanding
but I don’t want to try them unless you in general approve. Suppose
Henry for the moment we didn’t have any interest rates announced
and one alternative would be to add the interest rate at, you know,
whatever itis, 2.9, 2.8 or 3.0 to the 7.25 and come up with a new global
sum of 7.60 let’s say, which would then say that there are postpone-
ments, you know, that they can take, now the advantage—

HK: Yeh, I understand.

PP: Okay—the advantages of that are obvious—it’s global, we
don’t get interest rates, the disadvantage that it obviously triggers—
that they are going to take postponements which is both an advantage
and a disadvantage, given what we all know. The second approach
would be to say it is two numbers—either the number we have or the
larger number—depending upon whether they do take settlements—I
mean postponements and the payments we have agreed on are such
and such and avoid the interest rate question—

HK: Yeh, but who will be bothered by the goddamn interest rate?

PP: Well, the people who will be bothered by it are the people
whom we are saying we got a damn good interest rate on—the
Congress and others, we can demonstrate a fabulous interest rate based
on the British deal, and what I am trying to do Henry is get off of this
500M dollar wicket which I think is the wrong wicket to be on—I think
we can say the 500M included back interest and should not be consid-
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ered a principle—but that get’s us to using British principle calculation.
My question is if they are willing to do it how would you feel about it—
or would you rather we would not discuss it or what? I think it is better
and so do most people think it is better than what we got now. And my
assumption is they have had to go all the way up to the top anyway, to
review this interest rate question, so it isn’t as though it’s going back—

HK: My concern is that—I made a deal in Moscow” and I have got
to preserve the position and when I make a deal it isn’t the beginning of
another goddamn negotiation, but it sticks.

PP: Right. Now your deal I think Henry—I don’t think you have
any idea how much interest was involved. Your real deal was obvi-
ously 7 and a quarter plus 35.

HK: I understand that.

PP: So you're not going back on your word at all. It is just the ques-
tion of whether it is presented as a global number or not—the essence
of the deal is identical because they are going to take them right if there
is any question about that.

HK: But then we have to say right away we have reason to believe
they are going to take them?

PP: That is the disadvantage of the first option—they would obvi-
ously be taking them—on the other hand the number is bigger—the
second option just gives you two ranges—

HK: That is impossible—that requires too much explanation.

PP: What do you mean—the 7.25 and the 7.60?

HK: Yeh. That’s just too cute. I mean the 7.60 has a certain
advantage—

PP: Because under that we’d never get an interest rate—would say
it’s a theological issue, we don’t want to get into it, and we interpret it
one way and they interpret it another way.

HK: That’s right.

PP: T have a feeling they’d at least consider it, but I do not want to
be—

HK: Well you see his® problem is this: he obviously claimed at
home, he scored a spectacular victory by getting me down to 7.25, 1
think he was willing to settle for 7.50, I let him have those .25 because I
wanted him to win something.

PP: Right, I understand perfectly.

HK: Now my worry is that if we go to the higher figure, he has the
same bunch of clucks at home that we are trying to bamboozle here.

5 See Document 41.
¢ Brezhnev.
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PP: Yeh, but my assumption is Henry it was with all the wires
going back and forth now this issue of interest on postponements—

HK: The average American will just consider it a good deal
anyway.

PP: Yeh, for him the larger the better—the number you see.

HK: Well, that’s right but if—it’s not that much, you know, what
the hell, because he figured nothing—I mean every congressman I have
talked to thinks around $500—you have been terrific on that.

PP: What I think Henry, I don’t hear you responding to this point
by now the issue of interest on postponements, I assume has been thor-
oughly ventilated—

HK: Not that part of it—I am just wondering from—I am more in-
terested in him looking good than in our looking good.

PP: Right, but now let me tell you what I would do. If we were to
go to the second basis which gets us out of interest rates totally, then I'd
be willing to yield another %o point—.1 or .2 for precisely the reason
you mentioned. It makes him look good and who the hell cares over
here whether it is 7.60 or 7.56. And then that gets their friend Alkhimov
off the hook because he is in real trouble.

HK: Well, let me think about it for 15 minutes and call you back?

PP: All right, I am in the middle of meetings so I will be listening to
you when you call—because Patolichev will be in there.

HK: Okay good.
PP: All right.”

7 In a subsequent telephone conversation at noon, Kissinger told Peterson: “Pete,
my instinct is this—I would do whatever is easier for the Russians and rather take the
heat on a lower interest rate. I mean, if you can get the higher figure as a global sum
without getting them climbing walls, fine. I think we ought to settle for what we’ve got
because I think we’ve tested their patience enough.” (National Archives, Nixon Presiden-
tial Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Telephone Conversations (Telcons), Box 16, Chrono-
logical File)
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61. Memorandum for the President’s File by the Executive
Director of the Council for International Economic Policy
(Flanigan)'

Washington, October 14, 1972, 11:30 a.m.

SUBJECT
Meeting with Minister Guzhenko

PARTICIPANTS

Minister Timofey B. Guzhenko
Ambassador Anatoliy F. Dobrynin
Secretary Peter G. Peterson

Peter M. Flanigan

The purpose of the meeting was to provide an opportunity for the
President to briefly meet Minister Guzhenko after the successful con-
clusion of negotiations on the US-USSR Maritime Agreement.” The
Agreement was signed immediately prior to this meeting at the Depart-
ment of Commerce.

Under the Agreement a third of all the grains purchased by the So-
viet Union, as well as other US-USSR trade, will be available for car-
riage in American bottoms. Ships of both countries will be free to call at
40 ports in each country. Oceanographic ships will also have port
privileges.

Both the President and Minister Guzhenko agreed that the negoti-
ations had been difficult, especially with regard to rates,® but that the
current Agreement will be of great future benefit to both countries. The
President stressed his appreciation to the Soviets for their under-
standing of our position. The President stated that although the Agree-
ment has a narrow focus, the implications are broad for the continuing
good relations between our two countries. As our two nations get
closer together through this Maritime Agreement, the President indi-
cated that it should help our two countries become closer on political

1Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, President’s Office Files,
Memoranda for the President, Box 90, October 8, 1972. No classification marking. The
meeting took place in the Oval Office from 11:33 to 11:53 a.m. (Ibid., White House Central
Files, President’s Daily Diary)

2 For the text of the agreement, with memoranda of understanding and an exchange
of letters (23 UST (Pt.4) 3573-3687), see Department of State Bulletin, December 4, 1972,
pp. 664-665. The agreement was summarized in The New York Times, October 15, 1972,
p- 1

% The final agreement provided for a rate of $9.40 per ton for the carriage of Soviet
freight on U.S. flag vessels with the exception of Soviet grain purchases, which would be
carried at a 10 percent higher rate.
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matters. As an example of this the President referred to Julie’s warm
welcome from the Soviet sailors on the Tovarishch in Baltimore.* Both
the President and Minister Guzhenko felt that this successful Agree-
ment will set the proper atmosphere for future trade negotiations.

Minister Guzhenko extended a personal thank you to the Presi-
dent for allowing Julie to come to the Tovarishch. He also extended an
invitation to both Julie and Tricia® to visit the USSR in the near future.

Secretary Peterson expressed his gratitude to Minister Guzhenko
for his cooperation in the difficult negotiations.

The President gave a set of cuff links to Minister Guzhenko.
Ambassador Dobrynin then gave the President a private message.®

* A reference to Julie Nixon Eisenhower, Nixon’s younger daughter. The Soviet
merchant marine training ship visited Baltimore from September 4 to 12. (“Soviet Ship,”
Washington Post, September 12, 1972, p. C5)

5 Tricia Nixon Cox, Nixon’s elder daughter.

® The message was a letter from Brezhnev to Nixon, October 12. Referring to Kissin-
ger’s most recent visit to Moscow, September 9-15, and Gromyko's visit to Washington,
October 2-3, Brezhnev wrote: “As a whole, for the last weeks we managed, in my view, to
do something useful in a sense of further moving ahead on the way of the general im-
provement and deepening of the Soviet-American relations. Of course, both we and you
see that the solution of certain questions is not in such fast progress as one would wish it
to be; it is not infrequently that difficulties and complications arise even with regard to
those questions a definite agreement on which has been earlier achieved as, for example,
on the Maritime agreement. I hope that negotiations on trade and economic questions
now under way in Washington will lead to the signing of the projected agreements which
would constitute another important link in the relations between our countries that are
being improved.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 495,
President’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 13)
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62. Letter From President Nixon to Soviet General Secretary
Brezhnev!

Washington, October 15, 1972.

Dear Mr. General Secretary:

As you know, one of the remaining issues in the effort to achieve a
negotiated settlement of the Vietnam conflict relates to the question of
restricting military supplies to both North and South Vietnam by out-
side powers.” The DRV has insisted that there can be no international
restrictions on the amount of military aid it will receive from outside
powers while on the other hand there must be precisely such restric-
tions in regard to aid for South Vietnam.

While I am prepared to accept limitations on American military
aid to South Vietnam under the terms of a settlement, you will I am
sure understand that a one-sided limitation will not be understood by
the American public, on whose support the viability of any agreement
depends. Moreover, such a one-sided arrangement would violate the
principle of reciprocity and equality of commitments which must be
the foundation of any lasting settlement—and which is the foundation
upon which it has been possible to build the significant progress that
has been achieved in our own bilateral relations in the recent period.

In view of your stated interest in an early settlement of the Viet-
nam conflict, Mr. General Secretary, it therefore becomes important for
me to have a clear indication of your own intentions regarding the
supply of military aid to North Vietnam in the event of a settlement.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 495, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 14. Top Secret. A note at the top of the letter
reads: “Hand carried to Amb. Dobrynin at Embassy, 2:30 pm, 10-15-72.” On October 15,
Kissinger and Dobrynin discussed the letter by telephone at 9:55 a.m., 2 p.m., and 8:35
p-m. The transcript of their 2 p.m. conversation is misdated October 16. (Ibid., Kissinger
Telephone Conversations (Telcons), Box 15, Chronological File) The transcript of their
8:35 p.m. conversation is printed in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume IX, Vietnam, Oc-
tober 1972-January 1973, Document 17.

2 During their telephone conversation at 9:55 a.m., Kissinger told Dobrynin that if
the Nixon administration knew Moscow’s intentions with regard to military supplies to
North Vietnam after a peace settlement, “it would really then enable us to take greater
risks.” Kissinger continued: “It seems to me you know, I don’t want to speak for your
government, it seems to me improbable that you would—that under conditions of peace
your incentive would certainly—would seem to me to be less.” Kissinger subsequently
added that such a Soviet commitment “might then enable us to make a very rapid settle-
ment.” Dobrynin replied: “Well, it’s a rather difficult question, but of course I will send
immediately this [letter] to the First Secretary because it is a question of rather serious im-
portance as you perfectly understand.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials,
Kissinger Telephone Conversations, Box 15, Chronological File)
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The question of how any restrictions may be formulated in the ac-
tual agreement on the settlement is less important than the actual con-
duct, in practice, of the country which is after all the principal military
supplier of the North Vietnamese. To be quite frank and specific, there-
fore, I am writing this letter to you in our private channel to ask you
whether your Government would be prepared to express intentions in
regard to military supplies to North Vietnam in case a rapid peace set-
tlement is arrived at. Such an indication from you would do much to
accelerate agreement between the U.S. and the DRV.

I know that you will recognize that this is a crucial aspect of any
settlement of the conflict in Vietnam and that it will require urgent at-
tention if such a settlement is to be achieved in the near future.

Sincerely,

Richard Nixon

63.  Study Prepared by the Ad Hoc Group for National Security
Study Memorandum 162!

Washington, undated.
NATIONAL SECURITY STUDY MEMORANDUM 162

U.S. Position on the Soviet UN Proposals for Non-Use of Force and
Prohibition of the Use of Nuclear Weapons

[Omitted here are the table of contents and sections 1 through 7.]
8. Options

The evaluation of various options which follows is intended to fa-
cilitate a decision on the posture which the United States should adopt
now toward the Soviet draft resolution.” That posture must be subject to
further review as the Assembly debate unfolds for a number of reasons.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-194, NSSM 162. Secret. Eliot sent the study to Kissinger un-
der a covering memorandum, October 17. Davis forwarded it to the Senior Review
Group under a covering memorandum, October 25. (Ibid.) The group, chaired by a De-
partment of State representative, included members from the JCS and NSC. NSSM 162 is
Document 57. For the full text of this study, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume E-2,
Documents on Arms Control and Nonproliferation, 1969-1972, Document 346.

2 See Document 52.
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The Soviets are probably not willing to accommodate the Chinese
but might perhaps be willing to amend their resolution to gain the sup-
port of the U.S. and others.’ They might, for example, be willing to
make clear that the use of nuclear weapons is included in the prohibi-
tion of the use of force and delete the language regarding a “decision”
by the Security Council. On the other hand, they might be pressed by
some LDC’s to include objectionable language reflecting the position
that assistance to national liberation groups is not covered by the
resolution.

Also, it is not yet clear what positions other countries will be
adopting toward the resolution, i.e., whether the resolution is seriously
or lightly regarded, whether it is seen as involving essentially a
USSR-PRC confrontation and, if so, whether there is a general disposi-
tion to stand back from it. It is not even clear at this stage that the So-
viets will press their resolution to a vote if it receives scanty support.
The unfolding of these variables could not only redefine the language
and interpretation of the resolution but will also determine whether it
is a matter of greater or lesser political significance.

The Ad Hoc Group has considered and discarded a completely
“neutral” posture. Although it may be possible for the U.S. to hide be-
hind others to some extent in relation to the proposal, it will not be pos-
sible to remain completely non-committal because of past U.S. posi-
tions on non-use of force and because a complete failure to express U.S.
reservations would be immediately misunderstood by others as le-
aning in the Soviet direction. The delegation could, however, re-
gardless of what final position the U.S. might take on the substance of
the matter, adopt a position of relative inactivity. This could govern our
initial posture in deciding whether to speak in the debate, whether to
seek amendments either directly or through others, and whether to
seek or encourage the introduction of competing resolutions. Whatever
position is adopted by the U.S., close consultation with our Allies is
essential.

A. Support Resolution in its Present Form

In seeking our support the Soviets have sought to interpret their
resolution as ruling out all use of force, conventional and nuclear, but
as permitting use of all means (including nuclear) by a country that is
attacked. This, of course, is essentially our position with regard to the
defense of Western Europe, and the Soviets may have some hope that

% China objected to the USSR’s proposal because it failed to distinguish between ag-
gression and self-defense. China favored a no-first-use policy regarding nuclear
weapons, which the USSR refused to accept. Thus, the Soviet proposal would have al-
lowed the USSR to retaliate with nuclear weapons, if they were attacked first, regardless
of the type of weaponry used. (Yearbook of the United Nations, 1972, pp. 9-11)
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we will associate ourselves with their initiative or at least go along with
it. Conceivably we could do so, explaining to the PRC that this is our
traditional position and that our support of it in the UNGA is not in-
tended to have any special significance relative to USSR-PRC relations.
It seems highly unlikely that the PRC would accept any such explana-
tion. The Chinese would almost certainly treat our position as a deliber-
ate and direct association with the USSR on the most sensitive and im-
portant security issue between it and the USSR.

As for our European allies, we could also attempt to persuade
them that we were only reiterating the fundamental position which
validated our nuclear deterrent in Europe, but they would almost cer-
tainly be dismayed at what they would regard as a radical change in
the U.S. position. They would point out that the interpretation we were
attributing to the Soviet resolution could hardly be derived from a di-
rect reading of its text. They would undoubtedly see our position as a
departure from our traditional insistence on the invalidity of
unenforceable “prohibitions of the use of nuclear weapons” and would
regard that reversal as casting new and fundamental doubts on our po-
litical will to make the nuclear deterrent effective.

Pro

—Would contribute to possibility that Soviets might be willing to
be more forthcoming toward us in other contexts.

—Puts US on affirmative side of so-called “peace initiative.”
Con

—Would raise serious doubts among our Allies about the reli-
ability of the U.S. nuclear deterrent.

—Would clearly be regarded by the PRC as U.S. taking sides with
the Soviets against them.

—Would attribute a more serious nature to Soviet proposal than
most other countries now seem inclined to give it.

—Would acquiesce in a most undesirable precedent affirming Se-
curity Council competence to revise Charter treaty obligations and es-
tablish general rules of conduct binding on members.

—Would be inconsistent with our traditional position that reitera-
tion of UN Charter principles is unnecessary and can detract from the
Charter.

B. Support or Accept Resolution if Suitably Amended

Within this option we could seek amendments which would make
the resolution acceptable to us, either submitting these ourselves or
urging friendly countries to do so. Alternatively, we could be prepared
only when asked to tell the Soviets and others what changes would
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permit us reluctantly to go along with the resolution if it were then gen-
erally acceptable in the GA.

For the resolution to be acceptable to us, it would have to make
clear that the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons is not a separate
matter but is included in the general prohibition of the use of force, the
language regarding the Security Council would have to be removed,
and the resolution would have to be entirely consistent with the UN
Charter. The Ad Hoc Group believes the U.S. should not accept any ex-
ceptions to the prohibition on non-use of force for national liberation
groups.

If the Soviet Union were prepared to move to a resolution accept-
able to us, the PRC might find itself isolated. In this situation, the PRC
could either support directly, abstain, oppose, or suggest a procedure
such as acceptance of the resolution by the UNGA by acclamation (thus
avoiding a vote). This latter procedure was used, for example, in rela-
tion to last year’s World Disarmament Conference resolution when the
PRC apparently wanted to avoid having to have its vote recorded.

Pro

—Miight afford better chance of resolution ultimately acceptable to
our friends, especially in NATO.

—Might possibly reduce friction between PRC and Soviets on this
issue and reduce the possibility of the U.S. being caught in the middle.

—Would still put the US. in a relatively affirmative posture
toward so-called “peace initiative.”

—Would be consistent with U.S. view that prohibition of nuclear
force is included within and subject to Charter’s general rule on
non-use of force.

—Would appear consistent with U.S. willingness in other contexts
(e.g., US/USSR Declaration of Principles) to support adoption of
non-use of force principles if properly formulated.

—Might be regarded by the Soviets as helpful if they are otherwise
faced with defeat of their resolution.

Con

—Might still carry negative implications, particularly for some of
our allies, regarding the credibility of the U.S. nuclear deterrent—
unless the amendments were to result in a text completely acceptable to
us and all our allies.

—Collaboration with Soviets would have political overtones for
our allies regardless of substance of our consultations.

4See footnote 3, Document 52.
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—Might still be considered by the PRC as favoring a Soviet initia-
tive at their expense, especially because of the implication that nuclear
weapons would be treated as any other weapons.

—Might be viewed by the Soviets as vitiating their initiative and
hence contrary to our obligation to work with them toward détente.

—Could lend credence in the eyes of LDCs to the PRC charge of
“superpower collusion.”

—Would be inconsistent with our traditional position that reitera-
tion of UN Charter Principles is not necessary and can detract from the
Charter.

—Would attribute a more serious nature to Soviet proposal than
most other countries now seem inclined to give it.

C. Support If Amended as in Preceding Option But With Addition of an
Assurance by Nuclear States Regarding Non-Nuclear States

This Option would add a provision that nuclear states intend to re-
frain from the use of nuclear weapons against any non-nuclear
weapons state that is not engaged in an aggression assisted by a nuclear
weapons state. This formula is very close to one advanced privately to
the USSR in February 1968 (described at page 5 above.)° The statement
of intention by the nuclear weapons states would be included in the
resolution itself or could be requested by the GA for action in the Secu-
rity Council. In 1968, the Soviets found the U.S. proposal “completely
unacceptable” since the USSR was unwilling to give the same guaran-
tee to countries with nuclear weapons on their territory as to those
without such weapons. President Johnson withdrew authorization to
use the earlier formula in April 1968.

It is unlikely that the Soviets are now willing to consider such a
provision.

The U.S. delegation could either advance the proposal itself or get
it advanced by a friendly country. It could be put up as a trial balloon
or, alternatively, be promoted vigorously. Full advance consultation
with our allies would be necessary.

Pro

—Could advance our policy of non-dissemination of nuclear
weapons by reassuring non-nuclear weapon states that in certain types

5The referenced portion of the study reads as follows: “During the
non-proliferation treaty negotiations in 1968, the U.S. proposed to the USSR a limited
non-use of nuclear weapons undertaking for the benefit of potential non-nuclear parties
to the Non-Proliferation Treaty. Negotiations were not successful.” The Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty seeks to limit the production of nuclear weapons. Open for sig-
nature beginning July 1, 1968, it went into force on March 5, 1970. Over 180 countries
have signed the treaty. See Foreign Relations, 1964-1968, volume XIV, Soviet Union, Docu-
ment 277.
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of conflicts nuclear weapons would not be used against them, thus
creating a disincentive to obtaining nuclear weapons for themselves or
seeking the assistance of a nuclear weapon state in an armed conflict.
—Could give the U.S. a measure of credit for leadership on a sig-
nificant arms control matter.
—Would move non-use of force discussions to a more serious
plane.

Con

—Would likely to be unacceptable to the Soviets, as it was in 1968.

—Might be interpreted by Soviets as an effort to destroy their initi-
ative and, hence, contrary to our obligation to work together toward
détente.

—Might not receive appreciable support because it would not
apply to certain types of conflicts.

—Miight lead the Soviets to issue a competing proposal protecting
non-nuclear states. Such a proposal would be more attractive than our
own.

—Could stimulate reopening of the issue of whether non-nuclear
signatories of the NPT should receive increased security compensation
for their adherence to the NPT.

—Might not be sufficient time available to consult adequately with
our allies regarding a U.S. initiative of this importance.

—Might be prejudicial to careful consideration of a later initiative
in subsequent arms control negotiations where it might contribute
more substantially to general arms control.

D. Opposition to Resolution

Within this option there is a wide range of possible activity, from
vigorous opposition in urging other governments to adopt the same
position to a quiet restraint in which the delegation would indicate its
difficulty with resolution only if others asked. In the voting the delega-
tion could under this option oppose or abstain, depending upon the de-
veloping situation in New York.

The U.S. delegation would refuse to suggest any amendments,
saying that the resolution is so defective that it does not warrant an ef-
fort to try to improve it. It would be possible to begin with a negative
position and then move to a somewhat more affirmative one if the reso-
lution were being changed to take into consideration our objections.

Pro

—Would reassure some NATO allies.

—Would suggest to the PRC that we are not facilitating a formula
which they would view as condoning a Soviet nuclear attack or pres-
sure against them.
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—Would be consistent with our earlier position on attempts to re-
state Charter Principles and with our opposition to granting the Secu-
rity Council power to establish geniune and binding rules of conduct.

—Would keep us detached from troublesome amendment process
where solutions satisfactory to all major participants may be
unattainable.

Con (All these liabilities would be greatly reduced if our opposition were
of a quiet or restrained character rather than more obvious and active)

—Would be resented by the Soviets, particularly as we would ap-
pear to be aligning ourselves with the PRC against them.

—If pursued actively, our position would probably not be sup-
ported by certain NATO allies, including some of our close friends, on
the grounds that less aggressive tactics could be adequate to protect al-
liance interests.

—Could be misunderstood as opposition to a peace initiative.

—Could be distorted as an inconsistency in view of our past will-
ingness to support non-use declarations, e.g. in the Moscow Declara-
tion of Principles.

—Could be interpreted as attributing a more serious nature to the
Soviet proposal than most other countries now seem inclined to give it.

—Might lose some opportunities to promote favorable changes in
the resolution by failing to hold out the prospect of possible U.S. sup-
port if the resolution is acceptably amended.

9. Recommendations

The Ad Hoc Group, in view of the considerations expressed above,
reached the following consensus:

Our initial stance should be a relatively inactive one. We do not
think it would be reasonable to support the resolution as it is. Nor
should we promote amendments initially because the Soviet initiative
may fail to attract much support or even interest.

We should privately and quietly point out to the delegates the
problems we see in the draft, especially the role contemplated for the
Security Council, the explicit and separate prohibition of the use of nu-
clear weapons, and in general the doubtful utility of trying to refine
Charter language.

We would tell others that we could not support the resolution in its
present form. (One possibility is that no resolution may be voted upon
as a result of Chinese-Soviet conflict on the item.)

While we would not ourselves propose amendments, if the Soviets
(or others) propose some to us we would say that we would consider
them. We would not give any undertaking to press such amendments
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with others. We will, of course, keep in constant and close touch with
our Allies regarding the resolution.

Depending on the nature of amendments offered by the Soviets
and by others, and depending on the degree of interest generated by
their draft resolution and by amendments to cure its deficiencies, we
would then consider whether to take a more active posture and
whether to move from “relatively inactive opposition” to acceptance of
a suitably amended resolution.

[Omitted here are three annexes.]
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64. National Security Decision Memorandum 192

Council for International Economic Policy Decision
Memorandum 15'

Washington, October 18, 1972.

TO
The Secretary of State

SUBJECT
Lend-Lease Negotiations with the USSR

REFERENCE
NSDM 190/CIEPDM 12>

The President has made the following decisions:

1. The “total Soviet obligation to the United States” referred to in
paragraph 1 of the NSDM/CIEPDM under reference shall be set at $722
million.

2. The US negotiators are authorized to reduce the interest rate on
deferred installments referred to in paragraph 4 of the NSDM/
CIEPDM under reference to 3%.

Henry A. Kissinger®

Peter Flanigan

1Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-208, NSDM 151-NSDM 200, Originals. Secret; Nodis. Copies
were sent to the Secretaries of Commerce and Treasury.

2 Document 49.

3 In message Tohak 36 to Kissinger, who was in Paris for the peace negotiations, Oc-
tober 18, Haig wrote: “As a result of a call from me to Dobrynin last night and a last
minute crunch session among Peterson, Sonnenfeldt and Patolichev at Peterson’s house
last night, the lend-lease package was settled at a surface formula of 722/3. While this
was our rock bottom position, Pete is confident that he can handle it on the Hill and I be-
lieve the Soviets are returning home with the feeling that they redressed the problems re-
sulting from the maritime agreement.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials,
NSC Files, Kissinger Office Files, Box 25, HAK Paris/Saigon Trip, TOHAK, October
16-23, 1972)

4 Haig signed for Kissinger above Kissinger’s typed signature.
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65. Memorandum for the President’s Files!

Washington, October 18, 1972.

SUBJECT

Meeting with Minister Patolichev, Ambassador Dobrynin, William P. Rogers,
Peter G. Peterson, Peter M. Flanigan, and Helmut Sonnenfeldt, October 18, 1972

At 2:30 on Wednesday, October 18, 1972, the President met with
USSR Minister of Foreign Trade Nikolay Semenovich Patolichev, Am-
bassador Anatoly F. Dobrynin, Secretaries Rogers and Peterson, Peter
M. Flanigan and Helmut Sonnenfeldt (NSC) in the Oval Office. This
meeting followed a ceremony at the State Department at which the
Lend-Lease settlement and comprehensive trade agreements were
signed.?

Patolichev began by extending Chairman Brezhnev’s regards to
the President, and the President in turn asked Patolichev to offer his re-
gards to the Chairman. Patolichev, noting that the agreements signed
earlier that day were based on the Moscow documents, said this would
help toward better relations; he added that though discussions leading
up to the agreements had been serious, the participation and interest of
the President had been felt. The President responded that Mr.
Brezhnev’s interest had also been felt as had the confidence he had
shown in his minister. Patolichev confirmed that Brezhnev had indeed
been kept fully informed during the discussions and would not let
minor disagreements get in the way of progress.

The President observed that the agreements had significance be-
yond the economic interests affected and could create a climate for
progress in the political field; he noted that the two countries are the
most productive in the world and that this big step was appropriate to
these big countries; he also expressed his desire to make more progress
every year. Patolichev replied that we had just removed the obstacles
and that economic action would follow shortly. The President added
that he was thinking of big deals such as a gas deal.

The President asked Patolichev to tell Chairman Brezhnev that he,
the President, would personally follow-up in the economic field and
hoped the Chairman would also. He stated he saw the political differ-

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, President’s Office Files,
Box 90, Memoranda for the President, October 15, 1972. No classification marking.

2 Rogers and Patolichev signed the trade agreement; Peterson and Patolichev the
lend-lease agreement. For the text of both agreements, see Department of State Bulletin,
November 20, 1972, pp. 595-604. The agreements were summarized in The New York
Times, October 19, 1972.
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ences diminishing and economic relations becoming more and more
important, and that therefore he would follow it personally. Patolichev
replied he would deliver this message the next day; he was certain it
would be warmly received, and that both he and the Chairman would
follow the progress carefully. The President noted that he was im-
pressed with Brezhnev’s ability to keep his eye on the big picture while
knowing the details.

At the conclusion of the meeting, Secretary Rogers said that the
United States owed a debt of gratitude to the two ministers, Patolichev
and Peterson, that had concluded the agreements.

The President observed that this was a special day—for in addition
to concluding the historic trade agreements, he was also receiving the
leaders of the Congress as they adjourned. He noted that we would
need the Congress next year to implement the MEN provision of the
trade agreement.

Peter M. Flanigan®

% Flanigan initialed above this typed signature.



230 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XV

66. Minutes of Senior Review Group Meeting'

Washington, October 27, 1972, 4:46—4:58 p.m.

SUBJECT

Soviet UN Proposals for Non-Use of Force and Prohibition of the Use of Nuclear
Weapons: NSSM 162

PARTICIPANTS
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger
State CIA
U. Alexis Johnson Richard Helms
Samuel DePalma Charles Peters
Robert Martin ACDA
Col. Harry Johnson James Leonard
Defense Alan Neidle
Kenneth Rush NSC
Armistead Sslden Helmut Sonnenfeldt
Dwayne Anderson William Hyland
JCS Fernando Rondon
Vice Adm. John P. Weinel Jeanne W. Davis

R/Adm. James H. Doyle, Jr.
SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

It was agreed that:

—the U.S. Delegation to the UN General Assembly will take the
position that we favor reaffirmation of the renunciation of the use of
force, but consider it unnecessary, and that we object to any distinction
between categories of weapons.

Mr. Kissinger: I thought we might have a brief meeting on this So-
viet resolution on non-use of force (copy attached),’ primarily because
of the way it positions us with the Chinese and the Soviets and the pres-
sures we will be under from both sides, particularly the Chinese. We
have already had some messages from them indicating that they con-
sider it an anti-Chinese resolution and they hope we won't be taken in
by it.

1Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-194, NSSM 162. Secret. The meeting took place in the White
House Situation Room.

2 See Document 57 for the NSSM and Document 63 for the study in response to it.

% Attached but not printed is the Soviet draft resolution on “Non-Use of Force in In-

ternational Relations and Permanent Prohibition of the Use of Nuclear Weapons,” UN
Doc. A/L.676, September 26. See Document 52.



September—December 1972 231

Mr. Johnson: They're right, it is an anti-Chinese resolution.* That’s
what it’s designed for and the Soviets hope to bring us into it. Our posi-
tion is very simple—we think we should stay as far away from it as pos-
sible. We have nothing to gain by working with the Soviets on this. We
can take the line that, if the prohibition of the use of force is already in
the UN Charter, why say it? If this resolution is different, how is it dif-
ferent? This is a Peking-Moscow fight. We have instructed our delega-
tion not to discuss it, not to take any initiative, and not to talk about any
defects in it or we will be asked how we would correct the defects.” We
do expect the Soviets to get a majority for it.

Mr. Kissinger: When does it come up?

Mr. DePalma: The debate begins November 2 and is expected to
last four days.

Mr. Johnson: And when the vote comes, we will abstain.

Mr. Kissinger: This is not the time to get either the Soviets or the
Chinese mad at us.

Mr. DePalma: The Soviets are leaning hard on us. They are saying
that they have bought our position. That we told them our position was
to stand by the Charter prohibition on the use of force and that that’s
what they’re doing. They are linking it to Article 51 of the Charter. They
say they have come around to our point of view.

Mr. Johnson: They’re not that naive.

Mr. DePalma: No, they’re not. They know full well what they’re
doing and the probable effect on the Allies. They have come around 180
degrees and they think it would be nice to have the UN and the world
community endorse their position against the Chinese.

Mr. Johnson: This says that if they are attacked by the Chinese, the
Soviets can use nuclear weapons. The Soviets interpret this as UN sanc-
tion for them to use nuclear weapons against the Chinese.

4In a memorandum to Kissinger, October 24, Sonnenfeldt wrote: “Whatever the So-
viets may have in mind in advancing this in the UN, one aspect stands out clearly: it is
directed against China. This item is the latest in a series of anti-Chinese initiatives. The So-
viets have deliberately taken the old Chinese disarmament position and have advanced it
piece by piece in the UN and elsewhere, with the aim no doubt of creating a record of
Chinese obstreperousness in opposing their own ideas.” Sonnenfeldt noted that the Chi-
nese “denounced the latest Soviet proposal as a ‘hoax,” invalidated by Soviet support of
India and designed to perpetuate the nuclear domination of the U.S. and the USSR.” He
concluded: “Thus, a Sino-Soviet clash is likely in New York. Whatever position we adopt will be
read in light of this Sino-Soviet dispute.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials,
NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-194, NSSM 162) For the full text of
Sonnenfeldt’'s memorandum, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume E-2, Documents
on Arms Control and Nonproliferation, 1969-1972, Document 347.

5 The instructions were sent in telegram 195162 to USUN, October 26. (National Ar-
chives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, DEF 18-6) For the text, see Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, volume E-2, Documents on Arms Control and Nonproliferation, 1969-1972,
Document 348.
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Mr. DePalma: And the Chinese made this point right away.

Mr. Kissinger: Will the resolution pass?

Mr. DePalma: The General Assembly has a long record of passing
resolutions on the non-use of nuclear weapons. This is, in fact, a cut-
back of the position they have taken in the past. I can’t believe the As-
sembly won’t pass it.

Mr. Kissinger: Can we separate the prohibition on the recourse to
force from the use of nuclear weapons?

Mr. DePalma: We have always taken that position. The Soviets
specifically want the reference to nuclear weapons.

Mr. Kissinger: I'm concerned with saying something that leans a
little their way but, in fact, stops any operational procedures. The Chi-
nese wouldn’t be bothered by a resolution against the use of force.

Mr. Johnson: But if it’s only that, how is it different from the
Charter? And if it is different, how is it different?

Mr. Kissinger: What would we say in the debate? Would we have
to speak at all?

Mr. DePalma: It depends on how the debate goes. It’s hard to be-
lieve that we wouldn’t have to speak. We could make our traditional
speech on the non-use of force—we could refer to the 1970 Declaration
on Friendly Relations® which was one of the best of these statements.

Mr. Kissinger: Can we postpone the debate next week? Next week
is a bad time—we don’t want either of these countries mad at us.

Mr. Johnson: The Russians have made this a priority item.

Mr. Selden: Can we get someone else to amend it?

Mr. Johnson: What attitude would the Chinese take to that?

Mr. Kissinger: The Chinese won't object to reaffirming the objec-
tion to the use of force. They will object to linking this with the use of
nuclear weapons since this, in effect, legitimizes the use of nuclear
weapons.

Mr. Johnson: If someone else wants to try to amend it, we could
take a look at the amendment.

Mr. Kissinger: So we can take the position that we favor the reaffir-
mation of the objection to the recourse to force, but consider it unneces-
sary, and that we oppose any distinction between categories of
weapons.

Mr. Leonard: We may end up in a very small group. The French
have told the Russians they will go along.

® General Assembly Resolution 2625 (XXV), adopted October 24, 1970. For informa-
tion on the declaration, see Yearbook of the United Nations, 1970, pp. 784-792.
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Mr. Johnson: I agree, we may end in a small group, but we always
have been on this issue.

Mr. Kissinger: How about the British?

Mr. DePalma: They're okay as of now. But the French have said
they would agree if the resolution contained a reference to Article 51.

Mr. Johnson: What about an amendment to the referral to the Secu-
rity Council in the second paragraph?

Mr. DePalma: This is very troublesome. We can’t accept the idea of
the Security Council adopting this as a binding declaration.

Mr. Kissinger: The Chinese would veto it.

Mr. DePalma: The Soviets have indicated they would drop this if
necessary.

Mr. Kissinger: (to Helms) How do you feel about it?

Mr. Helms: I agree that we should stay as far away from it as pos-
sible and then make a statement against sin and reaffirming the Charter
objection to the use of force.

Mr. Kissinger: Okay, but can we make sure we won't infuriate the
Chinese. I'd rather pay a little price with the Russians if we absolutely
have to, but we shouldn’t get in the middle of their fight.

67. Transcript of Telephone Conversation Between the
President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger) and Soviet Ambassador Dobrynin'

Washington, November 8, 1972, 9:55 a.m.

D: Good morning, Henry.
K: We didn’t carry Siberia.?

D: Oh. My impression on the contrary, it carried all my country be-
cause even now in my Embassy I am listening “Four more years, four
more years.”

K: Is that what you're saying?

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger
Telephone Conversations (Telcons), Box 27, Chronological File. No classification mark-
ing. Blank underscores are omissions in the original.

2 A reference to Nixon’s November 7 re-election victory.
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D: Exactly. In my Embassy everybody is shouting with beginning
four years this 12 o’clock at night. So I hear even from Moscow the
same—I mean, the same sounds. Did you receive—there was a mes-
sage from Mr. Podgorny to President.

K: I haven't received it yet, no.

D: No. There is a message. It's—I could give you but it’s technical
information but they send it through telegraph in this case.

K: Right.

D: It get to me. It goes like this one. “Mr. President: Please accept
our congratulations on the occasion of re-electing you on the post of the
President of the United States of America. I note it with the greatest re-
spect of the process of a building relations between our two countries.
A firm foundation for each was laid down by the summit meeting in
Moscow in May. We would like to express the conviction that in the
coming period the third American relation will receive further favor-
able development in the interest of the Soviet and American peoples, in
the interest of the international security and the peace
throughout the world. And it’s signed Podgorny.”

K: Well, that’s a very warm note and it exactly reflects our own
attitude.

D: Yes, it—

K: And you can tell your leaders that accelerating even further the
improvement of relations will be one of our principal objectives.

D: I definitely will.

K: And this you know to be the case.

D: Yes.

K: And it will be one of our principal goals.

D: And my best regards to you personally, Henry.

K: Thank you.

D: And to President. And I am looking for 4 more years to work
with you together.

K:Tlook forward to working with you as we have in the last years.

D: Definitely.

K: ... one of our most satisfactory relationships here.

D: Thank you very much. I will convey them to Moscow to
Brezhnev and to Podgorny. What your plans, Henry? Now you are
going—

K: I am going to Miami with the President today.

D: Oh, today, yeah. You really think you want in this—I didn’t re-
ceive really any—

K: Oh, from Vietnam?



September-December 1972 235

D: Yeah.
K: Oh, yes. They have now proposed November 14th.?
D: November 14th.

K: Yes. And we will accept for the 15th because I'm sending Haig
to Vietnam to Saigon.

D: Oh, uh-huh, before.

K: Before because I don’t want again to meet with either Vietnam-
ese party without having the other one under control.

D: Oh, I think this is wise course really. Not to have a second
[sense].*

K: So I think this time—

D: It will be in Paris?

K: It will be in Paris. And I think if they come there with a—you
know, with a spirit of making some changes but keeping the essence of
the agreement, we’ll settle it next time.

D: Yeah, I think. Henry, by any chance to give them preliminary
summary of what you are going to do or not yet, you didn’t decide it?

K: We haven’t decided yet whether to do it. Do you think it would
be a good idea?

D: Well, I am—This is my personal feeling as I mentioned but
maybe now it isn’t when they already give okay maybe it’s not a matter
of importance because I really have felt that maybe it was a good idea
to show them—

K: Well, between you and me, if they hadn’t accepted it, I might
have done that eventually.

D: Yeah, but if they accept, maybe there is no specific need really.

K: Yeah.

D: Because of the different atmosphere.

K: Yeah.

D: When will you be back from Florida?

K: I'll be back on Monday, I'm sure.”

D: On Monday.

K: Yes.

D: Well, I hope that we will have a chance to meet together to make
a look through . .. because by the end of the month I would like to go
home for vacation.

3 A reference to the reconvening of the Paris peace negotiations with Le Duc Tho.
% Brackets in the original.
° November 13.
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K: Definitely. No, we must get together before I go to Paris.

D: Yes. So we could arrange something. But you will be here on
Monday. I will give you a call and we’ll arrange it—

K: It probably will have to be Monday because I am leaving
Tuesday.

D: Oh, you are leaving. Maybe we can arrange a lunch?
K: I think I have a lunch but let’s definitely get together Monday.

D: On Monday. Okay, so I will give you a call in the morning and
then you will—

K: We'll get together Monday afternoon, later afternoon.
D: Okay.
K: Good.

D: Well, once again, Henry, from deep in my heart I really like this
development because I really have a very nice relationship—

K:Idon’t know whether one can have a feeling of personal friend-
ship with a Communist diplomat but I have it.

D: (laughter) So my best personal regards towards you and to the
President. Please regard my personal regards too.

K: Thank you.

D: And thank you very much, Henry.
K: Bye.

D: Bye, bye.

68. Transcript of Telephone Conversation Between the
President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger) and Soviet Ambassador Dobrynin'

November 9, 1972, 3:05 p.m.

D: Hello, Henry.
K: Anatol!

D: How are you?
K: Okay.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger
Telephone Conversations (Telcons), Box 27, Chronological File. No classification mark-
ing. Kissinger was in Key Biscayne and Dobrynin was in Washington.
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D: What the weather there is?

K: The weather is perfect.

D: You have already swimmed a little bit?

K: I what?

D: Did you swim a little bit?

K: Yes, and I took a long walk. I may even take off a half a pound.
D: I know it is a difficult struggle.

K: It is a hopeless struggle. (Laughter)

D: (Laughter) And it is difficult for me too. Henry, I just received
from Mr. Brezhnev a telegram addressed to the President.” I would like
to read it to you.

K: All right.

D: “I and my colleagues have learned with deep satisfaction that
the course you have taken towards lessening of international tension
and towards improvement of relations between our countries received
now such a convincing support by the American voters. We believe
that this factor played a significant role in the decision of the popula-
tion of your country which was passed on the election day.

“That is why Nikolai V. Podgorny, Alexey N. Kosygin, my other
colleagues in the leadership and I personally express satisfaction on
your reelection as President.

“I wish to express the conviction that the relationship and mutual
understanding, already built between us as a result of the Moscow
meeting, will not only continue but will also be deepened. We hope
that in not distant future the deeds that have been started will come to
successful completion and that a next important step will be made in
the development of the Soviet-American relations. That would corre-
spond both to the interests of our two countries and to the interests of
world peace.

Sincerely, L. Brezhnev”
(November 9, 1972)

K: This is a very, very nice telegram. As it happened, [ was going to
call you and then Col. Kennedy said you were coming in anyway. Be-
cause the President asked me to acknowledge the telegram from Pod-
gorny® and to tell you first, of course, that he will write a personal reply
to Brezhnev,* but to tell you that the peace started in the first, and will

2The letter is NSC Files, Box 495, President’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger,
Vol. 14.

3 See Document 67.
4 The letter has not been found.
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be accelerated in the second; that this improvement in our relations is
one of the cardinal principles of his policy.

D: I understand.

K: And we really look forward to working even more closely with
you in the second term.

D: I understand. You say he will write Mr. Brezhnev and—

K: And you can tell that already to Mr. Brezhnev. I will bring a
reply with me on Monday.

D: On Monday?
K: How about you and I having lunch on Tuesday.
D: On Tuesday, fine.

K: I'll be back Monday but I'm busy. The meeting has been put off
four days.®

D: Oh, I see! When it will be now?
K: On the 20th.
D: On the 20th. Okay, what time?
K: When we have time.
D: Yes, on the 20th. Okay, so this will—
K: Definitely fixed for this Sunday.
D: Okay, you look to me or I will come to you?

K: Why don’t you come to me.

D: Okay, at one o’clock. I leave this with Col. Kennedy, but you can
relate it to the President.

K: We will relay it to the President today.

D: Yes.

K: Are you going to release it to the press?

D: I don’t know about this one—this is what sent to the President.
He asked to do this way, Mr. Brezhnev. He said if possible to forward
to you and the President in Florida. Because he said be in touch with
Mr. Kissinger but this you should stress more briefly by telephone di-
rectly to the President, but I don’t know whether I could do it or not.

K: Right. I will transmit it to the President within the next half
hour.

D: Yes, okay. But if you think it best for me I could do it with pleas-
ure, or is it more difficult?

K: Why don’t I ask him?

D: Okay, I will leave it here, okay?

° November 13.
® A reference to the Paris peace negotiations with Le Duc Tho.
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K: Well, I think he’s out on a boat.
D: Oh, I see.
K: But he can call you at the Embassy.

D: That is no problem, and I will receive it with pleasure. I have
now read it to you but if possible I would like—MTr. Brezhnev asked me
if possible to reach him by telephone.

K: Well, let me see whether I can get the President.

D: If it possible you would do, I would like to read it to him myself.
K: Right. Well—

D: You understand why?

K: 1, of course, understand why. The only thing is, of course, if this
becomes public your Chinese allies will declare war on us.

(Laughter)

D: I don’t know. It would be my guess you don't relay it to the
public—this one—Podgorny’s is already published.

K: I'm joking, we are proud of it.
D: Podgorny’s has already been published I know, but—

K: There’s nothing to hide in our relationship with you, it’s one of
the best things we’ve done.

D: I understand, but this here—if he personally wrote it and he
usually on very rare occasions he wrote to me a telegram. He wrote this
time and said please do it first if possible. Well of course you know I'm
going through you, but at the same time—

K: Why don’t you stay there for five minutes and I'll see if I can
reach the President.

D: Okay, I will remain here, okay.
K: And I'll call you back.

D: Okay, thank you very much.
K: Right.

D: Right.

69. Editorial Note

On December 12, 1972, Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National Secu-
rity Council Staff wrote a memorandum to President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs Kissinger regarding Project North Star, a pro-
posal to import liquefied natural gas from the Soviet Union to the
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United States. Sonnenfeldt wrote: “The U.S. consortium of Texas
Eastern, Tenneco, and Brown & Root is continuing discussions with the
USSR on the proposed $5-6 billion deal that would have gas piped
from the Urengoy fields in North Central Siberia to Murmansk, thence
by tanker in liquefied form to the Eastern Seaboard of the United States.
The Soviets attach very high priority to this proposal—both Brezhnev
and Kosygin push it whenever they can—however, several obstacles
are blocking progress. As you know, the Soviets would have the project
financed by the United States; the consortium is looking to some
agency of the U.S. Government for the money, and at present, existing
U.S. monetary institutions such as EXIM are not able to handle a project
of this magnitude. Added to the financial problem, several agencies, in-
cluding Defense, Interior, OEP and Peter Flanigan’s CIEP are opposed
to the Soviet gas proposal—as is Senator Jackson—arguing 1) it is a se-
curity risk to make the Eastern Seaboard dependent on USSR LNG, and
2) rather than laying out billions to buy very expensive USSR gas, it
would make more sense to provide the price incentives necessary to en-
courage further gas exploration within the United States.” Sonnenfeldt
continued: “Thus, there is little progress in the consortium’s negotia-
tions with the USSR at present. At the same time, the gas task force has little
more than scratched the surface of its work—one meeting and a few largely
negative working papers from the agencies. With Peterson about to leave office,
the work of the task force is languishing. And, as Flanigan is opposed to the
USSR gas projects, it would appear that CIEP has little interest in spurring
the work on to conclusion.” Sonnenfeldt also summarized developments
with regard to proposed U.S.-USSR-Japanese projects regarding natu-
ral gas in Yakutsk, Tyumen, and Sakhalin. He noted, “While the Ya-
kutsk, Tyumen, and Sakhalin proposals are all important, and will re-
quire the attention of Secretary Shultz or whoever else is given Pete
Peterson’s responsibilities in this field, they do not have the same polit-
ical urgency in terms of U.S.-Soviet relations as does the North Star
project.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files,
Box 721, Country Files—Europe—USSR, Vol. XXVII)

On December 15, Sonnenfeldt sent Kissinger a follow-up memo-
randum on the “impact of new U.S. energy policy on possible
U.S—USSR gas deals.” He wrote: “On December 13, Peter Flanigan
chaired a Cabinet-level meeting to review preparations for the Presi-
dent’s energy policy message, now scheduled to go to the Hill some-
time in February.” Sonnenfeldt continued: “Natural gas was among the
subjects discussed, and it is becoming increasingly clear that, based on
present thinking, the energy policy message will give strong Adminis-
tration support to providing incentives to industry—by deregulating
prices for new gas—to increase development of untapped U.S. gas re-
serves. Not once during the two-hour meeting was the subject of USSR
LNG raised—which is not surprising, considering the widespread dis-
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enchantment with the USSR proposals among the agencies, OEP and
CIEP. It would seem quite possible that the energy message may be drafted in
language which while perhaps not precluding Soviet gas deals will make them
even more difficult to realize—should the President wish to have such deals
considered sympathetically for reasons broader than U.S. energy consider-
ations alone. 1 recommend that you advise Peter Flanigan that you
would like to review the energy policy message as soon as it is in draft
form.” (Ibid.) Kissinger signed an attached memorandum to Flanigan,
dated December 23, asking “to review a draft of the proposed Presiden-
tial message on energy policy, as well as any other related draft docu-
ments planned for release with the message.”

Additional documentation on U.S. involvement in the Yakutsk
and North Star Projects is in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume
XXXVI, Energy Crisis, 1969-1974.



Summit Preparations; Jackson—Vanik
Amendment; Non-Use of Nuclear Weapons,
December 1972-April 1973

70. Memorandum From Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, December 15, 1972.

SUBJECT
Your Next Meeting with Dobrynin

SALT

The talks are to recess next week. There is an ad referendum agree-
ment to resume February 27 but this awaits your approval.

The only concrete result will be a memorandum on the Standing
Consultative Committee (SCC). This also awaits your approval. (Smith
has wired you separately on it.)*> Guidelines for regulations governing
the operations of the SCC are hung up with the agencies here but we
hope to get this straightened out before the recess. If not, the memoran-
dum alone could be signed. There also will be a broadly-phrased work
program.

Substantively, the talks are really deadlocked over our insistence
that we concentrate on equal aggregates in central systems (including
throw weight) and Soviet insistence that we in effect not tamper with
the interim agreement but add on to it a series of measures affecting
FBS, submarine operations and aircraft armaments.

The Soviets have talked to Smith about the possibility of some ad-
ditional interim agreement(s) for the next summit but it is not clear

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 67, Country Files—Europe—USSR, Map Room, Aug. 1972-May 1973 [1 of
3]. Confidential; Sensitive; Eyes Only. A handwritten note at the top of the memorandum
reads: “Map Room, Breakfast, Dec. 16, 1972, 8:30 a.m.” According to Kissinger’s Record
of Schedule, he met with Dobrynin in the Map Room from 8:42 to 9:50 a.m. on December
16. (Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box 438, Miscellany,
1967-76) No other record of Kissinger’s conversation with Dobrynin has been found.

2 Smith’s backchannel messages to Kissinger regarding the SCC, SALT 56 and 58,
December 14 and 15, are in the National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC
Files, Box 427, Backchannel, SALT, 1972. The draft memorandum of understanding es-
tablishing the SCC, transmitted in telegram 65 from the SALT II delegation, is ibid., Box
888, SALT TWO I—(Geneva), November 21, 1972-March 1973.

242
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what measures they have in mind other than those with clearly detri-
mental effects for us.

The Soviets, I believe, owe you a reaction to your written response
to the paper Dobrynin gave you some weeks ago,’ and the contents of
which they have since put on the table in Geneva.

There has been some probing by Soviet delegates on qualitative re-
straints (MIRVs) but no initiative—indeed, the inference has been left
that we should make the proposals.

It seems to me that since you have already left the message that
there may be some bargaining room on matters of Soviet concern if
they show flexibility on what bothers us, you should stand pat for now.
I would judge that the Soviets feel some pressure to come up with po-
tential deals for the Brezhnev visit (whenever that may in fact occur)
and that we should be relaxed in this regard for now. Our message on
central systems should stand undiluted as the Soviet leaders gather for
their anniversary celebration.

Other Arms Control

You should have a separate memo’ on the list of possible agree-
ments that you have previously discussed. None look immediately
promising to me except something on chemical weapons. But we have
put on a work program to reexamine all the items. If Dobrynin refers to
these matters, you may want to tell him that we are looking at them
very carefully and hope they are doing so also and that the area of
chemical weapons may be more promising than the others.

CSCE

The preparatory meeting in Helsinki recessed today for a month.
There has been much fencing about whether discussion of an agenda
for the conference should come before settling the date, place and mo-

3 The Soviet note on SALT, handed to Kissinger by Dobrynin on October 24, out-
lined the Soviets’ understanding of the goals that the Americans and Soviets hoped to
achieve through SALT. Kissinger’s response, handed to Dobrynin on November 14,
provided an overview of Soviet and American goals to be discussed in the forth-
coming SALT negotiations. Both notes are ibid.,, Box 495, President’s Trip Files,
Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 14.

* On December 21, the leaders of the Warsaw Pact gathered in Moscow to celebrate
the 50th anniversary of the USSR.

5 0On December 15, Philip Odeen of the NSC Staff forwarded Kissinger a memoran-
dum on “arms control and the summit.” It addressed SALT issues, specifically ABM de-
ferral and offensive restraints, additional bilateral issues, and multilateral issues, includ-
ing nuclear test bans and limits on chemical weapons. (National Archives, Nixon
Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Office Files, Box 67, Country Files—Eu-
rope—USSR, Map Room, Aug. 1972-May 1973 [2 of 3])
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dalities of a conference. The Soviets want the latter done first; NATO
the former. The Soviets have played up to our delegation to some ex-
tent but right now there is no special US-Soviet problem. A progress re-
port is at Tab A.°

MBFR

The Soviets owe the Western countries a reply to their invitations
for the January preliminary talks’” and it is assumed that this will be
forthcoming after the Communist summit in Moscow next week. There
may be some haggling over participants (we have the formula con-
cerning rotating flank participation) but otherwise the January talks
seem to be on the rails. The Soviets did recently approach the State De-
partment with a request for some of our MBEFR studies to help them in
theirs.® State will reject this. It is of course tricky because of the enor-
mous Allied sensitivities about US-Soviet deals. It will be interesting to
see if you get an echo from Dobrynin on this point. If you do, we might
actually consider giving Vorontsov a general feel for some of our work,
perhaps after the January talks.

Bilateral Issues

(Note: If you have not been in touch with Peterson today, you may
want to get a fill-in on his meeting with Dobrynin on Dec. 14.)°

1) US-USSR Trade Policy. With the President’s replacement of
Peter Peterson and promotion of Jim Lynn, the Soviets are watching
closely for any changes in US trade policy toward the USSR. We have
told State to advise Embassy Moscow that should Patolichev or any
other member of the Soviet hierarchy raise the subject they should be
told that no change in US policy is anticipated and that US Chairman-
ship of the Joint Trade Commission after Secretary Peterson leaves will
be subject to Presidential determination.

Dobrynin may want your views on the mood of the Congress and the
President’s plans with regard to MFN for the USSR. (Kosygin, as you
know, raised this with Senator Humphrey, and in discussing MFN
with Patolichev and Arbatov, Humphrey said that the Jackson Amend-

¢ Attached but not printed is a December 14 memorandum from Eliot to Kissinger.

70On November 15, Beam presented the U.S. invitation to the Soviet Union for
MBER talks, based on a common text approved by the North Atlantic Council, to begin
on January 31, 1973. (Telegram 4701 from the USNATO, November 10; National Ar-
chives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, DEF 6 EUR) For more on the invitation, see Foreign
Relations, 1969-1976, volume XXXIX, European Security, Document 119.

8 The request was not found.

% No record of the meeting was found.
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ment reflecting concern over the issue of Jewish Exit Fees was not an
electoral issue that would go away.)"

—You should say that the President still plans to submit MEN leg-
islation early in the new session of the Congress.

—Add that the Exit Fee issue is taken very seriously on the Hill,
that anything the Soviets can do to ease the concerns of the Congress in
this regard can only be expected to help the prospects for MFN
passage.

2) Natural Gas. You have my memoranda of December 12 & 14 on
the status of the US-USSR natural gas proposals and the problems
being encountered.!! We have told the USSR that we hope to complete
the deliberations of our interagency task force on Soviet gas projects by
the end of January 1973. Accordingly, Dobrynin may inquire as to the
current US position. (Again, this is an issue which Kosygin raised with
Humphrey.)

—Tell Dobrynin that the issue is still under consideration; because
of the complexities involved you would not want to commit yourself to
a specific deadline.

—Say that the Administration is currently reviewing the overall
energy policy of the United States and that this involves many consid-
erations in addition to those directly related to the US-USSR gas pro-
posals, further complicating the picture.

—(Note: I do not think you should be overly optimistic at this
point about an early, favorable governmental decision with regard to
billions of dollars of monetary backing for the US companies interested
in developing Soviet gas resources.)

3) Grain Deal. Four US ships loaded with wheat are currently en-
route to Odessa. Dobrynin may remind you of the private under-
standing with regard to the Maritime Agreement'>—i.e., that we would
be ready to reconsider the question of Soviet ships being permitted to
call at Cuba before coming to the United States to pick up wheat."
Should he do so, attempt to discourage early action on this.

—Say that the maritime agreement is just in the process of being
implemented, that it might be a mistake to consider the possibilities of

10 0On October 4, Senator Jackson introduced an amendment that would block im-
plementation of key portions of the U.S. Soviet trade agreement unless the Soviet Union
rescinded the high exit fees imposed on Jewish emigrants. See “Senate Plan Bars Credits
if Soviet Retains Exit Fees,” The New York Times, October 5, 1972, p. 97. Senator Humphrey
and a Congressional delegation visited Moscow at the end of November to explore
Soviet-American trade. See “Kosygin Turns Down Appeal on Emigration Tax by Hum-
phrey Group in Moscow,” ibid., December 2, 1972, p. 14.

11 See Document 69.

12 See Document 61.

13 See Document 18.
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any changes before Americans become better adjusted to this new facet
of US-USSR relations.

—Note that Union leader Curran' has already expressed mis-
givings that the United States may at some point back away from its in-
sistence on such points as carriage of one-third of the cargoes in US
ships—that the grain deal is being watched closely by suspicious
people.

4) Science and Technology Summit Agreement. Deputy Chairman Ki-
rillin was forced to request a second postponement of the first meeting
of the US-USSR Joint Commission on Science and Technology—this
time because of ill health. Dobrynin is currently expecting Ed David to
propose a new date for the meeting, the Soviets having asked if it might
be possible to hold it in early to mid-January. I see no need for you to
raise the subject, but should Dobrynin do so:

—Say that you haven’t had a chance to discuss this with David, but
that you see no reason not to schedule the meeting as soon as it is mutu-
ally convenient to do so.

—Add that it would be a mistake to let this initial implementing
step drag on too long, bearing in mind the President’s desire to have all
Summit Agreements moving ahead smoothly and productively.

—Further, you may wish to ask for Dobrynin’s views on the desir-
ability of earmarking the proposed US-USSR Agriculture Research
Agreement for the Brezhnev visit, as discussed below.

5) Brezhnev Visit. A recent article in the Washington Post'® reported
Dobrynin at a Yugoslav Embassy function in late November as saying
that the Brezhnev visit would not take place in the spring of 1973 but
would be put off until later in the year to permit the Soviets to take a
better look at the current status of US-USSR relations. Should you wish
to raise the Summit with Dobrynin, including possible agenda items,
you have my memorandum of November 29 and one of December 6'°
which suggest several possibilities (in addition to arms control agenda
items). These can be summarized briefly as follows:

a) Agricultural Research. It is now planned that the first meeting of
the Science and Technology Commission will approve an Agricultural
research agreement between the US and Soviet Agriculture depart-
ments—an agreement dealing with research in the fields of farm crops

14 A reference to Joseph Curran, President of the National Maritime Union.

15 Dusko Doder, “Delay Seen in Brezhnev Visit Here,” Washington Post, December
9, p.- Al.

16 Sonnenfeldt’s memorandum of November 29 on possible agenda items on space
cooperation for Brezhnev’s visit is in the National Archives, Nixon Presidential Mate-
rials, NSC Files, Kissinger Office Files, Box 67, Country Files—Europe—USSR, Map
Room, Aug. 1972-May 1973 [3 of 3]. The December 6 memorandum was not found.
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and farm animals and the mechanization of agricultural production.
There have been indications that the Soviets would rather have this as a
separate agreement not linked to the overall science and technology
agreement.

—You may wish to ask Dobrynin if the Soviet Government would
prefer to upgrade this agreement and retain it for formal signing
during the Brezhnev visit.

b) Space Cooperation.’” NASA Administrator Fletcher recently sug-
gested three new cooperative projects to Keldysh—Keldysh said he
would study them.'® These involve: 1) a joint unmanned Mars mission;
2) cooperative arrangements whereby the US would process real-time
data from the USSR’s next Mars lander; and 3) a joint project involving
the orbiting of a satellite around Venus to collect scientific data via
ejected-balloon-borne equipment.

—You may wish to note that NASA has raised these possibilities
with the Soviet Academy and ask Dobrynin if there has been any reac-
tion thus far, and more generally, what the Soviet reaction would be to
marking an additional step in US-USSR space cooperation during the
Brezhnev visit.

¢) Moon Treaty. The Soviets have been pressing for UN acceptance
of their proposed Moon Treaty.'® There has been considerable give and
take on the draft treaty provisions and it is now possible that the UN
Outer Space Legal Subcommittee will resolve the outstanding issues at
its meeting next spring and that a treaty will be ready for approval by
the UNGA next fall.

Should the President and Brezhnev decide that it would be desir-
able to sign a bilateral agreement on use of the moon and other celestial
bodies—an agreement that takes into account the UN’s efforts—this
option would appear to be available for the Brezhnev visit.

—You may wish to ask Dobrynin for his reaction to arranging for a
bilateral moon-and-other-celestial-bodies treaty signing during the
Brezhnev visit.

17 President Nixon and General Secretary Brezhnev signed an agreement on space
cooperation on May 24, during the Moscow Summit. A draft text of the agreement was
transmitted in telegram 4915 from Moscow, May 24; see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976,
volume E-1, Documents on Global Issues, 1969-1972, Document 281. The final agreement
is printed in the Department of State Bulletin, June 26, 1972, pp. 924-925.

18 Sonnenfeldt’s memorandum, November 29, summarizing Keldysh'’s talks with
Fletcher during the former’s visit to the Houston Space Center, is in the National Ar-
chives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Office Files, Box 67, Country
Files—Europe—USSR, Map Room, Aug. 1972-May 1973 [3 of 3]. James Fletcher was the
NASA Administrator; Mstislav Keldysh served as President of the Soviet Academy of
Sciences.

% The Moon Treaty was submitted to the UN General Assembly by the USSR in
1971. See Yearbook of the United Nations, 1972, pp. 40-42.
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Soviets Very Itchy About the Future. Judging from Zhukov’s recent
comments® and other indications, the Soviets are quite uncertain about
what is going on here. They are trying to figure out who is up and who
is down and they are uncomfortable about getting used to new faces.
The changes at Commerce and concurrent reports about John Con-
nally’s influence seem to worry them particularly. Dobrynin may be
asked to report his impressions and give an assessment when he sees
Brezhnev not only of personnel changes per se but of policy implica-
tions, especially in light of the Vietnam situation.

You are presumably up to date on the Cox visit to Moscow?' which
Jeanne Davis has been handling. The Soviets have been cooperative.

2 Presumably a reference to the comments made by Yuri Zhukov, editor of Pravda,
reported in the Los Angeles Times: “An authoritative spokesman for the Soviet point of
view, Yuri Zhukov, wrote in Pravda, the official Communist Party newspaper last week,
that participants in the security conference should ‘confirm the inviolability of European
borders” and commit themselves to develop their mutual relations on the principles of
good-neighborliness and cooperation and renunciation of the use of force in settling out-
standing issues.”” (“Proposed Europe Talks Facing 1st Serious Test,” Los Angeles Times,
November 19, 1972, p. 2)

2 Tricia Nixon Cox, the President’s daughter, visited the Soviet Union in early Jan-
uary 1973.

71.  Letter From President Nixon to Soviet General Secretary
Brezhnev'

Washington, December 18, 1972.

Dear Mr. General Secretary:

I should like to avail myself of Ambassador Dobrynin’s return to
Moscow to continue our full and frank exchange of views in the private
channel. May I use this opportunity to extend to you, your colleagues
and your people best wishes on the occasion of the anniversary which
you will shortly be celebrating.” Since we are approaching the end of

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 495, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 14. Top Secret. A handwritten notation at the
top of an attached note from Kissinger to Dobrynin reads: “Hand-delivered to the Embas-
sy at 5:40 p.m., 12/18/72.” Kissinger also attached to the letter a copy of a message deliv-
ered to the North Vietnamese in Paris the same morning. The message reiterated the im-
portance of a speedy peace agreement.

2 See footnote 4, Document 70.
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1972, may I likewise extend my personal good wishes for the coming
year and express the hope that the positive and constructive relation-
ship that has developed between our two countries will be further
broadened and deepened in the period ahead. A high point next year
will be your visit to this country to which we look forward with keen
expectations as another milestone in our common effort to cooperate in
the cause of peace and progress for all nations.

Looking back over the past year, our two countries have reasons to
view what has been accomplished with considerable satisfaction. The
agreements concluded at the meetings in Moscow and since then repre-
sent a solid beginning of a new and more fruitful era in cooperation. In
Moscow, I recall, we both agreed that our people would evaluate our
work on the basis of whether we could put into practice the documents
and principles we had signed. In our bilateral relations and in various
aspects of international relations, we have continued to make steady
progress since the summit. The momentum has been reinforced and
should now be accelerated.

The success we have enjoyed in this past year presents us with a
challenging agenda for the coming year. The high hopes in both coun-
tries for further agreements in limiting strategic arms compel us to a
more intense effort when the negotiations resume in February. Evi-
dently, our task will be more difficult, and this is understandable be-
cause we will be considering both a new range of measures as well as
long-term commitments suitable to a permanent agreement. As you
know from our exchanges in this channel, our concerns are with the
central weapons systems that can threaten the stability of strategic rela-
tions between the United States and the Soviet Union. You have ex-
pressed parallel concerns with various other weapons systems and
other issues. We will need to consider most carefully in this channel
how we can devise a framework for balancing the concerns of each
side. During the period when the formal talks are in recess, I hope we
can pursue these issues in the private channel in order to give impetus
to the negotiations when they resume. We should use the private
channel to seek to crystallize a significant agreement that could be
signed at the summit.

There are other areas of arms control—for example, chemical
weapons—where I believe progress is possible.

In addition I am prepared to continue the discussions on working
out a mutually acceptable agreement relating to the non-use of nuclear
weapons. I have kept in close touch with the exchanges on this subject
that have taken place between Foreign Minister Gromyko, Ambassador
Dobrynin and Dr. Kissinger and will continue to do so as these ex-
changes continue.
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In European affairs, as you have pointed out, there are now new
prospects for dealing with matters of security and cooperation and the
reduction of armed forces. The initial contacts in Helsinki suggest that
we can accelerate the preparations and define an agenda that will allow
a full conference to be convened in June. We are also preparing for the
initial talks on mutual reductions of armed forces. While the talks in
January, as we have agreed, will be preliminary,’ we hope that some
discussions can take place that will point up the issues that will be ne-
gotiated beginning next autumn.

Our Allies, as well as countries allied to the Soviet Union are
deeply involved in both of these negotiations, and I am not suggesting
that the United States and the Soviet Union can or should arrange the
outcome without their participation or against their interests. Never-
theless, our two countries can facilitate the course of these talks and
help ensure their success, and to this end we are prepared to remain in
contact through this channel.

There are two areas where, quite frankly, we have met disappoint-
ment—in arranging peace in Vietnam and in moving toward a settle-
ment in the Middle East.

Our views on the Vietnam negotiations have been conveyed to
you,4 and there is little to add at this time. The Soviet Union has played
a constructive role in these past months, and any further efforts would
be greatly appreciated. I assure you that such a peace remains my para-
mount goal, as I know it also remains your goal.

In the Middle East, we are both limited in our roles, but within
those limits we are prepared to pursue discussions in the interest of
finding a means to revive the negotiations on either an interim agree-
ment, or, if you think it more feasible, on a lasting settlement. In any
case, this is a topic we should consider high on the agenda for the
coming year.

In the present phase of our relationship, it appears that we will be
more involved in negotiations that concern other countries—such as
discussions about European security and cooperation, the Middle East,
and even those aspects of the strategic arms limitation talks that touch

3 On November 6, Sonnenfeldt forwarded to Kissinger a note Dobrynin had pre-
sented to Rogers that morning. In his covering memorandum, Sonnenfeldt wrote: “The
substance of the Soviet communication is that the sequence of the initial CSCE and MBFR
talks is accepted for November 22 and January respectively, and a tentative timetable for
actual negotiations in June and September—October, respectively. The Soviets also accept
that initial MBFR talks will develop an agenda and take place in a city other than Hel-
sinki.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Office
Files, Box 25, HAK Paris/Saigon Trip, TOHAK HAKTO 11/4/72-1/7/72 California Be-
fore Elections)

4See Document 62.
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the interests of others. At the same time, we still have room for consid-
erable expansion of our bilateral relations. As is customary in our gov-
ernment, we have been making some changes of personnel for the
second term, and when this is completed we will be making appro-
priate adjustments in our representation in the bilateral commissions
we have established. I want to assure you, Mr. General Secretary, that
questions of Soviet-American relations are not involved in our per-
sonnel changes. We fully intend to continue with an active program in
each of the major areas of cooperation. It is particularly gratifying to
note, for example, that in cooperation in outer space the technical ex-
perts seem to be making important progress.” Progress has also been
notable with regard to cooperation on environmental problems and on
health matters.® We look forward to further advances in the important
area of science and technology.’

Next year, early in the Congressional term, we will submit legisla-
tion to facilitate Soviet-American trade. There will be difficulties in this
area, but I will stand fully behind this legislation.

Meanwhile, we should continue our discussions on the question of
long-term ventures for the supply of various kinds of natural resources,
in particular natural gas.® I hope we can make early progress in
reaching understandings between our governments that take account
of the very long-term character of the relationships involved and of the
unprecedented magnitude of the investments required. I would hope,
therefore, that contacts between responsible officials on both sides as
well as between experts will be pursued in this spirit.

5 See Document 70. Kissinger wrote in a memorandum to Nixon, November 8, that
five U.S.-Soviet working groups were busy planning for a joint manned Apollo-Soyuz
test flight, scheduled for 1975. “Additional, bilateral work continues on cooperative
projects in the fields of space meteorology; study of the natural environment; exploration
of the near-earth space, the moon and planets; and space biology and medicine,” Kissin-
ger added. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 721, Coun-
try Files—Europe—USSR, Vol. XXVI)

¢ Kissinger wrote in his November 8 memorandum to Nixon: “The September
18-21 meeting of the Joint Committee on Cooperation in the Field of Environmental Pro-
tection resulted in a memorandum of implementation providing for 30 initial U.S.-Soviet
environmental projects in the 11 subject areas of the agreement.” He also outlined joint
endeavors in mental health, environmental health, and cancer research.

7 In his November 8 memorandum to Nixon, Kissinger reported that a tentative
agreement had been reached to hold the first meeting of the Joint Commission on Scien-
tific and Technical Cooperation in Washington. “The Commission is expected to approve
the reports of its working groups for cooperative programs in agricultural research,
chemical catalysis, water resources, energy, computer applications to management
and applications of microbiology. It was also expected to approve a memorandum of
cooperation in agricultural research between Agriculture and the USSR’s Ministry of
Agriculture.”

8 See Document 69.
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In sum, Mr. General Secretary, 1973 will be a year of great expecta-
tions in Soviet-American relations, highlighted by your visit to the
United States. There are a number of questions which I believe can be
brought to fruition during that visit. We want to make it comparable in
every way to the summit meeting in Moscow. To do so will require
both sides to undertake detailed preparations and agree on an agenda
of issues on which we might complete agreements here in Washington.

In certain areas, it may be wise to focus on reaching agreements in
principle which would then be refined in subsequent contacts. This
could be the case in the field of arms control and on certain of the
broader political issues that remain. In other areas, chiefly that of bilat-
eral relations, I believe it would be desirable to prepare specific and
concrete additional agreements which could be announced at the time
of the visit. If this general approach meets with your approval, the most
efficient way to proceed would be to have your Ambassador and Dr.
Kissinger identify the various subjects involved early in the New Year
so that we then have common objectives to aim for in the ensuing
months before your visit.

I'shall await your reaction to these considerations with interest and
meanwhile Mrs. Nixon joins me in wishing you and your family a
healthy and happy New Year.

Sincerely,

Richard Nixon
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72.  Memorandum From Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, January 2, 1973.

SUBJECT
Your Meeting With Dobrynin, January 3, 19732

I do not know to what extent you may have covered various bilat-
eral or international issues with Dobrynin before his departure for
Moscow. In any case, the excerpt from my memorandum for the last
meeting is still valid if you wish to use it (Tab A).? In addition, there are
some other bilateral issues which I am discussing in detail in another
memorandum being sent you separately for decision that you may also
wish to look over before the meeting (Tab B).*

Vietnam

In the past two weeks the Soviets have employed some fairly stri-
dent rhetoric in denouncing the bombing; they have also “demanded”
signing of the peace agreement (Kosygin), promised all-out aid until
the “just cause triumphs” (Suslov) and linked the future of Soviet
American relations to peace in Vietnam (Brezhnev). They have also
leaked news stories suggesting that Brezhnev’s visit is being postponed
because of Vietnam (more on this below).

In general, the Soviets have offset their rhetoric with expositions
on their foreign policy at the year’s end that suggest no important shift
in their general line. This may be the cause of certain signs of strain in
their relations with Hanoi. Most odd, was the failure of Truong Chinh®
to be received by Brezhnev, Kosygin or Podgorny, particularly since

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 67, Country Files—Europe—USSR, Map Room, Aug. 1972-May 31, 1973, [1
of 3]. Secret; Eyes Only. Sent for action. At the top of the memorandum, Kissinger wrote
and underscored: “(1) Hillenbrand—Bonn—Falin” and “(2) Helsinki—U.S. Force MBFR
relationship.” Above the first paragraph of the memorandum, he wrote, “Preliminary
substance.”

2 According to Kissinger’s Record of Schedule, he met with Dobrynin for lunch at
the Soviet Embassy from 1:20 to 3:50 p.m. on January 3. (Library of Congress, Manuscript
Division, Kissinger Papers, Box 438, Miscellany, 1967-76) No record of Kissinger’s con-
versation with Dobrynin has been found.

% Attached but not printed is an excerpt of Document 70.

* Attached but not printed is Sonnenfeldt’s January 2 memorandum regarding pos-
sible agenda items for a Brezhnev summit.

5 Truong Chinh, Politburo member and Chairman of the National Assembly of the
Democratic Republic of Vietnam.
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Brezhnev received all of the leaders of the governing communist party
delegations who visited Moscow for the 50th anniversary celebrations.

Brezhnev Visit

The Soviets were rather quick to follow Brezhnev’s speech® with
private and publicized hints that the visit was off until next fall, im-
plying that there was a connection to Vietnam. The source of these
“signals” was Victor Louis’ remarks to Ambassador Beam and then in
Louis’ article for the London Daily News. Earlier in December, the Wash-
ington press was citing Dobrynin as the source of speculation about
postponement.

While I do not know what you and Dobrynin may have discussed
on this aspect, you may want to warn him about taking this issue into the
press. If the visit is to be postponed because of the decreasing likelihood
of substantial accomplishments, there should be a coordinated line
(perhaps by setting an actual date and announcing it).

Even if there has been no parallel development in your channel,
these hints may be intended to probe our willingness to consider post-
ponement without Dobrynin having to make an overture. If this is the
case, there are sound arguments for postponing until the fall, as long as
it is clear that this represents no change in the state of relations. (What-
ever happens, postponement or not, will be read in the Vietnam
context.)

Reply to the President

The President’s letter’ ended with an invitation for Brezhnev’s
views, and Dobrynin may be bringing a reply. Judging from what
Brezhnev has said in public, the reply will probably be moderate in
tone, but without any major new ideas. Probably there will have to be
in this more formal version of the special channel something on Viet-
nam, if only for Brezhnev’s record.

SALT

While the Soviet delegation took a rather propagandistic position
in Geneva, Brezhnev’s speech on December 22 [21] seemed to offer
more on SALT than his delegation. He listed (1) turning the Interim
Agreement into a permanent one; (2) passing from limitations to grad-
ual reductions; (3) establishing some kind of limit to qualitative
development.

6 Brezhnev’s December 21 speech, which linked ending the war in Vietnam and
U.S.-Soviet relations, was summarized in “Excerpts from the Kremlin Address of Soviet
Leader,” The New York Times, December 22, 1972, p. 10.

7 Document 71.
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As you know, what the Soviets seem to have in mind is some
add-ons to the Interim Agreement, but raising at this authoritative level
both reductions and qualitative limitations may be an offer to work out
some package arrangements (as May 20).® His willingness to raise these
issues publicly after we had skirted qualitative limits in Geneva but
had proposed reductions, may foreshadow a more interesting line in
the private channel. He may respond to our suggestion that we needed
a framework for reconciling our different approaches. You have an ear-
lier memo on the Soviet MIRV approach; copy at Tab C.

If Dobrynin raises SALT, you might ask what Brezhnev had in mind in
mentioning reductions and qualitative limits. You might note that their del-
egation seemed to want to discuss MIRV’s, but we cannot be sure
whether this represents Soviet interest or the prodding of our own peo-
ple. You could urge him to spell out their ideas as soon as possible be-
fore the negotiations resume. (You may want to alert him to changes in
our delegation and in ACDA.)

CSCE

The Soviets in Helsinki seem disappointed that our delegation has
not established closer working contacts. In particular they were con-
cerned that we might retreat from the “understanding” to begin the
formal Conference in June; see earlier memo at Tab D.!° Now that the
real issues of setting an agenda will come before the Conference on Jan-
uary 15, the Soviets will be testing our repeated willingness to talk to
them bilaterally.

We cannot go very far in this direction without raising alarm
among the Allies. However, since we are tougher than our allies on
some issues, such as promoting freer movement and resisting perma-
nent machinery, in giving in to Allied consensus, we can appear to be
more cooperative with the Soviet position.

You may wish to impress on Dobrynin that we need to go into the agenda
in more detail than Moscow wants, if we are to open the Conference in June. If
the Soviets have some major problems in Helsinki, they should prob-
ably raise them with you first of all because our delegation will be in-
structed to cooperate closely with our Allies and cannot play a role as
mediator with the Soviet side.

8 The SALT negotiators reached agreement on the Interim Agreement on May 20.
9 Attached but not printed.

10 Attached but not printed is Sonnenfeldt’s December 21, 1972, memorandum. For
a summary, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XXXIX, European Security, Docu-
ment 121.
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MBFR

The Soviets have still not answered our invitation to talk in Jan-
uary in Geneva.'! Apparently, they are having major problems with the
Romanians, who object to being excluded. The Romanians, however,
do not want to invoke their Warsaw Pact membership as grounds for
participation. Therefore, the Romanians are pushing the line that CSCE
should take up military security issues (which we and the Soviets op-
pose) and that participation in MBFR should not be restrictive.

In light of all the problems we have encountered in trying to keep
our Allies from raising substantive issues in the initial talks, you may
want to warn Dobrynin that the Soviets should be prepared for more of a sub-
stantive exploration than we originally envisaged.

You might want to reassure him that we do not intend to press for
any agreements in this phase, or start a major debate, but that our Allies
will almost certainly go over what NATO has already said in public,
i.e., “balanced” reductions, undiminished security, a phased approach,
and the importance of constraint on movement. The Soviets should be
prepared to accept an agenda that includes principles and constraints
as well as verification, area, size and type of reductions, as separate is-
sues without prejudice to the order or potential substance.

Bilateral issues are in the earlier memorandum at Tab A. Of consid-
erable importance, Ed David is resigning—reported in the January 2
Star. This means a new US Chairman will be required for the US-USSR
Science and Technology Joint Commission.

Nuclear Non-Use

The President’s letter raised this and offered to continue devel-
oping an agreement. You should be aware that Brezhnev in his speech
called attention to the UN resolution on this matter,'? and offered to
conclude an agreement with any nuclear power. You might wish to
make the point that such a project is more plausible after another SALT
agreement, than now, especially if the Soviets are willing to consider a
permanent replacement for the Interim Agreement, rather than only a
series of add-ons.

11 Gee footnote 7, Document 70.

12 See Document 52. UN General Assembly 2936 (XXVII) was adopted November
29, 1972. See Yearbook of the United Nations, 1972, pp. 9-12.
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73. Memorandum From the Director of Central Intelligence
(Helms) to the President’s Assistant for National Security
Affairs (Kissinger)

Washington, January 11, 1973.

[Source: Central Intelligence Agency, Job 80-M01048A, Box 8, Ten-
sions in the USSR. Sensitive; Secret; Eyes Only. 2 pages not
declassified.]

Tab A

Washington, undated.

Ongoing Operations
[2 pages not declassified]

74.  Editorial Note

The Agreement on Ending the War and Restoring Peace in Viet-
nam, also known as the Paris Peace Accords, was signed in Paris on
January 27, 1973, by representatives of the Governments of the United
States, the Republic of Vietnam, the Democratic Republic of Vietnam,
and the Provisional Revolutionary Government of South Vietnam. It
provided for the withdrawal of U.S. troops from Vietnam and marked
an end to U.S. combat in the war in Vietnam. Documentation on the ne-
gotiations that culminated in the agreement, including Kissinger’s con-
versations with Ambassador Dobrynin, are printed in Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, volume IX, Vietnam, September 1972-January 1973.

The same day, Soviet General Secretary Brezhnev wrote a letter to
President Nixon congratulating him on the conclusion of the agree-
ment. Brezhnev wrote: “There is no doubt that consistent realization of
the achieved agreement on peaceful settlement of the Vietnam
problem, while eliminating one of the most dangerous hotbeds of inter-
national tension, will in many ways facilitate the healthening [sic] of the
entire world situation.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Mate-
rials, NSC Files, Box 495, President’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger,
Vol. 15)
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On February 2, Nixon replied to Brezhnev and thanked him for his
message. Nixon wrote with regard to the Paris Peace Accords: “We are
now in the first stages of implementing that agreement. I am certain
that if all concerned act in accordance with both the letter and the spirit
of this agreement, major benefits will be rapidly felt not only by the
people of Vietnam but by the world as a whole. You may be sure that
the United States will do its full share to assure the faithful implemen-
tation of the agreement and to heal the wounds of war. I am confident
that you agree with me that restraint by all interested countries is of
great importance.

“I agree with your statements concerning the beneficial effects of
the Vietnam settlement on our mutual relations. We have already dem-
onstrated that even while the Vietnam conflict was still going on, major
forward steps could be taken by our two countries. This process should
undoubtedly be accelerated now.” (Ibid., Kissinger Office Files, Box 70,
Country Files—Europe—USSR, Exchange of Notes Between Dobrynin
& Kissinger, Vol. 5)

75. Message From the Soviet Leadership to President Nixon'

Moscow, undated.

When we look back at the road covered in Soviet-American rela-
tions since the May meeting, we naturally feel satisfied with the posi-
tive changes in the relations between our countries. It is also quite un-
derstandable at the same time that our thoughts are more and more
returning to those matters which happen to be yet unresolved. In this
connection we would like to draw the President’s attention first of all to
the following two questions.

First. We proceed from the fact that we have an understanding of
principle with the President on the question of non-use of nuclear
weapons by the Soviet Union and the United States against each other.
The conclusion of such a treaty would be really a considerable step for-
ward, which would be of long-run positive consequences both for the
relations between our countries and for the whole world.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 495, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 15. Top Secret. A handwritten notation at the
top of the page reads: “Handed to HAK by Dobrynin 1/28/73.”
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The sides, as is known, have already exchanged several drafts of
such a document. At the time when our Minister A. A. Gromyko was in
Washington at the beginning of last October, the President said that the
work on the text of such a document might be continued in the month
of November.? But until now it did not turn out to be possible to do so,
though we, on our part, are prepared to take up that matter at any mo-
ment. We believed before and we believe now that the more definitely
the essence of the basic idea is expressed in such a treaty—rnot to allow a
nuclear confrontation between our countries—the more significant the con-
clusion of this treaty between the USSR and the US would be.

At the same time we agree that the formulation of that basic idea
could be supplemented—and it has already been taken into account in
our latest draft treaty>—with the provisions that our countries will
build their relations in such a way that those relations would not be in
contradiction with the parties” obligations not to use nuclear weapons
against each other as well as with their undertakings regarding non-use
of force in general.

We consider it also very important that in the treaty there should
be clearly expressed the determination of our countries to prevent such
situation when they would turn to be involved in the conflict with the
use of nuclear weapons as a result of actions of the third states.

In our opinion, it is quite possible to solve also the question of con-
sorting the obligations of the sides, to be taken in accordance with the
treaty, not to use nuclear weapons against each other with the allied
obligations of the sides towards the third states.

Thus we are ready and invite the President to directly engage our-
selves in the interests of the cause of peace in the business of com-
pleting the working out of a document, which would formalize the
agreement concerning non-use of nuclear weapons and would become
the major event of world politics not only for 1973 but also for a far
longer foreseable period of time.

Second. L. 1. Brezhnev paid attention to the readiness of the Presi-
dent expressed in the message of December 18, 1972* to continue the
discussion of the questions of the Middle East settlement, which the
President quite justly ranks among the foremost foreign policy tasks,
which demand the exertion of efforts on the part of our states in this
1973.

Consequently, we on our part repeatedly raised the question con-
cerning the necessity of seeking a constructive settlement of the Middle

2 See Document 56.

% Presumably the draft Dobrynin gave to Kissinger on September 21, 1972; see foot-
notes 17 and 18, Document 55.

4 Document 71.
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East conflict and suggested to resume an active discussion of this ques-
tion, particularly through the confidential channel.

However, in reply to our appeals we were told that the US were to-
tally absorbed in the Vietnamese affairs and therefore could not for a
while pay due attention to the subject of the Middle East.

Speaking about this question, it is necessary to emphasize that
time is passing while the situation in the Middle East remains compli-
cated and dangerous. If effective measures are not taken the events
there can get out of control. There is no doubt that if hostilities in the
Middle East erupt once again then—taking into account existent ties
with this area of other states including major powers—there could de-
velop quite unwelcome consequenses for the cause of international se-
curity, and it is difficult to envisage what would be the end of it and for
how long these complications would persist.

As is known, in the course of the Soviet-American exchange of
opinion, including that on the highest level, a thought has been repeat-
edly stressed that the United States and the Soviet Union should not
allow that the development of events in that area would lead to a con-
frontation between our countries; it was stressed that it is necessary
and possible to find a solution answering to the interests of all states in
the Middle East, to the interests of our states and the interests of peace
in general. This has been pointed out personally by President Nixon as
well, who not [just?] once spoke about his readiness to use his influence
for the solution of the Middle East problem in this very spirit.

We think that both the USSR and the US really can use their influ-
ence, their weight, and nature of their ties with the countries-
participants in the conflict in order to finally bring the whole matter to
the liquidation of the military hotbed in the Middle East.

In this connection a postponement of the exchange of views be-
tween us on this important problem seems to be unjustified. There can
be of course an order of priority in the solution of problems, but there
are problems which can and should be solved in parallel with other ur-
gent international issues. We believe that in the interests of big policy it
is exactly in this way that we should approach the solution of the
Middle East problem.

As for the Soviet Union, we are prepared for a confidential ex-
change of views with the American side on this problem. The President
knows well the essence of the Soviet position. We have consistently
proceeded and proceed from such provisions of principle, which are
contained in the known resolution of the Security Council.”

5 A reference to UN Security Council Resolution 242, adopted on November 22,
1967, in the aftermath of the Six-Day War.
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The key question of a settlement in the Middle East is, undoubt-
edly, the question of Israeli troops withdrawal from all the Arab terri-
tories occupied in 1967. If it is solved, then there can be no doubt that
there will be no special difficulties in solving other questions of the set-
tlement as well, such as providing for the security and independent ex-
istence of the state of Israel and of other countries of that area; estab-
lishing demilitarized zones, providing for the freedom of navigation of
Israeli ships through the Suez Canal and in the Gulf of Aqaba, respect
for the rights of the people of Palestine etc. Of course, the whole com-
plex of the Middle East settlement should cover not only Egypt, but
Syria and Jordan as well.

We have expressed those thoughts to the President more than
once. Some time ago we have already forwarded to the US Government
concrete proposals on this matter as well. We still believe that these
proposals constitute an appropriate basis for agreement.

Now as never before the time factor has become of decisive impor-
tance in the question of political settlement in the Middle East. We are
well aware of the feelings of the Arabs. Further existence of the dead-
lock in the settlement, for which Israel is to blame, cannot but force the
Arab countries to seek a way out along the lines of using military
methods to solve the lingering crisis no matter what would be the atti-
tude of others to it.

Only substantial progress in the settlement through political
means can prevent such a dangerous turn of affairs. We hope that in ac-
cordance with the results of the negotiations in Moscow we can start in
the near future an exchange of views aimed at working out joint agree-
ment on the settlement of the situation in the Middle East.

76.  Editorial Note

During the first six weeks of 1973, Congress continued to discuss
linking the granting of most-favored-nation (MFN) trading status to
the Soviet Union with the issue of Soviet exit fees. On February 6, Secre-
tary of State Rogers reported in his evening report to President Nixon:
“Senator Jackson will join Chairman Mills and Congressman Vanik
Wednesday [February 7] to announce submission in the House of the
Vanik bill to bar MEN to the USSR until the Jewish emigration tax is re-
duced. Vanik claims 238 co-sponsors (218 is a majority) and late reports
put the figure at 250. Mills will be a co-sponsor. Jackson will probably
not announce submission of his identical text but may reveal how
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many co-sponsors he now has—according to his staff, at least 76. Vanik
told us this afternoon that his move is designed as a demonstration to
the Soviets and the Administration that the Congress means business.
Jackson’s staff take a similar position that this is another turn of the
screw.” In his evening report to the President the following day, Febru-
ary 7, Rogers confirmed that Mills announced his co-sponsorship of the
Vanik-Jackson bill. He added: “Privately, Vanik yesterday urged us to
work out a compromise with the Soviets, and Jackson’s and Javits’
staffs have repeated their requests for a report on the Department’s ne-
gotiations with the Soviets on the subject.” (Both National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 49, President’s Daily Brief,
February 1-15, 1973)

On February 15, National Security Council Staff member Helmut
Sonnenfeldt wrote to the President’s Assistant for National Security Af-
fairs Kissinger: “Wilbur Mills has informed Shultz that MEN must be
submitted as part of comprehensive trade legislation. Accordingly, cur-
rent thinking of Treasury, State, and CIEP is to handle USSR MFN re-
quest as part of broader MEN request in comprehensive trade bill with
President requesting authority—much along lines of current Exim au-
thority—to permit entry into effect of MFN with any country when he
finds it is in national interest to do so.” Sonnenfeldt continued: “This
approach has its pitfalls: Jackson Amendment on Soviet exit fees may
jeopardize or delay overall trade bill; and grouping the Romanians to-
gether with the USSR in this ‘any country’ language may get Romania
hung up on the Soviet exit fee issue.” (Ibid., Kissinger Office Files, Box
30, HAK Trip Files, HAK Bangkok, Vientiane, Hanoi, Hong Kong, Pe-
king, Tokyo Trip, Feb. 7-20, 1973, TOHAK 141-200)

Additional documentation on the administration’s efforts to defeat

the Jackson—Vanik bill or to mitigate its effect is in Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, volume XXXI, Foreign Economic Policy, 1973-1976.
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77.  Note From Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National Security
Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, February 20, 1973.
HAK

Attached is a memorandum on the nuclear non-use problem to-
gether with some new drafting.

I have not in this paper attempted to relate this issue explicitly to
the more complex problem of balancing our overall Soviet relations
with our Chinese relations since I cannot very confidently judge what it
may be desirable to do with respect to the former in the light of the
most recent developments in the latter. Your trip” and its results and
consequences may of course make it desirable to inject some mo-
mentum into our Soviet relations—although it is not self-evident that
the initiative in this respect needs or ought to be all ours. Undoubtedly,
the Soviets are edgy, not only because of your China trip but because
many aspects of our relations are beset by problems: CSCE and MBFR
are moving slowly or stalled because we cannot easily control Allied
behavior® (itself a reflection of Allied suspicions and anxieties about
our Soviet relations and of uncertainties in our European relations due
to economics); SALT is stalled over a seemingly basic incompatibility of
interests and objectives; the gas deals are hung up because of our un-
certainties over energy policy and bureaucratic snarls; the US-Soviet
Commercial Commission is stalled because we have not appointed a
successor to Peterson. I cannot judge how maneuvering over the Mid-
dle East interacts with all of this. Brezhnev is almost certainly in an un-
comfortable position with his colleagues and he must worry about the
outlook for his trip to the US. (The fact that other, less central aspects of
our bilateral relations are doing reasonably well is not enough to offset
the various difficulties cited above.)

The Soviets will undoubtedly try to turn the non-use issue into a
catalyst that breaks the logjam on other matters and as the center-piece
of what might be accomplished during a Brezhnev trip. But this is pre-
cisely our dilemma: this issue almost certainly cannot be solved by us

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 67, Country Files—Europe—USSR, Map Room, Aug. 1972-May 31, 1973 [1
of 3]. Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes Only.

2 Kissinger visited China February 15-19 as part of an 11-day trip to Asia.

3 See Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XXXIX, European Security, Documents
127 and 129.
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without either doing grave damage to our Chinese relations or further
complicating those with Western Europe.

Perhaps, before you go further on any of the alternatives suggested
in the attached paper, we should try to talk all this out.

Helmut Sonnenfeldt!
Attachment

Memorandum From Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)’

Washington, February 20, 1973.

SUBJECT
The Nuclear Non Use Proposal

From the outset the Soviet proposal raised a series of the most deli-
cate and dangerous problems for us. The stipulations in their first few
drafts would have left the Allies and China exposed to Soviet attack
and even implied that we engage in joint action against third countries.
In the drafting and redrafting we have managed to soften these impli-
cations by adopting “presuppositions” about the general renunciation
of force (Article II) and by limiting any joint obligations (Article III)
against third party conflicts to generalities—"“make every effort.”

Soviet concessions in the remainder of the draft—agreeing to our
“create conditions” language and our “presuppositions”’—are linked to
the adoption of the central Soviet proposition. Every Soviet draft begins
with a straightforward renunciation of the use of nuclear weapons. No
American draft has gone this far.

Thus, the central dilemma has not been resolved. There is still a
conflict between our respective perceptions of the effect of this docu-
ment on the international community. We wish to leave the impression
that should there be a conventional conflict we would not be barred
from nuclear use. Obviously no piece of paper restricts us in wartime,
but to create the impression in peacetime that we are limited to a con-
ventional conflict strikes at the heart of our nuclear guarantees for our
Allies. On the other hand, to the extent that we try to protect the option

4 Sonnenfeldt initialed above his typed signature.
5 Sent for action.
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of using nuclear weapons we create a China problem. Peking’s fear is
that the Soviets will gain a US endorsement of the legitimacy of using
nuclear weapons against third parties that commit “aggression” by
conventional means. At least this was the principal argument in the
bitter Sino-Soviet debate on this at the UN last fall.®

There is probably no way to reconcile these two aspects. The out-
come of our exchange with the Soviets, no matter how clever the
drafting, will tilt us toward protecting NATO and leaving China un-
covered, or protecting China but leaving Western Europe unprotected.
Moreover, we may get the worst case—alienating both NATO and Chi-
na. This raises the question of what could compensate us?

The Soviet Angle

It is apparent that the Soviets attach great weight to this project.
Obviously, they realize that from their standpoint it is a winner—what-
ever the outcome, the very nature of the subject may cast doubt on our
Allied commitments or give the impression of a freer Soviet hand
against China. By tying the agreement to the Brezhnev visit, they have
sought to impress us with the seriousness of the project and have raised
the stakes. Even if they have other reasons for deferring a spring visit,
they are now less likely to back away from the linkage of this project
and the outcome of the next summit.

For Brezhnev it would probably represent the crowning achieve-
ment of his “peace program.” Considering the various political under-
currents in the Soviet leadership (the Shelest affair and Polyansky’s de-
motion)” and the aggravating political strains of the economic situation,
it may be that Brezhnev can sell further détente only if he can show
more tangible results vis-a-vis China or Europe. If so, this gives us
some tactical leverage in terms of negotiating a better document, but it
also reduces Soviet ability to defer or abandon it altogether.

The Allied Problem

By discreetly airing this project with some of the Allies we have
conditioned them to accept something of this sort this year. At the same
time, the UK reaction indicates a deep concern over the entire affair.®
They grudgingly agree that the document they helped draft might be
published at the summit, and then “confidential and unpublicized”

6 See Document 66.

7 Pyotr Shelest, head of the Communist Party in the Ukraine, was ousted on May 25,
1972. (“Shelest is Removed as Ukraine’s Leader,” The New York Times, May 26, 1972, p. 5)
Dmitri Polyansky was demoted from First Deputy Premier to Agricultural Minister.
(“Soviet Farm Minister Out; His Superior Demoted,” ibid., February 3, 1973, p. 5)

8 See footnote 2, Document 25.
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discussion continue. They are operating, however, from an outdated draft
that was artfully obscure. (In fact, I am not sure that we ever actually gave
the British draft to the Soviets.) In any case we have now gone beyond
that draft, and the British (and French) reaction to the latest US draft
would probably be even more reserved. As the British memorandum
points out this affair could blow up in public. Even if it does not,
awareness of the existence of the negotiations probably deepens the
suspicions in the Alliance that the US is subordinating its Allied com-
mitments to a larger understanding with the USSR.

This has to be seen in the context of the infection that seems to be
setting in among the Europeans. A series of seemingly marginal issues
in MBFR and CSCE, following the surprises of the May summit, the lei-
surely and vague discussions of FBS, are all accumulating to transform
what might have been tactical misunderstandings into a major malaise.
Adding this non-use project at this time, before another SALT agree-
ment, or the completion of CSCE and a round of MBER could intensify
the trouble. (I am not arguing the rights or wrongs of these European
anxieties or of the other issues like Vietham, on which we and the Euro-
peans have differed. The observable fact is that the Alliance has not
learned to manage the psychological aspects of détente.)

Our Options

Our strategy has been to gain time and to envelop the basic Soviet
proposition with a series of conditions that avoid binding commit-
ments and project the final agreement into the future. The Soviets have
accepted some of this, but without giving up their central demand for a
clear renunciation of nuclear use.

The UK suggested something along the lines of continuing study,
and this seems to raise the question of a commission. The commission
idea, however, works two ways: (a) a commission would seem to put
an agreement even further into the future, but (b) it might also reinforce
anxieties over a private Soviet-American dialogue on a subject of over-
riding importance to Europe, Japan and China.

We seem to have the following choices:

1. To postpone the project on the grounds that it is still premature;
we would propose reconsidering after another SALT agreement, after
CSCE and at least some progress in MBFR. This has some logic; a prop-
erly caveated agreement to consider “binding obligations” might seem
a plausible follow on to SALT II and would be more palatable in the re-
laxed atmosphere of post-CSCE Europe. The Soviets would not take
this setback gracefully, and it might have to be coupled with some new
SALT proposals.
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2. Alternatively, we could fold this problem into SALT. Since we
have had the accidents agreernent,9 and have the SCC,'° we could an-
nounce that non-use of force including nuclear use, was being consid-
ered in the context of a permanent agreement. One advantage is that by
linking the two issues we gain some more leverage on SALT—it might
even be a way out of FBS problems—i.e., non-circumvention combined
with removing the danger of nuclear war being two principles that
might be agreed to under the rubric of “restraint.” It has the advantage
of the strictly bilateral SALT context.

3. Alternatively, we could use the commission concept to reduce
the entire project to a very brief hortatory declaration, devoid of the de-
tails in the existing draft. The declaration would, as at present, declare
the goal of removing the danger of nuclear war, state agreement to
work toward establishing binding obligations, and establish a commis-
sion to examine the matter; the SALT SCC could be the commission
since it is charged with certain strategic topics, or a special Joint Com-
mission could be created.

—This has the advantage of avoiding some of the disputation on
the non-use of force and the use of nuclear weapons that are subject to
differing interpretations. It could be presented to the Allies as a min-
imal step, worth considering. We could then consult with them openly,
with no implications that policies have changed.

—It might placate the Soviets—though this is uncertain.

—We could tell the Soviets that the existing drafting could be used
to produce a declaration at a later time.

—Itis consistent with our “phased” approach which we have tried
to sell to Brezhnev.

4. We could insert the commission into the current drafts, presum-
ably using the creation of the commission as the rationale for going into
the detail contained in the current drafts. We would set forth some of
the propositions as subjects for the Commission to examine rather than
agreed principles.

—As noted, the Commission does not work entirely in our favor. A
new Soviet-American institution to deal with nuclear strategy and use
cuts across our Allies” planning.

—On the other hand, the existence of a commission placates the
Soviets, without forcing us to make an outright commitment.

° For the text of the agreement on measures to reduce the risk of outbreak of nuclear
war, signed at Washington September 30, 1971, (22 UST 1590; TIAS 7186), see Depart-
ment of State Bulletin, October 18, 1971, pp. 400-401.

10 See Document 70.
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At Tab A is a redraft of our existing paper, with the Commission
inserted and the old draft suitably modified. At Tab B is the short horta-
tory declaration, which focuses on the establishment of the Commis-
sion. Tab C is a possible SALT announcement."

11 Tabs A-C are attached but not printed.

78.  Letter From Soviet General Secretary Brezhnev to President
Nixon'

Moscow, February 21, 1973.

Dear Mr. President,

I have noted with satisfaction that—as it follows from your letter of
February 2, 1973,>—we both are of the same opinion that with the end
of the war in Vietnam the process of improvement of the Soviet-
American relations, in which the Moscow meeting last year played a
prominent role, can and should be now expedited.

In full concurrence with our approach is also the hope, expressed
by you, that still prior to my visit to the United States a progress will be
reached in the matters which constitute the subject of discussions be-
tween us.

On our part we are ready without further delay to deal with the
matters which for this or that reason are yet unfinished, and also to
work over some new initiatives. Our new meeting—towards which
you and I should confidently move—must, by the very logic of matters,
bring no less ponderable fruitful results than the first one.

In this connection and taking into account the postponement on
your initiative of the beginning of the concrete preparatory work for

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 495, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 15. Top Secret. A handwritten notation at the
top of the letter reads: “Delivered by Vorontsov at 1:50 pm, Feb. 22, 1973.” On March 7,
Kissinger forwarded the letter to Nixon. In a covering memorandum he wrote that Brezh-
nev “is obviously extremely eager for an early Summit. All prior conditions have now
been dropped and his mention of slipping from May to June is a smokescreen to cover the
fact that they are now pushing for June instead of November.” Kissinger wrote that with
regard to Brezhnev’s proposed topics for the summit: “To lay the groundwork in all these
areas will require an immense amount of preparatory work. It is obvious that Mr. Brezh-
nev is most anxious to point to concrete results from the summit.”

2See Document 74.
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the meeting, I think that accordingly my visit to the United States will
be more realistic to contemplate not for May, but for June.

True, not much time is left even till June. That is why we both need
to exert efforts in order to finish in the remaining period the prepara-
tory work—first of all the working out of a Treaty between our coun-
tries relating to the non-use of nuclear weapons against each other, the
conclusion of which will undoubtedly be an important result of a new
Soviet-American meeting on the highest level. Not long ago I have ex-
pressed to you my considerations as to further work on this document.’
I have expressed myself also on another important problem—the
Middle East settlement, this is the second most important unfinished
problem.

Taking note of a mention in your letter that you are instructing Dr.
Kissinger to continue discussing in constructive spirit both these ques-
tions with Ambassador A. Dobrynin on his return to Washington, I
would like to hope that this discussion will be constructive and fruitful.
We would consider it advisable if later, say in April—in case it is ac-
ceptable to you—Dr. Kissinger will come to Moscow to finish the pre-
paratory work for the meeting.

We agree that it would be useful to try through the confidential
channel to crystallize a certain kind of an agreement on limitation of the
strategic arms as well, which could be formalized in an acceptable form
during the meeting as you have put it in your letter of December 18,
1972.4

The transformation of the Interim agreement on certain measures
with respect to the limitation of strategic offensive arms into a perma-
nent one with a certain broadening of its content will be by itself an im-
portant step confirming the seriousness and long-term character of the
intentions of the sides in this respect. It would be natural at the same
time if agreement on more complete measures of limiting strategic of-
fensive arms takes into account the concern of each side as to those
types of offensive arms which are not covered by the Interim agree-
ment but which cannot be overlooked from the point of view of sta-
bility of the very foundations of the relations between the United States
and the Soviet Union. And in this case, of course, the subject of consid-
eration can be not only the quantitative side, but possibly also the limi-
tation to a certain degree of a qualitative improvement of strategic
arms.

Being ready for search of such a wider arrangement of permanent
character and considering it to be a preferable one we are ready at the

3 See Document 75.
4Document 71.
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same time to consider a possibility to conclude separate agreements of
a narrower scale which would serve as additions to the Interim agree-
ment. It is possible to have in mind also a preparation of some interme-
diate document containing agreed provisions of principle which would
serve as starting points for working out later of a concrete agreement
(or agreements) on an appropriate number of questions.

If to proceed further in the field of bilateral questions then one nat-
urally begins to think of trade and economic areas of our relations. In
this area as well a good beginning was laid down, good agreements
were signed. It is important now to implement them. In this connection
we recall with satisfaction that in your letter of December 18, 1972, you
expressed determination to stand in the US Congress fully behind nec-
essary changes in the legislation so that these agreements can finally
take force and be completely fulfilled. Taking note of the progress in
development of cooperation between the United States and the Soviet
Union in a number of areas of science and technology, on the environ-
ment and health we believe that there are still some unused reserves
here as well.

Besides the possibility of concluding some additional agreements
on cooperation in such, for example, areas as the agriculture, peaceful
use of nuclear energy, exploration of the World ocean, we apparently
ought to prepare and sign a long-term general agreement between the
Soviet Union and the United States on exchanges, contacts and
co-operation, which would on the whole regulate this sphere of the
Soviet-American relations. The present practice of concluding such
general agreements on a two-year basis seems to be inadequate for a
new stage of these relations.

Turning to the problems of international character I wish to point
out a further progress, achieved not without the participation of our
two countries, in the European affairs. A new phase is beginning in
their development—the signing of the Treaty of basic principles in rela-
tions between the GDR and the FRG’ completes the whole series of im-
portant acts of international law which fixes the results of post-war de-
velopments in Europe. In this field it remains to realize with no undue
delay the existing understanding on the GDR and the FRG entry into
the United Nations.

The conference on the questions of European security and cooper-
ation can and should became a next important step in the life of Europe
and in the international life in general. We are confident that our two
countries are able to further play a constructive role in the preparation
and carrying out of this conference and we were glad to see in your

5 For the text of the treaty, announced on November 7, 1972, see Documents on Ger-
many, 1944-1985, pp. 1215-1230.
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letter of February 2, 1973, readiness to facilitate its successful outcome;
in the same vein we are ready to agreed actions also on the problem of
reductions of the armed forces and armaments in Europe, on which the
preparatory consultations are now being conducted in Vienna. There
will be, of course, no objections on our part to an exchange of views also
on the substance of this problem during our meeting.

In conclusion I would like to stress once again the necessity and
importance of an advance preparation of such results of a new
Soviet-American summit meeting which would bring our relations to a
new higher level. The atmosphere in which the meeting would take
place will have an important significance for its success.

Respectfully

L. Brezhnev®

® Printed from a copy with this typed signature.

79. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, March 6, 1973, 6:12-7:15 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Anatoli Dobrynin, Soviet Ambassador
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs

The meeting took place at Dobrynin’s request.

He had returned the day before from the Soviet Union, under the
following circumstances. Within 48 hours of my return from China the
President received a letter from Brezhnev? which transparently sug-
gested that the Summit meeting considered for May should be post-
poned until June but that a definite date be set for June. The fact of the
matter was that no date had been considered for May and that the two
dates being considered were June and November. Dobrynin had origi-

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 495, Do-
brynin/Kissinger, Vol. 15. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes Only. The meeting took
place in the Military Aide’s office in the White House. The memorandum is attached at
Tab A to a memorandum from Kissinger to Nixon, undated, summarizing his conversa-
tions with Dobrynin on March 6 and 8.

2 Document 78.
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nally intended to return around March 10, but I had pointed out to Vo-
rontsov that I would leave for vacation on March 11—whereupon
Brezhnev sent him back immediately.’

In this meeting Dobrynin now conveyed to me effusive expres-
sions of Brezhnev looking forward to the Summit meeting, which he
thought could be even more successful than the last one and mark a de-
cisive turn in the relationship of our two countries. In addition, Do-
brynin stressed that if the meeting was as successful as they hoped,
there should be a return visit of the President to the Soviet Union the
next year which would be not only business but a public visit by the
President to the principal cities of the Soviet Union accompanied by
Brezhnev. Dobrynin also conveyed an invitation from Brezhnev to me
to visit the Soviet Union prior to the Summit.

I then reviewed with Dobrynin the various outstanding issues. He
stressed that particular importance was attached to the nuclear treaty,
that they wanted some discussions of the Middle East and a number of
bilateral issues. I suggested that we meet for lunch on Thursday* to
continue the conversation in greater detail.

As we parted, Dobrynin said that if I wanted to, he would be glad
to receive any information I had on my China trip, but he wasn’t asking
for it. I told him I would be glad to give it to him.

®In a telephone conversation on March 6, 12:24 p.m. Dobrynin told Kissinger:
“Brezhnev sent me in a rather urgent plane to keep an eye on you.” Their conversation
continued: “D[obrynin]: (laughter) Well, Brezhnev hoped that you will not go on a vaca-
tion until they finish the major things I guess. K[issinger]: No, no, no. D: And before it
will be clear that you could go to Moscow. K: Oh, no, I'll go to Moscow. D: Yes. Well,
that’s why he hoped that this will be clear before you went for a vacation. K: But he didn’t
put it in his letter. D: Well, he did—He called me and I will tell you when I will see you
what happened really. I was in from Moscow—then he called me and he asked me, ‘Did
you tell Henry that I invite him?’ I said, “Yes, I did.” But from what I saw in telegram, it is
not clear; he wanted it to be in letter.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials,
NSC Files, Kissinger Telephone Conversations (Telcons), Box 19, Chronological File)

4March 8. See Document 81.
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80. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to the President’s File'

Washington, March 8, 1973, 1-1:10 p.m.

SUBJECT
The President’s Meeting with Soviet Ambassador Anatoliy F. Dobrynin

PARTICIPANTS

The President
Ambassador Anatoliy F. Dobrynin
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger

Ambassador Dobrynin had just returned from consultations in
Moscow.

The President greeted him and said he was very pleased that Gen-
eral Secretary Brezhnev had now given us his answer on the proposed
date for the Summit meeting. [The Soviets now wanted June.]* The
President expressed his determination that the Summit meeting must
succeed.

Ambassador Dobrynin agreed, and then raised various matters
with respect to the General Secretary’s visit. Brezhnev deeply appreci-
ated receptions and formal protocol. The details of what to arrange and
how to arrange it were, of course, up to the President.

Brezhnev’s approach to the Summit could be summed up as
follows, the Ambassador continued: This particular meeting could set a
new line for both countries in the direction of a deeper relationship,
both state-to-state and President-to-General Secretary. The results of
this meeting, Brezhnev hoped, would be such that next year the Presi-
dent could visit the Soviet Union again and this time travel widely
around the country with the General Secretary and meet the Russian
people directly. This would have a great symbolic significance about
our relationship.

Brezhnev also believed that Summit meetings should be
well-prepared, and they should become more regular. Their purpose
should be to neutralize those forces which were attempting to under-
mine our agreements and our policies of rapprochement.

Ambassador Dobrynin concluded by citing the issues which
Brezhnev regarded as the highest priority for the Summit—the nuclear
treaty and the Middle East.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 495, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 15. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes
Only. Brackets are in the original.

2 See Document 78.
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81. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, March 8, 1973, 1:10-2:50 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Anatoli Dobrynin, Soviet Ambassador
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs

Following the meeting with the President,? I met with Dobrynin
for luncheon in the Map Room.

Dobrynin opened the conversation by asking me about my China
trip. I said that it dealt almost exclusively with bilateral matters and
had been fully covered in the communiqué.® I said obviously the
People’s Republic wanted to stress its improving relationship with the
United States and since we had no objections to that, we played along
with it. On the other hand, such improved relations would never be di-
rected against any other country.

He asked me whether the border issue had been discussed at all. I
said no, and I frankly don’t understand it well enough to have a sen-
sible discussion. He asked whether I believed that the Chinese leaders
really thought they were under a threat by the Soviet Union. I said I
could only judge their public comments and there seemed to be some
concern. He asked why military men were included in the discussions.
I said that to the best of my knowledge military men had not been in-
cluded. He said that Yeh Chien-ying* had been listed in the Chinese
press. I said that he attended only a banquet and none of the formal
talks. I said that we would conduct our relationship with both of the
Communist countries strictly on the basis of reciprocity and in no case
would we cooperate with one against the other.

We then turned to U.S.-Soviet relations. Dobrynin stressed again
the enormous importance that Brezhnev attached to the nuclear treaty.
He said it was, to be sure, primarily psychological, but it would give
Brezhnev a great opportunity then to turn matters around completely
in his own country. I said the trouble for us was the binding obligation

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 495, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 15. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes
Only. The conversation took place in the Map Room. The memorandum is attached at
Tab B to a memorandum from Kissinger to Nixon, undated, summarizing his conversa-
tions with Dobrynin on March 6 and 8.

2 See Document 80.

% For the text of the communiqué following Kissinger’s trip to China, February
15-19, see Department of State Bulletin, March 19, 1973, p. 313.

% Marshall Ye Jianying (Yeh Chien-ying), member of the Chinese Communist Party
Central Committee and Politburo.
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not to use nuclear weapons, which was bound to create a confusing sit-
uation in the United States and among many of our allies. On the other
hand, we were prepared to have an understanding on the special obli-
gations of the two nuclear superpowers to preserve the nuclear peace,
and we were drafting something along that line which I would submit
to him the following week.” He said again that this was a very key
issue. I replied that I recognized this, but that we had to defend this to
many audiences and we could not justify it simply on the ground that it
would help Soviet psychology.

We then turned to the Middle East. Dobrynin asked me how the
talks with Ismail® had gone. I gave him a brief summary of the Ismail
discussions primarily along procedural lines, that is to say, stressing
the heads of agreement to be followed by an interim agreement to be
followed by detailed negotiation. I stressed the view that in my per-
sonal view there was no possibility of a settlement along the lines of the
paper that Gromyko had given me during my visit last April.” I said
that represented the formal Arab position and under those circum-
stances there would never be a reason for me to get involved. Dobrynin
said, what else did you expect Gromyko to do? Why should he get
ahead of the Egyptians? I told him that as long as I was negotiating
with the Egyptians I saw no point in our discussions going beyond the
statement of general principles, which could lead to an interim agree-
ment. He did not balk at that proposition.

I then raised the issue of Vietnam. I said that the question of their
military supplies was of course of great importance to us. We had no-
ticed an enormous amount of infiltration, and I wanted to make two
things clear. One, while we could understand military supplies during
wartime, the continuation of the current level could not be considered a
friendly act and could only have mischievous consequences. Secondly,
if there were a massive attack there would be the most serious conse-
quences. There should be no doubt about that.

Dobrynin said that he could assure me that there had been no
speedup in military deliveries. I said this was in no sense the point.
There didn’t have to be a speedup. Because under ceasefire conditions
and no air attacks on the supply pipeline the North Vietnamese were in
a position to build large stockpiles leading to another offensive. It

5 See Document 85.

® Egyptian Presidential Adviser for National Security Affairs Ismail visited the
United States from February 23 to 27 for talks on the Middle East. For records of his con-
versations, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XXV, Arab-Israeli Crisis and War,
1973, Documents 26 and 28.

7 Brezhnev gave Kissinger the paper on April 22, 1972, and Kissinger and Gromyko

discussed it the next day. See Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XIV, Soviet Union, Oc-
tober 1971-May 1972, Documents 141 and 150.
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would have obvious implications for the Summit if it coincided again
with the Summit, but it would have the profoundest consequences for
Soviet-American relations if it followed the Summit.

Dobrynin asked whether we were making the same démarche to
the People’s Republic. I said he could count on Most Favored Nation
treatment with respect to the People’s Republic and that we would
make the same approach to both countries. Dobrynin said that Chinese
behavior had been very curious. They had not let several hundred
tanks go through and some supply trains disappeared completely; he
supposed that some of the build-up was the result of matériel that the
Chinese had been holding on their side of the border. I told Dobrynin
that whatever the reason, this was a matter that should require the
most careful attention. Dobrynin said he thought it would be very ap-
propriate for me to raise this with Brezhnev at the end of April.

We then turned to SALT. Dobrynin raised the issue. Dobrynin said
that in his opinion it wasn’t easy to make progress on SALT unless
there was the nuclear treaty. The Soviet military were taking the posi-
tion that it was too soon to have a follow-on agreement when the first
one was less than a year old. Moreover, we had to understand that in
the Soviet system, unless Brezhnev personally gave an order, SALT
would move very slowly. For example, he could tell me in confidence
that the Soviet Ministry of Defense had deliberately put its most un-
imaginative and unenterprising general on the SALT Delegation con-
sistently. When Semenov asked the general to request instructions
from the Ministry of Defense, his standard answer was that the Minis-
ter of Defense, if he wanted to give instructions, would issue them, and
that he did not have the right to request them. When the Foreign Minis-
try called the Defense Ministry the experience was summed up by an
exchange he, Dobrynin, had had with Grechko in which Grechko said,
“If you want my personal opinion I'll give it to you. If you want my of-
ficial opinion the standard answer is no.”

For all these reasons, Dobrynin then said, it was essential to do two
things. One, unless we made a concrete proposal which went to
Brezhnev and which Brezhnev could then push on his bureaucracy,
there was no chance of any real progress. Secondly, we had to give
Brezhnev some excuse to do it. I told him we could live without a SALT
Agreement this year but when we had a concrete proposal we would
be prepared to advance it.

We then reviewed a number of the second-level issues, without
anything of notable significance, except that Dobrynin asked us to
make a specific proposal on chemical warfare if we wanted an agree-
ment in that area.

We agreed to meet the following week in order to continue the dis-
cussions, especially on the nuclear treaty.
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82. Memorandum From Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, March 9, 1973.

SUBJECT

Possible Proposal for a CW Agreement at the Summit

As yourequested, attached is a proposal on chemical weapons as a
possible agreement between the President and Brezhnev during the
latter’s visit. It builds on the 1972 Moscow Joint Communiqué which
indicates the USA and USSR would “continue their efforts to reach in-
ternational agreement regarding chemical weapons.”

The Senior Review Group just considered the NSSM 157 study,”
US position on chemical weapons prohibitions, and I understand that a
draft memorandum for the President will be forwarded to you shortly
on this matter. If the President decides to ban at least CW agent produc-
tion (State and Defense’s choice), this would provide the opportunity
for proposing a relatively short moratorium on the production of such
agents as an impetus to negotiations at the Geneva Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament (CCD). (Including open-air testing of le-
thal agents themselves in the moratorium might be considered, but this
would probably involve a bureaucratic struggle.)

If a decision is reached soon on NSSM 157, we would probably be
in a position to table a draft treaty in Geneva at the CCD either in late
April or early May after our consultations with NATO Allies and Ja-
pan. Thus, an agreement with Brezhnev would follow soon thereafter
and would be related to the CCD negotiations.

You should be aware that it is quite well known that we have pro-
duced no stocks since the mid-1960’s and plan no production for stock-
piling purposes at least for the next two years (but, subject to Congres-
sional approval, production of binary artillery shells could probably
begin in 1975). Therefore, a moratorium of about 2-3 years would not
require a significant change on our part. Of course it cannot be verified,
and this might raise Congressional problems.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 67, Country Files—Europe—USSR, Map Room, Aug. 1972-May 31, 1973 [1
of 3]. Secret; Exclusively Eyes Only.

2 For NSSM 157, “Review of U.S. Position on Chemical Weapons Prohibitions,” July
28, 1972, and the NSSM 157 study, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume E-2, Docu-
ments on Arms Control and Nonproliferation, 1969-1972, Documents 263-275. The min-
utes of the March 5 SRG meeting are scheduled for publication ibid., volume XXXV, Na-
tional Security Policy, 1973-1976.
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You should also be aware that although the Soviets have asked us
for counterproposals at the CCD and suggested they are open to limit-
ed treaty proposals, they have to date supported the comprehensive
approach to prohibit the development, production, and stockpiling of
CW agents and munitions. Thus, a ban on production may not satisfy
the Soviets.

Attached (Tab A)’ is a paper you could give to Dobrynin. It sug-
gests two points: a moratorium and a commitment to achieving more
permanent international agreement. The language is somewhat tech-
nical but this must be carefully drawn in view of the widespread pro-
duction of chemicals for peaceful use.

3 Attached but not printed.

83. National Security Study Memorandum 176'

Washington, March 13, 1973.

TO

The Secretary of State
The Secretary of Defense
Chairman, NSC Under Secretaries Committee

SUBJECT

Review of US-Soviet Bilateral Issues

The President has requested the Chairman, NSC Under Secretaries
Committee, to conduct a review of all bilateral issues that are presently
the subject of discussion or negotiations with the Soviet Union. Addi-
tionally, as part of this review, he has requested a canvass of all agen-
cies to identify possible new areas for bilateral agreement as well as ar-
eas for augmentation of existing US-Soviet agreements.

The review should include a description of each issue, its current
status, the prospects for agreement, and the possible interrelationship
with other questions being discussed with the Soviet Union. Addition-
ally, the review should identify any problems anticipated in negotia-

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-207, NSSM 151-NSSM 200. Secret. Copies were sent to the
Director of Central Intelligence and the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff.
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ting an agreement on each issue as well as the anticipated timeframe for
successful negotiations.

The review should address the advantages and disadvantages re-
lating to possible renegotiation of the two-year Cultural Exchanges
Agreement” as a long-term, general agreement.

In keeping with the President’s directive, those issues being con-
sidered as possible future sub-agreements within the work of the
US-USSR Joint Commission on Scientific and Technical Cooperation—
i.e., agricultural research, transportation and oceanography—should
be included in the review. While these issues may be discussed by the
science and technology commission, no final agreements or under-
standings should be concluded on these subjects at the forthcoming
meeting of the commission.

The review should not include such issues as SALT, CSCE and
MBER; nor should it include any issues relating to the US-Soviet Trade
Agreement and the work of the US-USSR Joint Commercial
Commission.

The Chairman, NSC Under Secretaries Committee, is requested to
submit the review no later than March 26, 1973, for consideration by the
NSC Senior Review Group. The President has directed that no agree-
ments with the Soviet Union be initialled or otherwise concluded with-
out his approval.

Henry A. Kissinger

2 The text of the U.S.~USSR Agreement on Exchanges and Cooperation in Scientific,
Technical, Educational, Cultural and Other Fields in 1972-1973, signed on April 11, 1972,
is in the Department of State Bulletin, May 15, 1972, pp. 708-713.
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84. Memorandum of Conversation'

Moscow, March 14, 1973, 11 am.-2 p.m.

SUBJECT
Shultz Meeting with Brezhnev
PARTICIPANTS
Soviet American
L. I. Brezhnev George P. Shultz
A. M. Aleksandrov Helmut Sonnenfeldt
Victor Sukhodrev Lewis W. Bowden

Brezhnev opened the conversation by asking whether this was not
the Secretary’s first visit, and the Secretary replied that it was. When
asked whether he had seen much of the city, the Secretary replied that
he had and it was very interesting. Brezhnev said that Mrs. Shultz was
probably seeing more and could tell him about it later.

Brezhnev said the Soviets attributed immense importance to the
events of last May, which represented a turning point in our relations,
though not everyone seemed to realize that. Indeed, Brezhnev said,
when one thinks it over, one asks himself why between our two
peoples there should be abnormal, unbusinesslike, and unfriendly rela-
tions. Of course, if one wants to he could find a thousand reasons for
bad relations, but if one goes into these deeply the reasons are
worthless. Therein lies the basic, immense importance of what has been
accomplished.

Brezhnev felt that he and President Nixon had started to break
down barriers between us that had existed in many spheres for a long
time. He thought the May meeting had been well received by world
public opinion. He thought we had made considerable forward move-
ment since May, though unfortunately not all we had agreed to then
had been accomplished. So far as the Soviet Union was concerned,
Brezhnev said, they had been very serious and felt that everything
should be carried out.

Brezhnev said that of course people evaluated the May events dif-
ferently. We both had our friends and our foes. So far as he and his col-
leagues were concerned, however, they looked forward with optimism

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 495, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 15. Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only. Brackets are
in the original. The meeting took place in Brezhnev’s office at the Kremlin. Shultz was in
Moscow to brief the Soviets on the trade bill. On March 23, Sonnenfeldt forwarded the
memorandum of conversation to Kissinger under a covering memorandum, which Kiss-
inger initialed.
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to the future as concerned our relations. Tell the President we will do
everything we charted in Moscow, which we feel was the beginning of
a great future between us. For long years there were tensions between
us; there was the cold war; there were no good contacts between our
businessmen and economic organizations. We should get down to the
bottom of why that happened. The legacy of the past can be overcome,
but it will require time.

Brezhnev said that last year he and the President had agreed that
we would achieve our aims and that the improvement in relations be-
tween us would come faster if we worked harder at it. He noted their
appreciation for the work already done by the President and the Ad-
ministration to follow up the May commitments. He felt that after
Congress approved the agreement, or agreements, he was not sure how
many were involved, the road ahead would be easier for us to advance
along.

At the same time, Brezhnev said we should also note the existence
of objective factors which had facilitated an improvement in our rela-
tions. For example, the resolution of the Viet Nam conflict had clearly
improved the atmosphere, as had approval of the Viet Nam agree-
ments. There were also to be considered the more frequent contacts be-
tween our businessmen and people from the State Department and the
White House.

Brezhnev characterized the meeting today as taking place at a time
which was in effect a new phase in Summit contacts and clearly a fur-
ther stage in the development of relations between us. So far as eco-
nomic-commercial relations went, he felt it was natural that developed
countries like the U.S. and the USSR should, with good will, find broad
avenues for mutually beneficial cooperation. He stressed that he had
made this point to the President. There was an additional consider-
ation. That was that great countries like ours ought to have great big
deals, even though one could not slight the smaller things between us
in this field. He said that in the press one could see references to both of
us as “superpowers” and to our efforts at cooperation. He thought that
was really all to the good. He asked rhetorically whether we were to
blame that we are great powers. History had made that happen. The
USSR had almost 250 million people; the United States some 230-240
million. We both have enormous economic potential.

The trade agreement we had signec'l,2 said Brezhnev, foresees a
three-fold increase in trade between us but he pointed out trade must
be a mutually advantageous undertaking. To take a simple example, he
said, if I buy something from Sonnenfeldt, it is normal that he will

2 See footnote 4, Document 14.



282 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XV

make a profit of 10 to 15%. Then if I turn and sell it on my own market, I
can also expect to earn maybe 10%. But if Sonnenfeldt wants to sell me
something and ruins me that is no good at all. There must be mutual
benefit.

Brezhnev said that in this connection, people had started to use a
broader concept than merely “trade,” and that was the concept of “eco-
nomic cooperation.” For example, many countries were interested in
this kind of cooperation involving basic raw materials. In the case of the
Soviet Union there were 0il, gas, timber, non-ferrous metals and coal,
just to name a few. Those who would be parties to such deals were in-
terested, however, in long-term agreements. Short-term agreements
were of no value because they could not be economically justified. It
seemed clear that long-term agreements were more effective from both
the economic and the political points of view. Among other things,
such agreements would strengthen mutual confidence and raise the
economic level of the participants. We are aware that President Nixon
favors this type of relationship with the USSR.

Over the past year or so, Brezhnev continued, there had been
much talk about Soviet gas; many countries were interested. Gas was
one of the Soviet national treasures. He noted that clever people had
found ways to make a great variety of things from this raw material
such as fibers, a source of energy, and so forth. They would unques-
tionably find other uses for it in the future. Nearly 20 years ago there
had been a much different view of the potential use of gas.

Seen against this background, it was not fortuitous that countries
everywhere in Europe and Japan were pressing the Soviet Union all the
time to deliver more gas. The United States was also interested, of
course. Up to the present, Brezhnev said, the Soviets had done virtually
everything themselves to develop their gas resources, especially in the
laying of pipelines. Pipe itself had turned out to be the big problem.
However, he felt that once the pipelines had been built for Europe the
possibilities for selling gas were almost unlimited.

Brezhnev emphasized that he was speaking absolutely frankly.
Even though the new pipelines could make a difference, the Soviets
could not possibly satisfy all the demands that they were getting for
more gas, both from other socialist countries and from Western coun-
tries. Only yesterday, for example, the Italians had pressed for more
gas.

Notwithstanding these enormous demands on Soviet gas re-
sources, Brezhnev said, the Soviet Union stood ready to share this na-
tional treasure in certain measure with the United States as a means of
making our relations, which were already friendly, even stronger. It re-
mained for the engineers, economists and businessmen on both sides to
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examine the technical and economic aspects and come up with accurate
calculations respecting costs and so forth.

Brezhnev said at this point he thought that what he was about to
say should not be made part of the record. From what his specialist told
him, he felt that a trillion cubic feet of gas could be made available to
the United States. This could mean deliveries over a period of 30 years.
Outlays from the United States would be required in terms of equip-
ment and other things. As a matter of fact, Brezhnev said, the reserves
were probably even greater than now estimated, which would make it
possible for us to think in terms of deals even longer than 30 years.
Since the Secretary would be now directly involved with Soviet
matters, he felt that this might give him food for thought.

Gas was only one avenue of possible cooperation however,
Brezhnev said. Another possibility would be for the United States to
deliver complete plants to the Soviet Union for the production of min-
eral fertilizers, cellulose, ores, etc. Under the concept of industrial coop-
eration, repayment for these complexes could be effected by deliveries
of a portion of the output, say 10-15%, over a long period such as 20
years. The U.S. could then sell these deliveries in third countries if it so
desired. Both in the areas mentioned and in others such as nickel and
tin possibilities would be opened up for very broad cooperation be-
tween us.

This is not a remote idea, Brezhnev said. He could, for example,
cite a recent agreement with West Germany for the construction in the
USSR of a metallurgical combine for the production of steel through a
process by-passing the blast furnace. The combine would operate on
the basis of Soviet natural gas and West Germany would take in pay-
ment a part of the product of the combine. If such undertakings were
possible with West Germany, then why not with the United States?

Brezhnev said we should be more energetic in finding fields of co-
operation between us, because this would lay the foundation for
building mutual confidence and respect. This was not only good for the
matter at hand, it also would contribute to peace on our planet. This
was an “epochal question” which could contribute in an immensely im-
portant way to political developments. He felt sure this was also Presi-
dent Nixon's position, that is, the more we could resolve economic
problems the more easily we could resolve political problems.

Brezhnev recalled that he and the President had discussed a
Summit meeting in 1973, and the possibility that there could be such a
meeting every year. Please tell the President he said, that we are firmly
committed to this goal. If anything of a practical nature needs to be
done to make that come about we should let him know.

President Nixon and he had also agreed, Brezhnev said, that
Soviet-American relations could not be insulated from world events,



284 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XV

since we both participated in those events and influence them, or at
least should try to influence them. He personally was very happy to see
talks going forward on strategic arms, the reduction of troops in Eu-
rope, and the good cooperation between our delegations in Helsinki on
European security matters. At the same time, he could not help but ob-
serve that there were certain forces within the United States and out-
side who were attempting to spoil the relationship that had been devel-
oped. Despite these forces, we must both persevere to attain the goals
we have set. Here Brezhnev said he wishes us to understand he was ex-
pressing the sentiments of the whole Soviet leadership and the gov-
ernment. At this point, Brezhnev said he would finish and let the Secre-
tary talk. He apologized for having gone on at such length, noting that
he had not talked with many Americans lately. The only one had been
Armand Hammer, whom he termed an interesting man.

Brezhnev then added he had been informed about specific items
which his people wish to buy with the U.S. credit. There were many in-
teresting items. He mentioned this because he believed he and Presi-
dent Nixon had laid out plans last year which would bear fruit and
therefore he was thinking ahead. [This seemed to imply an awareness
that the talks on the credit were snagged.]

Brezhnev observed that if his colleagues had made Secretary
Shultz suffer as he had then he would be tired when he got home after
his long trip. He recalled, however, that the President last spring had
also been tired and had still managed to do a lot of very important
work in Moscow. He sympathized with the problem of fatigue but
noted that he himself puts out a great deal of energy. Of course, for him
this was easier since he was at home.

Secretary Shultz said he was happy to hear Brezhnev’s description
of the unfolding of Soviet-American relations. He recalled very clearly
how tired the President had been when he returned from Moscow but
notwithstanding that the President had gone directly to Congress to re-
port to it and the American people on his trip.> He had conveyed very
accurately the spirit of his meetings in Moscow and the message was
warmly received by both Congress and the people. Brezhnev inter-
jected here that the first meeting with the President had occurred in the
office in which they were sitting and the Secretary said indeed the
Kremlin was historic for many reasons, including that one. Brezhnev
then wryly observed that everybody talked about the Kremlin this, the
Kremlin that, much in the same way people spoke about the White

3 On his return from Moscow on June 1, 1972, the President spoke at 9:40 p.m. to a
joint session of Congress at the Capitol. The address was broadcast live on radio and tele-
vision. See Public Papers: Richard Nixon, 1972, pp. 660-666.
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House this and the White House that, but he thought this reflected the
feelings people have about where the decisions are made and where
criticism is to be directed.

Secretary Shultz said he had been many times with the President,
sometimes alone, sometimes with Henry Kissinger and others, and
heard him speak of his trip to the USSR and the relationship between
our two countries. There was, he thought, a striking parallel between
the President’s views and those Mr. Brezhnev had expressed. Brezhnev
replied he was indeed happy to hear that since he had the freshest
memory of their conversations. In fact, he recalled virtually every
word. As he saw it, the big tensions between our countries and between
the leaders disappeared in the course of their first meeting. This was a
process that had continued since. It was not a matter of personal ambi-
tion, but he felt the personal relationships established were of the
greatest importance for our two countries and should be brought to
their logical conclusion.

Brezhnev then said he was not a diplomat, only a former engineer,
but he would like to say that it was not an unimportant fact that the
American people had reelected President Nixon to his second term by a
great majority. This had come after his visit to Moscow and means that
the American people approve of his line of cooperation with the USSR,
though that of course was not a direct issue in the campaign. Secretary
Shultz replied that was right and he believed it expressed the yearnings
for peace throughout the world. The President’s visit to the USSR was
the largest step that could be taken toward world peace. Clearly the
American people were responding favorably to the move. Brezhnev
commented that obviously plain people everywhere wanted peace.

Secretary Shultz observed that frequently in their talks the Presi-
dent had emphasized that economic-commercial relations between our
two countries was an essential part of our broader relations, and not
just a matter of day-to-day trade. The President was therefore seeking
to develop things that have a longer-range significance, not only the
economic aspects but other aspects as well. Here, the Secretary noted
that we have restructured a part of our government to deal better with
the USSR in the economic-commercial sphere. Also he would like to
point out that he and Dr. Kissinger were and would be closely associ-
ated in the new structure when looking at economic relations with the
USSR.

Brezhnev said with a straight face that turned into a smile that Sec-
retary Shultz should tell Kissinger he very much welcomed coopera-
tion between the Secretary and Dr. Kissinger but he, Brezhnev, hoped
there would also be cooperation between the Secretary and the Soviets.
But seriously, he continued, we are grateful for the coincidence of
views between us and the President on the development of economic
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ties. The Soviets had noted our structural changes and that the Secre-
tary had been invested with the noble task of heading it. “We know you
enjoy the confidence of the President.”

Pensively, Brezhnev said that it was really impossible to
over-estimate the importance of mutual confidence. We must both try
in every way to develop and strengthen that, not allow it to be just a
fleeting thing. As the Russians say, “There is no confidence without
love.” Though the word “love” was not appropriate here between poli-
ticians, the confidence part was. So, now you go ahead and cooperate
with Kissinger, whom I haven’t seen for some time. Perhaps I should
send him a telegram and ask him why he hasn’t been telling me any-
thing since he is dealing with the Soviet Union. You and he should tell
me what you are saying about us! Turning serious again, Brezhnev said
he knew Kissinger and knew that cooperation between him and the
Secretary would be serious and fruitful.

At this point there was a humorous exchange, with the Secretary
saying that if Sonnenfeldt was willing to sell something to Brezhnev for
only 10 percent he was not sure he ought to be dealing with such
matters. Sonnenfeldt remarked that he was supposed to get two per-
cent commission from the Lend-Lease settlement* and Brezhnev shot
back quickly that that settlement was not yet in effect and might not be.

The Secretary then said he would like to say a word about the
matter of confidence and our Congress where certain questions were
already being debated. He would like to assure Brezhnev that the Presi-
dent was working hard on the problems relating to Congress and in the
spirit which had been developed during his Moscow visit. But we do
have serious problems with the Congress. The President was seeking
various ways to break the log-jam created by attitudes in Congress. The
Secretary said he had explained this matter in detail yesterday to No-
vikov and so would not go into it closely here.” The important thing
was to have confidence that the President was working to see that the
agreements we signed would be carried out. He is working in the most
arduous way and in the politically most sensible way.

4See footnote 2, Document 65.

5In a memorandum to Nixon, March 15, Shultz summarized his meeting with
Deputy Premier Ignatiy Trofimovich Novikov: “I set forth in detail possible strategies we
might pursue on MFN, described our new organizational arrangements on trade rela-
tions, reviewed the agricultural picture and informed him of our readiness to let gas com-
panies proceed with further feasibility studies, though without commitment on our part
with respect to eventual financing and pricing policies. Novikov showed intense interest
and reacted positively throughout. I believe relationship with him will prove useful over
time.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 495, President’s
Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 15)
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Brezhnev then asked what was the Secretary’s evaluation of the
spirit of the talks he had had with Novikov, Baybakov and Kuzmin.®
He commented all three were fully abreast of Soviet policy thinking.
Secretary Shultz replied he had received a great deal of information
from Baybakov about the planning process and about the relationship
between planning the internal economy and foreign trade. The expla-
nations had been very helpful. With Novikov, the Secretary said, there
had been a fruitful two-way exchange on the organization of work be-
tween us in the economic field, on matters relating to oil and gas, the
question of MFN status for the USSR, and to a lesser extent on agricul-
tural matters and the desirability from both our standpoints for early
information about any Soviet grain purchases so we could plan our
planting and our transport arrangements. In general, the Secretary said
all the conversations with Soviet officials had been useful and their
general tone had been constructive, especially the talk with Novikov.

Brezhnev commented that Novikov, Baybakov and Kuzmin were
very well informed on economic-commercial matters, were close to the
Soviet leadership and knew their opinions and the nuances of policy.
Novikov was perhaps the most competent person in the foreign eco-
nomic field in his capacity as a deputy to Kosygin dealing on a daily
basis with economic matters. These three men accurately reflect Soviet
positions on policy.

Brezhnev said he had had a conversation with Novikov just before
the Secretary and his party went to the Bolshoi Theater and been filled
in on their talk. As concerned business facilities in Moscow, Brezhnev
said Novikov had already spoken to people about the establishment of
permanent trade missions between us, and that he supported this idea.

With respect to agriculture, Brezhnev said there was really not
much he could tell the Secretary at this time but he would like to assure
him that a constructive solution to that question (advance knowledge
of purchases) would be found and they would let us know. Brezhnev
said he was convinced that we did need to coordinate these matters be-
tween us rather than continue in the hit-and-miss way we have had be-
fore. Both our economies require planning and we should go down the
road of better coordination. As of now, he said, they could not give us
an absolute figure but should be able to come up with more or less real-
istic figures for maybe the next five to ten years.

Secretary Shultz commented it was hard to be exact where nature’s
whim played such an important role but we did need some figures for
planning various things on our side. He told Brezhnev that the Soviets

®No record of Shultz’ meeting with Nikolay Konstantinovich Baybakov, Deputy
Chairman of the USSR Council of Ministers, and Deputy Minister of Trade M. R. Kuzmin,
was found.
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could pass any information they consider highly confidential to us with
assurance that it would not leak out. Brezhnev said that was indeed the
spirit in which he informed the President of various matters. In fact,
that was an important aspect of our relationship. He thought that re-
cently the passing of information between us had been improving.

Secretary Shultz said he would like to return to gas. We realized
that this subject was of deep significance to both countries. It involved a
long term, a large scale, required mutual confidence, and had mutual
benefit. Brezhnev commented that the latter aspect was essential since
otherwise our businessmen would not go for it, nor would the Soviets.
But Brezhnev thought their and our experts would be able to calculate
quite accurately who would get what benefit and what the proper
time-frame should be. From what he understood, 3040 years seemed
to be indicated. It might be difficult for us all to live to see the ultimate
fruit of such long-term agreements. In any event, he thought it would
be difficult for him personally though he would certainly like to live
that long. He said his 87-year old mother lives in Moscow and is now
looking forward to her 90th birthday. She has a great interest in things,
sees movies, and watches television, and is always full of lively com-
ments on things. Brezhnev hoped he would be the same at her age.

The Secretary said he shared Brezhnev’s assessment of the gas out-
look. There were many technical questions to be solved and the eco-
nomic aspects must be carefully examined. We already know, how-
ever, what the general future demand picture for a clean energy source
like gas is likely to be. The possibilities here are of great promise. While
recognizing the uncertainties, we are ready to tell our companies, espe-
cially those involved in the “North Star” project that the United States
Government has no objections to their going ahead with their studies,
which we hope will have a successful outcome.

Brezhnev said that at a recent official conference with the Siberian
oil people and various ministers he had heard that the reserves in the
area under discussion amounted to some 20.5 trillion cubic meters. This
amount was already proved out and more reserves were being discov-
ered all the time. Under certain conditions, therefore, the Soviets could
talk to us about even larger amounts of gas than were mentioned ear-
lier. It was now up to the specialists to make their fine calculations.
Brezhnev said he understood there were problems of a technical nature
such as high pipe-pressure, laying pipe on the sea bottom and so forth,
but he thought the specialists would solve those. He personally was
more interested in the political aspect of the projects under discussion
because this was the real meaning of such a long-term relationship be-
tween us in the economic field.

Secretary Shultz replied that was very well put. In fact, it seemed
to him that there was a kind of parallel between the ever-expanding gas
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reserves Brezhnev had mentioned and the expanding possibilities for
our relationship. Brezhnev said that was right, that was the scale they
were thinking about. As regards quantities, selling the US 300 million
cubic feet was peanuts. (At this point, Brezhnev autographed three
photographs which had been taken at the outset of the meeting and
later handed them over to the Secretary.)

The Secretary said he wanted to say one further word about our
problems in Congress with the MFN issue. He had given Novikov a
very detailed explanation about the possible strategies. We would keep
Dobrynin informed on how we see the process unfolding. We have giv-
en this background so that you will understand the processes involved
and, to the extent possible, you will in your own activities see the rela-
tionship to the way in which matters go forward. (This latter part was
at first incorrectly translated and Mr. Sonnenfeldt asked that the inter-
preter render it exactly. This was done.)

Brezhnev said he had said at the outset that he was happy to hear
any advice of what the President thought they (the Soviets) could ap-
propriately do within their possibilities. He had to be cautious because
he realized this was a U.S. internal matter. He added that they would
take no steps without the President’s consent. So far as the agreements
of last year were concerned, the Soviets felt duty bound to do every-
thing necessary to carry them out. It was no secret that this was fully in
our interest, meaning by this our common interest. The Secretary com-
mented that was a very helpful statement and repeated his assurance
that we would keep Dobrynin informed.

Brezhnev asked the Secretary to give the President his and his col-
leagues’ best regards. They all wished him the best of health and
success in his activities, especially as regarded progress on our agree-
ments and in developing other areas of our future relations. Brezhnev
underscored the very important stage in our relations at which we now
find ourselves.

Secretary Shultz remarked that the two preceding nights he and
his party had seen excellent performances in Moscow which pointed
up the importance of doing things to the best of one’s ability. He would
like to present to Brezhnev a small gift which represented the fine work
done by the Steuben company, which was well known for its glass ob-
jects. Since the gift was a horse’s head, perhaps the General Secretary
could use it to play chess. Brezhnev replied he used to play chess but
had no time now. He promised to keep the little glass horse’s head on
his desk at home. He said the Secretary had caught him unawares but
he would find something for him. Brezhnev made a parenthetical re-
mark on the very wide uses of glass, from plates in windows to the
finest art objects. Mr. Sonnenfeldt commented that the Secretary might
have to make 31 more visits to the USSR to bring Brezhnev the re-
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maining pieces for a complete chess set. Brezhnev immediately
quipped he would support the Sonnenfeldt line and that indeed the
Secretary must come back to Moscow. There was much planning to do.

Brezhnev then asked whether the Secretary would be returning di-
rectly to the US from Moscow. Secretary Shultz replied he would be
stopping in Bonn, then in Paris where a large meeting of Finance Min-
isters would be held Friday on international monetary arrangements.

Brezhnev asked the Secretary to tell the President he has received a
message from the Japanese Prime Minister. It was a calm, businesslike
message on relations between Japan and the USSR in which the Japa-
nese suggested a new round of conversations on a peace treaty. These
would follow up those started by Gromyko in Tokyo last year.
Brezhnev stressed that the message had nothing to do with any third
country but was confined to questions of general relations between the
USSR and Japan, including references to their desire to develop further
economic relations in the fields of oil, gas, and other resources.
Brezhnev said he would soon tell the President in detail about this mes-
sage through Dobrynin but wanted Secretary Shultz to be informed
now on the general contents. He said he had told the Japanese Ambas-
sador he agreed to such discussions and would plan to answer the mes-
sage in the near future, with a suggestion that an appropriate time be
arranged through diplomatic channels.

Brezhnev said he hoped the Secretary would find solutions to the
problems to be discussed in Paris. He also asked vaguely about the
talks between the U.S. and the GDR on the establishment of diplomatic
relations.” (This was not pursued.)

Secretary Shultz said there was no problem with the Soviet press
release which Mr. Aleksandrov had handed to Mr. Sonnenfeldt. He
continued that he would be meeting the press before leaving Moscow
and would brief them in general terms about his reception but would
not tell them what the Soviet side had said because it was their privi-
lege to release that.

After everyone had got up from the table, Brezhnev took the Secre-
tary over to a large plaque (about 6" x 4') resting on a stand. He ex-
plained that the plaque had been made of various kinds of wood by
people on the island of Sakhalin in honor of the 50th anniversary of the
formation of the USSR. The Secretary commented it was an unusual
piece of work. Thereupon, Brezhnev went into the next room and re-
turned with a portrait of himself (about 3’ x 2) done in the same
wood-mosaic style. He explained how the work had been put together

7 Diplomatic relations between the United States and the GDR were established on
September 4, 1974.
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and seemed obviously pleased with it. Brezhnev then disappeared with
his portrait and returned with a color-photograph blow-up of President
Nixon and Kosygin signing an agreement last May, with himself in the
center of the picture. Mr. Sonnenfeldt observed that neither Kissinger
nor he was visible in the photograph though they had been present. He
joked that they had been purged from the Photo but Brezhnev only
smiled.

After a brief leave-taking, the Secretary and those accompanying
him departed.

85. Conversation Between President Nixon and his Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, March 16, 1973, 10:18-10:33 a.m.

Kissinger: Mr. President.
Nixon: Yeah?

Kissinger: We are having a problem with the Russians, which has
been caused by a total lack of discipline in the State Department. On
Wednesday, Dobrynin called me with a message from Brezhnev to you
that they had heard that we were submitting a resolution at the Human
Rights Commission in Geneva calling for free emigration of people all
over the world.?

Nixon: Um-hmm.

Kissinger: I called Rush. Rush said he would stop it.

Nixon: Right.

Kissinger: He would stop our doing something. I notified Gro-
myko that we were not proceeding. I offered it to Dobrynin on your be-

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Tapes,
Oval Office, Conversation No. 881-2. No classification marking. The editor transcribed
the portion of the conversation printed here specifically for this volume.

2 No record of Kissinger’s March 14 telephone conversation with Dobrynin was
found. However, in two subsequent conversations on March 15, at 9:50 a.m. and 11:05
a.m., Dobrynin and Kissinger did discuss the resolution before the Human Rights Com-
mission. (Ibid., NSC Files, Kissinger Telephone Conversations (Telcons), Box 19, Chrono-
logical File) The United States submitted a resolution in the Human Rights Commission
on the right to leave any country and return to one’s own country. The resolution was
withdrawn, and the United States supported a similar resolution that was adopted on
March 23 as Human Rights Commission Resolution 12 (XXIX). (UN. Doc. E/CN.4/RES/
12/(XXIX) None of the draft texts nor the final resolution mentioned Soviet Jews.
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half, saying you had ordered it stopped. This morning Rush calls me in
extreme agitation, saying a) they had never understood, had never real-
ized, that we were in fact submitting a resolution; that the fellow had
gone ahead and submitted the resolution anyway.

Nixon: [unclear]

Kissinger: That we were faced now with the problem of with-
drawing it, which we can’t do because the Jewish people would scream
their heads off if we withdrew a resolution on free emigration.

Nixon: Just say we won't press it.
Kissinger: Oh, that I've already done.
Nixon: Hmm.

Kissinger: But we will say [unclear] to the Russians after having
given them an assurance.

Nixon: Um-hmm.

Kissinger: I told them to call the guy back to give us an explanation
of how he could proceed without instructions. He’s, unfortunately, the
head of some Jewish organization on top of it.

Nixon: Who is it? [unclear]

Kissinger: The guy we got there.

Nixon: That’s not what I asked you. I know—
Kissinger: [unclear]

Nixon: I must say this: I know this is not Rogers. I know that he
couldn’t, he [unclear]—

Kissinger: No, no, no it’s not Rogers—

Nixon: I know this is not Rush.

Kissinger: It is certainly not Rush—

Nixon: It’s somebody down the line and I—

Kissinger: It is some son-of-a-bitch—

Nixon: —I think he’s got to be disciplined.

Kissinger: And you know as well as I do—

Nixon: [I—I'll tell you what I think we ought to do. I think the bas-
tard ought to be recalled. I really do. He did—he did this without—

Kissinger: You know, Mr. President, that these bastards don’t
submit resolutions without somebody covering their tail in the Depart-
ment. Now, a) I agree. Rogers had nothing to do with this. He, he—

Nixon: He [unclear].

Kissinger: Rush was trying to stop it, and he is even more burned
up than I because they lied to him. But I told Dobrynin and he went
through the roof, and he rarely loses his temper. He says it makes him
look like a fool, makes us look very bad.
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Nixon: Send a message to Brezhnev right away with this [unclear].
See, he probably [unclear]. What are we going to say to him? Do we say
[unclear]—?

Kissinger: I—I've asked Rush to—

Nixon: I'm almost thinking of this: I think what [unclear]. I thought
we would write a letter to a Congressman or something stating my po-
sition as to Jewish emigration. I feel so strongly about it.

Kissinger: Well, I think it’s too dangerous for you, Mr. President.

Nixon: Oh, screw it. I'm not running for anything.

Kissinger: No, but you need some support. But—

Nixon: I'm not getting any.

Kissinger: Well, I've asked Rush to send us a written report, and
I'm going to send that to Dobrynin.

Nixon: In the Senate, the Democratic Caucus endorsed a resolution
urging the administration to substantially reduce the contingent of all
the U.S. troops stationed overseas. Three Senators were against this.
Scoop Jackson continued [unclear].

Kissinger: It's a disgrace. It is a national disease. These people.
[knocking noise] I mean, the pressures we're under—

Nixon: [unclear]—
Kissinger: —from these people, from the Jewish community.

Nixon: Well, the Jewish community I understand. I—you know
what I mean. I can disagree with them, but I understand. ButI don’t un-
derstand the Congressmen and Senators joining with them.

Kissinger: Yeah.
Nixon: You understand?
Kissinger: Yeah.

Nixon: We all have pressures. Christ, if I were Jewish, I'd probably
be kicking them in the ass, too. It’s stupid.

Kissinger: [unclear]

Nixon: My point is [unclear] I got [Max] Fisher to toe the line I
want.

[unclear exchange]

Nixon: I told Fisher [unclear] because the door will slam shut. I
want you to get one fact for me: how many Jewish people were allowed
to emigrate in ‘71 as compared to ‘72, after we moved? I want to add
that I think if we could show, without saying we did it, that the number
that emigrated after our meeting with the Russians was greater. It was
substantially increased in ‘72, I think. Weren’t they? [unclear]—

Kissinger: Well, they were at the same level—

Nixon: Ok.
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Kissinger: —but I can get Dobrynin to give me those.

Nixon: Oh, on Dobrynin, just say that I was—that I called you on
the carpet this morning, and I raised hell, and I am—that I have, I have
demanded the man be brought back. And then, tell him that I had a
meeting with Jewish leaders here in the office yesterday and laid down
the law to them that I would totally oppose it, publicly, if they’d even
insist. Well, why don’t you do that?

Kissinger: Right.

Nixon: And put a note from me, personally, to Brezhnev on it.> I
really think I should do it—

Kissinger: And I think I'll ask Rush to call up Dobrynin and
apologize.

3 No record of the note was found.

86. Editorial Note

Throughout the last week of March and the early days of April
1973, the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs Kissinger
exchanged and discussed drafts regarding a nuclear non-use agree-
ment with Soviet Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin. Kissinger also con-
sulted with the British Embassy in Washington about the draft
agreement.

On March 21, Minister Yuri Vorontsov delivered the latest Soviet
draft of the agreement to Scowcroft. (National Archives, Nixon Presi-
dential Materials, NSC Files, Box 495, President’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/
Kissinger, Vol. 15) In a memorandum to Kissinger, March 26, Helmut
Sonnenfeldt of the NSC Staff analyzed the new Soviet version. Sonnen-
feldt wrote that it “moves further away from the contingent quality of
our last draft.” The new version, he wrote, “now becomes a bilateral
non-aggression pact, with particular emphasis on nuclear war, and
some reassuring phrases for third countries.” Sonnenfeldt noted that a
revised Article VI of the agreement “introduces two qualifications that
may have some meaning.” He continued:

“—The Agreement does not affect the ‘inherent right of collective
self-defense’ (in our draft), but the Soviets add ‘provided for in Article
51 of the Charter.” We had this earlier but dropped it at UK suggestion
for the broader right of self-defense. Presumably, the Soviets want to
distinguish between legitimate and illegitimate rights to self-defense.
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This requires a lawyer’s judgment; my instinct is against adding the Ar-
ticle 51 reference.

“—The obligations toward third countries are also not impaired or
affected, but the Soviets add a qualifier that relates to those obligations
undertaken ‘in appropriate treaties and agreements’—presumably nar-
rowing the effect to formal arrangements only. (Is our nuclear commit-
ment to NATO in a treaty or agreement, for example?)

“—It could be that these two changes are designed with China in
mind—in that the U.S. has no treaty obligations and China could only
appeal to self-defense under the Charter.” (Ibid., Kissinger Office Files,
Box 67, Country Files—Europe—USSR, Map Room, Aug. 1972-May 31,
1973)

On March 27, Kissinger contacted Minister Richard Sykes at the
British Embassy regarding the latest Soviet draft (telephone conversa-
tion, March 27; ibid., Kissinger Telephone Conversations (Telcons), Box
19, Chronological File), and on March 30, British Ambassador Cromer
forwarded to Kissinger a telegram from Sir Thomas Brimelow, Perma-
nent Under-Secretary in the British Foreign Office, commenting on the
latest Soviet draft. (Ibid., Kissinger Office Files, Box 67, Country Files—
Europe—USSR, Map Room, Aug. 1972-May 31, 1973) On March 31,
Kissinger contacted Dobrynin and told him “we have had a long mes-
sage from the English with their views.” He said that “we want to
study it because we don’t want to hand over a document the day we get
the message. And secondly we want to study it to see whether we can
accommodate some of their concerns, which will not require a major
change, incidentally.” (Ibid., Kissinger Telephone Conversations
(Telcons), Box 19, Chronological File) Sonnenfeldt submitted two sub-
sequent drafts to Kissinger on March 31 and April 1, revised on the
basis of comments from the British and from Kissinger. (Ibid., Kissinger
Office Files, Box 67, Country Files—Europe—USSR, Map Room, Aug.
1972-May 31, 1973 [3 of 3]) On April 2, a revised U.S. draft of the nu-
clear non-use agreement was delivered to Dobrynin. (Ibid., NSC Files,
Box 495, President’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 16)

Dobrynin discussed the revised U.S. draft with Kissinger in a tele-
phone conversation at 6:25 p.m. the same day. Dobrynin said the U.S.
draft “is a complete disappointment to me frankly.” He told Kissinger:
“Now in Moscow it will look like a step back from what we already dis-
cussed two weeks ago. I am perfectly sure of this reaction because it’s
from the text from your declaration which was a half year ago.” Do-
brynin objected to the revised second paragraph of Article I of the U.S.
draft agreement, which stated that the United States and the Soviet
Union “agree that they will, in the conduct of their international rela-
tions do their utmost to create conditions in which recourse to nuclear
weapons will not be justified, to prevent the development of situations
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capable of causing a dangerous exacerbation of their relations, and to
avoid military confrontations.” Kissinger told Dobrynin that “the
British attach enormous importance to that one sentence.” He added
that “it therefore would make it a lot easier to sell it if the British would
join us.” Kissinger said that he would discuss Dobrynin’s comments
with President Nixon the following afternoon. (Ibid., Kissinger Tele-
phone Conversations (Telcons), Box 19, Chronological File)

Kissinger called Sonnenfeldt after his phone conversation with
Dobrynin. He told Sonnenfeldt that Dobrynin “is shedding bitter tears
over the phrase ‘conditions in which nuclear war would not be justi-
fied.” I told him he should wait 24 hours before transmitting it; I'll talk
to the President again, which doesn’t mean we’ll have to change it. You
know, there is in fact an argument to be made that even if we are going
to drop it out we could drop it in Moscow.” Sonnenfeldt replied that
“there is a chance if we hang in there and tell them that this is just how
it’s got to be that they may accept it.” The conversation continued:
“HAK: And there is an advantage in showing the British we submitted
it. Sonnenfeldt: Yes, because we're going to have a big problem when
this thing surfaces so we might as well show the agony that we went
through. Because it’s in there twice now, in the preamble and the ar-
ticle. HAK: Which is one reason why we could drop it from the article.
Sonnenfeldt: Yes, I think though that their objection is largely bureau-
cratic and can’t really be substantive because they got the first sentence
and this thing is almost totally illogical.” (Ibid.)

On April 3, Kissinger phoned Dobrynin and told him that the Pres-
ident “would like to submit the document as it is.” Kissinger added:
“On the other hand, he [Nixon] will look with great sympathy at coun-
ter-proposals from Mr. Brezhnev. But he feels that he must at least
submit it—that one phrase.” Dobrynin replied that “this phrase is three
times repeated.” Kissinger told Dobrynin: “Well, I can tell you that we
will be very receptive to deleting it from Article I. I mean I tell you that
on an informal basis.” The conversation continued: “HAK: Anatole, we
have never failed to complete an agreement and we will not fail this
time. We will not fail this early in the Administration and this late in
our relationship. But we have to go through some steps and you have
to go through some. Dobrynin: I understand. All right. HAK: Particu-
larly when we have to discuss the history at some point.” (Ibid.)
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87. Message From the Soviet Leadership to President Nixon'

Moscow, undated.

We would like to say frankly that we ourselves do not have data
regarding the weapons deliveries from North to South Vietnam. As for
the Soviet Union, it stands—as we have repeatedly and quite definitely
stated—for the strict implementation of the Quadripartite Agreement
on Vietnam of January 27 by all its parties. We proceed also from the
fact that the agreement signed at the Paris International Conference on
Vietnam must be strictly and punctually observed. It is in this way that
the Soviet Union on its part is and will be active.

While the war was in progress in Vietnam, we, as is known, helped
the DRV with armaments but the situation has changed with the end of
the war and with attainment of peace. We want, strictly confidentially,
to bring to the personal knowledge of President Nixon the fact that in
these new conditions our present deliveries to North Vietnam are con-
nected only with peaceful purposes of economic restoration of that
country. At the same time, we would like to draw the attention of the
President to the following circumstance: When our weapons were de-
livered to the DRYV, it was done primarily through the territory of Chi-
na or the Chinese ports. It is quite possible that part of the weapons sent
at that time and destined for the DRV might have settled somewhere in
China. We do not exclude a possibility that those weapons might have
reached the DRYV later.

In the communication transmitted to us by the US side,’ there was
a hint that there is a possibility that the United States may again embark
on the road of military actions in Vietnam or, in other words, on the
road of violation of the peace agreements. Taking into account what in
the present circumstances would be the consequences of such actions
for the situation not only in Vietnam but in the whole world as well, we

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 496, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 16. Top Secret. Kissinger forwarded the mes-
sage to Nixon as an attachment to a summary memorandum, April 17. Kissinger wrote
that the note came “in response to our representations regarding weapons deliveries in
Vietnam” (see Document 81). Dobrynin had delivered the message to Scowcroft on
March 23. That day, Scowcroft forwarded it to Kissinger, who was in Mexico, in message
Tohak 93, with the question: “Do you wish the message to be given to the President?”
(Ibid.)

2 The Vietnam Peace Accords signed in Paris on January 27 (see Document 74) in-
cluded a provision for convening an International Conference on Vietnam, which began
in Paris on February 26. The Final Act signed on March 2 called for, among other things,
strict implementation of the peace agreement. See Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume X,
Vietnam, January 1973-July 1975, Document 25.

3 Not further identified.



298 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XV

would like to believe that things would not turn in that direction. We
believe that restraint and equanimity will be displayed by the US and
that adherence to peaceful aims regarding which there was an under-
standing reached between us at the meeting in Moscow, as well as to
the provisions of the Act solemnly signed by the two of our countries
together with other participants of the Paris conference will be clearly
demonstrated. (According to the information reaching us from various
sources, considerable quantities of American armaments are being re-
ceived as before by Saigon authorities. To what extent this information
corresponds to the real state of affairs is, of course, known better to the
US authorities.)

88. Memorandum From Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)"

Washington, March 27, 1973.

SUBJECT
MEN for the USSR; Shultz Meeting

Since Secretary Shultz explained to Deputy Premier Novikov and
then to Brezhnev the possible strategies we may use to deliver on the
President’s commitment to obtain MFN for the USSR ? the Soviets have
permitted Jewish emigration to flow more freely. (See the status report
at Tab B.)? There is also talk in Moscow that the emigration tax law is
“up in the air”.

In light of this Secretary Rogers has sent the President a memo
(Tab A) expressing the judgment that it may now be possible to find a
compromise solution that satisfies all the parties.* He advocates a tacit

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 953, VIP
Visits, George P. Shultz (Europe & USSR), Mar. 8-22, 1973. Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only.

2 See Document 84.

3 Attached but not printed is an undated memorandum from Eliot to Kissinger.
Eliot wrote: “Evidence from the last few days indicates that the Soviets may have already
significantly altered their practices in regard to collection of the education tax. They ap-
pear to be making wide use of tax waivers, an option contained in the original August
1972 Council of Ministers” decree.” Regarding the decree, see Document 27.

* Attached but not printed is Rogers’ March 23 memorandum to Nixon. Rogers also
stated that “the Soviet leadership would find the solution acceptable because: the in-
creased emigration would be within tolerable limits; there would be no need formally to
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arrangement with the Soviets involving an annual emigration rate of at
least 36,000 Jews, one sixth of whom would be individuals with higher
education; there would also be assurances that through use of waivers
inability to pay the education tax would not prevent emigration. In ad-
dition, there would be some less specific understanding that there
would be no harassment of applicants for emigration. The Secretary’s
memo gives reasons why such a deal might be acceptable in Moscow if
it assured the Soviets of MFN and continued EXIM access.

Procedurally, the Secretary would seek to get American Jewish
and then Israeli support for this approach.” Assuming success in this, as
he does, the Secretary would then approach Dobrynin to get Soviet as-
surances that the proposed arrangement is acceptable. Then the
sponsors of the Jackson-Mills-Vanik proposal® would be approached
and assured that firm though informal commitments had been made
by the Soviets in exchange for prompt granting of MFN. These legisla-
tive sponsors would get off the hook by issuing a statement to the effect
that the Administration had provided assurances that it had reason to
believe that Jewish emigration would continue at no less than present
quantitative and qualitative levels and that the tax would not be ap-
plied so as to restrict emigration.

The course of action proposed by Secretary Rogers rests on at least
two key judgments: that the Soviets will accept a specific, if informal
deal; that even if they do, Jackson et al will consider this particular one
sufficient to withdraw their requirement for periodic Presidential
findings that the Soviets are allowing free emigration. I question both
judgments; and I also consider it unlikely that any such deal could re-
main unpublicized, no matter how informal it was. Once public, the
Administration would of course have become a party to a Soviet emi-
gration quota of 36,000 heads a year and someone will be bound to cal-
culate the per capita remittances we are making to the USSR through
EXIM loans and tariff concessions for people released. This may be a
harsh and prejudiced assessment and you may well have a different
view of what is undoubtedly a genuine effort to get us out of the di-
lemma we now face. You may wish to discuss this proposal with Secre-
tary Shultz, whose own preference has been for attempting to erode
support for the Jackson amendment by the strategy he explained to
Brezhnev. It, too, of course would require cooperative Soviet action on

abrogate any Soviet decrees or regulations; Congressional approval of MFN and credit
guarantees would be assured.”

5 Rogers wrote in his March 23 memorandum to Nixon: “First,  will invite the three
American Jewish leaders with whom I have dealt on this matter, Messrs. Fisher, Stein,
and Maass, to Washington to seek their support. Simultaneously, we will seek the active
support of the Israelis.”

6 See Document 76.



300 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XV

the emigration front as a crucial element but would, I believe, depend
more on a pattern of observable performance by the Soviets than on an
explicit numerical deal. (Maybe, after CSCE, the Soviets could even
take their law off the books.)

At some point, Shultz and you may want to sit down with Jackson
and Mills and, I suppose Vanik, to see whether such an observable pat-
tern of extensive emigration would persuade them to alter the terms of
their measure:

—to a proposition under which MFN etc. would continue unless
the President found that there were unreasonable impediments to
emigration;

—or, less desirably, to a requirement for periodic renewal of MFN
by the President, based on a finding of no unreasonable impediment.

You may also want to discuss with Secretary Shultz the bureau-
cratic issues raised by Secretary Rogers’” memo since that document
would clearly place the key actions within the Department of State (ex-
cept for the ultimate steps with the Congress, where he recommends
the President’s personal involvement).

There is also still a question about whether to put the request for
MEN authority in the overall trade bill. The pros and cons are still what
they were: incorporation may deter some present supporters of the
Jackson-Vanik-Mills measure because they may not want to risk a
Presidential veto of the whole package; at the same time, we can always
separate the MFN portion later. Against incorporation is the argument
that in the end the President may have to confront a veto of the whole
trade bill. (Note: If Jackson—-Vanik-Mills passes in its present form, the
President is almost forced to veto since otherwise he cannot continue to
grant EXIM and CCC credit facilities to the USSR without certifying
that free emigration exists in the USSR.)

You should also nail down the proposition that however the legis-
lation comes out, the President should have authority to move on his
MFN commitment to Romania.”

Recommendation:

Following your discussion with Secretary Shultz,® I will need your
guidance on how you wish to deal with the Rogers memo to the
President.

7 For additional information on Nixon’s MFN commitment to Romania, see Foreign
Relations, 1969-1976, volume XXIX, Eastern Europe, Eastern Mediterranean, 1969-1972,
Documents 200, 202, 204, and 208.

8 For the memorandum of conversation between Kissinger and Shultz, see ibid.,
volume XXXI, Foreign Economic Policy, 1973-1976, Document 167.
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89. Message From the Soviet Leadership to President Nixon'

Moscow, undated.

I'am instructed to underline that this information is addressed in a
confidential way for the President and Dr. Kissinger. Having in mind
their expressed wishes and in the interests of better understanding by
the White House of the real state of affairs we give to the President the
information on the question which falls completely within the internal
jurisdiction of the Soviet state. We expect that this fact will be duly ap-
preciated and hope that the White House will use the information in
the interests of the Soviet-American relations.?

Applications of Soviet citizens, who wish to go for permanent resi-
dence to other countries, are considered and decisions concerning such
applications are made on the individual basis with concrete circum-
stances taken into account. As a rule, these requests are granted. For ex-
ample, speaking about persons, who in 1972 expressed the desire to go
to Israel, such permissions were received by 95,5% of those, who made
the applications. A similar approach on this matter will be maintained

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 495, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 15. Top Secret. A handwritten notation at the
top of the page reads: “Handed by D to K, 10:30 am, 3/30/73.” According to Kissinger’s
Record of Schedule, he met with Dobrynin from 10:30 to 11:10 a.m. on March 30. (Library
of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box 438, Miscellany, 1967-76) In a
note to Kissinger, April 5, Sonnenfeldt wrote: “This statement goes a long way toward
giving assurances that the education tax provisions of the decree of August 3, 1972, have
been set aside and will remain so. The reference to a decision by the Council of Ministers
gives this assurance additional weight.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materi-
als, NSC Files, Kissinger Office Files, Box 67, Country Files—Europe—USSR, Map Room,
Aug. 1972-May 31, 1973 [1 of 3])

2 Apparently, the Soviets had presented an earlier statement to Kissinger on the exit
fee issue. A transcript of a telephone conversation between Kissinger and Dobrynin on
March 17 reads in part: “K: Well, on the MFN I can already answer. D: Yes, what is an-
swer. K: We think it will go through the House in the first week of August. D: I see.
K: And in the Senate, oh, sometime during October we think. D: October, yeah. Just ap-
proximate so to speak. K: Yeah. D: What could—are you sure now things will go right?
K: Well, we are meeting with the Congressional people tomorrow on—with your paper.
And we can hand that out, can we? D: What can you hand? K: We can give them the text
which you gave us. D: I think it’s better to say, not to give them the text. K: Not to give it.
D: Just to read it. I think you can give just a summary, that’s all.” The earlier Soviet state-
ment was not found. (Ibid., Kissinger Telephone Conversations (Telcons), Box 19, Chro-
nological File)
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in the future.’ Incidentally, it can be noted that more than two thousand
people, who received the permission to leave for Israel in 1972, in the
end did not wish to make use of those permissions.

Therefore, a noisy campaign waged in the Western countries con-
cerning strict limitations, allegedly existing in the USSR, on the depar-
ture for foreign countries is obviously artificial and ill-meaning.

As for the question about the refunding of state educational ex-
penses by Soviet citizens leaving for permanent residence abroad, the
decree of the Presidium of the USSR Supreme Soviet of August 3, 1972
and a decision taken in accordance with it by the USSR Council of Min-
isters on this question allow, while giving permissions to Soviet cit-
izens to leave for abroad, to exempt them fully from reimbursing the
mentioned expenses.

Thus, the authorities, when considering the applications of Soviet
citizens who wish to go abroad, have the right to make decisions of col-
lecting from those persons only state duties, usual in such cases, and
that is what they are being guided by. Accordingly, only such usual
and insignificant duties, which were also collected before the decree of
August 3, 1972, are being collected and will be collected from the
persons, who are leaving the Soviet Union for permanent residence in
other countries. It goes without saying that, as it is done in other states,
we have cases and may have such cases in the future when citizens are
denied permission to go abroad because of the state security reasons.

% Sonnenfeldt wrote in his April 5 note to Kissinger: “As regards the volume of emi-
gration, the statement reiterates previous assertions that 95.5 percent of the applications
for emigration are being acted on favorably. This fails to deal with one of the principal
arguments of the supporters of the Jackson amendment: that people are being deterred
from applying in the first place; and that many of those who do apply are then perse-
cuted.” Sonnenfeldt continued: “In terms of the Congressional Problem, it would of
course be helpful if additional assurances can be obtained that there will be no actions to
deter applications and no reprisals against those who do apply, even in the period be-
tween application and actual departure.”

% Sonnenfeldt wrote in his April 5 note to Kissinger: “Incidentally, the reference to
denial of permission to emigrate for state security reasons is, I believe, consistent with the
Human Rights convention.”
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90. Memorandum From Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, March 30, 1973.

SUBJECT

Public Statements on Soviet Emigration and MFN

This morning’s Washington Post article quoting Deputy Secretary
Rush’s views on Soviet emigration policy, the desirability of separating
this issue from MFN, and the possibility of a new wave of anti-
semitism in the USSR should MEN be denied,? points to the need for
keeping the Administration’s public position on these issues appropri-
ately cleared and coordinated.

As you know several high-level members of the Administration
including Secretary Shultz, Peter Flanigan and now Deputy Secretary
Rush have addressed the subject in one way or another—as has the
State press spokesman. Considering the importance of these issues, the
President runs the risk of unnecessary problems and complications if
divergencies appear in such statements that may be turned to advan-
tage by one interest group or another.

The memorandum for your signature to State, Treasury, Com-
merce, Agriculture and CIEP at Tab A® would state that the President
has directed that all proposed public statements on Soviet emigration
policy and MEN for the USSR be submitted to the White House for
clearance.

Recommendation:

That you sign the memorandum at Tab A.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 721,
Country Files—Europe—USSR, Vol. XXVIII. Confidential. Sent for immediate action.

2 “Exit Called Easier for Soviet Jews,” Washington Post, March 30, 1973, p. A21.
3 Printed as Document 91.
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91. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, March 31, 1973.

FOR

The Secretary of State

The Secretary of the Treasury
The Secretary of Agriculture
The Secretary of Commerce

SUBJECT

Public Statements on Soviet Emigration and MFN

The President has directed that Administration officials planning
statements on the subjects of Soviet emigration policy and the issue of
Most Favored Nation treatment for the Soviet Union submit the text of
the proposed statement to the White House for clearance.

Henry A. Kissinger

1'Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 721,
Country Files—Europe—USSR, Vol. XXVIIIL Confidential. A copy was sent to the Execu-
tive Director, CIEP.

92. Memorandum From A. Denis Clift of the National Security
Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, April 2, 1973.

SUBJECT
Jewish Demonstrations During Brezhnev Visit
There are growing indicators that planning is underway by

various US Jewish organizations for anti-Soviet demonstrations during
General Secretary Brezhnev’s visit to the United States.

1Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 939, VIP
Visits, Brezhnev’s U.S. Visit [3 of 4]. Confidential. Sent for information.
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On March 28, the Executive Director of the National Conference on
Soviet Jewry, Jerry Goodman, raised the subject during a meeting with
State officials (memo of conversation at Tab A).2 Goodman said that the
National Conference and other cooperating organizations were inter-
ested in learning the dates of Brezhnev’s visit as they would have to
plan some sort of reception. He spoke of the possibility of demonstra-
tions involving hundreds of thousands.

On March 30, Evans and Novak reviewed the possibility of
anti-Soviet demonstrations in more vivid, journalistic terms (clipping
at Tab B),” writing that the National Conference is planning major dem-
onstrations in every city Brezhnev will visit, that the issue is out of the
hands of responsible US Jewish leaders, that it involves the entire US
Jewish community, and that only formal Soviet elimination of the exit
fee decree will head off the demonstrations.

This memorandum is to advise you of the growing information
pointing to the possibility of major, anti-Soviet demonstrations during
the Brezhnev visit. In the normal course of meetings with repre-
sentatives of the US Jewish community between now and the visit, I
think we can expect State to continue to urge caution and generally ad-
vise against any such demonstrations. You may wish to consider ar-
ranging for additional, private meetings with respected Jewish leaders
to discuss the importance of avoiding demonstrations that might work
an adverse effect on the visit and on the possibilities for future liberal-
ization of Soviet emigration policy.

2 Attached but not printed.

% Attached but not printed is the Rowland Evans and Robert Novak article,
“Brezhnev’s Visit and the Jews,” Washington Post, March 30, 1973.
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93. Memorandum From the Chairman of the Under Secretaries
Committee (Rush) to President Nixon'

Washington, April 4, 1973.

SUBJECT

Review of US-Soviet Bilateral Issues

SUMMARY

This is in response to NSSM-1762 and, as directed, does not in-
clude such issues as SALT, CSCE, MBEFR, nor any issues relating to the
US-Soviet Trade Agreement and the work of the US-USSR Joint Com-
mercial Commission.

US-Soviet dealings now cover a wide range. There are several pos-
sibilities for future agreements and for augmentation of existing agree-
ments with the USSR, as well as numerous issues now under discus-
sion or pending. Among the pending matters is the question of the term
and nature of a new Exchanges Agreement,’ due for renewal at the end
of this year.

Possible Future Agreements

A promising area for future US-USSR agreement is the project for
opening additional consulates. The Soviets raised this question, sug-
gesting an American consulate in Odessa in exchange for a Soviet con-
sulate in New York.

Another area of possible future agreement is the proposal for a bi-
national park. This project would set aside territories in Alaska and
Siberia as nature preserves open to the citizens of both countries, with
transportation between the two areas. The Department of Interior and
the National Science Foundation have reservations on this project, de-
scribed in Attachments II and IIL*

Augmentation of Existing Agreements

The recent meeting of the US-USSR Joint Commission on Scien-
tific and Technical Cooperation® revealed that the agricultural sub-

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-198, NSSM 176 [1 of 2]. Secret.

2 Document 83.
3 See footnote 2, Document 83.
4 Attachments II and III are not attached.

5Fora synopsis of this meeting, which began in Washington on March 21, see De-
partment of State Bulletin, May 7, 1973, pp. 584-585.
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agreement could be signed at an appropriate time and that a
sub-agreement in transportation might be reached by early June. There
are no prospects for an early sub-agreement in oceanography.

Under the space agreement® there are possibilities for future coop-
eration in the acquisition and enhancement by NASA of Soviet photos
of Mars, and two probes, one by each side, of both Mars and Venus.

In the field of civil aviation,” there have been indications of Soviet
interest in increasing frequencies and extending Aeroflot service to
Washington. Several US carriers are seeking permission from the So-
viets for charter flights to the USSR during the coming summer.

There are also possibilities for augmentation of our agreements
with the Soviets on Preventing Incidents at Sea,® Maritime Affairs,” and
Fisheries,"” and in the field of social security."

Possible Renegotiation of the Exchanges Agreement

The Exchanges Agreement is due for renewal at the end of 1973,
and negotiations will be held late this year or early in 1974. This agree-
ment covers a broad range of activities which are not included in the
specialized agreements (e.g., cultural, educational and information ac-
tivities as well as certain scientific and technical exchanges), and also
provides guidelines to ensure that the conditions of exchanges and co-
operative activities under the specialized agreements are uniform and
consistent with internal security.

It has been proposed that the Exchanges Agreement be renegoti-
ated as a long-term, general agreement. There appears to be little ad-
vantage to us in this idea. The current format provides not only the
“umbrella” of general principles under which all exchanges with the
Soviet Union are carried on, but also the implementation of programs
with specific numbers and quotas. These specifics reduce Soviet oppor-
tunities to engage in exchange activities high on their priority list
without allowing us reciprocal activities high on our priority list. There
might be some advantage in negotiating the next Exchanges Agree-
ment for three years (1974-76) rather than the normal two years, since
this would bring the Exchanges Agreement into phase with the Summit

6 See footnote 19, Document 70.

" The text of the U.S.-USSR Agreement on Civil Air Transport, signed on No-
vember 4, 1966, is printed in Department of State Bulletin, November 21, 1966, pp.
792-796.

8 For the text of the Agreement on Preventing Incidents at Sea, signed on May 25,
1972, see ibid., June 26, 1972, pp. 926-927.

9 See Document 61.

10 For a synopsis of the Fisheries Agreement, signed June 21, 1973, see Department
of State Bulletin, July 30, 1973, pp. 194-195.

' Not further identified.
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Cooperative Agreements, permitting an overall review of the various
agreements before their renewal.

Issues Now Under Discussion

Progress toward the establishment of consulates in Leningrad and
San Francisco would permit a formal opening at an early date.

Several consular problems are now under discussion with the So-
viets. Chief among these are the tardy Soviet response to our lists of So-
viet citizens attempting to emigrate to join their American families,
Soviet controls on travel of foreigners within the USSR, limitations on
the movement of US and Soviet diplomatic and official personnel,
and access to the American Embassy in Moscow by Soviet and
third-country citizens.

Another pending matter is the issue of unresolved private claims.

The Soviets have proposed a joint high-level announcement of the
participation of the Bolshoi ballet and theater in the Bicentennial Cele-
brations in 1976.

Ground could be broken for the new Soviet and American Em-
bassy buildings as early as this summer."

Kenneth Rush

12 The full report of the NSC Under Secretaries Committee is in the National Ar-
chives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box
H-198, NSSM 176 [1 of 2].

94. Meeting Between President Nixon and the Bipartisan
Congressional Leadership'

Washington, April 10, 1973.

[Omitted here is discussion of domestic and Latin American
economies.]

Nixon: We have not mentioned the MFN thing. It’s a very delicate
matter, I know. I just want to leave this one thought with those—I real-

1Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Tapes,
Cabinet Room, Conversation No. 122-1. No classification marking. The editor tran-
scribed the portion of the conversation printed here specifically for this volume. This con-
versation took place sometime between 8:37 a.m. and 10:19 a.m. A list of attendees is in
the President’s Daily Diary. (Ibid., White House Central Files)
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ize that an overwhelming number of the Senate would be useful and
would like to have a vote at the present, have indicated that we should
not go forward with MEN, Most Favored Nation, unless—In other
words, going forward with it, as far as the Soviet Union is concerned
it’s a condition on their doing something with regard to Jewish emigra-
tion. Now, I have respectfully suggested [that] I understand how im-
portant it is with the domestic political situation. I'm keenly aware of
that because I've talked to all these people, too, you know. I would also
respectfully suggest, however, that I—and this is not exactly parallel,
but as you might recall, that when I went to China, and then later when
[unclear] Mike [Mansfield] went later, and Gerry Ford and Hale Boggs2
with him, that there were many in this country that thought that the
China initiative should be conditional on their release of [CIA em-
ployee John T. “Jack”] Downey.> Now, let me say: had we pub-
licly ever said that Downey would still be there? Let me say also that if
we publicly indicated that that was something we were conditioning
our new relationships on it, that not only would he be there, but we
wouldn’t move forward on the relationship, which is, as I said, it’s still
a dialog, a negotiation so to speak. But he’s out now. But they had to
make that decision.

Now, if you look at the Jewish emigration thing, nobody could feel
more strongly than I do about not only that kind of policy of the Com-
munist government of the Soviet Union and of most Communist gov-
ernments, but others, not only with regard to the Jewish minorities, but
of any other minorities as well. But if you condition—if you condition
publicly, the Congress does—action in the field of most favored nation
on the basis of what they do internally about Jewish emigration, they’re
going to do three things: One, the door will come down hard and there
will be no Jewish emigration. None, because we, the major advocates,
the major proponents of it, will have no voice there. And they can’t do
anything with the Congress saying to them, “Look, you do this or else.”
It’s like we wouldn’t be able to do it if the Soviet Union would say to us,
“Look, we’re not going to buy your grain unless you have a better pro-
gram of equality of opportunity for black people in the United States.”
It’s an internal matter for us, that’s an internal matter for [unclear].
We're both probably wrong, but the point is it’s our problem just as it’s
theirs. But let’s not argue that, because, first, publicly doing it isn’t
going to help the Jewish emigration. Second, it will mean that the initia-

2 Senator Mike Mansfield (D-MT) visited China from April 18 to May 3, 1972. See
Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XVII, China, 1969-1972, Document 223. Representa-
tives Hale Boggs (D-LA) and Gerald Ford (R-MI) visited China from June 26 to July 5,
1972. See ibid., Document 229.

’ Downey was captured in 1952 and remained imprisoned in China until his release
on March 12, 1973.
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tive with regard to arms limitation, which we’re going to discuss this
year, it means that the discussions we’re going to have with them—and
need to have—with regard to the Mideast, it means that the discussions
we’re going to have with them and other countries later on in the year,
this is subject Bill [Rogers] was raising with regard to MBFR—Mutually
Balanced Force Reduction—will be seriously jeopardized. Now, what
is the alternative? All that I can say is this, and I mentioned this to a
couple of the leaders that have raised this, and all I can say is that: Be-
lieve me, we are doing everything that we can. Not only on these public
things that we’ve talked about, but on matters like this. But, I must re-
spectfully suggest that before the Congress specifically puts down a
condition of that sort, think about what effect it's going to have on our
foreign policy generally in these other fields, and also think of the coun-
terproductive effect it will have without question in terms of helping
those we're trying to help. I want to say finally, too, that progress has
been made in this field. I won’t say what at this point. We expect some
more, but it’s progress that they have to make, rather than doing it be-
cause we demanded it. And that’s what we would do, too. Now, I have
talked quite frankly with you about this and I know how strongly oth-
ers feel about it, but I think you should know how we feel and what
we're trying to do.

Mansfield: Mr. President?

Nixon: Sir?

Mansfield: May I just say this before we adjourn? I put the bill in in
the House with [unclear name]. After I did, this deputy came to visit
me from the Russian Government. He was most interested in learning
just one thing. Now, if we actually do this on our own before you legis-
late are there going to be other conditions that you impose on us later?
Because there—that has been the history of all this in our situation.
We’ve had one condition this year, another condition next year, and so
on. I assured him that if his government would move on its own to ease
this situation that I would do everything within my power to get the
House to pass Most-Favored-Nation treatment for Russia. There would
be no further conditions and I would resist any further conditions
being imposed by people debating in the Congress or the administra-
tion. He left me saying that he was going back to the Polit’s, uh, Bureau
[Politburo], whatever it’s called—

Nixon: Um-hmm.

Mansfield: —to insist that they make this change and do it over a
period of a few weeks before we could get to final consideration of
Most-Favored-Nation treatment. Now, I think—George, you probably
found that to be the case when you were in Russia, didn’t you? That
they wanted to—?

Shultz: They wanted to make the grain deal.
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Nixon: Yeah.

Shultz: It was very much on their minds—
Mansfield: Yep.

Shultz: It’s not only substantive, but symbolic—

Mansfield: Well absolutely. With this matter of extending Most-
Favored-Nation treatment is not [unclear]. Now, [unclear] hits the fact
that they belong to the human rights organization at UN and [unclear]
they’re committed under its treaty [unclear] to do exactly what we're
asking them to do. Well, I think they ought to do it.

Nixon: Now, Mike, I'm going to stop you on this and suggest—let
us reserve judgment on this. Give some, see what happens, and then—
but being in a position where we are—where we don’t in effect torpedo
our whole foreign policy because of this one issue. That’s the whole
point.

[Omitted here is discussion not related to the Soviet Union.]

95. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, April 10, 1973, 8:40-9:45 a.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Ambassador Anatoliy Dobrynin
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger

The meeting took place in order to discuss our counterdraft on the
nuclear treaty, which I had sent Dobrynin from San Clemente on April
2. [Tab AJ?

The US draft of April 2 had added language into the Preamble to
protect third countries and had reworked both Articles I and II to incor-
porate language about our “goal to create conditions” which would ex-
clude the use of nuclear weapons.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 496, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 16. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes
Only. The meeting took place in the Map Room at the White House. Sonnenfeldt sent
Kissinger an April 9 briefing memorandum prior to the meeting with Dobrynin. (Ibid.,
Kissinger Office Files, Box 67, Country Files—Europe—USSR, Map Room, Aug.
1972-May 31, 1973 [1 of 3])

2 Attached but not printed. See Document 85. All brackets are in the original.
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Dobrynin handed me the attached communication from Brezhnev
to the President on the subject [Tab B].? He pointed out that the impact
of our draft had been very unfortunate. It was in effect a return to the
declaration of last summer,* which showed that next to no progress had
been made despite all the assurances given by the President and the
hope held out by me. He said this was now a rather serious matter in
the Soviet Union. First of all, this was likely to be the most significant
achievement of the Summit, and therefore if it went by the board it was
hard to see what would come out of the Summit. Second and most im-
portantly, he could assure me that it had profound consequences for
the Soviet domestic situation if this overture of Brezhnev’s were going
to fail. He would therefore, ask me to look very carefully at the draft
again. He thought that Moscow would accept inclusion of reference in
the preamble to conditions if we could restore much of the first article. I
told him he would have an answer by Thursday.’

Dobrynin then handed me a communication about the European
Security Conference [Tab C],° the gist of which was that progress had
been disappointingly slow even though the Soviet Union had made
major concessions. He wondered whether a more effective procedure
might not be for him to meet with Rush periodically on European Secu-
rity Conference matters. I told him that it would be better for Stoessel to
meet with Vorontsov and then they could pass their problems on to Do-
brynin and me.

3 Attached but not printed. Brezhnev wrote that an agreement once seemed at hand
as “our positions have become closer and that the only thing that remained was to work
over the wording of certain provisions in order to complete the preparation of the docu-
ment.” After having received the U.S. draft, however, Brezhnev had reached a “some-
what different conclusion.” The Soviet Premier appreciated the fact that “the President is
directly dealing with this matter.” But, he added, “we would not be frank, if we do not
say after having studied the latest proposal of the U.S. side, that we are becoming greatly
concerned.”

4 Presumably the draft Dobrynin gave Kissinger on April 21, 1972. See Docu-
ment 17.

5 April 12. Kissinger discussed the draft treaty in daily telephone conversations
with Dobrynin April 12-14 and 16-17. Kissinger also discussed it in telephone conversa-
tions with Sonnenfeldt on April 13 and 17. (All National Archives, Nixon Presidential
Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Telephone Conversations (Telcons), Box 19, Chronologi-
cal File) Based on the conversations, Kissinger forwarded a revised draft to the British
Embassy on April 18. (Ibid., Box 496, President’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 16)
Kissinger discussed the revised draft with Brimelow in a telephone conversation on April
19. With regard to various formulations discussed by Kissinger, Brimelow said: “I don’t
see that we have any major interest either way.” (Ibid., Kissinger Telephone Conversa-
tions (Telcons), Box 19, Chronological File)

6 Attached but not printed. For a summary, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume
XXXIX, European Security, Document 134.
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Finally we dealt with the issue of Jewish emigration, on which Do-
brynin handed me the two attached communications [Tab D].” I asked
him whether we could use them officially with the Congress, and Do-
brynin said yes, that we could.

He finally handed me a communication about the conversations
that had been taking place in Moscow with Madame Binh [Tab E].* I
told him in all seriousness that if these violations continued, I would
guarantee some decisive American counteraction and we would be
back to the situation of last year. Every country had an obligation to
maintain the ceasefire in Vietham and we could not, as a great power,
tolerate its brutal flouting within three months of the Agreement before
the Agreement had been given any chance at all of working. I also
pointed out to him that we would appreciate Soviet influence with
Hungary and Poland to assure better compliance with the Agreement,
and particularly if the ICCS collapsed just before the Summit that too
would have very grave consequences. Dobrynin told me he would
communicate this to Moscow.

7 Attached but not printed. For a summary, see Document 96.

8 Attached but not printed. The note reported on the visit of Nguyen Thi Binh, For-
eign Minister of the Communist People’s Revolutionary Government of South Vietnam,
to Moscow. According to the note, Binh, who had led the PRG delegation at the Paris
Peace Talks, “cited a number of facts demonstrating that Saigon authorities have in fact
been trying, since the first day after the signature of the Paris agreement, to hinder in all
ways possible its implementation in every respect.”
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96. Memorandum From Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, April 11, 1973.

SUBJECT

Soviet Statement on Emigration

Attached is a revised version of the Soviet statement.” I have put it
into somewhat smoother English, but have made no substantive
changes other than to eliminate the paragraph about the “noisy cam-
paign.” (Tab A)

As you will see, following the formal text, I have appended, in rea-
sonably smooth English, the additional Soviet points of substance as
four points. Again, I have not used those items that are not directly per-
tinent, i.e., the points about Israel’ and the possibility of Dobrynin
meeting jointly with you and Congressmen.* Dobrynin should realize
that once you have made use of the Soviet statement, he and his Em-
bassy will in fact be under pressure to confirm it. (State, once it hears of
these texts may well ask to see the original Russian to check the
translation.)

You should focus on supplementary point #3. This is the one that
emphasizes that the exemption procedure was already provided for in
the decree of August 3 and in a Council of Ministers decision based on
the decree and that therefore there is no need to suspend or repeal the
decree. Indeed, the whole Soviet emphasis, not surprisingly, is on
exemption rather than repeal. But this is a key issue for Jackson et al. Even
with the Soviet assurance that there is no time limit on the right of So-

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 496, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 16. Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes Only.
Urgent; sent for information.

2 Dobrynin gave Kissinger the statement on April 10; see Document 95.

% The Soviet statement reads: “Concerning a transfer of the information received
from us by the White House to the Government of Israel. It is a matter for the President to
decide how to use our communication and whom he will inform about its contents. We,
on our part, do not want to bind ourselves by this or that advice, which would indirectly
mean the acknowledgment of some ‘special rights’ of Israel in this question. There should
be no doubt about it, we do not acknowledge any such rights.”

* The Soviet statement reads: “Concerning Dr. Kissinger’s idea of holding together
with the Soviet Ambassador a meeting with senators and congressmen. We do not con-
sider it to be expedient. It goes without saying that the USSR Ambassador cannot put
himself in a position of a “person testifying’ to American congressmen. It is for the Presi-
dent himself and for the American side in general to give explanations in general about a
real status of affairs in this question, taking into account the communication transmitted
by us.”
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viet authorities to decide to grant exemptions, Jackson will, on past
form, demand full repeal of the law; or else he will argue that his
amendment should likewise be put on the books, as a weapon to use in
case the Soviets decide to terminate or modify the full exemption provi-
sions of their decree.

You should also be aware that CIA (see CIB, April, 11, 1973, page
7)° and others continue to report that the Soviets remain highly selec-
tive in granting exit permission. This relates to the point I previously
made to you that the Soviet claim that 95.5% of those who apply receive
permission does not reflect whatever numbers may be deterred from
applying in the first place.

Tab A

We have received the following official statement from the Soviet
leadership® on the question of emigration of Soviet citizens.

“Applications of Soviet citizens who wish to leave the USSR for
permanent residence in other countries are considered, and decisions
concerning such applications are made on an individual basis, taking
account of concrete circumstances. As a rule these requests are granted.
For example, with regard to persons who in 1972 expressed the desire
to go to Israel permission was received by 95.5% of those who applied.
A similar approach will be maintained in the future. (It may be noted
that more than 2000 persons who received permission to leave for Israel
in 1972 did not in fact make use of that permission.)

“As regards the refunding of state educational expenses by Soviet
citizens leaving for permanent residence abroad, the decree of the Pre-
sidium of the USSR Supreme Soviet of August 3, 1972, and a decision
taken in accordance with it by the USSR Council of Ministers, provide
that Soviet citizens who receive permission to emigrate can be ex-
empted fully from refunding the expenses mentioned above. Accord-
ingly, Soviet authorities, in considering the applications of Soviet cit-
izens wishing to emigrate, have the right to decide that only state
duties normal in such cases be collected from such persons. The author-
ities are now being guided by this right. Consequently, only such
normal and insignificant duties—which were also collected before the
decree of August 3, 1972—are being collected, and will be collected,
from those persons who are leaving the Soviet Union for permanent
residence in other countries.

5 A reference to Central Intelligence Bulletin, No. 40, 11 April 1973, located in the
National Archives, CIA Records Search Tool (Crest).

6 Kissinger struck out the word “Government” and wrote in: “leadership.”
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“It goes without saying that as is true with other states, there are
cases in the USSR, and there may be such cases in the future, where cit-
izens are denied permission to go abroad for reasons of state security.”

In response to certain questions raised by Dr. Kissinger in connec-
tion with the above statement, the Soviet Government has further
stated that:

1. The above statement should be regarded as an official one.

2. The phrase in the statement that “only such normal duties—
which were also collected before the decree of August 3, 1972—are
being collected and will be collected” has no time limit attached to it,
and any interpretation implying the existence of a time limit would not
correspond to the position of the Soviet Government.

3. The exemption from the requirement to refund state educational
expenses is being granted on the basis of the terms of the decree of Au-
gust 3, 1972, itself and of a subsequent decision taken in accordance
with that decree by the USSR Council of Ministers. In the Soviet view,
this situation obviates the need for suspending or repealing the decree
of August 3, 1972.

5. [sic] The President and members of the Administration are free
to transmit the contents of the official Soviet statement and these addi-
tional explanatory points to the Congress.’

7 Scowcroft forwarded Sonnenfeldt’s version of the Soviet statement to Rogers
under a covering memorandum, April 17, which noted that Nixon planned “to take up
this issue tomorrow with the Bipartisan Leadership Meeting.” (National Archives, Nixon
Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 496, President’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger,
Vol. 16) No record of Nixon’s meeting with Congressional leaders, April 18, has been
found. According to The New York Times, the President told Congressmen that the Soviets
were easing obstacles to Jewish emigration to Israel by suspending a tax imposed on edu-
cated applicants for emigration. (“President Urges Senators Not to Link Soviet Trade and
Exit Tax,” April 19, 1973)
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97. Telephone Conversation Between President Nixon and his
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, April 13, 1973.

[Omitted here is discussion of the President’s meeting with Joseph
Sisco.]

Nixon: Now, on Moscow I think we ought to give that to State as a
career appointment.

Kissinger: That’s fine.

Nixon: And it'll—it'll—so, tell the second—who’s the guy, the
second man that we’ve got over there now?

Kissinger: Toon??

Nixon: No! God no! No, n-n-n-no, no, no, no. I mean our man in
the State Department.

Kissinger: Oh, Rush?

Nixon: No. God, no. No.

Kissinger: Casey?’

Nixon: No. [chuckles] You get, get—no, the career guy, the Alex
Johnson job.

Kissinger: Oh, oh. Porter?*

Nixon: Just tell Porter I want the man that they want that they
think is best qualified in the career service to become Ambassador to
Moscow because it doesn’t make any difference to us. Does it, Henry?

Kissinger: No. No. We want—

Nixon: Not at all.

Kissinger: —to do our business here.

Nixon: We're going to do the business here. So tell them that.
That's—

Kissinger: [unclear] the better off we are.

Nixon: Right. So let’s get it, then that'll, that’ll give them—they’ve
all been, you know, screaming that they don’t have any major appoint-
ments. Let’s give that one to them.

1Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Tapes,
Oval Office, Conversation No. 38-11. No classification marking. The editor transcribed
the portion of the conversation printed here specifically for this volume. This is part of a
conversation that took place from 6 to 6:07 p.m.

2 Malcolm Toon, Ambassador to Yugoslavia. Adolph Dubs was the Deputy Chief of
Mission at the Embassy in Moscow.

% William J. Casey, Under Secretary of State for Economic and Agricultural Affairs.

4 William J. Porter, Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs.
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Kissinger: Right. On—I think that’s absolutely right—
Nixon: Good, good.

Kissinger: I think—

Nixon: You—you take care of that. Ok?

Kissinger: Right.

Nixon: Fine.

[Omitted here is discussion of Thailand.]

98. Message From the U.S. Leadership to the Soviet Leadership'

Washington, undated.

Trade Issues at the US-Soviet Summit

The summit meeting will provide an opportunity to review the
progress made in trade and economic relations since the meeting in
Moscow and to set goals for the period ahead.

In accordance with his commitment and the terms of the US-Soviet
trade agreement of last October, the President has submitted to the
Congress a request for authority to extend MFN treatment.? The Presi-
dent will be prepared to give the General Secretary a status report
on this legislation and an estimate of when it may be possible for the
United States to take action with respect to MFN.

Apart from the question of MFN, there are no major outstanding
issues with respect to the implementation of the trade agreement of last

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 496, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 16. Top Secret. A handwritten notation at the
top of the note reads, “Delivered to the Soviet Embassy, 6:30 pm, Tuesday, April 17,
1973.” In a telephone conversation with Kissinger on April 14, Dobrynin said that “there
is the question of Most Favored Nation—Brezhnev understands it has some kind of prob-
lems and he asks what the President is doing.” Dobrynin said: “What he is asking now—
he is asking to you and the President if you could give him his ideas or his thoughts on
this question—what does he think about the timing of all this [sic] things to happen.” He
also asked on behalf of Brezhnev “what kind of agreements does the President think can
be done during Brezhnev’s visit in the economic fields.” Kissinger agreed to provide a re-
sponse to Brezhnev’s questions. (Ibid., Kissinger Telephone Conversations (Telcons), Box
19, Chronological File)

20n April 10, the President submitted to Congress the Trade Reform Act of 1973,
which granted to the President the authority to extend most-favored-nation status to any
nation when he deemed it in the national interest to do so. See Public Papers: Nixon, 1972,
pp. 258-270.
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October. However, the two leaders could set a new goal for total trade
between our two countries over a three-year period, for example, 2-3
billion dollars. The President would also be prepared to consider favor-
ably the possibility of raising the level of credit to be extended by the
Export-Import Bank to the USSR beyond the $500 million previously
agreed. In this connection, it will be helpful to have Soviet estimates of
expected credit requirements over the next three years.

The two leaders will probably wish to look beyond the trade agree-
ment and near-term trade and to discuss further the question of
longer-term economic relations. In particular, they could review the
status of negotiations between American companies and Soviet author-
ities concerning the export of Soviet natural gas to the United States.
The American companies are currently proceeding with their feasi-
bility studies and with work on a protocol looking toward specific con-
tracts, having received Administration approval for these actions at the
time of Secretary Shultz’ visit to Moscow.® In light of the progress
achieved in this area at the time of the summit, the two leaders could
issue a joint statement endorsing cooperation in regard to natural gas,
welcoming the progress made and looking toward the realization of
these mutually advantageous projects.

The final communiqué should record the satisfaction of both sides
with the progress made in trade and economic relations since the
Moscow summit and refer to the goal for total trade over the coming
three years mentioned above. The communiqué could also incorporate
a statement on the natural gas projects as indicated above.

3 See Document 84.

99. Editorial Note

On April 19, 1973, President Nixon, the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs Henry Kissinger, Special Counselor to the
President Leonard Garment, and White House Congressional Liaison
William E. Timmons met with the following Jewish leaders in the Cab-
inet Room: Max M. Fisher, Jacob Stein, Richard Maass, Charlotte Ja-
cobson, Al E. Arent, Rabbi Israel Miller, Herman Weisman, David M.
Blumburg, Rabbi Arthur Hertzberg, Paul Zuckerman, Mel Dubinsky,
Phillip Hoffman, William Wexler, Albert Spiegel, Jerry Goodman, and
Yehuda Hellman. According to a tape recording of the meeting, Kissin-
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ger read the message he had received from Dobrynin on March 30 (see
Document 89) regarding Jewish emigration and the head tax: “Applica-
tions of Soviet citizens who wish to leave the USSR for permanent resi-
dence in other countries are considered. And decisions concerning such
applications are made on an individual basis, taking account of con-
crete circumstances. As a rule, these requests are granted (which is an
interesting statement). For example, with regard to persons who, in
1972, expressed a desire to go to Israel, permission was received by 95.5
percent of those who applied. A similar approach will be maintained in
the future.” Kissinger continued: “As regards the refunding of state ed-
ucational expenses by Soviet citizens leaving for permanent residence
abroad [unclear interjection by Nixon] the decree of the Presidium of
the USSR’s Supreme Soviet of August 3rd, 1972, and the decision taken
in accordance with it by the USSR Council of Ministers, provides that
Soviet citizens who receive permission to emigrate can be exempted
fully from refunding the ex in considering the applications of Soviet cit-
izens wishing to emigrate, have the right to decide that only state
duties normal in such cases be collected from such persons. The author-
ities are now exercising this right. Consequently, only such normal and
insignificant duties, which were also collected before the decree of Au-
gust 3rd, 1972, are being collected, and will be collected, from those
persons who are leaving the Soviet Union for permanent residence in
other countries.”

Kissinger then commented on the message, saying: “In other
words, they are saying that they will not collect the head tax. When we
received this, I transmitted it, of course to the President and he asked
me to put a number of supplementary questions to Dobrynin. First, he
said, is this an official communication, or just a personal expression?
Second, how do we know that this is not just now—when they say it’s
not being collected or will be collected—how do we know this doesn’t
have a time limit on it? Thirdly, he said, does this mean the law is being
repealed? And fourthly, he asked, can we communicate this to other
people?” In response to these questions the Soviets sent a subsequent
message on April 10 (see Documents 95 and 96). Kissinger read: “That
in reply to certain supplementary questions, the Soviet Government
provides the following information: A) the above statement—that is to
say the one on March 30th—should be regarded as an official Soviet
statement. Two, the phrase—or B) the phrase in that statement—'that
only such normal duties which were also collected before the decree of
August 3rd, 1972 are being collected, and will be collected’—has no
time limit attached to it, and any interpretation implying the existence
of a time limit, does not correspond to the position of the Soviet Gov-
ernment.” After a brief interjection by the President, Kissinger con-
tinued: “C) the exemption from the requirement to refund state educa-
tional expenses is being granted on the basis of the terms of the decree
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of August 3rd, 1972, itself, and on the subsequent decision taken in ac-
cordance with that the decree by the USSR Council of Ministers. In the
Soviet view, this situation obviates the need for repealing the decree of
August 3rd.”

Kissinger provided commentary on the second message: “In other
words, the decree makes it possible for them to suspend the require-
ment to refund state educational expenses. So it’s a face-saving—Mr.
President, it’s a face-saving formula of saying they’re not going to re-
peal the law, but they said the exemption from the requirement to re-
fund state educational expenses is being granted on the basis of the
law.”

After some discussion among the group, Nixon responded: “What
they are saying is that their law of August is still in force—in force—but
that the law expressly provides for exemption, and their action in pro-
viding for exemption here is consistent with the law. The law remains,
but, actually, under that law, we get an exemption. And that’s it. That’s
really what you're getting here, and I think that’s the face-saver.”

Kissinger continued reading the message: “D) then is just a tech-
nical point: “The President is free to transmit the contents of the official
Soviet statement, as well as of these additional explanatory points to
the Congress.”

Kissinger commented on the communication: “So, this, therefore,
has a high degree of formality attached to it. These are the communica-
tions which, in our judgment, effectively restore the situation to what it
was on August 1st, 1972, so that then—now our problem is this: do we
use the MEN legislation, which has—we’ve already used effectively to
get the head tax repealed—to attach additional riders to it, and, there-
fore, sabotage the whole context of the negotiations into which this was
built, including Soviet restraint in the Middle East? Or, do we go back
to what was the original approach: namely, steady Presidential pres-
sure, in his channel, on the Soviet Government to help improve the sit-
uation, as it was on August 1st, 1972, which we’re not declaring to be
satisfactory. This is the issue which we now face, and this is why we
have made such a strong case—"

Nixon briefly reflected on what the message meant in regard to
MEN and the Jackson Amendment. He then concluded: “If the Jackson
Amendment is passed, you know, with a straight-out declaration that
makes the Soviet back down before the whole world on this thing that
it would seriously jeopardize the possibility of going forward with the
meetings we're going to have.” The tape recording of the conversation
is in the National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House
Tapes, Cabinet Room, Conversation No. 123-1. The editor transcribed
the portion of the conversation printed here specifically for this
volume.
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The hour-long meeting, after which the Jewish leaders issued a
statement, was reported in The New York Times. (“Nixon Tells Jewish
Leaders Soviet Union Has Ended Exit Tax,” April 20, 1973)

100. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, April 25, 1973, 12:15-12:45 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Mr. Jay Lovestone, AFL-CIO
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Special Assistant to the President for National Security
Affairs

[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to the Soviet Union.]

Dr. Kissinger: Can you hold the labor movement here together in
regard to foreign policy?

Mr. Lovestone: As long as Meany? is alive. I don’t think anybody
can make a sharp turnabout. We are going to go much further than the
Jackson amendment on MFN to Russia.

Dr. Kissinger: My feeling is I think it is wrong to make American
foreign policy dependent on one minority.

Mr. Lovestone: I look at it as tit-for-tat. We see certain things we
want. Tear down that wall, and self-determination. We can say that.
You can't.

Dr. Kissinger: We can’t. We will have to oppose you.

Mr. Lovestone: Tomorrow night Meany is making a very strong
speech.’ It will not be anything insulting; it is a tightly reasoned speech.

Dr. Kissinger: Are you writing it?
Mr. Lovestone: It doesn’t matter, it is already written.

Dr. Kissinger: [Smiling]* The trouble with you fellows is that you
are soft.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 1027,
Presidential/HAK Memcons, Memcons, April-Nov. 1973. Secret. The meeting took place
in Kissinger’s office in the White House.

2 George Meany, President of the American Federation of Labor-Congress of In-
dustrial Organizations (AFL-CIO).

3 See “Meany Charges ‘Lies” on Economy,” The New York Times, April 27,1973, p. 77.
% These and following brackets are in the original.
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Let me tell you my analysis. I have no illusions about the Soviets. If
I were a member of the Politburo I could make a great case against
Brezhnev in regard to the détente. He has received nothing.

Mr. Lovestone: Yes, he has gotten some things.

Dr. Kissinger: He has the long-term trend in Europe going for him.
But the economic situation is bad.

Mr. Lovestone: They are in a serious situation; they are not bank-
rupt, but they have serious problems. Their productive capacity in
comparison to ours is 40 percent.

Dr. Kissinger: Their system doesn’t work. It is impossible to run a
modern economy by state planning.

Mr. Lovestone: They are not stopping or reducing their armament
production. The ideological drive in the army has been stepped up a
little.

I think the most heroic people in the world today are the Jews in
Russia. The President has stood up well. He is very popular over there.

Dr. Kissinger: For them to abrogate the head tax in a formal com-
munication to another government is incredible.” They can keep people
from emigrating in other ways.

Mr. Lovestone: In November they warned people to talk discreetly
over the telephone. There is the problem of tapping over there too.

We are sending Brown® from Africa to Europe to step up our Euro-
pean work.

Dr. Kissinger: Right now we are trying to get a little breathing
space and get the Vietnam war agitation quieted down and to manipu-
late the Chinese-Soviet situation.

Mr. Lovestone: The Chinese will help you.

Dr. Kissinger: They will work with us. By the way, Woodcock’
wants to see me.

Mr. Lovestone: I'll tell you why, it is the old issue [the promise to
Russia]. We will fight it.

Dr. Kissinger: Shall I see him at all? Can I take the position that we
will be going by what the AFL-CIO says?

Mr. Lovestone: Say that it has always been the position of the
American party. If you turn him down, he won't shed any tears. He
doesn’t really believe in it himself. They don’t even have any money to
pay dues, they are in bad shape financially.

5See Documents 89, 95, and 96.
® Not further identified.
7 Leonard Woodcock, President of the United Automobile Workers (UAW).
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Dr. Kissinger: Why?

Mr. Lovestone: The strike. This is a crazy country. General Motors
helped them while they were on strike against them. Our warfare is civ-
ilized warfare. You saw the steel and rubber agreements. The trade
union movement is a solid, practical, living union.

Tomorrow in his speech Meany is going to ask why people poke
fun at patriots.

Dr. Kissinger: Good. I don’t know what we would do without you.
The businessmen in this country are a disgrace. Look at Kendall of
Pepsi Cola,? he would sell the country for a contract. You people in the
labor unions, we could not have gotten through Vietham without you.
Should I come by sometime and talk to Meany?

Mr. Lovestone: By all means. He would like to see you.

Dr. Kissinger: I will see him. I just want him to know that I saw
you.

Mr. Lovestone: He knows. I was late because we were going over
the manuscript and I told him I had an appointment with you. We will
bring in Lane Kirkland, the Secretary of the Treasury. He is number one
in the running as his successor.

Dr. Kissinger: How old is Meany?

Mr. Lovestone: 79.

Dr. Kissinger: And you?

Mr. Lovestone: I am going on 73. I have lived through Lenin, I have
spent a weekend with Hitler. I have seen a lot.

Dr. Kissinger: I would like to be in touch with you. If you have
something on your mind, will you call me? I am a very busy man, and
sometimes I don’t have the time.

Mr. Lovestone: I know, and I hate to bother you. Generally I am
not here on Monday or Friday. On Monday and Friday I usually am in
my office in New York.

This week there is a meeting at the U.N. of Latin American coun-
tries. One gets up and says, “I am a Mexican, and I am proud of it.” If
you listen to them they are happy.

Dr. Kissinger: Do they do anything after you listen to them?

Mr. Lovestone: They should not have the feeling that they are kept
people. Now the Europeans are trying to come in.

Dr. Kissinger: From a leftist position?
Mr. Lovestone: No.

8 Donald Kendall, Chairman and Chief Executive Officer of PepsiCo.
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When Brandt is here he wants to discuss AFL-CIO/DGB relations.
State replied correctly that this was a concern of the organizations and
not of theirs. Now they want us to come over. Vetter’ is coming here
and wants to talk to Mr. Meany. Meany sent them a short note saying
fine for a brief meeting and they blew the whole thing out of
proportion.

They are going to welcome Shelepin'® and I am going to publish at
the same time an indictment of Shelepin as a murderer. And they are
going to be in trouble for that one. They are going to call him a dip-
lomat. He can’t come into Germany without risking arrest.

Dr. Kissinger: For more than 50 years, more like 100 years, they
have destroyed the peace of the world. The Germans are not vicious,
they are stupid. Brandt thinks he can play Brezhnev against Nixon, and
also play a little with the Chinese. He thinks he can conduct a foreign
policy that even we find hard to do.

Mr. Lovestone: Leber'! is a good man. Before I go let me say one
more thing. We have made three proposals. The first is to have a
meeting with all the parties. We then wanted the DGB to declare a mor-
atorium for one year in the exchanges with the Iron Curtain countries.
But they wouldn’t buy this. Finally, we proposed to bring here as our
guest the head of the metal trades. They bought this, but wouldn’t buy
the others.

Dr. Kissinger: I would like to stay in close touch with you. We are
going to have a rough four years.

9 Heinz Oskar Vetter, Chairman of the Deutscher Gewerkschaftsbund (DGB), an
umbrella organization of German trade unions.

10 Alexander Shelepin, head of the KGB from 1958 to 1961 and member of the Polit-
buro from 1964 to 1975.

1 Georg Leber, West German Minister of Defense.



Kissinger’s Pre-Summit Trip to Moscow,
May 1973

101. Letter From President Nixon to Soviet General Secretary
Brezhnev'

Washington, May 1, 1973.

Dear Mr. General Secretary:

I should like to take advantage of Ambassador Dobrynin’s trip to
Moscow to send you this personal message of greeting. Dr. Kissinger
will shortly be meeting with you and some of your colleagues to review
the state of preparations for our forthcoming talks in the United States.
He will have detailed instructions from me to pursue the various sub-
jects on which we have exchanged views in our confidential channel
and on which I expect to talk with you personally during our meetings.

I believe that Ambassador Dobrynin and Dr. Kissinger have al-
ready made substantial progress on a number of topics in their frequent
exchanges here in Washington. Moreover, both of us can take satisfac-
tion in the fact that, in general, relations between our two countries are
on a constructive course across a very broad front. Consequently, the
prospects for our meetings appear very promising and I am confident
that the tradition begun last year in Moscow will be continued here by a
new series of significant agreements and understandings that will ben-
efit not only the peoples of our two countries but the cause of world-
wide peace and progress.

Reviewing the numerous specific issues on which we have been
communicating, I believe we have a basis for concluding new agree-
ments to expand concrete bilateral cooperation in such areas as agricul-
ture, oceanography and others. You may be certain that all the perti-
nent agencies of our government will work constructively with your
representatives to work out appropriate documents so that they can be
promulgated at the time of our meeting. I will also look forward to a re-
view of what has already been accomplished in trade and economic re-
lations between our countries; after the many years of almost no eco-
nomic relations, I believe the achievements to date are considerable.
But we shall obviously want to use our meeting to give even greater im-
petus to these relations and to look beyond the next few years to

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 68, Country Files—Europe—USSR, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 17. No classi-
fication marking. A handwritten notation at the top of the page reads: “Handed by K to D
2:30 pm, Tues, May 1, 1973.”
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long-term cooperative projects, including those related to natural gas.
Dr. Kissinger will be prepared to give you a status report on our efforts
to obtain Congressional approval this year for the implementation of
the US-Soviet trade agreement. My assessment is that the prospects in
this regard are very promising.

Dr. Kissinger will also be authorized to discuss with you and your
colleagues the situation in the negotiations on strategic arms limitation
and, on the basis of views and documents already exchanged, to seek
jointly with you to make significant progress in preparation for our
meeting. I am prepared to reach mutually acceptable understandings
both on the principles and the substance of a permanent agreement. It
also seems possible now to envisage a significant step toward the re-
moval of the danger of nuclear war, along the lines that we have
discussed.

In addition to the above subjects, Dr. Kissinger will be prepared to
review all other subjects of mutual interest, such as cooperation and se-
curity in Europe, the Middle East, and problems relating to the imple-
mentation of the agreements ending the conflict in Vietnam.

May I close this message by assuring you, Mr. General Secretary,
that your visit to this country is being awaited with keen anticipation
both because of the concrete results that can be expected from it and be-
cause of the symbolic significance, which cannot be overrated, of this
event for the future friendship of our two countries and for world
peace. In the coming weeks, we will be working with your repre-
sentatives to make all the necessary arrangements and I will personally
be eager to hear of any special wishes that you may have. I do not know
if we will be able to meet the high standards of hospitality which you
set during my visit to your country, but I can assure you that nothing
will be left undone to make your stay with us a successful and happy
occasion. Mrs. Nixon and I have the most pleasant memories of the
days we spent in Moscow, Leningrad and Kiev and Mrs. Brezhnev and
you, as well as the other members of your delegation, will be received
in the United States with the warmest hospitality.

Sincerely,

Richard Nixon
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102. Letter From Soviet General Secretary Brezhnev to President
Nixon'

Moscow, May 3, 1973.

Dear Mr. President,

I received your letter of May 1,2 which was delivered by Ambas-
sador Dobrynin, and I decided to reply to it immediately.

I share your confidence that the tradition begun at the Moscow
meeting last year will be continued at our meeting in the USA by a new
series of significant agreements and understandings that will benefit
not only the peoples of our two countries but the cause of worldwide
peace and progress.

Up to now considerable work has been accomplished in preparing
appropriate documents which are to be adopted as a result of the
meeting. But there is yet quite much to be done.

We hope that during the forthcoming visit to Moscow by Dr. Kiss-
inger, who, as you wrote, will have detailed instructions from you, we
shall be able to make a substantial progress in completing the prepara-
tion of those documents.

It applies, first of all, to the agreement on preventing nuclear war.

We shall, undoubtedly, be prepared to discuss with him also the
question of what could be an outcome of the discussion at the meeting
of the strategic arms limitation problem.

We are now completing the work, taking into account Dr. Kissin-
ger’s formulations, on the draft of the document, proposed by us, re-
garding the basic principles of negotiations on further limitation of
strategic arms. And we shall be, of course, prepared to consider the
possibility of reaching a mutually acceptable understanding on the
substance of the questions as well.

Another important matter, which, undoubtedly, will be a subject
of our discussions with you, is the situation in the Middle East, that, un-
fortunately, remains extremely dangerous. In order to give, at last, nec-
essary impetus to the Middle East settlement on the basis of the UN Se-
curity Council known resolution, it would be important in our view to
reach mutual understanding between the USSR and the US regarding
the principles on which the settlement should be built. We suggest that

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 68, Country Files—Europe—USSR, Dobrynin/Kissinger, Vol. 17. No classi-
fication marking. A handwritten notation at the top of the page reads: “Handed to HAK
by Vorontsov, 7:15 pm, May 3, 1973.”

2 Document 101.
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the work on such principles be done while Dr. Kissinger is here so that
at our meeting they will be finally agreed upon, and corresponding
steps will be taken on their basis for the speediest achievment of a set-
tlement in the Middle East.

I'was glad to know from your letter that you authorized Dr. Kissin-
ger to review other subjects of mutual interest as well, such as security
and cooperation in Europe and the implementation of the Agreement
on ending the war and restoring peace in Vietnam. That fully corre-
sponds to our own intentions. We share your opinion that as a result of
our meeting even greater impetus be given to the development of mu-
tually beneficial trade and economic relations between the USSR and
the US, including those on a long-term basis.

As for preparing for the signing at the meeting of several agree-
ments on cooperation between the USSR and the US in a number of
fields of science, technology and agriculture, our drafts of possible
agreements of that series have been recently transmitted by Ambas-
sador Dobrynin through Dr. Kissinger,® and appropriate Soviet
agencies are ready to begin at any time the work on agreeing those
drafts with their colleagues on the American side.

In conclusion, I would like to say, Mr. President, that I appreciate
the attention, that you personally pay to the preparation of our visit to
the United States. We would like to believe that visit will be fruitful as it
is being expected by both sides.

Sincerely,

L. Brezhnev*

30n April 30, Dobrynin delivered draft agreements to Kissinger on agriculture;
contacts, exchanges, and information; ocean exploration; peaceful uses of atomic energy;
and transportation. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissin-
ger Office Files, Box 70, Exchange of Notes Between Kissinger and Dobrynin, Vol. 5)

4 Printed from a copy with this typed signature.
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103. National Security Decision Memorandum 215’

Washington, May 3, 1973.

TO

The Secretary of State

The Acting Secretary of Defense

The Secretary of Commerce

The Secretary of Agriculture

The Secretary of Transportation

The Secretary of Housing and Urban Development
The Director, National Science Foundation

SUBJECT

US-Soviet Bilateral Issues

The President has reviewed the response to NSSM 1767 together
with subsequent agency submissions’ relating to the desirability and
possibility of new bilateral agreements between the United States and
the Soviet Union.

The President has directed that the following guidance shall be fol-
lowed in discussions and negotiations between U.S. and Soviet repre-
sentatives on the subjects of agriculture, transportation, oceanography,
urban and community development, exchanges and cultural relations
and civil aviation. The President emphasizes that such negotiations
should be conducted on their merits, and that the United States should
avoid proposing concessions solely in order to expedite agreement.

—Agriculture. The President has directed that the United States ex-
plore with the Soviet Union the possibility of a U.S.-Soviet agreement
on cooperation in the field of agriculture. Bearing in mind the work al-
ready accomplished in this area, the President directs the Secretary of
Agriculture, in coordination with the Department of State, to arrange
for bilateral talks with the appropriate Soviet Ministries as soon as mu-
tually convenient. These negotiations should have as their objective the
development of a draft bilateral agreement for further consideration by

1Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-208, NSDM 151-NSDM 200, Originals. Secret. Copies were
sent to the Director of Central Intelligence and the Chairman of the JCS. Sonnenfeldt for-
warded the draft NSDM to Kissinger on April 30 for his signature. (Ibid., Box H-239, Pol-
icy Papers, NSDM 215 [2 of 2])

2 Document 93.

% On April 30, along with the draft NSDM, Sonnenfeldt forwarded additional re-
sponses to NSSM 176 to Kissinger from the Departments of State, Agriculture, Transpor-
tation, and Housing and Urban Development; and the National Science Foundation. (Na-
tional Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H-239, Policy Papers, NSDM 215 [2 of 2])
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the U.S. and Soviet governments. The Secretary of Agriculture is di-
rected to submit a report on the status of these negotiations no later
than June 4, 1973, for review by the President.

—Transportation. Taking into account the growing U.S.-Soviet in-
terest in the development of organizational arrangements for mutually
beneficial cooperation in the field of transportation, the President
directs the Secretary of Transportation, in coordination with the De-
partment of State, to arrange for U.S.-Soviet bilateral talks as soon as
mutually convenient to explore the possibility of a government-to-gov-
ernment agreement in this area. These negotiations should have as
their objective the development of a draft bilateral agreement for fur-
ther consideration by the U.S. and Soviet governments. The Secretary
of Transportation is directed to submit a report on the status of these
negotiations no later than June 4, 1973, for consideration by the
President.

—Oceanography. The President has directed that the United States
explore with the Soviet Union the possibility of a U.S.-Soviet agreement
on cooperation in the field of oceanography. Accordingly, he directs
the Secretary of Commerce, in coordination with the Department of
State, the National Science Foundation and other appropriate U.S.
agencies, to arrange for U.S.-Soviet talks on this subject as soon as mu-
tually convenient. These negotiations should have as their objective the
development of a draft U.S.-Soviet bilateral agreement for further con-
sideration by the U.S. and Soviet governments. The Secretary of Com-
merce is directed to submit a report on the status of these negotiations
no later than June 4, 1973, for consideration by the President.

—Urban and Community Development. Taking into account the ini-
tial discussions of the Joint U.S.-Soviet Working Group on the Enhance-
ment of the Urban Environment,* the President directs the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development to arrange for discussions on com-
munity development with the appropriate Soviet Ministries as soon as
mutually convenient. These discussions should have as their objective
a thorough assessment of the desirability of and the potential for
government-to-government cooperation in this area. The Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development is directed to submit a report on the
results of these discussions no later than June 4, 1973, for consideration
by the President.

—Exchanges and Cultural Relations. The President has directed that
the United States explore with the Soviet Union the possibility of aug-
menting the U.S.-Soviet Agreement on Exchanges and Cooperation in

40n April 25, Lynn informed Kissinger that the first meeting of the working group
was “in progress.” (Ibid.)
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Scientific, Technical, Educational, Cultural and Other Fields.? The Pres-
ident directs the Secretary of State to arrange for U.S.-Soviet talks on
this subject as soon as mutually convenient. These negotiations should
have as their objective the development of a draft augmented agree-
ment, extending the duration and expanding the scope of the present
agreement, for further consideration by the U.S. and Soviet gov-
ernments. The Secretary of State is directed to submit a report on the re-
sults of these negotiations no later than June 4, 1973, for consideration
by the President.

—Civil Aviation. The President has directed that the United States
explore with the Soviet Union the possibility of augmenting the
U.S.-Soviet Agreement on Civil Air Transport.® The President directs
the Secretary of State to arrange for U.S.-Soviet talks on this subject as
soon as mutually convenient. These negotiations should have as their
objective the development of a draft, augmented bilateral agreement
for further consideration by the U.S. and Soviet governments. The Sec-
retary of State is directed to submit a report on the status of these nego-
tiations no later than June 4, 1973, for consideration by the President.

The President has directed that no agreements with the Soviet
Union be signed, initialled or otherwise concluded without his
approval.

Henry A. Kissinger

5 See footnote 2, Document 83.
6 See footnote 7, Document 93.
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104. Memorandum of Conversation'

Zavidovo, May 5, 1973, 11:30 a.m.—1:55 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Leonid I. Brezhnev, General Secretary of the Central Committee, CPSU
Andrei A. Gromyko, Minister for Foreign Affairs

Anatoli F. Dobrynin, Ambassador to USA

Andrei M. Aleksandrov, Assistant to the General Secretary

Georgi M. Kornienko, Head of USA Division, Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Viktor M. Sukhodrev, First Secretary, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Interpreter
Andrei Vavilov, First Secretary, Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
Mr. Helmut Sonnenfledt, NSC Senior Staff

Mr. Philip Odeen, NSC Senior Staff

Mr. William Hyland, NSC Staff

Peter Rodman, NSC Staff

SUBJECTS
Nuclear Agreement; SALT

[Before the meeting began, the General Secretary took Dr. Kissin-
ger out onto the balcony and showed him the view. A Soviet photogra-
pher, and Mr. Sonnenfeldt, took several pictures of the General Secre-
tary and Dr. Kissinger both out on the balcony and in the office.

[The group took their seats at the table in Brezhnev’s office. The
General Secretary took out a hunting knife and put it on the table in
front of him, to everyone’s amusement.]

Nuclear Agreement?

Brezhnev: Mr. Kissinger and friends, may I welcome you all once
again and express my satisfaction with the fact that we are meeting as
arranged. In terms of time and significance, this is a very important
meeting indeed. I do not doubt we should regard this meeting as a di-

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 75, Country Files—Europe—USSR, Kissinger Conversations at Zavidovo,
May 5-8 1973. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes Only. The meeting was held at
Brezhnev’s office in the Politburo Villa at Zavidovo, the Politburo’s hunting preserve lo-
cated outside of Moscow. Brackets are in the original.

2 Kissinger summarized the meeting for Nixon in message Hakto 7, May 5, which
reads in part as follows: Brezhnev “confirmed again his great stake in forthcoming
summit. Brezhnev gave heavy emphasis to importance he attaches to Agreement on Pre-
vention of Nuclear War making clear he seeks major psychological impact from it.”
(Ibid., Box 32, HAK Trip Files, HAK Moscow, London Trip, May 4-11, 1973, HAKTO &
Misc)
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rect continuation of all that was achieved last year and as advance
preparation for the forthcoming meeting with the President, this time
in the United States.

My colleagues and I highly value the desire of President Nixon
and his assistants and the Administration generally to achieve the
agreements on which we achieved understanding last year. If we seri-
ously reflect on the substance and character of the processes underway
at present, and what we are seeking to achieve, we can say without
error this is a truly historic phase in the relationship between the Soviet
Union and the United States. The distinctive aspect of this process is
that it is directed to the very noble objective of peaceful coexistence,
peaceful friendship between two great states. The fact that this objec-
tive is indeed a noble one is true beyond doubt, and no one or no group
in the world can question that this objective is a noble one. And I want
to emphasize that all the more complex and responsible is our accom-
plishment at this meeting, which is to achieve an accord which would
be in line with this objective. Unfortunately, history has piled up far too
many adverse things, not only between the Soviet Union and the
United States but also between many states in the world. We belong to
a generation of people and statesmen who must step over many phases
and go faster towards the ideals of mankind, faster than was the case in
the past.

I wanted to make these few remarks by way of introduction, be-
cause I and our entire leadership attach very great importance to the
forthcoming meetings and to the agreements which we must prepare.

I had occasion to say yesterday, and I want especially to emphasize
today, that I am sure the President has given you broad authority and
instructions to achieve the mission we have been entrusted with. Dr.
Kissinger, we have before us a very wide-ranging agenda, many issues
and documents to discuss, but there are some that have very top pri-
ority. I think it has already been agreed between us what the most im-
portant document is, the document that would truly emphasize the sig-
nificance of the forthcoming meeting between the Soviet Union and the
United States and to raise that meeting to that level that we all want to
see it at.

Therefore, if there are no objections on your part, we want to start
with that topic, namely the atomic problem.

Without so far as going into concrete content of each paragraph
and article of the future document, I want to tell you at this point how
we see the nature of this document in general. This is to be an agree-
ment between the United States and the Soviet Union, that is, an agree-
ment between our two nations. And in saying that, I am assuming we
must do all we can to elaborate a clearcut and lucid agreement and
terms that relate to the two nations, that is the Soviet Union and the
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United States. But of course the world so far is a very complex one.
Therefore it is quite natural we will have to formulate in this document
certain provisions which would cause no alarm or concern among your
allies and ours and the other countries in the world.

Dr. Kissinger: I wouldn’t bet on that.

Brezhnev: [Pauses] I think nonetheless that we should do all we
can to alleviate such concern.

Dr. Kissinger: I agree.

Brezhnev: I believe not only on a personal plane but also as states
and statesmen, we must see that it goes down in history as something
which will be seen as a great exploit. And if we achieve this it will be
indeed a great exploit. None of us in this world is eternal but his-
tory is eternal. The leadership may change and the Supreme Soviet
may change and the Senate may change, but history will still be
there. And it is from these positions that we should endeavor to ap-
proach an agreement on the nonuse of nuclear weapons against each
other.

I will not now speak of the significance of this entire problem on a
personal plane, that is, for the President or Brezhnev or someone else;
that is something we can consider when we have dotted all the i’s on it.
Of course, the United States is a country with a very rich history,
starting from the first President to the present one. There are many as-
pects to this history. But I believe this one document, if it is signed in
the form I see it in now, will make the present President of the United
States the greatest President in the history of that country. And history
may also make some reference to us. In any case, history won’t blame
us for it.

Dr. Kissinger: History will record who initiated the document, too.
Just about a year ago.

Brezhnev: I think history will probably record both—all those who
had a bearing in the elaboration of this document. After all, if one man
says hello and another says hello, that means they both greeted each
other.

We did in fact begin discussion of this subject last year, and prob-
ably each of us has on more than one occasion reflected on the
wordings that could be used in this document. I reflected on this last
night, after reading it again. I would like first, before we go into a con-
crete discussion, to pose a question to you all, and also to myself in fact:
What are we trying to achieve? What aim are we pursuing? If we know
what our aim is, we can find a correct way of finding measures to get
there. If we cannot, our aim will be crippled.

[Before Sukhodrev’s translation, Brezhnev gets up and asks if Dr.
Kissinger would like the window open. Dr. Kissinger says yes.
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Brezhnev then opens the door to his bedroom, which adjoins the office.
“We have no secrets from our friends!” says Aleksandrov. “It is an
open door policy!” says Dobrynin. The General Secretary then returns
to the table.]

Brezhnev: Why I say this is, Dr. Kissinger, on the whole this is a
good document. But if we now take up and try to clean it up a bit and
try to remove all that might cause concern among other countries, the
document will then be a wonderful document and will be radiant with
the objectives we are trying to invest it with.

There is some fresh air coming in now.

And at least here in this group we should not pass over in silence
the fact that there do exist in the world other nuclear powers as well,
and there have to be such points in the agreement to show them it
would be wrong to play with nuclear war.

At this point I would like to stop my remarks. And if you have no
objection, Mr. Kissinger, I would like to do the practical work.

Dr. Kissinger: Mr. General Secretary, if I may first make a few re-
marks on the state of the United States-Soviet relations, what in our
view the significance of the Summit could be, and then this agreement.

Brezhnev: I'll be happy to hear what you have to say, and then I
will say a few words in return.

Dr. Kissinger: First, on behalf of my colleagues and I am sure on
behalf of the President, I want to express thanks for the warmth of the
reception here. I know this is an unusual thing for the General Secretary
to receive guests from abroad in these surroundings and devote so
much time to them.> We take it as a symptom and symbol of the impor-
tance that is on the Soviet side attached to the relationship that has de-
veloped between our two countries.

Brezhnev: That is true.

Kissinger: We too attach enormous importance to this relationship,
and indeed we consider it the cornerstone of a policy of peace. This his-
toric achievement of the General Secretary and the President at the
Summit last year and what has developed since then goes beyond the
agreements that were signed, but goes to a qualitative transformation

3 Kissinger wrote in his memoirs: “No Western leader had ever been invited to Za-
vidovo; the only other foreigners to visit it, I was told, had been Tito [President of Yugo-
slavia] and President Urho Kekkonen of Finland. In light of what has happened since, the
atmosphere of jovial if heavy-handed camaraderie may seem transparent. But at the time
our Soviet hosts, headed by Brezhnev, certainly did their best to convey that good rela-
tions with the United States meant a great deal to them. They went out of their way to be
hospitable, on occasion stiflingly so.” (Years of Upheaval, p. 228)
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of the relationship between Moscow and Washington. Under ex-
tremely difficult circumstances—even more difficult for the Soviet
Union than for the U.S.—both sides recognized that they have a re-
sponsibility for maintaining peace in the world. We proved to each
other in the Berlin negotiations and in the strategic arms limitation ne-
gotiations and in many others that when the Soviet Union and the U.S.
agree, it is to the benefit of their own peoples, and also to the benefit of
the peoples of the world, and that constructive solutions can be found
to problems around the world.

We’ve taken account of this reality not only in formal agreements
but even in the day-to-day conduct of our diplomacy, to a point where
it is safe to say the Soviet Ambassador in Washington is informed of
major steps earlier than our own government. I certainly see him more
than I see my own staff.

Brezhnev: I'm the last one who gets informed of these things. Our
Ambassador is first, but I'm last. That’s my situation.

Dr. Kissinger: Soon we’ll give him a job in our government.

Brezhnev: Then it goes through Gromyko, and if it pleases him I'm
told about it.

Dr. Kissinger: Our settled policy is to attempt to resolve no major
issue unilaterally without full discussion with the Soviet Union. And
the reason is not only objective realities, which are of course decisive,
but also because of the personal relationship that has developed be-
tween the Secretary General and the President.

Brezhnev: I'm pleased to hear it.

Dr. Kissinger: That is why the meeting between the President and
the Secretary General is so important. This is why the President will
spend more time to prepare for this meeting and to make the General
Secretary comfortable than on any meeting with any other visitor
to Washington. The President still has four years of his term, and
while we don’t pass judgment on Soviet internal developments we
don’t have the impression the General Secretary’s position is
growing weaker. [Brezhnev chuckles.] The General Secretary and the
President have more time before them to make major accomplish-
ments in U.S.-Soviet relations than in any time in the history of our
relationship. It is in this spirit that we approach the totality of our rela-
tionship, and it is in this context that we wish to approach this treaty—
this agreement.

Brezhnev: I referred to our assessment of the very important sig-
nificance of all that was accomplished last year in our conversation last
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night.* I am sure our interpreters have included it in their memoranda
of the conversation.

Dr. Kissinger: We don’t have one.

It is a sign of our relationship that we trust your interpreters more
than ours.

Brezhnev: I'm sure Sonnenfeldt and Sukhodrev give them to each
other.

Kissinger: I'm glad he gives them to someone. He never gives them
to me.

Gromyko: That is internal matters!

Brezhnev: We said last year we and the President achieved a great
step forward. It is impossible to overestimate what was achieved last
year, though it was hard to tell in the first days afterward. What was
achieved was that our two countries turned to meet each other. In our
Central Committee Plenary meeting—and I'm sure you are aware of
the significance of a plenary meeting of the Central Committee—we
took a one-way attitude to U.S.-Soviet relations in our resolution. And I
had a great deal more to say on the resolution. And in my speech in Red
Square on May 1st I devoted some words to U.S.-Soviet relations.’

And please thank the President for the time he is devoting to these
meetings. And if he comes here again—if not in 1973 then certainly in
1974—it will be the most significant in his career. We know the Presi-
dent hasn’t visited many cities here, and he will be able to. And by then
in the political sphere the documents we achieve in this meeting will
achieve their significance.

Dr. Kissinger: Let me speak concretely about what we can achieve
at the Summit, and in this context I will speak about this document.

Brezhnev: Please.

Dr. Kissinger: The reason our relations have improved so, if I may
say, drastically is that we have proceeded with two methods—one phil-

*In message Hakto 6 to Scowcroft, May 5, Kissinger wrote that the President
should be informed that “Brezhnev, who is staying out here with Gromyko came to my
house last night for preliminary talk in which he displayed his eager anticipation of U.S.
trip and meetings with the President. On substance, he obviously wants to wrap up nu-
clear agreement but it looks as though we will have some tough haggling because of their
determination to emphasize [garble] that have condominium overtones. On SALT, I get
strong impression that they do not want anything concrete at summit but seek agreement
on principles. I intend to stress very strongly the desirability of making summit as con-
crete as possible on SALT.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files,
Kissinger Office Files, Box 32, HAK Trip Files, HAK Moscow, London Trip, May 4-11,
1973, HAKTO & Misc.)

5In his speech, Brezhnev remarked that he would “facilitate favorable develop-
ment of Soviet-American relations on the principle of mutual respect and mutual advan-
tage.” (“Brezhnev Cites Need for Closer East-West Ties,” Chicago Tribune, May 2, 1973, p.
A2)
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osophical, in general about the direction we want to go, and the second
concrete, to pursue the routes we had indicated. Both are very impor-
tant. If we did only the philosophical or the general things, they would
be only like academic documents. If we did only very precise agree-
ments, we would never get beyond the present. Last year we adopted
some very important principles, whose significance will become in-
creasingly evident as time goes on, and we also made an historic agree-
ment as the first step of limitation of strategic arms. This year we are
discussing this agreement with respect to the prevention of nuclear
war—an agreement which I will explain in a minute has many diffi-
culties as well as opportunities—as well as the principles of strategic
arms limitation. But it is also important to show practical progress, con-
tent, in at least one major field.

Therefore we attach importance to having some concrete progress
in some aspect of strategic arms limitation, and we should use the time
before the summit to do this. That would give the principles of arms
limitation and the nuclear agreement some concrete quality, and we
should use that to demonstrate the direction we want to go. This will be
important to give our public opinion and other countries assurance that
we are moving in a decisive and precise manner, and avoids the danger
that the general principles stated in this agreement as well as in the
SALT agreement and Basic Principles are superficial platitudes, and
will give us the opportunity to deal with the inevitable criticism that
will arise.

So we hope we can have some concrete discussion while I am here,
and so we can instruct our delegations to proceed at a somewhat faster
rate so we can achieve some understandings before the Summit.

Now let me turn to this document.

In many respects this has been a very difficult exercise for us.
Without the personal relationship that exists between the General Sec-
retary and the President, there is no possibility that it could ever have
reached this point—no possibility whatsoever. It is a testimony to the
importance we attach to Soviet-American relations and to our realiza-
tion that a maximum effort must be made and the maximum responsi-
bility rests on the two nuclear super powers to preserve the peace in the
world. Similar proposals to this have been made by the Soviet leaders
since 1946, going back to the days of Stalin, and never got beyond the
initial stages because of mistrusts between the leaders and because of
the objective difficulties in the world. We will be very severely criti-
cized by some of our allies, and, if history is a guide, by some of your
allies as well.

Brezhnev: But in the final analysis everybody will be grateful. I am
sure in the final analysis it will be appreciative of the efforts made by
the United States and the Soviet Union.
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Dr. Kissinger: We are proceeding nevertheless because we believe
the potential of this agreement is very great, especially if it can be trans-
lated in a concrete achievement.

Incidentally, I forgot to add, our own government will not be
pleased when they see this result of our discussions, and they will ac-
cuse me of being susceptible to the General Secretary’s overpowering
personality.

Brezhnev [Smiles]: The Soviet Union pledges to protect you from
that. [Laughter] If that isn’t done [translating it into concrete achieve-
ment] the whole document will become meaningless.

I already had occasion to tell you, Dr. Kissinger, we are taking the
most serious approach to this problem. The President and the Amer-
ican people can believe this. I say so on behalf of the Communist Party
and the Soviet people.

Dr. Kissinger: We are convinced of that, and we are therefore pro-
ceeding, against very strong opposition. Proceeding with this agree-
ment in this circumstance explains why it is important for us to be me-
ticulous about certain impressions it may create with respect to third
countries. But we are also proceeding because we share the General
Secretary’s view that this can be a major step forward to the consolida-
tion of peace in the world and toward accelerating the relationship of
our two countries toward their responsibility for preserving peace in
the world.

Because of the special manner in which this document has been
negotiated, it is very important between now and the Summit that our
two sides agree and coordinate on who is informed and in what
manner, so the consequences can be managed. But the General Secre-
tary can count on the fact that we will use all our efforts—and we will
succeed—to bring along all countries and the domestic groups. And as
we have done in all our agreements with the General Secretary, we will
take most serious measures and achieve a major step.

Again, it would help enormously—and we attach the greatest im-
portance—to accompany it with some limited step in the field of stra-
tegic arms talks.

As for the rest, the attitude expressed by the General Secretary
towards approaching this document is exactly our own, and we must
make it the best possible document commensurate with the historic im-
portance we hope it will have as it guides our relationship.

Dr. Kissinger: [After Brezhnev begins his next remarks, but before
the translation] I have the unfortunate sense that I understand every-
thing you are saying even before the translation. Your Foreign Minister
has an advantage over ours on this subject.

Brezhnev: But Dr. Kissinger has read it. You have to look at it more
seriously than the President.
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[Translation resumes] If I may ask a question as we go along, you
observed about whom we should consult or inform of the gist of this
before signing. So, far, as we agreed, we work only through Ambas-
sador Dobrynin, and none of our friends has any knowledge of this. If
you think someone else should be informed, we should talk about this.
Should we inform anyone? I am sure all our friends will think very
highly of this.

Dr. Kissinger: Excuse me.

Brezhnev: I am preparing to visit the Polish People’s Republic and
the German Democratic Republic and I am not planning to inform
them of the progress made or of this general subject. They are aware of
the general issue, but we have not informed them of it. If we had vio-
lated our agreement President Nixon would be justified in saying, “We
cannot deal with them.” There are some documents from President
Nixon or you that only a few of my colleagues and not the entire leader-
ship see. So there is a guarantee of complete secrecy.

Our friends and allies won’t be concerned about this. They will
approve.

Dr. Kissinger: Not one ally.

Brezhnev: One can’t imagine Britain or France being concerned. 1
just received a congratulatory letter on my Lenin Peace Prize from our
ally [Ceausescu].®

Dr. Kissinger: Our situation is rather more complicated than yours.
But we will keep you fully informed and won’t do anything without
telling you.

Brezhnev: Thank you. I know you have in fact begun the process of
informing some countries of this project. I don’t know in what detail. I
am sure France and Brandt and Britain will have each its own attitude.
But it should be something good for all.

Dr. Kissinger: We will manage this. And we will assume the re-
sponsibility and we will manage the consequences. In any case, we
haven’t discussed a draft, but only the general terms.

Brezhnev: We have not discussed it even in a general way.

Dr. Kissinger: We have always informed your Ambassador ahead
of time and will do so in the future.

Gromyko: That we know.

Dr. Kissinger: We will not proceed on this project in any unilateral
manner and will not proceed without your agreement.

Brezhnev: I did visualize to myself we would be preparing this
document and not excluding you would want to consult with some-

6 Nicolae Ceausescu, President of Romania, 1965-1989.
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body. But we proceed from the assumption that the document will be
completed and signed regardless of the views of third countries. Other-
wise there will be thirty different opinions, from Japan to Guinea.

Dr. Kissinger: If we consulted Japan, we might as well put it in The
New York Times. If we agree on this document, we will not be thwarted
by other countries.

Brezhnev: I am convinced nonetheless, in the long run they will all
be appreciative of our efforts. One frequently has to hear, “These two
superpowers are trying to impose their will on other powers in the
world.” No one asks what are we being blamed for? What is it we are
trying to impose—war or peace? Peaceful coexistence or war? If you
asked publicly from a rostrum to those who complain what they are
blaming us for, they could not find an answer. It is rubbish. They
would be thrown out of the meeting place.

I know concern exists in Europe because of old mistrusts and sus-
picions. France and Germany mistrust each other, France being a nu-
clear power, while Germany is not. Then there is the Italian aspect—
with Italy having no nuclear weapons and American bases on it. But
won’t what we are doing be a guarantee of their tranquility? What
could be more horrifying than the prospect of nuclear weapons being
dropped on their towns and villages? So we should look at the long
term and not just the momentary things.

In each line and each word we have endeavored to plant the prin-
ciple of peaceful coexistence, with the incorporation of mutual respect
in all fields—science, culture, trade—and this is in fact what this docu-
ment would mean although outwardly it means military matters. But
the main philosophical content is a stronger peace in the world. In
signing it—and I trust I will be charged with this—we will be imple-
menting an aspect of peace. And I am sure this aspect will relate to all
your allies and all peoples. Signing it will open up such prospects for
peace that we can’t fully discern them today. This will raise the prestige
of our governments to an all-time high. Nothing in history can compare
with this. You mentioned certain difficulties in certain fields. But I
don’t think this can be directed against this agreement. Britain has cer-
tain prestige concerns and Italy has its own. But why this concern?

In this country only certain people are familiar with it. Not every
member of our Politburo is familiar with it.

Dr. Kissinger: No member of our Cabinet knows anything about it.
I may have to ask for asylum here when this becomes known.

Brezhnev: It won’t be an asylum. It will be a good life.
Dr. Kissinger: Who do I work out the details with? Dobrynin?

Brezhnev: Our Council of Ministers don’t know—except Gro-
myko, if you count him. If the first Summit made a big step, the next
one will be an even bigger step in our relationship.
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I think it is pretty useful if so far we have been firing at the outer
lines of the defenses of this agreement and have not yet penetrated it.
We have been firing all around the perimeter. [Laughter] The docu-
ment has now been completely encircled. But that is important too.
Both sides have to have conviction.

Dr. Kissinger: I agree. So far we have talked only about the general
atmosphere. To discuss the direction. And I agree it is important.

Brezhnev: We have achieved certain things in arms limitation,
arms freezing, but this one is of big strategic-political significance. And
as we see it, after adoption of this document, it will be much easier for
us to talk on all other issues.

Dr. Kissinger: I have exhausted my reservoir of philosophy on this
subject—but I reserve the right to return to philosophy on other
subjects!

Brezhnev: Of course. We have three days of very hard work ahead
of us. If we show this memorandum of conversation to President Nixon
he will think we did not work very hard and we just enjoyed ourselves.

Dr. Kissinger: You can be sure President Nixon will read every
word.

Brezhnev: I will send President Nixon a picture of you with a
hunting rifle.

Gromyko: Not through the confidential channel, but directly to the
President!

Brezhnev: I will add a message to show President Nixon what Dr.
Kissinger was doing in the Soviet Union.

Dr. Kissinger: I will send him a photo of the General Secretary with
Bonnie Andrews.”

Brezhnev: No photographers were around.
Dr. Kissinger: Sonnenfeldt was hiding in the bushes.

Brezhnev: That was a courtesy to a guest. But none of us can hide
from the all-seeing and all-discerning Mr. SonnenfeldLt.

Kissinger: Someone said to me, “Sonnenfeldt has the best intelli-
gence network in Washington. Unfortunately it is directed against
you.” I have given up now; I tell him everything because he finds out
anyway.

Brezhnev: We each have our aides-de-camp who bring cars
around, and so forth, and act as general-purpose assistants. Once I was
working here at Zavidovo. Andrei Mikhailovich [Aleksandrov] was
here. We were working here late; a big group was around. One of my
stenographers was here, Viktoria. People were taking a stroll around

7 A member of the NSC Secretariat.
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and I sat down on a bench next to this building, the stenographer and

myself, and a big bush was right behind us. There seemed to be nobody

around. Just opposite us was a window with the officer on duty. I

didn’t have a match. I called to the officer for a lighter or matches. Up

pops my aide-de-camp from behind a bush with my lighter! [Laughter]
Sonnenfeldt: Who was he protecting?

Brezhnev: I don’t get that myself! He said he was just there by acci-
dent. That is a true story.

Perhaps as we turn to discuss the substance of the document, cer-
tain other points about the general atmosphere may crop up, but it is
difficult to introduce anything new on this now.

We can say our general views on the European Conference are
now defined. Chancellor Brandt was in the United States. I don’t know
the results of that. Then there was the scheduled meeting with the
United Kingdom, and with President Pompidou of France.

I made several visits to various countries—Yugoslavia, Bulgaria,
Hungary, Czechoslovakia—last year. I also intended to visit Romania
to sign a new Friendship Treaty there, but I fell ill so it was put off. I am
also planning a visit to the Polish People’s Republic. Since Comrade
Gierek has taken over. I am also planning to visit the German Demo-
cratic Republic also because of its new leader, Honecker.? Both have re-
cently been awarded Soviet decorations in connection with their 60th
birthdays. Now it appears I will have to go before my visit to the Fed-
eral Republic of Germany, to spend one day in Poland and the German
Democratic Republic. But in no way will we inform them of this.

Somewhere around the 10th or the 12th, the Federal Republic of
Germany Bundestag is scheduled to ratify the Treaty with the German
Democratic Republic.

Dr. Kissinger: That is our impression.

Brezhnev: Brandt told me that. But there will be no informing
them, just a friendly visit. In terms of time I have been pressed up
against the wall. But I just have to spend a day and night in each of
those countries.

Dr. Kissinger: It is physically very exhausting.

Brezhnev: I will have to attend ceremonies, attend dinners, and
have meetings with the leaders. I like the business discussions. But the
ceremonial part is not to my liking. Dining is not business. This is all
something invented by Foreign Office people, and we are suffering.

8 Edward Gierek, General Secretary of the Polish United Workers” Party. Erich
Honecker, General Secretary of the Socialist Unity Party of Germany; Chairman of the
Council of State of the German Democratic Republic, 1976-1989.
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Gromyko: Mankind was certainly thrown back by diplomatic
protocol.

Brezhnev: They tell me there was a conference of Foreign Ministers
to simplify protocol, and protocol ended up more complicated.

Gromyko: Mankind didn’t breathe a sigh of relief. In fact protocol
was invented by an all-European Conference at a Summit.

Dr. Kissinger: At Vienna. During the negotiations on the Treaty of
Westphalia, they spent three weeks discussing which Ambassador
would go through the door first.

Gromyko: I myself in Vienna saw the hall in the palace which has
four doors through which the three emperors were to walk at exactly
the same second, including our Emperor Alexander L

Dr. Kissinger: Yes.

Brezhnev: You see how difficult it is, Dr. Kissinger. We keep
walking around this. [Laughter] There is a beaten track around it now.

Dr. Kissinger: But the last half hour you have been surrounding us.

Brezhnev: Once in the Ukraine, one man surrounded a whole
group. An old man approached us who was guarding his watermelons.
People were stealing them. He told us how he took care of it. A truck of
young people came through down the road. The fields had corn on one
side and melons on the other. The horses stopped, then the boys
jumped off and started stealing. He came out of his hut and shouted out
to nonexistent people: “Misha, hold the horses! Where’s your stick!
Chase them! Hit him! Hit that one!” He raised such a hue and cry that
you thought a division was advancing. So they all ran away, leaving
the horses—which were from his own farm. The boys were from his
own farm too. That is how one man surrounded ten. He told the story
well, but would not tell it again. We gave him some vodka.

But we have straight positions here, so no one is surrounding the
other.

Well, Dr. Kissinger, do you want to say anything else on this?
Should we turn to the document specifically or take a little break?

Dr. Kissinger: Why don’t we take a little break? Produced by objec-
tive necessity.

Brezhnev: Should we have lunch? When? It is almost 2:00 p.m.

Dr. Kissinger: Why not now?

Brezhnev: Lunch and a little rest. How much time do you need?

Dr. Kissinger: Five hours! [Laughter]

Brezhnev: So little?

Gromyko: It is now 7:00 a.m. in Washington. Time to start
working.

[They confer]
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Dr. Kissinger: We are ready anytime.

Brezhnev: Dr. Kissinger, perhaps we should take a three-hour
break now. I had been thinking of taking you through the forest
today—but we can put it off until tomorrow. We can resume at 5:00
today.

Dr. Kissinger: The Foreign Minister unfortunately has iron endur-
ance. I experienced it at the Summit.

Gromyko: I tried to keep up with you.

Brezhnev: Would you be agreeable to discussing the document in
substance at 5:00 p.m.?

Dr. Kissinger: We will be ready.

Brezhnev: Bon appetit!

[The meeting then ended. General Secretary Brezhnev accompa-
nied Dr. Kissinger and his party on foot back to Dr. Kissinger’s
residence.]
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105. Memorandum of Conversation'

Zavidovo, May 5, 1973, 7 p.m.-12:15 a.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Leonid I. Brezhnev, General Secretary of Central Committee, CPSU

Andrei A. Gromyko, Minister for Foreign Affairs

Anatoli F. Dobrynin, Ambassador to USA

Georgi M. Kornienko, Head of USA Division, Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Viktor M. Sukhodrev, First Secretary, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, interpreter
Andrei Vavilov, First Secretary, Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
Helmut Sonnenfeldt, NSC Senior Staff

William Hyland, NSC Senior Staff

Philip Odeen, NSC Senior Staff

Peter W. Rodman, NSC Staff

Richard Campbell, NSC Staff

SUBJECT

Nuclear Agreement

Brezhnev: Did your people commute here by helicopter?

Kissinger: No, they are all staying here now.

Brezhnev: I flew here once by helicopter, at night. We told them to
light bonfires here; they lit four, and we landed right in the middle of
them. We flew Podgorny, Kosygin and myself—all three.

Kissinger: Can you go from Moscow to here, or do you have to go
from the airport?

Brezhnev: On one occasion I took off from the Kremlin Square
where the bell is. Also there is a heliport on Leningrad Prospect, a reg-
ular heliport to the three main Moscow airports.

Kissinger: The arrangements are now working beautifully, and
Washington knows how to get in touch with us.

Brezhnev: That is bad. We should do something to break off all
communications for a whole week.

Kissinger: That would be exciting.

Brezhnev: The world would be excited—no Kissinger!

Kissinger: Except the Foreign Minister’s colleagues in the State De-
partment—they would be celebrating.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 75, Country Files—Europe—USSR, Kissinger Conversations at Zavidovo,
May 5-8 1973. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes Only. The meeting was held at
Brezhnev’s office in the Politburo Villa. Brackets are in the original.
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Brezhnev: When they were searching for Nobile,” there were busi-
nessmen who used it for their own commercial advantage. One man
wrote from Odessa: “I am searching for Nobile.” So the telegraph office
accepted it as urgent. The next line said “Send 3 sacks of potatoes.”
[laughter] We will send a message saying: “We are looking for
Kissinger.”

Kissinger: That means that the White House will have lost all its
assistants.

Brezhnev: But the main one will be Kissinger.

You don’t know how tempted I am to take you out into the forest
now and show you the wild boars. They have live ones two times as big
as the stuffed one you see.

Kissinger: I won’t go!
Brezhnev: I will go with you.

Gromyko: What they do to the best hunter—they leave him %2 kilo-
meter from the tower. He is surrounded by wild boars but they leave
him 2 guns. [laughter]

Kissinger: I thought it was a race between him and the biggest
boar.

Brezhnev: Mr. Kissinger, believe only me! Sometimes someone
will say “I'll go first and you go behind me.” It looks like he is taking
the responsibility. But boars always attack from behind!

Our boars eat everything and leave nothing.

Kissinger: Your boars always encircle you first!

Brezhnev: They don’t waste such time; they want to eat.

Kissinger: I am carrying our only copy of the document while am
hunting.

Brezhnev: But I will have a second copy.

Aleksandrov: And I will have a third here.

Brezhnev: Let’s get down to business. The only thing remaining is
to draw up the document—on how to bomb everybody. [laughter]

Kissinger: That would attract attention!
Brezhnev: We are men of large-scale action.
Kissinger: A document on how to establish hegemony.

Brezhnev: We will only say we are always struggling for peace. By
way of a joke: Two men meet. One says “There will be no war—but a
struggle for peace. It will be so acute that there will be no stone left un-

2 Umberto Nobile (1885-1978), an Italian aeronautical engineer best known for
having flown over the North Pole from Europe to Alaska. On an expedition in May 1928,
Nobile and his crew crashed leading to an international search.
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turned!” [laughter] All that goes into an arsenal of jokes, predinner and
post-dinner stories.

I had a brief conversation with Ambassador Dobrynin and he
asked me “When are you going to talk to Dr. Kissinger?” I didn’t get
what he was driving at: Now we are done with jokes. It means we must
get down to business.

Kissinger: That is how he treats me in Washington.

Brezhnev: My God.

Kissinger: Ever since he got a direct line to my office, he’s been
impossible.

Brezhnev: Cut it off. I am glad you are comfortable here. But in
Moscow they might ask me to report back to them what we are doing
here. It is easy for you to just go to Camp David. It is more complicated
here. Dr. Kissinger is in a better position. You must have been born
under a lucky star. [Sonnenfeldt whispers something to Kissinger] Son-
nenfeldt is very pleased.

Sonnenfeldt: His last birthday was in Moscow.

Brezhnev: I forgot last year to present you with an old Russian
drinking cup. In addition to the 49-year old brandy.

Anyway, I have not been getting any calls from Moscow, which is
good. But they have been sending me my papers. The communications
officers come every % hour. About half of them are not worth the trip
here, but they feel they have to. Some papers I can dispense with for a
half year, but they have to send it with a note “Leonid Ilyich, this might
be of interest to you.”

Kissinger: Do you have a secretariat that selects for you what
should come out here?

Brezhnev: Our Finance Minister won’t give me enough of a staff.
[laughter]

My staff keeps telling me that we have so many people on this job.
But that is America. They keep telling me, “look what America has.”

Kissinger: One half sends messages to the other half.

Brezhnev: There is a book—Dby Parkinson—that says if any depart-
ment has 2,000 people it has no mission to perform, but one half sends
paper to the other half. They have nothing to do.’

So here I am, shaking before you [Kissinger laughs], waiting for
you to tell us when to begin. And not just you, Gromyko and Dobrynin.

Kissinger: Not to speak of Kornienko.

Brezhnev: Kornienko, too, is in the same company.

3 A reference to C. Northcote Parkinson’s Parkinson’s Law: The Pursuit of Progress
(London, 1958), based on Parkinson’s experience in the British Civil Service.
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Kissinger: Well, we were going to go through the document to see
if either side wanted to make changes. Of course we have exchanged
messages on this for some time. So we have only very little to suggest.
And I think we have reached this point by each side having under-
standing of the point of view and necessities of the other. [Kornienko
gets up]

When Kornienko gets up, I know things are going to get difficult.

Brezhnev: I am afraid of that too. I am afraid if your colleagues get
up.

Kissinger: They are too terrified.

Brezhnev: Of what?

Sonnenfeldt: Of whom?

Kissinger: In America they sit at attention. But not abroad, in a so-
cialist country.

Brezhnev: Look at Aleksandrov [whose arm is in a cast]. He sits
like that because he is injured. A sacrifice for peace!

Dr. Kissinger, will you start? Or shall we? The important thing is to
read through the entire document.

Kissinger: Why don’t we go through the entire document, and
each side can make suggestions where it has one.

Brezhnev: When I met some American Senators I said that Sukho-
drev’s name is not “dry wood” but “tree of life.”

Sukhodrev: The General Secretary suggests I read the English ver-
sion of our text.

Kissinger: I am assuming we are operating from the document we
have been using in Washington [U.S. working draft of May 3, Tab A].*
You haven’t been producing a new document?

Brezhnev: What my colleagues are suggesting is that we should go
immediately to the key Article I, and I agree with them. They are both
Americans [Dobrynin and Kornienko], and they press down on me.

Will your side read your text of Article I?

Gromyko: Again a concession!

Kissinger: It was a debate on how to spring the trap door. I feel like
a man with a noose around his neck, with people debating how to
spring it.

Brezhnev: That is not the important thing. The important thing
is...

Kissinger: ... that I hang!

* Attached but not printed. See Documents 85 and 95.
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Brezhnev: ... that the noose will be well-soaped. I want you to
have a soft armchair.

Kissinger: May I make a suggestion? So we both should know
what we are operating from.

We have a document that has what I think is understood. Both
sides can tell what changes they want to make in it. Then we can
discuss Article I first.

Brezhnev: Dr. Kissinger, sincerely, that is of no consequence to me.
The important thing is to get to it.

Kissinger: My proposal is that each side should indicate now what
changes it wants—in the Preamble, and in Articles I, II, III, IV, and V.
Then I'll be delighted to discuss Article I. But I can’t until we know
what other changes you are suggesting.

Gromyko: Why don’t you read Article I, then we’ll make only a
few changes.

Kissinger: [laughs] If we can get a sense of what you want . ..

Gromyko: If we agree on this article, it will be much easier to
discuss the others.

Kissinger: We'll discuss Article I first, and you don’t have to make
any decision on anything else. But we want to know what follows.

Gromyko: We consider it the crucial article, and I think you do too.
Kissinger: Why can’t you tell us what you have in mind?

We have a text, which we had assumed was more or less agreed,
with some minor changes.

Brezhnev: I will read.

Kissinger: Mr. General Secretary, that isn’t the point. I would be
delighted to read. I don't insist the Soviet side read first. My proposal
is ..

[Brezhnev and Gromyko argue. Gromyko laughs.]

Brezhnev: Try arguing with him [Gromyko]. Let’s read it.
Kissinger: Go through the whole thing.

Brezhnev: Mr. Kissinger, if we read it, nothing will escape your at-
tention. If you see anything you don't like, you tell us.

Kissinger: Mr. General Secretary, that will get us to Article I first.

Dobrynin: The Preamble, then Article 1.

Kissinger: Now that I know your concerns are in the Preamble and
Article I, and our concerns are in Article IV, we’ve told each other what
we want. So we can proceed.

Brezhnev: Article 1.
Kissinger: My understanding is ... Let’s summarize where we

stand, so we are clear. You want some changes in the Preamble and in
Article I.
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Brezhnev: Right.

Gromyko: Changes as compared with what? You suggested cer-
tain forms of words which we haven't agreed.

Dobrynin: Henry, we have some suggestions on the Preamble,
nothing really.

Kissinger: It was my impression—perhaps due to my own inade-
quacies—that what your Ambassador and I discussed was agreed.

Dobrynin: On Articles I and IL

Kissinger: And there has been a substantial amount of time to
react. Since we are already going to have a disagreement on substance,
let’s not also have a disagreement on procedure. All right, let’s discuss
Article I.

Brezhnev: I'm interested in substance. We can start reading from
the end; it's a document. And probably each side has some comments
to make on any part of the agreement. At this first stage let’s go through
it.

Kissinger: Before we do, the General Secretary and the Foreign
Minister must understand that this has been a very difficult exercise for
us. We have already made major changes in Washington. I was very
tempted to hold them back and make them to the General Secretary.
We've agreed to many things because we know of the personal interest
of the General Secretary in this. So the margin of change for us is very
small.

Dobrynin: So look at what we’re going to propose.

Brezhnev: Let’s agree on one thing. Neither you nor I are making
any concessions. Let’s not call them that. What we’re trying to do is im-
prove this document, which is important to our two countries. Im-
proving this document to bring it to a state in both form and content
that will be understood correctly by everyone in the world. And to in-
sure that after signing the document, both ...

Kissinger: The General Secretary proposed I read it in English. Is
that correct? Or do you want to give us your changes?

Dobrynin: [to Kissinger] Wait un