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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 State is charged with the responsibility
for the preparation of the Foreign Relations series. The staff of the Office
of the Historian, Bureau of Public Affairs, under the direction of the
General Editor of the Foreign Relations series, plans, researches, com-
piles, and edits the volumes in the series. Secretary of State Frank B.
Kellogg first promulgated official regulations codifying specific stand-
ards for the selection 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, es-
tablished a new statutory charter for the preparation of the series which
was signed by President George H.W. Bush on October 28, 1991. Sec-
tion 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 should 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 purposes 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. The editor is
convinced that this volume meets all regulatory, statutory, and schol-
arly standards of selection and editing.

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
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XVI, cover U.S. relations with the Soviet Union. As the last of the five,
this specific volume focuses entirely on United States policy toward the
Soviet Union during Gerald Ford’s two and one-half year presidency,
from August 1974 to January 1977.

Focus of Research and Principles of Selection for Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, Vol. XVI

This volume represents a continuation of the coverage adopted for
the four previous volumes on relations between the United States and
the Soviet Union in the Foreign Relations series for the Nixon adminis-
tration. Rather than focus exclusively on bilateral relations, the current
volume presents documentation on the full range of issues that affected
Soviet-American relations during the presidency of Nixon's successor,
Gerald R. Ford. This approach allows the reader to see how matters as
diverse as strategic arms limitation, European security, the Middle
East, Jewish emigration, and Angola intersected to influence the course
of Soviet-American relations—or, perhaps more accurately, how the
United States and Soviet Union both tried to establish or exploit the in-
tersection of such issues in an attempt to influence bilateral relations for
their own interests. Much as these issues were related at the time, this
volume must be seen in the context of other volumes in the Nixon-Ford
subseries. The reader, for instance, should consult Volume XXVI,
Arab-Israeli Dispute, 1974-1976; Volume XXVIII, Southern Africa,
1973-1976; Volume XXXI, Foreign Economic Policy, 1973-1976;
Volume XXXIII, SALT 1II, 1972-1979; and Volume XXXIX, European Se-
curity, 1969-1976 which, to the extent that they overlap, document
events in depth that the current volume documents in breadth. This
volume presents extensive documentation on SALT II, which the sub-
ject volume, due to space limitations, could not. Those interested in the
extent to which Ford’s policies continued those of his predecessor
should consult the contents of Volume XV, Soviet Union, 1972-1974.

The continuity in Soviet affairs was represented—and personi-
fied—by the man Ford asked to continue as both Secretary of State and
Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs: Henry Kissin-
ger. During the Ford administration, Kissinger retained his central role
in the formulation and implementation of foreign policy on the Soviet
Union. From meetings with Ambassador Dobrynin in Washington to
meetings with Soviet leader Brezhnev in Moscow—and meetings with
Soviet foreign minister Gromyko everywhere in between—Kissinger
carefully managed all aspects of the relationship between the super-
powers. His influence remained undiminished in meetings between
Ford and Brezhnev at Vladivostok in November 1974 and at Helsinki in
August 1975. Documentation on these summit meetings, and on Kiss-
inger’s preparations beforehand, constitute the essential backbone of
this volume. Kissinger’s efforts resulted in the Vladivostok Accords,



which established the basis for what would become the abortive SALT
II Treaty. The record shows, however, that his efforts were not always
as successful.

This volume documents how Kissinger, contrary to his experience
during the previous administration, frequently found his margin for
action to determine the course of détente limited by Congress, notably
by Senator Henry “Scoop” Jackson. Although unaccustomed to
dealing with Congress, Kissinger was forced to negotiate with Jackson
to conclude an informal agreement on the so-called Jackson-Vanik
amendment to the Trade Act of 1974, which linked the extension of
most favored nation status to an increase in Jewish emigration from the
Soviet Union. This volume devotes considerable space to the negotia-
tions leading to this informal agreement in October 1974 and to the
eventual Soviet rejection of its terms in January 1975. The episode dem-
onstrated that détente with the Soviet Union had become an important
issue in domestic politics as well as in foreign policy.

The struggle in Washington between politicians and policymakers
over détente lasted throughout the Ford administration, illustrated by
the controversy over Ford’s initial refusal to meet with Alexander Sol-
zhenitsyn in July 1975 and subsequently influencing the course of the
1976 presidential election campaign (and Ford’s prospects for election).
The domestic political effect, as well as the diplomacy of détente is,
therefore, a central theme throughout this volume. Finally, although
the Secretary of State was the driving force in Soviet affairs, the docu-
ments reveal the President also played an important part in these de-
velopments by giving Kissinger support and direction to pursue their
objectives. Ford, however, not only supported Kissinger on Soviet
policy but also supported consultation with Congress. This volume
documents how the President not only briefed members of Congress
but also listened to what they had to say on the subject. In this regard,
Ford—at least in style, if not in substance—suggested anything but a
continuation of his predecessor’s approach to foreign policy.

Editorial Methodology

The documents are presented chronologically according to Wash-
ington time. Memoranda of conversation are placed according to the
time and date of the conversation, rather than the date the memo-
randum was 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 no-
tations, which are described in the footnotes. Texts are transcribed and
printed according to accepted conventions for the publication of histor-



ical documents within the limitations of modern typography. A
heading has been supplied by the editor 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 source text
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. In telegrams, the telegram number (in-
cluding special designators such as Secto) is printed at the start of the
text of the telegram.

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-
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.

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 on Classified National Security Information, as amended,
and 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 2008 and was completed in 2011, resulted in the
decision to withhold no documents in full, excisions of a paragraph or
more in 1 document, and minor excisions of less than a paragraph in 13
documents.

The Office of the Historian is confident, on the basis of the research
conducted in preparing this volume and as a result of the declassifica-
tion review process described above, that the record presented in this
volume presented here provides an accurate and comprehensive ac-
count of the U.S. foreign policy towards the Soviet Union from 1974 to
1976.
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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 further 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 ac-
tions and by providing copies of selected records. Most of the sources
consulted in the preparation of this volume have been declassified and
are available for review at the National Archives and Records
Administration.

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 IL

The editors of the Foreign Relations series also have full access to the
papers of Presidents Nixon and Ford as well as other White House for-
eign policy records. 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
Intelligence Agency, the Department of Defense, and the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. Dr. Henry Kissinger has approved access to his papers at the Li-
brary of Congress. These papers are a key source for the Nixon-Ford
subseries of the Foreign Relations series.
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Research for this volume was completed through special access to
restricted documents at the Ford Library, the Library of Congress, and
other agencies. While all the material printed in this volume has been
declassified, some of it is extracted from still classified documents. The
Ford Library staff are processing and declassifying many of the docu-
ments used in this volume, but they may not be available in their en-
tirety at the time of publication.

Sources for Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Vol. XVI

In preparing this volume, the editor thoroughly mined the Presi-
dential papers and other White House records from the Gerald R. Ford
Library in Ann Arbor, Michigan. This repository proved the most im-
portant source of high-level documentation on the Ford administra-
tion’s conduct of relations with the Soviet Union. Many of the most
valuable records are in the National Security Adviser files, and the
most valuable of these are in a collection called “Kissinger Reports on
USSR, China, and Middle East Discussions.” This collection contains
records of meetings between U.S. and Soviet leaders, including Ford’s
meetings with Brezhnev at Vladivostok (November 1974) and Helsinki
(July—August 1975), Kissinger’s trips to Moscow (October 1974 and Jan-
uary 1976), Gromyko’s visit to the United States in September 1975, and
Kissinger’s meetings with Gromyko in Vienna (May 1975) and Geneva
(July 1975). The Presidential Trips, Kissinger Trips, and Presidential
Briefing Material for VIP Visits Files provide additional documentation
on these and other high-level meetings. Since the Secretary of State
often conducted business “on the road,” the Kissinger Trips File is also
important source of documentation on decisions he made away from
Washington, including those related to the Soviet Union. Ford fre-
quently discussed Soviet-American relations in his meetings at the
White House with Soviet and American political leaders, as well as
with leading members of his administration, in particular Kissinger
himself. The Memorandum of Conversations file is the most compre-
hensive source for records of these meetings, providing the necessary
context for decisions made in both normal and less formal channels.
The Presidential Country Files for Europe and Canada—specifically
the Country Files for the USSR—document the basic day-to-day
decision-making on the Soviet Union in the White House and National
Security Council staff, including not only memoranda to Kissinger and
Scowcroft on the sub memoranda to the President.

Important documents on the Soviet Union are scattered
throughout the files of the National Security Adviser, including in the
Presidential Transition File, Presidential Name File, and Subject File. A
more concentrated collection of materials on the Soviet Union is in the
Kissinger-Scowcroft West Wing Office Files, in particular, the Gro-
myko File and the so-called “D”’ File, the latter consisting largely of



notes exchanged in the “confidential channel” between Kissinger and
Soviet Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin. This collection also includes a
file of Kissinger-Dobrynin Telcons, i.e. a selection of transcripts of their
telephone conversations. A more comprehensive set of transcripts of
Kissinger’s telephone conversations not only with Dobrynin but also
with many U.S. political leaders, officials, and journalists is available
on-line at the Department of State’s Electronic Reading Room.

The formal decision-making process on the Soviet Union—notably
relating to the SALT Il negotiations—is documented in the National Se-
curity Council Institutional Files (H-Files) at the Ford Library. These
files contain minutes, memoranda, and related documentation on the
deliberations of the National Security Council itself, the Senior Review
Group, the Washington Special Actions Group, and other interagency
committees; also included are records relating to National Security
Council Study and Decision Memoranda (NSSMs and NSDMs), as well
as similar decision-making documents.

The files on the ““confidential channel” between Kissinger and Do-
brynin are unfortunately incomplete. Despite considerable effort, in-
cluding consultation with the archivists at the Ford Library and with
records managers in the Department of State, the editor was unable to
locate any memoranda of conversation between Kissinger and Do-
brynin, even though the two regularly met to discuss international af-
fairs in general and, more specifically, Soviet-American relations. At
this point, it is unclear whether the files were misplaced, destroyed,
concealed, or, even less likely, never existed. This much, however, is
clear: these records were crucial for documenting Soviet-American re-
lations during the Nixon administration; their absence for the Ford ad-
ministration is no less consequential.

During the early years of the Nixon administration, the White
House excluded the Department of State from decision-making in
Soviet-American relations. This exclusion began to change once Kissin-
ger became Secretary of State in September 1973 and he brought both
his policy advisers and his bureaucratic authority to the Department.
By the time Ford succeeded Nixon in August 1974, the Department was
already central to the formulation and implementation of policy on the
Soviet Union. This change is well reflected in the records for the period,
especially the retired office, or lot, files for the Department, now main-
tained at the National Archives. The most useful, and, in this volume,
most frequently cited, source on the Soviet Union are the Records of the
Office of the Counselor (Lot File 81D286), that is, the files of Helmut
Sonnenfeldt. More than any other official in the administration, Son-
nenfeldt was responsible for the day-to-day conduct of its Soviet
policy. His files include not only his daily memoranda to Kissinger but
also copies of high-level documentation often difficult to find else-



where on such issues as SALT, European Security, and Jewish Emigra-
tion. Winston Lord, Director of the Policy Planning Staff, regularly ana-
lyzed Soviet affairs both over the long term and from a different
perspective. His analyses and less analytical records on the subject are
in the Directors’ Files of the Policy Planning Staff (Lot File 77D112).
Kissinger, of course, maintained his interest and involvement in So-
viet-American relations. Memoranda of his conversations with Soviet
and other foreign leaders, as well as related documentation, are in the
Records of Henry Kissinger (Lot File 91D414). The Transcripts of Secre-
tary of State Kissinger’s Staff Meeting (Lot File 78D443) also provide a
revealing look “behind the scenes’ at the content and context of the
Ford administration’s Soviet policy. Many of the telegrams to and from
the Department are available on-line in the Access to Archival data-
bases through the National Archives and Records Administration.

The Kissinger Papers at the Library of Congress generally dupli-
cate the documentation found in other collections. As previously men-
tioned, the Kissinger Telephone Conversation Transcripts are now
available on-line in the Department of State’s “Electronic Reading
Room.” The records on the Soviet Union in the Geopolitical File are
generally copies but nonetheless constitute a useful source whether the
originals prove difficult to find elsewhere.

The editor also had access to the records of the Nixon Intelligence
Files at the National Security Council, the Central Intelligence Agency,
and the Department of Defense. The files of the Central Intelligence
Agency, particularly the NIC Registry of NIE and SNIEs, were essential
for intelligence reports and assessments on which the Nixon adminis-
tration based its policy decisions. Many of the estimates on the Soviet
Union throughout the Cold War, including during the Ford Adminis-
tration, are publicly available.

The following list identifies the particular files and collections
used in the preparation of this volume. The declassification and
transfer to the National Archives of the Department of State records is
in process, and many of these records are already for public review at
the National Archives. In addition to the paper files cited below, a
growing number of documents are available on the Internet. The Office
of the Historian maintains a list of these Internet resources on its web-
site and encourages readers to consult that site on a regular basis.

Unpublished Sources

Department of State

Central Files. See National Archives and Records Administration below.
Lot Files. See National Archives and Records Administration below.
Electronic Reading Room

Transcripts of Telephone Conversations of Secretary of State Kissinger in Declassi-
fied /Released Document Collections



National Archives and Records Administration, College Park, Maryland

Record Group 59, Records of the Department of State
Central Files
Central Foreign Policy Files, 19731976

Part of the on-line Access to Archival Databases: Electronic Telegrams, P-Reel Index,
P-Reel microfilm

Lot Files
Lot File 78D443, Transcripts of Secretary of State Kissinger’s Staff Meetings
Minutes of Secretary of State Kissinger’s staff meetings, 1973-1977

Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the Counselor
Files of Helmut Sonnenfeldt, 1957-1977

Lot File 91D414, Records of Henry Kissinger, 1973-77

Nodis memoranda of conversation of Secretary Kissinger and related documents,
September 1973-January 1977

Lot File 77D112, Policy Planning Staff (S/P), Director’s Files (Winston Lord)

Records of Winston Lord, 1969-1976, as member of the National Security Council
Staff and then as Director of the Policy Planning Staff of the Department of State

Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library, Ann Arbor, Michigan

Richard B. Cheney Files
General Subject File

John O. Marsh Files
General Subject File

National Security Adviser
Kissinger Reports on USSR, China, and Middle East Discussions
USSR Memcons and Reports
Kissinger-Scowcroft West Wing Office Files
D File
Dobrynin/Kissinger Telcons
Gromyko File
Jackson/Vanik Trade Bill
USSR
Memoranda of Conversations
NSC Meetings File
“Outside the System”” Chronological Files
Presidential Briefing Material for VIP Visits
Presidential Country Files for Europe and Canada
France
USSR
Presidential Name File
Presidential Subject File
Presidential Transition File



Trip Briefing Books and Cables of Henry Kissinger
Kissinger Trip File

Trip Briefing Books and Cables of President Ford
Presidential Trips File

National Security Council Institutional Files
Ron Nessen Files
Presidential Media Interviews

Ron Nessen Papers
Foreign Guidance for Press Briefing
Subject File Accretion

President’s Handwriting File
White House Central Files Subject File

White House Office Files
President’s Daily Diary

Central Intelligence Agency
Electronic Reading Room

National Intelligence Council Files
Job 79-R01102A

Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Washington, D.C.

Papers of Henry A. Kissinger
Miscellany, 1968-76, Record of Schedule
Congressional Hearings, Senate

Published Sources

Current Digest of the Soviet Press.

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

Kissinger, Henry. Crisis: The Anatomy of Two Major Foreign Policy Crises. New York: Simon
& Schuster, 2003.

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

——. Years of Renewal. New York: Simon & Schuster, 1999.

United States Congress, Senate Committee on Finance. Emigration Amendment to the Trade
Reform Act of 1974: Hearing Before the Committee on Finance, United States Senate,
Ninety-Third Congress, Second Session, December 3, 1974. Washington: Government
Printing Office, 1974.

United States Department of State. Bulletin. 1974-1976.

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, 1973-1975.

——. Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Gerald R. Ford, 1974, 1975, 1976.
Washington: Government Printing Office, 1975-1977.



Abbreviations and Terms

AASO, Afro-Asian Solidarity Organization
ABM, anti-ballistic missile

ACDA, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
AD, Anatoly F. Dobrynin

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

AFP, Agence France-Presse, French news agency
ALCM, air-launched cruise missile

Amb, Ambassador

AP, Associated Press

APAG, Atlantic Policy Advisory Group
ASAP, as soon as possible

ASM, air-to-sea missile

ASW, anti-submarine warfare

B, Brezhnev
bpd, barrels per day
BW, biological weapons

C, Office of the Counselor of the Department of State
CBM, confidence-building measure

CBS, Columbia Broadcasting System

CCD, Conference of the Committee on Disarmament
CDT, Central Daylight Time

CDC, Control Data Corporation

CDU, Christian Democratic Union

CDU/CSU, Christian Democratic Union/Christian Social Union
CEA, Council of Economic Advisers

CEP, circular error probable; circular error probability
CES, Conference on European Security

CIA, Central Intelligence Agency

COCOM, Coordinating Committee on Export Controls
CPSU, Communist Party of the Soviet Union

CSCE, Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe
CSU, Christian Social Union

CTB, Comprehensive Test Ban

CW, chemical weapons

D, Democrat; also Anatoly F. Dobrynin
DCI, Director of Central Intelligence
Dept, Department

Deptel, Department of State telegram
Dissem, dissemination

DOD, Department of Defense

DOS, Department of State

DRV, Democratic Republic of Vietnam

EA, Bureau of East Asian and Pacific Affairs, Department of State
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EB, Bureau of Economic and Business Affairs, Department of State

EB/EWT, Office of East-West Trade, Bureau of Economic and Business Affairs, Depart-
ment of State

EB/ITP, Office of International Trade Policy, Bureau of Economic and Business Affairs,
Department of State

EC, European Community

EDT, Eastern Daylight Time

Emb, Embassy

EPB, Economic Policy Board

ERDA, Energy Research and Development Administration

ESC, European Security Conference

EST, Eastern Standard Time

ETA, estimated time of arrival

EUR, Bureau of European Affairs, Department of State

EUR/SOV, Office of Soviet Union Affairs, Bureau of European Affairs, Department of
State

Exdis, exclusive distribution (extremely limited distribution)

EXIM (or Ex-Im), Export-Import Bank of Washington

FBI, Federal Bureau of Investigation

FBS, forward-based systems

FEA, Federal Energy Administration; Federal Environmental Agency (West German)
FNLA, Frente Nacional de Libertacao de Angola (National Liberation Front of Angola)
FRG, Federal Republic of Germany

FYI, for your information

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

GNP, gross national product

GPO, Government Printing Office

GRF, Gerald R. Ford

GVN, Government of (South) Vietnam

HAK, Henry A. Kissinger

Hakto, series indicator for message sent from Henry A. Kissinger while away from
Washington

HE, high explosive

H.E., His Excellency

HEW, Department of Health, Education and Welfare

HK, Henry Kissinger

IBM, International Business Machines Corporation

ICBM, intercontinental ballistic missile

ICCM, intercontinental cruise missile

IEA, International Energy Agency

ILO, International Labor Organization

IMARSAT, International Maritime Satellite

INR, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, Department of State

INR/REA, Office of Research and Analysis for East Asia and Pacific, Bureau of Intelli-
gence and Research, Department of State

INR/RES, Office of Research and Analysis for Europe and the Soviet Union, Bureau of
Intelligence and Research, Department of State

INR/PMT, Office of Political-Military and Theatre forces, Bureau of Intelligence and Re-
search, Department of State



JCS, Joint Chiefs of Staff

K, Kissinger

KGB, Komitet gosudarstvennoy bezopasnosti (State Security Committee)
km, kilometer

kt, kiloton

LBJ, Lyndon B. Johnson

LDC, lesser developed country
LNG, liquefied natural gas
LTBT, Limited Test Ban Treaty

MBFR, Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions

Memcon, memorandum of conversation

MEN, Most Favored Nation

MIA, missing in action

MIRYV, multiple independently-targetable re-entry vehicle

MM, Minuteman (missile)

MPLA, Movimento Popular de Libertacao de Angola (Popular Movement for the Liberation
of Angola)

MRV, multiple re-entry vehicle

MT, megaton

MTN, multilateral trade negotiations

NAACP, National Association for the Advancement of Colored People
NASA, National Aeronautics and Space Administration
NATO, North Atlantic Treaty Organization

NBC, National Broadcasting Corporation

NIE, National Intelligence Estimate

Nodis, no distribution (other than to personas indicated)
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Soviet Union,
August 1974-December 1976

President Ford and the Jackson—Vanik
Amendment, August—October 1974

1. Memorandum From the Counselor of the Department of
State (Sonnenfeldt) to Secretary of State Kissinger'

Washington, August 8, 1974.

Your Meeting with Vorontsov

You will want to make the obvious points at the outset—conti-
nuity etc.—but without seeming to be overly concerned that the Soviets
will embark on something in this time of transition.?

(Note: The message from President Ford to Brezhnev will be on its
way,” and you may want to give Vorontsov a copy or at least alert him
to its transmission through our Embassy. Brezhnev is in the Crimea.)

Points to Emphasize

You recognize that some in Moscow may have linked the attack on
the policies of détente to Watergate; there may be a misapprehension
that the outcome of the Watergate affair will impact directly on foreign
policies.

—Our policies toward the Soviet Union are founded on hard
headed analysis of what is in our national interests; true, they have
been challenged, and of course President Nixon played a central role in
maintaining the course he set with the General Secretary;

1Source: National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the
Counselor, Box 8, Soviet Union, Aug-Sept 1974. Secret; Sensitive.

2In a televised address to the nation that evening, Richard Nixon announced: “I
shall resign the Presidency effective noon tomorrow. Vice President Ford will be sworn
in as President at that hour in this office.” For the full text of his speech, see Public Papers:
Nixon, 1974, No. 244.

3 Document 4.
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—President Ford in his message has already re-affirmed his inten-
tion of pursuing President Nixon’s course in relations with the Soviet
Union;

—Thus, no basic change is involved; indeed, the fact that our im-
proved relationship rested on a foundation of agreements is a guar-
antee that personality changes need not lead to policy changes;

—You have discussed this with the new President; indeed, he has
participated in the formulation of this policy toward the USSR since the
outset and has vigorously supported it in the Congress;

—You will remain as Secretary of State, at the President’s request.

Thus there will be no break in continuity and the general approach
that you discussed in Moscow on European Security, on economic rela-
tions, on SALT and other arms control questions all remain valid.

In particular, we reaffirm the invitation to the General Secretary to
visit the US next spring—summer.

—As for an earlier meeting than was discussed in Moscow, the new Pres-
ident will have to give that more thought.

—The Soviet leaders, we are sure, will understand that in the next
months the new President will be besieged by many problems of transi-
tion. We do not rule out an early meeting, but let us come back to it later.

We are preparing our position for the next round of SALT, but this
too might slip though only by a few weeks; otherwise no changes in
scheduling or substance are involved.

—PNE talks to begin around November.

—We will work with our allies on a CSCE position, but Soviets
should take a hard look at some way to move MBFR.

A very personal and private note for Vorontsov to convey to highest
levels:

—In this country we intend to carry on with our policies, but it is
naturally a time of difficulties; many in the Congress and the country
were mounting an assault on Soviet-American relations; this will not
end simply because of a change in the Presidency.

—You will make a major statement on détente within the next ten
days which will commit this administration.*

% Kissinger was scheduled to testify before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
on August 8 on the status of détente with the Soviet Union. “That being the very day that
Nixon announced his intention to resign,” Kissinger later recalled, “my testimony was
postponed until the middle of September.” (Kissinger, Years of Renewal, p. 244) During a
meeting on August 7 to prepare his testimony, however, Kissinger offered another expla-
nation for postponement: “Because I don't think this is a first-class statement.” “I also
didn’t want to enter the debate and exacerbate already exalted feelings,” he added. “I
would have to kill myself to get this into shape, and tomorrow it would hit in a bad atmo-
sphere. I think we ought to let the domestic atmosphere cool down.” (Memorandum of
conversation; National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 91D414, Records of Henry Kissinger,
1973-77, Box 9, Nodis Memcons, August 1974, Folder 4)
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—The leaders in Moscow must know that their actions will be
scrutinized with microscopic care by everyone in this country, for any
action that might be cited as taking advantage of our problems.

—Berlin is already being cited, and we are witnessing increased at-
tacks in Vietnam.

—And, of course, the Soviet position on Cyprus—which we be-
lieve has been restrained—will be taken as an indicator.

You are only making this point so that Moscow understands the
situation not because we have any special concerns.’

5 According to his Record of Schedule, Kissinger met Vorontsov in the White House
on August 9 at 3:25 p.m. (Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers,
Box 439, Miscellany, 1968-76) No substantive record of the meeting has been found.

2. Talking Points Prepared in the Department of State'

Washington, undated.

Soviet Chargé
Yuly Vorontsov—Minister Counselor

Background

Ambassador Dobrynin is on leave at home.

The Soviets have tended to see Watergate in the context of
US-Soviet relations and to attribute domestic attacks on President
Nixon to “forces” opposed to détente. Consequently, they have shown
some uneasiness about the implications of the events in this country for the fu-
ture of our relations.

1 Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Presidential Transition File,
1974, Box 1, President’s Talking Points for Calls by Ambassadors, 8/9/74. Secret; Sensi-
tive. The talking points were prepared for President Ford’s meeting with Vorontsov on
August 9. No drafting information appears on the memorandum. A draft, however, is in
National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the Counselor, Box 5,
Presidential Transition, 1974. According to the President’s Daily Diary, Ford and Kissin-
ger met Vorontsov in the Oval Office on August 9 from 3:41 to 3:54 p.m.; Scowcroft also
attended the meeting. (Ford Library, White House Office Files) No substantive record of
the conversation has been found.
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Nevertheless, in the aftermath of the last summit,? the Soviets have
been actively interested in arranging a series of follow-up negotiations
on (a) various bilateral cooperative projects such as housing construc-
tion, and artificial heart, etc., (b) several of the arms control issues
agreed on in principle at the summit, such as controls over environ-
mental warfare techniques and over chemical warfare, an agreement
on inspecting peaceful nuclear explosions to ensure they are not used
militarily (this was an issue left over in the underground test limitation
treaty signed in Moscow) and (c) SALT, where the summit resulted in
an understanding that we would seek an agreement running through
1985 to follow the interim offensive agreement that lapses in October
1977.

The Soviets will want reassurance that we are prepared to proceed with
these and other negotiating projects. They will also be looking for some as-
surance that we will succeed in getting a Trade Bill that permits EXIM
credits to continue and MEN to be granted. They have officially resisted
the link to their emigration policy stipulated in the Jackson amendment
but have privately been prepared to provide some assurances that ha-
rassments and other impediments to emigration will be moderated if
the economic agreements go forward.

Most fundamentally, Brezhnev has acquired considerable stake in his
détente policies and in his relationship with President Nixon. He is bound to
be in a sensitive position at a moment when many in Moscow may see
these relationships in jeopardy.

There may also be some in Moscow who see this as a time to test
our resolve on some issue, especially since the Soviets have not done
well in the Middle East and Cyprus crises; any such notion will be most
effectively countered by the demonstration that our policy of firmness
when challenged but reasonableness in negotiations will be continued.

Talking Points

In your comments, you may wish to make the following points:

—You supported President Nixon’s policies in the Congress and
participated in the preparations for the last summit;

—You are therefore committed to their continuation and will put
the authority and prestige of your office behind it, including in the
Congress;

2 From June 27 to July 3, Nixon and Brezhnev held a series of meetings in Moscow,
Minsk, and Oreanda. For documentation on the summit, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976,
volume XV, Soviet Union, June 1972-August 1974, Documents 185-199.

3 Ford underlined several words and phrases in the points below, including: “Presi-
dent Nixon” in the first point; “continuation” in the second; “General Secretary
Brezhnev” in the third; “Conference on European Security and Cooperation” in the fifth;
“restraint” and “respect” in the sixth; and “Brezhnev here next spring” in the seventh.
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—You have written General Secretary Brezhnev on this score and
wish to reiterate it orally and directly;

—You are aware that there is much follow-up work to be done
after the last summit: on arms control, on SALT, on bilateral coopera-
tion; you are taking a personal interest in all of these and expect our
delegations to be ready to meet with their Soviet counterparts over the
next several weeks, as already agreed between Dobrynin and Secretary
Kissinger;

—You will also continue the efforts of President Nixon to achieve
an early and satisfactory outcome of the Conference on European Secu-
rity and Cooperation;

—Generally, you think the most important point to bear in mind as
we move into the period ahead is that our relations must be based on
restraint and on respect for each other’s interest; that is the best way to
continue avoiding crises and to maintain the recent positive trend in
our relations;

—You look forward to seeing Brezhnev here next spring and have
reaffirmed the invitation in your letter to him.

3. Letter From Secretary of State Kissinger to Soviet Foreign
Minister Gromyko'

Washington, August 9, 1974.

Dear Mr. Minister:

I am taking advantage of the close personal relationship we have
enjoyed to send you a private message to explain certain points with ut-
most frankness. You are free, of course, to share them with the General
Secretary who will receive a communication from our new President.

Regardless of what you may hear or read in the next few weeks, I
can assure you personally that President Ford intends to continue and

! Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Presidential Country Files for
Europe and Canada, 1974-1977, Box 16, USSR (1). No classification marking. According
to a handwritten note on the first page, the letter was “handed to Min. Vorontsov
8/9/74—3:15 p.m. by HAK.” Sonnenfeldt forwarded a draft of the letter to Kissinger on
August 8 with the following typed note: “Attached is the letter to Gromyko which you
may want to hand to Vorontsov or let Stoessel deliver. In any case, you should look it
over, because I have given it a slightly different twist at the end.” Kissinger approved the
draft without revision. (National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office
of the Counselor, Box 5, Presidential Transition, 1974)
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develop further the policies that have guided our relations with the
USSR under President Nixon. He has asked me to remain in office, and
to devote special attention to Soviet affairs. He will be a strong Presi-
dent, and you will see that he will take command immediately and as-
sert his authority and responsibility over foreign affairs. You may rely
on his assurances, and the approach to the issues we discussed in
Moscow and since my return will be carried through.

You will realize from your long acquaintance with this country,
that the coming period will be one in which the President will be en-
gaged in a review of our position in many areas and on many issues—
but this will not affect Soviet-American relations.

Thus, I will probably return to Moscow this fall as we discussed if
the President’s schedule permits me to be away. In any case, we expect
to meet you should you come to the UN General Assembly this year.

Let me make one further point, and I do so in the spirit of candor
that had characterized our many discussions.

The change in the Presidency will not end the criticism that our
policy toward the Soviet Union has been subjected to over this past
year. I will soon make a major speech on this subject, which will
commit the new Administration to the process of improving
Soviet-American relations.” But I hope that in Moscow the most serious
thought will be given to the substantive issues facing us—in CSCE,
MBEFR and SALT—so that there will be no loss of momentum when
these negotiations resume.

It will be of more importance now, in the new circumstances, to
demonstrate that what we have achieved is in fact a solid foundation
for the future.

Warm regards,

Henry A. Kissinger

2 Kissinger addressed the national convention of the American Legion on August
20 in Miami. For the text of his speech, see Department of State Bulletin, September 16,
1974, pp. 373-378.
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4. Letter From President Ford to Soviet General Secretary
Brezhnev!

Washington, August 9, 1974.

Dear Mr. General Secretary:

Upon assuming office as President of the United States, I wanted
to be in immediate contact with you to share my views on the impor-
tance of continuing along the course of Soviet-American relations that
you and President Nixon have charted in your summit meetings, in the
agreements that our two governments have reached, and in the general
spirit of cooperation we have established. I have naturally participated
as Vice President in the discussions prior to the most recent meetings
with you in Moscow and discussed the results with both President
Nixon and Secretary Kissinger. As you are no doubt aware, I have con-
sistently supported in our Congress the foreign policy of President
Nixon throughout his administration. Thus, I can confirm without
qualification that American policy toward the Soviet Union will con-
tinue unchanged in my administration.

I share the worthy goals that were set forth in the communiqués of
the summit meetings in Moscow and in this country, and the approach
to our relations that you and President Nixon have elaborated in your
private discussions. I firmly believe that in the nuclear age a policy of
mutual restraint and of respecting the interests of all is the only course
open to responsible statesmen. I am committed to that course. I will
also give closest attention to the many negotiations already in progress
between our governments or projected for the coming weeks. My ad-
ministration will continue to approach these negotiations with the ut-
most seriousness and with determination to achieve concrete and
lasting results in the common interest of our two countries as well as
the world at large.

I value the intimate and open exchanges that have been carried on
in the interim between the summit conferences. I would like to assure
you that the channels of communication that have been established re-
main open at any time.

! Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Presidential Country Files for
Europe and Canada, 1974-1977, Box 16, USSR (1). No classification marking. In telegram
174035 to Moscow, August 9, the Department forwarded the text of Ford’s letter to the
Embassy with the instructions: “Please deliver immediately following message from the
President to General Secretary Brezhnev. If he is not available, deliver to highest official
available.” (National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the Coun-
selor, Box 5, Presidential Transition, 1974)
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I have asked Secretary of State Kissinger to continue in office so as
to ensure continuity in the conduct of our foreign policies. He has my
full confidence and support.

Finally, Mr. General Secretary, I want to reaffirm the invitation to
you to visit this country next year. Please convey my regards to your
colleagues, President Podgorny, Premier Kosygin, and Minister
Gromyko.?

Sincerely,

2 Printed from a copy that does not bear Ford’s signature. Stoessel reported in tele-
gram 12279 from Moscow, August 10, that he delivered the message to Andrei Kirilenko
at 10:30 a.m., August 10. (Ibid., Central Foreign Policy Files) In a memorandum to the
President on August 10, Kissinger further reported: “Upon receiving your message (de-
livered through Brezhnev’s second-in-command in the Politburo who phoned him in the
Crimea), the General Secretary underlined that Soviet policy toward the US would re-
main consistent and unchanging; in addition to conveying congratulations to you, he
wished you success in a difficult task and stressed the importance of continuing on the
course on which the US and USSR had embarked; formal congratulations will be sent in
the next day or so. The significance of this is: the high level attention to the receipt of your
message; it is the first time our Ambassador has ever been received at the Central Com-
mittee, rather than the government office; moreover, Brezhnev’s response was conveyed
through his probable successor, Andrei Kirilenko.” (Ford Library, National Security Ad-
viser, Presidential Transition File, 1974, Box 1, Letters to and from World Leaders—
Memoranda to the President)

5. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Ford'

Washington, August 9, 1974.

SUBJECT
Exchanges With Senator Jackson Regarding His Amendment to the Trade Bill

Background

The Jackson amendment to Title IV of the Trade Bill (Tab D) in ef-
fect would make it impossible to grant most-favored-nation tariff treat-

! Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Presidential Subject File,
1974-1977, Box 23, Subject File, Trade (1). Eyes Only. All tabs are attached but not
printed. Haig forwarded the memorandum to the President on August 11 with the fol-
lowing typed note: “You may wish to discuss the Jackson position on the Trade Bill in
your 9:00 a.m. meeting with Secretary Kissinger tomorrow. The memorandum is lengthy
primarily because of the sensitivity of the issue but well worth your detailed reading.” A
note on the memorandum reads: “The President has seen.”
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ment to the USSR or to continue its eligibility for EXIM Bank credit fa-
cilities because it would first require you to make a detailed report on
the status of Soviet emigration and a finding that the Soviets do not
deny their citizens the right or opportunity to emigrate and do not pe-
nalize persons who seek to emigrate. Such a finding could clearly not
be made at this time.

For the past several weeks, I have tried to reach an understanding
with Jackson (together with Senators Javits and Ribicoff) concerning
the standards that we would apply in judging Soviet emigration prac-
tices and a means whereby MEN and credits could go forward at least
for an initial period so that the Soviets would have an incentive to im-
prove their emigration performance.

In conducting my talks with Jackson I was able to base myself on
discussions I had with Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko and Ambas-
sador Dobrynin. The issue is obviously one of great sensitivity for the
Soviets, the more so since they agreed in writing last year to suspend
their special emigration tax only to find that it gained them nothing.

Understanding with Soviets

In their talks with me the Soviets agreed that the Administration
could provide Jackson with certain broad assurances that any harass-
ment, punitive action or unreasonable impediments against those
wishing to leave the USSR would be contrary to Soviet law and would
therefore not be permitted by the Soviet Government. The Soviet
leaders were also willing to have us express the expectation that the
emigration flow would increase to 45,000 a year (from about 35,000 in
1973). Jackson and his supporters had demanded an emigration level of
100,000. More recently, the Soviets have backed away from being asso-
ciated with any numbers.

Negotiations with Jackson

A. His Terms

Although the Senators seemed impressed with this movement by
the Soviets, Jackson subsequently provided me with a draft of a letter to
him from me containing extremely detailed and stringent conditions,
although he reduced the number of annual emigrants to 75,000. The
problems with this text (which is at Tab B) were its detail, peremptory
tone, legalistic formulations and requirement that the Soviets furnish
us with all their laws and regulations pertinent to emigration. This not
only went far beyond what I could in conscience assert the Soviets had
promised, but what any sovereign state would tolerate having another
government say about its internal order.

Moreover, the Jackson approach would have left his amendment
basically unchanged and merely have added to it a waiver authority for
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the President in terms such that the President could only exercise it if
the Soviets were in full compliance with all the detailed provisions of
the Jackson letter.

B. Effort to Compromise

Despite these difficulties, I later furnished Jackson with an
amended draft letter which retained the substance of Jackson’s points
but in condensed and less peremptory and legalistic form. This draft
also in effect gave 45,000 emigrants as a floor and as our “hope” as a re-
sult of Soviet adherence to the standards set out in the letter. (This draft
is at Tab A.)

In subsequent discussions with Jackson'’s staff, they sought to rein-
troduce many of the details of the original letter. We pointed out that
the standards and practices outlined in our letter were already so spe-
cific that the Soviets would have difficulty with them, as a matter of
prestige even if they were ready to live up to them.

We noted that it would be clear after a few months whether harass-
ments, obstacles and punishments persisted and we could readily mon-
itor the flow of emigration and thus would know whether there was
adequate performance.

We would also be ready to have language in the legislation that
would permit the President or Congress itself to cut off MFN and cred-
its if after some specified time the Soviets failed to perform. Greater
precision would serve little purpose, except to affront the Russians,
since we are dealing with readily observable facts. The Jackson people
agreed to make an effort to tone down their formulations, but we have
not yet heard from them.

Attitude of Jewish Leaders; Issues

Meanwhile, we also supplied our proposed text to three Jewish
leaders.” They thought it showed substantial progress.

—They were concerned about any reference to numbers lest it become
a ceiling. More likely, their problem, like Jackson’s, is that their prestige
is tied to the publicized demand for 100,000. But the leaders have indi-
cated that there might be some private understanding that under con-
ditions of declining restrictions and harassment a rate within the
45-75,000 per year range would be taken by us as a rough performance

2 Stanley Lowell, Chairman of the National Conference on Soviet Jewry; Rabbi Is-
rael Miller, Chairman of the Conference of Presidents of Major American Jewish Organi-
zations; and Max M. Fisher, a prominent Detroit businessman and Jewish philanthropist.
Leonard Garment, Counsel to the President, briefed the three Jewish leaders on the pro-
posed texts of the letters during a meeting in New York on August 5. (Memorandum
from Sonnenfeldt to Kissinger, August 6; National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Rec-
ords of the Office of the Counselor, Box 9, Trade Bill, August 1974)
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standard. Jackson, too, is apparently thinking of such a private under-
standing. This might be a way out on this problem.

—The Jewish leaders also want to see the references to Soviet prac-
tices tied more directly to explicit assurances from the Soviets. (You will
note that in the letter at Tab A, we use euphemisms like “we have
reason to believe.” This is also a preoccupation of Jackson’s. We might
solve this problem by a general statement that all the points in the letter
are based on discussions with the Soviets and then use some phrase
like “we believe” or even just flat assertions.

—Both the Jewish leaders and Jackson oppose the reference in the
first point to the fact that punitive actions against those trying to leave
“according to existing laws and regulations” would not be permitted by
the Soviets. The argument is that as long as we do not have precise
knowledge of Soviet laws and regulations this language gives the So-
viets a free hand. But the Soviets have made the point to me that they
cannot be expected to permit illegal departures. We may have to get the
Soviets to swallow omission of this clause.

—Both the Jewish leaders and Jackson still insist on Soviet perform-
ance prior to any exercise by the President of the authority we seek in Title IV.
This is a prestige point for them and Jackson’s people have indicated
some possibility of flexibility if there is some initial test period.

Next Steps

Although these are in the main issues in my current efforts, we
must anticipate that Jackson’s next draft will still contain more specifics
than we, and above all, the Russians will find acceptable. It should also
be noted that the EXIM authorization bill will have in it a number of re-
strictions on credits for the USSR on grounds other than emigration.
Consequently, Soviet incentives to perform on the emigration issue will
be reduced.

One possibility, which Jackson’s people are considering, is that
Jackson might make a private response to our letter setting forth partic-
ulars, such as numbers, that would serve as more precise performance
standards. We could then respond with a brief letter stating that we
would agree that these standards would be applied by us also. We have
to recognize, however, that there are likely to be disagreements about
Soviet performance, particularly if numbers do not rise rapidly.

If another round of exchanges with Jackson, Javits and Ribicoff
does not get us within reach of an acceptable set of formulations, we
will have to consider whether to deal with other Senators, less driven
by concerns with highly committed constituencies. We have after all
proposed a set of standards unprecedented in relations between sover-
eign states and sufficient to judge performance.
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6. Telegram From the Embassy in the Soviet Union to the
Department of State'

Moscow, August 10, 1974, 17477.

12296. Subj: U.S.-Soviet relations and the Presidential transition.

1. Summary. I have little doubt that the Soviets believe President
Ford will continue our policy of seeking a closer and more stable rela-
tionship with the U.S.S.R. and I expect no major shifts in Soviet foreign
policy either toward the U.S. or in the international arena as a result of
President Nixon's resignation. Nor do I think Nixon's resignation will
have much effect on Brezhnev’s position within the Soviet leadership.
We can expect the Soviet regime—with Brezhnev at the helm—to re-
main on a détente course toward the U.S. and the West in general. End
summary.

2. Brezhnev has felt most comfortable when dealing with Western
leaders with whom he has developed a personal relationship. Nixon,
Brandt, and Pompidou were the three with whom that relationship was
strongest. Now all three are gone.” The departure of Brandt and Pom-
pidou caused some initial Soviet nervousness about the commitment of
their successors to détente, accompanied by public and private Soviet
assertions that Moscow’s course would be steadfast. We expect the
same to be true in the U.S. case as the Soviets adjust to a new President.

3. Fortunately, two factors in the U.S. situation should encourage
the Soviets in a continuing overall belief that the U.S. remains com-
mitted to bilateral détente. First is the fact that Secretary Kissinger will
remain in office. In his person he exemplifies the continuity of U.S. for-
eign policy and—on a psychological level—he is known and respected
by the Soviet leadership.

4. Second is the fact that the Soviets have had time to prepare for
the present situation. While it took them longer than many to fully

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files. Confidential; Im-
mediate; Exdis. Repeated to Belgrade, Berlin, Bucharest, Budapest, Leningrad, London,
Paris, Prague, Sofia, Warsaw, Bonn, US Mission NATO, USDel CSCE Geneva, and USDel
MBER Vienna. In an August 12 memorandum, Kissinger briefed the President on this
telegram: “Ambassador Stoessel reports from Moscow that the Soviet assessment of the
Watergate drama will cause them to revise upward their view of Congressional power.
He does not foresee any major shifts in Soviet foreign policy as a result of the resignation.
Rather, he expects the Soviets to remain on a détente course toward the US and the West
in general. Furthermore, he does not expect Brezhnev’s association with Nixon to affect
Brezhnev’s own leadership position.” Ford initialed the memorandum. (Ford Library,
National Security Adviser, Presidential Transition File, 1974, Box 1, Letters to and from
World Leaders—Memoranda to the President)

2 French President Georges Pompidou died in office on April 2; Willy Brandt re-
signed as West German Chancellor on May 7.
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comprehend the possibility of Nixon’s fall, the writing on the wall has
been visible to them for several months. Nixon did not depart in the full
flood of his personal relationship with Brezhnev. By the time of the
summit meeting the Soviets probably had begun to consider him some-
thing of a wasting asset, and several times during the visit they
side-stepped too personal identification with him. After the summit So-
viet sources privately asserted to Westerners that more could have
been accomplished in the strategic field if the President were not in do-
mestic difficulties. There is a large self-serving element in the claim, but
it is also likely that some Soviets believed it. If so, Moscow may be pre-
pared to take a more serious and businesslike approach to SALT in the
period ahead, feeling that President Ford has the Congressional base to
get approval of agreements reached.

5. The slow erosion of Nixon’s domestic position also gave the So-
viets time to persuade themselves that Nixon’s policies were almost
certain to survive him. Through discussions in Moscow this spring and
summer with Kennedy and Harriman on the Democratic side—and
Scott and Richardson on the Republican®—they could measure for
themselves the continued strong support for the normalization process
in the U.S.

6. Thus, I believe the Soviets are reasonably well satisfied that we
will keep on a détente course. This does not mean there will be no ad-
justment problems. Given their innate conservatism and neophobia,
they may have some initial difficulty getting used to the new President.
They probably have some concern about the President’s earlier political
orientation, which they may see as conservative in nature. More ba-
sically, they simply don’t know him very well. The message I delivered
today got things off to a very good start.* An early meeting between the
President and Dobrynin (when he returns) would also help. It is pos-
sible, of course, that Brezhnev may be reluctant to seek with President
Ford the kind of strong personal relationship he had with President
Nixon (and with Brandt and Pompidou). The departure of all three has
no doubt sobered him about the durability of personal ties with
Western leaders. Thrice bitten, he may be inclined to move toward a
somewhat more formal relationship with the U.S. President. This is not
his natural bent, however, and the evidence thus far does not indicate
any change in his approach.

7. A more complex problem involving Soviet perceptions of the
U.S. is how they will assess the entire Watergate drama in terms of its

% Senator Edward Kennedy visited Moscow in April; former Governor W. Averell
Harriman in May-June; former Attorney General Elliot Richardson visited the Soviet
Union in July-August.

*See Document 4.
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effect on the authority of the Executive branch of the U.S. Government
vis-a-vis the Congress. Just as the MFN travail has educated the Soviets
on the strength of Congress, so should the Watergate affair cause them
to revise even further upward their view of Congressional power. They
may therefore be concerned that Watergate—and its culmination in the
Nixon resignation—has had the effect of strengthening the hand of
those in Congress who are ill-disposed toward the Soviet Union. They
will have to balance such a concern against the knowledge that the
President starts out with an excellent relationship with Congress based
on his long experience there. This mixture of factors will make the
Executive-Congressional relationship of consuming interest to the
Soviets.

8. What of the effect of the Presidential transfer on Soviet policy
toward the U.S. and in the overall international sphere? Will there be an
effort to take marginal advantage during the time of initial adjustment?
Or, on the contrary, a Soviet effort to give President Ford a honeymoon
period? I doubt that either will happen. The circumstances of the resig-
nation and succession should allow a transition of unique smoothness
in the foreign policy field. Our foreign policy apparatus is already in
place and as capable as before of responding to any heightened Soviet
challenge. Moreover, I doubt that the Soviets would want—particu-
larly at first—to risk actions which in their view might push the new
President in a more hawkish direction. Conversely, I do not see any
particular reason to believe that the Soviets will do President Ford any
favors. They will, for example, continue to press their interests vigor-
ously in such areas as the Middle East, Cyprus and the Mediterranean.
In sum I expect Soviet foreign policy to continue—as ours will—on a
“business-as-usual” basis, unaffected in any major way by the
succession.

9. Finally, will Nixon’s resignation affect Brezhnev’s own position
in the leadership? It seems doubtful. While Brezhnev had been closely
identified with Nixon, the personal angle has been progressively
muted for some time now and in any case Brezhnev never depended on
it. His policy toward the U.S. and the West rested on the assumption
that a closer relationship is in the Soviet national interest. Unless U.S.
policy changes, that assumption is not likely to be challenged as a result
of Nixon's resignation.

Stoessel
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7. Letter From Soviet General Secretary Brezhnev
to President Ford'

Moscow, August 11, 1974.

Dear Mr. President,

First of all I would like to congratulate you on the occasion of your
assuming office of the President of the United States.

I received your message of August 9.7 Saying it straight, I and my
colleagues were gratified to see your determination to continue the
policy of maintaining and developing further all the good progress
which was achieved in relations between our countries during the ad-
ministration of your predecessor, President Nixon.

Such an approach concurs with our course in Soviet-American re-
lations. I wish with all firmness to underline to you, Mr. President, per-
sonally that we are full of determination to build further our relations
with the United States on the basis of long-range and stable perspec-
tive. To maintain with the United States the relations of peace and co-
operation on the basis of full equality and mutual benefit is the line of
principle for the Soviet Union and this line remains invariable.

Thus we are convinced that the better and more stable are the rela-
tions between the USSR and the US as the most powerful countries, the
more lasting will be peace on the earth, the more realistic will be the
possibility of eliminating completely the threat of nuclear catastrophe,
and consequently the better it will be for all the peoples of the world.

It is well known that it took energetic and pointed efforts of both
sides to make possible the turn which has been achieved in the relations
between the USSR and the US during last years. It is also clear that fur-
ther advance along the road of détente and improvement of relations
between our countries is not a simple task. But we make from this only
one conclusion: it is necessary not to relax but to persistently multiply
efforts directed at securing what has been achieved, at further devel-
oping and deepening the reconstruction of Soviet-American relations.

1 Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Kissinger-Scowcroft West Wing
Office Files, 1974-1977, Box 27, USSR, The “D” File, Items #1-4 (8/9/74-8/11/74). Secret.
A copy of the letter in Russian, initialed by Dobrynin, is ibid. According to his Record of
Schedule, Kissinger returned a telephone call from Dobrynin at 10:37 a.m. on August 12.
(Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box 439, Miscellany,
1968-76) No substantive record of the conversation has been found. During a meeting in
his office at 11:30, Kissinger remarked: “Dobrynin has come back. I will see him at noon.
He has a message from Brezhnev to the President.” (National Archives, RG 59, Lot File
91D414, Records of Henry Kissinger, Box 5, Nodis Memcons, Aug. 1974, Folder 5) No rec-
ord of the noon meeting has been found. In addition to Brezhnev’s reply to Ford, Dobry-
nin probably also delivered Gromyko’s letter to Kissinger (Document 8).

2 Document 4.
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Judging by your message, by your confidential words which were
reported to me, and also by public statements made by you already in
your capacity as the President of the United States, we have between us
a common understanding exactly in the main thing—where to lead to
in Soviet-American relations. And this is very important. Let us, Mr.
President, act jointly in this big and important cause.

And we do have established channels for frank exchange of
opinion on all questions which may arise. On our part we consider
these channels quite effective and, like you, intend to further use them.

I thank you, Mr. President, for reaffirming the invitation to come to
the United States next year with official visit. I intend to take advantage
of this invitation. Concrete time of my visit to the United States can be
agreed upon later. Of course, we proceed from the assumption that
after this you also will make an official visit to the Soviet Union.

At the same time I also believe, like you, that a working meeting
between us before the end of the year and somewhere on, so to say,
neutral ground would be in the best interests of the cause. Experience
shows how useful and valuable are personal contacts. There will be no
difficulties, I think, to agree upon details of arranging such a meeting
with due account of the development of events.

In conclusion I would like to tell you, Mr. President, that I and my
colleagues understand full well the enormous responsibility which the
leader of a great country has to shoulder, and we wish you successful
and fruitful activity in your high office.

Sincerely,

L. Brezhnev®

% Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.



August—October 1974 17

8. Letter From Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko to Secretary of
State Kissinger'

Moscow, August 11, 1974.

Dear Mr. Secretary,

I received your private message which was handed through our
Chargé d’Affaires ad interim in Washington.” I was gratified to note the
assurances in your letter concerning continuity of the US foreign policy
and intention of President Ford’s administration to consistently pursue
the line towards further improvement of Soviet-American relations.

We were also satisfied to know that you are going to continue your
activity as the Secretary of State and as Assistant to the President for
National Security Affairs. On this occasion I express to you my sincere
wishes of success.

On my part I would like to express to you frankly some consider-
ations in connection with your letter.

Much has been done in the development of Soviet-American rela-
tions; the success is obvious. At the same time it is clear that our coun-
tries face quite serious tasks, for the completion or solution of which we
have yet to do substantive joint work.

As you have noted—and we agree with that—here we should not
lose momentum in order not only to secure the success we have, but to
proceed from this foundation further towards new frontiers, towards
achieving new agreements and understandings.

I am sure that all this is quite attainable. Experience convincingly
shows that when the USSR and the US act jointly, when they set before
themselves realistic common objectives, then any, even most complex,
problem turns to be quite soluble. If we ensure continuation of coordi-
nating our efforts, if both sides act energetically and in the spirit of
good will, then we undoubtedly will achieve even more significant
results.

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the
Counselor, Box 8, Soviet Union, Aug-Sept 1974. No classification marking. A copy of the
letter in Russian is ibid. Kissinger’s office forwarded both the English and Russian texts
to Sonnenfeldt on August 28 with a written request for a draft reply “if you believe that
one is necessary.” Sonnenfeldt wrote on the note: “No answer needed.” According to
marginalia, one of Kissinger’s special assistants thought “Dobrynin handed this to HAK
but doesn’t know when.” Dobrynin probably gave Kissinger the letter during their meet-
ing on August 12; see footnote 1, Document 7.

2 Document 3.
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On our part we are ready as before to do all what is necessary to
facilitate further progress of the initiated big cause, to move con-
sistently ahead along the road of mutually acceptable decisions in the
interests of our countries, in the interests of strengthening peace and in-
ternational security.

In conclusion I would like to stress that we appreciate businesslike
confidential relations, which exist between us, and we are ready to de-
velop them further.

Sincerely,

A. Gromyko®

% Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.

9. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, August 12, 1974, 9 a.m.

PARTICIPANTS

President Ford

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

Major General Brent Scowcroft, Deputy Assistant to the President for National
Security Affairs

[Omitted here is discussion of the President’s schedule and
Cyprus.]

[Kissinger:] On the Middle East problem—you will be seeing a
number of Middle East ministers over the coming weeks. The actors: Is-
rael, Egypt, Syria, Jordan are the principals. Then other Arabs. Then the
Soviet Union. Then the Europeans and Japan. Our job is to find a policy
which relates all those problems to each other.

1Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Memoranda of Conversations,
1973-1977, Box 4. Secret; Nodis. The meeting was held in the Oval Office. All brackets,
except those inserted by the editor to indicate omitted passages, are in the original. Ac-
cording to the President’s Daily Diary, Ford met Kissinger from 9:07 to 10:35 a.m. Scow-
croft also attended the meeting. (Ibid.) The full memorandum is printed in Foreign Rela-
tions, 1969-1976, volume XXVI, Arab-Israeli Dispute, 1974-1976, Document 95.
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First, after 1967 I operated on the basis of the historical illusion that
the Arabs were militarily impotent, and U.S. support was firm. Rabin
told me, “We never had it so good.” That was true as long as they could
defeat the Arabs and we supported them. I had a misconception of our
strategy. Between 1967 and 1974, Egypt and Syria were essentially So-
viet satellites. In Egypt we had a low-level Interests Section and in Syria
we had nothing. Our strategy during this period was ... we always try
to have a simple strategy but complicated tactics. We like complicated
tactics, not for their own sake because we want the other parties com-
mitted first so we can sell our support to keep things fluid. We try to
create a need for an American role before we give it—to ensure that
both parties are ready. That we changed last spring. This was good
strategy except with the Soviet Union, where we have to be simple,
direct, and clear. In the Mideast before the October War, we tried to
create such frustrations that the Arabs would leave the Soviet Union
and come to us. We didn’t want the impression that Soviet pressure
produces results—that it had to be us. The Soviets could give only
arms.

We didn’t expect the October War.

The President: But wasn't it helpful?

Kissinger: We couldn’t have done better if we had set the scenario.

The President: Even the heavy Israeli losses helped, didn’t they?

Kissinger: Once the war started, we helped Israel stabilize the situ-
ation. But it was not without a cost they couldn’t sustain. Their cas-
ualties were enormous and had enormous impact. But they restored
the situation and reversed some Arab cockiness—but the Arabs know
Israel can’t stand attrition.

The most moderate Arabs are the Jordanians. The most consist-
ently moderate are the Egyptians. They almost broke with the Soviet
Union and will be bellwethers to future progress. The most erratic are
the Syrians. For them—radicals—to sign a document with Israel was a
monumental event.

The other players—Saudi Arabia. Faisal is a kook but a shrewd
cookie. He is in a position where all Arabs come to him.

The President: Is it him or his advisors?

Kissinger: It is him. He used to be the Foreign Minister. He has a
standard pitch on Jews. The first time I went, his speech to me was that
all Jews are bad. They are cowards, who are mentioned unfavorably in
the Koran. The second time I went, he pointed out he recognized the
difference between Jews and Zionists. The third time, the Foreign Min-
ister said he didn’t consider me a Jew but a human being. [Laughter]
You might consider inviting him next year.

The President: Has he ever been here?
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Kissinger: The second time over.2 With Nixon. On the left, there is
Libya and Iraq. Algeria is a key. We will try to use your accession to re-
store diplomatic relations.’

Then the Soviet Union. They lost Egypt and they are in trouble in
Syria. It is becoming a movement in Iraq. Egypt was an enormous com-
mitment of prestige and they have suffered badly.

It is not true that they started the October War—they opposed it
but didn’t try to stop it. The problem was they supported the Arabs but
not enough. They tried to work a line between supporting the Arabs
and not antagonizing us. We can’t let Israel win the next war too
heavily. Soviet intervention would be almost inevitable.

Europe is fearful of oil pressures and is eager to restore their
former position in the Middle East. Right now they are in check because
they are afraid if they interfere with American policy things will go bad
and the embargo will be imposed again.

The Arabs’ demand is for the 1967 frontiers. Israel considers that
these would be the end of Israel. The country was only 12 kilometers
wide in some places. Almost all of Israel would be under SAM
coverage.

The Palestinians’ rights are undefined and Jerusalem very complicated.

The basic strategy has been this: Israel can’t stand and we can’t
handle dealing with all these issues at once. That is what the Soviet
Union wants. That would guarantee a stalemate and a war. We must
move step by step, which will make further steps possible. Israel says
another Golan move is the last one. That is impossible but it is very dif-
ficult. To keep that last, we must move with Jordan or Egypt.

I have the instinct Rabin wanted to pull with Nixon what he did in
1971—produce a stalemate with abstract proposals and rely on Amer-
ican public opinion. They don’t mind the Arabs being with the Soviet
Union as long as it is not extreme. From 1967 to 1973 the situation was
ideal for Israel. The Arabs can’t make peace because they don’t know
how to settle the Palestinian issue. Israel can’t either, because Jerusalem
would burst their domestic structure. But they would like Sadat to
formally end belligerency. Egypt can’t do it, but maybe they can take
the appropriate steps without a formal statement.

The President: Such as?

% King Faisal previously came to the United States in May 1971 for an official visit,
including meetings with President Nixon at the White House on May 27.

3 The United States re-established diplomatic relations with Algeria on Novem-
ber 12.
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Kissinger: No blockade; Israeli cargo permitted through the Suez
Canal.

The President: How is the Suez clearance going?

Kissinger: It can be completed by the end of the year. Sadat wants
our advice on whether to hurry or delay. A delay is not worth it.

The Soviets want Geneva to open quickly. We don’t because the
Soviet Union will try to maneuver us into being Israel’s lawyer. The last
time, we opened and closed quickly, but it will be tougher the next
time. So we want to set something up beforehand. But we can’t hu-
miliate the Soviet Union. We have to open Geneva by November, but
keep it in a low key.

I told Dinitz that Rabin should ask to see you. They don’t want to,
because they are afraid you will pressure them to move and they don’t
want to. We can’t stall till hell freezes over, like Israel wants.

[Omitted here is further discussion of the Middle East and U.S. en-
ergy policy.]

The President: I got involved in the Kudirka case.* They wanted
me to talk to Nixon.

I talked to John Dean>—someone told me to. Dean told me to write
a letter to Dobrynin.

Kissinger: May I suggest the following: They will turn down a
formal proposal. But when Dobrynin comes back, I will do it quietly as
a personal request.

The President: That would be most helpful.

Kissinger: If it doesn’t get into their bureaucracy.

We have great opportunities with the Soviets now.

The President: Dobrynin never answered and I didn’t follow up.

Kissinger: We have a channel privately and not in writing. I think
we have a good channel with the Soviet Union on everything. They are
waiting for a specific proposal on SALT. I think they will want to settle
in '75.

The President: That would help the election in '76.

4 On November 23, 1970, Simas Kudirka, a Lithuanian sailor aboard a Soviet fishing
vessel, attempted to defect after jumping on a U.S. Coast Guard cutter operating in U.S.
territorial waters off Martha’s Vineyard. Later that evening, the U.S. captain allowed So-
viet naval personnel to board his ship and to use force in regaining custody of the
defector.

5John W. Dean 1III, President Nixon’s White House Counsel.
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10. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Ford'

Washington, August 13, 1974.

SUBJECT

Brezhnev’s First Message to You

Brezhnev’s response to the message you sent him” immediately
after you were sworn in is friendly and positive in tone. He picks up the
theme of continuity contained in your message.

As was to have been expected in this first exchange, Brezhnev’s
letter is couched in generalities. His most specific points relate to the
continuation of personal contact; thus, he accepts again the previously
extended invitation to him to visit the U.S. next year which you had
confirmed, and he reaffirms his own interest in the idea of a working
meeting on “neutral ground” before the end of this year. He also in ef-
fect invites you to the Soviet Union in 1976. In addition, he also en-
dorses continued use of confidential communication channels. All
these points reflect Brezhnev’s continued personal stake in the relation-
ship with us.

While strongly affirming Soviet interest in continued improve-
ments in our relations, Brezhnev on the whole avoids the millenial rhet-
oric he sometimes uses in this regard. There is, in fact, a note of realism
in his letter: he notes that the road of détente is not simple and requires
persistent effort.

There is no overtly contentious note—in recent communications to
President Nixon, Brezhnev was quite polemical concerning Cyprus,
and the Soviets displayed impatience over the delay in resuming the
Geneva conference on the Middle East and in our extending them
MEN. The closest he comes is to insist that our relations must be based
on “full equality and mutual benefit.” These are standard terms but are
sometimes used as euphemisms for Soviet complaints against us.

In referring to the idea of a working summit meeting, Brezhnev is
evidently prepared to await developments. While he no doubt would
welcome an early get-acquainted session, he probably does not want to
crowd you so early in your term by making a specific proposal. He

! Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Presidential Country Files for
Europe and Canada, 1974-1977, Box 16, USSR (1). Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only. Although
no drafting information appears on the memorandum, Sonnenfeldt forwarded it to Kiss-
inger for approval on August 13. (National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of
the Office of the Counselor, Box 8, Soviet Union, Aug-Sept 1974)

2 Documents 7 and 4, respectively.
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probably also anticipates that some of the issues now under negotia-
tion, or in preparation for negotiation, will take some time to become
ripe for summit-level consideration. Gromyko’s visit here for the UN
General Assembly and my own projected visit to Moscow later in the
fall would be part of this process. (I referred to both of these in a mes-
sage I sent Gromyko immediately after you assumed office.)?

In sum, the initial written contact between you and Brezhnev, rein-
forced by the talks with Vorontsov and Dobrynin, leave US-Soviet rela-
tions essentially on course. Brezhnev seems reassured that the change
here portends no change in policy and he himself is intent on reas-
suring you of continuity in Soviet policies. These themes are also evi-
dent in public Soviet comment. This in itself does not solve the knotty
problems we confront on such issues as SALT and MBFR or even Cy-
prus, should that crisis erupt actively again. But it gives us a base for
maintaining the momentum in dealing with these issues.

Attached at Tab A is Brezhnev’s message to you; at Tab B is a copy
of your message to Brezhnev; and at Tab C is a copy of my letter to
Gromyko.*

In your talk with Dobrynin, you should express gratification at the
positive tone and content of Brezhnev’s message, note what Brezhnev
says about the “road of détente” not being a “simple task” and stress
your determination to pursue negotiations vigorously in the coming
weeks while dealing with critical issues, like Cyprus, in a spirit of re-
straint and respect for each other’s interests.

% Document 3.
% The tabs are attached but not printed.
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11. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, August 14, 1974, 9 a.m.

PARTICIPANTS

President Ford

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

Lt. General Brent Scowcroft, Deputy Assistant to the President for National
Security Affairs

[Omitted here is discussion of U.S. defense policy and Cyprus.]

[Kissinger:] Few words about the Dobrynin meeting.? He will try
to cover the waterfront. Keep it a half hour. It’s best if they don’t really
know where they are standing. Be very friendly, maintain an interest in
keeping the private channel open—between Dobrynin and me to the
President. You agree with the principle of having more frequent
meetings. You are intrigued with the idea of a Vladivostok meeting but
it should wait until after my October trip. Your first meeting should not
be a negotiating meeting. One or one-and-a-half days there would be
plenty. The big meeting should be here in '75. You could say Dobrynin
and I should work out the time, based on negotiating developments.

On substance, he raised joint action on Cyprus. I gave him a lot of
double talk.

President: I will just reaffirm your talk with him.

Kissinger: Don’t encourage joint action.

On the Middle East, if he raises it, say we are engaged in consulta-
tion; we have found no ideas yet and we will keep him informed.

Tell him you have a keen interest in the SALT talks because you
have big budget decisions to make and that they will depend on SALT
progress.

President: Should I say that I am pleased with the talks so far?

Kissinger: No. There is no progress now. You hope the October
trip will provide an opportunity.

On CSCE, you can affirm that we will try to move things along and
you don’t exclude a summit.

President: Where do we sit?

1 Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Memoranda of Conversations,
1973-1977, Box 5. Secret; Nodis. The memorandum, which is misdated August 24, was
transcribed from an attached set of Scowcroft’s notes, dated August 14. According to the
President’s Daily Diary, Ford met Kissinger in the Oval Office on August 14 from 9:15 to
10:20 a.m. (Ibid., White House Office Files)

2See Document 12.
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Kissinger: Over there. Focus on the Brezhnev letter.?

There is a lot of debate here on détente based on misunder-
standing. It is the toughest policy sustainable in this climate. We have
used it to paralyze the left. We are attacked from the right now, but
they are confused and have no issue. But the left is politically dan-
gerous and you would have the New York Times and the liberals on
your back. Jackson is actually helpful with the Soviet Union. Keep him
out in front; he is a good negotiating weapon.

The Soviet decision-making process is slow and usually 36 hours
behind in a crisis. We send a letter and by the time they can answer we
have made another move. We have used détente to act very tough. We
need some carrots. Some of the economic deals are in their favor, but in
politics we have been pushing everywhere. The critics say we are
weakening the Alliance. But it’s better if Europe is right-wing rather
than left-wing in its criticisms of us. When Nixon came in, every Euro-
pean would stand up and say he was going to Washington to calm the
American madmen down. The press is now not trying to link foreign
policy with Watergate.

President: It's almost a love affair. When Wilson calls, I'll just
thank them.*

Kissinger: Thank him for his efforts, praise Callaghan. Say we will
keep close together.

President: You come in at 12:40 with Fahmy.® Could you stay after
Dobrynin?

% Document 7.

* Wilson called Ford at 12:10 p.m. (Ford Library, White House Office Files, Presi-
dent’s Daily Diary)

5 Ford met Egyptian Foreign Minister Fahmy in the Oval Office from 1:01 to 1:24
p-m. (Ibid.)
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12. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Ford'

Washington, undated.

MEETING WITH SOVIET AMBASSADOR DOBRYNIN?
Wednesday, August 14, 1974
11:00 a.m. (30 minutes)
The Oval Office

I. Purpose

The Soviets are eager to establish prompt direct contact with you
to assure themselves, after a period of uncertainty, that our relations
will continue on an even keel. Your purpose will be to reassure them on
this score—as you have already begun to do in your message to
Brezhnev® and talk with Mr. Vorontsov*—while leaving them in no
doubt that this is no time for them to take liberties with our interests.

II. Background, Participants, Press Plan

A. Background: Soviet Views. The past months have been a period of
uncertainty for the Soviets in their relations with us. They tended to see our
domestic difficulties largely in terms of attacks on the President by
“forces” hostile to détente. They saw President Nixon as hampered in
negotiations by his declining influence on Congress. They were uncer-
tain about your own attitudes. At the same time, they have seen our in-
fluence rise and theirs fall in an area of great interest to them and where
they have traditional ambitions: the Middle East. They have been

! Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Presidential Country Files for
Europe and Canada, 1973-1977, Box 16, USSR (1). Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only. In an Au-
gust 12 memorandum requesting the appointment on August 14, Kissinger commented:
“Ambassador Dobrynin has asked to see you to present a message from General Secre-
tary Brezhnev. Dobrynin has just returned from the USSR, where he has been since
mid-June. Since that time, he probably mixed business (including a Central Committee
plenum on July 24) and pleasure (his annual home leave). The message from Brezhnev is
probably a personal reply to your message to him upon taking office last Friday.” (Ibid.,
White House Central Files, Subject File, 1974-1977, Box 50, CO 158, USSR Executive) In a
memorandum to Scowcroft on August 12, David Parker, Special Assistant to the Presi-
dent, requested “an appropriate briefing paper for the President’s use at this meeting.”
(Ibid.)

2 According to the President’s Daily Diary, Ford and Kissinger met with Dobrynin
in the Oval Office on August 14 from 11:09 to 11:38 a.m. (Ibid., White House Office Files)
No substantive record of the conversation has been found.

3 Document 4.
4 See Document 2.
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largely impotent in the Cyprus crisis. They were irritated by the suc-
cessful NATO summit in Brussels.”

Brezhnev’s reply® to your first message seems to reflect a sense of
reassurance that you will pursue the basic policy lines of the past two
years.

Our View. Our own interest remains in keeping the Soviets on a con-
structive course through an admixture of incentives (such as benefits
from trade) and potential penalties for aggressive behavior.

You should therefore again underline your basic commitment to the
policies and agreements resulting from the three summits since 1972.
You should stress not only continuity in general but note your strong
interest in ongoing and projected negotiations, such as SALT, MBFR,
peaceful nuclear explosions. Without being overly explicit, you should
stress that it is basic to constructive US-Soviet relations for both of us to
operate internationally with restraint and conscious of each other’s in-
terests. Although our respective influence may fluctuate in one or an-
other part of the world, neither of us should set out deliberately to dam-
age the interests of the other.

While stressing the central role of US-Soviet relations, you should
avoid any implication of interest in condominium. You should also
avoid any suggestion that we are prepared to collaborate with the So-
viets against China.

Brezhnev has a personal stake in good relations with us. Thus, you
should assure Dobrynin that you want to maintain personal contact and
continue to use existing confidential channels of communication.
Brezhnev has already accepted your invitation to him to go through
with the previously projected visit to this country next year. He is also
interested in an interim working summit and you should confirm your
own interest in such a meeting when there is concrete business to
transact.

B. Participants: Ambassador Dobrynin and Secretary Kissinger.

C. Press Plan: The meeting will be announced and photographs
will be taken.

. Talking Points

1.Iam pleased to take this early opportunity to confirm that Amer-
ican policy toward the Soviet Union will continue in this Administra-
tion along the positive and promising lines already established. I said

5 The North Atlantic Council met in Brussels June 25-26. During the meeting, Presi-
dent Nixon briefed Allied leaders on his upcoming trip to the Soviet Union.

® Document 7.
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this in my written message to Mr. Brezhnev and address to Congress,7
and I welcome Mr. Brezhnev’s positive response.

2.Thave vigorously supported this policy both in the Congress and
as Vice President.

3. I endorse the goals that have been set forth in the joint commu-
niqués of the Moscow and Washington summits, and the approach to
our relations as elaborated in the discussions between President Nixon
and General Secretary Brezhnev.

4. Thave asked Secretary Kissinger to continue both as Secretary of
State and as my Assistant for National Security Affairs. One of his fore-
most tasks will be to ensure that on the US side we maintain the desired
momentum in our relations. The NSC is actively preparing for negotia-
tions with the USSR.

5. The US approach, as discussed in Moscow, on issues such as the
European Security Conference, on SALT and other arms control ques-
tions and on our economic relations remains positive. I expect that ne-
gotiations will proceed as scheduled.

6. As you know, on Monday night I called on the Congress to take
quick action on a Trade Bill acceptable to the Administration. We are
actively working on a compromise on the emigration issue.

7. At the same time that I reaffirm our policy, I will be frank in
pointing out that within the United States there will be many people
watching for signs of any action that might be cited as taking advantage
of this transition period.

8. For this reason, it is all the more important that the US and USSR
continue to work toward improved, mutually beneficial relations. Re-
straint and respect for each other’s interests are the key.

9. I value the exchanges that have been conducted at the highest
level between summit conferences, and you should assure General Sec-
retary Brezhnev that the channels of communication remain open. The
exchanges we have already had show this.

10. As I said in my message of August 9 to the General Secretary, I
am looking forward to his visit to the United States in 1975. Iam glad he
has confirmed his intention to come here. I am prepared to consider a
working summit before year-end. We can plan for it when we see how
negotiations are progressing and after talks with Foreign Minister Gro-

7 Reference is to the President’s address to a joint session of Congress on August 12.
In addition to his remarks on the Trade Bill, Ford declared: “To the Soviet Union, I pledge
continuity in our commitment to the course of the past 3 years. To our two peoples, and
to all mankind, we owe a continued effort to live and, wherever possible, to work to-
gether in peace, for in a thermonuclear age there can be no alternative to a positive and
peaceful relationship between our two nations.” For the full text, see Public Papers: Ford,
1974, No. 6.
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myko when he comes here for the UN. I will also look forward to visit-
ing the USSR in 1976.

Ambassador Dobrynin’s biography is at Tab A.®

8 Attached but not printed.

13. Memorandum From the Counselor of the Department of
State (Sonnenfeldt) to Secretary of State Kissinger'

Washington, August 14, 1974.

SUBJECT
Your Meeting with Dobrynin, August 15, 1974

Attached is a checklist of various issues currently in play with the
Soviets.

Jackson Negotiations

If you have not already done so, you should bring Dobrynin up to
date on the negotiations with Senator Jackson. A copy of the latest draft
of the letter is at Tab E.? You wanted to check the point on individuals
holding security clearances—that they will be informed when they can
expect to be eligible for emigration. You may also wish to note that
there will probably be no reference to numbers, but that there will have
to be a substantial increase in the rate if the guillotine is not to fall
within a matter of months. You could also mention that Jackson et al.
will be looking for an annual rate of at least 45,000 fairly soon.

In regard to the Jackson problem, you may want to note the
opening of the Polsky trial on August 15 (he is a leading dissident, ap-
plicant for emigration since 1968 who is being tried for reckless
driving) and the helpful effect of lenient treatment and permission to
emigrate in his case.

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the
Counselor, Box 8, Soviet Union, Aug-Sept 1974. Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only. No record of
the conversation between Kissinger and Dobrynin on August 15 has been found.

2 Attached but not printed.
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SALT

On SALT, there have recently been intelligence reports of alleged
Soviet second thoughts regarding their summit position. One report,
probably stemming from Arbatov, has it that the Soviets now feel they
should have been more flexible. Another, on the contrary, has it that the
Soviets are undertaking a major study of US MIRVs; if they find they
cannot catch up soon, they will make a reasonable proposal; if they
judge they can catch up, they will stay rigid.

Whatever the case, you should tell Dobrynin that we are busy
trying to put substance into the concept of a 1985 agreement. We think
it essential to get overall ceilings in an agreement so that there is at least
a sense of limitation. If launcher/bomber ceilings are equal, it might re-
quire us to add to our forces, since Soviet levels are running so high. We
prefer not to do this and to go no higher than presently projected levels
(2250). Then, if the Soviets insist on playing out their own projected
levels (ca 2500), we will have to have disparity in MIRVed launchers.
We remain greatly concerned about the S5-18; what would it take to
limit or stop it altogether? We think it important to make a start on re-
ductions: what about a trade of Polaris and Y Class boats (maybe 10
each)?

You should try out the idea of concentrating in Geneva on ele-
ments of an agreement and concepts: overall levels, MIRV levels, spe-
cial limitations on new heavy weapons, reductions. I think it is prema-
ture to talk about the FBS/MBER link via the nuclear package.

Tab 1°

Washington, August 14, 1974.

TALKING POINTS FOR MEETING WITH DOBRYNIN
SALT

I sent you a memo on the resumption of the talks earlier this week
(Tab A).*If you approve of the mid-September starting date you should
tell Dobrynin:

3 Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only. Kissinger wrote on the top of the first page of Tab 1:
“Sonnenfeldt” and “Ratification of ABM.”

* A copy of the August 13 memorandum is attached but not printed. On the original
memorandum, Kissinger initialed his approval of delaying resumption of SALT II talks
in Geneva until the week of September 16. Sonnenfeldt notified Johnson on August 19.
(National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the Counselor, Box 6,
SALT, June-September 1974)
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—We are prepared to reconvene SALT in Geneva in mid-
September. Alex Johnson will be in touch with the Soviet Embassy on
the details.

—We believe the most constructive approach to this phase of Ge-
neva talks will be a broad exchange on the concepts which might un-
derly an agreement.

—If the Soviets agree with this approach, we would propose that
neither side table concrete proposals, but be prepared rather to address
the conceptual framework for further limitations.

Chemical Weapons

You have tentatively agreed to have US/Soviet consultations on
chemical weapons in August. Vorontsov gave us a draft convention
(Tab B) last month to serve as the basis for discussion. It is simply the
Soviet position to ban development, production, and stockpiling of all
lethal CW which you turned down in Moscow last March. We are do-
ing a joint NSC/State analysis of the Soviet draft, which will be ready
within a few days.®

You should say to Dobrynin:

—We are now analyzing the Soviet draft CW convention, but at
first reading we are struck by the sweeping nature of the proposal and
by the absence of reliable verification provisions.

—After we complete our analysis, we will have more definitive
views for the Soviets.

—Owing to the press of activities connected with the transition, we
may find it more convenient to meet in September rather than in Au-
gust. We will be back in touch on this.

Environmental Warfare

Last month the Soviets proposed a joint US/Soviet initiative in the
UN based on the Soviet position we thought we had talked them out of
in Moscow. You suggested to Vorontsov that both sides defer a UN ap-
proach until after our agreed consultations in October.” Nevertheless,
the Soviets have gone ahead with their UN initiative unilaterally (Tab
C).® You should tell Dobrynin:

5 Attached but not printed at Tab B is a copy of a letter from Sonnenfeldt to Kissin-
ger, dated August 6. The original letter, including the attached Soviet draft convention, is
ibid., Box 8, Soviet Union, Aug-Sept 1974.

® David Elliott and Michael Guhin of the National Security Council staff analyzed
the Soviet draft convention in a memorandum to Kissinger on August 22. A copy is at-
tached to a September 5 memorandum from Sonnenfeldt to Kissinger. (Ibid.)

7 Kissinger underlined “in October” and wrote “Moscow” in the margin.

8 Attached but not printed at Tab C is telegram 2752 from USUN, August 8.
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—We do not believe the Soviet UN initiative was constructive in
light of our agreement to discuss environmental modification bilater-
ally in October, and our expressed wish to defer steps in the UN.

—We are concerned that a UN debate will invite uninformed and
exhorbitant proposals from other countries.

—We are prepared to go ahead with our bilateral talks in October.

—In the meantime, we hope the Soviets will join us in deferring
formal UN consideration until after our bilateral discussions.

NPT/PNE Talks

The Soviets have proposed that talks dealing with Article V of the
NPT and Article I1I of the TTB be linked in a single series of meetings in
Moscow in late September.” We have no particular problem with this,
but we would like to wait until the interagency study is further ad-
vanced before responding.

You should tell Dobrynin:

—We have under active study both the NPT preparatory talks and
the discussions on handling PNEs in the context of the threshold test
ban.

—We will be back in touch shortly regarding the timing and venue
for these talks."

Bilateral Issues

The Soviet Desk has been discussing with Vorontsov timing and
other details on our various bilateral talks. A status report is at Tab D."'
You should tell Dobrynin:

—I understand the Department and the Embassy have been
working out details for talks under the various bilateral cooperation
agreements.

—I do not believe there are any problems, but if there are, let me
know.

? Kissinger wrote and underscored twice “Yes” in the margin after this sentence.

10 Kissinger wrote “NPT paper” in the margin by this point, but then crossed out
the “T” in “NPT.” The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons was signed
by the United States, Soviet Union, and United Kingdom on July 1, 1968. (21 UST 483;
TIAS 6839) The Treaty on the Limitation of Underground Nuclear Weapon Tests, also
known as the Threshold Test Ban Treaty, was signed at Moscow on July 3, 1974. For text,
see Department of State Bulletin, July 29, 1974, pp. 216-218.

11 Attached but not printed at Tab D is an August 14 memorandum from Wells
Stabler, Acting Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs, to Sonnenfeldt on
follow-up to the June—July summit in Moscow, including a proposed schedule of talks on
an energy agreement, housing and other construction, a long-term economic agreement,
an artificial heart agreement, an electro-transport project, biosphere reserves, and con-
sulates general.
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CSCE

We persist in our efforts through the Geneva recess to convince the
Allies to define precisely what would constitute an acceptable CSCE
Stage II outcome, and the Nine'? continue to resist such a specific defi-
nition of our objectives. The Soviets are hanging tough and Brezhnev,
in making a familiar pitch for a CSCE Summit to Moro in Moscow in
late July, asked rhetorically what would happen if CSCE failed since he
did not believe people would welcome a return to the Cold War. The
Allies are not yet ready to face Brezhnev’s point, and there is a good
possibility that CSCE Stage II will drag on in divisive debate in Geneva
through the end of the year. There is probably nothing to be gained by
raising CSCE with the Soviets before Gromyko’s visit to UNGA.

MBFR

Until we have completed interagency studies looking toward a re-
vision in our opening negotiating position in Vienna, we have nothing
new to say to the Soviets on the subject.

Berlin

Problems on the autobahn associated with the FEA have died out
and never represented more than a ritualistic Soviet assertion of their
ability, which we never doubted, to hinder Allied access to Berlin.® T
see no point in your raising the subject with Dobrynin.

12 Reference is to the nine members of the European Community: Belgium, Den-
mark, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Luxemburg, Netherlands, and United Kingdom.

13 In late July and early August, East Germany, supported by the Soviet Union, dis-
rupted ground access to and from West Berlin for one week to protest the establishment
there of the West German Federal Environmental Agency.
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14. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Ford'

Washington, August 14, 1974.

SUBJECT

Next Steps on Letter to Senator Jackson Regarding Soviet Emigration and the
Trade Bill

Jackson'’s office has now sent a memorandum commenting on our
last draft of the proposed letter of understanding (Tab A). The memo-
randum, in which Senators Javits and Ribicoff concur, makes all the
points we had anticipated from contacts with the staff.

Basically, Jackson still wants more specificity in the recital of ac-
tions the Soviets must not take in the future to prevent emigration or to
harass and punish those seeking to emigrate (for example, he is espe-
cially insistent on including the cessation of the use of parental consent
as an obstacle);

He wants more explicit assurances that the fact that a potential em-
igrant holds or held security clearances will not be used for a prolonged
period or indefinitely to prevent him from leaving;

He wants to eliminate a reference to emigration in accordance with
Soviet laws and regulations (since we do not know their detailed and
total content);

He wants our proposed procedures for making inquiries and
lodging appeals with the Soviets to apply to all the assurances rather
than only the first (not an unreasonable proposal);

He wants a clear understanding on numbers, even if it is not in-
cluded in the formal letter;

He still wants to use a waiver procedure rather than reformulating
Title IV? in a way that would permit a trial period for MFN and credits
(Jackson’s staff, however, suggests that he might accept an effective

! Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Presidential Country Files for
Europe and Canada, 1974-1977, Box 16, USSR (1). Eyes Only. All tabs are attached but not
printed. In a covering memorandum to Ford on August 15, Haig suggested: “You may
wish to scan this before this morning’s breakfast.” A note on both memoranda reads:
“The President has seen.” Although no drafting information appears on the memo-
randum from Kissinger, Sonnenfeldt forwarded it to him on August 12 with a recom-
mendation that he review the package and “indicate any changes you wish to have made
and any other material you may wish to have prepared for your next meeting with the
Senators.” Kissinger approved the memorandum without revision. (National Archives,
RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the Counselor, Box 9, Trade Bill, August
1974) See, however, footnote 3 below.

2 That is, Title IV of the Trade Bill.
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date some 3-6 months after enactment so as to permit the Soviets to
show at least a trend of compliance).

Jackson further wishes to have some additional interpretive state-
ments, including an agreement on numbers, incorporated in an addi-
tional letter from himself which a further letter from us would endorse
as corresponding to our understanding.

Jackson is also concerned about the trial of Viktor Polsky which is
to begin August 15. Polsky is a leading dissident, organizer of emigra-
tion and himself an applicant for emigration since 1968. He has been
charged with a traffic violation (Tab D). Jackson wants us to tell the So-
viets to be lenient and permit Polsky to leave.

In oral comments, Jackson's staff emphasized his concern with
having something about “good faith” written into the letter—Soviet
good faith as much as the Administration’s. This is intended as pres-
sure on the Soviets but presumably would serve also to protect the Sen-
ator with his constituency.

Jackson also wants to cover the East European problem which Title
IV at the moment lumps with the USSR. His proposed criterion for per-
mitting MEN and credits to East European countries is action by them
on our Representation Lists (which we submit periodically to obtain
emigration of persons we consider US nationals and other hardship
cases).

Jackson would like us to redraft our letter in the light of his com-
ments and, preferably, to see it before the next meeting.’

Next Steps

While the tone of the Jackson memorandum (and his staff) is more
reasonable than in the past, the totality of his requirements still takes us

3 In a memorandum to Kissinger on August 12, Sonnenfeldt reported that Jackson
wanted to see “any new draft of the proposed letter” before his meeting with the Presi-
dent. (National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the Counselor,
Box 9, Trade Bill, August 1974) Two days later, Sonnenfeldt raised the issue with Kissin-
ger again, noting that “Jackson and the others are worried about coming to a possible
meeting with the President tomorrow unprepared (i.e., without having seen our latest
draft).” (Ibid.) According to Kissinger’s Record of Schedule, Sonnenfeldt called him at
12:43 p.m., presumably to discuss the draft letter. (Library of Congress, Manuscript Divi-
sion, Kissinger Papers, Box 439, Miscellany, 1968-76) Later that afternoon, Sonnenfeldt
sent a draft to Kissinger with the following covering note: “This is the revised version of
the letter to Senator Jackson containing the changes you wanted. This text should be sub-
stituted for the undated one in the Presidential package at the Tab marked ‘B—New Draft
of Letter.” It is being delivered to Jackson, Ribicoff and Javits.” Sonnenfeldt wrote “done”
in the margin, indicating that the previous draft had been replaced as an attachment to
the memorandum for the President. (National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records
of the Office of the Counselor, Box 9, Trade Bill, August 1974) Despite the instructions de-
scribed above, the revised draft letter was not added to the memorandum for the
President.
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well beyond what would be tolerable for the Soviets or feasible for us to
make commitments on.

Still, there may be points on which our last letter could be im-
proved to take account at least of the ostensible concerns of Senator
Jackson. Thus, in the end there is probably little difference between
various possible formulations for articulating the performance stand-
ards. Jackson himself says he can live with “we are satisfied that.”
There is also merit in making our commitment to undertake repre-
sentations apply to all the issues rather than only to that of punitive ac-
tion. There would also be advantage in trying to get a private under-
standing on numbers.

In terms of our strategy in this exercise, it may well be desirable to
have one further round of drafting to demonstrate our determination to
settle this issue.

Accordingly, at Tab B, there is a redraft of the letter to Jackson. Its
main new elements are the following:

—To finesse the problem of how to formulate our assurances and
expectations, the second paragraph (“To advance the purposes . .. ) has
been changed to become a general introduction to all the specific
points, using the phrase “we are satisfied that ...” The individual
points are then stated as flat assertions.

—One of the references to “existing laws and regulations” in the
first point has been deleted;

—The recitation of punitive actions in the first point has been
made to sound less inclusive and more illustrative (“such as, for
example,”);

—The obstacles generally mentioned in point two are now ampli-
fied though still without further specificity (“obstacles of the kind fre-
quently employed in the past”);

—In point three the matter of informing persons with security
clearances of when they will be let go has been made more affirmative;

—A new sixth point has been introduced to make the appeal pro-
cedure that we may utilize applicable to all the points in the letter,
rather than only the first; the language would allow us to raise indica-
tions of obstruction and harassment not specifically enumerated in the
text. (This is to protect against new forms of obstruction, etc., and to
cover points only mentioned generally in the text);

—There is no explicit reference to a number but only to an increase
in the rate. (An understanding of what would be regarded as numbers
consistent with the criteria and practices cited would be subject to a
separate understanding.)
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—The final paragraph has been rewritten to include our position
that the Trade Bill must somehow permit trade to go forward. (This
problem will have to be finally settled in the redraft of Title IV.)

15. Note from the Counselor of the Department of State
(Sonnenfeldt) to Secretary of State Kissinger'

Washington, August 14, 1974, 11:30 p.m.

Mr. Secretary:

Attached is a counterdraft from Jackson, et al. plus additional
memorandum on interpretations, numbers and other issues.” These
were delivered by Perle late this evening.

I have done comments on this material in the form of a memo from
you to the President, should you wish to hand it to him.

As noted in that memo, the drafting changes in the basic letter are
not too serious, though they naturally tend to raise the demands upon
the Soviet Union some more.

The interpretations, which would be incorporated in a letter of re-
sponse to which you, in turn, would respond with an acceptance, pose
the familiar problems of excessive detail and specificity.

The additional issues involve complex arrangements with other
Communist countries, the dubious waiver procedure and the absurd
point about not counting emigrants leaving the USSR under agree-
ments with countries other than the U.S.

I think the President should use his current political clout to tell the
Senators we have run out the string. The letter is barely tolerable and
the interpretations go beyond what can be asked explicitly of the Rus-
sians. If we are going to have a compromise, our letter should do it and
adequate review language in the legislation will protect everybody’s
interests.

Sonnenfeldt

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the
Counselor, Box 9, Trade Bill, August 1974. Eyes Only. Printed from a copy that bears nei-
ther Sonnenfeldt’s initials nor his written signature.

2 The draft letter from Kissinger to Jackson and the memorandum, both dated Au-
gust 14, are attached to Sonnenfeldt’s draft, printed below, but not printed. A typed note
on each indicates that both were from Senators Jackson, Javits, and Ribicoff.
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Attachment

Draft Note From Secretary of State Kissinger to
President Ford®

Washington, August 14, 1974.

Mr. President:

Late last night, Senator Jackson sent us a revised draft of our pro-
posed letter, plus a memorandum on the interpretative response the
Senator would make to the letter and some other issues.

The revisions in the basic letter (attached at Tab A) are not too serious
and could probably be accepted by us. They do, however, in each case
place a somewhat greater burden on the Russians in meeting the pro-
posed performance standards and thus make the likelihood of actual
Soviet compliance in practice that much less.

The proposed interpretations (attached at Tab B) pose more serious
problems. In each case, the Soviets would be obliged to accept stringent
definitions of impermissible or required practices. It is doubtful that we
could do more than intimate to them the nature of the demand; they
would almost certainly decline to provide the required assurance,
whatever their intention regarding compliance.

The Senators are prepared to reduce their earlier demand for a
75,000 per annum rate to 60,000, but would regard this as a benchmark
for measuring progress to the eventual level, which they define as “cor-
responding to the number of applicants.” (Jackson currently claims that
there are some 300,000 potential emigrants and that they would wish to
leave within some four to five years. This would mean an annual rate of
some 60-75,000 by his requirements.) There is little or no chance that
the Soviets would associate themselves with this arithmetic.

Jackson also raises a series of other issues (attached at Tab C)*
which involve difficulties.

First, he demands that the number of emigrants resulting from our
arrangements with the Soviets must not include emigrants leaving the
Soviet Union by virtue of arrangements with other countries, such as
the FRG. (Several hundred ethnic Germans leave the USSR each
month.) We could probably accept this as an internal U.S. interpreta-
tion, but it would hardly wash with the Soviets.

3 Eyes Only. The note is unsigned; no evidence has been found to indicate whether
or not Kissinger gave it to the President.

* Attached but not printed.
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Second, Jackson wants us to negotiate separate emigration ar-
rangements with all East European countries (and presumably China)
affected by Title IV of the Trade Bill before they could qualify for MFN
and credits. In these instances, however, Jackson’s requirements are
less stringent than for the USSR; they would deal mostly with dual na-
tionals and special hardship cases.

Third, the Senators stick to their waiver approach. That is there
would have to be a finding that the USSR is in compliance with the
terms of our letter plus interpretations before the full terms of Title IV
could be waived for no more than one year at a time. (Jackson’s staff
continues to imply that the Senator might be flexible on this concept if
the rest of the deal is acceptable.) Our concept is that the Bill should
permit at least a trial period during which MFN and credits could be
granted and Soviet performance would be tested. I see no chance of So-
viet compliance until we first deliver MFN and credits (which the So-
viets believe, correctly, were promised them as part of the comprehen-
sive trade agreements of 1972).

Henry A. Kissinger

16. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, August 15, 1974, 8 a.m.

PARTICIPANTS

President Gerald Ford

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

Mr. William E. Timmons, Assistant to the President

Lt. General Brent Scowcroft, Deputy Assistant to the President for National
Security Affairs

Senator Henry M. Jackson
Senator Jacob K. Javits
Senator Abraham A. Ribicoff

President: The Trade Bill is a matter of highest priority—not only
for our own benefit but for all the world.

1 Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Memoranda of Conversations,
1973-1977, Box 5. Secret; Nodis. Transcribed by Peter Rodman from Scowcroft’s attached
handwritten notes. Brackets are in the original. The meeting was held in the first-floor
private dining room at the White House. According to the President’s Daily Diary, the
meeting lasted until 9:18 a.m. (Ibid., White House Office Files)
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Number two is to get a better handle on Jewish emigration from
the Soviet Union. As I tried to say on Monday’—the House bill. I didn’t
identify the amendment, but you know what I mean.

Russell Long is going to campaign. I don’t know why. Russell tells
me everything is going well. If agreement here can be reached he sees
little trouble on the floor.

I am familiar with the discussions Dr. Kissinger and Scoop have
had on the letters. Dobrynin came in yesterday.> He had planned to
stay in the Soviet Union until September or October. He cut his stay
short in order to indicate their interest in the continuation of their
policy. He spent most of the time telling us that Brezhnev said that if
harassment and difficulty with numbers continue, Brezhnev could take
personal responsibility with the President. The President could com-
plain directly to Brezhnev. Remember, Scoop, they previously said we
had to bring it to the proper authorities, but never to Brezhnev.

Jackson: I think we are making good progress. The Russians are
giving. The reports back from the Soviet Union are that they now con-
sider there are 300,000 wanting to leave. They could handle that in 4-5
years. We got some letter changes last night.* We three are in agree-
ment. I want to touch base in the Senate, and talk to Meany. He is up
tight about it. The labor people are fighting the hill.

Javits: The Trade Bill. This indicates their hangup.

Jackson: With this in the bill you will get more support from those
who will push it for emigration.

Kissinger: In the text of the letter—we can’t bother the President
just about a legal clause. For example, it will cause no trouble with the
Soviet Union to say “as frequently happened in the past.”

Jackson: There are two areas. One is harassment. This is not just for
the Jewish emigrants; it’s all of the ethnic groups. The others are tough,
but not well organized. They are hot on this.

President: I know, I have 5,000 Latvians in my old district.

Jackson: The big problem is harassment. If you apply, you get
harassed.

2 August 12. See footnote 7, Document 12.

3 See Document 12.

4 See Document 15.

5 The relevant passage from the latest draft letter (as received from Jackson, Javits,
and Ribicoff the previous evening) reads: “no unreasonable or unlawful impediments
will be placed in the way of persons desiring to make application for emigration, such as
interference with travel or communications necessary to complete an application, the
withholding of necessary documentation and other obstacles, including kinds frequently
employed in the past.” (National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office
of the Counselor, Box 9, Trade Bill, August 1974)
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Kissinger: They have specifically said those practices wouldn’t
take place. They may not keep the agreement, but that is something
they have specifically assured us.

President: I can assure you that, if we get an agreement, if there are
violations of it, it won’t take me 24 hours to cut it off.

Ribicoff: There has been much quiet cooperation among us. We are
at the last issue—the 60,000 figure. Is that realistic?

Kissinger: I am worried. If Jackson’s figure is right, it is okay, but
we don’t know that. They don’t want to have to expel people to meet a
quota. They say the applications are dropping because of the Middle
East situation. Would we know if harassment continues?

Jackson: Not necessarily. The subtle forms are the toughest. They
are out to avoid quotas. The scheme is the letter, the response, and the
interpretation. Our letter would say emigration would rise promptly
from what they were.

Kissinger: That we can live with.

Jackson: This avoids your being associated with a quota. We must
have the 1973 figures because this year is lower.

Kissinger: If you relate that to the number of applicants, and if
there is no harassment, it should work if they keep their word.

Jackson: They are moving on security clearances. A cable I have
here says they could leave after three years. There is general move-
ment, Mr. President, which shows that the Soviet Union is in economic
trouble. We don’t want to push them into a corner.

MFN is a source of pride to them. The credits are a touchy area be-
cause they don’t have anything to sell that doesn’t require US capital.
Oil, aluminum. They have hydroelectric power and Kaiser is putting
up a plant. Forty percent of producing an ingot is power. But it is Kaiser
capital.®

President: If good authority for MEN is given, with Presidential
authority to cut it off for violations with the assurances they and I have
given, we have a club to insure performance.

Jackson: Yes, what we would do is leave it hang but with waiver
authority. [He reads from the draft]. This is enough language. This is
also your club with the Soviet Union.

President: Is the House bill a denial of authority?

Javits: The House language is onerous.

President: Let me propose. The general authority would cover all.
Then a denial could apply to any one country who denied emigration.

6 Kaiser [Aluminum] Industries.
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Javits: That’s not good either. You don’t want to force you or us to
break with the Soviet Union. We shouldn’t be put in a place where it
has to be proved that there are violations. The renewal obligation
makes it an affirmative action, not a cut-off.

Jackson: By this method we would share the burden.

President: Let’s see, I make a 12-month report and ask for an exten-
sion. Congress approves by a majority vote. How do we avoid a
bottle-up?

Jackson: We could write in a must vote within so many days. We
would grant it—this is a big concession—immediately. The Soviet
Union wants MFN immediately and we make this big concession.

Timmons: It applies to credits also.
Jackson: Everything.

Kissinger: What worries me is this: If Congress has to renew your
authority every year, we can have this kind of debate every year.

Javits: We could write a line that the President has the right to
waive and then say this will continue for one year.

President: It's a cumbersome procedure which is like the one on
chrome. If we go this route we would have to have prompt resolution.

Jackson: We would have provisions to insure prompt action.

Kissinger: We can just get by with the letter. The interpretive state-
ments overload the circuit. We have shown them this letter. There was
no disagreement, on what the performance must be, but just on how to
write it.

Javits: The interpretive letter is best.
Ribicoff: But Dr. Kissinger has to show it to the Soviet Union.

Kissinger: We have to distinguish between the objective and what
we write down.

Javits: Take the non-proliferation treaty. We issued an interpreta-
tion about the French and British nuclear forces and the Soviet Union
issued just exactly the opposite. Let the Soviet Union say what it wants.

President: How will the one-year affect business contracts?
Javits: Even if we cut it off, contracts made will continue.

President: What worries me is that you identify a particular
country by this.

Jackson: No, just non-market states.

Kissinger: How would it apply to East Europe?
Jackson: It’s the same for all of them.
Kissinger: How about Romanians?

Jackson: You would have to seek some assurances. The Romanians
say they won’t have any problem.
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President: Supposing Romania performs and the Soviet Union
doesn’t. How would we handle that?

Jackson: We would work that out.

Javits: Abe and I talked to Ceausescu and he said it was no
problem. I think they stopped because the Soviet Union didn’t want
them to set bloc policy. The PRC isn’t yet an issue.

Kissinger: Because they want to keep MFN from the Soviet Union.
Scoop has a great future in the PRC.

Jackson: They say the threat will come through Europe. Chou
wants to talk to Mansfield on this.

Javits: The complaint in the Jewish community is that the Soviet
Union has cut the rate and they should restore the rate before we move
to show good faith. I said no. The same on the high visibility trials.
They also fear numbers, as a possible quota. I don’t buy this because
with artful language we can make it okay.

Jackson: We don’t want a bilateral agreement between West Ger-
many and the Soviet Union to affect this. This argument is for about
1000 a month. We wouldn’t want any other agreements to count
against this quota.

President: I am worried about the language. I would prefer blanket
authority with a right to cut off.

Let’s get the technicians together and see if we can’t work it out.

Jackson: This is so designed that Congress has to retain some
authority.

Javits: I think I can work something out on a waiver if he [Kissin-
ger] believes it is viable to keep the Jackson Amendment with some
positive or negative waiver. We need to try this.

Kissinger: How about a waiver subject to Congressional veto? It is
the affirmative vote that worries me.

Jackson: Let’s go back and work more—We are determined. Iam a
strong supporter of the trade bill. We are getting strong pressures from
pressure groups.

Timmons: I have three points I would like to make quickly. On the
other ethnic groups, how does this apply?

Renewal—how would it be done? And what do we say to the
press?

President: That it was a very constructive meeting. Momentum is
now under way for one of the most important pieces of legislation on
the calendar.

Jackson: We will praise the President for constructive efforts for a
solution. But don’t say it is settled. We don’t want to let the Soviet
Union think we capitulated.
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Javits: Also, we are determined, if it is humanly possible, to have a
trade bill.

Jackson: You and Abe cover that.

Ribicoff: You are in a great position here with the change of
President.

We will have no problem knowing about harassment. The most
important thing is numbers. Once we have established that, and the ex-
change of letters, I am not worried.

Once we know that harassment is ending and people are leaving,
we are in good shape. They should go ahead with mark-up and amend
on the floor to add the waiver.

Kissinger: If I may summarize, the three Senators are saying that if
we keep the Jackson Amendment, they can be flexible on waiver au-
thority. Let us look at this.

Jackson: We will ensure there can be no delay or filibuster. We will
get our drafting people on this to get the language right. We had little
time and this is only a rough idea and formulation.

President: The ExIm Bank lawyers don’t understand all the legisla-
tive procedures.

Jackson: We should look at the options.
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17. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, August 15, 1974, 9 a.m.

PARTICIPANTS

President Ford

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

Lt. General Brent Scowcroft, Deputy Assistant to the President for National
Security Affairs

[Omitted here is discussion of Saudi Arabia, Cyprus, and Cuba
and Rhodesia.]

Kissinger: On the Soviets—we are brutal when they step over the
line. They will test you and we should keep this in mind. LBJ dosed out
power; I believe if we use American power it should be massive.

In 1970 they started building a submarine base in Cienfuegos. State
wanted to wait until the base was finished. Nixon told me to make a
strong statement and put a destroyer off the base.

Our experience is hit them early and hard when they threaten.

Their power structure is cumbersome. You have much more
flexibility.

Scoop doesn’t understand—he thinks you can keep squeezing
them.

Cyprus is another humiliation—it is being settled without their
participation. We send them letters so they can’t say we are freezing
them out. Their frustration has to rise. That is where the trouble comes
in. Dole it out so it eases the problem but doesn’t make a strategic dif-
ference. The Dulles idea of talking tough can’t be sustained in practice.
We talk softer than our actions. The Left is strong in Europe; we
paralyze them by talking soft. That is what you are up against with
McClellan.?

The President: If I were the Soviets, I would use the Congress.

Kissinger: These numbers games on SALT miss the point. The firm
approach means we must sustain a 10 to 15 percent budget increase, be
prepared for crises like Berlin, and so forth.

1 Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Memoranda of Conversations,
1973-1977, Box 5. Secret; Nodis. The meeting was held in the Oval Office. According to
the President’s Daily Diary, the meeting lasted from 9:18 to 10:30 a.m. (Ibid., White House
Office Files)

2Senator John L. McClellan (Democrat, Arkansas). On August 13, McClellan,
Chairman of the Subcommittee on Defense of the Senate Appropriations Committee, an-
nounced cuts in the Department of Defense appropriations bill, including reductions in
military assistance to Vietnam and in the research, development, and procurement of air
defense aircraft. (“2 Senate Panels Cut Funds for Arms and Foreign Aid,” Leslie H. Gelb,
The New York Times, August 14, 1974, pp. 1, 15)
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I wanted to use this peculiar year—with liberals going conserva-
tive—to get a ceiling on strategic forces beyond which we wouldn’t go
anyway.

We couldn’t sustain an arms race.

The President: Without a direct threat.

Kissinger: The Liberals will soon say we have too much. If we need
more, it is in the tactical area.

[Omitted here is a brief exchange on defense policy and
personalities.]

[Kissinger:] On CSCE—we never wanted it but we went along
with the Europeans. It includes some basic principles, something on
human contacts, no change of frontiers, and what they call “confidence-
building measures.”

The Soviet Union wants it as a substitute for a peace treaty. They
more or less have that. The big hang-up is on freedom of movement. It
is meaningless—it is just a grandstand play to the left. We are going
along with it.

What you will face is whether to conclude it at the summit level or
foreign minister level. My guess is the Europeans will decide on a
summit. We have positioned with the Soviet Union, so we look like we
are ahead of the Europeans.

The President: What is the timetable?

Kissinger: Maybe next March. The Soviet Union wants it this year,
but that is not possible. If you meet Brezhnev in December, they won’t
want it before that.

There are no decisions to make now.

When you meet Gromyko the end of September you should give
him the impression we are trying to be helpful.

There is no implementation in the treaty.

On MBFR—we made an absurd proposal which couldn’t fly. Now
we are modifying it. The Soviets should cut more than us, but not so
much. Then we should add the nuclear package—32 Pershings, 54 F—4,
1,000 nuclear warheads. It is strategically insignificant, but it does have
the consequence of establishing some ceiling on our nuclear forces.

But we don’t have targets for the nucs anyway.

Also we have to take care of FBS. To do it in SALT causes alliance
problems. If we could get the Soviets to do it in MBFR, it would satisfy
our allies and give the Soviet Union a facesaving way out.

Your coming into office will give a big boost. They will be look-
ing for a success, especially if you make a meeting in December
conditional.
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The President: I have told Brent MBFR is more popular here than
SALT.

Kissinger: At the VFW, you might give a tough Defense-oriented
speech.’ It would be good for the Soviets.
The President: I have been doing that, and with no apologies.

Kissinger: We can probably get a 15-20,000 cut in MBFR. Maybe in
December. We will have to manage with the allies so it doesn’t look like
bilateralism.

I will focus with Dobrynin on SALT and MBFR.
[Omitted here is a brief exchange on Israeli military capabilities.]

3 Ford addressed the annual convention of the Veterans of Foreign Wars in Chicago
on August 19. For the text of his address, see Public Papers: Ford, 1974, No. 16.

18. Note From the Soviet Leadership to President Ford'

Moscow, August 15, 1974.

It is believed in Moscow that there is an urgent necessity to ex-
change opinions with the President on the question of Cyprus which
has gained particular acuteness in view of the recent events.” Ad-
dressing the President on this question it is assumed in Moscow that
the Soviet Union and the U.S., being guided by high goals of strength-
ening peace and international security, have agreed on the importance
of the prevention and the removal of situations which can bring about
complications dangerous to peace.

As is known, hostilities have been resumed on Cyprus, with the
conflict endangering to spread beyond the limits of the island. Such de-

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 91D414, Records of Henry Kissinger,
1973-77, Box 5, Nodis Memcons, 1974, Folder 5. No classification marking. According to
typed marginalia, the note was delivered to Scowcroft at 5:30 p.m. on August 15.

2 On July 15, members of the Cyprus National Guard, backed by the military gov-
ernment of Greece, overthrew President Archbishop Makarios III. Five days later, Turkey
invaded Cyprus to defend its interests and those of Turkish Cypriots; Turkish military
forces staged a second invasion on August 14 and eventually occupied approximately
one third of the island. On July 20, the UN Security Council unanimously adopted Reso-
lution 353, calling for an immediate cease-fire, the removal of all foreign military forces,
and the restoration of the Cypriot constitutional order. Greece, Turkey, and the United
Kingdom began formal peace talks in Geneva on July 25. Fighting resumed on August 14
when the talks broke down.
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velopment of events runs contrary to the trend for relaxation, which is
being established in international relations, and can create a new dan-
gerous hotbed of international tension. The Security Council decisions
aimed at stopping the foreign military intervention in Cyprus, at en-
suring the independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of the Re-
public of Cyprus and legitimate interests of the Cypriot people, are not
being implemented.

On the other hand, the approach, which was used at the Geneva
talks, to solve the question of Cyprus in the narrow circle of some
powers, in camera, have gone bankrupt.

It is becoming still more and more evident that the situation on
Cyprus and in connection with the developments there, is demanding
active and purposeful actions directed at the liquidation of the conflict.

It seems to us, that an important step, which under the present cir-
cumstances could produce the greatest effect, would be a joint effort of
our two countries for the purpose of implementing the Security
Council Resolution 353 of July 20. We have in mind a solution of main
problems of the settlement as that Resolution demands.

In this connection we have the following considerations to which
we would like to draw the attention of the President. The joint effort of
the USSR and the US could provide appropriate guarantees of our both
countries aimed at securing the independence, sovereignty and territo-
rial integrity of the Cypriot state, as well as creating necessary condi-
tions for the Cypriots to settle themselves their internal affairs without
any outside intervention. We would be also prepared to consider a pos-
sibility of providing such guarantees on the part of the Security
Council.

Along the same lines, in our view, a special group should be estab-
lished, composed of nonpermanent members of the Security Council,
representing all main geographic areas. The functions of such group,
small in its composition (representatives of 5-6 states), could include
observing, on behalf of the Security Council, the situation on Cyprus,
the implementation of the decisions of the Security Council on the
question of Cyprus, as well as the promotion of a just, peaceful and
democratic settlement of the problem of Cyprus, including a direct par-
ticipation in negotiations.

Undertaking this initiative, we express our readiness to cooperate
closely with the US in implementing measures both those mentioned
above and possible others, aimed at preserving Cyprus as a sovereign
and independent state.

It is hoped in Moscow that the US Government will regard our

considerations with full attention. On our part we are ready, of course,
to consider the views that the American side may have.
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19. Memorandum From Secretary of State Kissinger to
President Ford'

Washington, undated.

SUBJECT
SALT

Introduction

The progress of SALT is a key element both in our relations with
the Soviet Union and in determining our future defense programs. Al-
though US-USSR relations have withstood the lack of progress in
SALT quite well over the past two years, a breakdown in SALT and an
unchecked Soviet arms buildup would jeopardize the entire range of
US-Soviet political relations. Furthermore, if the Soviet buildup con-
tinues, and the prospects for a long-term agreement fade, we will have
to consider seriously major budget commitments to new strategic
weapons.

While we must take care to avoid giving the Soviets any indication
that we are anxious for additional SALT agreements, we must realize
that unnecessary delays in concluding further agreements may work
against us. Without new agreements, the Soviets could easily move
ahead of the US in most measures of strategic capability by 1985, even if
we move forward with all our present strategic programs (and it will be
difficult to convince Congress to do even this). Numerically, the Soviets
could catch up in total numbers of strategic nuclear weapons (at about
15,000 each). They could have 16 million pounds of throw weight to
about 10 million for the US and 2700 total strategic launchers to about
2200 for the US. A buildup to such a level of forces, which would repre-
sent a total destructive potential of three to four times that present on
both sides today, could present a major threat to the essential equilib-
rium that now exists.

The Soviets, on the other hand, undoubtedly have a contrary per-
ception of these issues. From their perspective the United States has a
lead in number of warheads, MIRV technology (particularly in the sub-
marine area) and bomber development and deployment. They see
themselves as engaged in a program to redress these imbalances. These

1Source: National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the
Counselor, Box 6, SALT, June-September 1974. Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only. The memo-
randum is an uninitialed copy. Although no drafting information appears on the memo-
randum, Sonnenfeldt and Lodal forwarded it to Kissinger on August 15 “for use in your
series of foreign policy briefings.” No evidence has been found to indicate whether or not
Kissinger gave it to the President.
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fundamental differences in perceptions on the two sides are an under-
lying factor in the difficulties we have encountered in SALT.

Since the first SALT agreements were concluded two years ago, we
have concentrated our efforts on limiting the development and deploy-
ment of new MIRVed missiles. The new Soviet MIRVs represent the
major threat to the present balance; they also constitute the most signif-
icant threat to the survivability of our land-based Minuteman ICBMs.
Thus, in attempting to limit these programs, we were hoping to reduce
or delay Minuteman survivability problems, to slow the Soviet build-
up, and retain some bargaining flexibility as a result of our large advan-
tage in warhead numbers.

To date, this approach has not been successful. While the Soviets
have acknowledged the central importance of MIRVed missiles, the
two sides have not been able to agree to a formula seen as equitable by
both sides. For example, given their large ICBM forces, the Soviets
clearly plan to offset a strong US superiority in SLBM MIRVs with a
larger ICBM MIRV program than that undertaken by the US. However,
since ICBM MIRVs represent the major threat to the survivability of our
Minuteman force, we have pushed for stringent limits on the size of the
Soviet ICBM MIRYV buildup. But such limits are unacceptable to the So-
viets since they would leave the Soviets in a clearly inferior numerical
position to the US during the next five to seven years.

There are other similar asymmetries in our approach and objec-
tives. Our present task is to find concepts and approaches which will
permit us to reconcile our different viewpoints. This may become easier
now that the uncertainty caused by Watergate is ended. (There have
been intelligence reports which, while inconclusive, tend to confirm So-
viet hesitancy in their exchanges with us before and during the last
Summit.)

Background

By 1969, the US had lost the clear-cut superiority in overall stra-
tegic capabilities it had maintained since the end of World War Il and a
state of parity was emerging. In particular:

—The US had stopped building additional ICBMs, SLBMs, and
heavy bombers, and was concentrating on qualitative improvements
such as MIRVs. US MIRVs were intended both as a counter to projected
Soviet ABMs and to provide targetting flexibility.

—The USSR, on the other hand, was engaged in a dynamic
buildup of both ICBM and SLBM launchers, which would give them a
numerical lead in these forces by the early 1970s. While the US had a
more effective SLBM force and a substantial advantage in heavy bomb-
ers, the Soviet ICBMs were generally much larger and could carry sig-
nificantly heavier payloads (i.e., they had a significantly greater “throw
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weight”). With MIRV technology, the Soviets would eventually be able
to use this throw weight advantage to eliminate the present 3 to 1 US
lead in total strategic warheads. Furthermore, Soviet weapons would
generally be of higher explosive yield than US weapons.

—Both sides were engaged in the initial stages of ABM deploy-
ment. The US planned to give priority to the defense of ICBM sites,
while the Soviets were building only a defense of Moscow. In general,
the US ABM program was more dynamic and gave the US leverage
with which to negotiate limitations on ICBMs and SLBMs.

—The US and USSR also had asymmetries in their so-called
“non-central” systems. The US had SLBMs based at Holy Loch and
Rota and nuclear-capable aircraft deployed at both bases abroad and
on aircraft carriers. These are the so-called “forward-based systems”
(FBS) which are within reach of the USSR. The Soviets had medium and
intermediate-range missiles and bombers capable of attacking our
bases abroad and our allies.

Results of SALT 1

These various asymmetries between US and Soviet deployments
shaped the outcome of the first set of SALT agreements, reached in
1972:2

—Since both sides were in a very early phase of ABM deployment,
an effective limit was possible and, by precluding large-scale area and
city defenses, was in the interest of greater strategic stability. The ABM
Treaty limited each side to two sites, one for ICBM defense and one for
defense of its capital. (The 1974 ABM Protocol further limits each side
to only one site.)?

—Despite Soviet resistance to linking ABM limits with constraints
on offensive forces, we succeeded in getting the five-year Interim
Agreement, which froze ICBM and SLBM levels. While this placed a
check on the momentum of the Soviet programs as we estimated them,
no US deployment programs were affected. Specifically, the deploy-
ment of the very large SS-9 ICBM was stopped at about 300, although
replacement missiles such as the S5-18 were permitted. Soviet SLBM
forces were subjected to a ceiling which, while quite high, was below
indicated Soviet capabilities and required scrapping of older Soviet
ICBMs to be reached. US and Soviet strategic forces at the time the In-
terim Agreement was signed were as follows:

2For the English texts of the agreements, the Treaty on the Limitation of
Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems (23 UST 3435; TIAS 7503), the Interim Agreement on Limi-
tation of Strategic Offensive Arms, and the Protocol to the Interim Agreement, see De-
partment of State Bulletin, June 26, 1972, pp. 918-921.

% For the English text of the protocol to the ABM treaty (27 UST 1645; TIAS 8276),
signed by Nixon and Brezhnev in Moscow on July 3, see ibid., July 29, 1974, pp. 216-218.
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us USSR
ICBM Launchers 1054 1618
SLBM Launchers 656 740*
Total Missile Launchers 1710 2358
Heavy Bombers 525 140
Total Strategic Launchers 2225 2498

FBS and heavy bombers were not limited by the Interim Agree-
ment and remained to be dealt with in a follow-on comprehensive
agreement on offensive forces.

SALT II

The US attempted two basic approaches to a SALT II agreement: a
permanent agreement based on equal numbers of ICBMs, SLBMs and
bombers, and a separate MIRV agreement with an extension of the In-
terim Agreement. Both approaches were hampered by basic differ-
ences in strategic perceptions on the two sides.

The Interim Agreement numbers registered the existing Soviet ad-
vantage in total launchers (ICBMs, SLBMs, and bombers) of some 2500
to 2200. The US wished to equalize these figures for the period after
1977, but finding an appropriate level was difficult. At the lower num-
ber the Soviets would have had to undertake unilateral reductions to
come down to our level. The US, on the other hand, had no programs to
build up to the Soviet level—and the Soviets knew it. Our proposal for
equality was therefore met by a Soviet proposal to carry over the In-
terim Agreement numbers into a permanent agreement.

The second major problem in reaching a permanent agreement
was the treatment of forward-based systems. Although these systems
represent no more than about 10-15 percent of US capability versus the
Soviet Union, the Soviets took the position that they should be with-
drawn and their bases liquidated on the grounds that they were stra-
tegic systems that could attack the Soviet Union with nuclear war-
heads. Any approach to a solution on our part proved extremely
complex and difficult because of the dual mission (conventional
and nuclear) of many of these systems, their role in our NATO and
other alliance commitments, and the problem of how to treat Soviet
medium-range missiles and aircraft targetted on our allies.

Meanwhile, during the summer of 1972, as preparations for SALT
II were underway, the Soviets had begun testing a new family of
ICBMs, some with MIRVs. In the succeeding months it became clear

* (Up to 950 allowed if 210 older ICBM launchers were dismantled) [Footnote in the
original.]
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their ICBM MIRV program was both faster-paced and more extensive
than we had originally anticipated. It involved four systems:

—The S5-X-16, a Minuteman-size, unMIRVed missile that may be
intended for use as a mobile ICBM. It will be ready for deployment next
year.

—The SS-X-17 (in MIRVed and unMIRVed versions) and the
S5-X-19 (MIRVed). These missiles have about three times the throw
weight of Minuteman and will begin deployment either this year or
next. They are rival follow-on candidates to the 1000 S5-11s, the major
Soviet “medium” missile.

—The SS-X-18 (MIRVed and unMIRVed versions), with about six
times greater throw weight than Minuteman. This is the follow-on sys-
tem for the 300 S5-9s.

If these systems were deployed in large numbers, we would face
the prospect that the Soviet launcher and throw weight advantages, ac-
ceptable in the context of the five-year Interim Agreement, could be
translated into a large force of heavy and accurate MIRVs capable of
threatening the survivability of Minuteman.

We therefore began concentrating on a second track in the negotia-
tions—the limitation of Soviet MIRVs. Our basic goals were to prolong
the period in which the Minuteman force would be survivable against a
Soviet first strike and to stop the most dynamic aspects of the Soviet
strategic buildup. Our proposals went through several successive
stages:

—We first proposed an interim freeze on the MIRV programs on
both sides, which would have held the Soviets to no MIRVs, since their
deployment had not started.

—Second, after the Soviets rejected this, we proposed permanently
limiting each side to equal MIRVed ICBM throw weight. With expected
Soviet deployments this would have given us an advantage of about
550 MIRVed ICBM launchers to 360 for the Soviets, but would have
given each side about the same number of ICBM re-entry vehicles (RVs
or warheads), since the heavier Soviet missiles could each carry a larger
number of RVs. However, the US would have retained a very large
SLBM advantage.

—Finally, we explored the possibility of a separate MIRV agree-
ment based on a numerical difference in MIRV launchers in our favor,
combined with a 2 to 3 year extension of the Interim Agreement to 1980.
We also asked for some adjustment in the U.S. numerical limit under
the Interim Agreement to permit us to deploy the initial Trident sub-
marines. Our rationale for this approach was to cap the Soviet MIRV
program in return for a limited continuation of the numerical dispari-
ties in the Interim Agreement.
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Under the last concept we advanced various numerical combina-
tions and various ways of dividing the numerical MIRV limits between
land-based MIRVs and sea-based MIRVs. Our own forces were divided
about 50-50 between MIRVed ICBMs and MIRVed SLBMs. We at-
tempted to gain Soviet agreement to a similar balanced deployment, so
that a large portion of the Soviet MIRV force would be in relatively
light and inaccurate SLBMs. The Soviets, however, would not accept
this concept since they did not have a successfully tested SLBM MIRV
ready for deployment and were unwilling to commit themselves to
stop their ICBM MIRV program short of planned levels, in exchange for
paper rights to numbers of sea-based MIRVs they had no intention of
deploying during the period of the agreement.

The only concrete Soviet MIRV offer, made in March of this year,
was 1100 US MIRVs to 1000 Soviet MIRVs, with no sublimit for ICBMs.
This was unacceptable to us because it would have cut off our Trident
program, except as a replacement for Poseidon, provided too small a
numerical disparity, and had us standing still on MIRVs while the So-
viets built up. The absence of a sublimit on ICBM MIRVs would have
meant the Soviets could have taken the bulk of their 1000 limit in large
ICBMs and proceeded to deploy large numbers of submarine MIRVs
after 1980.

Our efforts to find a compromise culminated in the proposal Presi-
dent Nixon presented to Brezhnev at the June Summit:®

—An extension of the Interim Agreement to 1979, rather than 1980.
This would eliminate the US need for changes in the Interim Agree-
ment numbers.

—A limit of 1150 MIRV missiles for the US (our programmed
force) and 750 for the Soviets (our estimate of their approximate
program).

—A ban on MIRVs deployed on heavy ICBMs (the S5-18). This
would somewhat reduce the importance of the Soviets” throw weight
advantage.

The Present Situation

The Soviets have had three fundamental perceptions that prevent
them from accepting our approach to the MIRV problem. First, they
want to gain the developmental and operational experience that will
permit them to match the US in this major technology. Second, they
wish to correct the existing three-fold US advantage in warheads,
which can be accomplished only by MIRVing. Third, they do not want
their ICBM MIRV program stopped short of planned levels.

5See Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XV, Soviet Union, June 1972-August
1974, Documents 185 and 186.
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As the June Summit drew to a conclusion, we faced the fact that
our two major approaches to a SALT agreement—a permanent agree-
ment and an extension of the Interim Agreement combined with MIRV
limitations—had both been unproductive.

Both sides were aware that a summit communiqué with no sub-
stantive results on SALT would be seen very unfavorably throughout
the world. Thus, in order to provide some substance to the results, the
two sides agreed to a change in approach. We would no longer try ei-
ther for a permanent agreement or for a short-term extension of the In-
terim Agreement. Rather, we would work toward a new Interim
Agreement expiring in 1985.°

This agreement—to work toward an agreement with a 1985 ex-
piration date—was not purely cosmetic. A 10-year time period offers
several advantages over either a permanent agreement or short-term
extension of an Interim Agreement. The 10-year period avoids the
long-term technological uncertainties and innumerable complex
trade-offs which make negotiation of a permanent agreement almost
impossible. A short-term extension of the Interim Agreement also
avoids this problem, but creates other difficulties. In particular, such a
short-term extension would expire in the middle of each side’s current
modernization program, making it difficult to consider the total cur-
rent plans of either side. Through a ten-year agreement we would at-
tempt to stabilize the strategic relationship toward the end of the
present deployment cycle, reducing the incentive for another round of
force improvements and deployments.

Next Steps

The interagency review of SALT now underway is focusing on
several key issues:

—At what levels can total numbers be limited so that we will not
have to build up or the Soviets take excessive reductions?

—How should we approach the asymmetrical advantages each
side has in various strategic measures, e.g., the US lead in warheads (5
to 2 by 1977) and the Soviet lead in missile throw weight?

—What constitutes “essential equivalence”? This question em-
braces both of the two problems above—overall numbers and asymme-
tries. It goes to the issue of political perceptions expressed in the joint
congressional resolution to the SALT I agreements calling for an agree-
ment that “would not limit the US to levels of intercontinental strategic
forces inferior to limits provided for the Soviet Union.”

® For the text of the joint communiqué signed by Nixon and Brezhnev in Moscow on
July 3, see Public Papers: Nixon, 1974, No. 209.
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—How can MIRVs be limited in a 1985 agreement?

As these issues are clarified, we will develop options for your deci-
sion. The SALT delegations will then return to Geneva in mid-
September for an exploration of broad concepts. Then, during my
planned trip to Moscow, I would seek to establish enough common
ground to permit detailed negotiations in Geneva of a concrete
agreement.

20. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, August 16, 1974.

PARTICIPANTS

President Ford

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

Lt. General Brent Scowcroft, Deputy Assistant to the President for National
Security Affairs

Kissinger: We shouldn’t accept that interpretation of the Nuclear
War treaty.” We can send them back a soft reply, maybe tomorrow so it
gets there over the weekend. We are drafting something to say. We can
say we appreciate their message;* we are concerned about the Eastern
Mediterranean; we support peace and the independence of Cyprus.
They want us to put some pressure on the Turks. We may need to do
something against the Turks, but not with them. We should tell them
about the note—it doesn’t force us to do anything.

President: Does the Soviet Union think we would fall for this?

Kissinger: They never cease trying shifty ploys. The first time I
went there they tried to fiddle with the communiqué after we had
agreed. Gromyko tried to tell me Brezhnev was unavailable and so it
couldn’t be changed back. I said, “All right, I'll make a public statement

1Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Memoranda of Conversations,
1973-1977, Box 5. Secret; Nodis. The memorandum was transcribed from an attached set
of Scowcroft’s handwritten notes. The meeting was held in the Oval Office. According to
the President’s Daily Diary, Ford met with Kissinger there from 9:10 to 10:14 a.m.; Scow-
croft joined the meeting at 9:34. (Ibid., White House Office Files)

2 Reference is apparently to a proposal in the U.S. Senate on how to interpret the
Agreement on the Prevention of Nuclear War, signed in Moscow on June 22, 1973. (24
UST 1478; TIAS 7654)

3 Document 18.
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about what happened.” He called Brezhnev and got it changed.* The
Chinese never make cheap ones like the Soviets.

President: Does Dobrynin personally try to play a role?

Kissinger: He knows the Politburo and is a diplomatic Commu-
nist. But he understands foreign psychology. Brezhnev when he comes
will be great the first day, then start to sulk. He will get worse and
worse. But if you hold, everything will break at the last minute. They
accepted all our points on SALT at the last minute in 1972. Their
method of negotiation is very unpleasant—they are unpleasant. They
are anxious for good terms with you, though, and we should capitalize
on that. This note is a B+ one.

[Omitted here is discussion of the Middle East, including U.S. rela-
tions with Jordan, Israel, Egypt, Syria, and the Palestine Liberation
Organization. ]

% Reference is to Kissinger’s meeting with Gromyko in Moscow on April 24, 1972.
See Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XIV, Soviet Union, October 1971-May 1972,
Document 160.

21. Memorandum From the Counselor of the Department of
State (Sonnenfeldt) to Secretary of State Kissinger'

Washington, August 16, 1974.

SUBJECT
Aftermath of President’s Breakfast with Three Senators on Trade Bill>

Subject to specific things that may have been said by the President
and you to Dobrynin, I think yesterday’s public statements by Jackson
et al. are going to raise some serious problems in Moscow. If I were
Brezhnev, I would either have to assume that the new President has
virtually accepted the Jackson amendment (implying also identifica-
tion with him on other matters) or is a total cynic who is making com-
mitments he cannot expect to keep (and which the Soviets know he

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the
Counselor, Box 9, Trade Bill, August 1974. Eyes Only.

2See Document 16.
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cannot keep, since they are the ones who have to deliver). Jackson’s
press conference is at Tab A.?

I think we ought to review the bidding once more before this road
is further pursued. Moreover, apart from the immediate impression in
Moscow, there is also a time bomb down the road. For whatever the
precise solution of the waiver issue, a year after enactment of the Trade
Bill—say about the end of 1975—MFN and credits for the USSR would
quite probably have to be stopped. How this might affect SALT negoti-
ations, or Congressional consideration of SALT agreements that might
have been concluded at next year’s summit, is hard to say. But in any
case we could be entering an election year with a serious disturbance in
US-Soviet relations.

It seems to me that against the background of what has happened
so far, we should somehow try to get agreement that the assurances
and interpretations, and the legislation itself, are objectives and that an-
nual findings should be used to measure substantial progress toward
reaching them. MFN and credits would be withdrawn when the Presi-
dent finds that the state of compliance with the standards we have
agreed on falls appreciably short of the basic goal of the legislation:
non-denial of the right and opportunity to emigrate.

This should be expressed not as a waiver but as a discretionary au-
thority for the President, subject, possibly, also to separate action by
Congress in the form of a Joint Resolution, to extend MFN and credits
for some initial period and thereafter if he finds at a specified annual
date that the state of compliance “substantially promotes the object-
ives” (Jackson’s language) of the Bill.*

Iam no lawyer or expert on legislative drafting, so if this is at all in
the ball park, perhaps we should get Aldrich and Eberle to do some
drafting.

Of course, there would have to be another tough round with the
Senators, possibly by the President.

3 Attached but not printed is a transcript of the news conference, which was held in
the White House briefing room at 9:31 a.m. on August 15. When a reporter asked for a
“little more detail” on Ford’s initiative on the Trade Bill, including his meeting with Do-
brynin on August 14, Jackson replied “that the significant development is the President’s
direct participation and as a result of that participation and with Mr. Dobrynin’s return
here, there has been movement. Mr. Dobrynin had not planned to come to Washington at
this time, but he has made a special return trip early and he has addressed himself to this
specific problem in our relations with the Soviet Union. That is the significance of it.”

4 Reference is to a new subsection in Title IV of the Trade Bill, which Jackson, Javits,
and Ribicoff proposed in their August 14 memorandum (see Document 15 and the attach-
ment thereto). The full text reads: “The President is authorized to waive for a period not
to exceed one year the provisions of this Section only after finding, and reporting to
Congress, that the exercise of such waiver will substantially promote the objectives of this
section.”
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Recommendation
That you indicate whether you wish to have this matter pursued in
the manner indicated above.
Agree, get Aldrich and Eberle into it.
Other

5 Kissinger initialed his approval of this recommendation. Aldrich proposed sev-
eral alternative drafts of the Jackson—-Vanik Amendment in a memorandum to Sonnen-
feldt on August 17. (National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of
the Counselor, Box 9, Trade Bill, August 1974)

22. Memorandum From the Counselor of the Department of
State (Sonnenfeldt) to Secretary of State Kissinger'

Washington, August 16, 1974.

SUBJECT

Follow-up to Presidential Breakfast with Jackson, Javits and Ribicoff;
Conversation with Perle

As you asked, I called Perle and told him (1) that you had had a
further discussion with the President and as a result had asked me to
pass on the following: (2) the basic letter would probably be acceptable
as revised, (3) the interpretive response would be treated by us as rea-
sonable targets and objectives to shoot for in judging Soviet compliance
with the terms of the basic letter, (4) we cannot accept annual re-
enactment of Presidential discretionary authority (or waiver authority)
but would instead want to rely on annual Presidential findings of com-
pliance or non-compliance plus Congressional findings of non-
compliance, in which case the authority would be suspended, (5) both
of us should do drafting so that we have texts to work from when the
next meeting occurs.

Perle asked whether I had the promised information on the “na-

tional security” problem, i.e., what assurances the Soviets would give
as to their informing persons with security clearances when they will

1Source: National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the
Counselor, Box 9, Trade Bill, August 1974. Eyes Only. Sent for Urgent Attention.
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be permitted to leave. I said I could only say that since the basic letter
would probably be acceptable, this also covers the clause dealing with
that point. Perle said he had the impression they would be given more
specific information concerning Soviet intentions.

Perle stated further that the distinction we were making between
the basic letter and the interpretative response would pose problems.
The Senators had always regarded these interpretative points as inte-
gral to the agreement. I said we had always pointed out the problem
with excessive specificity and we would therefore have to make the dis-
tinction and regard the interpretations as goals, progress toward which
would be part of the annual findings. Perle again said this would be a
major problem.

Perle asked whether our position on the waiver had been thought
through. Jackson had felt the President’s reaction to annual reenact-
ment had not been considered but instinctive. The point to consider
was that it would be easier for the Executive to deal with the Soviets on
the basis that new Congressional enactment was required rather than
being in a position to have to cut off the authority by Executive action. I
said for the Soviets this concept was unacceptable since it meant that
they risked failure by Congress to act positively on extraneous or capri-
cious grounds and therefore never could plan more than a year at a
time even if they were in compliance with our understandings. Perle
said perhaps the Congressional reenactment could be based solely on
Soviet compliance with the agreement, with all other matters excluded.
I said I doubted the Soviets would accept even this. I added that under
our concept Congress would also have the right of ending the authority
and this should meet the point that under some circumstances the Ad-
ministration might find it awkward to act to end MFN and credits.
Perle urged that their arguments be thought through again since they
really intended to help the Executive avoid the potentially difficult
decision.

Finally, Perle said that Labor had reacted angrily to yesterday’s
events and was accusing Jackson of a sell-out. Meany had raged per-
sonally at Scoop. This argues for getting the deal wrapped up as
quickly as possible before Labor could mount a major campaign. I said
the best way to proceed was for both of us to do our drafting promptly
on the waiver/discretionary authority matter. He agreed.

I have asked Aldrich to work up alternate versions of the waiver
and also the text of a reply to the interpretative statements along the
lines I gave to Perle. I will get these to you as soon as I have reviewed
them.?

2 See footnote 5, Document 21.
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Scoop may call you directly on the problem with the
interpretations.

Do you have anything from Dobrynin on the security clearance
cases?

23. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, August 16, 1974, 4:15-4:55 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Simcha Dinitz, Ambassador of Israel
Mordechai Shalev, Minister, Embassy of Israel

Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Secretary of State and Assistant to the President for
National Security Affairs
Peter W. Rodman, NSC Staff

Dinitz: I have some regards indirectly from the Senators who met
with you yesterday [on the Jackson Amendment].?

Kissinger: Yeah, but we can’t do what they want.

Dinitz: They said only one sentence is a problem.

Kissinger: The letter is all right, but the Soviets can’t possibly live
up to that interpretive statement. We have assurances that the harass-
ment will stop, that Brezhnev will make himself personally respon-
sible. The interpretive statement can be a statement of objectives, but
not as a detailed commitment.

Dinitz: I think they came towards you.

Kissinger: How?

Dinitz: They made it a monitoring amendment.

Kissinger: Yes, but it can’t be something they will harass us
with a year from now. Would you accept it if you were a sovereign
government?

Dinitz: I don’t harass people, that is the first thing. But if it is a new
turn in relations . ..

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 91D414, Records of Henry Kissinger,
Box 9, Nodis Memcons, Aug. 1974, Folder 4. Secret; Nodis. Drafted by Rodman. The
meeting was held in the Secretary’s office at the Department of State.

2 Brackets in the original. Dinitz is referring to the August 15 meeting; see Docu-
ment 16.
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Kissinger: But if they stop harassment, it will show in the numbers.
If they don’t want to do it, you can’t solve it with a document. I am as-
suming there is a power struggle there, just like here. Look at Schle-
singer: one day he is to the right of me, one day he is to the left! We will
accept the letter. We will ask for a revision of the interpretive statement
or we will use it as guidelines. We will want it for the President to have
discretionary power subject to Congressional veto, not to have to ask
for it every year.

Dinitz: I know Jackson is anxious to compromise.

Kissinger: Jackson'’s press conference was unhelpful.

Dinitz: Unhelpful?

Kissinger: It was helpful in giving the President the credit; that was

a good face-saving thing. But it was unhelpful in relations with the So-
viet Union.?

[Omitted here is discussion of the Middle East and U.S.-Israeli
relations.]

3 During a meeting in the Oval Office on August 17, Ford and Kissinger discussed
the Trade Bill, Soviet emigration, and U.S.-Israeli relations: “President: I'm glad Scoop
moved. Kissinger: We called him yesterday and he was conciliatory. You might consider
talking to him again next week. I told Dinitz he had to help us here and that Rabin had to
come in early September. President: We have to give Scoop his amendment. Kissinger: If
you get waiver authority, that Congress would have to veto, it’s okay. President: What he
wants is his amendment. The supporters don’t understand the waiver authority. Kissin-
ger: The Soviet Union won’t buy going in every year for legislation. They will complain
about this, but will go along with it. A Member of Congress last night said they want a
compromise. President: If we can pull it off and get the bill, it is the best thing we can do.”
(Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Memoranda of Conversations, 1973-1977,
Box 5)
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24. Transcript of Telephone Conversation Between Secretary of
State Kissinger and the Soviet Ambassador (Dobrynin)'

Washington, August 17, 1974, 10:45 a.m.

[Omitted here is an exchange unrelated to U.S.-Soviet relations.]

K: Anatol, I am sending over an interim answer on that Cyprus
thing.?

D: Yeah. Is it official text or just your oral explanation, so to speak.

K: An oral explanation.

D: So what is it about? We are going tomorrow to make joint inter-
vention in Cyprus?

K: Absolutely.

D: I think it will be very nice.

K: We just want to get your— If you send us the disposition of
your forces in southern Russia, we will then give you an advice on how
to do it.

D: I think you’d even want our disposition in the north? Not in the
south of Russia.

K: Why in the north?

D: For us it’s much more easier to jump over—you know, when
you have a [missile] along the range, it’s very difficult to use it on a
short range. It is better to go all right, so our divisions there used to use
a that goes for 10,000 kilometers, not three or two.

[Laughter]

K: Okay, Anatol, I'll send it over.

: You will send with your messenger?
: Yeah.
: What is the main idea, just without arguing the question.

: Yeah. About original guarantees, you mean?
: Well, at the UN.

D
K
D
K: Well, the main idea is that we are willing to exchange ideas—
D
K
D: Yeah.

! Source: Department of State, Electronic Reading Room, Kissinger Transcripts of
Telephone Conversations. No classification marking. All brackets, except those inserted
by the editor to indicate omitted passages, are in the original. Blank underscores indicate
omissions in the text. According to his Record of Schedule, Kissinger placed the call; the
conversation lasted until 10:50 a.m. (Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger
Papers, Box 439, Miscellany, 1968-76)

2 Document 25.
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K: And maybe do some parallel things, but not necessarily joint
right now.

D: [inaudible 34 words] But, in general, Henry, the idea of now
that you know that it’s really quiet— Will you not, I mean, I gather or I
understand there are some difficulties in the UN, but including you
and me too maybe to have certain kind of guarantees after they have
settled their problems where there will be unfinancial (?) [inaudible] I
don’t know. Those kinds of things.

K: Well, let’s exchange some more ideas on that.

D: You propose something or you're just saying in a sense—

K: No, we're proposing to continue the exchange of ideas.

D: Of ideas. There at the United Nations?

K: We haven’t really thought it completely through yet.

D: I understand. So it’s your answer still saying that we will con-
tinue on in next week, yeah?

K: Exactly.

D: Because as I mentioned to you, some of my people ... very
tough. They have the idea that well, why don’t we in a friendly way do
something together. You see, there is real politics and there is certain
[laughs]—which sometimes which maybe you, I mean, off-the-record,
don’t quite understand. Some really have good intentions saying: It’s
rather simple. Why we shouldn’t sit down and do something which
will be really wonderful things for both so we have good personal rela-
tions on a top level. You understand?

K: Yeah.

D: So this sometimes happens. It’s not really any specific tricks or
not. So this is just on background I'm saying. Well, I will look through it
and send immediately to Moscow for Brezhnev and Gromyko.

K: Right.

D: But the idea of continuation of
exchanging of views.

K: Right.

D: Of views?

K: Right.

D: Henry, you're not going anywhere. I heard somewhere that you
are planning to go somewhere outside Washington or for the time
being here?

, yes? I mean, the idea of

K: I'm staying here.
D: Next week too?
K: Oh, yeah. Oh, that idea of Cyprus—total nonsense!

D: Well, this is the point. I heard that you're going there just to
shuttle in between.
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K: No, look, I can’t make a joke anymore. I was walking through
the hall of the State Department when a newsman came up to me and
he said: Are you going to Cyprus? I said, “What I want is to shuttle be-
tween Nicosia and Limassol.”

D: Laughter.

K: And I thought this was so absurd so they write, “Kissinger is
going to Cyprus.”

D: Yes. Good thing you didn’t say exactly between where you are
going to shuttle.

K: Well, because they probably didn’t know where either place
was.

D: [Laughter.]

K: There is no intention whatsoever of my going to Cyprus.

D: Yeah, I understand.

K: What would I do on Cyprus?

D: No, no, I agree with you. I was surprised very much because on
the radio I heard that you—

K: Anatol, when I go some place, it is usually prepared. I don’t go
to a place where I don’t know what I'm going to find.

D: That’s why exactly because you go there and many feel that it’s
a chance of rather great success. But once you stay there and be in-
volved in this—

K: Well, or maybe even I get caught in a slow process like last time
in the Syria-Israeli thing.

D: That's true.

K: But I won’t go unless I know what the possible outcome can be.

D: This is true. I know this is exactly—you’re using I think the only
right [exit] ... not ours but to know where you go.

K: The conditions are absolutely not right for my going to Cyprus.

D: This is my impression too. That’s why I was (laughter)
surprised.

K: Absolute nonsense. Okay.

D: Okay, Henry.

K: Thank you.

D: Bye, bye.?

3In a meeting with the President at 9:20 a.m. on August 24, Kissinger presented a
different perspective on the Soviet role in the Cyprus talks: “We must keep the Soviets
out of the negotiations. We must try to keep the UN Conference from happening or make
sure that nothing comes from it. We must show the Greeks they can’t use the Soviet
Union against us.” (Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Memoranda of Conversa-
tions, 1973-1977, Box 5)
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25.  Note From President Ford to the Soviet Leadership'

Washington, undated.

The President appreciates receiving the detailed Soviet views on
the Cyprus situation. In the spirit of our agreement to consult closely
on situations capable of raising international tensions, the President
wishes to respond promptly to the considerations set forth in the Soviet
communication of August 15.%

We agree of course that everything should be done to achieve an
end to the conflict and a just settlement. It now appears that a ceasefire,
as called for by the UN Security Council resolutions which we both
support, can be established today. When this occurs, the next objective
must be to bring the parties together as soon as possible to undertake
immediate efforts toward a settlement. The President has carefully con-
sidered the advisability of the joint initiative proposed and elaborated
in the Soviet communication of August 15. In the present delicate situa-
tion, the President feels that it may be wiser for our two countries to
continue to use their diplomatic influence, with the parties as well as in
the UN Security Council, to ensure that the ceasefire will remain effec-
tive and that the parties make a maximum and prompt effort to bring
about a settlement acceptable to all concerned.

We should of course remain in close contact as the next phase de-
velops to determine how we can most effectively contribute to achieve-
ment of this common goal. As our ideas develop, we shall communi-
cate them to the Soviet side.

1Source: National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the
Counselor, Box 8, Soviet Union, Aug-Sept 1974. No classification marking. According to
marginalia, the note was delivered to the Soviet Embassy at 11:30 a.m. on August 17. Son-
nenfeldt forwarded a draft of the note to Kissinger on August 16. (Ibid.)

2 Document 18.
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26. Memorandum From the Counselor of the Department of
State (Sonnenfeldt) to Secretary of State Kissinger'

Washington, August 23, 1974.

SUBJECT

Apparent Deadlock with Jackson on Waiver of Title IV Provisions

As Iinformed you in my preliminary memo of August 22, Jackson
has sent us an amendment to his amendment of Title IV of the Trade
Bill which would require annual affirmative action by Congress to
renew the waiver.” The language of this Jackson text is extremely com-
plex and convoluted, using the War Powers Resolution® as a model.

It seems to me that there has to be another high-level discussion
with the Senators because we are simply not on the same wavelength
on this matter. The only move on our part that I can see at this point is
to modify our own waiver language such that the President’s action
could be vetoed by only one House rather than both.

As I mentioned in my earlier memo, Jackson’s reading of the Presi-
dent’s position was that the only concern related to the possibility of fili-
busters or time gaps which would permit the waiver to lapse for a pe-
riod of time. This problem appears to have been taken care of in the
elaborate provisions and safeguards written into the Jackson text.
Jackson does not acknowledge that the President rejects the entire con-
cept of affirmative Congressional action after the first waiver.

Following is a more detailed analysis of the Jackson text which I
have done with the assistance of Phil Trimble of L. If, by some off
chance there were a disposition to go along with Jackson’s concept
there would have to be a detailed negotiation of his provisions by
qualified legislative experts.

1Source: National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the
Counselor, Box 9, Trade Bill, August 1974. Eyes Only.

2In his August 22 memorandum, Sonnenfeldt briefed Kissinger on his talks with
the Senator’s staff, including possible revisions to the amendment and to the related ex-
change of letters. (Ibid.)

% Congress passed the War Powers Resolution, or War Powers Act of 1973 (Public
Law 93-148), on November 7, 1973, over President Nixon's veto. Under Section 5 (b) of
the Act, the President was required to remove U.S. armed forces from hostilities within 60
days, unless the Congress passed either a formal declaration of war or a resolution au-
thorizing the use of force. The President could extend the period of deployment up to 30
days, however, by formally notifying Congress of an “unavoidable military necessity.”
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ANALYSIS OF THE JACKSON DRAFT
(Text at Tab A)*

The Substantive Difference

The principal difference between our draft (Tab B) and the Jackson
draft is that, in substance, under our draft the waiver would be effective
unless Congress acted to override it, whereas under the Jackson draft
the waiver would not become effective unless and until Congress acted
to make it effective. Thus, in the event of Congressional inaction, the
waiver would go into effect under our draft but not under Jackson'’s
proposal. The Jackson draft contains elaborate provisions, modeled on
the War Powers Resolution (where troops must be withdrawn after 60
days unless Congress affirmatively acts), to assure that Congress will in
fact act on the issue and not simply ignore it. Although these provisions
would, if followed, result in expeditious Congressional consideration
of the issue, they do not provide any firm assurance of Congressional
consideration on which we can rely because they can be changed
without executive participation and, second, they can be ignored (in
which case the waiver would not go into effect and there would be no
legal recourse for the executive branch).

Explanation of Jackson Draft

Each waiver would be based on a determination that it will sub-
stantially promote the objectives of the section (the same as in our
draft). Unlike our draft, each waiver must be accompanied by a de-
tailed report of the reasons for the waiver. Perle says they will agree not
to require a report with the first waiver so that, for the first year fol-
lowing enactment of the Trade Bill, a waiver could become effective
simply on the basis of a Presidential determination, without detailed
reports and without Congressional action.

After the expiration of the one year period following enactment of
the Trade Bill, a waiver can be made only if a joint resolution has been
adopted permitting a waiver for the particular country involved. The
joint resolution contemplated must be readopted each year. In effect
the joint resolution will specify a one-year period during which a
waiver is authorized for all affected countries except those named.
Once the authority lapses for a particular country, apparently it cannot
be reinstituted. However, the President may extend the effectiveness of
a waiver for 60 days beyond the standard one-year period if, at the end
of the one-year period, either House of Congress is considering a joint
resolution to extend the authority.

% Tabs A and B are attached but not printed.
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Procedurally, a proposed joint resolution must be reported out of
Committee, either favorably or unfavorably, at least 30 calendar days
before the start of the one-year period involved (there is no provision
for the situation where the resolution is not referred to the Committee
more than 30 days prior to the one-year period, as, for example, where
ajoint resolution is passed by one House in that 30 day period and only
then referred to the other House). The 30 day requirement can also be
changed by roll call vote. There is also no provision for what happens if
the Committee simply fails to report the resolution as required (which
could happen, for example, if the Committee were deadlocked).

After the joint resolution is reported out of Committee the House
involved is required to vote on it within three days, although, again,
that requirement can be changed by roll call vote. If one House passes a
joint resolution, the other House is required to vote on it (and not its
own version), although there are no mechanical provisions dealing
with Committee referral and voting in this situation (unlike the War
Powers Resolution—this may simply be a drafting oversight). In the
case of a disagreement on a joint resolution passed by both Houses,
conferees are required to be “promptly” appointed, a report must be
filed within six days after that appointment (not counting weekends
and holidays), one House has to vote on it within three days after it is
filed (not counting days when that House is not in session), and the
other House must vote on it within three days (not counting days when
that House is not in session) after that vote.

Possible Compromise

One compromise between the Jackson draft and our draft (al-
though rather favorable to us) would be to permit either the Senate or
the House to veto continuation of a waiver (our draft would require
both Houses to veto it). This would have the advantages of permitting
the Senate to act alone, and is the procedure already embodied in the
Trade Bill for trade agreements on nontariff barriers, certain proclama-
tions of quotas and orderly marketing agreements.’

5 In a subsequent memorandum to Kissinger on August 23, Sonnenfeldt reported:
“Perle telephoned at 2:45 p.m. and said that the President and Jackson had agreed on the
phone that we were deadlocked on (1) the waiver issue and (2) the public use of the ex-
change of correspondence, and that there would therefore be a hiatus while Jackson is out
of town for the recess. Perle said they hoped there would be nothing said publicly. I said
we had always been completely buttoned up on this subject and would remain so. I take
it this is an accurate version of the phone call between the President and Jackson and that
nothing further should be done at this time.” (National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286,
Records of the Office of the Counselor, Box 9, Trade Bill, August 1974) No record of the
telephone conversation between Ford and Jackson has been found.
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27. Memorandum From the President’s Deputy Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Scowcroft) to President Ford'

Washington, August 31, 1974.

Ambassador Dobrynin has just given me the following message
relating to Simas Kudirka.

“Kudirka has been released from detention as a result of a Pardon.
He is given the possibility now to return to his home in the Lithuanian
Republic and to get employment. The question of further possible steps
concerning Kudirka in connection with President Ford’s request is
under continuous consideration. For the personal knowledge of the
President, Mr. Brezhnev would like him to know that he is keeping this
question within the scope of his personal attention.”?

1 Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Presidential Transition File,
1974, Box 1, Subject File, Letters to and from World Leaders—US-USSR Exchanges,
8/9/74-11/5/74. Secret; Eyes Only. The President wrote at the bottom of the page:
“Thanks/keep me posted/I am most interested. GRF.”

2In a memorandum to the President on September 4, Kissinger relayed the fol-
lowing update from Dobrynin: “As a result of disagreement which occurred in his
family, Kudirka up until now has not applied to the local authorities about his wish to
emigrate permanently to the United States. When he does so it will take several days to
consider his application and to process the proper documents. After that has been done,
Kudirka and those members of his family who so desire will be able to leave the Soviet
Union and go if they like to the United States.” (Ibid.) During a meeting at 11 a.m. on Sep-
tember 5, Ford and Kissinger briefly discussed Soviet emigration: “President: I notice the
Soviets are making efforts to let some specific cases go. Kissinger: Yes, and releasing Ku-
dirka is a special favor for you.” (Ibid., Memoranda of Conversations, 1973-1977, Box 5)
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28. Memorandum of Conversation!

Washington, September 5, 1974, 4:35 p.m.

SUBJECT

Draft Statement before Senate Foreign Relations Committee on Détente

PARTICIPANTS

The Secretary

Helmut Sonnenfeldt, Counselor of the Department

Winston Lord, Director, Policy Planning Staff

William G. Hyland, Director, Bureau of Intelligence and Research
John Newhouse, ACDA

Mark Palmer, S/P

Robert Blackwill—C (Note Taker)

(Jerry Schecter of Time, Inc., was also in attendance.)

Kissinger: Is Larry® here? I have been thinking of the 19th for the
détente thing—what do you think?

Hyland: Have you re-read the statement since the last time we
met??

Kissinger: That’s what I wanted to discuss with you. Do I need to
do it at all now?

Sonnenfeldt: I think you've got to do it.

Kissinger: (to Eagleburger) What are you going to do about my
schedule tomorrow? Are wives supposed to come?

Eagleburger: I'll check.
Kissinger: I can’t possibly go to that.
Eagleburger: I know.

1Source: National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the
Counselor, Box 3, HS Chron—Official—Aug-Oct 1974. Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only.
Drafted by Blackwill. The meeting was held in Kissinger’s office at the Department of
State.

2 Lawrence Eagleburger.

% In late July and early August, Kissinger met regularly with Sonnenfeldt, Lord, Hy-
land, and other senior officials to prepare his statement on détente for the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee. Records of these meeting are in National Archives, RG 59, Lot File
81D286, Records of the Office of the Counselor, Box 3, HS Chron—Official—Aug—Oct
1974; and in Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box CL 416,
Congressional Hearings, Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations, Chronological File,
Aug.—Sept. 1974. Drafts of the statement are ibid., Statement Drafts, July-Aug. 1974; and
ibid., Box CL 417, Congressional Hearings, Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations, Sept.
1974, Statement Drafts, Sept. 1974. Kissinger delivered his statement on détente to the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee on September 19. For the final text, see Department
of State Bulletin, October 14, 1974, pp. 505-519. Excerpts were published in The New York
Times, September 20, 1974, p. 18.
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Kissinger: I've got to see him.
Eagleburger: Yes.

Kissinger: That has to wait until Saturday.
(Eagleburger leaves.)

Sonnenfeldt: You can’t not do it. The entire hearings are built
around you.

Kissinger: That’s my view too. When the resignation occurred, I
had worked my way through the first section, then we worked it again.
My concern is that we are giving the Russians assurances by having an
all-out détente statement so soon after the change of Administrations.

Hyland: That doesn’t bother me. But much of the language is
geared to the previous Administration ...

Kissinger: That all has to be changed. That’s why I am seeing you.

Hyland: We have to decide whether we want this to be a pledge of
continuity or a candid discussion of the difficulties of détente.

Kissinger: There are two separate problems. First is the content—
the long defense in the statement of what the Nixon Administration did
will have to be condensed. And the emphasis now needs to be changed.
We need not be so defensive now. For example, the section called the
Administration’s perception of East-West relations, that section can’t
be called that, whatever else it is called. The analysis of that section is
correct, and should be retained, but much of the rest of it can go.

Sonnenfeldt: We have to affirm the strategy and analysis of our
position . ..

Kissinger: That’s what I am saying, where it dominates the issue
we should state it, but we don’t need to be so historical. The first two
sections are very good. What is the third section? My folder is such a
goddamn mess. Balance of risk? The first two are fine. We can refer to
1969, but we should do it in an analytical way not historical. 1969 was a
watershed but whether we want to go through the history in Section 3
is another thing. I don’t think we need that. What we need is . . . Palmer,
do you know you will be a pain at cocktail parties the rest of your life?

Palmer: How's that?

Kissinger: You've worked on food problems, détente, all in one
week. Condense the history in section 3. Use the analytical part at the
end of section 2 and relate it to 1969 and 1971 without going through
the events that got us there. What do you think Hal?

Sonnenfeldt: I think that section can be summarized.

Kissinger: In section 3, from pages one to six, we can condense
them to two pages. Then at point C, the principal elements of détente,
our bilateral cooperation, economic cooperation, the definition of prin-
ciples can be in a separate section. In pages one to six the historical
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treatment can be condensed to 1% pages. Now on the strategic issues
we have two papers.

Newhouse: What you have on the strategic questions has been
boiled down from 19 pages.

Sonnenfeldt: That’s what’s in here now.

Kissinger: I've got to mark that up. The problem with the strategic
statement is that it is too essayistic. The others are analytical. We have
to reconcile the style of the two and bring them closer. But I want to
look them over again.

Newhouse: I'm not sure I see the distinction.

Sonnenfeldt: The section is more expository than the others.

Newhouse: But I think in order to explain this complicated subject
you need more exposition.

Kissinger: Your part is more elegant than these less-cultured crea-
tures have been able to produce, and also in some cases less precise. Let
me read it in detail. But it is least in need of detailed discussion right
now. I went over the first three sections carefully before the interrup-
tion in our political process and made some remarks in the margin.

Sonnenfeldt: Can we get those typed up?

Kissinger: It won’t do much good. What about the next section?
Does it need revision?

Hyland: I think it is pretty good.

Kissinger: Did you write it?

Hyland: No.

Lord: I think it will hold up without much change.

Kissinger: Who wrote it? Sonnenfeldt, did you write it?

Hyland: He wrote most of it.

Lord: We all worked on it.

Kissinger: No wonder, Sonnenfeldt, you thought it was good, you
wrote it.

Sonnenfeldt: As a matter of fact, you re-wrote part of it yourself,
especially the questions.

Hyland: We have to do something about the defensive tone.

Kissinger: When this was written it was essentially an answer to
Jackson. But he hasn’t attacked recently and maybe I should wait for
him to attack before I respond. The first few pages are fine. But take the
defensive tone out of it. It’s not necessary now. We could make the
questions expository sentences instead and that would tone it down a
good deal.

Sonnenfeldt: The questions can be re-written as “do we run the
risk”—that change will make them less polemical.
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Lord: That problem can be easily fixed.

Sonnenfeldt: But the analytical material is worth keeping.

Kissinger: Who is going to do what? What we need most now is an
agenda for the future. We should put out some challenges to the Soviet
Union. This was written pointing to the end of an Administration in
1976 and should now be changed to reflect the beginning of a new Ad-
ministration. Yes, détente has been good, but it has to be more than
simple atmospherics, and these are the challenges for the future: you
should mention arms control issues, the impossibility of political relax-
ation existing in the climate of an all-out arms race, the importance of
restraint in crisis, and so on.

Hyland: Those should be the main points at the end.

Kissinger: We will agree to the 19th. I have to go to this bloody
Business Executives meeting. When could we have this revision? I
don’t want to hurry you because I want a good product.

Sonnenfeldt: Why don’t you do the strategic part and we’ll work
on the rest and have it ready by Monday night.*

Kissinger: OK, I'll work on the strategic part but the changes will
be editorial and not substantive. I will propose the sort of minor
changes I made in the next to the last draft.

Lord: It will help.

Kissinger: OK. (shuffling through papers in folder) I was working
from the wrong draft. The period of confrontation can be condensed to
one page. Then the elaboration of the principles, the political dialogue,
economic cooperation—all of this should be kept. Maybe it could be
condensed a bit and tied less to specific events. So we need to re-do sec-
tion 4, the end, re-do the beginning. Make the entire statement a de-
fense of the new Administration’s policy. Emphasize the beginning,
building on the achievements of the Nixon Administration. I've got to
go now. (To Sonnenfeldt, pointing at paper.) What's this? Will you stay
behind for a moment.

4 September 9.
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29. Memorandum of Conversation!

Washington, September 6, 1974.

PARTICIPANTS

President Ford

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

Nelson Rockefeller, Vice President-Designate

Lt. Gen. Brent Scowcroft, Deputy Assistant to the President for National Security
Affairs

SUBJECTS

Visits; 40 Committee; NSC Meeting on Israeli Requests; Preparation for Rabin
Visit

[Omitted here is a brief exchange on the President’s schedule.]

Kissinger: I think inviting the cosmonauts to a picnic would be ov-
erdoing it a bit. Dobrynin would make a big deal of it, and this is the
sort of thing the French put in speeches.

President: I'd kind of like to do it. It wouldn’t be similar to the
others.

Kissinger: The problem is not the cosmonauts, it's Dobrynin.

President: Let Dobrynin come if he wants.

Kissinger: Okay.”

[Dr. Kissinger then described the projected attendance at the NSC
meeting on the Middle East.]?

[Omitted here is discussion of publicity on CIA operations, espe-
cially in Chile in 1964 and 1970.]

[Kissinger:] At our meeting today I will go into the Israeli arms re-
quests, then CIA will brief, then I will explain the strategy. The CIA will
have charts showing the forces the Arabs can bring to bear.

1Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Memoranda of Conversations,
1973-1977, Box 5. Secret; Sensitive. According to his Record of Schedule, Kissinger met
with Ford, Rockefeller, and Scowcroft from 9:27 to 10:30 a.m. (Library of Congress, Man-
uscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box 439, Miscellany, 1968-76)

20n September 7, Ford hosted a reception at the White House and a crab picnic in
Alexandria, Virginia, for the Soviet cosmonauts and U.S. astronauts. Dobrynin and his
family were invited and attended both events. For his memoir account, see Dobrynin, In
Confidence, pp. 325-327.

3 Brackets in the original. Ford and Kissinger both attended a meeting of the Na-
tional Security Council that afternoon on military assistance to Israel. (Library of
Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box 439, Miscellany, 1968-76, Record
of Schedule) No minutes of the meeting have been found.
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What is it we are trying to do? What are the others trying to do?
What are some of the problems?

We want to guarantee the security of Israel, but we want to pre-
vent the coalescence of the Arab states—that would create an unman-
ageable situation for us. We also want to prevent the resurgence of So-
viet influence. We want to prevent an Israeli-Arab war and the
consequent confrontation with the Soviet Union. If negotiations stall, or
if there is a war, there will be an embargo. That would push Europe
over the cliff. The Europeans’ response to the Cyprus business shows
their mood. There would be a massive anti-U.S. blow-up. The same will
happen in Japan. The Soviet Union has suffered because they operated
too cautiously in the past. They were too much in the middle. They
won't be caught doing too little again. That makes an Israeli victory
more dangerous than an Israeli defeat. Last time we had a massive air-
lift and a massive showdown, and we would have lost the ability to
present ourselves to the Arabs as a means to a solution.

As for the Israelis, another war would result in world pressure for
the '67 borders. It would be tough for the U.S. alone to resist, and the
result would be demoralizing like what was done to Czechoslovakia in
’38.

We have been giving the Arabs the feeling that each of them had
something to gain—Egypt immediately; Jordan in the mid-term, and
Syria somewhat later. The Syrians know that Israel doesn’t want to
move; they also know that the more the others are satisfied the more
isolated they will be, so they will work to lump everything together.
With massive effort we can head it off. We can defuse the Soviet Union
with your Brezhnev meeting.

We are operating at the edge of the margin with the Arabs. We
have been stalling. The delivery dates on equipment for Egypt are so
late that they are turning to the Soviet Union. The Syrians are restive
because they got nothing. Geneva hasn’t met for a year—we held off,
because it brings all the Arabs together and it lumps all the demands,
and makes the Soviet Union the protector of the Arabs and us of Israel.
But we can hold that off only with some Arab help.

Israel has an unbelievable domestic structure and a vicious group
of politicians. They have a Jewish community here which vicariously
tries all the time to prove its manhood. The same people who were
doves on Vietnam are hawks on Israel.

President: I know. I saw it in the House votes.

Kissinger: Israel has to give up some territory. What they get in re-
turn is the process, not a specific quid pro quo. Strictly militarily it is
unequal; but in the bigger context it is Israel’s salvation.

The Israelis also have to prove it is being raped by us before they
can yield. They have developed the strategy to state something for
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peace which looks very reasonable to Americans. In ’67 they wanted an
Arab signature on a piece of paper. Then they wanted a direct negotia-
tion. The only one who dealt directly was Jordan—who has done worse
than any others. Now they are talking about wanting a comprehensive
settlement. That is unattainable now. But we have gotten the Arabs off
our back on the ‘67 borders. That is in their interest.

The Israelis figure they can play the President and Vice President
against me. It didn’t work before because of Nixon, and they couldn’t
get to him. Also we supported them in order to frustrate the Arabs.

President: They think I am closer to the Jewish community.

Kissinger: Yes, and Nelson also. They also count on me basically.

But we can’t risk everything for a suicidal policy—one which
would bankrupt them. And no President can easily order another air-
lift. And while the leadership approved the alert, it was only as long as
no American troops were involved.

President: That was made clear.

Kissinger: We were afraid the Soviet Union was going to put its
troops in, and we were thinking of paratroopers in the Sinai. We were
playing high stakes poker.

President: I don’t think the American people will ever stand for an-
other Vietnam.

Rockefeller: The oil would be impossible in another confrontation.

Kissinger: We might have to take the oil.

Rockefeller: They couldn’t ship it if the Soviet Union didn’t
want to.

[Omitted here is further discussion of military assistance to Israel
and the upcoming visit of Prime Minister Rabin.]
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30. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, September 9, 1974, 3:17-4:20 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

The President

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

Lt. General Brent Scowcroft, Deputy Assistant to the President for National
Security Affairs

Kissinger: Jackson claims the ball is in your court [on the Trade Bill
and emigration].? That's nonsense. He was going to call. I think you
should call and tell him you can’t go any further. Then either I meet or
we all meet to finish it.

President: Which do you think? Would Javits and Ribicoff be
there?

Kissinger: That would make it harder for him to say no to you. He
is difficult. He took shots at you on television yesterday.

President: I think it would be better at a breakfast.

Kissinger: I can be nastier than you ... and then you could make a
concession after my meeting.

President: If we are going to give a little, that is better.

Kissinger: We can’t give too much. How about calling them saying
you can’t give much more and suggest we get together?

President: Did you see that article in the New York Times?

Kissinger: It had to come from Jackson. I still don’t think we should
agree to release . ..

1Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Memoranda of Conversations,
1973-1977, Box 5. Secret; Sensitive. The meeting was held in the Oval Office. The memo-
randum indicates the meeting began at 9:30 a.m., which is an error. According to the
President’s Daily Diary, Ford met with Kissinger and Scowcroft in the Oval Office from
3:17 to 4:20 p.m. (Ibid., White House Office Files) See also footnote 4 below.

2 Brackets in the original. In a memorandum to Kissinger on September 6, Sonnen-
feldt reported: “Eberle, like apparently everyone else in town, has been in touch with
Javits and his people. They told him that Jackson’s people are taking the position that the
ball is in the President’s court. I told Eberle I was not certain about that since my under-
standing was that Jackson wanted to talk to Meany and then get back to the President.”
(National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the Counselor, Box 8,
Trade Bill, Sept-Dec 1974) See Document 26.

% Reference is to an article published in The New York Times on September 8 that re-
ported: “At least 60,000 Jews and others could emigrate yearly from the Soviet Union
under a compromise plan now under the final stages of negotiation between the Admin-
istration and Congress.” (Bernard Gwertzman, “U.S. Devises Plan for Rise in Flow of So-
viet Jews,” The New York Times, September 8, 1974, pp. 1, 9)
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President: I'll call.* Tell him we have been seeing stories that we
are reaching agreement and I hope the language I approved is what he
agrees to because I can’t go any further.

[Omitted here is discussion of the President’s upcoming trip to
Japan and Korea, as well as of Chile, the Middle East, Cyprus, and mili-
tary assistance to Turkey.]

President: He says he is meeting with Meany Thursday.’ Can you
get word to Meany?

Kissinger: Meany is against the Trade Bill but he’ll do what we say.
He wants his man on ILO and we have been supporting a UAW guy. I
would go with Meany.

President: Give me the choices. If we can help George, we should.
Kissinger: He also wants to send someone to Africa.

President: Find him a place. We need George on our side. Get to
Meany. Jackson said he would call after he sees Meany.

[Omitted here is further discussion of military assistance to
Turkey, the President’s upcoming speech to the United Nations, and
food assistance.]

*Jackson called Ford at 3:46 p.m. (Ford Library, White House Office Files, Presi-
dent’s Daily Diary) Although no substantive record of the conversation has been found, a
parenthetical note in the omitted passage below reads: “Senator Jackson calls on Trade
Bill. The President asks for a positive veto. He is told Congress has to override.”

5 September 12.

31. Memorandum From the Counselor of the Department of
State (Sonnenfeldt) to Secretary of State Kissinger'

Washington, September 10, 1974.

SUBJECT

Jackson Amendment

Perle called late last night to say that to follow up the President’s
telephone conversation with Jackson yesterday,” Jackson will write the

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the
Counselor, Box 8, Trade Bill, Sept-Dec 1974. Eyes Only.

2 See footnote 4, Document 30. No other record of the telephone conversation be-
tween Ford and Jackson has been found.
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President a letter detailing the advantages of Jackson’s waiver ap-
proach. Perle claimed that after the phone conversation it was still not
clear whether the President was against affirmative Congressional ac-
tion because of fears of delays and the introduction of extraneous con-
siderations or whether he opposed it in principle. If it was the former,
Jackson would make clear that all concerns could be taken care of
through the language of the amendment. It would be made clear that
Congressional action would have to be on the same criteria used by the
President in making his own judgments (i.e., the terms of your ex-
change of letters). Perle said if the President’s objection was on prin-
ciple, then there was probably an unbridgeable gap. I said that as I un-
derstood it the President was opposed to affirmative Congressional
action as a matter of policy. Perle said Jackson would in any case write
a detailed explanation of the advantages of doing things his way.

Perle also said that their lawyers would change one point in their
proposed amendment, to make it absolutely clear that the first Presi-
dential waiver would not require any finding of Soviet compliance
with the terms of the letters.

Perle also confirmed that Jackson would talk to Meany on
Thursday.?

Meanwhile, Eberle has sent you, Haig, Timmons and Scowcroft a
memo (Tab A)* to the effect that he wants to take over the Title IV issue
and settle it this week. He wants to negotiate a deal whereby the Presi-
dent would send his annual determination to continue MFN to House
Ways and Means and Senate Finance where it would lie for 90 days
and, failing negative action, MFN would continue for another year. In
the event of a negative decision by either committee, it would then be
submitted to the Floor. Until the appropriate house votes, MFN would
continue.

Eberle requested authority to proceed by Wednesday morning but
I gather Scowcroft is trying to reach him and fill him in on the latest
President-Jackson phone conversation.

Perle professed to be upset by the press leaks and said they must
stem from Executive Branch briefings of Jewish leaders.’

3 September 12.
* Dated September 9; attached but not printed.

5 In another memorandum to Kissinger on September 10, Sonnenfeldt further re-
ported: “I called Perle this afternoon and told him that the President objects to Jackson’s
waiver procedure on policy grounds and that this is a firm position. Perle said he would
report this to Scoop and assumed that this made a letter to the President explaining the
advantages of the procedure pointless. I said that was correct.” (National Archives, RG
59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the Counselor, Box 8, Trade Bill, Sept-Dec
1974)
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32. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, September 11, 1974, 11:30 a.m.—2:45 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Yitzhak Rabin, Prime Minister of Israel

Simcha Dinitz, Ambassador of Israel

Mordechai Shalev, Minister, Israeli Embassy

Mordechai Gazit, Director General, Prime Minister’s Office

Brig. Gen. Ephraim Poran, Military Advisor to the Prime Minister
Eli Mizrachi, Deputy Director General, Prime Minister’s Office
David Tourgeman, Counselor, Israeli Embassy

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

Amb. Robert Ingersoll, Deputy Secretary of State

Joseph J. Sisco, Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs

Amb. Ellsworth Bunker, Ambassador at Large and Chief US Delegate to Geneva
Peace Conference on the Middle East

Amb. Kenneth Keating, Ambassador to Israel

Lt. General Brent Scowcroft, Deputy Assistant to the President for National
Security Affairs

Alfred L. Atherton, Jr., Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern & South
Asian Affairs

Harold H. Saunders, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern &
South Asian Affairs

Walter B. Smith, II, Director, Israel & Arab-Israel Affairs

Peter W. Rodman, NSC Staff

[Rabin, Kissinger and Dinitz first conferred alone in the Secretary’s
Office from 11:30 to 11:45 a.m., when the plenary meeting convened in
the conference room.]

[Omitted here is discussion of bilateral relations and of the
Arab-Israeli peace process.]

[Rabin:] I don’t want to raise now the question of emigration from
the Soviet Union. I know it’s in the stage of negotiations between you
and a group of Senators. I hope a solution will be found. It’s an impor-
tant source of immigration for us.

I brought a letter from the families of prisoners.” The harassment
should stop, and there is a cut in the numbers up to now.

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 91D414, Records of Henry Kissinger,
1973-77, Box 20, Classified External Memcons, 9/73-4/74 (Folder 2). Secret; Nodis.
Drafted by Rodman. All brackets, except those inserted by the editor to indicate omitted
passages, are in the original. The meeting was held in the Secretary’s Conference Room
and the Madison Room in the Department of State.

2 Not found.
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Kissinger: Due to the behavior of the Jewish community in
America.

Rabin: I don’t think the Russians will do anything for goodwill.

Kissinger: First we had the assurance that they’d keep it at
35,000 ...

Rabin: It is not being kept.
Kissinger: No, but because . ..

Dinitz: It is more complicated, Mr. Secretary, because the harass-
ment issue wasn’t solved.

Kissinger: We can debate. We brought it from 400 to 35,000 before
the pressure started, then the pressure started. Some of those who did
this may not be so interested in the issue—that doesn’t apply to the
Jewish community.

Dinitz: We wanted that on the record.

Rabin: The Russians have not contributed to a political settlement
in that area. They have done everything to create an atmosphere of ten-
sion. They will continue—through Syria, through Iraq, through the
PLO, maybe through certain elements in Egypt—to prevent movement
towards peace. Détente has not moved to the Middle East, in their
sense.

To sum up, there will not be a new status quo. It is either way—
war or political settlement. We are ready to participate in a political set-
tlement, either overall or interim—we see no possibility of interim with
Syria—but we do it from the position of strength and we need the ful-
fillment of the present commitment.

Kissinger: Let me make a few observations. I'll start with the latter
issues first.

First, with respect to the Syrian Jews. There were no conversations
with the Syrians in which we didn’t raise it. But there is no escape from
the conclusion of your own analysis that the Syrians have the least to
get from the negotiations. We don’t object. But this diminishes the
Syrian incentive. Maybe through economic relations with us, it is pos-
sible. But we support your desires regarding Syrian Jews.

I must say the Syrian analysis of the condition of the Jews there
isn’t the same! Realistically, I don’t expect progress. There is no issue
between us.

On the Soviet Jews: The American Jews—Lowell, Rabbi Miller—
are not a problem. But it has become a political issue. The question for
some here is getting credit for it. The Soviets told us there would be no
restrictions, no harassment, and no exception except cases of national
security, which can in no case be more than 1% of the total. They will
either keep it or not keep it. We will know. Maybe not. But now some
want to go into excruciating detail about administrative regulations.
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But in a police state there is no legal way to force compliance. One Sen-
ator wants a document that will look good in the U.S., but will have no
practical effect.

The other issue is waiver authority. We agreed to leave the Jackson
Amendment in the bill, which is a great concession for us, but with
waiver authority. They want the waiver to be renewed every year. We
want the waiver to continue subject to Congressional veto every year.’

Third, they want to publish the letter from me to Jackson. It has al-
ready leaked, which isn’t fatal, but the publication of a formal letter will
force the Soviets to do things.

It really depends on U.S.-Soviet relations. We can write letters until
we're blue in the face. We can write a beautiful document and they can
still find administrative ways to keep people in if that is what they
want.

We're willing to take it out of domestic politics. They can have the
credit. If the Soviets prize détente, particularly with the new President
who may be in office for six years, they may do it. We saw it in one case
of one man [Kudirka]. Otherwise the number can drop.

They [the Senators] want us to write down a number—60,000. If
we want a demagogic game, we can do it. If we write a number which
leaks ...

You have good enough contacts with the Jews in the Soviet Union
to know how it is being implemented. They told us there would be no
geographic discrimination—they won't all be from Georgia or Mol-
davia. If they stop harassment, the numbers should go up. If the
number doesn’t increase, we’ll know why.

A new system should be established as early as possible in the new
Administration, so there will be a substantial increase and then we will
have a higher yardstick to measure by. If it takes a year, a year and a
half, it will go down to 12,000 and that will be the yardstick.

% Ford and Kissinger raised the issue during their meeting with Rabin at 12:15 p.m.
on September 13: “President: We would like help on the Trade Bill. Rabin: I had a meeting
with the Senators. I kept out of it, and said we couldn’t speak to the trade bill. Kissinger:
The Soviet Union won’t accept a positive renewal each year. President: If Dinitz could
help. We want a bill. Rabin: Jackson and Javits said they were on the verge of agreement.
President: Not exactly. We need some help.” (Ford Library, National Security Adviser,
Memoranda of Conversations, 1973-1977, Box 5) In his memoirs, Kissinger recalled: “In
frustration, I appealed to Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin to intercede with the Sen-
ators. It was, of course, somewhat degrading for a Secretary of State to have to ask a for-
eign leader, however friendly, for help on what was essentially an American domestic
issue.” “But Rabin, who might need the Senators for the annual vote on Israeli appropria-
tions and as a safety net in the event of disagreement with the administration, was too
prudent to get involved.” (Kissinger, Years of Renewal, pp. 257-258)
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On the substance, we’re close enough to reach an agreement now.
Some want to put in details which can be significant only in domestic
politics.

The three months now are the best time to establish this emigration
figure.

You don’t have to answer—it is not an Israeli problem—but you
ought to know our thinking.

The Jewish groups have been allies.

[Omitted here is discussion of the Arab-Israeli peace process.]

[Kissinger:] Now, the overall situation. One problem is that your
Ambassador’s intelligence system is so good that he calls me with a cri-
tique 15 minutes after every Congressional presentation. So you know
our strategy.

If there is a stalemate, it will lead to a coalescence of all the forces
and there will be another war, with very serious consequences for the
U.S. and disastrous consequences for Israel.

You see what Europe did in the Cyprus crisis. Europe will be
unanimous against Israel, and hostile to the U.S. The Soviet Union will
be infinitely more active, and we will have to resist it in conditions
more precarious domestically and in Europe. Whether it will be pos-
sible politically to restart an airlift on the same basis as before ...

Rabin: If you supply us now, there will be a reduced need for an
airlift, though we can’t foresee the future.

Kissinger: I'll get to that in a minute.

So we agree with you that some progress is necessary. What do we
mean by progress? It is essential, even more for you than us, to prevent
Soviet influence in the area, and perhaps reduce it. I don’t agree that
détente has not spread to the Middle East. The Soviet Union as a result
of détente paid a substantial price in the Middle East. The correct state-
ment is that the Soviet Union, which is led by mediocre ... statesmen,
did enough to make war possible, but not enough to take a com-
manding position. Since ‘73, they have not done enough to prevent
American actions. They tried, but somewhat incompetently.

Unfortunately, I think they’re now listening more to Dobrynin
than to Gromyko. So they’ve been more subtle. Gromyko would charge
ahead with legal . ..

You know we dragged them through two summits. They weren’t
unrestrained; they will be less restrained in the future.

[Omitted here is further discussion of the Arab-Israeli peace
process and of military assistance to the region.]
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33. Memorandum From the Counselor of the Department of
State (Sonnenfeldt) to Secretary of State Kissinger'

Washington, September 13, 1974.

SUBJECT
Jackson’s Letter to the President on the Trade Bill

This, as you know, is the letter that Jackson wanted to send after
his recent telephone conversation with the President in order to explain
the advantages to the President of Jackson’s proposed waiver proce-
dure. I had thought that after I told Perle that the President’s objections
were on substantive policy grounds rather than merely mechanical, the
letter would not be sent.? But evidently Jackson decided to proceed.

As regards the proposed legislative language, there are two signif-
icant changes from the earlier version. The first is the most substantive,
stemming from my earlier negotiations with Perle: it makes clear that
the first Presidential waiver will not require a detailed report on Soviet
compliance. (I had repeatedly rejected Jackson’s position that even the
first waiver had to be preceded by Soviet “good faith performance.”)

The second change involves making the proposed Congressional
action a Joint Resolution rather than a Concurrent Resolution. This is
for constitutional reasons. It does not affect the basic problem.

Jackson’s letter itself makes all the expected arguments in favor of
his procedure—shared responsibility between President and Congress,
additional leverage for Communist compliance because they have to
satisfy not only the President but Congress as well. In the process of
making his case, Jackson underplays the Congressional role which we
have provided for in our version, i.e., a Congressional veto.

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the
Counselor, Box 8, Trade Bill, Sept-Dec 1974. Eyes Only. Sonnenfeldt forwarded this
memorandum and the enclosed letter from Jackson to Ford, as well as the most recent
draft correspondence, in a September 16 memorandum, to prepare Kissinger for his
meeting two days later with Jackson, Javits, and Ribicoff. “Jackson has apparently told
Max Fisher, who has told Garment,” Sonnenfeldt reported, “that the President’s main
concern is with technical aspects of the Jackson draft and that the three Senators are will-
ing at once to sit down with Administration representatives to improve the Jackson text
so as to preclude (1) any lapse in the authority because of Congressional delays or failure
to act, and (2) action by Congress that is not exclusively based on the criteria and consid-
erations in your exchange of correspondence (i.e., extraneous issues of one kind or an-
other).” (Ibid.) Sonnenfeldt also included the same attachments in a September 18 memo-
randum to prepare Kissinger for his meeting the next day with Gromyko. (Ibid.)

2See Document 31.
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Jackson’s letter reflects his twin suspicions that (1) the President
would not hold the Soviets to strict performance standards and (2) that
the President would try to use unrelated issues (e.g., a crisis some-
where, or a promising negotiation concurrently in progress) to pressure
Congress not to veto even if compliance is inadequate.

As regards the various safeguards written into his legislation to
ensure that Congress will in fact act and that the waiver authority will
not lapse by default, these are what we had previously seen. They seem
to meet those problems as far as mechanics are concerned; just what the
legal situation is if Congress nevertheless fails to act is hard to say.

In short, this letter leaves the situation as deadlocked as before, if
not more so since Jackson is now on the written record with the argu-
ments for his position.

Apart from the issue of what tactics to follow to break the deadlock
or indeed whether to try at this time to break it, there is the question of
whether to answer Jackson in writing. I can see nothing to be gained by
doing so. If it were nevertheless desired to reply, the question is
whether this should be largely in terms of justifying the President’s
proposed waiver procedure, or largely in terms of rebutting Jackson’s
arguments, or both. I would opt essentially for the former. Or there
could be a rather brief acknowledgment noting the Senator’s language
and arguments but stressing, with very brief reasons, why the Presi-
dent prefers his own.?

No reply for now

Draft possible reply rebutting Jackson

Draft possible reply arguing for our version
Draft possible reply doing both

Draft possible reply with brief acknowledgment

In terms of Dobrynin, you may want to bring him up to date and
tell him we are standing firm on the veto procedure.

% Kissinger did not indicate any decision on the options.
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Attachment
Letter From Senator Henry M. Jackson to President Ford*

Washington, September 11, 1974.

Dear Mr. President:

I am enclosing a draft of legislative language’® which, together with
the language passed by the House and contained in Title IV of the
Trade Reform Act, should satisfy your concern that trade benefits
granted to the Soviet Union (or other non-market economies) could, if
justified, be extended beyond one year in a timely and expeditious
manner and without fear of procedural impediments or delay. At the
same time, the President could, of course, decide not to recommend an
extension beyond one year; or he could terminate any benefits at any
time.

Under this proposed formulation the President would be in a posi-
tion to extend most-favored-nation treatment to the Soviet Union or
other non-market economies by waiving subsections (a) and (b) of Title
IV in cases where he determines and reports that “the exercise of such
waiver will substantially promote the objectives” of free emigration as
defined in Title IV. The assurances that have been conveyed in our
draft exchange of correspondence constitute an agreed basis upon
which to make and report that determination. According to the en-
closed formulation, the President could propose annual extensions of
the authority to waive subsections (a) and (b). Congressional action on
any such Presidential request would proceed according to carefully
drawn procedures which, I am confident you will agree, assure timely
and expeditious action.

This formulation will enable a first waiver to be extended without
a detailed report. Subsequent requests by the President to have the
waiver authority extended for an additional year by joint resolution
would have to be reported by the appropriate Congressional com-
mittee at least 30 days prior to the date of expiration of the previous one
year waiver authority and would become the pending business of the
house to which reported. Time for action on the floor would be limited
to three days; and, in the event of differences between the houses, a
conference report would have to be filed within six days and acted
upon within three days after the filing. If for any reason there should be

*No classification marking.
% Enclosed but not printed.
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a delay, the President would be enabled to extend by Executive Order
for up to 60 days the period of the then existing waiver authority.

In developing this proposed formulation, which effectively rules
out legislative delay, we have sought to safeguard your interest in as-
suring that there would be no unintended interruption in the authority
to continue trade benefits. At the same time I believe that the Congress,
within which the effort to associate a free flow of people with a free
flow of commercial goods originated, should continue to share respon-
sibility for determining that its legislated purpose will be carried out.

The issue before us is this: should the authority to waive the provi-
sions of the “Jackson amendment” continue indefinitely unless re-
scinded or should it expire after one year (and annually thereafter)
unless renewed by safeguarded, affirmative Congressional action?

In my judgment it would be most unwise for the President alone,
without further Congressional action, to assume the burden of de-
ciding each year whether an extension of the waiver is merited. It
would inevitably weave the issue of compliance with the humanitarian
provisions of Title IV into the whole fabric of bilateral international re-
lations covering a great variety of issues and concerns on which the Ad-
ministration, unlike the Congress, is involved in ongoing negotiations.
It would subject the Administration to great pressure to assess the im-
plementation of the understanding on emigration in terms of unrelated
issues.

In my judgment the incentives to live up to the agreement would
be greatly enhanced by requiring affirmative Congressional action. At
the same time, the temptation of a country to fall short in implementing
the assurances would be significantly increased if the country in ques-
tion had to convince only the Administration that it merited a continua-
tion of trade benefits. The role of the Congress would be relegated to an
essentially negative one. The requirement of affirmative action to
renew the Presidential authority will strengthen the Administration’s
hand in securing continuing compliance from the countries in question.

While I am confident that the enclosed formulation guarantees un-
interrupted annual re-enactment in cases where the assurances are
lived up to, I feel strongly that it is not in the national interest—and cer-
tainly not in the humanitarian interest we have sought to secure—to re-
quire the Congress, as its only option, to withdraw existing waiver au-
thority from the President in the event of non-compliance. In terms of
its impact on our foreign relations there is a great difference between
the Congress failing to renew authority, on the one hand, and moving
to withdraw it on the other. I hope you will agree that, in the event of
non-compliance with the terms of our understanding, it would be far
better for Congress to allow the authority to expire than to require that
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the Congress be forced to the divisive act of removing continuing
authority.’

Sincerely yours,

Henry M. Jackson

® During a meeting in the Oval Office on September 13, Ford and Kissinger dis-
cussed how to proceed on Soviet emigration and the Trade Bill: “Kissinger: The Jackson
letter. It is in bad faith. The Soviet Union won’t buy it. I don’t even know if these could
stick. President: In the House, one Congress is not bound by the previous Congress. Kiss-
inger: This procedure means that every year we would go through this. Javits thinks it
should be a regular veto by one House. President: He told me that. I wouldn’t buy that
until we have fought for the other. Kissinger: We could get up a breakfast or just say it is
unacceptable and see. President: I would want to know that Ribicoff and Javits are okay.
Kissinger: Why don’t I call him and meet again before you meet with them. President:
We’ve got to make sure about Javits and Ribicoff. Kissinger: They are afraid to stand up
to him. The Jewish community looks okay. President: Can I get the precise language I
want before the meeting.” (Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Memoranda of Con-
versations, 1973-1977, Box 5)

34. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, September 18, 1974, 8 a.m.

PARTICIPANTS

The Secretary

Senator Henry Jackson
Senator Jacob Javits
Senator Abraham Ribicoff
Mr. Helmut Sonnenfeldt

1Source: National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the
Counselor, Box 8, Trade Bill, Sept-Dec 1974. Eyes Only. Drafted by Sonnenfeldt. A typed
notation indicates that the memorandum was an excerpt of the conversation. The meet-
ing was held in the White House. In an attached memorandum to Eagleburger, Sonnen-
feldt reported: “This record should be maintained in a manner so that it can be referred to
if this issue should come up later.  have made no distribution, but I assume you will wish
to send a copy to Scowcroft in addition to whatever disposition the Secretary wants to
make to it here.” Sonnenfeldt’s handwritten notes of the meeting, including discussion of
the proposed waiver and publication of the exchange of correspondence, are ibid., Box 5,
Misc. Memcons. According to his Record of Schedule, Kissinger met Jackson, Ribicoff,
Javits, and Sonnenfeldt for breakfast from 7:48 to 9:03 a.m. (Library of Congress, Manu-
script Division, Kissinger Papers, Box 439, Miscellany, 1968-76)
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Kissinger: There are two issues I would like to discuss. The first is
the waiver, the second is a moral question. Let me take the second one
first.

This has to do with our exchange of letters. I can fully justify my
letter to Scoop from our talks with the Soviets—last April in Moscow
and then confirmed in June in Moscow at the summit. I can also accept
your interpretations as reasonable extrapolations of the points in my
letter. But I can’t apply this to the numbers. My view is that if they (the
Soviets) live up to the understandings and there is a certain number of
applicants then the number of applicants should rise substantially over
what it was before. But I can’t say that the Soviets accept the number
(in Jackson’s interpretive letter). And I can’t be responsible for that
number.

(Jackson: There is also the business about the three-year provision
for security cases.

Kissinger: Well, I don’t have a reaction yet from Dobrynin on that.)

Kissinger: Dobrynin’s position is that the letters are my business
but that they are consistent with the talks we had with Gromyko and
Dobrynin. (Kissinger then mentioned some details of the Kudirka
case.)

Kissinger: On the numbers we will do our damndest but we can’t
take responsibility for the specific number.

Javits: Well, as far as I am concerned the President’s pledge is the
most important: he will do all he can to get Soviet compliance and he
will cut off the trade benefits if necessary.

Kissinger: That we can do. But the number is a different problem.

Ribicoff: It really is up to Scoop. What is he going to say publicly?
People do expect a certain number.

Kissinger: Our position is that if there is no harassment, if there are
no obstacles to applications then the number should be all right. I have
gone over the harassment and related problems with Gromyko and he
accepted it all. On numbers he first said (in Geneva) that 45,000 was
reasonable assumption. Then two weeks later he confirmed it in
Cyprus.? But then in Moscow at the summit he said a number is not
compatible with their self-respect, and he refused to give a number.

2 Kissinger and Gromyko discussed the Jackson-Vanik Amendment during their
meeting at 12:20 p.m. on April 29 in Geneva. For a record of the meeting, see Foreign Rela-
tions, 1969-1976, volume XV, Soviet Union, June 1972-August 1974, Document 176. A
memorandum of conversation on May 7 at Nicosia, Cyprus, is in National Archives, RG
59, Lot File 91D414, Records of Henry Kissinger, 1973-77, Box 7, Nodis Memcons, May
1974. For a summary of the conversation, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XV, So-
viet Union, June 1972-August 1974, Document 179. Based on these records, Kissinger and
Gromyko did not discuss Soviet emigration in Cyprus.
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Javits: Well, we need a figure so we can make a judgment. The So-
viets must not stop after say 100,000 have come out.

Kissinger: That is true. Lowell says he has pretty good information
on total numbers and on what is happening. That is of course unless
they cut off telephone communications.

Jackson: Yes. But if communications break down, it would be very
bad.

Kissinger: That’s right.
Javits: I can justify the arrangement we have made to the Jewish
Community—and remember I am up for election.

Ribicoff: Well and we three will be here if the Russians violate it.
(Scoop gets re-elected with 80% plus and Jack and I will be back.)

Kissinger: All of us will be here.
Jackson: What was it that Gromyko said about the 45,0007
Kissinger: That it was a reasonable estimate.

Javits: But we don’t want a quota. That has a bad connotation and
goes back to the old business of restrictive quotas.

Jackson: That is why we wrote it the way we did.

Kissinger: Well, I will raise the whole issue again when Gromyko
comes this week: the numbers, the three years on security cases.

(Other discussion dealt with the waiver issue and the problem of
whether and how to publish the exchange of correspondence.)
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35. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, September 20, 1974, 10:15 a.m.

PARTICIPANTS

The President

Senator Henry Jackson

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

Lt. General Brent Scowcroft, Deputy Assistant to the President for National
Security Affairs

President: It's now down to the last stakes. I appreciate your letter”
and I have asked Secretary Kissinger to study your suggestion.

The practical problem we face as Americans is that we both want
the Trade Bill and Jewish Emigration as high as possible. I think we face
two alternatives; one is very good and one is very bad. The worst is if
there is no Trade Bill—we would not be able to negotiate with other na-
tions around the world—and to have Jewish emigration turned off. The
best thing is the Trade Bill and emigration without harassment with a
friendly attitude from the Soviets.

Kissinger: And this you could confirm again with Gromyko.

President: I have had it from Brezhnev through Dobrynin and will
do it this morning.

We would have the right to negotiate and to give them MFN with-
out the uncertainty as to what Congress will do substantively and
procedurally. But there are smart people up there who can use parlia-
mentary details to stall things. Yours is complicated and highly techni-
cal and people would invariably take advantage of it.

The furthest I can go is to submit a report each year straight from
the shoulder. If it isn’t up to standard I will cut it off, but if I don't,
Congress could come with an affirmative vote that the report is not
adequate.

Jackson: The ExIm Bank has passed the information around saying
we can have credits without the Trade Bill.

To go back a moment, after I sent the letter I went to the Parliamen-
tarian and I think I have a rascal-proof arrangement. I know your con-

! Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Memoranda of Conversations,
1973-1977, Box 5. Top Secret. Brackets are in the original. The meeting was held in the
Oval Office. According to the President’s Daily Diary, Ford met with Jackson and Kissin-
ger until 11 a.m. (Ibid., White House Office Files)

2 See the attachment to Document 33.
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cern, and in the spirit of compromise I have drafted something. What
this could change is to have our expiration date of April 1, 1976—that
would give you a full 18 months. We have limited debate, etc., and pro-
vided for a final debate by which it must be voted up or down. This
would force adjudication by the House and Senate. I think this would
do it. Labor is out to kill the bill, and they will do it if we don’t retain
some authority.

The only other item is the length of time they can delay in “na-
tional security” cases. I would like to have it three years but I could go
to four.

Kissinger: The Soviet Union has said it wouldn’t be more than one
percent of the total. I mentioned three years to them and they haven't
answered.

Jackson: Let’s leave it at three. I suggest we sit down and hammer
out this draft. We must retain some authority. I've gone as far as I can. I
am under pressure. I agree there must be a final date for action.

President: That gets back to this: If they modify the rules to accom-
modate this, they can change the rules back. I can’t veto rules changes. I
would have nothing to say about rules.

The Congress would have control under our proposal. They can
move in in a set period to veto my recommendation. Look what hap-
pened yesterday on the pay matter.’ I want to make both Houses veto,
but I will accept a one-House veto but can’t accept affirmative action by
Congress. That produces too much uncertainty and indecision.

To show our flexibility, I would accept a one-House veto. I am
going a long way by this. Look what they did yesterday. This shows
they can certainly do it on MFN. You can be guaranteed a veto and I
will go half way and say only one House. This is an established proce-
dure. Congress understands and accepts this way.

Jackson: I want to get it settled. Look at the Soviet Union running
bulldozers through the art exhibit.* I see trouble ahead on this. I see
clashes, and the question of duress, and harassment. I see problems for
both of us.

Kissinger: I agree with Scoop.

President: You could have a hell of a speech defending my plan
and using the example of yesterday.

% On September 19, the Senate rejected the President’s proposal to combat inflation
by delaying for 3 months a pay increase for Federal government employees.

% On September 15, Soviet officials used bulldozers and other vehicles to disperse
an unauthorized outdoor exhibit of non-conformist art in Moscow.
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Jackson: We need more than one half the Congress on ExIm.” We
took away the veto.

Kissinger: The ceiling bothered us more than the veto.

Jackson: We really worked on this; we had a terrible time. We took
out the veto. You have to submit it to the Senate. That veto really would
have limited your flexibility. Another would have killed the whole
thing. Schweiker® wanted the going interest rate. The mood is bad and I
must deal with it. What we need to finish in the draft is a final date cer-
tain. I see complaints that we have delegated our authority. It is a ques-
tion of the will of Congress. I understand your position, but I think you
are in need of having your hand strengthened by my proposal.

President: I don’t mind the heat. I'll take it when I submit the re-
port with my recommendation. Congress would keep control. Look at
the pay thing. All I can do is recommend. Congress has negated what I
proposed. This is an established procedure and it works. It guarantees a
veto and, following this concept, insures that we don’t put something
over on you.

Jackson: Our concern in the Senate is retaining control. This would
give an 18-month trial period; we have protected the credits, and I
think we should give my plan a trial. We are so close to a solution.

President: I agree, and we could end up with the worst of both.

Jackson: The feeling on credits in this country is really bad; with
the credit situation in this country. Word of the projects proposed
would really rile the country. It cuts party lines across the board. The
Soviet Union will get credits, and then this bulldozer thing.

Kissinger: You will see Schmidt offering large credits when he
goes to Moscow.

Jackson: There is a gap between us and Europe. They can’t get our
technical forces in Europe.

President: I would hate to have this collapse over the Soviet Union
and credits when we need it for broader progress. We can control the

5 In a memorandum to Kissinger on September 17, Linwood Holton, Assistant Sec-
retary of State for Congressional Relations, reported that Jackson and other Senators had
reached agreement on draft legislation to authorize an extension of the Export-Import
Bank, abandoning a Congressional veto on credits but imposing a $300 million
sub-ceiling on loans to the Soviet Union for two years. “It is our judgment,” Holton con-
cluded, “that this is the best we can hope for out of the Senate and, in fact, is better than
we expected to get. We retain our freedom of action in the conference and are strength-
ened by the fact that the House conferees are well disposed toward our position. There is
a reasonable chance, for example, that the sub-ceiling for the Soviet Union can be
dropped in the conference.” (National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the
Office of the Counselor, Box 8, Trade Bill, Sept-Dec 1974) The Senate passed the legisla-
tion on September 19.

¢ Senator Richard S. Schweiker (Republican, Pennsylvania).
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credits. Don’t forget the Soviet Union can turn off emigration
tomorrow.

Jackson: The Soviet Union is in deep economic trouble. We have
the chips—the gap between us in science, technology, and business
management. It is terrible.

Kissinger: But that is not remedied by any amount of help. You
know, their system requires them to specify production goals of, say,
locomotives by weight or by number. They base everything on quotas,
and so they produce as little as possible to keep quota low, and they
stockpile materials.

Jackson: They still have terrible agricultural problems.

I have tried to get movement with this proposal. Let me think over
the weekend if there is anything else we can do.

Kissinger: It would be good to do it while Gromyko is here.

Jackson: I hope we can act. We ought to act on Rockefeller too.” We
will, I hope. The House will.

President: Peter [Brennan]® said he would do his best.

Jackson: I am trying to calm labor down. Meany and Abel’ are both
up tight. It is a Commie issue. The clothing workers—that affects Javits.
They want a Congressional tether.

President: Why don’t you take credit for having it so that it only
takes action by just one House?

Jackson: That isn’t really the issue. Most of them think the Soviet
Union just can’t do those things and they want a short string on it. I
think we’ll have problems—not with people who get headlines—but
the little people.

President: But they can turn it on and off. They will be tough if one
doesn’t take some affirmative action.

Jackson: Tell Gromyko I played a key role in keeping out with the
veto on credits. The credits are what matters—MFN is just face. This
gives you the opportunity to negotiate with the Soviet Union.

President: Please think it over. We have made a big concession.
Jackson: I think I have too. We will talk over the weekend.!°

70On August 20, Ford nominated Nelson A. Rockefeller, Governor of New York, to
be his Vice President. After extended hearings in Congress, the Senate approved the
nomination on December 11; the House on December 19. Rockefeller was sworn in later
that day.

8 Secretary of Labor.

91. W. Abel, President of the United Steel Workers of America.

19 No record of a meeting has been found.
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36. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Ford'

Washington, undated.

SUBJECT

Your Meeting with Foreign Minister Gromyko

Background

This meeting will be of considerable importance for the next phase
of Soviet-American relations. Soviet policy is in a sort of holding pat-
tern: there are a number of indications that they are uncertain about the
course of Soviet-American relations; for their part, they are hesitant to
take initiatives that might suggest a détente is more important to them
than to us or to reinforce their public commitment to “détente.” There
may well be divided counsels in Moscow in the wake of the change in
the US Administration. Our own debate on the benefits of détente
probably has its counterpart in Moscow. Thus, Gromyko’s report to the
Politburo on his impression of your policy will carry great weight.

Despite some apprehensions in Moscow, the factors that lead the
Soviet Union to the present stage in relations with us—economic
problems at home, the risks of strategic competition, and the dangers of
tension on both the Soviet Union’s European and China front—are still
operative and work to limit any major swings in policy. Moreover,
Brezhnev’s personal position is linked to proving the improvement of
relations with the US has been justified, and thus should be maintained
and expanded. We are therefore not the supplicants; there are at least
equal pressures on the Soviet Union to make further progress.

A wide variety of issues with the USSR, whose outcome will deter-
mine relations between now and the next summit, are now in flux: the
Conference on European Security, the talks on mutual force reductions
in Central Europe, and the Geneva SALT talks are resuming, and a US
delegation will go to Moscow in early October to discuss the issues in-
volved in permitting peaceful nuclear explosions in a manner compat-
ible with the new treaty limiting the threshold of underground nuclear
weapons tests as of March 31, 1976. The resolution of the Trade Bill and
Jewish emigration question, of course, are of critical importance for the

1Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Presidential Country Files for
Europe and Canada, 1974-1977, Box 16, USSR (2). Secret; Sensitive. The date, September
20, 1974, is handwritten at the top of the memorandum. Although no drafting informa-
tion appears on the memorandum, Sonnenfeldt forwarded it to Kissinger for approval on
September 18. An attached access control form indicates that the President saw Kissin-
ger’s memorandum.



August—October 1974 97

Soviets. And the further course of Middle East diplomacy and a Cyprus
settlement will confront us with potentially explosive issues in
Soviet-American relations. Each of these issues will be dealt with on
their merits; progress will be uneven; taken together, however, they
constitute the hard core of Soviet-American relations and a test of
whether we can move ahead. Because we are confronted with difficult
and interrelated issues in European security and arms control there is a
risk of a general stalemate. Added to this possibility is the fact that in
both the Middle East and Cyprus our policies must be designed to keep
Soviet involvement to a minimum.

Your Objectives

There are no concrete issues that must be settled in your discus-
sions with Gromyko, though it would be desirable to get the Trade Bill
resolved while he is here. Your objectives are: (1) to reassure Gromyko,
and through him Brezhnev, that the general direction of our policy has
not changed; but (2) to impress upon him that the Soviet Union bears a
burden for moving ahead in critical areas such as the arms control
issues—in other words, you will be looking for signs of continuing So-
viet interest, especially in SALT negotiations and the talks on force re-
ductions in Central Europe.

—In SALT, our aim is to achieve agreements at the highest level for
a 1985 agreement which can then be negotiated in detail in Geneva.
This will be the aim of my trip to Moscow.

—In the Vienna talks on reducing armed forces in Central Europe, we
want a breakthrough and we may offer a new package that will include
some reductions in nuclear forces, either in a first phase reduction of
Soviet-US forces or in a subsequent phase when European forces are
cut; the quid pro quo we would want is Soviet agreement to begin the
process with US-Soviet reductions of about 5-10 percent.

—We are not pressing in the European Security Conference (CSCE),
because of Allied hesitations; we may use the deadlock as leverage for
Soviet action in the force reductions talks. We can agree to an early con-
clusion of the European Conference (probably early next year) and a fi-
nal meeting at the summit level, but our position is that we need to
show simultaneous progress in mutual force reductions, lest the So-
viets achieve a pan-European sanction of the political and territorial in
Europe, while maintaining their massive military presence in East Eu-
rope. (Although the Europeans display toughness on these issues,
they are quite soft: Schmidt will almost certainly agree to a CSCE
summit-level conclusion when he goes to Moscow in October.)

—In the Middle East, we are trying to combat Soviet meddling;
they are pushing recognition of a Palestinian state and Palestinian par-
ticipation in a resumed Geneva Conference; they know this disrupts
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the negotiating process and makes the strategy of step by step disen-
gagement extremely difficult. Their aim, of course, is to reconvene the
Geneva talks, where they can influence the situation, and press for a
final solution, which can only maintain tensions. We want to avoid any
commitment to return to Geneva, or act in complete unison with
Moscow.

—Similarly, in Cyprus, we want to keep the Soviets out of the
mainstream; they want a UN conference of Security Council members
and the interested parties, a settlement that maintains the neutral status
of Cyprus, and a Soviet-American guarantee of the Island’s status—
which gives Moscow a right to political intervention.

Gromyko’s Objectives

It is doubtful that Gromyko will go into the details of various
issues. He will probably make a general presentation on the desirability
of continued détente. He will look for you to do likewise. However, he
may have instructions to propose an early meeting with Brezhnev, as
suggested in recent communications in your channel.

He will almost certainly stress the need for joint or parallel action
in the Middle East, and on Cyprus; his main theme will be that the US
pays lip service to cooperation with the USSR, but in practice follows
an independent course.

—He will complain of the “tyranny of the minor powers” in
blocking the completion of the European Security Conference; he may
claim he already has Chancellor Schmidt’s agreement, during Gro-
myko’s stopover in Bonn,? to a completion of the Conference by the end
of the year with a final summit meeting.

—He will take the position that in European force reductions, we are
being unrealistic in expecting disproportionate Soviet or Warsaw Pact
reductions that would change the “correlation” of forces, and that any
cuts must be taken by all the countries involved, and apply to all forces,
ground and air, and that the process could start with a symbolic reduc-
tion of 20,000 on each side.

—On SALT, he may not have any fresh ideas or instructions; he
will claim that it is up to us to explain what we want in a 1985 agree-
ment because it was our initiative; he will probably say that there are
factors outside of the negotiations—the position of third countries—
that have to be taken into account (i.e., giving compensation to the
USSR for China, France and the UK), and that our geographical advan-
tage in forward basing is a key concern in Moscow that cannot be
ignored.

2 Gromyko arrived in Bonn on September 15 for 2 days of talks with Schmidt and
Genscher on European security, economic relations, and Berlin.
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—On economic relations, his main point will be that there are major
cooperative projects that the US could join—exploitation of natural gas
and oil reserves in the USSR—and even the possibilities for large Soviet
purchases of US consumer goods, but that we are blocking progress by
linking it to internal affairs; he will avoid detailed formal commit-
ments, and be very chary of explicit assurances on the rate of Jewish
emigration, though the Kremlin obviously understands the general ar-
rangements we have been discussing. Gromyko should be prepared to
confirm Brezhnev’s assurances that there will be no impediments to
emigration.

He will not expect detailed agreements with you on any of these
issues, but he will interpret your responses as an indication of your
general attitude toward “détente.”

US Strategy

Our strategy has been to induce a prolonged period of restraint in
Soviet international conduct by constructing a series of incentives for
such conduct while at the same time keeping the penalties high for ret-
rogression from it.

The Soviets themselves have seemed to have no precise strategy
and have operated opportunistically, testing our resolve in some in-
stances and trying to tempt us with piecemeal negotiations in others.

We have no illusion that the Soviets see any period of relaxation as
a permanent change. Our calculation is that through a combination of
benefits, incentives and threatened penalties we might over time make
it increasingly hard for a Soviet leadership to revert to openly aggres-
sive international behavior.

Almost certainly, our opening to China, while rousing their suspi-
cions, confirmed the Soviets in the broad decisions they took in early
1971 since it raised the spectre of a US-Chinese combination against the
USSR. It remains one of our principal sources of strength in dealing
with Moscow.

As the Soviets have moderated their conduct in crisis areas and
showed a readiness to negotiate seriously on major issues—e.g, SALT,
Berlin—we have proceeded to implement our strategy of “linkage” by
agreeing to negotiate a series of bilateral cooperative agreements on
one or another aspect of science and technology and on trade in which
the Soviets were interested. This broad network of negotiations was in-
tended to stimulate interest in détente among the various constituen-
cies that make up Brezhnev’s political base.

Brezhnev himself, we have found, had developed a considerable
stake in relations with us and we gave this impetus through the summit
meetings and an active personal exchange in confidential communica-
tions channels, as well as by a series of broad principles defining our re-
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lations with which Brezhnev was personally identified in solemn
ceremonies.

The problem we face now in pursuing this strategy is that from the Soviet
standpoint the results of the last two years of détente look increasingly ques-
tionable: in the Middle East a combination of inept Soviet policies,
deep-seated Arab suspicions and US diplomacy have led to significant
reductions in Soviet influence; in Europe, our Alliance relations have
recently been solidified; despite their best efforts, the Soviets have not
succeeded in achieving any appreciable reduction of US military power
around their periphery; in their bilateral relations with us, our inability
thus far to go beyond rather modest trading relations is clearly disap-
pointing to Moscow; and in relations with the West generally, the So-
viets have encountered increasing pressure on them to modify their do-
mestic system as the price for continuing détente.

In short, that element in our strategy which was intended to pro-
vide continuing incentives for the Soviets to remain on a course of re-
straint has been brought into question.

The issue here is not whether to provide the Soviets with unilateral
benefits, but whether to maintain a balance in our policy whereby the
Soviets will see continuing advantage in restraint rather than meeting
with frustration in all their major objectives. If the latter were to happen
we could easily witness a reversion to more rigid policies and to more
active pressures against us and our Allies which Western societies are
not in the best shape at present to deal with.

At this stage in our relations, therefore, our strategy will have to em-
phasize the incentives for continued conciliation. We need to hold out
promise for expanding economic relations, and use our EX-IM credits,
to the extent Congress permits, as a flexible instrument for encouraging
the trends in Soviet policy we favor, and similarly to hold back from
commitments when Soviet behavior warrants it. In addition, on those
areas where we have some freedom of action—in SALT, in the force re-
duction talks, and in the European Conference—we need to establish a
general interrelationship to maximize our bargaining leverage and en-
sure an outcome that protects our interests.

Thus, in the coming phase we will stress the need for simultaneous
progress in European security, both politically in the European Confer-
ence, and militarily in the Vienna force reduction talks. The concession
we may make in the force reduction talks—i.e., including some reduc-
tion of nuclear forces—should be exploited first in the SALT talks to
end the debate on our forward based systems. Moreover, in SALT, we
will have to make a proposal that is as realistic as possible, rather than a
set of maximum demands from which we will inevitably scale down.

The reason for this tactical scenario is that by late fall we may face
another Middle East crisis—and by then we want the Soviets to be
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deeply engaged in a diplomatic process with us that will ensure, to the
extent possible, their moderation in the Middle East. As part of this
strategy, we will emphasize that another summit is planned and that,
as its predecessors, it will be an opportunity to bring together a number
of issues for high level review and resolution.

[Omitted here are talking points for Ford’s meeting with
Gromyko.]

37. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, September 20, 1974, 11:10 a.m.

SUBJECT

Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko’s Call on President Ford

PARTICIPANTS

Soviet Side

Foreign Minister Gromyko
Ambassador Dobrynin

Mr. Sukhodrev (Interpreter)

U.S. Side

The President
Secretary Kissinger
Ambassador Stoessel

The President: It is very nice to have you here, Mr. Foreign Min-
ister, so that we can get better acquainted and can talk about serious
things.

Gromyko: First, let’s agree that half of the conversation will be
through the interpreter. I don’t need an interpreter when you speak,

1 Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Presidential Transition File,
1974, Box 1, Letters to and from World Leaders—US-USSR Exchanges, 8/9/74-11/5/74.
Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes Only. Drafted by Stoessel. The meeting was held
in the Oval Office. According to the President’s Daily Diary, Ford met with Gromyko
until 1:40 p.m. (Ibid., White House Office Files) Ford also prepared the following hand-
written notes after his meeting with Gromyko: “Defense program—must know. Read
minutes of March. I must know Direction. We Want Agreement. European Security Con-
ference. Basket 3—flexibility. Summit—ready to do it. Not too much [unclear] with Euro-
peans. MBFR—5% cut—Brezhnev. Some progress. Easier on European Security Conf. Mid-
dle East. Concrete proposals. Only abstract. Geneva—not NO. Greek-Turkey—not NO.
Concrete Achievements.” (Ibid., President’s Handwriting File, 1974-1977, Box 7, Subject
File, Countries—USSR)
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but I will speak through an interpreter. Let’s also agree—since we have
anumber of questions to exchange views on—to take them up one after
the other. Of course, we can comment as we wish on each question.

The President: That sounds fine.

Gromyko: First, I would like to begin by transmitting to you, Mr.
President, the greetings and best wishes of Leonid Brezhnev, the Gen-
eral Secretary of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union.

The President: Thank you. I was very grateful for his message” and
I'look forward to meeting him.

Gromyko: Yes, I agree that the message was good and that it sheds
light on the general situation with regard to relations between our two
countries. I hope you noticed the evidence in that message of the per-
manency of our line of policy toward the US.

In connection with the changes which took place in the US leader-
ship, we asked ourselves within our leadership—and this was true per-
sonally of Mr. Brezhnev—whether the US would hold to its line of
policy toward the Soviet Union which it had adopted in recent years or
whether there would be some changes. I should add that we noted
your message,® Mr. President, to Leonid Brezhnev, and your public
statements, and we came to the conclusion that your line aimed at
détente and improving relations with the Soviet Union probably will
not change. I would appreciate it if you could confirm this.

Regarding our own policy, it remains as it has been with regard to
US-Soviet relations. This has been expressed in the joint documents ap-
proved by our two countries and is aimed at achieving détente in our
relations.

The Secretary: Mr. President, you may have noted that the Foreign
Minister said our line “probably will not change.” He is not a man
given to rash statements. (The Secretary recalled an incident which
took place last year at the UN Secretary General’s dinner for the Secu-
rity Council.) Sometime, I would like to hear one unqualified statement
from Mr. Gromyko. He has a diabolical ability to phrase double nega-
tives. I'm too obvious about this, but he is not.

The President: As Ambassador Dobrynin and his predecessor
knew, I was a hardliner in Congress in 1949. But I want to emphasize
that, as our new relations developed under the label of détente, and as I
became acquainted with the benefits of this policy to our two countries
and to the whole world, I changed my views. I want to assure you, Mr.
Foreign Minister, that I will continue the policy of President Nixon.

2 Document 7.
3 Document 4.
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You noted correctly that in my speech to the Congress* I emphasized
my support of this policy and I wish to reiterate that. I thought it would
never be possible to develop it, but I support it. It has been very effec-
tively developed by Secretary Kissinger and we will continue this.

I don’t have to tell you that we are most fortunate to have Henry
Kissinger as Secretary of State. He has convinced me about our policy
toward the Soviet Union and of the importance of building on the new
relationship. I feel we have a good basis on which to build and good
prospects for the future. You should know that my relations with Secre-
tary Kissinger are close and I back him fully.

Gromyko: I have listened to your statement with satisfaction, Mr.
President. It is quite natural that what interests us first and foremost is
the political line of US policy toward the Soviet Union. We consider this
most important; it is the soul of the relations between our two coun-
tries. We've seen ups and downs over many years—over 50 years—and
we have experienced periods of lessening of tensions and of increasing
tensions. However, in the last several years, we have noted that our re-
lations have evened out and have shown more stability. It is not that we
are on a smooth, paved road; maybe there will be problems in the fu-
ture in connection with our assessments of the phenomena of political
life, but it is true to say that what has happened in our relations is his-
toric and has never happened before. Of course, we worked together in
World War II, but this was a special period. The level of our relations
which we have achieved is of paramount importance, especially con-
sidering the role we two great powers are destined to play in the world.
Therefore, we can only hear your statement with pleasure. If this line
indeed will be observed, then we can look with confidence toward the
future.

The President: Our line will continue from our point of view, and I
gather the same is true from your point of view. We won’t be able to
solve all problems. As you know, we have some difficulties domesti-
cally in the United States about our policy, but, overall, our people feel
that our policy toward the Soviet Union and our relationship with you
have been beneficial. I feel the American people will support me in this
policy.

Gromyko: Now I would like to go to some concrete problems. As
you know, the Soviet Union and the United States on several occasions
have emphasized the significance of restraint in regard to the arms
race. This is a big problem involving the military and security interests
of both sides. In recent years, this problem has been a central issue be-
tween the US and the Soviet Union. It has attracted the attention not

4 See footnote 7, Document 12.
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just of our peoples in general but also the leadership on both sides. It is
regarded as the most topical and the most important of the problems
between us.

Much has been done in regard to this question already. You of
course are familiar with the accords which have been reached between
us. They are important for our two countries and also for the world. I
want to say that our interest in finding ways to solve this problem has
not lessened.

You probably have heard of our statements made at various levels,
and especially at the highest level, on this subject, particularly in con-
nection with the high-level US-Soviet meetings. We believe that serious
efforts are required to achieve agreement where this has not yet been
achieved. This means that all possible preparations should be made for
further agreements, in particular to replace the Interim Agreement in
the period after 1977.

We know you are working on this question. Talks took place be-
tween Secretary Kissinger and General Secretary Brezhnev and also on
the highest level at the last summit meeting. We are ready and fully de-
termined to move forward to find common grounds for an agreement
on this major problem.

This is a complex question and I am sure you also are aware of the
complexity. It affects the fundamental interests and security of both the
US and the Soviet Union. Therefore, the work which must be done
must be detailed and subtle; it will take patience and a broad outlook to
find a solution acceptable to both countries.

In discussing this, I don’t plan to set forth any detailed scheme or
numbers. I don’t know if you have such details either; if you did, we
would gladly hear them. But I wish to emphasize the need for both
sides to prepare thoroughly. Any agreement must take into account on
an equal basis the interests of both sides so that there will be no harm to
the security of either side. This is the cornerstone of any agreement in
this field. If this is observed, then there will be a good chance of finding
agreement.

I want to express our determination to continue and to redouble
our efforts to find a solution on those aspects of the problems where
there has not yet been a solution. We will do everything possible to find
such a solution. We hope the US will act in the same way.

We know that you have various shades of opinion in the US on this
subject. This is obvious to anyone who reads the press. It is you, Mr.
President, who must bring all of this down to a common denominator.
It is for you to decide. We know that we are dealing with the President
of the United States. We assume the US will be guided by the principle
of equal security for both sides. This must be the basis for any agree-
ment, that neither side will be harmed by an agreement.



August—October 1974 105

I don’t want to go into more detail at this time on this subject.
There are many factors to be taken into account. One of them is geog-
raphy. Also, so far there are only two of us dealing with this subject.
You and we can talk and try to find an agreement, but other states are
sitting and watching us. There are some who criticize one or the other
of us, and some don’t even like either side. This complicates the
situation.

We could be pessimistic or fatalistic about the outcome, but we are
not. We believe there is the possibility of an agreement which would be
acceptable to both sides.

The President: There is no diminution on our side of the desire to
make progress. We want to double and redouble our efforts. We feel
we can handle the problem of the Interim Agreement and achieve a
longer term agreement.

I'm in the process of working with the Secretary and others to de-
termine a position which will be safe for both countries yet will be
aimed at reducing the problem of destabilization which would occur if
both of us went down the path of developing more arms.

As you know, Secretary Kissinger will be going to Moscow.

The Secretary: They don’t seem to want me—they can’t agree on a
date. Sometime around the end of October or early November seems
probable.

Gromyko: We do want him!

The President: I hope he can lay the foundation for a longer term
agreement which can be worked out in the course of the next 12
months.

I am faced with a domestic problem. I feel the US people want real
progress on the arms question. If I didn’t feel that we could make
progress, my actions regarding the military budget which I must
submit in December would be different. But I am reassured by what
you say, Mr. Foreign Minister, and my recommendations to Congress
will be different. If I were disappointed in your position, I would have
to take a stronger line. But on the basis of your assurances and the pros-
pects of progress, it will be easier for me to convince the US Congress
and the people that we can get results.

The Secretary: And, of course, much will depend on what we can
accomplish in Moscow in October.

The President: Yes, as well as in the arms negotiations. I have to
think of dollar appropriations and details. If Henry comes back from
Moscow with concrete results, it will be most important and helpful.

Gromyko: On both sides, let us give earnest thought to this. We
should endeavor to get a longer term agreement, at least to 1985. This
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could ease the situation and would help in considering variants of a so-
lution; this is why we agreed to this approach at the last summit.

At some point, all of this must be reduced to concrete figures. This
is a crucial and topical issue. It is of paramount importance that the
principle of no harm to the security of either side will be observed
closely.

We'll be prepared to discuss all of this in detail with Secretary
Kissinger in Moscow.

The Secretary: Mr. President, I've told Ambassador Dobrynin on
your behalf of our general approach. We will discuss a rough order of
magnitude. It is conceivable that you and the General Secretary could
then announce this in Vladivostok when you meet toward the end of
November. Then, when Mr. Brezhnev comes here next June an agree-
ment could be concluded. This could also fit into your Congressional
schedule. Before you go to Vladivostok there would be concrete
progress going beyond general statements. This would anchor the
policy in the public mind before rational debate becomes difficult in the
period preceding the 1976 elections.

The President: That is correct. It would be better to achieve an
agreement in a non-election year. If we could achieve it in May or June,
based on Dr. Kissinger’s trip and my own meeting, then it would be out
of the political arena.

The Secretary: Practically speaking, we won’t have an agreement
in June unless there is agreement in principle in November.

On two occasions, we’ve attempted to achieve rapid agreement on
SALT. This is too difficult a procedure. If we can’t get an agreement in
principle, then we can’t get agreement in 1975.

The President: And we can’t get it in 1976.

The Secretary: Those are the realities.

Gromyko: It follows from what the President and the Secretary
have said that we must seriously try to find a solution. We are prepared
to do this and we trust the US is also. If, before my departure from the
US, you have any more details to offer—some kind of preliminary ma-
terial for discussion—we would hear them with interest. This would fa-
cilitate consideration of the matter before the Secretary comes to
Moscow.

The Secretary: Maybe we could discuss this next Tuesday® night at
dinner in a very preliminary way. This would be just a concept.

Gromyko: What we need is something material, which can be
touched.

5 September 24.
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The Secretary: You see, Mr. President, he’s on his good behavior!

I'have told the President, Mr. Foreign Minister, that you are a man
of great ability, a tough negotiator, but also completely reliable.

The President: And also that you are the best professional in the
business.

Gromyko: Now I would like to touch on European affairs, in-
cluding European security. Much has been done by the US and the So-
viet Union acting together with regard to policy concerning Europe.

The President: I agree. I also feel there are areas where we could
make more progress, but please proceed.

Gromyko: There was a time in the history of our relations when we
were partners in a joint struggle against the aggressor and we shed
blood for a common cause. This is imbedded in human memory and
always will be. Now, we have reached a level which shows the advan-
tage of cooperation between the Soviet Union and the US in connection
with European security in our own interest and in the general interest
of other countries. This should not be weakened in any way and
nothing should be allowed to disturb this. We feel that together we can
do much more which would entirely meet the interests of strength-
ening European security and improving our own relations.

First, about the conference on European security and the suc-
cessful completion of its work with positive results. As you know, the
second stage is now in progress in Geneva. I would like to say, for the
Soviet leadership and for Leonid Brezhnev personally, that we attach
great importance to finishing the work of the conference with positive
results.

However, we see some artificial and unjustified delays in the con-
ference. We feel that the completion of the conference, and especially
holding the third phase at the highest level, would give a new impulse
to security in Europe as well as to US-Soviet relations.

We know that some say that the US and the Soviets are acting to-
gether in unison. Even if people do say this, we don’t feel we should
give up our cooperation or sacrifice the advantages which could accrue
from such cooperation.

Secretary Kissinger can confirm that when we have reached an
agreement and find a common language, then things move forward as
a rule. But when we don’t have agreement, then there is no progress,
and we go in circles.

Lately, there have been some hitches in our cooperation in Geneva.
We ask ourselves whether this means a change in US policy about what
has been agreed or whether this is a chance occurrence. We would like
to work for a successful completion of the conference with good results.
We would like to urge you to cooperate with the Soviet Union to bring
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the conference to a successful conclusion. We have many other things
to do after the conference and we want to get to them.

The Secretary: I think Ambassador Dobrynin has a microphone in
our office!

The President: When I said that we could do more, I had in mind
the security conference and also the force reduction talks. I feel we can
work together even better than we did in the war. I am not familiar
with the difficulties you mentioned at Geneva, although I know there
are some problems about Basket III.

The Secretary: I will talk at lunch with the Foreign Minister about
this.® The trouble, Mr. President, is with our European allies. Speaking
very frankly, every country wants to extract something from the Soviet
Union. I've told all of them that the Soviet Union won’t be overthrown
without noticing it, and certainly not because of things like increased
circulation of newspapers and so on. I don’t know how many projects
have been submitted in Basket III, but there is a big pile. We’ve tried to
reduce that and to explain to our allies that the Soviet Union has diffi-
culty in making concessions on one issue when it doesn’t know what
else it may be asked to concede on.

We’ve had enormous difficulties with our friends to get one docu-
ment; now they are going through all of the projects and reading them.
There is no deliberate policy on our part to slow down the conference.
We remain on the course as we discussed it at the summit.

This whole thing is one of the wierdest negotiations I have ever
seen. | talked with one foreign minister in Europe and said we needed
one position. I didn’t care what it was, but we needed one position. He
objected that the Russians would find out about it. But, of course, that’s
the point—we want them to!

We do need more flexibility from the Soviet side, but I also see the
Foreign Minister’s problem. He has to know what he is dealing with.

Gromyko: Two or three issues at Geneva have become barriers
which have not yet been surmounted.

First is the inviolability of frontiers. We have been in agreement
with the US on this going back to the time of Kennedy. Of course, Roo-
sevelt’s position on this was known. At the conference in Geneva, ev-
eryone agreed on one formula. But lately, we have heard that some
don’t like this formula and we have heard that the US wanted to
change it.

The Secretary: That’s not true!

Gromyko: We should talk further about this matter.

6 See Document 38.
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Second is the question of military movements. Some countries
want us to build a great accounting house and to devote all of our ef-
forts to this so that when one division moves from one place to another
we can report on it, as if we had nothing else to do. What does this have
to do with security in the present day—what does this contribute to
confidence? Initially, we knew Secretary Kissinger’s position on this,
but at Geneva, unfortunately, the voice of the US has not been heard. I
repeat, that the movement of one or two divisions from one point to an-
other does not affect the real security of a country.

I think the US is under pressure from Luxembourg on this.

The Secretary: We see you are being pressed by Bulgaria!

Gromyko: A country like West Germany, for obvious reasons, is
cautious on this and other similar questions. However, they say that we
might solve this question with a voluntary exchange of observers on
the basis of reciprocity. The Germans mentioned this to me in Bonn in
passing.

To conclude on this point, we hope we can work more closely to-
gether and achieve greater mutual understanding at the conference.

The Secretary: On the security conference, I would say, first, that
you have to be a Talmudic student to understand it. On the question of
the inviolability of frontiers, this is a German issue and not a problem
for the US. Following the change of government in Germany—in which
Eastern Europe was not totally uninvolved—they asked for a change.
We gave two versions to you but didn’t get an answer.

On troop movements, the issue is the size of the unit and the area.
It is no secret that our means of information are better than those of our
allies.

Gromyko: We proceed from that assumption.

The Secretary: This is primarily a European problem. We don’t
know what the Germans said to you. If they come to us there will be no
problem. I have had instructions from the President to work on the
basis of our previous understanding.

The President: That is right. There is no change in our policy. The
lack of progress on Basket III seems to be holding things up.

The Secretary: If we could get something on these other points, it
might help on Basket III.

Gromyko: On Basket III, I have always favored shaking some
things out of the basket, but I believe the issues essentially have been
resolved.

The Secretary: Some of our allies have to show that they have ex-
torted from you what you already have agreed to.

Gromyko: Now about the reduction of forces and the Vienna talks.
This is a very important issue. You agree that it is complicated and we



110  Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XVI

feel it is, too. Its solution obviously requires time and I feel our efforts
should continue. But we believe the Western participants must give up
the idea of some kind of a common ceiling for forces on both sides.
Some say they don’t like Soviet tanks in Europe. They say there are too
many of them and that we should withdraw a full tank division. We
should take 1700 out.

The Secretary: I'm for it!

Gromyko: The Western participants say we should reduce our
forces twice as much as reductions on the Western side. But they refuse
to reduce their air force, nuclear arms and bases in Western Europe. We
could demand that these be removed, but we don’t take that approach.

We should scrupulously observe the principle of no harm to the se-
curity of either side and we should preserve the co-relation of forces in
Western Europe today.

We favor a reduction of armed forces and armaments in Central
Europe. We should go in this direction. We should make the best effort
we can.

The Western participants say that only the US and Soviets should
reduce and the others should be left as they are. Reductions for them
would come in the indefinite future in a second phase. There is nothing
precise about this and no figures are given. Everything will be subject
to negotiations.

We should think more about all of this. Perhaps in the next
meeting with Secretary Kissinger we could try to find a new approach
to the whole problem which would serve our common interests.

The President: As I recall, we offered to take out 29,000; you should
take out 68,000. I also recall that the Soviet Union talked in terms of a
5% reduction.

The Secretary: The Soviet Union has gone through an evolution on
this point. In the Brezhnev-Nixon meeting in 1973, Brezhnev proposed
a rapid 5% reduction to get things started. Since then, the Soviet posi-
tion has evolved in a more complicated way.

Gromyko: Brezhnev’s suggestion did not constitute a broad pro-
gram of action. It covered only a partial aspect. It was an illustration of
the possible dimension of a first step involving US and Soviet forces.

If the US and Soviet sides reduce, it won't help if the others in-
crease their forces.

The Secretary: But the Foreign Minister knows that if we reduce,
there must be a ceiling on the forces of the others. Whatever either of us
reduces cannot be replaced by increases by the others.

Gromyko: It is not enough to talk about US-Soviet reductions and
a concurrent freeze of the others. We should agree on a definite stage
for the reduction of the forces of the other countries.
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Also, a first step reduction of US-Soviet forces with concurrent
conditions poses very complicated problems. In subsequent meetings
we should discuss this.

The Secretary: The President met with Stanley Resor on Saturday”
and you can also read what I said in my testimony yesterday.® It is hard
to attest to the success of détente if armed forces are always going up.

All of this really doesn’t make much difference in practical terms.
However, we are looking at new approaches.

Gromyko: Your argument works both ways.

The President: I am glad you brought this question up. We are in-
terested in new approaches and this is something we should discuss
later.

Gromyko: About the Middle East. Our concern about events there
has been rising lately. We are apprehensive that the present period
might be a prelude to a flare up of fighting. It would be useful if we
could coordinate our efforts. We know that the US doesn’t always take
a positive view in practice of our suggestions for cooperation. But we
are realists. We want a firm peace in the Middle East and neither of us
should fear coordination of our efforts.

Concretely we would be grateful if you could give us answers to
two questions.

First, how does the United States Government now assess the situ-
ation in the Middle East? Should the Arab countries continue to be oc-
cupied or should Israel withdraw?

Secondly, about Palestine. Does the US recognize the just Pales-
tinian aspirations for their own national statehood? I don’t want to
discuss where this might be.

We've both acknowledged the need for our two countries to coop-
erate. The Middle East constitutes a big problem which affects our rela-
tions. Your comments would be of significance for the meeting in Vlad-
ivostok and for Secretary Kissinger’s talks in Moscow.

The President: It is obvious that we both have an interest in re-
solving the issues which have arisen in the Middle East. Both of us have
tried to prevent or solve the problems there in the past. What we have
to do in order to work together is to receive concrete views from you
about how to solve specific problems. For example, between Israel and
Jordan, between Israel and Syria, or the Palestinian question.

7 For a record of Ford’s meeting with Stanley Resor, Chief of the U.S. Delegation to
the MBFR Negotiations in Vienna, on September 14, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, vol-
ume XXXIX, European Security, Document 350.

8 See footnote 3, Document 28.
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If we are to work together, we need your concrete suggestions so
that we can then decide how to approach a solution of these problems.

In this kind of exchange today I don’t want to go into details about
frontier lines or about Palestine. Dr. Kissinger can get into these
matters. On Palestine, of course, there is the problem of the Palestinian
view versus the Jordanian view.

Our assessment of the situation is that it could be very serious. It
could erupt. We will use our maximum influence to prevent this. We
will welcome working more closely with you to this end. To solve the
territorial problems and to recognize the rights of others, we need
something more concrete from you.

Gromyko: Thank you for your comments. The problem is really a
very serious one and I hope we will be able to discuss it later with Dr.
Kissinger. I favor continued cooperation with the US in this matter. We
don’t quite understand why the US is reticent about cooperation with
the Soviet Union in the Middle East. We feel it would be in the interest
of both our countries. Also, we can’t retreat from our position of prin-
ciple about the complete withdrawal of Israel from occupied lands.

As far as Israel itself is concerned, we have said many times we
favor the continued existence of Israel as a sovereign state with all pos-
sible guarantees. We are prepared to participate in such guarantees to-
gether with the US, or under the Security Council.

Now I would like to say something about two questions which are
quite different and about which we would like to hear your views.

First, on the question of trade and MFN. We value your efforts and
those of Secretary Kissinger very highly in this regard. This is the view
of our entire leadership and of Leonid Brezhnev personally. We would
like to know how you assess the situation and the prospects.

Secondly, we have noted your statements and the statements of
others that the US favors détente and that things are moving in this di-
rection. However, you also have said that the US must be second to
none and must be first in armed strength. Frankly, this puzzles us. We
could take the same position and say we want to be first. It is obvious
that if we claim to be first there will be no end to the race. We believe
the logic of things should persuade us not to give impetus to the arms
race. We feel that the interests of the US and the Soviet Union are best
served by restraint, restraint and more restraint until the time when we
can turn back the arms race altogether. We feel that a continuation of
the arms race is against your line and by and large against Secretary
Kissinger’s statement.

The Secretary: That is the highest praise!

Gromyko: We feel that we should try gradually and steadily to
eliminate the arms race.
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The President: What you have said emphasizes the need for nego-
tiations on arms. This will be discussed by Secretary Kissinger when he
goes to Moscow, in Vladivostok and also here in 1975.

The statements I have made about the US position should be un-
derstood in terms of the US domestic situation. But we have a complete
and total dedication to the objective of limiting the arms race.

On the Trade Bill, I've worked with Senator Jackson and Secretary
Kissinger has done so also. The Trade Bill is ready for agreement if we
find a parliamentary method by which we can be sure that Congress
cannot delay or easily destroy what we want—MEFN. The struggle is be-
tween the Congress and the President. The Congress wants more
control.

I was rather disappointed with our talk this morning with Senator
Jackson.” We made some progress, but not enough. We made a propo-
sition which is reasonable. He also made a proposal, but we cannot ac-
cept it. He said he would consider the matter and we hope we will have
something by Monday. We will keep on trying.

We need the most firm assurances on emigration, such as have
been given through Ambassador Dobrynin. I am convinced by the
words of Mr. Brezhnev. Our problem is to convince the members of
Congress who have less faith than I do.

Ambassador Dobrynin: Some figures on emigration have been
mentioned in the press. This never was mentioned in our discussions.

The Secretary: I want to discuss this further at lunch. I've never
given any figures to the Senators.

Briefly, Mr. President, to recapitulate our understanding: it is un-
derstood that, on the Soviet side, there will be no restrictions on appli-
cations for emigration; there will be no harassment, and there will be no
restrictions on exit visas except for reasons of national security. If all
these conditions are met, then everything will depend on the number of
applications. The Soviet Union has no responsibility to produce appli-
cants. If 100,000 apply, then 99,000 will get out. If 9,000 apply, then
8,000 will get out. We have made all of this clear to the Senators.

You told me this, Mr. Foreign Minister, in Moscow and in Geneva.
There have been no new concessions on your part. The Senators can
think anything they want about numbers, but this has not been dis-
cussed with them.

Gromyko: Are you hopeful?
The Secretary: Yes, I think we’ll work this out sooner or later.
The President: I didn’t give an inch to Jackson this morning.

9 See Document 35.
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Gromyko: Mr. President, I appreciate very much the time you have
given to me this morning. Also, I should tell you that I appreciated your
statement at the UN,"” particularly your words about détente and coop-
eration with the Soviet Union.

The President: I meant every word.
The meeting ended at 1:30 p.m.

% During his address to the UN General Assembly on September 18, President Ford
declared: “We are committed to a pursuit of a more peaceful, stable, and cooperative
world. While we are determined never to be bested in a test of strength, we will devote
our strength to what is best. And in the nuclear era, there is no rational alternative to ac-
cords of mutual restraint between the United States and the Soviet Union, two nations
which have the power to destroy mankind.” For the full text of the speech, see Public Pa-
pers: Ford, 1974, No. 81.

38. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, September 20, 1974, 3—4:15 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Soviets:

H.E. Andrey Gromyko, Soviet Minister of Foreign Affairs

H.E. Anatoliy Dobrynin, Soviet Ambassador

The Honorable Georgiy Markovich Korniyenko, Chief, USA Division, Soviet
Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Mr. Viktor Mikhaylovich Sukhodrev, Counselor and Interpreter, Soviet Ministry
of Foreign Affairs

u.s.:

The Secretary

Helmut Sonnenfeldt, Counselor

Walter Stoessel, American Ambassador to USSR

Arthur A. Hartman, Assistant Secretary for European Affairs

Secretary: We certainly described all the nuances of CSCE to the
President but I think he was a little confused by Basket II1.2

Gromyko: Yes, I'd like to cut the bottom out of that Basket.

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the
Counselor, Box 8, Soviet Union, Aug-Sept 1974. Secret; Nodis. Drafted by Hartman on
September 21. The memorandum is a corrected draft that includes handwritten changes
from several officials, notably Hartman himself. These changes are not substantive and
have been incorporated into the text. The meeting was held at the Soviet Embassy.

2 See Document 37.
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Secretary: Have you heard the news that Mao has been appointed
either Commander-in-Chief or Defense Minister?® That seems strange
to me after looking around for three years that he would make himself
Defense Minister. By the way, is he going to be in Moscow when I'm
supposed to be there? Is that the reason for the conflict?

Gromyko: No.

Secretary: It certainly is unusual that he should take such a post.

Gromyko: Does General Haig have four stars? Do any of your Gen-
erals have five stars?

Secretary: Omar Bradley is the only one still alive.
Gromyko: I remember awarding a medal to General Marshall.

Secretary: I have a lot of applications from Colonels now who want
to be Generals. You can see what being a Deputy to me does for your
military career. Have you ever seen General Bokassa?* He wears
medals on his back he has so many of them.

Gromyko: Yes, I have seen him.

Secretary: Have you ever met General Amin?® When I talked to
your Syrian allies they told me when General Amin was in Damascus
he insisted that his dreams be broadcast on the radio each morning. He
said that that was what they always did for him at home.

Gromyko: I like Kaunda.’

Secretary: Seriously, on CSCE, can we discuss that a little further? I
was a little confused by something you said when we were talking to
the President. You said that the Germans mentioned something about
voluntary observers.

Gromyko: Yes, they said that the observers would be invited by
the country in which the maneuver is taking place. Then there is the
question of troop movements. Can’t we agree that that matter can be
postponed for later discussion and study?

Secretary: We're relaxed about that problem. We know what
you're doing anyway. We think that the size of the force which should
be notified for maneuvers should be a reinforced division of, say,
40,000.

Hartman: I think you mean 20,000. A division is about 15,000 and a
reinforced division would be roughly 20,000.

3 According to recent press reports, Mao was named commander of the armed
forces in the draft of a new Chinese Constitution. (“China Said to Name Mao Defense
Head,” The New York Times, September 21, 1974, p. 11)

4Jean-Bédel Bokassa, President of the Central African Republic.
®1di Amin Dada, President of Uganda.
¢ Kenneth Kaunda, President of Zambia.
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Gromyko: That is an artifical number. It would be impossible. We
would have so many clerical problems.

Secretary: Do you move a division that often?

Gromyko: What importance does this have to Luxembourg? This
is like using a microscope.

Secretary: How can we proceed in CSCE?

Gromyko: We have to agree on the question of maneuvers and
troop movements. On the latter we should put it off for further study.
Maybe we should examine this question of voluntary observers. This
would be a moral obligation and would be much more flexible.

Secretary: Are you saying that a moral obligation is heavier than a
legal one or are you saying if it’s moral you don’t have to carry it out?

Gromyko: As a rule it will be carried out.

Secretary: Just when you maneuver with nuclear weapons and we
want to observe, you will not want us to.

Gromyko: As a rule it will be carried out. I have a feeling that the
Basket III problem is behind us.

Secretary: Why?

Gromyko: Because we agreed on the Finnish compromise which
makes it easier. Then we have the question of the relations among the
principles. We think that the formulation should be “the principles
should be equally strictly observed.”

Hartman: We have been talking about the equal validity of the
principles.

Gromyko: Equal validity is nonsense. How can you say that the
question of frontier inviolability and giving visas are equally impor-
tant. Some of the principles are fundamental.

Secretary: All of the principles are equal but you are saying equally
strictly observed. The thing that concerns us is that they be observed. I
would be willing to examine your formulation. What did Genscher
say?

Gromyko: Genscher’s attitude was positive.

Secretary: I am not intelligent enough to understand all these
matters. To me it sounds all right. I will take it up with Callaghan and
Genscher.

Gromyko: On the peaceful change formula you have now tabled a
new text which seems to imply that the most important purpose of in-
ternational law is to change frontiers. That is the current U.S. draft.

Secretary: Where did you get that this was a U.S. draft? What did
Genscher say?

Gromyko: He said that it was an American proposal.
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Secretary: You can see that Hartman has a lot to learn about diplo-
macy. Historically, let me say that we pointed out that it would be diffi-
cult to change the language we had originally agreed. This change is a
German proposal. They are the ones who have the main concern. On
maneuvers we will look at the problem again and I will talk to you on
Tuesday.” On the MBFR negotiations in Vienna, you made the observa-
tion which implied to the President that if we include air and nuclear
forces you would be willing to include a tank army. Is that correct?

Gromyko: Other countries must be prepared to reduce their forces.

Secretary: In the first stage?

Gromyko: If not in the first stage, then we should define the second
stage and specify what will happen.

Secretary: You mean that we should decide what is the end result
of the second stage? For example, we could agree that the first stage has
a certain numerical reduction or are we just talking about the principle
of the second stage?

Gromyko: No, we would have to have numbers and precise times.

Secretary: Then we are talking about negotiating both the first and
the second stage.

Gromyko: If numbers are not mentioned, then when will we reach
agreement on this? My idea is to agree to reduce X and then X should
be multiplied by 10.

Secretary: In practice you would then be negotiating both stages
but there would be a difference of timing.

Gromyko: What we would be doing is leaving some details for
later decision, for example, the kinds of forces and armaments.

Secretary: What you are saying is that following the reduction of
this first stage, there would be a second stage. The only difference is
timing.

Gromyko: It will be a question of fulfillment and the degree of
specificity.

Secretary: If you are worried about escaping obligations, you want
to specify what happens in the second stage.

Gromyko: Yes. Otherwise we are talking generalities. There
should be a general obligation to reduce by all countries.

Secretary: I don’t believe we are going to finish this year. We
haven’t even begun to look at the second stage.

Gromyko: It would be helpful in getting through the CSCE to be
able to have progress in Vienna. Politically, it would help us. Why is
that difficult?

7 September 24. See footnote 3, Document 43.
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Secretary: Are you prepared to accept a common ceiling at the end
of the second stage?

Gromyko: At the end? That would depend on the ceiling. I do not
reject it.

Secretary: If you can accept that we can discuss this in greater de-
tail, we are prepared to include tactical air if that would help.

Gromyko: What kind of ceiling are you talking about? Is it possible
to avoid a ceiling? You could have American and Soviet cuts and then
other countries could reduce numbers as well. After that, it would be
much easier to discuss a ceiling.

Secretary: I am talking about a common ceiling.

Korniyenko: What the Secretary means by a common ceiling are
equal forces on both sides.

Gromyko: No, that is not what I mean.

Secretary: But then you are offering me nothing. Obviously if you
agree to a cut there is a ceiling but you cannot argue in the strategic
field that we have more warheads than you do and therefore must cut
greater numbers, while at the same time you argue that you cannot cut
your forces more when you have greater numbers. We are prepared to
be realistic and specific in the categories where we have an advantage.
If we are ahead, we make a greater cut. For example, in air forces and
nuclear forces we would cut more in such a program—that would not
be excluded. This is not a proposal but I am just citing an example.

Gromyko: The general idea of an equal ceiling I do not like.

Secretary: But as I said that is no concession. You are just talking
about an agreed ceiling.

Gromyko: Yes, an agreed ceiling.

Secretary: It is not clear to me how we can consider both stages if at
the end of the second stage we don’t reach agreement on a common-
equal-ceiling.

Gromyko: That is impossible. Maybe after five stages. Why, after
the second stage?

Secretary: We could have a first stage only or we can have a first
stage plus agreement to a second stage whose ultimate objective is a
common ceiling.

Gromyko: At the end of the second stage? How long would that
take?

Secretary: We are open-minded.

Gromyko: I do not see the possibility. This would be against our
security interests because we will reduce more than you.

Secretary: This is not just a common ceiling of U.S. and Soviet
forces. This would be the whole NATO area versus the Warsaw Pact.
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Gromyko: You would have all of the advantages. You tell us we
have more tanks.

Secretary: We do not insist on an equal ceiling in all parts in-
cluding equipment. What we are talking about are equal numbers of
personnel. Maybe you have a tank for every three men and maybe we
have a tank for every ten men. It is up to each side.

Gromyko: I do not think this will facilitate an agreement.

Secretary: Maybe we shouldn’t agree on a second stage but agree
on a first stage and no principles and say that the negotiation of the
second stage would begin in three to six months.

Gromyko: What if it doesn’t come about?

Sonnenfeldt: We have no interest in stopping because we are inter-
ested in moving toward a common ceiling.

Gromyko: With a common ceiling we go down more.

Secretary: How can you maintain the principle of equality in the
strategic area and not here. I remember your General Secretary telling
us that we have 10,000 warheads and you only have 3,000 warheads.
He insisted that we move toward a common level.

Gromyko: We like equality but we mean equal security.

Secretary: In the strategic field you tell us that we are ahead in a
ratio of three to one and that we should move to an equal level.

Gromyko: No, we wish to take in many factors. What we must do
is to define the correlation of the numbers. We want equal security, not
equal numbers of personnel.

Secretary: We will have to look at all this again. Now let us turn to
SALT. Over the long term, the basic point I was trying to make in my
statement yesterday® is that it would be impossible to maintain a realis-
tic détente while increasing armaments. The arguments which we
would have to use to increase our defense position are inconsistent
with détente. People would begin asking why we should trade with
you just in order to help build your military strength.

Gromyko: We will have to take a fresh look and then come to some
conclusions. The West wants an equal ceiling especially in the begin-
ning but we don’t reject this concept for later. We will continue to ex-
amine it. We attach importance to this problem. Do not be pessimistic.

Secretary: (Reading from a ticker): My colleagues at the State De-
partment have just released the information that I have flown an av-
erage of 500 miles a day since I became Secretary of State. They say I
have flown 200,000 miles since I became Secretary.

Gromyko: I am sure it will become a million.

8 See footnote 3, Document 28.
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Secretary: Let me tell you about the status of my talks with Senator
Jackson. We would send a letter which would say that our under-
standing of the Soviet position is that there would be no restriction on
applications, no harassment and no serious restriction on national secu-
rity grounds. Dobrynin told me that these are only one percent of the
cases.

Dobrynin: That’s right. I gave you the figure.

Secretary: You said one to one and a half percent. The Senators also
want something about harassment—there will be no loss of apart-
ments, jobs or other punitive action. What we plan to do is as follows:
1. We will write a letter to the Senators embodying our understanding
of the Soviet position; 2. They will answer that letter; 3. I will write that
Iunderstand what they have said. Then they will agree to a waiver pro-
vision in the Jackson Amendment. The real dispute is internal and does
not concern you. Jackson wants to have the Congress vote each year to
extend the waiver. We want the waiver to be extended subject to a veto
by Congress. Now what do we need? You can say that the Americans
can publish whatever they like. But you cannot say that what we have
published is a lie.

Dobrynin: Are you going to put figures in?

Secretary: Jackson may say in his letter that he has a yardstick in
his mind of 60,000.

Gromyko: If he mentions a figure, that’s just an estimate, his guess.

Secretary: He will say that he has a figure in mind and play that
into a guideline. We will not mention a figure and we will not be bound
by his figure but it will be in his letter.

Dobrynin: But he will say after a year, when the figures are not as
high as his, that the agreement has not been fulfilled.

Secretary: Let’s be realistic. If we can show that our relations are
improving and he cannot positively show restrictions or harassments,
he can’t very well insist on a figure.

Gromyko: If a figure is mentioned by Jackson or others that is his
responsibility. The Soviets have no responsibility. There is no harass-
ment. There has been no harassment and there will not be any harass-
ment. Some people may say that there is. Person X will write or make a
statement that he lost his job but maybe he just doesn’t like to work. He
prefers to make propaganda and politics. But the charge will be made
that he has lost his job because he wanted to emigrate. But the reality is
different. We cannot take responsibility for such acts. Certain actions
might be called harassments but maybe they are criminal acts but these
will always be limited cases and we should not be held responsible. It is
not harassment.
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Secretary: I think that is clear but it is important that we under-
stand certain things. First, there is no question that Jackson will try to
make trouble but if our relations are good—if we make progress on
SALT, CSCE and MBFR—then he won’t be able to make any arguments
in favor of stopping the waiver. Jackson will be looking for examples. A
few of them won’t hurt us but if there are 500 we will be in trouble. Sec-
ond, something must happen to the numbers. If the total drops signifi-
cantly or if there is evidence that people want to come and can’t come
then we will have difficulties. Third, we could also drop the whole idea.
The Senators want to put in a special provision that denial of emigra-
tion for security reasons can only go on for so many years, three or four.
They want to put that in their letter.

Dobrynin: How long is it before you let your classified scientists
leave the country?

Secretary: There are various categories but you give us the number
of years.

Gromyko: I saw Jackson at the White House.’

Secretary: I saw that you spoke to him. Think what you could ac-
cept on the national security point.

Gromyko: We have to look at concrete cases. This could come up in
a hundred forms.

Secretary: Maybe you could agree to review the security status of
applicants from time to time.

Gromyko: That might be possible. Some people have already re-
ceived permission. Some are connected with production or other occu-
pations in restricted fields. But time passes. Five to ten years and they
have lost their skill. Who is to judge when the security problem disap-
pears? We are the ones who will judge that. But it could be reviewed.
Three years ago it might have been impossible for a person to leave but
today it is possible. That may happen. In practice it takes place.

Secretary: We will leave this up to them. I think we have carried
this as far as we can. We will have a longer talk Tuesday night.

9 According to a newspaper account: “Mr. Jackson, a long-time skeptic of détente
with the Russians, was introduced to Mr. Gromyko on his way out of Mr. Ford’s Oval Of-
fice at the White House. They shook hands and exchanged pleasantries.” (Bernard
Gwertzman, “Ford and Gromyko Join in Vowing ‘Continuing Efforts for Middle East
Peace,”” The New York Times, September 21, 1974, p. 9)
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39. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, September 21, 1974, 10 a.m.

PARTICIPANTS

President Ford

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

Lt. General Brent Scowcroft, Deputy Assistant to the President for National
Security Affair

[Omitted here is discussion of Latin America, in particular the
President’s meeting that morning with Argentine Foreign Minister
Vignes.]

[Kissinger:] With Gromyko, I would make it only half an hour. I
would push SALT a little bit. As you talked about yesterday,” if the
arms keep multiplying, that will affect our relations over the coming
period. So the next three months are critical. We can't justify to the
American people this racing. And in a race it is difficult to say you are
even, and the attempt will be to keep an edge.

On emigration, they won't accept the numbers and they won’t spe-
cify a delay time in national security cases. You might think about get-
ting Javits, Jackson and Ribicoff in before you finalize. Termination in
April 76 would be politically hard. Jackson is putting out that we are
close to an agreement.

President: This morning he said it had broken down.

Kissinger: You must be on record with them on what you can do
and what you can’t do.

Gromyko said the Jews are great at raising a public relations crisis
for publicity.

President: I couldn’t see the relationship of the bulldozer story.?

Kissinger: The Russians are crude boors—but abstract art is
banned and it was therefore moved off.

You must get it into their heads you are a tough guy. They are
measuring you for a crisis.

But you should tell them if there is a race we must be first.

1Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Memoranda of Conversations,
1973-1977, Box 6. Secret; Nodis. The meeting was held in the Oval Office. According to
the President’s Daily Diary, Ford met with Kissinger there from 10:35 to 11:50 a.m.; Scow-
croft joined the meeting at 10:40. (Ibid., White House Office Files)

2 See Document 37.
3 See footnote 4, Document 35.



August—October 1974 123

[Omitted here is discussion of the President’s schedule, including
Ford’s meeting that afternoon with Japanese Prime Minister Tanaka.]

40. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, September 21, 1974, 12:15-12:39 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

USSR
Andrei A. Gromyko, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR
Anatoliy F. Dobrynin, Soviet Ambassador to the U.S.

u.s.

President Gerald Ford

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

Lt. General Brent Scowcroft, Deputy Assistant to the President for National
Security Affairs

[The conversation began with greetings and initial pleasantries.]

Gromyko: Kissinger follows me very closely. I cannot afford to
make a mistake.

The President: I enjoyed our talk,” and Secretary Kissinger has
filled me in on his talks with you.?

Kissinger: Just before this meeting, Gromyko gave me a response
to the suggestion that we agree on nuclear reactor safeguards. That is
very important.

The President: Would this have to be an agreement?

Kissinger: Yes, because the problem now is that each country sells
reactors competitively.

Gromyko: On this, non-proliferation is a problem that is as impor-
tant as it was ten years ago.

The President: Maybe so.

1Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Memoranda of Conversations,
1973-1977, Box 6. Secret; Nodis. All brackets are in the original. The meeting was held in
the Oval Office.

2 See Document 37.
3 See Document 38.
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Gromyko: Two-thirds of the states have ratified it, but the re-
mainder haven’t. It would be good if we two did our best to get more
states to ratify.

The President: I hope we could work effectively on this. I'm inter-
ested, Congress is, and if we could stabilize this ...

Kissinger: These are two points. One is the spread of reactor tech-
nology. Maybe we can do something on this. The other is, the Foreign
Minister wouldn’t want some of his allies to get the impression of
condominium.

Gromyko: If you mean our real allies [smile], it is no problem. No
one can predict how someone might act irresponsibly.

Kissinger: Speaking frankly, France has sold four reactors to Iran
and we don’t know what safeguards there were. If we two can agree on
safeguards, then we could go to the Europeans.

Dobrynin: Do you have sufficient safeguards?

Kissinger: In the Egyptian case, we have, we think, foolproof safe-
guards. If we two can agree and if we get the Europeans to agree, we
can control the situation. We will tell you our safeguards—maybe you
have better ones.

Gromyko: Sometimes Japan and Brazil are mentioned. What do
you think?

The President: Japan has its own problems ...

Kissinger: The line between weapons and peaceful uses is vague.
The Indian explosion obviously has military implication.* The Japanese
have a big nuclear program but have not done any explosion yet. If
they moved this way, they would go like India and could be a big
power very quickly.

The President: The Japanese are having trouble with their ship.

Dobrynin: Leakage on their nuclear vessel.

Gromyko: Fukuda told me Japan would not do it.

Kissinger: We have no idea they are moving.

Dobrynin: In the PRC they have a new Commander-in-Chief.’

The President: One of the points we discussed yesterday. I agree
with you and I think it was a constructive speech.® I was looking over
the report on our defense appropriations—that was my expertise in
Congress. And Congress has given us a good list with what we need to
move ahead. I want you to know that despite the strength they gave me
to move ahead, we want to cooperate with you—but if we have to com-

% India tested its first nuclear weapon at Pokhran on May 18.
5 See footnote 3, Document 38.
6 See footnote 10, Document 37.
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pete, we will. The American people will accept a planned equality, but
if we are going to compete, the American people will want me to—and
I will—keep the country in a strong position.

Gromyko: There are two ways to go: if we move ahead while nego-
tiating. We could say to our peoples we will work on some areas. The
first way is to say: stay strong while negotiating; the other is to say: the
main task is to find areas for cooperation. When you go the first direc-
tion, we ask how we should report to our people. Now we prefer the
second approach.

The President: We believe in restraint. But we must assure the
American people that while we go through this process, our strength is
adequate. I must assure that the American people are not in jeopardy.

Gromyko: It is difficult to find a way to cut the knot. Partial solu-
tions are the more practical way to approach the problem. We just dis-
cussed non-proliferation.

The President: Competition which drains you and us is not useful.
But until we can see the progress which can be made, I must preserve
our security. The American people want us to move forward, but want
to be secure also. Don't feel what I'm saying is to upset what I am
talking about, but it is to assure the American people that as we move
ahead our people are adequately protected.

Gromyko: I can assure you we will carry out our policy. We don’t
like some things we see on the U.S. scene—like Jackson—but it will not
dissuade us. The summit conferences and any other talks will continue.
The U.S., Soviet Union, Europeans—and even the PRC—do not want
tension. But we won't give up what belongs to us. But we want to help
be good neighbors. It is nothing directed against the United States. We
want good relations with Europe—and with China, but we will not
give up territory which belongs to us. We proceed from that assump-
tion. We are not against your good relations with Eastern Europe, if it is
based on mutual respect and security.
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41. Transcript of Telephone Conversation Between Secretary of
State Kissinger and David Binder of The New York Times'

Washington, September 21, 1974, 3:21 p.m.

K: Why are you calling me instead of the Danish Ambassador?

B: I haven't talked to him lately. I wonder if you could tell me
something about the Gromyko meeting?

K: We reviewed the whole relationship to see if we could make
progress.

B: Did you see any signs for progress with SALT and the Middle
East.

K: This is off-the-record. I think our relations are in pretty good
shape.

B: Is this trade thing locked up?

K: It will take another week.

B: Is this with the Russians or with Jackson?

K: The Russian thing is in check.

B: It is really to settle it between the administration and Jackson.
And that will take a week.

K: I guess. I don’t know.

B: How about the Middle East? Is that a tour d"horizon?

K: Yes, it is a tour d’horizon. Ok. I have to run.

B: What about Argentina. Is that something _ ?

K: It is in terms of the OAS meeting.

B: Ok. Thank you. Goodbye.

K: Goodbye.?

1Source: Department of State, Electronic Reading Room, Kissinger Transcripts of
Telephone Conversations. No classification marking. The blank underscore indicates an
omission in the original.

2 In his article on the meetings between Ford and Gromyko, published in The New
York Times the next morning, Binder reported: “There has been mutual interest in contin-
uing relations between the two countries that were developed by President Richard M.
Nixon and the Soviet party chief, Leonid I. Brezhnev, a high official of the Ford adminis-
tration observed. The official said after the meeting that relations with the Soviet Union
were ‘in pretty good shape,” although more time was needed to work out an agreement
on strategic arms. He also said he expected the Administration to reach agreement with
Senator Henry Jackson, the Washington Democrat, on a package linking adoption of a
new trade bill with freer emigration from the Soviet Union. Agreement on this problem
was reached earlier between the United States Government and the Soviet leadership, the
official added.” (David Binder, “Gromyko and Ford Complete 2 Days of Discussions,”
The New York Times, September 22, 1974, p. 10)
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42. Memorandum of Conversation!

Washington, September 26, 1974.

PARTICIPANTS

The President
Secretary Henry A. Kissinger

Senator Mike Mansfield
Senator Hugh Scott
Senator William Fulbright
Senator George Aiken
Senator Hubert Humphrey

Congressman Thomas O’Neill
Congressman John Rhodes
Congressman Thomas Morgan
Congressman Peter Frelinghuysen

L/General Brent Scowcroft
Mr. William Timmons

SUBJECT
Bipartisan Leadership Breakfast with the President

[Omitted here is discussion of Cyprus and military assistance to
Turkey.]

The President: Let’s spend just a minute on Jackson-Vanik. I met
with Scoop last Saturday.> My position is to have a waiver. If, at the end
of the year the Soviet Union hasn’t performed, I would kill MFN. The
Soviet Union has agreed they wouldn't interfere with applications and
any applicant could leave, except for security cases.

Secretary Kissinger: That’s about 1 or 1-%2% of the total.

The President: And no harassment. If they stick by that, I would so
certify and MFN would continue. We propose to Scoop a procedure
like we had on the pay bill.’> Scoop wants affirmative action by the
Congress under a complicated system he says will ensure the Congress
will act.

Senator Fulbright: That won’t work.

1Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Memoranda of Conversations,
1973-1977, Box 6. Secret. All brackets, except those inserted by the editor to indicate
omitted passages, are in the original. The meeting was held in the Family Dining Room in
the Residence at the White House. According to the President’s Daily Diary, the bipar-
tisan leadership breakfast lasted from 7:55 to 10:08 a.m. (Ibid., White House Office Files)

2September 21. The reference, however, is in error; Ford met with Jackson on
Friday, September 20. See Document 35.

3 See footnote 3, Document 35.
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Senator Scott: No, it won't.

The President: Scoop has worked out a complicated procedure, but
you know it can be circumvented.

Why we would even be willing to let it be a one-House veto.
Senator Humphrey: What has Javits said about all this.

Secretary Kissinger: What the President described is what the
Soviets have told us. But they won't guarantee a specific figure and
they claim emigration is down because of the Middle East situation.
There is probably something to that (described Belgian action on
re-emigrators). We would communicate all these understandings in a
letter to Scoop and he would answer back with his clarifications.

Senator Humphrey: To Scoop? And how about the rest of us?

Secretary Kissinger: Scoop would write back and say he under-
stands 60,000 is what we could expect as an adequate figure. The So-
viets will not agree to that. And you know there is no way for the Soviet
Union to live up to every detail of these requirements, so Jackson could
use every isolated example to scream bad faith. (Described how we
couldn’t require typed applications.)

No government could or should live up to this intrusion.
Senator Fulbright: We certainly wouldn't.

Secretary Kissinger: But we would certainly know through the
Jewish network of systematic violations. And Brezhnev sort of has
promised personal attention to individual cases. But the Soviet Union
has not agreed to 60,000 and Jackson at the end of the waiver period
could scream trickery. We do not accept his specific number.

[The President mentioned the Kudirka case to show Soviet
cooperation. ]

Senator Humphrey: I'm glad to hear they are human. If you think
the Greeks have pressure, we have more from the Jews. You've got to
get the top Jewish leaders in and tell them what has been done. The
President has an ironclad case on this.

Senator Scott: We have made these points to the Jewish Commu-
nity. The Israeli Government has to ... (interrupted).

The President: If the Jackson-Vanik Amendment comes up, we
can’t buy it. So there would be no trade bill and probably no Jewish em-
igration. The way to go is our way so we can get a trade bill and
emigration.

Senator Mansfield: I couldn’t vote for the bill as Henry has de-
scribed the process.

Congressman Frelinghuysen: Would you leave Scoop’s letter
unanswered?
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Secretary Kissinger: We would reply saying we understand this is
your view—a walffle. But he would always claim trickery.

Senator Humphrey: Why not spell out this to the leadership? Why
to Scoop? I am mean too. We know the President won't let
non-compliance turn into a political football. It is absolutely safe.
Democratic politics will be wild in 1976. The President should spell out
the understandings—or Henry, but not to Scoop.

Senator Scott: If sentiment here is opposed, just tell Scoop what the
leaders think.

Secretary Kissinger: We could put in a letter from me what I have
described.

Senator Humphrey: Someone should spell it out to the committees,
not to Scoop.

Senator Scott: Tell Scoop there should not be a private treaty.

Secretary Kissinger: There are two choices—if we write a letter to
the leadership and he replies, he is just one Senator. But if we write him
and he replies, it is part of the legislative record.

Congressman Rhodes: A letter should go to Senator Long.

Senator Humphrey: A letter should go to Long. Then, anyone can
send a letter back who wants to. If Scoop gets a letter, others who may
have certain ambitions will want one.

The President: We brought this up because we are here working
hard on this problem and I wanted the leadership to know the precise
situation. I hope Scoop won't feel we undercut him.

Secretary Kissinger: The Soviet Union says they can’t accept MFN
if affirmative action is needed every year.

[Omitted here is discussion of the Middle East, foreign assistance,
and energy policy.]
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43. Memorandum of Conversation!

New York, October 2, 1974, 8:10-10:30 a.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Yigal Allon, Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of Foreign Affairs of Israel

Ambassador Simcha Dinitz, Israeli Ambassador to the US

Ambassador Yosef Tekoah, Israeli Permanent Representative to the United
Nations

Dr. Meir Rosenne, Legal Adviser to the Foreign Minister

Mordechai Shalev, Minister, Embassy of Israel

Eytan Ben-Zur, Assistant to the Foreign Minister

Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Secretary of State and Assistant to the President

Joseph J. Sisco, Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs

Alfred L. Atherton, Jr., Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South
Asian Affairs

Harold H. Saunders, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and
South Asian Affairs

Robert B. Oakley, National Security Council Senior Staff

Peter W. Rodman, National Security Council Staff

SUBJECTS

Jackson Amendment; Cyprus; Palestinian Question in UNGA; Next Phase of the
Negotiations; Syrian Jewry/Body Searches in Egypt

[Omitted here is a brief exchange of pleasantries, including discus-
sion of published reports that Dinitz might be “out of favor” with
Rabin.]

Jackson Amendment

Allon: 1 read the speech of your great ally Gromyko.” It said
nothing in particular. He was trying to impress the American people

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 91D414, Records of Henry Kissinger,
1973-77, Box 22, Classified External Memcons, December 1974-April 1975 (Folder 2). Se-
cret; Nodis. Drafted by Rodman. All brackets, except those inserted by the editor to indi-
cate omitted passages, are in the original. The breakfast meeting was held in the Secre-
tary’s suite (34A) at the Waldorf Towers.

2 Reference is to Gromyko’s address to the UN General Assembly on September 24.
In telegram 14494 from Moscow, September 25, the Embassy concluded that the speech
was “a fairly mild replay of standard Soviet positions in most cases.” In its assessment of
his remarks on the Middle East, the Embassy observed: “On Israel, Gromyko’s statement
that ‘real, not illusory’ progress toward regularization of the Middle East situation ‘will
create the necessary prerequisites for the development of Soviet relations with all nations
of the Middle East, including Israel is the most positive official statement we have seen
since the 6-Day War on the subject of Soviet-Israeli diplomatic relations.” “Given the con-
tinuing problems caused by the USSR’s lack of diplomatic contact with Israel,” the Em-
bassy added, “it would not surprise us if Moscow were seeking to lay the groundwork
for a reestablishment of some sort of relations.” (Ibid., Central Foreign Policy Files)
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that Russia is reasonable. Just one little hint about restoring diplomatic
relations. Do you attach importance to it?

Kissinger: I don’t attribute any importance to it. They see things
going their way and they just say enough but not so much that they’re
blamed for what happens. I think they have some interest in restoring
contacts with you. I don’t attach importance to it. When Gromyko saw
me,’ he had a list of questions for us, which I couldn’t give answers to,
which he could then tell the Arabs. Which we believe he’s done.

I don’t think the Soviets will affect the next two to three months.
They won't alleviate things, but they won’t make things much worse.

Allon: They have a special attitude to our problems: In one respect
it may be important: For a Russian Jew, an Israeli Embassy in the heart
of Moscow means something. To the Free World, it doesn’t make sense.

Kissinger: The negotiations with Jackson may break down.
Allon: Break down? I thought there was an understanding.

Kissinger: Once Richard Perle and Dorothy Fosdick realize they're
dealing with Americans instead of with a foreign government ... Let
me tell you where it stands. I'm prepared to write a letter saying what
Gromyko tells me, which should be a good basis for emigration—no
harassment, everybody gets a visa, and national security cases can be
no more than one percent of the total.

Allon: No figure.

Kissinger: No figure, because they’re a sovereign and can’t deter-
mine the number of applicants. He wants to write a letter saying what
he thinks this means: sixty thousand. So in 1976 he’ll accuse us of
trickery.

We can’t confirm things that the Russians never told us.

And the leadership wants me to write a letter to them so Jackson
doesn’t get all the credit.*

Sisco: Tell them about the waiver issue.

Kissinger: He wants Congress to decide positively by a vote in
April 1976—in the middle of a Presidential campaign.

December 1975 is better for us than April 1976. December 1976 is
better. From the American domestic political point of view, there is no
candidate who won’t make it an issue. And we can’t accept a Congres-
sional vote—that will start it all over again. We're willing to give them
a Congressional veto, which is already too much.

3 Kissinger and Gromyko met for dinner at the Waldorf Astoria Hotel in New York
at 8:15 p.m. on September 24. A memorandum of conversation is in Ford Library, Na-
tional Security Adviser, Kissinger-Scowcroft West Wing Office Files, 1974-1977, Box 27,
USSR, The “D” File.

4See Document 42.
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He’s done things which are outrageous. He says he’s gotten con-
cessions the Russians hadn’t given to us. This is not true. In the letter,
there are things we got from the Russians in March. The only thing new
is the President called him in and put himself behind it, which Presi-
dent Nixon didn’t do.

Dinitz: But you yourself said you didn’t mind his getting the
credit.

Kissinger: Up to a point. He’s saying the incompetent Administra-
tion got us into a mess and how he has gotten the figure up. We had
emigration at 38,000; now he’s got it at 12,000. It’s the Jackson Amend-
ment that got us into the decline. If the Russians carry out what they
promised me—which I don’t guarantee—there will be no harassment,
that everybody gets an exit visa, and that no more than one percent are
delayed on national security grounds, then an increase in emigration is
inevitable. We have enough contact with the Jewish Community in
Russia to check it. If we try to enumerate what harassment means, ev-
eryone knows the Russians will find new ways of doing it. But we’ll
spell out what they’ve told us.

He wants national security cases delayed no more than three years.
Gromyko says they can’t do that, because it depends on each case, and
they’ll review it at regular interviews.

We don’t have an answer yet. They're already claiming betrayal.

Allon: It may have an effect on détente.

Tekoah: I'm not dealing with this, but from my experience in
dealing with the Soviets,” I have to say the crucial point is to get some
number. Because when I was there, we always heard there were “no re-
strictions”—but they said there were no applications. There has to be
some number.

Kissinger: They were willing to say 38,000.

Dinitz: At one point they said 45,000.

Kissinger: They even said we could say 45,000, but they tricked us.
The only firm number has been 38,000. When I wanted to pin it down,
they said I misunderstood them, even though I have a verbatim
transcript.

Dinitz: He said this in Cyprus.

Kissinger: In Geneva, then he repeated it in Cyprus.

[Secretary Kissinger gets up] I'm more worried about the Fahmy
visit than about Gromyko. [The party then went to the room next door
for breakfast at 8:30 a.m.]

[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to U.S.-Soviet relations.]

5 Tekoah served as Israeli Ambassador to the Soviet Union in the early 1960s.
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44. Memorandum From the Counselor of the Department of
State (Sonnenfeldt) to Secretary of State Kissinger'

Washington, October 2, 1974.

SUBJECT

Trade Bill/Jackson Amendment: Conversation with Richard Perle,
October 2, 1974, 10:30 a.m.

Perle telephoned to say they were at a complete loss to understand
the turn of events in regard to the Trade Bill. (He was referring to Scow-
croft’s conversations with Miss Fosdick last night and this morning.)>
Perle said the issue of the waiver procedure was not immaterial since
the agreement on which it rests was evidently off. The “third letter”
had always been integral to the agreement. Perle said the only interpre-
tation of events that they could make was that “Kissinger had got out
on a limb and sold an agreement he did not have.” They just could not
accept that the rug should be pulled out from under the agreement be-
cause of some off-hand remark by Hubert Humphrey at the leadership
meeting.®> You (the Secretary) know how integral the third letter has
been to the agreement. Without it there is no possibility of a deal;
Jackson would look ridiculous because the deal would be a phony by
leaving the second letter as no more than a series of unilateral state-
ments. But unilateral statements vis-a-vis the Russians, Perle said, are
worthless as demonstrated by SALT! Perle added they would say this
publicly and recount the whole “experience” with unilateral state-
ments in SALT.

I told Perle I would report his remarks and strongly urged that
there be no public statements from them. Perle said they would wait
before going public in hopes that there has been a misunderstanding.

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the
Counselor, Box 8, Trade Bill, Sept-Dec 1974. Eyes Only. According to marginalia, a copy
of the memorandum was sent to Scowcroft.

2 In a memorandum for the President on October 2, Scowcroft reported that, at Kiss-
inger’s request, he informed Fosdick by phone that, rather than approve Jackson’s pro-
posal on the waiver/veto procedure, the President had decided to adopt the approach he
had outlined to the Senator at their last meeting. Scowcroft also told Fosdick that Ford
had decided that two rather than three letters was sufficient. According to Scowcroft,
Fosdick later called him back to relay Jackson’s initial reaction: he was outraged by this
“betrayal” of their understanding on the three letters; he was inclined to terminate “all
efforts to get agreement” on the amendment; and “he would probably be compelled to go
public with the details of how he had been ‘double-crossed.”” (Ford Library, National Se-
curity Adviser, Kissinger—Scowcroft West Wing Office Files, 1974-1977, Box 18, Jackson/
Vanik Trade Bill) For the full text of the October 2 memorandum, see Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, volume XXXI, Foreign Economic Policy, 1973-1976, Document 217.

3 See Document 42.
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45. Memorandum From the Counselor of the Department of
State (Sonnenfeldt) to Secretary of State Kissinger'

Washington, October 2, 1974.

SUBJECT

Conversation with Perle: New Version of “Third Letter” (Tab A)2

As arranged with Scowcroft, I called Perle around 4:15 p.m. and
told him a new version of the third letter was being sent up to him
shortly. He asked what it said: I told him to look at it when he got it but
that it was phrased more broadly than the old version. He said he
foresaw great difficulty, and asked why the change. I said that you had
pointed out at the last breakfast meeting (September 18)°* that you could
accept the Jackson letter as an extrapolation of the first letter but that
you could take no responsibility for the numbers contained in Jackson’s
letter. In other words, the Administration could not stand behind the
degree of specificity in the Jackson letter. The new third letter reflects
this fact. Perle asserted the numbers issue had been settled with the
President. I said I had not heard this.

Perle said that perhaps it was better to let the Trade Bill pass with
Jackson—-Vanik and then pick up the pieces on emigration afterwards. I
said that this would kill Soviet incentives to move on emigration at all
since they would have neither MFN nor credits. Perle said he tended to
agree but he was reflecting Jackson’s mood. The Senator just felt he had
taken so many blows on this issue that he was throwing up his hands
and would just have to explain how the Administration had walked
away from an agreement.

I said I could not see what blows Jackson had taken. The Adminis-
tration’s proposed letter was a far-reaching document that set up very
clear standards which would provide a ready basis for deciding
whether the Soviets were performing adequately. Perle said that
without the Jackson letter and a reply, the Administration letter was
vague and meaningless. I disagreed. I repeated that a new version of
the third letter was being sent up shortly.

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the
Counselor, Box 8, Trade Bill, Sept-Dec 1974. Eyes Only.

2 The draft letter attached at Tab A reads: “Dear Senator Jackson: I have noted the
views set forth in your letter of (date). The President will consider them in determining
whether the purposes sought through Title IV of the Trade Bill in regard to emigration
practices of non-market economy countries are being fulfilled and in exercising the au-
thority provided for in Section _____ of the Trade Bill. Yours sincerely.”

3 See Document 34.
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Perle said he doubted it would be acceptable.

Perle called at 5:30 to say he had received the letter and it was obvi-
ously unacceptable. He said unless I insisted he would not even give it
to the Senator because he knew what the reaction would be. I said that
this was a valid communication for the Senator and should be treated
as such. Perle said that in that case he guessed he would give it to
Jackson but there should be no doubt what the reaction would be.

Note: Perle’s reference to passing the Trade Bill just with Jack-
son—Vanik should be seen in the context of Long’s statement at markup
today that Jackson had told him he had a deal, that the Finance Com-
mittee should report the Bill with Title IV as amended by Jack-
son-Vanik, that Jackson would take care of further amendments
(waiver) on the floor and that Jackson would have an explanatory ex-
change of correspondence with the Finance Committee. Perle told me
this was essentially what Jackson and Long had discussed yesterday,
before the Scowcroft-Fosdick conversation, though Jackson had told
Long that he “almost” had a deal. Jackson may well seek to have Long
go through with this scenario in any event since it would give him the
added leverage of having Jackson-Vanik on the books in the Senate
Bill.

46. Memorandum From the Counselor of the Department of
State (Sonnenfeldt) to Secretary of State Kissinger'

Washington, October 3, 1974.

SUBJECT

Jackson Amendment: Perle Reports Jackson’s Rejection of Third Letter

Perle called around 10 a.m. this morning to say Jackson’s reaction
to the changed version of the third letter* had been “predictable.” He
considers it an insult and they want to be sure we expect no further
response.

I said there should be no doubt this had come from the President.
Perle said this had never been in question but even if it had come from
the Almighty the answer would have been the same. Perle added that if

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the
Counselor, Box 8, Trade Bill, Sept-Dec 1974. Eyes Only.

2 See footnote 2, Document 45.
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there had to be a breakdown it could not have come on a better issue
than a “last-minute withdrawal” by the Administration from some-
thing previously agreed.

I said there had always been an issue about the Administration’s
view of Jackson’s interpretations. It had always been made clear that
while the Administration stood behind its own letter and while it
viewed Jackson’s interpretations as not unreasonable it clearly could
not stand behind the latter in the same way it stood behind its own
statements. Moreover, you had made explicitly clear that the Adminis-
tration could not accept the numbers in Jackson’s interpretations.
Hence the formulation in the acknowledgment contained in the new
version of the third letter.

Perle said Ribicoff and Javits were both “stunned” by what hap-
pened.’ I said I found this difficult to believe since I had myself heard
Javits say (at the last breakfast I attended on September 18)* that as far
as he was concerned the main thing in the whole deal was that the Pres-
ident would personally hold the Soviets to the no-harassment and
no-punishment assurances and stop the trade measures if there was
non-performance. I said this Presidential role had in no way changed.
Perle said Javits’ comments had just been Senatorial talk from a Repub-
lican Senator up for re-election who was relieved he had a new Presi-
dent. They should not be taken seriously and in any case Javits now
was outraged and felt let down. Perle said the “poor President” had
come into this thing late but he had clearly agreed to the letters at the
joint meeting with the Senators® except only for the item on how soon
scientists with security clearances would be permitted to leave. And on
this last issue you had indicated in the meeting between the President
and Jackson alone® that it too was settled. I said I found this hard to be-
lieve and that in any event you had made wholly clear on September 18
that the Administration did not accept the numbers.

Perle said it was not up to “you” to decide whether you want a
Trade Bill; there would be no further response from Jackson. The Sen-
ators were stunned as were outsiders who had heard about the devel-

3 In a memorandum to Kissinger on October 3, Sonnenfeldt reported that he also
called both Peter Lakeland and Morris Amitay, legislative aides to Javits and Ribicoff, re-
spectively, and stressed the President’s role in recent decisions on how to handle the Jack-
son-Vanik Amendment. Sonnenfeldt added: “Both Lakeland and Amitay said there
would be an explosion in the Jewish community over what had happened and charges of
bad faith would be hurled at you.” (National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records
of the Office of the Counselor, Box 8, Trade Bill, Sept-Dec 1974) For the full text of the
memorandum, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XXXI, Foreign Economic Policy,
1973-1976, Document 218.

4See Document 34.

5 See Document 16.

6 See Document 35.
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opments. I asked how outsiders could hear about them. Perle said Max
Fisher had been in to see them and he knew about what happened, so
they talked to him about it. I said I could not understand how outsiders
like Fisher would know about it unless it was from the Congressional
end.

Perle said the only purpose of his call was to be sure we under-
stood that there would be no further response. I replied that I would re-
port what he had said.

47. Memorandum From Robert Hormats of the National Security
Council Staff to Secretary of State Kissinger'

Washington, October 3, 1974.

SUBJECT

Immediate Action Needed to Cancel Soviet Grain Purchase

—The Soviets today signed a contract with Continental to pur-
chase 1,000,000 tons of corn. They have also indicated to Continental
that they wish to purchase 2,000,000 tons of wheat, and to Cargill that
they wish to purchase 500,000 tons of wheat.

—Drought and now frost have reduced the US corn crop to the
point that we will find it difficult to meet domestic and traditional ex-
port demand at politically tolerable prices. Wheat is less of a problem,
but the market is still tight.

—EC and Japan have been asked, and have agreed, to reduce de-
mand this year in order to avoid higher prices and consequent pressure
for export controls in the US.

—Similar representations have been made to the Soviets. The So-
viet response was to ask us what we believed would be a reasonable ex-
port figure. State and Agriculture agree, and were prepared to respond
officially to the Soviets next week, that we could eventually sell 500,000
tons of corn, but that the Soviets should not make any purchases for the
next 6-8 weeks; we would then know what the crop looked like and
how much we could spare. State and Agriculture also agreed that it
would be inadvisable for the Soviets to make any wheat purchases for a

! Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Presidential Country Files for
Europe and Canada, 1974-1977, Box 17, USSR (3). No classification marking. Sent for
action.
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couple of months. Butz has privately told Dobrynin that it would be
disruptive for the Soviets to make any grain purchases in the US at this
time.

—In view of the poisonous residue of the 1972 Soviet purchase,
news of this purchase would almost certainly result in immediate Congres-
sional action to prohibit exports to the USSR, if not to all foreign markets.
(FYI: It would also kill any food aid program in corn, wheat, and soy.)

—The Soviet crop is the second largest in its history, although
somewhat below mid-summer estimates. The Soviets do not need to make
these purchases at this time. Like the US, the Soviets can draw down
stocks and slaughter cattle if they wish to reduce demand for feed. Re-
sort to imports avoids this course of action, but only by making an al-
ready bad situation in the US much worse, and as the result further
complicating political relationships. (The fact that this is so close to our
Congressional election will also put the Administration in an extremely
embarrassing position).

—It is extremely important for the Soviets to cancel the contract
signed with Continental and refrain from any grain purchase for the
next 6-8 weeks. At that time, we will know what availabilities are and
would be willing to discuss with the Soviets what might constitute a
reasonable purchase in the US market.

48. Transcript of Telephone Conversation Between Secretary of
State Kissinger and the Soviet Ambassador (Dobrynin)"

Washington, October 4, 1974, 9:58 a.m.

D: Hello!

K: Anatol.

D: Oh, good morning, Henry.

K: Anatol, it was good to see you yesterday.”

D: It was really nice to see you, Henry, because you are spending
so lot of time. Is it true you met 75 minutes in Paris somewhere?

! Source: Department of State, Electronic Reading Room, Kissinger Transcripts of
Telephone Conversations. No classification marking. Brackets are in the original.

2 No record of a meeting between Kissinger and Dobrynin on October 3 has been
found. According to his Record of Schedule, Kissinger returned to Washington from
New York that afternoon. (Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers,
Box 439, Miscellany, 1968-76)
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K: [Laughter] I don’t know whether it is true—it is such a ridic-
ulous statement.

D: Yeh, I know. It is like a notorious play in chess.

K: That'’s right.

D:...sitting with a whole row of foreign ministers . . . and you just
going from one to another.

K: Well, on the Greek side you know I could do a little bit. We can’t
do serious work in New York.

D: I understand.

K: Anatol, we have some problem with grain purchases you are
making.

D: What kind of purchases?

K: The problem we have is that it is probably our people’s fault in
that they have triggered you into doing something.

D: Yeh.

K: And what I wanted to point out is this: we are having a great
difficulty with corn and I understand that your people have placed an
order for a million tons.

D: For how many?

K: A million.

D: One million?

K: Yes.

D: Yes, but I also ... one million.

K: Yes, but with frost and with the new difficulties. Our people
think that 500 thousand is really the maximum we can handle. And we
wondered—you see otherwise if you go through with it and if this gets
announced then we have to do something about restricting exports
which we don’t want to do.

D: I don’t know whether Butz reported to you or whether he was
doing everything on his own. I already discussed with him?® and with
Moscow authority and everything and it remained on a high order.

K:Iam absolutely positive, Anatol, that it is our fault. I am positive
that you responded to us.

D: Everything he asked me—so the last time he was with me—
about five days ago—if it is not more than one million, okay, but not
more than one million, so I said to Moscow all right. So now it’s
changed in the past three days. He came to the Embassy and said ex-
actly not more than a million.

% No records of the meetings between Butz and Dobrynin have been found.
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K:Thaven't the foggiest idea since—it is the last time he will come
to your Embassy without permission—believe me.

D: Yes. I don’t complain he came to me.

K: I am telling you he is not coming to your Embassy again
without permission. Or we may have a new Secretary of Agriculture.

D: [laughter] Really he asked me several things and on all ex-
changes it was a positive answer. So I reported everything this way.
Now he is telling me a different kind of thing.

K: Another thing he also placed for a million tons of wheat—was
that also arranged with Butz?

D: He said about one million—we didn’t discuss exactly with ...

K: Well a million we can probably handle on wheat if you don’t go
above a million.

D: So what is your ...
K: Oh, you have already ordered two?
D: I don’t know. I don’t know.

K: Well on wheat we can handle a million altogether. On corn we
can handle 500 thousand.

D: You mean by the end of this year or before the elections?
K: Before the election there shouldn’t really be anything.

D: They didn’t discuss it really—it was a question where it was
announced.

K: Well, it is going to be announced very soon and if this isn"t—if
we can’t get some understanding on it. Well let me get back to you
within an hour. Let me check with the Agriculture Department.

D: Please give me what is your explanation because I am a little bit
confused now.

K: Okay.
D: Okay, Henry.
K: Right.*

* As soon as he hung up with Dobrynin, Kissinger called Sonnenfeldt to discuss
how to proceed: “I've got guys running around like chickens without heads—after all it is
all in the same country—we are all speaking English. Can somebody find out what the
hell happened before we put the lid on it. Dobrynin says—and I didn’t volunteer it with
Dobrynin—Dobrynin told me his assessment—that he doesn’t know what it is all about.
That Butz personally called on him without asking—without being asked to come.” Son-
nenfeldt agreed to “try and find out” what happened. (Department of State, Electronic
Reading Room, Kissinger Transcripts of Telephone Conversations) According to his
Record of Schedule, Kissinger called Dobrynin twice that afternoon. (Library of
Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box 439, Miscellany, 1968-76) No sub-
stantive record of either conversation has been found.
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49. Memorandum of Conversation!

Washington, October 5, 1974, 10 a.m.

PARTICIPANTS

President Gerald R. Ford

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

William E. Simon, Secretary of the Treasury

Alan Greenspan, Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers

Roy Ash, Director, Office of Management and Budget

William D. Eberle, Special Representative for Trade Negotiations, Council of
International Economic Policy

L. William Seidman, Assistant to the President

Dr. Arthur Burns, Chairman, Federal Reserve Board

Lt. General Brent Scowcroft, Deputy Assistant to the President for National
Security Affairs

SUBJECT

Soviet Grain Purchase

Kissinger: There are three interpretations of the Soviet actions:
(1) They are trying to disrupt the market; (2) they misunderstood the
signals we gave, or (3) they see the prices going up and want to beat the
increase. Dobrynin proposes to know nothing about this.?

President: What is the Soviet situation?

Simon: Pretty good. They are down a bit in feed but they are okay
in feed. So this is something of a surprise.

Kissinger: Dobrynin said they were told they could have 1 million
tons. I told him they could have 500,000 tons of corn and 1 million tons
of wheat but after November and spread over a long period. We would
announce it but say we would hold it in abeyance.

President: How about licensing?

Simon: It still would cut off PL 480 for those crops, and it just shifts
the demand. So you would have to impose export controls and ask
Congress for an exemption for PL 480.

! Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Memoranda of Conversations,
1973-1977, Box 6. Confidential. Brackets are in the original. The meeting was held in the
Oval Office. According to the President’s Daily Diary, Ford met with Kissinger (from
9:05), Simon and Seidman (from 9:27), and Eberle (from 9:45) until 10:05 a.m., when he
went to the Roosevelt Room for a meeting with Simon, Butz, and executives from both
Continental Grain Co. and Cook Industries, Inc. to discuss the sale of corn and wheat to
the Soviet Union. (Ibid., White House Office Files) No record of the latter meeting has
been found.

2 See Document 48.
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Kissinger: Ohira® said that Butz told him there would be absolutely
no export controls.

Simon: We could put in licensing, tell Japan it is an anti-Soviet
move and they would get what they need and ask Congress for the PL
480 authority.

President: What would this do for PL 4807

Kissinger: It would create disquiet. We have been using PL 480 in
lieu of aid to Egypt.

Simon: We would even have a helluva job selling it to the
Congress—even 500,000 tons of corn and 1 million tons of wheat.

Kissinger: Why would that push the price up if it was held in
abeyance?

Burns: Because it means the Soviet Union is in the market. That is a
new factor in a skittish market.

[There was a brief discussion of the 25 September Food Committee
Meeting and its sequel.]

President: We have two options: One is to impose licensing with
prior notification. The second is to get the Soviet Union to back off—ei-
ther back off or slow delivery.

Simon: I think we have to announce the cancellation by Monday* if
the market is not to go wild.

Kissinger: We may be able to work out a lower sum with the Soviet
Union, but it puts us in a dangerous situation. No MEN, no EXIM cred-
its, and now licensing against them. This is economic warfare and they
haven’t done a thing.

President: Did we notify the companies that we wanted to approve
these purchases?

Eberle: Butz said so.

Greenspan: Licensing will create a two-tiered pricing system in the
world, with drastic price increases in Europe and Japan.

President: But I suspect we would face dramatic action in the
Congress for licensing to stop deals like this.

Simon: I recognize the two-tier problem. It's a mess. But if we
move to licensing ourselves, we have a chance to save PL 480.

Ash: But Congress may impose a whole new series of restrictions
in the PL 480 option.

Kissinger: It could push Sadat over the edge.

Simon: That is why I would tell the Soviet Union to cancel.

% Masayoshi Ohira, Japanese Minister of Finance.
* October 7.
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Kissinger: It’s easier for the Soviet Union to have the contract can-
celled through our licensing than for them to voluntarily cancel.

President: I think we must find out whether Butz or the companies
did the wrong thing here.

Eberle: We have no legal lever over the companies.
Seidman: Can we avoid an announcement today?
Simon: We will be accused of being devious.
Kissinger: But for a good purpose.

Eberle: From the market point of view we have until Saturday af-
ternoon, but we have a credibility problem.

President: We have to make the announcement, as Henry has indi-
cated. Get Butz back here.

Kissinger: I think the Soviet Union will consent to things imposed
on them better than to take initiatives themselves.

President: We should be tough on the companies. Get them and
Butz in a room and sort this out.

Kissinger: But the contracts have to be cancelled—by the com-
panies, the Soviet Union, or by us through licensing.

Eberle: Getting the companies in should be part of the press
release.

Kissinger: If we publicize getting companies in and we cancel the
contracts, that should help.

President: We should also say that the companies must get prior
approval in the future for contracts of an unusual size.

Kissinger: We had better get some cables drafted to the affected
countries.’

5 After Ford’s meeting with the grain executives, Butz announced that both Conti-
nental Grain and Cook Industries had voluntarily agreed to cancel shipments of corn and
wheat to the Soviet Union. Butz expressed his hope, however, that some of the sales
could be reinstated during Simon’s upcoming trip to Moscow. In a press statement re-
leased that afternoon, the White House explained that the cancellation had been made at
the request of the President, who “expressed his strong concern about the potential do-
mestic impact such sales could have at a time when the United States is experiencing a
disappointing harvest of feed grains.” (Philip Shabecoff, “2 Dealers Cancel Soviet Grain
Sale at Ford’s Behest,” The New York Times, October 6, 1974, pp. 1, 43)
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50. Transcript of Telephone Conversation Between Secretary of
State Kissinger and Bernard Gwertzman of The New York
Times'

Washington, October 5, 1974, noon.

G: It’s on the Jackson ...

K: We're talking background.

G: A senior State Department official . ..
K: Just say State Department official.

G: It's such a complicated thing. My understanding is from the
Senators’ source primarily.

K: Let me tell you what happened. We had discussed 3 letters with
the Senators. The first letter contained the assurance I received. If I had
received more assurances, I could have put them in my letter. The 2nd
letter, what he thought those assurances should mean, including
numbers, which I told the Senators were never given to me . We
then sent the letters to Senate leadership, chairmen and ranking
members of the Foreign Affairs Committee. If we had been able to
make those assurances to begin with—I told everybody from the begin-
ning how these assurances translate into

G: I'm told you did say that 45,000 would be acceptable to the Rus-
sians and I gather they came back with 75,000 and 60,000 was sort of
agreed upon.

K: This assumes that I can make Jews leave the Soviet Union. We
say 75,000 therefore let’'s compromise on 60,000. It’s ridiculous. What
the hell can I do about it.

G: The question is, which was more troublesome. If this was the
case why was the letter drafted in the first place?

K: It was also said the wording of these letters—we would have to
go over again and was an idea that the 3rd could be interpreted to mean
that we would do our best. The more it was studied, the more people
who believed it was a commitment.

G: That was my impression and that was the Jewish impression.

K: You find me one leader of the Jewish community to whom I said
I could specify numbers.

G: They got their information from the
K: The Senators kept saying it will be 60,000.

G: When you saw (Gromyko), he would never confirm anything
like that?

1 Source: Department of State, Electronic Reading Room, Kissinger Transcripts of
Telephone Conversations. No classification marking. Blank underscores indicate omis-
sions in the original.
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K: Never. I thought that if they could state a number and I could
use it as a yardstick . I cannot say something that will be used
against us. It’s getting to be pretty tough to be humanitarian. Why
would I want to direct them.

G: Some of them think perhaps you could get more out of Russia.

K: Why would I do it in 3 letters if I had all the assurances to begin
with.

G: I could see why if there was something to say perhaps—so
profit minded.

K:Ttold them at every meeting I could not deliver a number. I told
them to a substantial increase and I still believe it, but what the
increase is, I don’t know how many applications there will be.

G: What's the situation?

K: I'm planning a meeting with them on Monday” and see what
can be worked out.

G: Great expectations were built up—certainly in the Soviet Union.

K: I think if you see those letters, you will say my we
carried out.

G: I gather in your 1st letter, we have assurances that certain cri-
teria will be carried out.

K: No restriction on application, all of which is somewhat
changeable.

G: Jackson's letter is full of detail.

K: Which I was never given.

G: Do you think there’s an honest problem here—that there was a
misunderstanding?

K: A problem that could have easily been worked out. I said from
the beginning we want to work out in good faith. If I signed this letter
and a year from now it will

G: The letter has sat on the table for more than 2 months.

K: It was the unanimous opinion of the leaders that this letter
would be taken as a commitment. And they said you better not send
that letter.’

2 October 7. See Document 51.

31In an article on the Trade Bill and Soviet emigration, published in The New York
Times the next morning, Gwertzman reported: “Highly reliable Administration and
Senate informants said the compromise appears to have broken down because the White
House declined to give written assurances to Congress that it believed the details of the
agreement would be carried out by the Russians. There had been an earlier under-
standing of such assurances. A State Department official said the Administration had to
drop the earlier promise because the Soviet Union had never given assurances that a spe-
cific number of persons could emigrate. The official said the understanding with
Congress had been more a hope than a certainty.” “According to a State Department offi-
cial familiar with Mr. Kissinger’s views,” Gwertzman added, “the Russians did not
commit themselves to a specific number of emigrants.” (Gwertzman, “Talks on Soviet
Jews” Emigration Periled,” The New York Times, October 6, 1974, pp. 1, 8)
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51. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, October 7, 1974, 12:15-1:05 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS
Max Fisher’s Group of American-Jewish Leaders (List at Tab A)2

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

Leonard Garment, Counsel to the President

Peter W. Rodman, NSC Staff

Fisher: Did the press give you a hard time [at the press conference
preceding the meeting]?®

Kissinger: No.

I meet with you periodically to bring you up to date on what con-
cerns Israel and the Jewish community.

I don’t have any special concerns to give you, but there are three
things I do want to discuss.

—First, the relationship of the Israeli Ambassador to this building,
and to me.

—second, my trip to the area.*
—third, just a few, brief comments on the Jackson Amendment.

1Source: National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 91D414, Records of Henry Kissinger,
1973-77, Box 5, Nodis Memcons, Nov. 1974, Folder 1. Secret; Nodis. Drafted by Rodman.
All brackets, except those inserted by the editor to indicate omitted passages, are in the
original. The meeting was held in the Secretary’s Conference Room at the Department of
State.

2 Attached but not printed at Tab A is a list of 18 Jewish leaders. In addition to
Fisher, the attendees included: Elmer Winter, President, American Jewish Committee;
Melvin Dubinsky, Chairman, United Israel Appeal; Rabbi Israel Miller, Chairman, Con-
ference of Presidents of Major American Jewish Organizations; David Blumberg, Presi-
dent, B'nai B’rith; and Charlotte Jacobsen, World Zionist Organization-American Section,
Incorporated.

% During his press conference on October 7, Kissinger answered a question on the
status of his talks with Senators Jackson, Javits, and Ribicoff on the Trade Bill and Soviet
emigration: “[TThe negotiations between the Senators and myself, the difficulty, such as it
is, arises from the fact that there are some assurances that have been given to me that I can
defend and which I can transmit. There are some interpretations of these assurances
which some of the Senators would like to make. And that is their privilege. And we un-
derstand that they would apply their interpretations as a test of Soviet good faith. What I
cannot do is to guarantee things that have not been told to me. And so the question is
whether we can work out something which makes clear that we take the Senators’ views
very seriously but which does not put us into a position of having to guarantee some-
thing beyond what has been discussed.” (Department of State Bulletin, October 28, 1974,
pp- 567-568)

* Kissinger left Washington early on October 9 for a one-week trip to the Middle
East, which included stops in Damascus, Amman, Tel Aviv, Riyadh, Cairo, Algiers, and
Rabat.
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[Omitted here is discussion of U.S.-Israeli relations and Kissinger’s
upcoming trip to the Middle East.]

[Kissinger:] Let me say a brief word on the Jackson Amendment. I
have never wanted to put this group into the position of choosing be-
tween Jackson and the Administration. Second, I've never said any-
thing but supportive things of him. I can’t say the same on his side!

The problem is this: We have assurances on no restrictions on ap-
plications, on harassment and on administrative procedures which, if
carried out, assuredly will lead to an increase. But the Soviets won't
give figures.

I can give assurances that they haven’t given. We have enough
communication with the Jewish community there to know when there
is harassment. If we ask for numbers, that is such an interference in
their domestic affairs that they may disavow the whole thing.

The issue is the third letter. I'm delighted to get anything I can get
from the Russians. One Senator said to me, “They offered 45,000 but we
want 75,000. Let’s compromise on 60,000.” How can I compromise on
this?

We don’t want a victory for the Administration. We are prepared
to give him credit—although, to be honest, all the assurances we have
now we had in March and he has held it up for months. We will leave it
in legislation, labeled the Jackson Amendment. So it is a soluble
problem. We will work something out. I'm meeting with them tonight.
We will go in with the attitude that we will do the maximum that is
possible, but not what I haven’t got. We will work something out—es-
pecially if Jackson doesn’t bring his staff members. I'm not asking you
for anything.

Miller: You say you're not asking us for anything. And we have no
advice to give you, except that the people who have suffered all this
time aren’t you or the Congress, but the people in the Soviet Union.

Kissinger: I agree.

Miller: So we hope this will be settled this evening. Not only will it
give a lift on your trip ...

Kissinger: Not in Riyadh. [Laughter]

Miller: But in one corner of it, plus a great hope for the Jews in
Russia. So we hope you will be flexible.

Kissinger: I can sign anything today, but my concern is this:
Jackson wants to publish the letters. That may be unavoidable, because
it will leak anyway. But if this happens and then the Soviets disavow it,
we are worse off. The other concern is if next year the Soviets don’t live
up to it, we don’t want to be accused of misleading the Congress. Be-
tween these two limits, I will agree to any solution.

Mrs. Jacobsen: If you can’t give assurances on these, how are we
better off?
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Kissinger: No, they [the Soviets] were prepared to give an assur-
ance of 35,000 and it was rejected. Second, they have agreed to no re-
strictions on applications and no harassment, such as losing jobs or an
apartment.

Mrs. Jacobsen: I see.

Kissinger: Some of them now want other refinements—to specify
that parental consent can’t be used to block it. They [Soviets] also
agreed that we can call specific cases of harassment to attention. If we
enumerate 20 pages of administrative regulations and they want to
keep the Jews in, they will find ways. We can’t take them to court. It re-
ally depends on the state of our relations. I have the impression there is
enough contact with the Jews in the Soviet Union so we would know.
I'm counting on this group, and the Conference,” to tell us whether it is
being met.

Blumberg: In the meeting we had with President Nixon,° you said
there were some things which depended on trust. Is that true on this
one too?

Kissinger: My view is that Soviet actions will depend on their
self-interest. I don’t trust the Russians. But we had it at 35,000; now it is
15,000. So we would like to get it up as high as possible.

At one point they said 45,000, which my verbatim records confirm.
Then they said we misunderstood them, and that they can’t agree to a
number as a matter of principle.

They agree it should be higher than 35,000. They claim—which I
can’t judge—that the number of Jews who want to go to Israel is down.

Mrs. Jacobsen: Then they should agree.

Kissinger: But they say a number is a matter of principle.

If they agree to no harassment, no restrictions, and a limit on the
number of national security cases—which is the third problem—it
should be clear what is happening.

Fisher: We hope you can work it out today.

Kissinger: But I have to tell you, as a friend, I don’t find the Soviets
particularly honorable people, and the result depends on the state of
our relations. When Dobrynin met with President Ford,” I must say he
brought a reaffirmation of the assurances we had had since April, from
Brezhnev. That was a new element in a sense.

[Omitted here is further discussion of U.S.-Israeli relations.]

5 The Conference of Presidents of Major American Jewish Organizations.

® President Nixon met with the Jewish leaders on April 19, 1973; see Foreign Rela-
tions, 1969-1976, volume XV, Soviet Union, June 1972-August 1974, Document 99.

7 See Document 12.
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52.  Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Ford'

Washington, October 8, 1974.

SUBJECT

Jackson Amendment to the Trade Bill

I had a session with Senators Jackson. Javits and Ribicoff following
your speech at the Capitol today.?

On the matter of the third letter acknowledging Jackson’s interpre-
tations of the Administration’s assurances, the Senators agreed to drop
such a letter. Instead they presented a modification of the basic Admin-
istration letter in which it would be noted that Senator Jackson had sub-
mitted certain guidelines and in which the Senator would be advised
that these guidelines would be “among the considerations” to be ap-
plied by the President in exercising a waiver authority. In short, the
Jackson letter would not constitute a commitment on the part of the
Administration.?

Concerning the number of emigrants, we agreed that it should cor-
respond to the number of applicants and that good faith Soviet per-
formance on the assurances we have received would have to result in
substantial increases in applications.

Jackson pressed hard on the question of Soviet use of security
clearances as an impediment to emigration. I pointed out that we had
received no assurances on that point, but were, of course, in a position
to use the appeals procedure with the Soviets if it appears that security
clearances were being used unreasonably to prevent emigration.

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the
Counselor, Box 8, Trade Bill, Sept-Dec 1974. No classification marking. The original is an
uninitialed copy. In an attached note to Sonnenfeldt, Marilyn Biery, however, reported:
“The Secretary signed off on this. No changes.”

20n October 8, the President delivered his “Whip Inflation Now” speech on the
U.S. economy to a joint session of Congress. Although no formal record of Kissinger’s
meeting with the Senators on October 8 has been found, Sonnenfeldt’s handwritten notes
are ibid., Box 5, Misc. Memcons. Excerpts from his notes, transcribed by the editor, are
provided in the footnotes below.

% The revised letters are attached but not printed. The texts are essentially identical
to the letters exchanged between Kissinger and Jackson on October 18. See Documents 60
and 61.
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I believe the letters as now drafted are acceptable.* They are at-
tached at Tab A. I recommend your approval.’

On the question of the waiver procedure, I pointed out your strong
reluctance to accept Jackson’s proposal for Congressional initiative. I
also noted your concern that the Jackson “compromise”, whereby his
procedure would be used after the initial 18 months and the veto proce-
dure thereafter, could result in major controversy in the middle of the
1976 Presidential primaries.®

It was left that Jackson would be authorized by the two other Sen-
ators to take this matter up directly with you.”

% According to Sonnenfeldt’s notes (see footnote 2 above), Kissinger explained that
the redrafted exchange of letters might be acceptable: “I can live with this letter. But all I
can promise—][I] hate to be fussy—is that emigration will rise with applications. With at
most 1%% less for security clearances. All Gromyko said in long lunch was that indi-
vidual security cases can be raised with them.” Kissinger subsequently sounded a more
positive note: “I will propose [to Ford] to accept your redraft. Can get word [to Senators]
tomorrow. Not asking [for] redraft on national security, just telling you what Soviets said
so we understand each other.” “My word will weigh” with the President, Kissinger as-
sured Jackson. “[I] would be astonished if he rejected.”

®There is no indication of the President’s approval or disapproval of the
recommendation.

® According to Sonnenfeldt’s notes, Kissinger stated that Ford was “adamantly op-
posed” to an 18-month waiver, arguing that it would “fall into maximum contention pe-
riod,” i.e., the 1976 Presidential campaign. The meeting also included the following ex-
change: “Kissinger: On waiver, [you] should talk to President who knows better than I.
Ribicoff: Trade Bill won’t come up till after recess. So time. Javits: Should try to settle &
get tranquility on this issue. We are both with you (Scoop). If President wants 2 years
rather than 18 months, [it would] give you refusal after election. Jackson: Don’t want 2
years. Trust went down [in] grain deal when Soviets refused to give data. 2 years too
long. Kissinger: Well, President feels strongly. He knows how it works. I don’t. He fears
big acrimonious argument.”

7 In a memorandum to Scowcroft on October 9, Sonnenfeldt reported: “I talked to
Jackson’s people; he, himself, was not available. Apparently Henry called Jackson before
he left last night and agreed to the letters. In any case, I confirmed that point again.” Son-
nenfeldt added: “Perle says that if the Bill should be reported out, it would of course be
with the original Jackson-Vanik Amendment. The waiver amendment would be intro-
duced from the Floor by Jackson. This could not occur before the recess and consequently
Perle says there would be time for the Administration and Jackson to work out the pre-
cise language, based on whatever agreement is reached between the President and
Jackson. Perhaps you should report these considerations to the President and see how he
feels about it.” (National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the
Counselor, Box 8, Trade Bill, Sept-Dec 1974)
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53.  Note From President Ford to the Soviet Leadership'

Washington, undated.

The United States believes that major progress toward a new
agreement limiting strategic offensive arms through 1985 should be
made during the discussions with Secretary Kissinger in Moscow. Our
aim is to lay the groundwork for agreement at the highest level on the
principal objectives of a new agreement; this would provide the delega-
tions in Geneva with a framework for developing a final agreement
during 1975.

In this light the US side suggests that the following general ap-
proach to a new agreement be discussed in the Moscow talks.

1. Both sides would agree to make a maximum effort, primarily
through a combination of reductions and other limitations, to establish
a viable strategic balance.

2. This approach would require a phased reduction in the total
number of ICBMs, SLBMs, and heavy bombers:

a. The numerical limits of the Interim Agreement would remain in
effect without change until October 1977.

b. Over a five year period beginning at that time (October 1977),
both sides would agree to reduce their ICBMs and SLBMs and heavy
bombers to no more than 2350 by 1982. Between the end of the Interim
Agreement and 1982, the total number of ICBMs, SLBMs, and heavy
bombers cannot exceed 2500, and the total number of modern large
ICBMs cannot exceed 300.

c. By the end of 1983, both sides would reduce to 2200.

d. By the end of 1983, both sides would reduce to no more than 250
heavy systems, including both heavy missiles and heavy bombers.

3. Both sides would limit the number of ICBMs and SLBMs
equipped with MIRVs to 60 percent of their reduced forces, that is, no
more than 1320 MIRV missiles; MIRVs will be banned on heavy ICBMs,
and air-to-surface missiles with a range greater than 3,000 km will be
banned from deployment on heavy bombers.

4. Both sides would agree to limit their total deployment of new
ICBMs and SLBMs and heavy bombers, including those deployed for
purposes of replacement or modernization, to no more than 175 mis-
siles and bombers combined in any one year.

5. This provision as well as the numerical limit on missiles
equipped with MIRVs would enter into effect with signing of the new
agreement.

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the
Counselor, Box 6, SALT, October 1974. No classification marking. According to margina-
lia, the note was handed to Dobrynin by Scowcroft and Sonnenfeldt at 2:15 p.m. on Octo-
ber 9.
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6. There would also be agreement that the provision of the Interim
Agreement prohibiting the construction of new ICBM silos should be
incorporated into any new agreement.

54. Memorandum From the President’s Deputy Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Scowcroft) to President Ford'

Washington, October 11, 1974.

RECOMMENDED PHONE CALL

To: Senator Henry M. Jackson
Recommended by: Brent Scowcroft

Background:

Senator Jackson is expecting a call from you to discuss the waiver
procedure for the Jackson-Vanik Amendment to the Trade Bill.

Your suggestion to Jackson in your last meeting® was that your
waiver authority would continue for one year, at the end of which you
would make a new determination regarding Soviet performance on
Jewish emigration. The Congress could veto your determination by
concurrent resolution within a 90-day period. You subsequently of-
fered as a concession to Jackson to allow veto by one House only.

Jackson proposed to you an initial waiver period of 18 months, fol-
lowing which you would be required to request that the Congress ex-
tend your waiver authority for an additional year. In order to insure
prompt Congressional action on the request for renewed waiver au-
thority, Jackson proposes a number of legislative safeguards (his draft
language is at Tab A).?

1Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Presidential Name File,
1974-1977, Box 2, Jackson, Henry M. No classification marking. A copy was sent to
Timmons. In an attached handwritten note, Ford instructed Scowcroft: “Brent—Talk
with me on this Sat. [October 12] if possible.” According to the President’s Daily Diary,
Ford called Jackson on October 11 at 1:38 p.m. (Ibid., White House Office Files) No sub-
stantive record of the conversation has been found.

2 See Document 35.

3 Not attached.



August—October 1974 153

In your discussion of the Trade Bill with the Bipartisan Leadership
at breakfast on September 19,* you described the procedure proposed
by Jackson. The general sentiment of the Leadership seemed to be that
it was not workable. Instead, there was general agreement that your
proposed procedure was one which was clearly understood by all and
which obviously operated satisfactorily, as demonstrated in the case of
the Congressional rejection of your pay raise deferral action.

Talking Points:

You may wish to reiterate to Jackson the Congressional control
which your proposed waiver authority affords, as tested and proved in
practice in the recent pay raise action.

You might also wish to point out that the sentiment of the Bipar-
tisan Leadership was that the procedures which Jackson proposes were
not workable.

Action®

% The reference is in error; Ford’s breakfast meeting with bipartisan Congressional
leaders took place on September 26. See Document 42.

% There is no action indicated on the original. According to the President’s Daily
Diary, Ford met with Jackson in the Oval Office from 3:55 to 4:15 p.m. (Ford Library,
White House Office Files) In message Tohak 29 to Kissinger, October 11, Scowcroft re-
ported: “The President met with Jackson alone. He told me that he proposed to Jackson
that we would let Jackson put his version of the waiver authority in the Senate bill if Jack-
son would guarantee that he would recede in conference and accept our version of the
waiver procedure. Jackson said he would have to think about it over the weekend and he
would call the President on Monday. We are now checking to see whether or not it is leg-
islatively possible to accomplish a maneuver like this.” (Ibid., National Security Adviser,
Trip Briefing Books and Cables of Henry Kissinger, 1974-1977, Box 1, Kissinger Trip File,
October 8-13—Middle East, TOHAK (2))
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55. Memorandum of Conversation'

Jerusalem, October 13, 1974, 9:45-11:55 a.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Yitzhak Rabin, Prime Minister of Israel

Yigal Allon, Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of Foreign Affairs
Shimon Peres, Minister of Defense

Simcha Dinitz, Ambassador to the United States

Mordechai Gazit, Director of Prime Minister’s Office

Gen. Mordechai Gur, Chief of Staff, Israel Defense Forces

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

Joseph J. Sisco, Under Secretary for Political Affairs

Amb. Kenneth Keating, U.S. Ambassador to Israel

Peter W. Rodman, National Security Council Staff

SUBJECTS

Immediate Defense Needs; U.S.-Soviet Détente; Negotiating Strategy; Long-Term
Arms Supply; PLO Vote in the UNGA

[Omitted here is discussion of U.S. military assistance to Israel. ]

US-Soviet Détente

Allon: Shimon said if we had European neighbors, we could cut
our weapon necessities by half. In fact we do have a European neighbor
—the Soviet Union. By its political presence and military advice, par-
ticularly in Syria. This raises two questions. Give me a lesson. Does
détente cover the Middle East or not? I mean, can you on behalf of the
spirit of détente approach the Soviet Union and say “You can’t outflank
Europe?”

Kissinger: Détente covers the Middle East partly in the sense we
are sustantially competative. In the situation in the United States,
which may make it the case that any serious foreign policy can’t be con-
ducted, our strategy was to create a network of risks so they would
have to give up something if they run the risks. There is a campaign in
Congress to cut off everything positive we could do, plus the intellec-
tual community is destroying détente. I have no illusion about the So-
viet Union. Our policy is the most anti-Soviet policy that can be sus-
tained. To avoid what happened with Vietnam.

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of Henry Kissinger,
1973-77, Box 22, Classified External Memcons, December 1974-April 1975 (Folder 2). Se-
cret; Nodis. Drafted by Rodman. All brackets, except those inserted by the editor to indi-
cate omitted passages, are in the original. The meeting was held in the Prime Minister’s
Residence.
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When Schmidt goes to the Soviet Union, he will give substantial
credits to the Soviet Union. This is my prediction. Then we will be in
the brilliant situation where we have gotten the Europeans into an
economic relationship with the Soviet Union and will have gained no
leverage for us. The gas deals would take fifteen years, giving us con-
stant ... The credits—we have only given $250 million. What can we
tell them they will lose? We can confront them, but that we could do in
the Cold War. They cut off credits; we barely managed to save the
Trade Bill.

Take the European Security Conference. The Europeans will cave
the first time there is a crisis. If there is a Berlin crisis, they will rush to
Moscow. We can’t even deliver the end of the European Security Con-
ference because the Europeans scream treason. It is the biggest fraud.
The Europeans think they can undermine the Soviet system without
the Soviets noticing, by newspapers and exchange of families. When I
lived in Nazi Germany you could buy the London Times in the train sta-
tion of Fuerth, for God’s sake. They are undermining détente, the very
people who don’t have the guts to see it through. If SALT fails, the NY
Times and Post and Senator Church” will deluge us. Like Vietnam. If
Jackson prevalils, there will be a polarization of our society.

In the last war, we got the Soviets to behave more cautiously than
we had reason to hope for. They sent Kosygin to Cairo; certainly it is
the Arab perception the Soviets didn’t do enough. If there is a next war,
they will be more risk-taking. How they will do it, I don’t know—
whether ships, troops are sent to Syria. [ don’t base this on Macovescu.’

Allon: This puts us in a dilemma. We accepted détente as a good
thing for the world.

Kissinger: But the Jews in America worked against it.

Allon: I am afraid the only victim of a far from perfect détente will
be Israel.

Kissinger: Why? Suppose there is no détente, what will be
different?

Allon: You have important interests with the Arabs, which I un-
derstand very well. I know some in the US begin to doubt after the Yom
Kippur war whether we were an asset. But if we had lost the war, God
forbid, everyone would go to the Russians, not the Arabs, for oil.

I must say very frankly, when we negotiated with the Syrians, the
Presidential assurances on military supply, financial obligations and
the Golan Heights were the decisive thing. Now we have to bargain

2 Senator Frank F. Church III (Democrat, Idaho).
% Gheorghe Macovescu, Romanian Foreign Minister.
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over every weapon. And I think we did the right thing, but the Syrians
needed it at least as much as we.

We had to act like beggars, not allies. We would like to feel more at
home in Washington. We know better than all your experts on the
Arabs. It is good to know we have the same interests. The bloody Euro-
peans are trying to get the best of both worlds, with the Arabs, the So-
viets, because they know you will do the dirty work.

You are going to Russia.

Kissinger: On the 22nd [of October].

Allon: I was speaking in New York at the Council of Foreign Rela-
tions. There was a question about the October alert, from an oil man.

Dinitz: McCloy.*

Allon: He was suggesting we were dragging the US into a major
war. And I said that it saved America’s position as a world power.
Therefore to avoid another alertness [sic], I say as a friend that you
should tell them any Soviet involvement will mean a confrontation
with America. Otherwise they will delude themselves that America has
gotten soft.

Kissinger: If America has gotten soft, it is because the very groups
that accuse us of selling out are the ones who are opposing America’s
strength. We can’t be strong only for Israel. Our policy has been that
whenever Russia puts a toe accross the line, we cut it off. We have to do
a complex policy. We have the best potential for being tough by
seeming to be soft.

Where have the Soviets gained anything? They know what’s hap-
pening in the Middle East. Jewish newspapermen and Jewish con-
gressmen are more responsible for America’s weakness. They [the So-
viets] believed the alert because thay had seen Nixon and me behave
like maniacs. We are falling into a Kennedy period, if there is the im-
pression that we are weak and our authority is undermined. If we had
been able to carry out our policy of two years ago, to build a network of
relationships, and there was a war in the Middle East, what could we
say we could cut off? Congress already cut it off, for nothing.

If the Soviet Union intervenes in the Middle East, we will react.
They will know it. Our credibility in the US now—what would you
conclude? Under Nixon, even in Watergate, the people thought he
might be crazy. I'm serious. They thought he might do something.

Now take this Chile thing. What is wrong with undermining a
Communist Government in Chile. The other Latin Americans are re-

4John]. McCloy, former Chairman of the Council on Foreign Relations; as a partner
at Milbank, Tweed, Hadley & McCloy, he also represented a number of multinational oil
companies, including Exxon.
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lieved! Only Americans are complaining. We just found out the Rus-
sians put $2 million behind the Communist Party in Greece. We can’t
do it, because our people are scared to death.

The alert—it’s absurd. They sent a message, which you saw. I
called Dobrynin to say, “Don’t do anything, we are having an NSC
meeting.” He didn’t say they wouldn’t do anything. I called him three
times—he had three opportunities to say they weren’t doing anything.
He said only “I'll report to Moscow.””

In 1970 we did an alert, better. This time some Pentagon guy called
AP. An alert can’t get out in two hours. In 1970 it came out when the
crisis was over.

Our policy was to be of one piece. [to Rabin] We always agreed if
we lost on Vietnam we would lose in Israel.

Allon: With the Egyptians we can see the beginning. With the
Syrians we are moving to confrontation. The Russians will be more
active.

Kissinger: That is my judgment.

Allon: That makes it easier. Help us!

Kissinger: You can’t face the Russians. With the Lance missiles
even. We will make a major effort if the Soviets behave threateningly.
That has always been my strategy. If we have the right psychological
climate. If we want to move, we are better off doing it from a posture of
having been betrayed, because then peaceloving Americans will be
with us. Don’t you think?

Keating: American Jewish writers are the main troublemakers
against détente.

Dinitz: Church and Eagleton® aren’t Jewish!

Kissinger: Richard Perle.

Dinitz: Just so the record doesn’t show the Jews are responsible for

World War 111, let it be clear there is no connection between Jews and
anti-détente or Israel and anti-détente.

Keating: There are right-thinking and highminded Jewish leaders
who back détente.

Kissinger: Forget what the Jews do or not do. It is in the interest of
the peace of the world and of this country that the authority of the
American Government not be impaired. Not just this Administration.

5 The decision to move U.S. forces to a DEFCON III alert was made in an NSC/JCS
meeting the night of October 24/25 after the Soviet Union warned that it might take uni-
lateral military action in the Middle East. For a record of the meeting, see Foreign Rela-
tions, 1969-1976, volume XXV, Arab-Israeli Dispute, 1973 War, Document 269.

¢ Senator Thomas F. Eagleton (Democrat, Missouri).
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[Omitted here is discussion of the Arab-Israeli peace process, mili-
tary assistance, and representation for the Palestine Liberation Organi-
zation at the United Nations.]

56. Message From the President’s Deputy Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Scowcroft) to Secretary of State Kissinger in
Algiers'

Washington, October 14, 1974, 2300Z.

Tohak 57/WH42809. Ref: Tohak 54.% The President met with Butz,
Enders, Seidman and me to discuss the Simon grain cable.’ He came up
with the following proposed cable to Simon:

Begin text.

1. After reviewing the Soviet proposal and your recommendation,
the President has directed that you offer the following to the USSR:

—500,000 tons of corn for firm contract now;

—500,000 tons of corn for purchase during the summer of 1975,
contingent upon crop reports received at that time;

—1.2 million tons of wheat for immediate contract;

—deliveries scheduled out through July 1975.

2. Total would thus be 2.2 million tons. This is 700,000 tons above
what Secretary Kissinger told Dobrynin on October 4.* In no repeat no
circumstances do we envisage committing ourselves now to the full 3.2

1Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Trip Briefing Books and Cables
of Henry Kissinger, 1974-1977, Box 1, Kissinger Trip File, 10/8-13/74—Middle East,
TOHAK (4). Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only; Flash.

2In message Tohak 54, October 14, Scowcroft advised Kissinger: “The President has
just called an urgent meeting to discuss the Simon cable on the Soviet grain deal (Moscow
15510).” (Ibid.) In telegram 15510 from Moscow, October 14, Assistant Secretary of the
Treasury Parsky reported that, as a result of a “lengthy discussion” between Simon and
Patolichev, the Soviets were flexible on the means but not on the ends of a grain agree-
ment. “Throughout the discussion,” Parsky added, “the Soviets made the convincing ar-
gument that a contract is a contract and that it was extremely important to their commer-
cial community and to future trade relations with the U.S. that we maintain the integrity
of our contractual relations by holding to the total of 3.2 million tons. Simon strongly rec-
ommends that it is important to honor this contract. This is a political problem, not an
economic one.” (Ibid., “Outside the System” Chronological Files, 1974-1977, Box 1,
10/10/74-10/16/74)

3 According to the President’s Daily Diary, Ford met with Butz, Seidman, and
Scowcroft in the Oval Office from 4:45 to 5:25 p.m. (Ibid., White House Office Files)

4See Document 48.
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million tons the Soviets had contracted for. In response to the Soviet ar-
gument on sanctity of contract you may wish to point out that at no
point did US representatives envisage more than 1 million tons of corn,
and then only contingent on favorable crop reports.

3. Request you present this position to the Soviets. If they accept it,
announcement should be the subject of further consideration but sub-
sequent to renegotiation of the contracts. Should they reject the offer,
you should tell them you will report their views in Washington. End
text.

The rationale for this middle ground is as follows: Butz argued
that 1 million tons of corn was about as high as we should go but that
there was no problem on wheat. He said we could give them as much
as 2.2 million tons of wheat, thus maintaining the 3.2 total for which the
Soviets had contracted. The President felt that maintaining the 3.2 mil-
lion total, after all the fuss we had made about cancelling the Soviet
contracts, would be very damaging politically. The press would be
likely to ignore the change in composition of grains and it would look
as if Simon went to the Soviet Union and caved. The proposal quoted
above is essentially what Simon’s instructions were previously, except
for the addition of 200,000 tons of wheat. Simon has not yet, however,
offered to them the “perhaps” second 500,000 tons of corn, which he
would now do. The President feels that this is about as far as he can go,
at least before elections.

The President is ready to send the above cable to Simon but I
wanted you to see first what is envisaged. If you have strong views con-
trary to this, I feel certain the President would entertain them. Simon is
scheduled to meet with Brezhnev tomorrow morning (Moscow time),
so we will need to get a cable out to him tonight.”

Warm regards.

5 In message Tohak 60 to Kissinger, October 15, Scowcroft reported: “Further to my
previous message on the subject, you should know that the draft instruction contained
therein has now been sent to Secretary Simon.” (Ford Library, National Security Adviser,
Trip Briefing Books and Cables of Henry Kissinger, 1974-1977, Box 1, Kissinger Trip File,
10/8-13/74—Middle East, TOHAK (5))
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57. Message From the President’s Deputy Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Scowcroft) to Secretary of State Kissinger in
Rabat'

Washington, October 15, 1974, 2205Z.

Tohak 75/WH42833. The Parliamentarian has informed the Presi-
dent that his scheme for getting rid of Jackson’s waiver provision in
conference in favor of ours is not possible.? The President told me to call
Jackson, tell him that, and explain that the President thought he had
done his best and he now recommended that Jackson accept his (the
President’s) waiver procedure with a one-house veto.

Jackson said that he wanted to check the Parliamentarian’s
findings but that he thought the President should accept his waiver
procedures, with an 18-month initial period, and he proposed that he,
Javits and Ribicoff meet with the President on Thursday.?

The President had departed on his campaign trip before I got this
response from Jackson.

Warm regards.

! Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Trip Briefing Books and Cables
of Henry Kissinger, 1974-1977, Box 1, Kissinger Trip File, October 8-13—Middle East,
TOHAK (5). Secret; Eyes Only; Flash.

2 According to the President’s Daily Diary, Ford called Lewis Deschler, the Parlia-
mentary Consultant for the House of Representatives, at 5:31 p.m. on October 11. Scow-
croft and Timmons were both in the Oval Office when the President placed the call. (Ibid.,
White House Office Files) No substantive record of the conversation has been found.

3 October 17. They met the next day; see Document 59.
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58. Memorandum From the Executive Director of the Council on
International Economic Policy (Eberle) to the President’s
Assistant for Legislative Affairs (Timmons) and the
President’s Deputy Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Scowcroft)!

Washington, October 17, 1974.

Attached is a resolution to the procedural problem in Jackson/
Vanik which is acceptable to the Senators involved—provided that it is
acceptable to the President. If it is not acceptable to the President this is
a non-paper.

If it is acceptable, the Senators would like to resolve this with the

President Friday morning2 (Jackson leaves town for the recess at 2 PM).
To resolve this it will be necessary to:

1. Sign and exchange the letters
2. Issue a public statement that the principles of agreement on pro-
cedures are as outlined herein.

We need to promptly get a Presidential decision on this matter.?

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the
Counselor, Box 8, Trade Bill, Sept-Dec 1974. No classification marking. According to an
attached note, Scowcroft forwarded this copy of the memorandum to Sonnenfeldt on Oc-
tober 17 “per our telephone conversation at 7:15 p.m.” The President’s copy of the at-
tached paper, as revised during his meeting with Jackson, Javits, and Ribicoff on October
18, is in Ford Library, White House Central Files, Subject File, 1974-1977, TA Executive.
Ford returned his copy to Scowcroft after the meeting. Ford’s revisions to the paper are
noted in the footnotes below.

2 October 18. See Document 59.

3 In a memorandum to the President on October 17, Cheney reported: “Per your ap-
proval yesterday, Timmons is prepared to set up a meeting for you with Senators
Jackson, Javits and Ribicoff on a possible compromise on the Trade Bill. Prior to that
meeting, Secretary Kissinger needs to brief you on the substantive compromise proposal.
If you approve the proposal, the meeting can be held Friday morning. If you disapprove
the proposal there is no need for a meeting at this time. The pressure for a meeting is due
in part to Senator Javits’ desire to reach an agreement prior to the election and also to the
pressure from Senator Jackson for a quick agreement.” (National Archives, RG 59, Lot
File 81D286, Records of the Office of the Counselor, Box 8, Trade Bill, Sept-Dec 1974)
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Attachment

Washington, October 17, 1974.

Principles of Agreement on Proposed Waiver of
Jackson—-Vanik Amendment

1. 18-month authority in trade bill to waive Jackson—Vanik amend-
ment on determination and report to Congress that waiver with respect
to any country will substantially promote the objectives of the Jack-
son—Vanik amendment (trade bill section 402).

2. After the 18 months, the waiver authority shall be renewable
only upon adoption of a concurrent resolution extending the authority
for one year. If an extension is desired, a request shall be made by the
President no later than 30 days prior to expiration of the 18-month
period.

3. In the event that the Congress has not acted by the end of the
18-month period, the President may extend the waiver authority for up
to 60 days after the end of the 18-month period.

4. In the event that Congress fails within 60 days after the expira-
tion of the 18-month period to adopt a concurrent resolution on the
issue of extending the authority, the authority will nevertheless con-
tinue in force unless either House of Congress (within 90* calendar
days of the expiration of the 60-day period) passes a simple resolution
of disapproval of the continuation of the waiver authority.

5. The waiver may be further extended by executive order at one
year intervals upon a Presidential determination and report to
Congress that such extension will substantially promote the objectives
of the Jackson-Vanik amendment, provided neither House of Congress
(within 90° calendar days of the issuance of the executive order) adopts
a resolution of disapproval of the extension.

6. The statutory language to implement this proposal shall permit
the concurrent resolution or the simple resolution of disapproval to ex-
clude one or more countries from the extensions of the waiver au-
thority. In addition, the concurrent and simple resolutions provided in
the draft shall include procedures designed to expedite a vote by each
House of Congress.

7. The statutory language of the proposed amendment will be
drafted in concert by the Congressional and Executive Branch staff and

4“90” was crossed out here on Ford’s copy of the paper and changed to “45.”
5“90” was crossed out here on Ford’s copy of the paper and changed to “60.”
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an agreed statement of legislative intent reflecting the procedures out-
lined herein will be formulated and made part of the record.

59. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, October 18, 1974, 10 a.m.

PARTICIPANTS

President Gerald Ford

Henry A. Kissinger, Secretary of State and Assistant to the President

Senator Henry M. Jackson (D.-Wash)

Senator Jacob Javits (R—-N. Y.)

Congressman Charles Vanik (D.—Ohio)

Lt. General Brent Scowcroft, Deputy Assistant to the President for National
Security Affairs

President: Is the Congress going to quit today?

Jackson: We are already out. We passed the continuing resolution
on a voice vote. We didn’t have a quorum.

[The press comes in and takes photographs and is then dismissed.]
President: I understand we initially are over the brink.

Jackson: I understand there is one question on whether Congress
should act in 30 or 90 days. Let’s compromise on 60.

Vanik: We can’t turn around in 30 days.

President: In a compromising manner let’s make it 45.

Jackson: There is a growing feeling we will get a reaction on this.
Byrd? is increasingly opposed.

Vanik: We can’t make it in 30 days.

President: But 45 days is a month and a half.

Javits: The first period is long. Let’s make it 45 days, since it is in
full career. After that, when it is an annual matter, make it 60 days.

Jackson: You would change the 90 to 45 days in the first time
around, and have the periodic vote at 60 days?

Javits: Yes. Is that okay, Mr. President?

! Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Memoranda of Conversations,
1973-1977, Box 6. No classification marking. All brackets are in the original. The meeting
was held in the Oval Office. According to the President’s Daily Diary, Ford met with
Jackson, Javits, and Vanik until 10:25 a.m. (Ibid., White House Office Files)

2 Senator Harry F. Byrd, Jr. (Independent, Virginia).
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President: Let’s run through the paper.3

Jackson: Paragraph 1. If Congress hasn’t acted within the 18
months, you can extend to 60 days. Then if Congress doesn’t act it will
continue unless there is a veto within 45 days. Thereafter it is annually.

Javits: Then it would be 60 days. In paragraph 5.
President: And 45 days in paragraph 4.
Kissinger: Really 60 days and 45 days in paragraph 4.

President: What is the procedure in the Senate? Will this be done in
committee or on the floor?

Jackson: I will offer this on the floor.

President: You will chair with Mike and you [Javits] with Hugh.*
Jackson: Yes.

Javits: Yes.

President: What about Long?’

Jackson: There is no problem with him. The problem is the trade
bill itself.

President: You can help there.

Jackson: I have kept Long informed and Javits has Bennett.® If we
did it in Committee, it would get botched up.

President: You will let us see the language?

Jackson: We will work it out together.

President: It is complicated and we have to make it foolproof.

Javits: We will call a meeting of all our co-sponsors to explain this.
Then we will do it in the House and Vanik can explain that.

Jackson: It strengthens the bill in the Senate.

President: I have to send a request 30 days before expiration. Then
you must act within 60 days.

Javits: Yes, and if Congress doesn’t act within 45 days, after 45
days after the 60 days . ..

President: Then if we get by that, the 12 months starts after the 45
days?

Javits: Yes.

President: Then it goes back to 60 days as a regular matter.

% Attached to Document 58.

% References are to Senate Majority Leader Michael J. Mansfield (Democrat, Mon-
tana) and Senate Minority Leader Hugh Scott (Republican, Pennsylvania).

5 Senator Russell B. Long (Democrat, Louisiana), Chairman of the Senate Finance
Committee.

¢ Senator Wallace F. Bennett (Republican, Utah), ranking Republican on the Senate
Finance Committee.
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Jackson: The whole thing is for five years.

Javits: This is historic. It's like Moses leading his people out of
bondage. It’s not only that Scoop made this, but it’s a whole change in
Soviet policy to open this to us.

President: I would like to thank Secretary Kissinger for working
this out with Scoop. I agree it is a breakthrough. But this deal with
Brezhnev ...

Jackson: I won’t bring the Soviet Union in. I will talk about you and
Dr. Kissinger. Brezhnev didn’t help with that foul statement.”

It is the first major effort in bipartisan policy in your Administra-
tion. You deserve a lot of credit.

I will make an opening statement, then Jake and then Charlie.
Vanik: I have been having my own problems.®
[The conversation ended.]

7 At an October 15 dinner in Moscow for Secretary Simon and American busi-
nessmen attending the annual meeting of the Directors of the U.S.-USSR Trade and Eco-
nomic Council, Brezhnev warned that the imposition of “utterly irrelevant and unaccept-
able” stipulations on U.S.-Soviet trade relations were “attempts at intervention in
internal affairs” that did “nothing but harm.” (“Soviet Warns U.S. on Trade Strings,” The
New York Times, October 16, 1974, p. 59)

8 By prearrangement, Jackson held a press conference in the White House after his
meeting with the President both to announce the agreement on the Trade Bill and Soviet
emigration and to release the text of his exchange of letters with Kissinger. In his state-
ment to the press, Jackson declared: “The agreement is based on, and the Secretary’s
letter conveys, the assumption that the rate of emigration from the USSR will begin to rise
promptly from the 1973 level—and that it will continue to rise with the number of appli-
cants. We have agreed with President Ford that a ‘minimum standard of initial compli-
ance’ will be the issuance of 60,000 visas per annum. I wish to emphasize that this figure
is not a quota. It is my judgment that, if the agreement is implemented in good faith, the
actual number will exceed 60,000 per annum since there is abundant evidence of a cur-
rent backlog in excess of 130,000, and the agreement calls for the number to rise to corre-
spond to the number of applicants.” (Ford Library, Nessen Papers, Box 125, Foreign
Guidance for Press Briefing, Trade)
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60. Letter From Secretary of State Kissinger to Senator Henry M.
Jackson'

Washington, October 18, 1974.

Dear Senator Jackson:

I am writing to you as the sponsor of the Jackson Amendment to
the Trade Bill (H. R. 10710) which is currently before the Senate and in
whose early passage the Administration is deeply interested. As you
know, Title IV of that Bill, as it emerged from the House, is not accept-
able to the Administration. At the same time, the Administration re-
spects the objectives with regard to emigration from the USSR that are
sought by means of the stipulations in Title IV, even if it cannot accept
the means employed. It respects in particular your own leadership in
this field.

To advance the purposes we share both with regard to passage of
the Trade Bill and to emigration from the USSR, and on the basis of dis-
cussions that have been conducted with Soviet representatives, I
should like on behalf of the Administration to inform you that we have
been assured that the following criteria and practices will henceforth
govern emigration from the USSR.

First, punitive actions against individuals seeking to emigrate
from the USSR would be violations of Soviet laws and regulations and
will therefore not be permitted by the Government of the USSR. In par-
ticular, this applies to various kinds of intimidation or reprisal, such as,
for example, the firing of a person from his job, his demotion to tasks
beneath his professional qualifications, and his subjection to public or
other kinds of recrimination.

Second, no unreasonable or unlawful impediments will be placed
in the way of persons desiring to make application for emigration, such
as interference with travel or communications necessary to complete an
application, the withholding of necessary documentation and other ob-
stacles including kinds frequently employed in the past.

Third, applications for emigration will be processed in order of re-
ceipt, including those previously filed, and on a non-discriminatory
basis as regards the place of residence, race, religion, national origin
and professional status of the applicant. Concerning professional
status, we are informed that there are limitations on emigration under
Soviet law in the case of individuals holding certain security clearances,

1 Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Presidential Name File, 1974-
1977, Box 2, Jackson, Henry M. No classification marking. The exchange of letters was
published in The New York Times on October 19 (p. 10).
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but that such individuals who desire to emigrate will be informed of
the date on which they may expect to become eligible for emigration.

Fourth, hardship cases will be processed sympathetically and
expeditiously; persons imprisoned who, prior to imprisonment, ex-
pressed an interest in emigrating, will be given prompt consideration
for emigration upon their release; and sympathetic consideration may
be given to the early release of such persons.

Fifth, the collection of the so-called emigration tax on emigrants
which was suspended last year will remain suspended.

Sixth, with respect to all the foregoing points, we will be in a posi-
tion to being to the attention of the Soviet leadership indications that
we may have that these criteria and practices are not being applied.
Our representations, which would include but not necessarily be lim-
ited to the precise matters enumerated in the foregoing points, will re-
ceive sympathetic consideration and response.

Finally, it will be our assumption that with the application of the
criteria practices and procedures set forth in this letter, the rate of emi-
gration from the USSR would begin to rise promptly from the 1973
level and would continue to rise to correspond to the number of
applicants.

I understand that you and your associates have, in addition, cer-
tain understandings incorporated in a letter dated today® respecting
the foregoing criteria and practices which will henceforth govern emi-
gration from the USSR which you wish the President to accept as ap-
propriate guidelines to determine whether the purposes sought
through Title IV of the Trade Bill and further specified in our exchange
of correspondence in regard to the emigration practices of non-market
economy countries are being fulfilled. You have submitted this letter to
me and I wish to advise you on behalf of the President that the under-
standings in your letter will be among the considerations to be applied
by the President in exercising the authority provided for in Sec-
tion _ 2 of Title IV of the Trade Bill.

I believe that the contents of this letter represent a good basis, con-
sistent with our shared purposes, for proceeding with an acceptable
formulation of Title IV of the Trade Bill, including procedures for peri-

2 Document 61.

3 Statutory language authorizing the President to waive the restrictions in Title IV
of the Trade Bill under certain conditions will be added as a new, as yet undesignated
subsection. [Footnote in the original.]
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odic review, so that normal trading relations may go forward for the
mutual benefit of the US and the USSR.

Best regards,
Henry A. Kissinger*

4 Printed from a copy that bears Kissinger’s typed signature with an indication that
he signed the original.

61. Letter From Senator Henry M. Jackson to Secretary of State
Kissinger'

Washington, October 18, 1974.

Dear Mr. Secretary:

Thank you for your letter of October 18% which I have now had an
opportunity to review. Subject to the further understandings and inter-
pretations outlined in this letter, I agree that we have achieved a suit-
able basis upon which to modify Title IV by incorporating within it a
provision that would enable the President to waive subsections desig-
nated (a) and (b) in Sec. 402 of Title IV as passed by the House in cir-
cumstances that would substantially promote the objectives of Title IV.

It is our understanding that the punitive actions, intimidation or
reprisals that will not be permitted by the Government of the USSR in-
clude the use of punitive conscription against persons seeking to emi-
grate, or members of their families; and the bringing of criminal actions
against persons in circumstances that suggest a relationship between
their desire to emigrate and the criminal prosecution against them.

Second, we understand that among the unreasonable impedi-
ments that will no longer be placed in the way of persons seeking to
emigrate is the requirement that adult applicants receive the permis-
sion of their parents or other relatives.

Third, we understand that the special regulations to be applied to
persons who have had access to genuinely sensitive classified informa-
tion will not constitute an unreasonable impediment to emigration. In

1Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Presidential Name File, 1974—
1977, Box 2, Jackson, Henry M. No classification marking.

2 Document 60.
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this connection we would expect such persons to become eligible for
emigration within three years of the date on which they last were ex-
posed to sensitive and classified information.

Fourth, we understand that the actual number of emigrants would
rise promptly from the 1973 level and would continue to rise to corre-
spond to the number of applicants, and may therefore exceed 60,000
per annum. We would consider a benchmark—a minimum standard of
initial compliance—to be the issuance of visas at the rate of 60,000 per
annum; and we understand that the President proposes to use the same
benchmark as the minimum standard of initial compliance. Until such
time as the actual number of emigrants corresponds to the number of
applicants the benchmark figure will not include categories of persons
whose emigration has been the subject of discussion between Soviet of-
ficials and other European governments.

In agreeing to provide discretionary authority to waive the provi-
sions of subsections designated (a) and (b) in Sec. 402 of Title IV as
passed by the House, we share your anticipation of good faith in the
implementation of the assurances contained in your letter of October 18
and the understandings conveyed by this letter. In particular, with re-
spect to paragraphs three and four of your letter we wish it to be under-
stood that the enumeration of types of punitive action and unreason-
able impediments is not and cannot be considered comprehensive or
complete, and that nothing in this exchange of correspondence shall be
construed as permitting types of punitive action or unreasonable im-
pediments not enumerated therein.

Finally, in order adequately to verify compliance with the stand-
ard set forth in these letters, we understand that communication by
telephone, telegraph and post will be permitted.

Sincerely yours,

Henry M. Jackson



Kissinger’s Trip to Moscow, October 1974

62. Memorandum From the Counselor of the Department of
State (Sonnenfeldt) to Secretary of State Kissinger'

Washington, October 18, 1974.
Your Moscow Talks

This almost certainly is a time of considerable uncertainty in
Moscow.

—There are probably arguments that now, with the change of
Presidents, it is time to revitalize Soviet-American relations.

—But a Soviet leader could also argue that prudence dictates a
strategy of procrastination—at least until the outlook for the Ford Ad-
ministration’s survival is clear and the impact of the “crisis of capi-
talism” is clearer.

As best as we can judge from all the evidence the decision, if there
is one, is to proceed with the atmospherics of détente, but to reserve on
the substance. In other words, Brezhnev probably has no urgent incen-
tive to make the concession now that he withheld at the last summit, or
that he can offer later.

Thus, a major, and perhaps insurmountable, problem is how to
create an incentive for the Soviets to move.

—Since they are guaranteed a summit—which is probably all
Brezhnev needs to justify his past record—we have no particular le-
verage, except the leverage inherent in each issue.

—Unfortunately, even linking Soviet desires, on CSCE and eco-
nomic credits for example, may not be too effective, because events are
probably moving their way in any case:

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 91D414, Records of Henry Kissinger,
1973-77, Box 5, Nodis Memcons, 1974, Folder 6. Secret; Sensitive. Attached but not
printed is telegram 15849 from Moscow, October 18, which briefed Kissinger as follows:
“Your visit comes at a time when the Soviets—in Brezhnev’s meeting with Secretary Si-
mon and in authoritative articles in Pravda and Izvestiya—have reaffirmed their détente
course and the special importance they attach to U.S.-Soviet relations. It is also, however,
a time of continuing Soviet uncertainty about the depth of the U.S. commitment to the
momentum of improvement in our bilateral relationship. There is particular malaise
about U.S. strategic policies. What you have to say on SALT is likely to be taken as the
most important indicator since President Ford took office of his Administration’s orienta-
tion toward the USSR. In addition to SALT, we expect the Soviets to look for a U.S. assur-
ance that the focus of Middle East diplomacy will soon return to Geneva. They will hope
for a positive report on the MEN/emigration issue. And they may again seek to enlist
U.S. support for bringing CSCE to a conclusion at the summit. They will also be watching
closely for clues about your own future.”
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—CSCE seems destined to finish next spring, unless we actively
work against it;

—goviet dependence on credits may be lessened by the substantial
increase in hard currency earnings they have made from oil prices.

If, in fact, your leverage is not strong, then your first decision is
whether and to what extent you want to turn the SALT talks into con-
frontation, by insisting and pressing for a breakthrough. Alternatively,
if we allow SALT to slide, there is the risk that the meeting will be re-
garded as a “failure”, and the divisions in Washington will then be ag-
gravated by a debate over Soviet intentions. Moreover, there is no guar-
antee our bargaining position will improve.

You do have some cards to play, the principal one being
Brezhnev’s own identification and involvement with the policy. He can
not deliberately want to see a deterioration. He must at least hedge
against it by continuing to play up the external signs of good relations.
This suggests that you should bear down on the need to produce sub-
stantive progress by the time of the meeting in Vladivostok, which, in
essence, means at least a May 20th type SALT agreement.”

A more delicate aspect is whether you wish to attach your own po-
sition to the outcome—whether you want to warn that failure to make
progress in SALT will feed your critics. This could have an impact but
also could be dangerous: you cannot know whether Brezhnev might
prefer a weaker American administration, or whether he thinks you
may be leaving in any case.

In sum, you probably have no choice but to press for substantive
progress—particularly in SALT and to a lesser extent on MBFR—and
the TTB—since we might as well find out now whether Brezhnev is ex-
ecuting a gradual turn in policy. What follows, therefore, presumes you
will press your view on SALT, and suggest some linkage among issues,
and play on the importance of making the first Ford-Brezhnev summit
more than a get-acquainted session.

SALT

Though we have a feeling that Brezhnev will stonewall, the evi-
dence from the Geneva talks does not confirm this. Indeed, one could
conclude that there is a new Soviet NSDM, and that it represents some
softening of positions. Naturally, it is a position very favorable to Mos-
cow, but allowing for the normal bargaining fat built into all Soviet po-
sitions, one could conclude that we are at least in the same ball park:
they agree on ceilings and on some reductions, they agree on numerical

2 Reference is to the joint announcement on May 20, 1971, by President Nixon and
Chairman Kosygin of their desire to come to an agreement on SALT. See Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, volume XXXII, SALT I, Document 160.
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MIRYV limits in percentages, they want “restraint” in deployments. On
the other hand, they propose to perpetuate the Interim Agreement
numbers, count FBS, count some bomber armaments as interchange-
able with MIRVs, minimize reductions, dismiss throw weight, and
eliminate “new” modern submarines and bombers.

The question is whether the present position is partly for show in
Geneva, or represents the Politburo—in the latter case, Brezhnev may
be frozen into a very unacceptable position.

Your main tactical problem is whether and when to play some of
the concessions, primarily Holy Loch, Rota, and Option IIT in MBFR.?

The other problem is how you might respond to a tentative offer
along the lines of “offsetting asymmetries”, if it should emerge from
the bargaining.

As you are well aware, you can expect one session in which
Brezhnev will counterattack against your proposal, and another ses-
sion to see if we have softened, and probably a final round to see if
there is enough agreement to proceed a la May 20.

MBFR

If you introduce Option III, you will want to stress that it repre-
sents a major concession to Soviet concern and is conditioned on (a) re-
moving FBS from SALT, and (b) a Soviet counter concession on a first
phase agreement. You will not want to specify that we will withdraw
48 F—4 nuclear capable aircraft, 27 Pershings and 1000 nuclear war-
heads, but that a nuclear reduction can be part of the package that in-
cludes Soviet tank reductions.

You will want to stress the importance of a viable conventional
balance in Europe and that we expect the Soviet side to be responsive to
our concerns and the concerns of our Allies over the Soviet preponder-
ance of armor and ground forces in Europe.

CSCE

CSCE should be treated in the same strategic context. If the Soviets
expect us to subscribe to a series of agreements embracing a political
settlement in Europe at the highest level, we must have assurances that
the military balance will be a stable one. We should therefore tell them
that we want to move forward in both CSCE and MBFR. This means
substantive progress in MBFR must be made before the CSCE summit.

3 Reference is to a U.S. proposal for a 20 percent reduction in Soviet armored forces
in Europe in exchange for a 20 percent reduction in U.S. tactical nuclear weapons in Eu-
rope. This and other options were the subject of NSDM 211, April 16, 1973; printed ibid.,
volume XXXIX, European Security, Document 137.
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TTB

The TTB is largely unrelated to these issues and it provides no real
leverage for us. However, unless we can reach agreement on PNEs with
adequate verification the TTB will stand little chance of ratification. It is
thus essential to convince the Soviets of the need to tackle Article III of
the TTB as a first priority. As a possible concession to the Soviet view,
however, we might say that after we have crossed this first hurdle, we
would be willing to consider the broad scheme for cooperation in stem-
ming the proliferation of nuclear weapons under Article V of the NPT.

Economic Issues

Finally, economic issues might give us some leverage. You will be
able to claim credit for breaking the deadlock on MFN and point to the
successful outcome of the EX-IM Bank bill as a sign of our good inten-
tions. While we cannot be very positive on the Yakutsk natural gas deal
with the Japanese because of Congressional opposition, chances are
that the Soviets may be having second thoughts on this as well. How-
ever, the sale of computers and aircraft are another matter, and if the li-
censing problems should be resolved by the time you arrive in Mos-
cow, the notice of approval might be used to good effect during your
talks. You might also tell the Soviets that we remain prepared to help
out as best we can on grain deliveries within the constraints of our own
domestic situation, but that they simply must play by our rules in our
markets.

Middle East and Cyprus

The Middle East and Cyprus pose the delicate problem of how to
keep the Soviets at arm’s length, but convince them that what we are
doing does not threaten their interests. This means giving them your
assessment of the situation and perhaps sharing more delicate informa-
tion than otherwise, since they are probably getting it from the Arabs
and the Greeks.

Finally, there is the question of announcing a summit meeting with

President Ford. Should it result from your trip? Be announced at the
end?
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63. Message From the Counselor of the Department of State
(Sonnenfeldt) to Secretary of State Kissinger'

Washington, October 21, 1974.

Subject: Trade Bill.

1. I tried to reach Jackson in Washington state immediately upon
receipt of President’s statement on trade bill.? But I missed him and he
is moving around. Consequently, I had text read to Jackson’s office here
which will continue to try to track him down.

2. Meanwhile, Perle called separately to say that Jackson had been
informed earlier this morning via McCulloch® of Xerox, who had got it
from Kendall* and Flanigan,” that in view of references to numbers So-
viets would have to repudiate agreement. Jackson wanted us to know
that this would “ruin the bill” and that he would be obliged to publish
list of 120,000 known Soviet applicants for emigration to prove that
60,000 was minimum if emigration would indeed rise to correspond to
applications. I told Perle I had been shocked by gloss placed upon
agreement by Jackson and his office which in my view was bound to
produce Soviet reaction. I added that in any event, President would be
issuing statement clarifying nature of correspondence in effort to save

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the
Counselor, Box 9, Trade Bill, Sept-Dec 1974. Flash. The original is an uninitialed copy.
The date is handwritten. On October 21, Kissinger accompanied President Ford in a trip
to Tucson, Arizona and Nogales, Mexico for meetings with Mexican President
Echeverria.

2 0On October 21, White House Press Secretary Ron Nessen, who was also with the
President in Tucson, released the following statement: “The President would like to
clarify one point regarding assurances on emigration as related in the exchange of letters
published by Senator Jackson on October 18, a point which appears to have been widely
misunderstood. All the assurances we have received from the Soviet Union are contained
in the letter from the Secretary of State to Senator Jackson. This letter, as I am sure you
have already noted, does not contain specific numbers. Rather, it sets forth the principles
to be applied in handling applications and visas of those wishing to emigrate. The Sen-
ator, in his reply to the letter of the Secretary of State, set forth certain guidelines or un-
derstandings which he proposes to apply in the renewal when the President’s waiver au-
thority is considered by the Congress. With respect to these guidelines or understandings
in the Senator’s letter, the Administration has agreed only that, as stated in the Secre-
tary’s letter, they ‘will be among considerations to be applied by the President’ in exer-
cising authority provided for in the Trade Bill.” (Ford Library, Nessen Papers, Box 125,
Foreign Guidance for Press Briefing, Trade)

3 C. Peter McColough, Chairman of the Board and Chief Executive Office of Xerox
Corporation.

* Donald M. Kendall, Chairman of Pepsico, Inc., recently returned from Moscow
where he attended the annual meeting of the Directors of the U.S.-USSR Trade and Eco-
nomic Council.

5 Peter M. Flanigan, Executive Director of the Council on International Economic
Policy.
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the agreement. I repeated that situation need never have arisen if they
had permitted correspondence to speak for itself.

3. After President’s statement had been dictated to Jackson'’s office,
Perle called back to say they would not have to make response if
(1) statement referred to your letter’s phrase on emigration rate corre-
sponding to applications and (2) last sentence is revised to say “in exer-
cising waiver authority which will be provided for ...” I told him I could
make no promise on any changes. He argued that your letter while not
containing specific numbers did contain crucial reference to that issue
which is key to agreement. I said I could only try to convey his views to
you in President’s traveling party.

4. Please instruct if you wish me to do anything further.®
Warm regards.

°In a subsequent message to Kissinger on October 21, Sonnenfeldt reported that
Jackson had issued his own statement on Soviet emigration, “which Perle says was in-
tended to be helpful.” “You will note that Jackson’s rejoinder below is not bad,” Sonnen-
feldt commented, “until the last sentence where it again goes beyond the ‘among other
considerations’ language to imply agreement on numbers and characterizes Soviet policy
as a change from the past.” The last sentence in Jackson’s statement reads: “The 60,000
figure mentioned in my letter is a benchmark, ‘a minimum standard of initial compli-
ance,’ to be used, by the Congress and the President, in judging the good faith of the So-
viets in the transition from their present restrictive policy to the future liberalized policy
to which they are committed by the assurances in Secretary Kissinger’s letter.” (National
Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the Counselor, Box 8, Trade
Bill, Sept-Dec 1974)
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64. Memorandum of Conversation'

Moscow, October 24, 1974, 11 am.-2 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Leonid Il'ich Brezhnev, General Secretary and Member of the Politburo, CPSU
Central Committee

Andrey A. Gromyko, Minister of Foreign Affairs; Member CPSU Politburo

Anatoly Dobrynin, USSR Ambassador to the United States

Andrey M. Aleksandrov-Agentov, Aide to General Secretary Brezhnev

Georgiy M. Korniyenko; Chief, USA Department, Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Oleg Sokolov, USA Department, Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Viktor M. Sukhodrev, Second European Department, Ministry of Foreign Affairs
(Interpreter)

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

Walter J. Stoessel, Jr., U.S. Ambassador to USSR

Helmut Sonnenfeldt, Counselor of the Department, Department of State

Arthur A. Hartman, Assistant Secretary for European Affairs, Department of
State

Winston Lord, Director, Policy Planning Staff, Department of State

William G. Hyland, Director, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, Department of
State

A. Denis Clift, Senior Staff Member, National Security Council

SUBJECT
Secretary Kissinger’s Visit to USSR, October 1974

Introductory Remarks

Kissinger: (Shaking Brezhnev’s hand) You're looking well.

Brezhnev: I keep getting younger. You know, when you get as old
as I am, it becomes natural. I see that you have placed Ambassador
Stoessel to your left (seated at table).

Kissinger: That’s true.

Brezhnev: You know, we would never criticize your Ambassador.
He is highly respected.

Kissinger: We're seated this way because I am to the left of
Sonnenfeldt.

Brezhnev: Ah, everyone in a position of advantage.

1 Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Kissinger Reports on USSR,
China, and Middle East Discussions, 1974-1976, Box 1, USSR Memcons and Reports, Oc-
tober 27, 1974—Kissinger/Brezhnev Talks in Moscow. Top Secret; Nodis; Sensitive.
Drafted by Clift. The meeting was held in the Old Politburo Room in the Council of Min-
isters Building, Kremlin. Sonnenfeldt’s handwritten notes of the meeting are in National
Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the Counselor, Box 5, Misc.
Memcons.
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Kissinger: I've told the Ambassador that he is the first one whom
we tell everything.

Brezhnev: How does he know? We tell him everything.

Gromyko: We tell him everything until there is no more to tell him.

Kissinger: That I'm sure of.

Brezhnev: How is Mrs. Kissinger?

Kissinger: She is fine, and she very much appreciates your
hospitality.

Brezhnev: The first thing that came to my mind when I got up and
looked out the window this morning was that the weather is so bad. I
thought: This will spoil Mrs. Kissinger’s sightseeing. The second
thought was a pleasant one: This time, too, Dr. Kissinger won't get to
Leningrad (laughter).

Kissinger: At least I will know now that Leningrad exists. But this
will make me even unhappier.

Brezhnev: Maybe on your next visit I'll take your wife around
Moscow, and you'll go to Leningrad.

Kissinger: You will negotiate with my wife?

Brezhnev: I am sure she would be easier to negotiate with than you
are.

Kissinger: I saw what you told Secretary Simon about me.?

Brezhnev: That was a good discussion; I liked him.

Kissinger: Yes, he’s a nice man, but you told him I don’t make
concessions.

Brezhnev: Dr. Kissinger, you are starting out our conversation by
saying what isn’t true! I did say what I thought of you to Secretary
Simon and Mr. Kendall . ..

Kissinger: I know, it was very friendly.

Brezhnev: To both I said very positive things.

Kissinger: I appreciated it.

Brezhnev: It’s no secret. I said what I did in the hope that it would
be brought to the attention of your President. I am sure Secretary Simon
and Mr. Kendall will bring it to his attention.

Kissinger: Your views were reported to the President, and I appre-
ciated it very much.

Brezhnev: That makes me very pleased.

2 During his visit to the Soviet Union October 12-16, Simon attended the meeting of
the U.S.~USSR Trade and Economic Council Directors; he also met with Brezhnev in
Moscow on October 15. The Embassy reported on the visit in telegrams 15607 and 15664
from Moscow, both October 16. (Ibid., RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files) See also foot-
note 7, Document 59.
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Kissinger: I was touched personally.

Brezhnev: You know, it wasn’t said as a deliberate or pointed re-
mark. The subject came up naturally.

Kissinger: I appreciated it very much, and they did report your re-
marks to the President.

General Review of Bilateral and International Issues

Brezhnev: We are today beginning our eighth meeting. May I first
voice my satisfaction at this fact. Let me again say from the outset that,
as in our other meetings, we have a very responsible mission—that is,
to agree on various matters relating to further improvement in the rela-
tions between our countries in all fields.

Iam deeply conscious of the great trust invested in me by our Cen-
tral Committee and our Government in that I have been authorized to
conduct these complex, difficult discussions with you. Our discussions
have steadfastly served to advance relations between our countries. I
trust you will appreciate that it is my intention to make every effort in
that direction.

Of course, negotiations are negotiations. Each side is equally free,
as in the past, to set out our points of view. The important thing is the
results in negotiations. In the course of our talks there can be arguments
and disputes. On the whole, our talks since 1972 have played a positive
role—and continue to have such a role—in improving our relations. I
would say in brief that, on the whole, relations between our two coun-
tries have developed in the spirit of the accords negotiated in the past
few years.

Since our last meeting, there have been quite a few important
events both in the United States and, indeed, in the world. I would like
to start out by saying a few words on this. Then we can move on to easy
subjects such as warheads and missiles and other bilateral matters.

Kissinger: The General Secretary taught me much about warheads
during our meetings in March.?

Brezhnev: You know, I think I'll tell you something about them
that you don’t know this time, again. In fact, some of these things I have
learned from your experts.

Kissinger: I'm glad they're telling someone.

Brezhnev: I have nothing but words of gratitude for them. Well,
what I would like to say first is that from our very first meeting and
until today, I believe that the U.S. side has no grounds to reproach us

3 Kissinger met with Brezhnev and Gromyko in Moscow March 25-27 to prepare
for the summit in June. See Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XV, Soviet Union, June
1972—-August 1974, Documents 165-170.
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for any lacking in good faith to fulfill our obligations. And, this is some-
thing I relate not only to our agreements but also to our general line of
policy and the official statements made both by myself and my col-
leagues. We have never made any statements in any way interfering in
internal U.S. affairs. Even when there have been some complicated
events, we have never exploited them.

Kissinger: I wish I could say that the same was true on our side.

Brezhnev: For the time being, I have no reproaches to make, but if
you are patient we will come to all of that in good time.

I wish to stress that in all of our official statements, our public
statements, I have had several opportunities to emphasize to our Party
and to our Government to follow the line of seeking improvements
with the United States in all fields.

Naturally, this cannot involve such things as matters of ideology,
but, in that line, we have even made references to and cited Lenin in
discussing US-USSR relations. I emphasized this principle in my
speeches to the German Democratic Republic, Alma Ata and Kishiniev,
and in other statements I have made in the past period. I also empha-
sized this point in my remarks to the US-USSR Trade and Economic
Council. Our aim is the achieving of a steadfast improvement in rela-
tions. This is something you can see in our public statements and in our
press, although the press does criticize certain aspects of your policy.
Of course there have been on our part certain critical remarks, not on
domestic matters but on questions of international policy.

Every time [ have met with you I have understood our meetings to
mean that I am meeting with the official representative of the United
States Government—whether you were in the position you held or in
the position you now hold. I saw our meetings as discussions between
two States.

Most Favored Nation Treatment

Brezhnev: And now, Dr. Kissinger, I would like to turn to certain
matters, features to which our attention cannot fail to be attracted.

Now I do not know wherein lie the reasons for the United States’
failing to live up to its obligations and agreed positions. I don’t know
how you will explain this, but I would like to say we have been con-
cerned and we have been put on our guard by several factors. While we
have followed the course of improved relations, the United States has
taken actions not following that line.

I'would like to start by mentioning the first fact, a fact on which we
had agreement between the two sides. Proceeding from a reciprocal de-
sire to improve relations between our two countries in all spheres and
from the principle of equality between the two sides, we reached agree-
ment sometime ago that the Soviet Union was to be accorded Most Fa-



180 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XVI

vored Nation treatment. And, in return, we agreed to repay the Lend-
Lease debts.* Everything was agreed and crystal clear two and one-half
years ago. Yet we do not see any part of that agreement fulfilled. Sev-
eral days ago, I read that the United States had decided to accord MFN
to several countries including China. But, regarding the Soviet Union,
MFN would be accorded only as a special favor and only for 18 months.
Let me say frankly that we cannot accept that “gift” (hits table with
hand). We see it as a discriminatory practice that we cannot agree to. I
wish to emphasize that!

Middle East

Brezhnev: That is the first question. Now, there is another funda-
mental issue that I also wish to mention. You will recall ...

Kissinger: (As Sukhodrev begins translation) I've already got the
interpretation, and I don’t want to hear it.

Brezhnev: Sonnenfeldt, don’t divert his attention. You will recall
Dr. Kissinger the conversation we had at San Clemente on the Middle
East’—not the details, just the gist. At that time, maybe I was tactless in
being as insistent as I was—as the guest—but I felt I had to stress the
dangers of the situation. I said that there could be no peace in the
Middle East without a genuine settlement of the problem. Now, as a
politician I suppose I should have been happy to receive subsequent
confirmation from your side that I was right. But, that didn’t make a
settlement any easier.

We felt that through the United Nations framework that had been
developed, we had achieved an understanding on an approach that
could settle the Middle East problem with due respect for the legiti-
mate rights of all states in the region, including the rights of Israel.

The situation took a different turn. You began your travels. You
played upon countries to disunite them. I believe you have now con-
vinced yourself that nothing will come from such attempts. Your side
violated an understanding on an agreement in that region.

Grain Sales

Brezhnev: Now, turning to a third fact—one that is virtually un-
precedented—that of our purchases of grain in the United States. We

% Secretary Rogers and Minister of Foreign Trade Patolichev signed a Lend-Lease
settlement and a comprehensive trade agreement on October 18, 1972, after Kissinger and
Brezhnev agreed on the general outlines of the agreements during Kissinger’s trip to
Moscow in September. For the text of the agreements, see Department of State Bulletin,
November 20, 1972, pp. 595-604.

5 Reference is to the unscheduled meeting in San Clemente at 10:30 p.m. on June 23,
1973, when Brezhnev warned Nixon about the possibility of war in the Middle East.

For a record of the conversation, see Foreign Relations, volume XV, Soviet Union, June
1972—-August 1974, Document 132.
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had signed contracts when your President announced that he was nul-
lifying the contracts.® This is difficult to conceive of, but even more so
when both sides want improved relations. Even then we gave a posi-
tive reply. We displayed patience; we pretended it was unimportant.
We proceeded from the desire not to complicate the situation for the
President but to help him.

Facilitation of Business

Brezhnev: Finally, we are doing our best to assist U.S. businessmen
in the Soviet Union. We are allowing them to make the visits they want,
to meet the people they want, and we are facilitating the signing of con-
tracts. Much has been done. We have a trade turnover of some $1 bil-
lion. But, we have noticed of late that our business representatives, who
used to be accorded cordial treatment in the United States, have not
been allowed to visit open engineering plants—plants that have
nothing to do with war production. All of this cannot help but influ-
ence our thinking about the direction that U.S. policy is taking toward
the Soviet Union.

Soviet Emigration/Soviet Jewry

Brezhnev: And now, a few other matters. I am not alone in ob-
serving the progress that has occurred in US-USSR relations. Our Party
and our people follow these events. (Brezhnev puts on glasses and
reads document). Here we have an exchange of letters between Senator
Jackson and you.” These letters are written in clever diplomatic terms,
but the undertones are that the Soviet Union has given an undertaking
concerning the departure from the USSR of Soviet citizens of Jewish or-
igin—a figure of 60,000! You know that the Soviet Union has not given
an obligation in terms of numbers. We have said we would not erect
barriers; we are not. (Brezhnev reads document, then holds it up to Sec-
retary Kissinger across table.) I have official proof on this from our
Minister of Internal Affairs. This is as of this October. Even if I were to
allow all who want to to leave, I see that only 14,000 want to go. This
document also says that there are 1,815 applications pending. Even if I
add those figures, I still get 15,000 whereas Jackson cites 60,000. Where
am I to get those applicants? I will have a copy of this given to you®—
the latest official figures regarding emigration. The import of this is that
Jackson has won a great victory over the White House and that he has
managed to extract certain concessions from the Soviet Union.

Now, I want to return for a moment to the MFN question.

6 See Document 49.
7 Documents 60 and 61.
8 Not found.
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Kissinger: (As Sukhodrev begins translation) What burns me up is
that a lot of what the General Secretary has said is true.

Brezhnev: Dr. Kissinger, you must know me well now after eight
meetings. I never take things out of thin air; what I have said has sub-
stantial grounds. And also, what I have said makes me think that the
United States is not doing all it can to improve relations. We do see dif-
ficulties of a domestic character on the U.S. side. That is why we disre-
gard minor issues. However, there are some issues which by their na-
ture affect relations between states. This is an occasion when one state
talks to another state.

Returning to MEN, there are some groups and individuals in the
United States who pretend that we are begging for MEN as some kind
of special concession that we can’t get by without. Of course, we can
both note the increase in trade that has been of benefit for both sides—
an increase of $1 billion with contracts for several billion dollars signed.
It is very doubtful that a U.S. businessman would sign a contract that
is not to his advantage. I would go on to say that we have broad,
long-term economic relations with the Europeans and with Japan. With
them we have dozens more contracts than with the United States. This
is a factor to be taken into account. I would emphasize the interests of
the United States and of U.S. businessmen in business relations with
the USSR.

Returning to the Middle East, the method you have chosen can
only in the final analysis confuse matters, cause them to be more com-
plicated than they were before the October war. At one stage what you
were doing seemed not too bad. But now when you analyze Arab in-
terests, you have to conclude that there can be a new flare-up, worse
than October. We believe that only through the understanding we
reached earlier can we bring our influence to bear and work to bring
peace. In the past, this proved true in Vietnam. The situation there is
still complicated, but there is no war. I could show you official docu-
ments from the Vietnamese saying that they won't violate the Paris Ac-
cords. If we did it in Vietnam, we can do it in the Middle East.

CSCE

Brezhnev: One last matter affecting us is that of the All European
Conference. If you have any reproaches regarding our position I'm sure
you will make them. There are no hidden dangers in the USSR position,
no one-sided advantages. The Conference must serve the interests of all
the participants. But, how is the United States acting?

I don’t want to criticize your President. But, in practice, we don’t
feel that at Geneva the United States is acting vigorously with the So-
viet Union to bring the Conference to a successful conclusion. I am sure
that if the United States and the President wanted to act, agreement
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would be achieved rapidly. The United States and Soviet Union would
not be showing hegemony, but would be safeguarding peace in Eu-
rope. If the United States took a stand, your friends would act. Now we
have new delays, another interval. Then they will say it is too cold, then
too hot. It is being dragged out. We feel the United States is far too pas-
sive. In words, the United States says it wants to act. At the conference,
the United States sits in silence. France takes one position. The FRG has
its position. We think the United States should take a resolute position.
The Netherlands, Turkey and others are dragging it out. But, when
questions regarding our territory to the Urals are raised, then European
Security is really not the subject.

Please excuse me for discussing these questions and leaving easy
matters such as nuclear issues, but all that I have raised here has an im-
portant bearing on confidence between the two countries. It has not all
been negative. Some of your statements we have valued. Your state-
ment to the Congress’ and your statements to newsmen, those we have
valued highly indeed.

Dr. Kissinger, I must ask your forgiveness for starting out with all
these questions. I got carried away. I forgot to ask you to give our very
best regards and respects to the President and to express my apprecia-
tion for the fact that in the first day of his Administration he sent me a
message expressing his desire to continue the improvement in our rela-
tions. I sent him a reply at the time of Foreign Minister Gromyko’s visit
to the United States.'® Please put these remarks at the first place in our
conversation.

Kissinger: I thought the General Secretary was going to say that
after these introductory remarks he would move into substance.

Brezhnev: We can do that after lunch.
Kissinger: Mr. General Secretary, first of all . ..

Brezhnev: Really, Dr. Kissinger, there have been some major
events. Every month there have been new events that we cannot disre-
gard. And, I do not regard as ordinary, run-of-the-mill events what has
happened inside the United States. Whether we want it to or not, all of
this affects our relations. These problems depend on the position each
side takes.

I have no need to describe the events in this country. Things are
very normal. We regularly publish figures regarding our economic af-
fairs. We are now developing final figures for the fifth Five Year Plan
for 1975. We have discussed this plan and had a meeting of the Council

9 See Document 28.

10 The President’s message is Document 4. It was Dobrynin, not Gromyko, who de-
livered Brezhnev’s reply on August 12. See Document 7.
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of Ministers which I attended and addressed. In some fields there are,
perhaps, certain hitches. Everyone wants to be allocated as much
money as possible. Some have overfulfilled the plan, and, of course, we
don’t punish them for that. At the close of the Five Year Plan, we will
have a Party Congress, at the end of 1975 or in 1976—we haven’t de-
cided. During our Congresses we review not only foreign policy but
also domestic affairs.

In short, if I were graphically to portray the basic trends—and Am-
bassador Stoessel can bear me out—the line would be an upward one.
We would prefer an even steeper upward line, but the trend of the line
will without question be upward. And, as we develop economically,
we are broadening and expanding our economic and commercial rela-
tions with a number of nations.

On October 15, it was ten years since I was vested with the great
trust of our Party and became the head of the Central Committee of the
Party. I received thousands of congratulatory letters and messages, but
that is not what I wish to emphasize. And, in this 10 years—a little more
than 10 years—we have had no rise in retail prices in such staples as
bread, butter, sugar, rice and other staples. Not by one Kopek has there
been any rise in rent, and this is something we take pride in. I say this
not in any way to contrast the situation in this country with other
facts . ..

Kissinger: There has not been one cent of increase in my salary
during the same period.

Brezhnev: That is bad! How severely they are exploiting you. Dr.
Kissinger, I have to complain that in these 10 years my salary hasn’t in-
creased one Kopek. They are all exploiters.

Kissinger: Dobrynin or Gromyko?

Brezhnev: Dobrynin is a nice man.

Kissinger: Gromyko is always at his country house.

Brezhnev: We should lower Kissinger’s and Gromyko’s salaries.

Gromyko: Dr. Kissinger’s point was misunderstood.

Secretary Kissinger’s Response to Points Raised

Kissinger: Mr. General Secretary, I appreciate the frankness of
your presentation. When I arrived at the airport yesterday I said I was
coming here to meet friends. In the 7 or 8 times I have been here there
has developed a relationship of confidence that enables us to speak
frankly. Secondly, I had intended to congratulate the General Secretary
on the October 15 anniversary.

Brezhnev: Thank you.

Kissinger: I believe the General Secretary will go down in history
as someone who has done much for his people and for the peace of the
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world. I want to say that while we have spirited debates, we know his
commitment to peace and to improved US-USSR relations.

Brezhnev: Let me interrupt to say that you need have no doubts in
that regard. I still have some more life—at least 20 years—and
throughout I will be steadfast.

Kissinger: I was going to say that when we meet on his 20th Anni-
versary he will have even greater accomplishments.

Brezhnev: I agree. Then we will not drink tea but cognac.

Kissinger: I have been asked by President Ford to convey his warm
regards ...

Brezhnev: Thank you.

Kissinger: He is firmly committed to the continuation of the pol-

icies already established. He is looking forward to meeting you in
Vladivostok.

Brezhnev: I am looking forward to it also.

Kissinger: I think your Ambassador will already have given you
his own judgement. But in terms of personalities, I believe a construc-
tive personal relationship can be developed.

I'am sure that by the time you visit the United States next summer,
Mr. General Secretary, many of the problems you have mentioned will
have been substantially overcome. At any rate, a cardinal principle of
the foreign policy of the Ford Administration is that we want to make
relations between the United States and Soviet Union irreversible.
And, when we have difficulties and occasional disagreements, we
should keep in mind that since 1972 we also have made enormous
achievements.

Now, before returning to the specifics of your points, I want to
thank you for receiving me when you have another visitor from
abroad." I know that this adds to the difficulties of your calendar. It is a
courtesy we appreciate very much.

With regard to your remarks, Mr. General Secretary, let me group
my answers in two categories—those issues that more or less result
from the American domestic situation and those issues which more or
less reflect the international situation.

In the first category, I place MFN, grain, visits to factories and Sen-
ator Jackson. If you can make Senator Jackson a foreign problem for me
I would be delighted (laughter). We would be glad to arrange for his
emigration without reciprocity, as a unilateral concession to any coun-
try. If he comes here you can keep him on national security grounds
without problem.

1 Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto, Prime Minister of Pakistan, visited Moscow October 24-26.
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I do not doubt, Mr. General Secretary, that your Ambassador has
given you a good description of the U.S. domestic situation. And, of
course, it is also clear that the U.S. domestic situation is not what the
foreign policy of the Soviet Union can be based on. It is also true that
the Soviet Union has shown extraordinary restraint in commenting on
the U.S. domestic situation. I should like to say a few words so that the
General Secretary can understand the context of the actions taken.

First, I was, as you know, a close collaborator of President Nixon. I
believe, as I have said publicly, history will treat President Nixon more
kindly than have his contemporaries. It is true, for whatever reason,
that the last phase of his Presidency created so many tensions that in
the U.S. Congress much of this is only becoming evident today. The
Congress is traditionally controlled by the personal popularity of the
President. This balance wheel was removed during the last year. There-
fore, it was difficult. Many things have been done by the Congress in
the last months that would never have been possible in a normal
Presidency.

Brezhnev: That we have noticed.

Kissinger: I say this not to change the facts but to help in under-
standing. When the new President came in, he was immediately caught
up in an election campaign for the new Congress. But, I want to tell the
General Secretary the following. I think, as you will see for yourself, my
personal relationship with the new President is at least as close as that
with his predecessor. You will judge that yourself. We are both deter-
mined as soon as the election is over to have a showdown with the
Congress on who controls foreign policy.

Brezhnev: That will be this fall?

Kissinger: It will really begin after the meeting in Vladivostok, re-
ally in January 1975. There is no sense in fighting with the old
Congress. The old Congress comes back November 18 for two-to-three
weeks. We will get the Trade Bill from the old Congress. But, the funda-
mental issues will be fought in January.

In your assessment of the situation, bear in mind that the President
until the election had to be a transition President. But he has already
started on a much tougher set of speeches yesterday. It is important to
understand that starting in January we will be going back to 1972 con-
ditions instead of the conditions you saw in 1973-74.

That is why your meeting in Vladivostok is of importance.

Now, let me speak of the domestic issues you raised—in in-
creasing order of importance. For example, visits to factories by Soviet
personnel. I consider a universal law unaffected by ideology the stu-
pidity of bureaucracy. While you were talking, I was raising hell with
my associates, left and right, and neither I nor they had ever heard of it.
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It certainly does not reflect a new national policy. I would suggest Mr.
General Secretary that rather than spending time here we have the fol-
lowing understanding. Any visit to which either the General Secretary
or the Soviet Government attaches importance, if the Ambassador calls
me, and unless there are reasons such as looking at the warheads of our
missiles, we will, of course, approve.

Brezhnev: There can certainly be no question of us wanting to look
at warheads. Any such authorization would have to come from the Pol-
itburo and the Politburo would not approve, and, as the Foreign Min-
ister says, it is not without danger to look at warheads.

Kissinger: That’s true, At any rate, if there is any visit to which the
Ambassador attaches importance you can be certain it will be arranged.
And, if it is refused at a lower level, that refusal will not be final. I
should add that our Agricultural Delegation complained that it could
not see certain things during its recent visit—it’s not one-sided.

Brezhnev: I don’t know about it.

Kissinger: Let’s leave it that if either side attaches importance, we
will notify each other through our Ambassadors.

Brezhnev: I agree.
Kissinger: I assure you there has been no change in policy.

On the subject of grain purchases, I suppose Secretary Simon has
explained what happened. We were confronted with a situation where,
in the judgement of our people, if the contracts had been agreed to
there would have been a sharp increase in prices. This would have led
the Congress to impose export controls which would have meant no
grain for the Soviet Union.

Brezhnev: I don’t think we should spend time on this issue here.
The fact is that from the press reports we know that the United States
sold China 10 million tons and you sold to others. Why was it that there
was no problem with regard to those countries but only with the Soviet
Union? Perhaps it wasn’t 10 million tons, five million, it doesn’t matter.
The crux of the matter is in the unprecedented nature of this action. To
some countries you sell grain; with the Soviet Union you discriminate.

We have contracts, up to $2 billion in contracts with your com-
panies. The question in our mind is: If the President vetoes the grain
deal, then, perhaps, he will veto others of these contracts. That is what
is important, not the precise tonnage of wheat or corn. We ship grain to
Poland, the GDR, Bulgaria, one million tons here, 600 thousand there.
The point is that this is unilateral discrimination.

Kissinger: In the field of grain I don’t want a debate. One of the
useful roles I can perform is to help us understand motivations.

Brezhnev: Dr. Kissinger, you will recall we took a calm attitude;
we gave a calm and quiet reply.
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Kissinger: We appreciate this, and the General Secretary will know
from the Ambassador that I made a public statement saying that the
fault lay with the United States and not with the Soviet Union.'?

Let me make a concrete proposal on the subject of grain. First, 1
want to make clear we have no wish to discriminate against the Soviet
Union. Let us set up a mechanism by which the Soviet Union tells us
ahead of time how much it wishes to purchase over one year. We will
do our best to meet the Soviet demand. In any event, we will give you a
precise figure. In the face of world shortages and inflation in our
country we must plan distribution, and if a sudden order comes in it
has a very disturbing effect.

We are prepared to do this either on a medium-term or a year-to-
year basis. We would keep the amount of your planned purchases con-
fidential; it is for our own planning. You could continue to place orders
with individual companies. (Discussion among Brezhnev, Gromyko
and Dobrynin.)

Kissinger: (To Sukhodrev) Would you please explain that the
figure would be for our own planning and that the Soviet Union would
place the orders with the companies.

Brezhnev: By and large, I have heard of that proposal before. We
are giving it consideration and we haven’t given you our reply. This is
not because of sinister designs. We are not yet ready to give you our
calculations for five years.

Kissinger: We don’t need five years; one is OK. If you do it for five
years we can arrange to include a margin for subsequent crop adjust-
ment. We can do it on either basis.

Brezhnev: Well, the basic reason for no reply thus far is that we are
in the process of compiling the next Five Year Plan and we haven’t de-
termined the sums we will allocate for the development of agriculture.
Ibelieve that before you leave we will be in position to give you a reply.

We received a request to inform you of the total yield this year. We
weren’t able to give you this figure because the harvest is only 59%
complete. The harvest is not yet in in the East or the South. Perhaps in a
couple of weeks we can give you those figures. Just to give you one ex-
ample. This morning I signed a telegram of congratulations to the
farmers of Krasnodar. They haven’t finished and the Ukraine is
bringing in the corn crop. That is the reason why we couldn’t say what
the total yield would be. With the final harvest and correct figures we
can. And, we didn’t want to be untruthful.

12 Kissinger made a statement to this effect during his press conference in Wash-
ington on October 7. For the full text of the press conference, including the Secretary’s
statement on grain, see Department of State Bulletin, October 28, 1974, pp. 565-572.
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Kissinger: On agricultural purchases, if we can plan systematic-
ally—with no sudden orders—we are prepared to solve this in the
spirit of our overall relations and not simply as a commercial transac-
tion. If I may suggest so, in addition to addressing this at the talks here,
we should plan on spending a little time on it at Vladivostok, particu-
larly if you can make preliminary proposals before Vladivostok. The
major point for the General Secretary and his colleagues is that for us it
is a question of planning. It has no political significance. On the con-
trary, we will give due weight to political considerations in making
such decisions.

I am giving a speech in Rome which explains our global concerns
with respect to food and why we think that systematic planning is nec-
essary, even if it broaches some principles of the Soviet system."> Now,
should I go to MFN?

Brezhnev: Not to continue this discussion, but I just remember that
the United States sold several million tons to Iran.

Kissinger: Let me tell you that an order was placed for 400,000 tons
at the time of your order. We stopped that order together with yours.

Brezhnev: I was talking about general background sales to Iran
and China while the Soviet order was vetoed.

Kissinger: No, no. We vetoed all foreign orders. We reduced Iran’s
order to 200,000 tons. You're getting 2.2 million tons.

Dobrynin: It is a small country.
Kissinger: But an ally.

Most Favored Nation Treatment

Kissinger: Our attitude on détente was stated in my statement to
the Congress. Secondly, it is true that as part of the general Congres-
sional difficulties, the opponents of US-USSR relations have organized
very active opposition.

On MEN, it was in this room, or a similar room, that we agreed on
MEN and Lend-Lease together in 1972. I had never heard of the Jackson
Amendment at the time. Nor had I ever mentioned Jewish emigration. I
have stated publicly on numerous occasions that we have a moral obli-
gation on these issues quite independent of any other consideration.
And, almost anything Senator Jackson does to the Soviet Union he has
done to me. He doesn’t only claim he has defeated the Soviet Union; he
claims he has defeated me.

What happened last Friday was a trick of Jackson’s.* We didn’t
know what he would do when he stepped on the White House press

13 Kissinger addressed the World Food Conference in Rome on November 5.
14 October 18. See footnote 8, Document 59.
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podium. That doesn’t make us look good, but I can assure you we
won't get tricked twice.

On the substance of the matter, Soviet officials never said anything
to us other than what you have said today. You have said, Mr. General
Secretary, and your Foreign Minister has repeated numerous times,
that no obstacles would be placed in the way of those seeking either ap-
plications or visas.

Gromyko: Except on grounds of national security.

Kissinger: Exactly correct. You have consistently refused to give a
specific figure. In the letter I wrote Senator Jackson, no figure was used.
My letter said what is true, that visas would be issued in relation to ap-
plications received. Jackson then said that this meant 60,000. The White
House issued a statement on Monday,' which I do not know whether
you have seen, in which we stated specifically that the Soviet Union
had never given us figures, that all the Soviet Union had done was to
give us the principle for applications and visas. We said that we are not
bound by the Jackson figure, that we would only take it under consid-
eration. The Administration, under extremely difficult circumstances,
attempted to fulfill a promise to the Soviet Union, and I regret the be-
havior of Senator Jackson. I want to assure you on behalf of the Admin-
istration that the figure of 60,000 is not our figure, nor do we consider it
your figure. All you have told us is that no obstacles would be placed in
the way of applications or visas, except national security.

Brezhnev: And that we are fulfilling scrupulously.

Gromyko: But, generally, the formula used by the White House in
saying it takes into consideration the Jackson figure gives grounds for a
one-sided interpretation of the Jackson figure.

Kissinger: No, no. Jackson said that the Congress would apply cer-
tain standards. We said that we would take that into consideration.

Gromyko: All you have said is in the statement, but it does give
grounds for interpretation. I have just read it.

Kissinger: I want to make clear that as far as the Administration is
concerned our understanding is that no obstacles will be placed in the
way of either applications or visas, except for security, and I repeat that
as far as the Administration is concerned, the only thing that governs
visas is the number of applications. That has been our understanding.
The Administration has no other position. If there are no other interfer-
ences, the Administration has no right to any objections.

Brezhnev: There is also reference in the letter to harassment in-
volving the applicant and his job.

15 See footnote 2, Document 63.
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Kissinger: I was told this by your Foreign Minister.
Gromyko: There is no harassment.

Kissinger: I didn’t say there is harassment.
Gromyko: I deny having said it.

Dobrynin: But there is the implication in the letter.

Kissinger: The intention of the Administration was to state those
things we had been told in order to make MFN possible. There is a mis-
take that I made, in retrospect. I have believed and have said publicly
that it was a mistake for the United States to involve itself in an internal
Soviet issue.

Inever briefed the press on our discussions. If I had it would have
been apparent that he yielded to your point of view, not vice versa. We
told him that if necessary he could refer to the letter in the Senate, but
not release it at the White House. His manner is as humiliating for me
as it is for you (hits table with hand). The press is saying that Kissinger
has been defeated by Jackson. I'm as angry as you are. (Secretary Kiss-
inger leaves the room for three minutes.)

Gromyko: Should we continue after lunch, at 5:30 p.m.?

Kissinger: You're saying that you're ending this discussion in the
middle of my most eloquent speech?

Brezhnev: I have just been handed a most sensational document.
At last I can expose Dr. Kissinger (Sukhodrev reads following text of
proposed statement on first day’s talks):

“Talks Between Leonid I. Brezhnev and
Andrei A. Gromyko and Henry A. Kissinger

“On October 24 talks started in the Kremlin between the General
Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU Leonid 1. Brezhnev
and member of the Politbureau of the Central Committee of the CPSU,
USSR Foreign Minister Andrei A. Gromyko and the U.S. Secretary of
State, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs Henry A.
Kissinger.

The sides exchanged views on the current state and prospects for
the further development of relations between the USSR and USA, not-
ably in the light of the understandings and agreements reached in the
course of the Soviet-US summit meetings.

Taking part in the talks, which proceeded in a business-like and
constructive atmosphere, were: on the Soviet side—on the U.S. side—"

Kissinger: Front pages of newspapers all over the world will have
to be redone.
Brezhnev: Yes.

Kissinger: Can we tell our press some of the subjects that were
covered?

Brezhnev: We want to make it public at 9:00 p.m.
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Kissinger: We would just mention a few headings.

Gromyko: Without details.

Kissinger: Can we say that we discussed trade and agriculture and
that special attention was paid to Senator Jackson?

Gromyko: If you just say trade and agriculture, you lose the polit-
ical aspects of the discussion.

Kissinger: A good point. We will say that we did not discuss SALT.

Gromyko: Say that the two sides summed up the developments in
their relations to date and that the talks will be continued.

Kissinger: We will say that we did not discuss SALT, but that we
touched on the Middle East, CSCE and had a general review of
relations.

Brezhnev: Say that the talks will continue this evening.

Kissinger: I will say a few things about CSCE and the Middle East
when we meet later today. I want to tell the General Secretary that
those issues that have been caused by internal problems we are deter-
mined to overcome and will overcome.

Brezhnev: Tonight we will complete those questions we have been
discussing so that we can turn to the main discussion tomorrow.

Gromyko: The easiest one.

Brezhnev: To give you something to sleep on, I'll ask you two
questions.

Kissinger: You won't tell me now?

Brezhnev: Not before lunch?

Kissinger: We would like to make the Vladivostok announcement
on Saturday while I am here, at noon.

Brezhnev: I agree.

Kissinger: So, we will work out a text—very simple and moving.

Brezhnev: Later on, I will tell you the technical details (of the Vlad-
ivostok arrangements).

Kissinger: Mr. General Secretary, on a personal basis, I believe this
meeting between you and President Ford will be very important. You
will have a longer meeting next summer, but it can affect events in the
interim. Perhaps we can have a few words on how to do it so that it is
most successful. You can count on me to do everything toward this
end.

The President is going with good will. His methods are different
than his predecessor’s, as your Ambassador will have told you.

Brezhnev: I am as before.
Kissinger: You two will get along well. Don’t you agree Anatol?
Dobrynin: Yes.
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Brezhnev: One question: Mr. Ford intends to bring you to
Vladivostok?

Kissinger: What is the Soviet recommendation?
Brezhnev: What's yours?

Kissinger: The intention was to bring me along. Although, it is
being said that if I go to Siberia I would not be able to leave.

Brezhnev: I expect that the President will go with you.

Kissinger: I have that impression. Probably Mrs. Ford and Mrs.
Kissinger will go.

Brezhnev: There is one detail. From the airport we will have to fly
in two helicopters for 50 minutes to the residence. The terrain is hilly.
That is why the airport is not closer to the city. We guarantee absolute
safety.

Kissinger: I'm not worried, but our security people will raise hell
and will insist on our helicopters.

Brezhnev: You'll be welcome. I know your helicopters in the
United States. If you could have seen the helicopter I used with Brandt.
His face turned as white as this napkin. The only kind of helicopter they
had was the kind that their police use. The whole thing was vibrating.

We will work it out.
Kissinger: As long as it doesn’t land on Chinese territory.

Brezhnev: But I don’t think your Secret Service could believe I
want to lose my life in a helicopter crash!

Kissinger: We will work it out.

Brezhnev: You have a lunch to go to; you're late. Mr. Gromyko is a
punctual man.

Gromyko: I have to be there first to receive the guests.
Meeting ended at 2:00 p. m.
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65. Memorandum From the President’s Deputy Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Scowcroft) to President Ford'

Washington, October 24, 1974.

Secretary Kissinger asked me to pass you the following report on
his first session with General Secretary Brezhnev.?

“I had initial three hours with Brezhnev this morning. While his
tone was generally friendly and the meeting ended on upbeat note, the
result of the session was taken up by Soviet grievances against recent
US policies.

“Our session took place in the Kremlin conference room rather
than in Brezhnev’s office as in the past. Gromyko, Dobrynin and
Brezhnev’s Assistant Aleksandrov were the principal Soviet partici-
pants, although Brezhnev, of course, did virtually all the talking. He
did not use notes and was obviously briefed in detail. The atmosphere
was relaxed despite its largely critical content, with Brezhnev stressing
that this was the eighth such meeting we had had. But he was less in-
clined than on past occasions to interrupt with jokes and anecdotes and
kept the conversation on substance virtually throughout the three hour
period. He was confident and more disciplined than in the past in
making his presentation.

“The Soviet perception of the US is the most negative I have en-
countered in the last two years, based on what they regard as our
failure to live up to obligations regarding MFN and on what they be-
lieved was a deliberately staged humiliation on emigration issue by
Jackson’s White House performance.’ Brezhnev also seems to question
my authority to speak for US policy and, more broadly, whether we are
capable of delivering on policy commitments. He thus seems to ques-
tion entire credibility of the new administration. Atmospherics, which
remain cordial, may therefore be misleading.

“More specifically, Brezhnev cited the failure to date to grant MFN
and complained bitterly about Jackson’s performance in publishing
emigration letters at White House. He was bitter about reference to
60,000 annual emigrants, citing alleged number of applicants as cur-
rently no more than 15-16,000. He rejected conditions for MFN, imply-
ing the Soviets might not accept it under current circumstances. His
other grievances related to supposedly discriminatory cancellation of

! Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Kissinger Reports on USSR,
China, and Middle East Discussions, 1974-1976, Box 1, USSR Memcons and Reports, Oc-
tober 27, 1974—Kissinger/Brezhnev Talks in Moscow. Secret; Sensitive.

2 See Document 64.
3 See footnote 8, Document 59.
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grain contracts, Soviet exclusion from Middle East diplomacy (a
long-standing complaint), US foot-dragging at the European Security
Conference and some minor bilateral problems. While the Soviets fre-
quently try to place negotiating partners at moral disadvantage with
complaints, there is no doubt that recent developments in the US have
fed Soviet suspicions that policies of past two years are undergoing
change. Soviet sensitivity to anything smacking of discrimination was
also evident.

“I sought in my response to confirm your commitment to con-
tinued cooperative policies and assured Brezhnev that we will make a
determined effort with the new Congress to restore the momentum to
previously agreed policies. I stressed the importance you attach to the
Vladivostok meeting in this connection and Brezhnev warmed notice-
ably in response.

“At a cordial lunch for eighty people, Gromyko made a generally
friendly toast.

“In a second meeting later today I expect to review Middle East
and European Security. Brezhnev indicates he wants to turn to SALT
Friday* but we might have a preliminary talk today.

“My feeling is that Brezhnev wants my visit to have a positive
public outcome in preparation for meeting with you in November
which according to present plan is to be announced Saturday. But as in-
dicated above we should not underestimate the negative effect on So-
viets of recent trends in US as they see them.

“I will send you further reports promptly after our next meeting.”

4 October 25.
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66. Memorandum of Conversation'

Moscow, October 24, 1974, 6-9:30 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Leonid I. Brezhnev, General Secretary of the Central Committee, CPSU

Andrey A. Gromyko, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR

Anatoliy F. Dobrynin, Soviet Ambassador to the United States

Andrey M. Aleksandrov-Agentov, Assistant to the General Secretary

Georgiy M. Korniyenko, Chief, USA Dept., Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Viktor M. Sukhodrev, Second European Dept., Ministry of Foreign Affairs
(Interpreter)

Oleg Sokolov, USA Dept., Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Secretary of State and Assistant to the President

Walter J. Stoessel, Jr., US Ambassador to the USSR

Helmut Sonnenfeldt, Counselor, Department of State

Alfred L. Atherton, Jr., Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South
Asian Affairs

William G. Hyland, Director, INR

Peter W. Rodman, NSC Staff

SUBJECTS
Jackson Amendment; CSCE; Middle East; Nuclear War

Kissinger: I am sorry I'm so late. There is absolutely no excuse.
Your Chief of Protocol told our people you were ready, and no one told
me.

Brezhnev: No problem.

Kissinger: It is a problem. I'm profoundly embarrassed.

Brezhnev: Did Gromyko give you soup for lunch?

Kissinger: About eight courses. I had enough energy to get here,
believe me.

Brezhnev: I was able to get some work done.

Kissinger: I thought the meeting was being delayed, and I was get-
ting some of my work done. There was no reason for me to delay. Your
Chief of Protocol told three or four of my people, and each of them
thought someone else was telling me.

Dobrynin: They're all afraid of Henry!

1 Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Kissinger Reports on USSR,
China, and Middle East Discussions, 1974-1976, Box 1, USSR Memcons and Reports, Oc-
tober 27, 1974—Kissinger/Brezhnev Talks in Moscow. Secret; Nodis. Drafted by
Rodman. All brackets are in the original. The meeting was held in the Old Politburo
Room in the Council of Ministers Building, Kremlin. Sonnenfeldt’s handwritten notes on
the meeting are in National Archives, RG 59, Lot File 81D286, Records of the Office of the
Counselor, Box 5, Misc. Memcons.
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Brezhnev: Jackson would accuse the Soviet Union. I'm not angry.

Kissinger: You should be angry at me. But I'm not well disposed
towards [this].

Brezhnev: Let’s talk about logic, then. You remember we once dis-
cussed whether it was a science.

Kissinger: Yes. I don’t remember what conclusion we came to.

Brezhnev: That it was a science.

Kissinger: I studied logic, symbolic logic. Military logic I always
had my doubts about. Wars are always lost by some general whose
logic looked good at the beginning.

Brezhnev: Everyone loses.

[Brezhnev’s alarm bell goes off in the center of the table.]

Kissinger: I need one of those. Is it to stop people when they talk
too much?

Brezhnev: No, it’s to start businesslike discussions.

At the end of this morning’s meeting,” you named four points you
wanted to comment on.

Kissinger: Well, I commented on the points that dealt with the do-
mestic situation.

Jackson Amendment

Brezhnev: Incidentally—T[he gestures to the notetakers]—this isn’t
for the record; don’t write it—how is the domestic situation now? Is the
fever all over?

Kissinger: Your Ambassador is a better judge of it than I am. My
judgment is that the high point of the fever has now passed. After the
resignation of President Nixon, it continued to rise for a few more
weeks. But now the high point has been passed, and as I pointed out
earlier, after the [Congressional] elections we will be in a much stronger
position. Regardless of the outcome. The Democrats will gain some
seats, but I think we have public support on foreign policy.

Brezhnev: That’s interesting.

[Dobrynin explains to Brezhnev that the elections are for the whole
House and one-third of the Senate.]

What is your forecast as to the Congressional elections?

Kissinger: One-third of the Senate and all of the House of Repre-
sentatives will be elected.

Brezhnev: How many in the Senate?

Kissinger: It’s 100, so 33 or 34 are up for election—I don’t know
which number is up this year. And the Democrats will make consider-

2 See Document 64.
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able gains. But this doesn’t prove anything for the conduct of foreign
policy, because they will make their gains largely on the domestic eco-
nomic situation. On the other hand, there was a recent poll in the last
two weeks—which shows on foreign policy—in which my personal
popularity was at 80%—which is extraordinary for a non-elected offi-
cial. Or an elected official.

Dobrynin: Number one in history.

Kissinger: So that enables us, when we can make an issue in for-
eign policy, to be extremely effective. You cannot do that in a Congres-
sional election because each representative runs in his own district,
separately. So I think you will see a much stronger assertion of execu-
tive authority as soon as the election is over.

We would welcome, . . . for example, if we came to an under-
standing on strategic arms, we would welcome a debate on that issue to
get started in America.

Dobrynin: After the election.

Kissinger: For example, when I made my statement on Soviet-
American relations,® we invited Senator Jackson to reply to it, because
we wanted to get a debate started. And he refused to reply, because he
was afraid of a confrontation. So I say this to you privately—we intend
to provoke a confrontation at an early date on foreign policy. But not
before the elections.

Brezhnev: There is one thing I really fail to understand: What are
really the underlying motives behind the individuals and groups that
oppose the betterment of Soviet-American relations?

Kissinger: I'll give you my analysis. There are the conservatives,
who have always been anti-Soviet, who represent the Dulles* position
of the 1950’s. There is the Jewish Community, for two reasons: One on
the question of Jewish emigration, and secondly, because they accuse
me—which you may find amusing—of conducting our Middle East
policy in too close cooperation with the Soviet Union. They would like
a situation in the Middle East in which the Soviet Union is on one side
and the United States is on the other side, so then there is unlimited
support for Israel. Thirdly, there are the intellectuals, who were anti-
Nixon and who had to find a reason to be against whatever he was for.
And all these people combine for different reasons. And the intellec-
tuals also because of what they claim is happening to intellectuals in
the Soviet Union. But I don’t rate intellectuals all that high.

So these are the different forces that are for different reasons at
work. But I think they can now be defeated, because they are not

3 See Document 28.
4John Foster Dulles, Secretary of State, 1953-1959.
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dealing with a President who has no public support. Our problem has
been, with the pardon, inflation and the election, that we have not been
able to get sufficiently organized to launch a counterattack. But there is
no question that between now and the beginning of the year we can get
our position organized.

Brezhnev: Does the President or Secretary of State have any oppor-
tunities to influence the results of the election in this one-third of the
seats?

Kissinger: The President is campaigning, and he will probably re-
duce the defeat.

Brezhnev: I was asking just to clear my mind about the workings of
the American political system.

Kissinger: I could have a big impact—perhaps more than the Presi-
dentbecause I'm not considered a partisan political figure. But it would
be extremely dangerous. If we had an issue on foreign policy, on which
we could start a debate ... This was my intention during the summer,
to start a debate on détente. I nearly succeeded, because at that time
Senator Jackson agreed to debate. I could have hurt him badly. But the
debate was supposed to start during the week President Nixon re-
signed. And then Senator Jackson used that excuse to avoid the debate.

For me to participate in a debate, there has to be an issue. I cannot
appear against a candidate. But if I can identify a candidate with an
issue, and I debate on the issue, I can be very effective for a candidate—
or against.

For example, suppose we came to a SALT agreement in principle
in Vladivostok. The strong probability is Senator Jackson will attack it.
Then I can go around the country and defend the agreement, and there-
by attacking Jackson. Or any other issue. But for me to be politically ef-
fective I have to have an issue; I can’t just attack him.

[To Dobrynin:] Do you agree with my analysis?

Dobrynin: Yes. But it’s not a question of the election, really, but of a
public issue.

Kissinger: Yes, if I have a public issue, I'll almost certainly win.

Brezhnev: Can we help you in any way, by throwing in a problem
or two? [Laughter]

Kissinger: The best way is if you and I are on the same side and
Jackson is on the other.

Brezhnev: I agree.
Kissinger: Then we’ll almost certainly win.

Brezhnev: Excuse me for this digressing, but I think it was useful.
Now let’s return to the questions you enumerated this morning.

Kissinger: On the issues the General Secretary mentioned, there
were two I didn’t reply to—one was the European Security Conference
and the other was the Middle East.
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Brezhnev: And MFN?
Dobrynin: He covered that.
Kissinger: I thought I covered MEN, but let me cover that too.

With respect to MFN, the reason we exchanged these letters was to
make it possible to pass the Trade Bill before the end of the year. And
we can be confident now the Trade Bill will pass before the end of
December.

Brezhnev: The end of December.

Kissinger: Before the end of December, which will provide MEN as
well as credits again for the Soviet Union.

Dobrynin: There are limitations there.

Kissinger: The limitations on credits were substantially eliminated.
It has to be a Presidential determination ...

Dobrynin: And there is a ceiling, over which the President has to
go to Congress.

Kissinger: To report, not for approval.

Korniyenko: A $300 million limitation.

Kissinger: That was eliminated.

Dobrynin: Our impression is that that remains.

Kissinger: But you don’t understand. We have to notify Congress,
but not for their approval.

Dobrynin: But they can raise it.

Kissinger: The point is, Congress has no mechanism for disap-
proving it. It’s not subject to Congressional vote.

Dobrynin: But to notify Congress, each Senator can say “look at
this.”

Kissinger: But so what? What can he do?

Dobrynin: They can raise objections.

Kissinger: No, there are several ways Congress can give an
opinion. Congress can give an opinion in an affirmative vote. Not here.
Or stop something by a negative vote. Not here. Here all we do is in-
form them. So therefore this has no practical consequence.

Dobrynin: [To Brezhnev] Information.

Kissinger: As a practical matter ... the ceiling is a different matter.
There are two separate questions. We have no intention of paying at-
tention to what we're told up to $300 million. Beyond $300 million, we
have the right to go back for more. Normally an authorization is lim-
ited, but this gives us the right to ask for more.

Dobrynin: They will have to vote again.

Kissinger: That is right.

[Dobrynin explains to Brezhnev.]
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Our intention is, as soon as this Trade Bill is passed, to begin enter-
taining requests for credits, and to deal with them in the most expedi-
tious and constructive manner. And we’re prepared to ask for an exten-
sion beyond $300 million. But we expect this to pass by the middle of
December. The Bank has already passed; the Bank is tied to the Trade
Bill.

Brezhnev: I've only mentioned the fact earlier: the trouble is that
some countries get trade concessions without strings attached, and
there are some strings attached to the Soviet Union.

Dobrynin: He is speaking about MFN.

Kissinger: I'm not sure MFN will be granted to China, as the Gen-
eral Secretary asked about.

Brezhnev: I mean the 18-month clause.

Kissinger: There is no question the Jackson Amendment is in-
tended to be discriminatory against the Soviet Union.

Brezhnev: That’s clear.

Kissinger: I have fought it for two years, as the General Secretary
knows, and as you can read in the American press this week, it's now
described as a defeat for me. I say this only so the General Secretary
knows my own personal views. It is our conviction that in the present
Congressional situation this is the best we can do. And of course we
have every intention, and I think every expectation, of renewing it
when it comes up for renewal. And I'm sure President Ford will con-
firm this when you meet him. Nor do we have any intention—and I can
assure of this now—of linking the renewal of MEN to any other
conditions.

Brezhnev: All right, but as I understand it, the 18-month clause
does relate only to the Soviet Union.

Kissinger: It relates technically to “non-market countries,” which
means all socialist countries.

[Dobrynin explains to Brezhnev that it’s technical language and
the Soviet Union is not named.]

The great anti-Communist Jackson is in favor of Most Favored Na-
tion status for China, without conditions. Despite the well-known fact
that emigration for China is absolutely free. But it is true there are no
Jews in China who want to emigrate.

Brezhnev: Just the other day I heard there are about 200 million
Chinese who want to emigrate to the United States.

Kissinger: [Laughs] If this were true, it would stop the emigration
agitation immediately.

Gromyko: What would be the effect of 100 million Russians emi-
grating to the United States?
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Kissinger: I tell you, if all your Jews wanted to emigrate to the
United States, it would be a massive problem. It is true. I don’t think
Congress would let anyone immigrate.

As far as Most Favored Nation with China, I'm not aware of any
discussions with China about giving them Most Favored Nation status.
We haven’t had any with them.

Brezhnev: Be that as it may, it is a fact—and let’s admit that in
this narrow circle—that the discriminatory attitude toward the
Soviet Union does remain, and this does run counter to the understand-
ing we have reached on basic attitudes in each country towards each
other.

Kissinger: I do not defend this particular arrangement, but it’s the
best we can do, and we’re convinced we can continue it indefinitely.

Brezhnev: That doesn’t mean we must accept that.

Kissinger: No. Unfortunately, the question of credits also has been
tied to the question of Most Favored Nation.

Brezhnev: That is true.

[Kissinger and Sonnenfeldt confer.]

I don’t want to run too far ahead; that would be wrong. But if we
were to look 5-7 years ahead, the general picture—including energy,
oil, gas, etc.—can change drastically.

Kissinger: I don’t get the point. Could you repeat that?

Sukhodrev: If we look ahead 5-7 years, we can see the general pic-
ture—with respect to energy, oil, gas—can change drastically.

Brezhnev: Anyway, I do understand the general situation, and
your situation, Dr. Kissinger. Let’s end the discussion of that and turn
to whatever you want to say on the Middle East or European Security
Conference.

Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe

Kissinger: Let me turn to the European Security Conference.
Brezhnev: Please.

Kissinger: The General Secretary stated we were insufficiently
cooperative.

Brezhnev: That’s not right; I said “not enough activity [aktiv-
nost’].” There is cooperation; “activity” is another question.

Kissinger: One of the difficulties, quite frankly, on the European
Security Conference, is that some of the issues are so absurd that it’s
very hard to apply political influence to them. On some issues there are
only three people in the world—in whom the Foreign Minister be-
longs—who understand what they’re all about. I frankly, even after a
night’s reflection, Mr. Foreign Minister, don’t understand the differ-
ence between “each principle has equal validity” and “each principle
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should be equally observed.” I tell you now I will accept either formu-
lation if the other participants agree, whichever it is.

Gromyko: That is only part of the general formula being sug-
gested. Because there is also “equally valid and interdependent,”
which the Germans want.

Kissinger: [To Sonnenfeldt] Why do the nutty Germans want
“interdependent?”

Sonnenfeldt: [To Kissinger] It's a French point.

Gromyko: Actually we understand the line pursued by propo-
nents of that formula. When they say the principles should be interde-
pendent—actually it’s “each principle should be equally valid and in-
terdependent”—they mean that if someone says, say, that a humane
principle isn’t being observed, for example, means that the others
should not be observed.

Kissinger: But it works both ways.

Gromyko: It’s like little wheels in a watch. If one stops revolving,
the others do.

Kissinger: If you claim one isn’t being observed, you can also say
the others aren’t applicable. It's much more dangerous to the Germans
than to you.

Gromyko: Our point of view is different. We believe that even if
somebody doesn’t observe one principle, it doesn’t mean an end
should be put to observance of all the rest. Let’s say some shouter, say
in West Germany—but let’s not name any countries—says because
some principle, say a humane principle—someone is refused an exit
visa—then all the other principles, like inviolability of frontiers,
shouldn’t be observed either. The objective position would be to say
that all principles, from A to Z—10 or 11 or what have you—should be
equally strictly observed.

Kissinger: My difficulty is I don’t understand half of the issues
being argued about. I understand this one, but let me be perfectly
frank. If you have a concrete negotiation, you can go and use influence.
But when the issue is where to place one phrase, whether to put it be-
fore or after another one, it’s extremely difficult to use the prestige of
the United States to put pressure and be accused of betraying an ally.
What's happened with the European Security Conference is that every
government is using it for purely domestic purposes, proving how
tough it can be because it’s running no risk. In Ottawa I told them what
the result would be.” But it’s impossible to put pressure on a stupid
point.

5 Kissinger discussed the CSCE with the U.K., German, and French Foreign Minis-
ters in Ottawa on June 18. See Foreign Relations, 19691976, volume XXXIX, European Se-
curity, Document 214.
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Gromyko: Tell them more energetically.

Kissinger: I don’t want to go through all this before the General
Secretary. Let me give you my own prediction. I believe it must be
wound up. It's impossible to keep it going on these issues. It's an af-
front to logic. Probably the end of March is a reasonable time it should
be wound up. Thirdly, what are the issues? On the principles, it’s
“peaceful change” and this point about “equally observed” and “equal
validity.”

Gromyko: That’s two separate questions.

Kissinger: That’s two separate questions. These are essentially
German questions. No one else is interested in them. Then there is
Basket III, and there is Confidence-Building Measures. Confidence-
Building Measures will be settled, whatever the proposals are, because
the difference between 50 and 100 kilometers, and between 20,000 and
40,000, can be compromised. So we're talking about Basket III and
peaceful change.

With respect to Basket 111, after the first reading, we have the ap-
proval of our allies to develop a common position. Until there is a
common position, we understand your reluctance to compromise.

Regarding the two German points, Mr. Sonnenfeldt is leaving to
see Schmidt before Schmidt comes here. He will express my personal
view.

Gromyko: [To Sonnenfeldt] We will look at you!
Kissinger: And he may even be on time for Schmidt.

And you'll see President Ford, and he will see Schmidt in Wash-
ington. We think it has to be brought to a conclusion. And he’s between
you, us, and Schmidt. Maybe also Giscard, whom we’ll also see on the
15th. December will be a good time to work this out.

I wonder whether the Foreign Minister’s fertile mind, aided by
Korniyenko, can come up with an idea on peaceful change—even if it’s
only to move the word “only” around in the center. So Genscher can
say he’s got a victory on something. I frankly don’t believe that at the
level of the Foreign Offices this can be settled, so when President Ford
and Schmidt and Giscard meet, it can probably be settled.

Brezhnev: All right. Maybe we shouldn’t now endeavor to go into
every detail on this. Perhaps you and Gromyko and Korniyenko can
spend some time on it before you leave.

Kissinger: [To Sukhodrev] Did you translate what I said about the
end of March?

Sukhodrev: Yes. The conclusion of the Conference.

Kissinger: AllI can do is repeat: The President and you will discuss
it at Vladivostok, and by the end of December we can bring it to a con-
crete point.
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Brezhnev: Since the United States is also a participant in the Euro-
pean Security Conference, we have a very earnest desire to write into
the European Security Conference that the United States should notify
us about all movements of its Navy and all movements of its troops in
the United States all the way to California.

Kissinger: Dobrynin knows it anyway.

Brezhnev: Dobrynin hasn’t told me about it. Because otherwise
you say it doesn’t concern the United States; that it's a German ques-
tion, a French question. Let’s all build confidence.

Kissinger: But the summer house where Dobrynin spends all his
time has more electronic equipment . .. It goes out to the Atlantic. You
want to cover California too?

Brezhnev: All the way to California.

Kissinger: I think the question of military maneuvers will be
settled.

Brezhnev: You know, the unfortunate thing is, I turned out to be
the author of this proposal about notification of troop movements. It
sometimes happens that a man proceeds from the best of intentions
and makes a mistake in not predicting what form it takes in someone
else’s eyes. I am admitting it very frankly. We had a discussion with the
late President Pompidou at Zaslavoye,® and the question didn’t even
exist then. I said to him, “Let’s do something to strengthen confidence.
After all, any army doesn’t just live in barracks and go out to mess
room. They conduct maneuvers; they move tanks and planes. Let’s in-
vite your representatives, and anyone’s representatives, to attend these
maneuvers to observe them, and that would strengthen confidence.”
No sooner did I say this than it was turned into an idea of opening up
the whole Soviet Union, to the Urals. The question didn’t exist before I
mentioned it.

Aleksandrov: You let the genie out of the bottle!

Brezhnev: I let the genie out of the bottle, and now every country is
coming back at me—the Greeks, the Turks, the Dutch, Belgium.

Kissinger: Anyone who can get the Greeks and Turks to agree on
anything has already accomplished something.

Brezhnev: If that is so, we have to report to you and Canada about
any troop movement.

Aleksandrov: Let you and Canada report!
Kissinger: We already know what you're doing.
Brezhnev: Of course.

6 Reference is presumably to the 2-day meeting between Brezhnev and Pompidou
on the Black Sea in March 1974.
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Kissinger: Not every company, but every substantial movement.

Brezhnev: In the last ten years, we’ve had no more than two major
military exercises, “Dniepr” and “Dvina.” One was “Dniepr,” when the
Kiev Military District was supposed to mount an offensive against the
Belorussian Military District. Who won, I can’t say, because there was
no real firing. But all the general officers there watched the Air Force
come in with correct precision, and other movements. So if Grechko
favors the Kiev Military District, he just announces Kiev has won. If for
some reason he supports Belorussia, he announces they won. Thank
God I wasn't present; I'd have said they both won.

The only extenuating factor for me is that I came out for that pro-
posal guided by the noblest of intentions. But now others have turned it
into a principle.

Kissinger: I'm aware of the differences of opinion that exist.

Brezhnev: Anyway, I raise the point by way of suggesting volun-
tary observers—that is, if we want to invite them, we do, and if we
don’t, we don’t. In short, I think we should at some point discuss it in
greater detail, especially taking into account your view of reaching a
solution.

One thing that troubles me is that you seem to agree with those
who emphasize the great difficulty of reaching agreement on peaceful
change of frontiers.

The second point is I'm sick and tired of endless delays in bringing
the Conference to a close. It was once to be ended in 1972. Then it was
supposed to be in 1973, then in 1974. Now we hear it’s March 1975.

Kissinger: I myself think March 1975 is realistic. Don’t you?

Gromyko: If that is so, it’s only because there are some who artifi-
cially cling to that time limit, who try artificially to hold back on it.

Kissinger: There is no issue between the United States and the So-
viet Union. If I had a major concern here, I'd insist on it. The General
Secretary knows I'm not exactly bashful about stating my views. So it’s
a question of how between the two of us we can manage the ending of
the Conference. It's now practically impossible to do it in November.

May I make a concrete proposal, Mr. General Secretary?
Brezhnev: Please.

Kissinger: We will make an effort in the next two months to move
our allies to a conclusion. You will see Schmidt and Giscard, and you
let us know what you discussed with them with respect to this Confer-
ence. We will see Schmidt and Giscard, and we’ll let you know what we
discussed. So as to avoid confusion. Then early in January, you may
wish to send Korniyenko, or maybe you’d send Gromyko, to America,
and we could after all these discussions see where we are.
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Gromyko: The important thing is that in our contacts with Schmidt
and Giscard we should act from one and the same position and not in
different positions.

Kissinger: I agree. But I think we should do it in parallel, but not
give the impression we have an agreement.

Gromyko: The French would be overenthusiastic if they felt we
were acting jointly with you.

Kissinger: They would be delighted.

Brezhnev: I certainly agree we don’t need to use virtually the same
words in expounding our position with Giscard and Schmidt, but we
should act in parallel and in one and the same direction.

Kissinger: I agree.

Brezhnev: Perhaps you could have a word or two with the Foreign
Minister.

Gromyko: The basic thing is to talk in parallel.

Kissinger: Our basic talk with Schmidt is not when Sonnenfeldt is
there, but when the President meets with Schmidt in Washington. But
I'll send a message to Schmidt through Sonnenfeldt that we believe the
Conference should be brought to a conclusion.

Brezhnev: When I say we should act along the same line, I mean
while you are here in Moscow, you and Gromyko should agree on the
main principles. Because if those basic principles are agreed on be-
tween us, Sonnenfeldt can be given more explicit instructions.

Kissinger: We can have a talk, but in our view the realistic time to
make progress is when the President sees Schmidt.

Brezhnev: It's certainly true that more concrete results can be
achieved in a summit, but at the lower level some preliminary work can
be done.

Kissinger: I agree.

Brezhnev: And I certainly could not conceive of this question not
being touched upon when I meet President Ford.

Kissinger: No question. We are prepared to discuss it.

Are we finished with this question?

Gromyko: In effect, you were replying to the observations made by
the General Secretary this morning.

Kissinger: That’s correct.

Gromyko: Because the questions we did mention regarding the
European Security Conference are the issues that are now holding up
the Conference.

Kissinger: I agree. And my point is that your basic problem is not
the United States.



208 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XVI

Can we have a two-minute break?

Brezhnev: Yes. Then we can take up the Middle East.

Kissinger: I don’t insist on it!

Brezhnev: Then tomorrow morning we can start with an easy sub-
ject—SALT. Things are simpler there.

Kissinger: All right.

Brezhnev: And Dr. Kissinger, if you'd like to have a break now ...

Kissinger: Good.

[There was a break from 7:45-8:02 p.m.]

Brezhnev: I used the time in our interval to joke with my Secretary,
Galya. I'm in a better mood.

Kissinger: I wish I could speak Russian.
Brezhnev: No, that’s not for you anymore. Please.

Middle East

Kissinger: Should I say something about the Middle East? Of
course you have had contacts with the Middle East more recently than
I, so your information is more current.

Gromyko: [Laughs] Your contacts were broader!

Brezhnev: True, I met with Fahmy recently and with Asad before
that.

Very briefly, what I learned during my contacts with Asad was, his
basic philosophy is that he believes the problem of the Middle East has
not been concluded yet. And according to him, Israeli troops and
Syrian troops have dug in and are sitting in their trenches opposite each
other. He asked us for assistance in the form of certain types of arms,
and spares. But I did not discuss any specific matters with him in terms
of such assistance. I asked him about his opinion on the fulfillment by
us of deliveries on old contracts, and he said he was quite satisfied, and
that’s all. And I didn’t meet with him again on his way back from
Korea.

Kissinger: I've never heard him express a complaint about the So-
viet Union.

Brezhnev: He certainly had no complaints about anything done
under the old contracts. But when he was here last—I don’t remember
when it was—he said he would look into what further requirements
Syria had and he would send us any additional requests.

One thing that both Asad and Fahmy said was that the United
States had not only restored Israel’s military might—that is, replaced
equipment that was damaged during the war—but also considerably
increased Israel’s military strength, to the tune of several billion dollars.
Since it’s a very delicate matter, I didn’t question him about the types of
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arms the United States is supposed to have delivered to Israel, but that
is what he said anyway.

As regards Sadat, you and I both know about as much about his
position, because he has on many occasions stated that the airlift by the
United States to Israel was much more intense than the Soviet airlift to

Egypt.

Kissinger: If he didn’t say that, he would have to admit his army
was defeated. It is easier to blame us than to accept the responsibility.
Or to blame you.

Brezhnev: Dr. Kissinger, I'm just relating in good faith the gist of
what he told me; I'm not going into questions such as the motives he
had for various statements or whether he’s playing a double game.

Kissinger: [Laughs] No Arab would play a double game in this.
[Gromyko suppresses a smile.]

Brezhnev: As I see it, Fahmy’s main question which he set out to
settle was my visit to Cairo. The question is not a new one. They have
been raising this question for quite a few years, without linking it out-
wardly to the military aspect. You know, aside from the military aspect,
we also have economic cooperation. Sadat raised the issue of my visit to
Egypt on several occasions, in writing and verbally, saying “I've been
to the Soviet Union five or seven times, so why can’t Comrade
Brezhnev come to Cairo?” True, I’ve never been to Cairo. So we dis-
cussed the question and decided I should perhaps go sometime in
January.

Kissinger: I think it’s a good idea.

Brezhnev: There has to be some contact.

Kissinger: I think that’s right.

Brezhnev: Of course, in questions of principle nothing will change
according to the place where we conduct talks, whether here where
you're sitting, or there—the question of the principle of settling the
question. There was troop disengagement, and quite some time has
passed since then, and we have been repeating our position all along.
You have been able to see we don’t change our policy from week to
week.

Kissinger: From our point of view, we have no problem on your
going to Egypt, and we have told this to the Egyptians.

Brezhnev: I took this decision in consultation with my comrades. I
had no wish to compete with representatives of other countries who go
there often, like Dr. Kissinger. We don’t see it as competitive.

Kissinger: Mr. General Secretary, we have both seen fluctuating
events in the Middle East in the last ten years. I in any event don’t be-
lieve in gratitude in foreign policy—but especially in the Middle East. I
think neither of us can gain a permanent advantage at the expense of
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the other, and any attempt by either of us to do so is going to be entirely
futile.

Brezhnev: We have never wanted to, not even as a distant
objective.

Kissinger: And we don’t want to either.

Brezhnev: We have emphasized and reemphasized the need for all
states in the region, including Israel, to be given guarantees of ...

Kissinger: We noticed in the Foreign Minister’s address at the
UN’...

Gromyko: I took part on behalf of the Soviet Union in working out
the establishment of the State of Israel in 1947.

Kissinger: I noticed also in the speech of the Foreign Minister at the
UN a reference to that. I think the Foreign Minister should visit Israel,
because the demonstrators shouldn’t have only me.

Brezhnev: You didn’t pay attention to what I said?

Kissinger: I of course pay attention to what you said.

Brezhnev: You pay attention only to Foreign Ministers.

Gromyko: If I go to Israel, the Israelis will send me to Golgotha.

Kissinger: No, the reason is that there are groups of demonstrators
there. The same groups that applauded President Nixon will be
brought out to applaud the General Secretary in Cairo, and the same
group that demonstrates against me in Israel will be employed against
Minister Gromyko.

Brezhnev: If only we even contemplated acting against the inde-
pendence of Israel, it would surely wreck our prestige in the whole
world.

Kissinger: Let me make a few observations about the Middle East.

Brezhnev: If I may say two words, Henry.

Kissinger: Please.

Brezhnev: What I feel to be abnormal is this: You and we agreed on
certain principles to end the conflict and establish peace in that area.
We are grateful to the United States for having together with us, so to
say, formalized our desire to seek a settlement in the Middle East
through Security Council decisions and to seek a solution through the
Geneva Conference formula. But then, gradually, this agreement began
to be violated, and it is even now my view that a line is being taken to
postpone the Geneva Conference and even to prevent it from taking
place. But what alternative is there?

There is also a practical aspect of this question. You're familiar
with the situation in the Middle East—you have been there often

7 See footnote 2, Document 43.
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enough—and I think you will agree with me that the explosiveness of
the situation is still very much in evidence. What the explosion will be, I
can’t say for the moment, or what consequences it will have for the gen-
eral climate of peace. But a new explosion is certain to raise all the
issues of war and peace, and accusations against the United States or
the other side. Whether it will happen in one or two years, I can’t say.
But the powderkeg is still there, and I must raise this for us as great
powers. In short, I'm merely repeating what we asked Comrade Gro-
myko to communicate both to you and President Ford when he was in
Washington.®
Kissinger: And this he did, with great . ..

Brezhnev: And what we have to do now is not to seek justification
for our actions but find ways to solve the problems, because things are
bound to move in the direction of war if no solution is found. Of course,
if President Sadat or President Asad have given you their agreement to
something we don’t know about, that is something else.

Kissinger: President Sadat and President Asad are so busy
watching each other, they don’t have time to give agreements to third
parties.

Brezhnev: That is a fact too. President Sadat thinks in one way and
President Asad doesn’t agree with him. The Palestinians too are in dis-
agreement with certain things. But they are a people, and their problem
has to be resolved.

Kissinger: I have one achievement in the Middle East, which I
claim as an American achievement, not under joint auspices. Which is
that King Faisal says he prays for me five times a day, and I doubt he
prays for the General Secretary.

Brezhnev: I don’t suppose he does, though they do of course pray a
lot.

Gromyko: The question is which God to pray to, the right one or
the wrong one.

Kissinger: He doesn’t pray for Gromyko either.

Brezhnev: I don’t know who it was, but a couple of years ago there
was a high-ranking Libyan who was here negotiating with Kosygin. In
the middle of his meeting he said, “Excuse me, I have to go to pray.”
And right in Kosygin's office he fell on his knees to pray. [Laughter]

Gromyko: By coincidence he chose the corner where there were
busts of Marx and Engels!

Kissinger: Considering all the arms Libya got, this must be an ef-
fective method of negotiating with Kosygin.

8 See Documents 37 and 38.
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Brezhnev: It must be. 15-20,000 tanks, 9-10,000 planes, and God
knows how much else.

Kissinger: They will pave the Western Desert so they can keep it all
there.

Have I ever told the General Secretary what Asad said to me? He
told me the reason we arm Israel is because we don’t want Russian
arms to defeat American arms. Therefore he says we should give him
American arms, so then American arms would be defeating American
arms and we would have no reason to intervene.

Brezhnev: That’s what you should do.
Kissinger: And I'd be impeached the next day!

Once I told him we would discuss strategic arms in Moscow. And
he thought the best solution was that both of us deposit all our strategic
arms in Syria, and Syria would be the trustee and would find good use
for them. I accepted. But I told him your missiles were so much heavier
than ours that you probably couldn’t move them down there.

Brezhnev: Their territory is too small.
Kissinger: [Laughs] That is true.

Brezhnev: And yet, Dr. Kissinger, the problem is still with us and it
is a serious one. And joking apart—though joking has a role to play
in our discussions—we should really have a serious exchange of
views on what we should do to prevent a new war with unforeseen
consequences.

Kissinger: I agree. I agree the situation is dangerous. And I've told
the General Secretary that his analysis in San Clemente [in 1973] was
more correct than ours.

Brezhnev: On my honor, I did not at that time know there was
going to be a new war on that date. I had no discussion with the Arabs,
either at that time or any other time, up to the beginning of the October
war. I simply saw the situation developing.

Kissinger: I personally believe it, though there are many in
America who do not.

Brezhnev: You certainly have my word.

Kissinger: No, I believe it. And I've had our intelligence people do
an analysis of all the information we can piece together, and I believe it.

Brezhnev: Nothing. Nothing. [Nichevo]

Kissinger: We think you knew about three days before.

Brezhnev: Even less than that. We were simply notified, at such a
time and in such a form that we were absolutely deprived of any possi-
bility of doing anything about it. And added to this should be the fact
that you knew for three years before that happened, that even though
we helped the Arabs we did our best to moderate the Arab position. In
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the hope that we would find common language with the United States
and act jointly. But unfortunately you didn’t take that position.

Kissinger: My honest belief is that until San Clemente you at-
tempted to restrain the Arabs. After San Clemente you made no further
effort to restrain them, but you did not particularly know they were
going to attack. You even mildly encouraged them, but without specific
knowledge they were going to attack.

Brezhnev: I deny even a mild form of encouragement. You know
the events that occurred. Sadat by his own volition asked us to with-
draw our military advisers. And we did it without a word. And that
was a political action.

Kissinger: That we didn’t know about. Mr. General Secretary, let
me go back to the subject.

Brezhnev: Let us indeed discuss ways to really ensure peace in the
area so there is no detriment to Arabs or Israelis.

Kissinger: We would like to solve the problem, and whatever we
have done has not had any intention of hurting the Soviet Union. Sup-
posing tomorrow the United States would succeed alone, without the
Soviet Union, to restore the ‘67 boundaries, the West Bank, and Jeru-
salem, and return of the refugees. From your knowledge of the Arabs,
do you believe this would give us any permanent advantage? I don’t. I
don’tbelieve gratitude gives any lasting advantage. Now we give some
economic aid to Egypt; for a few years you had a monopoly on eco-
nomic aid to Egypt. Does that make us permanently more influential in
Egypt? I doubt it. Whenever anything goes wrong in an Arab country,
they blame their benefactors. And the only people for whom they have
a nostalgia are their opponents.

I say this to you, Mr. General Secretary: You have to separate the
tactical issues from the strategic issue. If we look at the situation realis-
tically, in ten years we will both be present in the Middle East. And we
are prepared to respect this and we assume you are prepared to respect
this. That is the strategic fact.

Let me say a word about the tactical situation. In the tactical situa-
tion, we face a problem of unusual complexity which you probably
cannot understand. We face the problem that we have a minority group
in America of unusual economic and political influence. And therefore
the problem of a solution in the Middle East has for us domestic conno-
tations that it cannot have for you. I speak to you in great candor, so
that you understand our problem. Secondly, we have a very particular
relationship to Israel. And therefore it is inevitable that we have to pro-
ceed step by step.

If I review the negotiations before the October War between your
Foreign Minister and us, there are two attributes to them. Your Foreign
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Minister has produced plans of great complexity and great detail, and
secondly, their practical effect was that it was the United States that
should impose them on Israel. So you're asking ... The end result was
that the United States was asked to plunge itself into a major domestic
crisis, for what? And since there was no difference between that plan
and the Arab plan, why shouldn’t we deal directly with the Arabs?
Since they were all asking us the same thing. So we have always had
great difficulty understanding what it is that the Soviet Union was
adding to the discussion. On the substance it supported every Arab po-
sition, and on the tactics we were forced to impose it unilaterally on
Israel.

There are many objectives on which we agree with you. But itis a
necessity of our situation that we proceed step by step. This is not a dia-
bolical American maneuver. In fact I enjoyed foreign policy much more
before I became involved in the Middle East. In fact for five years I re-
fused to touch the Middle East. But then when necessity impelled us
into it, I had to find a way to ease matters, and to avoid an unmanage-
able domestic situation.

I'm speaking very frankly with you; I could give you a long theo-
retical speech. I hope you reestablish diplomatic relations with Israel so
you can have the privilege of dealing with the Israeli Cabinet at some
point. I don’t know why I should bear it alone.

But this is the problem. So if we can ever work out concrete meas-
ures that don’t lead immediately to a comprehensive attempt to handle
all the issues, we don’t exclude the Soviet Union from a settlement, let
alone from the Midd