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Concluding CSCE, January 1975–July 1975

268. Editorial Note

On January 9, 1975, President Ford wrote in a letter to Soviet Gen-
eral Secretary Brezhnev that “it will remain the clear policy of my Ad-
ministration to work with you for the settlement of remaining inter-
national disputes, the elimination of crisis situations and building of a
peaceful and cooperative world order. Such important efforts as the
Conference for Security and Cooperation in Europe, in which we are
jointly engaged along with many other countries, must in my view be
brought to a successful conclusion, and we will certainly work ener-
getically to that end. I well recall our discussions on this subject at
Vladivostok, and we will proceed firmly on the basis we agreed to at
that time.” (Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Kissinger and
Scowcroft West Wing Office Files, Box 28, USSR, the “D” File)

On January 27, Brezhnev replied: “There is also no doubt that the
common actions of our countries in the completion of the Conference
for Security and Cooperation in Europe should be made active to the
maximum extent in the forthcoming weeks. A successful completion
of this major event with the signing of the final documents at the high-
est level could also be an important contribution to Soviet-American
relations. Therefore, we expect that the American side in the spirit of
the assurances given in your letter and in the spirit of our under-
standing on this question reached in Vladivostok will make every ef-
fort to facilitate achieving exactly such an outcome. Yet even today, Mr.
President, not everything is going smoothly in this respect.” (Library
of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box CL 217,
Geopolitical File, Soviet Union, Dobrynin, Anatoliy, Chronological)
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269. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, January 30, 1975, 4:30 p.m.

SUBJECT

CSCE, EC-Arab Dialogue, Greece-Turkey-Cyprus, Southern Africa

PARTICIPANTS

UK
Foreign Secretary Callaghan
Ambassador Peter Ramsbotham
Sir Donald Maitland, FCO Deputy Under Secretary handling Economic Affairs
Thomas McNally, FCO Political Advisor to Callaghan
Anthony Ackland, Callghan’s Private Secretary
T. D. McCaffrey, Press Spokesman
John Thomson, Assistant Under Secretary of State responsible for PM matters
Michael Weir, Assistant Under Secretary responsible for Middle East and UN
C. C. C. Tickell, NATO and other Western Organization Affairs
Leonard Williams, Deputy Secretary, Department of Energy
Richard A. Sykes, Minister, British Embassy

US
The Secretary
Elliot Richardson, Ambassador-Nominee to the UK
Helmut Sonnenfeldt, Counselor, Department of State
Arthur A. Hartman, Assistant Secretary for European Affairs, Department of 

State
Charles W. Robinson, Under Secretary of State for Economic Affairs
William A. Buell, Jr., Director, Office of Northern European Affairs, Department 

of State

The Secretary: How do you propose to conduct this?
Secretary Callaghan: Well, I suggest we get down to business. Let’s

start with CSCE.
The Secretary: Is the CSCE business?
Secretary Callaghan: I know you might not consider it business,

but I am going to Moscow, and we would like to be as close as we can
with your people to see just where we should aim. Before we came
here, we had an approach from Ambassador Dubinin in Geneva, which
was a follow-up of what I had said to the Soviet Ambassador in Lon-
don; namely, that we get on with it. Dubinin said he had been au-
thorized to approach us for bilateral talks, which were to be secret.
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The Secretary: The unmitigated bastards! They offer secret bilat-
eral discussions to everyone, which they are supposed to keep secret
from their allies.

Secretary Callaghan: In fact, we welcomed the approach but we
will not run out ahead of our allies. We want to respond positively and
will say that we will attempt to persuade our allies to accept anything
which makes sense. We will only talk about CSCE. We will not get into
the peaceful change of frontiers because we know that you are han-
dling the “floating sentence.” But we could talk about Basket III and
CBMs.

The Secretary: (to Hartman). Are the Russians talking to us?
Mr. Hartman: Just on peaceful change.
The Secretary: (to Callaghan). It is good to have you come here so

I can learn something.
Secretary Callaghan: Hartman and Sonnenfeldt are the worst

briefers I know. Now I see it is really a good technique. (laughter). (Re-
suming line of thought.) The Russians, in talking to us, have been
tough. The tone is conciliatory but on substance they are tough.

The Secretary: They try out each ally in turn, to get one to move
another. Once this has been exhausted, they will move toward the Sum-
mit they are so anxious to have this year. In my view, basically noth-
ing in the Conference is going to be improved by a long negotiating
process. The question is when to have the Summit in order to achieve
what the Western countries want. We want to see moderate Soviet be-
havior for the greater part of this year, so if the Summit is in Septem-
ber and not in June, the American political purpose will not be de-
feated. But I am recommending that we let nature take its course.

Secretary Callaghan: Isn’t there a danger that the Russians might
become irritable over a delay?

The Secretary: No, not so long as it is before the Party Congress.
Mr. Sonnenfeldt: That would be some time between September

1975 and the spring of 1976.
Secretary Callaghan: What shall we do on confidence-building

measures? These movements and maneuvers. I know you are not in-
terested in movements. Do you not want to try to get something on
maneuvers?

The Secretary: Do you mean on the size of the units or the area of
territory?

Secretary Callaghan: Yes, and the size of the units about which no-
tification must be made, the number of days in advance, and the depth
of territory. I suppose our people in Geneva know your views.

Mr. Tickell: Yes, we know them but it helps us to know how you
propose we move towards a solution. We have two possibilities: (1) we
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can change the obligations to make them not so binding, and (2) change
the parameters on size and territory.

The Secretary: The Soviets would like the former. I am inclined to
the latter. What’s the point of this if it is not binding?

Mr. Hartman: We have been discussing this at Geneva; that is, vol-
untary notification.

Mr. Tickell: The Germans want to keep the idea of voluntary no-
tification for all of Europe.

Secretary Callaghan: Would this really cover all of Europe?
Mr. Tickell: Yes, all participants, plus 500 kilometers of Soviet 

territory.
Secretary Callaghan: The real point, Henry, is that we are going to

Moscow, so do you think we can carry this a stage further with
Gromyko?

The Secretary: No, I don’t think so. We talked about this over a
year ago.

Secretary Callaghan: We will be closely in touch. We won’t get out
of line with you. We will see if there is any give in Gromyko’s posi-
tion. We have got to get on with this. I am getting fed up with it hang-
ing around.

The Secretary: Don’t worry, they will want to move by June. The
question is, with whom are they going to move.

Secretary Callaghan: I imagine they would prefer to move with
you.

The Secretary: A year ago I would have said yes, but now I don’t
think this is necessarily the case.

Secretary Callaghan: We could only bring something back to talk
over with the Alliance. We can’t really talk turkey with Gromyko.

The Secretary: We have always thought there could be some
progress in this area. I have no fixed ideas. They have not accepted the
proposal of 100 kilometers along the Soviet border.

Mr. Hartman: We must decide on the zonal concept. The question
is how much into the Soviet Union. They once told us they would con-
sider to Kiev.

Secretary Callaghan: I wouldn’t be raising this unless Dubinin said
they wanted to talk. Peaceful change we shall leave in your hands.

The Secretary: Don’t believe them if they present our position as
more forthcoming than we have told you. Once they said that Gen-
scher told them that the Germans refused to accept a formula on peace-
ful change only because we were unhappy with the text. I couldn’t
have cared less about the text on peaceful change.

Mr. Sonnenfeldt: In Berlin they said we were the only obstacle.

788 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIX

320-672/B428-S/40001

1370_A54-A56.qxd  12/7/07  8:06 AM  Page 788



The Secretary: Their negotiating tactics are tawdry in the extreme.
Secretary Callaghan: I have never talked to Gromyko.
The Secretary: He is the world’s greatest expert on CSCE.
Secretary Callaghan: I must say you are putting me off him.
The Secretary: He was insisting to me each principle must be

equally applied and each equally valid. When he said that in Vladi-
vostok, the President asked me what the hell he meant. I said I never
understood the difference. In my view, he will want to settle with you
in Moscow and not do it with your people and your fellow (Dubinin)
in Geneva.

Secretary Callaghan: About the level of Stage III and the on-going.
We agree that there can be a Summit but we don’t want to give it away
yet.

The Secretary: We have given it all away already. Why not use the
French formula? I told Genscher the only issue was which European
country would give away the Summit. My present view is that the
Summit is inevitable. The margin of negotiation left is so small that a
Summit really makes no difference. We give away nothing by imply-
ing that a Summit is probable. We should only keep for ourselves an
escape route in case they turn bloody-minded in the next few months.

Mr. Sonnenfeldt: Their dream is to have it coincide with VE Day.
Secretary Callaghan: I must say this is the first time I have heard

September mentioned.
The Secretary: It would be a guarantee of their good behavior, at least

until then. But we are not delaying this. July would be fine with us.
Secretary Callaghan: We have nothing against September but peo-

ple seem to be focusing on June or July.
Mr. Tickell: We agreed in Dublin, among the Nine, to a target date

of June or July for Stage III.
The Secretary: Six weeks would make no historical difference.
Mr. Sonnenfeldt: We should finish Stage II six weeks before a 

Summit.
The Secretary: We have a Summit with them too, which will make

them behave until June. We don’t intend to make any concessions on
CSCE at that Summit.

Secretary Callaghan: I know you don’t have much interest in the
future of these arrangements, but I think you underestimate the inter-
est of the Europeans. The smaller countries want a resumption of the
dialogue at some later stage.

The Secretary: I know that your view is that this might be 18
months later. This is a fairly reasonable proposal, but I think we should
keep them as the demandeur. Your proposal is one we could live with.
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Secretary Callaghan: The beginning of 1977 would be 18 months,
but we won’t talk about that in Moscow.

The Secretary: We need to keep something in our pocket. My view
would be sympathetic to your approach. Do we have anything more
on CSCE? On principles and equal validity, I don’t understand the dif-
ference between equally valid and equally applied.

Mr. Tickell: The Russians want principles badly. If the Germans
want to work on peaceful change we shouldn’t need to tear our hearts
out over that.

The Secretary: Nobody but the Germans understand the difference
on this issue. I have no interest in getting this settled. Changes in Eu-
rope won’t depend on the placement of a sentence or the use of the
word “only.” But all the pressures will be on the Germans, and the
Russian aim is to have the Germans the obstacle to agreement.

Mr. Tickell: At our meeting of the Nine, we said no to the July 26
formula2 and are back to the April 5 formula.3 But we must look at
other formulas. The French are keen on that, and the Germans are more
flexible.

The Secretary: We had it in the Sovereignty Section, but I don’t
give a damn.

Mr. Sonnenfeldt: We are in the crazy position of being asked to
feed unacceptable texts to the Russians.

The Secretary: We could get an agreement on texts we don’t be-
lieve in on behalf of the Germans? I said from the beginning there is
no chance of changing the registered texts.

Secretary Callaghan: Why don’t we let Arthur (Hartman) move
ahead with the Germans. If in the Nine we don’t agree on one route,
we can agree on another. Anything agreeable to the Germans is okay
with us.

The Secretary: Gromyko will raise that, and he will try to get a
date nailed down for the Summit. I suggest we agree on the Summit
98 percent, leaving us just enough for an escape, and gear the date to
progress in the Conference. He will give you an excruciatingly detailed
account of his idea of principles. On CBMs you can give him satisfac-
tion. On Basket III there is not much to discuss.

Mr. Tickell: In Basket III we still have working conditions for jour-
nalists, jamming, and a mini-preamble to human rights—the French
formula—but we can handle this better in Geneva than in Moscow.
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The Secretary: He will give you a 25-minute speech on the im-
morality of interference in Soviet domestic affairs. You had better shift
that to Geneva.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

270. Memorandum of Conversation1

Geneva, February 16, 1975, 8:15–11:40 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Andrey A. Gromyko, Member of the Politburo of the Central Committee of the 
CPSU and Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR

Andrey Vavilov, Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Interpreter)

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

Peter W. Rodman, NSC Staff

SUBJECTS

CSCE; Cyprus; China and Japan; Germany and Berlin; Emigration; SALT II

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

Gromyko: Could we discuss the European Security Conference
over the blini?

Kissinger: Could I tell one story about Vladivostok?
Kovalev: It seems that the texts at the European Security Confer-

ence are being done much more slowly than the blini.
Kissinger: Could I tell one story about Vladivostok? The Foreign

Minister was explaining the difference between “equal applicability of
principles” and “equal validity of principles,” and the President turned
to me and said, “What the hell is he talking about?” [Laughter.
Gromyko looks slightly embarrassed.] My trouble was I couldn’t 
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explain it to him either. [Laughter.] You’ve ruined my prestige! Now
the President has lost confidence in me.

Gromyko: The Americans at the highest level decided they’re
above principles!

Kissinger: We’re going to enter a reservation that they don’t apply
to the U.S.

Sonnenfeldt: Good idea.
[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-

curity conference or MBFR.]

Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE)

Kissinger: What about the European Security Conference? We can
settle it over the sturgeon.

Gromyko: If we speak seriously about this subject of the European
Security Conference, I would say that after a certain rise in activity
there, which was not sufficient, and happened before the last interval,
a certain tranquility has set in.

Kissinger: [Interrupts the translation] Especially in the Russian
delegation, I’m told.2

Gromyko: Of course, we think this is connected with the policy of
certain countries. And this is not by accident. The European Security
Conference reflects the state of mind of certain capitals. And we can
conclude that not all possibilities are being utilized. Perhaps I’m being
too frank.

Kissinger: Since I know the Foreign Minister isn’t talking about
Washington, I wonder what capitals he is talking about.

Gromyko: After a year, it’s being relegated to next year, and then
a third year, and then a fourth year, and then a fifth year. This cannot
but reflect on policies in other areas.

Kissinger: Let’s be concrete—what capitals?
Gromyko: I’ll give an answer to that. We have a definite view that

the FRG in certain questions is playing a negative role, and certain neg-
ative impulses proceed from her representatives. We’ve said the same
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thing as we say to you to representatives of the FRG at the highest
level—to Chancellor Schmidt and Minister Genscher. And the same
thing we said to the British, at a high level—to Prime Minister Mr. Wil-
son and Foreign Secretary Mr. Callaghan. I do not know how the British
Government will conduct itself in the future, but up until now on many
questions, I would like to say their attitude was negative. We thought
for quite a long time about the differences between the line of the
Labour Government and the Conservative Government on questions
of European security and in particular the European Security Confer-
ence, and up to now not noticed the great difference. However, I should
make a reservation—we have detected signs of perhaps a greater de-
gree of interest in the talks in Moscow on some matters which are of
general interest to countries and on certain matters signs of interest in
a positive outcome of the Conference. And we hope certain practical
steps will come out in the future. And we have told this to the Prime
Minister and the Foreign Secretary. Of course, we said this to them to
a greater extent than to you now.

And I would like to mention about one more capital: Washington.
I’ve spoken to the leader of our delegation, Comrade Kovalev, who is
my Deputy. And so we feel the pulse of the European Security Con-
ference. On certain questions there are good contacts between our rep-
resentatives. Our representatives feel that when there is desire on the
part of the American representatives to help promote progress on cer-
tain questions, this makes results. We do not always feel this desire.
And sometimes we feel that the attitude of your representatives is
somewhat like the attitude of observers, people who look at things hap-
pen and wait and see how things proceed.

In a nutshell, we think not all possibilities and opportunities are
being utilized, and it’s not by chance. The reasons are not clear but we
think it has reasons. Perhaps you can answer. We think you can give
more help. Sometimes there are impulses to help but the impulses go
down and weaken until the next cycle.

Kissinger: No, Mr. Foreign Minister, sometimes toward the con-
clusion of a negotiation which is where we are now, the questions left
to the end are the most difficult ones, and this is what is happening.
Secondly, I’d be interested to hear what specific issues you’re talking
about, because there is no directive from Washington to slow down co-
operation. On the contrary, our intention is unchanged to speed up co-
operation. So I would appreciate hearing what issues you refer to.

Gromyko: I can answer that. We believe today there are a num-
ber of questions which are blocking further movement. Three. Or four
perhaps. The first is formulations which pertain to the right of states
to change frontiers peacefully only by agreement and in accordance
with international law. Second is the measure of military détente or
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confidence. Third is the question of the correlation of principles. That
problem, by the way, is the one that created liveliness on the part of
certain of the Vladivostok participants. In a good mood.

Kissinger: It was deliberately designed to undermine my prestige.
Gromyko: I can’t question the intentions of the President. That is

not my responsibility. [Laughter.]
Then there is the Third Basket. There are certain remnant ques-

tions in this Third Basket, not all of the same character, but they are
blocking progress. Some countries probably are trying to show strong
character, but it blocks progress.

Kissinger: Can I give you my impression of these issues? On peace-
ful change, we can give you another formulation tonight—or tomor-
row. But it is a matter of principal interest to other countries, as you
know, and connected to their domestic politics. So it’s not an issue on
which the U.S. is the principal agent.

Second, on the equal validity of principles, I frankly thought this
was on the way to being solved. And there was the IPU Conference in
Belgrade which had yet another formulation.3 So I thought it was mov-
ing toward a solution.

Gromyko: Not yet.
Kissinger: Isn’t the Belgrade formulation acceptable?
Gromyko: [To his colleagues:] What is the Belgrade formulation?
Kissinger: We had the impression perhaps that that formula . . .
Gromyko: We can’t negotiate it in Belgrade.
Kissinger: No. Tomorrow we’ll give you the two formulas that we

thought will lead to a solution.
Gromyko: All right.
Kissinger: We’ll give them to you. In our internal discussions we

genuinely thought those would solve it. We’ll have it for you tomor-
row at 10:00. Our Ambassadors will discuss it. Ours will be handi-
capped by the fact that I genuinely don’t understand it.

Gromyko: Even after Vladivostok.
Kissinger: You expressed it, didn’t explain it.
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Gromyko: [To his colleagues:] What is the Belgrade formulation?
Dobrynin: [To Kissinger:] No one on our side is familiar with it.
Kissinger: We’ll give it to you.
Hartman: There was another one which was discussed at the 

Conference.
Kissinger: [To Hartman:] What made you think it was acceptable?
Hartman: Because their delegation was there and accepted it, and

it was advised by their Foreign Office.
Kissinger: Maybe it was an honest misunderstanding. Our people

genuinely thought, when the IPU accepted it and your delegation was
there. . . .

Gromyko: We weren’t interested in this matter at Belgrade at all.
Kissinger: There is no point debating it; why don’t our Ambas-

sadors give you the two formulas on which we genuinely thought a
convergence of views was developing? We’ll do it tonight. And you
look at it, and see.

Gromyko: Of course.
Kissinger: On Confidence-Building Measures, didn’t the British

discuss this with you in Moscow?
Gromyko: Callaghan said that maybe information about maneu-

vers can be exchanged on a voluntary basis.
Kissinger: Movements?
Hartman: No, both.
Gromyko: Maneuvers too. We didn’t think it was against your line

of thinking. We discussed it once.
Kissinger: I know.
Gromyko: He wasn’t specific but it was worthy of consideration.

Then, what is the point from which states should proceed when they
exchange information?

Kissinger: The number of days?
Gromyko: The number of troops.
Kissinger: Number of troops and. . . .
Gromyko: For Luxembourg, maybe one regiment is a terrible force.

For us, if five divisions are going from their winter to their summer
quarters, we don’t notice them.

Kissinger: We don’t notice them either, as long as they don’t come
West.

On this issue, if we’re willing to show some flexibility on both
sides. . . .

Gromyko: This is not an important general matter. We think this
was introduced rather artificially. In the long run it can be considered.
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It’s possible to consider other problems. In a sense it’s a symbolic one,
they said. But if symbolic steps should be considered, reasonable ones
should be done.

Kissinger: What do you think?
Gromyko: We think it should apply to all countries equally and

100 kilometers from the borders. 100 kilometers. All this fantastic part
about the European part of the Soviet Union and 500 kilometers, is fan-
tastic. This is supposed to be about confidence but all this undermines
confidence.

Regarding the number of troops, we think a corps. Do Americans
have a corps?

Dobrynin: A corps or Army.
Gromyko: In the neighborhood of 30,000–35,000. This is not a ter-

rible force. Otherwise you and probably you and we can report every
day. And you should build skyscrapers to accommodate the staff who
shall be engaged in such unproductive business.

Kissinger: Well, we have no agreement on this point. But I have
always believed it was a point on which a solution should be possible.
And I think if we both look again at the figures we gave to each other
and try to find a compromise between the two positions, we’d be will-
ing to cooperate. And if you want to instruct your Ambassador to be
flexible, we’ll instruct ours.

But these talks should be kept quiet.
Gromyko: Naturally they should be quiet, but it seems we’re re-

maining at the same old positions.
Kissinger: No, if your Ambassador is instructed to show some flex-

ibility, ours will, and we should find a compromise between the num-
bers and the distances. And if we agree, we can use our influence with
other delegations.

Gromyko: Why not report to them tomorrow?
Kissinger: [To Hartman] Is Sherer here in Geneva?
Hartman: Yes.
Kissinger: All right, we’ll do it tomorrow.
Gromyko: Do not discount this idea of voluntary.
Kissinger: They’ll meet tomorrow.
Gromyko: The remaining two principles: On borders—we’ll com-

ment when we receive the text.
Kissinger: Then Basket III—it’s too intellectual for me. There is 

a French text and there is a Russian text, so it’s between you and the
French. As for the rest, our people aren’t causing any trouble, are 
they? Seriously, our people aren’t causing any delay. We’re staying out
of it.
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Gromyko: It’s true. And we don’t reproach you with creating dif-
ficulties. And it seems you have a more realistic approach to the prob-
lems than some others. But you seem to act as observers.

Kovalev: Sometimes they give help and sometimes they’re passive.
Kissinger: It’s a difficult problem for reasons with which you’re

familiar. We can’t block the proposals of others in that area. Our im-
pression is your delegation perhaps hasn’t made all the efforts it could
make in that area.

Gromyko: I think we have exerted so many efforts that if you read
a memorandum of our concessions in the field of cultural contacts, in-
formation contacts, no one should wait for concessions only from the
Soviet Union and the Socialist countries. Other countries may have a
less flexible attitude than you, and we agree, but compromise should
be the prevailing factor. We don’t think you will worsen your relations
when you pronounce your authoritative word. Because we have stated
our view. And I can quote certain examples. There was a whole con-
stellation of islands in the Pacific and there was a moment when the
Soviet Union after the Second World War actively supported trustee-
ship by the U.S.—the Marshalls, the Marianas and the Carolines. I re-
member; I voted for this in the UN. But it was not an easy matter to
explain, and public opinion was opposed. But it was a matter of allied
relations and both of us were speaking on peaceful cooperation in the
world. This was a striking example. In comparison with this, the ques-
tions being discussed now are extremely small.

Kissinger: As the Foreign Minister said himself, we have supported
the Soviet view on several issues in Basket III and we have not op-
posed it on any issue in Basket III. And we’ll be genuinely coopera-
tive. But it is a difficult situation for us, given our domestic situation,
to be too visibly active.

Gromyko: What can I say to that? We would like to express the
hope that the U.S. will be more active than before on questions relat-
ing to culture, information and humanitarian contacts. It is up to you
whether it should be tied to domestic considerations and to what ex-
tent. In a word—and we have a record of exchanges with you—we
think you operate lower than your possibilities.

Kissinger: Frankly, our people think the same of you.
Gromyko: Read the list of what we’ve done and what others have

done.
Kissinger: Let me review the subject. It eludes me from time to

time. I read it before, and I will see what can be done.
Gromyko: All right.
Kissinger: What other issues are there?
Gromyko: It would be good to clear up these European matters.
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Regarding the timing of the final stage of the Conference at the
highest level, it doesn’t seem that people are sticking to the dates dis-
cussed. There was agreement, and two months have passed and there
is no agreement. This doesn’t bring benefit to anybody when they are
not complied with. The agreements bring some tranquility to public
opinion, but the reaction is sharp when they are not complied with.
Not much time has passed since Vladivostok.

Kissinger: I don’t understand. Not much time has passed?
Gromyko: Only two months—and now we see the agreement is

going to be broken.
Kissinger: That was a sarcastic remark.
Gromyko: Perhaps we’ll sit together in the next room with note-

takers and discuss this question.
Kissinger: About the Security Conference.
Gromyko: It is unlocked. They will not bind us.
Dobrynin: He’s a flexible man.
[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-

curity conference or MBFR.]
Gromyko: [Omitted here is an unrelated comment.] I would like

to tell you, Henry, we are very unhappy with the progress at the Eu-
ropean Security Conference. This is a great contrast with the Vladi-
vostok meeting which, you are aware, was of very great significance.

Look how many years this has been going on now. As we see the
situation, the procrastination being done is artificial and this doesn’t
correspond to the interest of the whole cause. We think there are some
political calculations, and it is happening not by chance. Maybe I am
being too straightforward.

Kissinger: No, I appreciate it.
Gromyko: If you think it isn’t right, maybe it’s London, Bonn, but

we don’t understand why this is being done.
This is the personal feeling of our leadership and the personal view

of General Secretary Leonid Ilyich Brezhnev, whom I saw yesterday
before I left.

Kissinger: Tell him my personal regards. I admire him for his
courage.

Gromyko: Even now it is not known when the Conference will
end. Let us settle the date of the final ending at the highest level.

Kissinger: I want to say first of all that when I saw the toast of
Leonid Brezhnev when he referred to the European Security Confer-
ence I was somewhat surprised, because I thought things were going
normally—not quickly but normally. Because with so many countries
there, I thought it was progressing toward a conclusion this year.
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Perhaps one mistake we made was to give deadlines which are
too short, given the procedures and readings that are required. Let’s
discuss a realistic date. Look, we agree there will be a summit, with-
out clauses. Let’s find a date—say, late July or early September—a firm
commitment. Or what is your idea?

Gromyko: I must say what you said about dates puts us on our
guard. You remember the dates we discussed some time ago. Now you
want July, September. I must say the Soviet leadership is discouraged
with the situation—for want of a stronger word; I won’t mention it.
We think there is a possibility to finish the conclusion of the European
Security Conference two months earlier. Look at—it’s now half of Feb-
ruary, so June or July means five months. Should we continue it five
months? We don’t understand this.

Kissinger: Your idea is June?
Gromyko: We think it is better in April, or at least May. It is bet-

ter in April. This is possible. This is possible. Work remains for two
weeks that is all.

Kissinger: It is not possible. I mean the third stage.
Gromyko: To complete the second stage, a couple of weeks are

needed. Of course we are talking about the third stage. To conclude the
second stage, we only need a couple of weeks. Maybe there is no wish.
The orchestra is too large. Some countries do one thing; some do another.

Kissinger: Our people thought the second stage, with all the read-
ings, couldn’t be done until mid-April.

Gromyko: Today, one country inserts one comma, tomorrow an-
other country inserts another comma.

Kissinger: Can we do this? I’ve noted what you say. We have no
interest in a delay. Why should we create suspicion in the minds of the
Soviet leadership? It is not a substantive issue. We agree there will be
a summit.

Gromyko: I appreciate what you say.
Kissinger: So the only issue is the time. I’m seeing Giscard and

Wilson in the next three days. Let me be in touch with you no later
than a week from today with a proposal.

Gromyko: By the way, Giscard considered April.
Kissinger: May I be in touch with them? I’ll give it to Vorontsov

and it stays in our channel. But we will make a firm commitment for
a realistic date.

Gromyko: I’m glad you say there are no calculations. We were
guessing. We thought for basic reasons, Washington should not delay.

Kissinger: No.
Gromyko: But we thought there were some reasons we do not see

from Moscow.
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Kissinger: What do we gain?
Gromyko: Within a week?
Kissinger: Next Monday I’ll give a proposal. Then you can reply

to me.
Gromyko: I spoke on this with Callaghan.
Kissinger: What do they say?
Gromyko: They are having a Common Market referendum in June,

and so they say they will be busy April and May. I said it’s only two
or three days; he didn’t have another date. He said he would think
over the matter. We have the impression—not the only impression—
that if Washington gave the word for April, it would be accepted by
London and Paris and the FRG—and Italy.

Kissinger: Let me get their views.
Gromyko: All right. All right.
Regarding the question we discussed in the dining room, on fron-

tiers. One can look at the matter and say: “Let Bonn and Moscow set-
tle this.” You are saying this and Britain is saying this and not only
they. But the question of borders is a very important one. Remember
World War II started over the question of frontiers. It is not right to say
that countries should settle the issue among themselves. World War I
too started on the sorrowful question of frontiers. It is not accidental
that the Kennedy Government and the Johnson Government and the
Nixon Government took a stand on this very positively. The Ford Gov-
ernment hasn’t made any clear presentation on this matter, but we be-
lieve it should have some interest in the matter.

Kissinger: It is only neglect. We stand by the statements of our
predecessors. We will mention it in the next letter. Within the next two
to three weeks, he will write again.

Gromyko: Good. I’ll be waiting for a reply from you. I only wanted
to express our deep anxiety and to underline the huge importance of
the matter—the date of the ending of the second stage and of the third
stage at the highest level, and in particular the resolution of the ques-
tions of frontiers and Confidence-Building Measures and measures that
pertain to it. So we will be able to come back to these questions to-
morrow when I see your formulas on the peaceful change of frontiers
and Confidence-Building Measures.

Kissinger: Confidence-Building Measures . . . well, yes.
[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-

curity conference or MBFR.]
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271. Memorandum of Conversation1

Geneva, February 17, 1975, 10:15 a.m.–3 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Andrei A. Gromyko, Member of the Politburo of the Central Committee of the 
CPSU, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR

Amb. Anatoli F. Dobrynin, Ambasador to the United States
Georgi M. Korniyenko, Member of the Collegium of the Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs, Chief of USA Division
Mikhail D. Sytenko, Member of the Collegium of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 

Chief of Near East Division
Amb. Sergei Vinogradov, Chief of Soviet Delegation to Geneva Peace Conference 

on the Middle East
Vasili Makarov, Aide to Minister Gromyko
Andrei Vavilov, Interpreter
Oleg Krokhalev, Interpreter

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

Joseph J. Sisco, Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs
Amb. Walter Stoessel, Jr., Ambassador to the USSR
Amb. Ellsworth Bunker, Ambassador-at-Large and Chief of U.S. Delegation to 

Geneva Peace Conference on the Middle East
Helmut Sonnenfeldt, Counselor, Department of State
Alfred L. Atherton, Jr., Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South 

Asian Affairs
Peter W. Rodman, NSC Staff

SUBJECTS

CSCE; Middle East

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe

Kissinger: We believe we made progress last night. We are pre-
pared to speed up the work of the European Security Conference and
already gave instruction to our Ambassador to stay in close touch, and
who will today meet with your people.

I know we will start with the Middle East, but I wanted to make
these few points.
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Gromyko: I have listened with interest to your remarks and would
like to say the following: With regard to the general trend of our rela-
tions, I would like to say on behalf of the Soviet leadership that we
reaffirm the trend of U.S.-Soviet relations and will continue to pursue
this course.

And this is why I note with satisfaction that you have the same
opinion.

We should look into the future and we should exert efforts to find
on the basis of cooperation a resolution of outstanding problems. Some
of these problems pertain to the situation in Europe and the European Se-
curity Conference. I agree our exchange yesterday was beneficial, but we
should bring the exchange to a final end. All questions pertaining to nor-
malization of the European Security Conference should be finalized. I be-
lieve it would be good to have another look at these formulas. After lunch.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

[At 1:15 the group breaks up. Dr. Kissinger and Minister Gromyko
sit down again and discuss a new formula for the “peaceful change”
provision for CSCE. Then everyone leaves the room and proceeds
down the corridor to the Secretary’s suite for drinks. There was inter-
mittent discussion of the CSCE formulas and the final communiqué.
At 2:00 p.m., the party returned to the meeting room for luncheon. Ex-
cerpts from the conversation follow.]

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

272. Memorandum of Conversation1

Geneva, February 17, 1975, 3:07–3:55 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Andrei A. Gromyko, Member of the Politburo of the Central Committee of the 
CPSU, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR

Andrei Vavilov, Interpreter

802 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIX

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Records of the Office of the Counselor, Entry
5339, Box 8, Soviet Union. Secret; Nodis. Drafted by Rodman. The conversation took
place in the Secretary’s suite at the Intercontinental Hotel. The complete text of the mem-
orandum of conversation is scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976,
volume XVI, Soviet Union, August 1974–December 1976.

320-672/B428-S/40001

1370_A54-A56.qxd  12/7/07  8:07 AM  Page 802



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

Peter W. Rodman, NSC Staff

SUBJECTS

CSCE; Cyprus; Middle East; Economic and Energy Consultations; Europe; MBFR

CSCE

Gromyko: I would like to summarize some things, and on what
questions we would be awaiting your considerations or replies. Ques-
tions that have been opened.

First, the question of Confidence-Building Measures. You prom-
ised you would give a certain formulation.

Kissinger: I told Hartman to meet with Kovalev this afternoon and
see if you can work it out.

Gromyko: You promised to give formulations and to consult with
allies. When you are ready, you can use the appropriate channel. When
can we expect them?

Kissinger: After I talk to Hartman. Within the next two weeks.
Gromyko: Fine. Then you understand the sooner the better.
The second question is peaceful change of frontiers. You said you

would be talking with Schmidt. But you are going to Paris, not Bonn.
Kissinger: I will write to him.
Let me sum up: You are prepared to put the phrase either in the

section on sovereignty or on inviolability of frontiers.
Gromyko: We will consider it. When approximately can you do

this?
Kissinger: Within ten days. I hope. It will give the Germans a sense

that they accomplished something.
Gromyko: This question is not agreed on at all, and we want a def-

inite answer and we will consider it. If some frictions remain, we will
go back to our previous position.

Kissinger: I understand.
Gromyko: With respect to the date of the ending of the European

Security Conference, I have put forward our views on the dates but I
expressed a negative attitude on June and July. You promised to con-
sult and reply next Monday.

Kissinger: By the end of next Monday.2

Gromyko: The third question is the question of correlation of prin-
ciples. You promised to think it over and express your views to us.
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[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

MBFR

Kissinger: On the Vienna negotiations on force reductions, we are
now considering some reduction of new nuclear weapons and aircraft,3

but which has the positive side of not only a reduction but of a ceiling.
And I wondered if it is of interest.
Gromyko: Of course, certainly. It is one of our ideas.
Kissinger: If the principle interests you, we will then proceed to

inform our allies.
Gromyko: We are interested.
Kissinger: Then we will present it to our allies.
Gromyko: It depends on the nature of the proposal and the rela-

tion to other elements.
Kissinger: Of course. But we are considering it in addition to other

elements.
[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-

curity conference or MBFR.]

3 See Document 357.

273. Editorial Note

Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs Hartman met with
Soviet Deputy Foreign Minister Anatoly Kovalev the afternoon of Feb-
ruary 17, 1975, at the Soviet Mission in Geneva to discuss possible com-
promise language at the European security conference on the peaceful
change of borders. They also discussed confidence-building mesures
and Basket III. (Telegram 345 from Prague, February 19; Library of Con-
gress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box CL 217, Geopolitical
File, Soviet Union, Dobrynin, Anatoliy, Chronological)

After the conversation, Kovalev called on Ambassador Albert
Sherer the same evening to confirm that “Gromyko could accept the
peaceful change text discussed with Secretary Kissinger,” but “without
the word ‘only.’ ” Sherer reported in telegram 1057 from the Mission
in Geneva, February 18: “Kovalev handed us a Russian text which he
described as an exact translation of the peaceful change sentence
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‘agreed between Secretary Kissinger and Minister Gromyko.’ Kovalev’s
interpreter translated this Russian text back into English as follows:
‘The participating states consider, that their frontiers can be changed
in accordance with international law, by peaceful means and by agree-
ment.’ Kovalev said this text was the same, in both English and Russ-
ian, as text given to Secretary Kissinger by Gromyko last September in
New York, except that the word ‘only’ has been deleted. We noted that
the commas did not appear to be in the same places, but Kovalev in-
sisted that the commas were exactly where they should be.” The
telegram continued: “With regard to placement, Kovalev said em-
phatically that he could not expand on what ‘had been agreed’ on this
point between Secretary Kissinger and Gromyko. When we pressed for
a more precise explanation of what he meant by this, Kovalev would
say only that this was a positive formulation and that the Western al-
lies should be pleased to place it in the sovereign equality principle.”
The telegram concluded: “Comment: Soviet acceptance of an English
language text without the word ‘only’ is obviously an important step,
since it appears to meet the principal FRG objection to the floating sen-
tence on peaceful change which was provisionally registered last April
5. Sentence is now stated positively and thus should, prima facie, be
acceptable to FRG in context of sovereign equality principle, where
other aspects of sovereignty are all stated positively. Nevertheless, FRG
reps have in the past made the separate point that peaceful change
should not appear to be subject to all three conditions: international
law, peaceful means, and agreement. Placement of commas before and
after phrase ‘in accordance with international law’ would help to alle-
viate this problem, and FRG might still be sticky on this point. With
regard to placement, we believe Kovalev’s comment is an allusion to
the fact that the FRG might be unwilling to accept placement in sov-
ereign equality if they believe it is Soviet preference. Soviets evidently
prefer to let FRG themselves seek placement in sovereign equality prin-
ciple.” (Ibid.)

In telegram 2850 from Bonn, February 20, Ambassador Hillen-
brand reported his meeting with Political Director Van Well of the West
German Foreign Office the preceding day “to inform him of the latest
developments on the peaceful change problem.” The telegram contin-
ued: “Van Well expressed his appreciation for the report and the ‘in-
teresting movement’ on the peaceful change issue. He indicated his sat-
isfaction that the Russians had dropped the ‘only’ from their latest draft
text and said the FRG would study the new text very carefully before
reacting. I stressed to Van Well our interest in minimizing Geneva chat-
ter on the issue. He agreed that it would be best to confine further ex-
changes of views to Bonn or Washington.” (Ford Library, National Se-
curity Adviser, Presidential Country Files for Europe and Canada, Box
7, Germany, State Department Telegrams, Tosec State, Nodis [2])
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On February 19, Secretary of State Kissinger summarized his talks
with Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko in a meeting with President
Ford: “We gave a little on CSCE and they merchandized it in their
tawdry way. We have hooks to keep them on the reservation with CSCE
and the summit, but the Europeans are going to move to pal up with
them. Wilson was floating on air—he is a pal. They are giving the So-
viets $2.5 billion in credits; the French are too. And none of it is tied to
projects.” Kissinger continued: “On Vladivostok, we are still okay. I
also gave him [Gromyko] Option III. He liked that very much. I pointed
out that the effect would be a ceiling even if only one plane is removed.
I thought maybe we should avoid two meetings close together and
have CSCE in July and the summit in September.” Ford replied, “That
may give us more time on MBFR.” Kissinger stated, “We can work that
out as things develop.” (Memorandum of conversation, February 19;
ibid., Memoranda of Conversation, Box 9)

274. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, February 24, 1975, 3–3:45 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

NATO Secretary General Joseph Luns
NATO Assistant Secretary General Jorg Kastl

President Gerald R. Ford
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Secretary of State and Assistant to the President for 

National Security Affairs
Amb. Donald Rumsfeld, Assistant to the President
Amb. David Bruce, Permanent Representative to NATO
Lt. General Brent Scowcroft, Deputy Assistant to the President for National 

Security Affairs

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

President: Do you have any thoughts on MBFR?
Luns: The Soviet Union has proposed equal reductions,2 which is

not reasonable.
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The tactical nuclear force issue3 is linked. Several of us are ner-
vous that you will weaken the shield. Your efforts seem to be strategic
weapons, but the problem in NATO is tactical.

I don’t think the Soviet Union will plan a war in NATO. The out-
come is too uncertain. I think the Soviet Union will wait to see the out-
come of SALT and CSCE. I think we are in the position that CSCE will
be a summit.

Kissinger: Thanks to the Europeans.
Luns: We must think about the possible euphoria and guard

against it.
President: How about a Western Summit beforehand?
Luns: I think it is a good idea. The French were cool to the idea.
Kissinger: It is ridiculous to think the East and West can meet and

[as?] consumer and producer, but not the NATO allies.
On the nuclear package, we won’t press it as our solution. It is up

to the Alliance whether it is to be presented to the Soviet Union.
[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-

curity conference or MBFR.]

3 See Document 357.

275. Editorial Note

In late February and March 1975, the Department of State contin-
ued its efforts to find a compromise formula on the peaceful change of
frontiers, acceptable to both West Germany and the Soviet Union, for
inclusion in the CSCE final document. In telegram 3086 from Bonn, Feb-
ruary 24, the Embassy sent a German position paper, approved by For-
eign Minister Hans-Dietrich Genscher, on peaceful change. It reads in
part: “We welcome the efforts of Secretary Kissinger to try to reach a
compromise with the Soviet Union on the question of ‘peaceful change.’
We also see a desire to cooperation on the part of the Soviets by the
deletion of the word ‘only.’ Nevertheless, we are obliged to state that a
dangerous element lies in the revised order of ‘in accordance with in-
ternational law,’ ‘by peaceful change,’ and ‘by agreement.’ ” The Ger-
man paper continued: ”Our clearly preferred formula is: ‘The partici-
pating states consider, that, in accordance with international law, their
frontiers can be changed by peaceful means and by agreement.’ Should
the American side consider it necessary, in view of the discussion with

January 1975–July 1975 807

320-672/B428-S/40001

1370_A54-A56.qxd  12/7/07  8:07 AM  Page 807



Gromyko in Geneva, we could also agree that a comma be inserted in
the sentence concerning peaceful change between the words ‘changed’
and ‘in accordance with international law.’ It appears to us to be es-
sential to attain as a goal the insertion of the comma.” (National
Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files, P850081–2083)

On February 26, the participants in Secretary of State Kissinger’s
morning staff meeting discussed the German response on peaceful
change: “Mr. Hartman: CSCE, I talked to Vorontsov—I am going to go
very easy on this German reply—because we now have further evi-
dence that the Germans have told the French that they are prepared to
cave and have that language go down in the lower part of the formu-
lation, and just settle for a comma, as you [Kissinger] say. We have to
tell him [Vorontsov] they still have not bought that formulation. In
other words, give him a status report, rather than press him to accept
this formula. Secretary Kissinger: But why don’t you try that comma?
Mr. Hartman: Yes. We will tell him about that. I don’t think he will be
surprised, because I really think the Germans fixed this up with the
Russians. Secretary Kissinger: And making us the sucker? Mr. Hart-
man: No—it is not a sucker. I think from their own political point of
view, they would like to be able to say this is what their allies felt they
could say. And that is something I think we can serve their purpose
with. Secretary Kissinger: Except if they told us that, we would do it.
I don’t like the duplicitous maneuvering. Because if we take their in-
structions literally, we are going to get into trouble with the Russians.”
An attached summary of the minutes of the staff meeting reads in part:
“CSCE: Mr. Hartman will see Vorontsov about CSCE.” (Ibid., Tran-
scripts of Secretary of State Kissinger’s Staff Meetings, 1973–1977, En-
try 5177, Box 6, Secretary’s Staff Meetings)

The same day, Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs
Hartman met with Soviet Minister Counselor Vorontsov to discuss the
formula on peaceful change. Telegram 45297 to Bonn, February 28, re-
ported on the meeting: Hartman pointed out to Vorontsov that “fol-
lowing recent discussions among US officials, Gromyko and Kovalev
in Geneva, US and FRG had discussed possible approaches to a com-
promise on the peaceful change issue. He said that if the text were
placed in the sovereign equality principle, US would support clear FRG
preference to include the phrase ‘in accordance with international law’
before the phrase ‘can be changed.’ Vorontsov asserted, echoing ear-
lier Soviet view, that Moscow was strongly opposed to this approach,
and could not accept placement of ‘in accordance with international
law’ apart from ‘by peaceful means and agreement.’” Hartman then
quoted to Vorontsov another formulation, “stating that if it were ac-
ceptable to Moscow, US would be prepared to encourage its accept-
ance by Bonn. He then handed to Vorontsov full text of proposed peace-
ful change formulation as follows: ‘The participating states consider
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that their frontiers can be changed, in accordance with international
law, by peaceful means and by agreement.’ Vorontsov said he would
refer the new text to his authorities and report their reactions as soon
as possible.” (Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Presidential
Country Files for Europe and Canada, Box 6, Germany, State Depart-
ment Telegrams, From SecState, Nodis [2])

On February 28, Vorontsov phoned Kissinger. A transcript of their
telephone conversation reads in part: “V[orontsov]: I have got a piece
of news about the Old European Conference.” Vorontsov continued: “I
got a cable from Gromyko. The phrase about the peaceful change of
border—he says to tell you directly that the formula suggested by Mr.
Hartman is acceptable to the Soviet Union. K[issinger]: Good. V: The
participating states consider their frontiers can be changed by peace-
ful means and by agreement—this is acceptable and we would not
mind that this phrase will be put in the text of the principles of sover-
eignty as the Germans have agreed to do. K: That is my impression.
Should we notify the Germans? V: Since Mr. Hartman told me that is
your compromise language— K: Why don’t we notify the Germans,
and we’ll get it to Geneva.” (Department of State, Electronic Reading
Room, Kissinger Transcripts of Telephone Conversations, http://foia.
state.gov/documents/kissinger/0000BBB3.pdf)

Telegram 46561 to Bonn, March 1, reported that the Soviets had
accepted the revised formulation “for placement in the sovereign equal-
ity principle.” “With regard to placement,” it continued, “you should
inform FRG that we have not discussed with Soviets specific details of
placement suggested by FRG” because “we believed issue of formula-
tion should be resolved prior to dealing with placement question which
might well be handled in framework of CSCE discussions rather than
in bilateral channels.” (Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Presi-
dential Country Files for Europe and Canada, Box 6, Germany, State
Department Telegrams, From SecState, Nodis [2]) Telegram 3454 from
Bonn, March 1, reported that the FRG had accepted the United States’
tabling of the revised formula prior to a decision on its exact place-
ment in the sovereign equality principle. (Ibid., Box 7, Germany, State
Department Telegrams, To SecState, Nodis [3])

Telegram 56434 to Geneva, March 13, instructed the U.S. delega-
tion to CSCE as follows: “After appropriate consultations with allies
and others, you should move promptly to table, for placement in the
sovereign equality principle, the English-language version of peaceful
change text: ‘The participating states consider that their frontiers can
be changed, in accordance with international law, by peaceful means
and by agreement.’” The telegram continued: “In tabling peaceful
change formulation, you should point out that we consider its precise
placement in the sovereign equality principle remains to be determined
in ongoing negotiations of the principles subcommittee.” Telegram
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1835 from Geneva, March 17, reported: “USDel tabled peaceful change
text at outset of subcommittee’s March 17 meeting, proposed its early
registration in first principle on sovereign equality, and suggested that
subcommittee return to question on March 20. However, we added that
consideration of exact placement of sentence within first principle
could be deferred for time being. FRG and Soviets led in warm ex-
pressions of support on both the text and its placement in the first prin-
ciple, and France, GDR, Italy, Spain, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Portugal,
Ireland, Bulgaria, UK, and Belgium spoke in same vein. France, al-
though favoring text and placement in first principle, demurred on
early registration and asserted that a linkage exists between the peace-
ful change text, quadripartite rights formulation, and language on the
interrelationship of principles.” (National Archives, RG 59, Central For-
eign Policy Files)

276. Letter From President Ford to Soviet General Secretary
Brezhnev1

Washington, March 1, 1975.

Dear Mr. General Secretary:
[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-

curity conference or MBFR.]
As you have pointed out, the work in another area of negotiation—

the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe—has been
slower than anticipated. In part this is because so far the most difficult
issues have been left open. But as a result of the recent discussions be-
tween Secretary Kissinger and your Foreign Minister, we have already
made some substantial progress on one of the most difficult of the re-
maining issues—the question of peaceful change of frontiers.

As I see it, the Conference will still require some weeks to com-
plete all the details, and then the results can be referred to governments
for final consideration. I anticipate no difficulties, and the United States
will raise no problems during this interval. Then, as agreed with you,

810 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIX

1 Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Kissinger and Scowcroft West
Wing Office Files, Box 28, USSR, “D” File. Secret. According to an attached cover mem-
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the final stage can be convened at the highest level of participation for
the closing ceremonies. This leaves only the problem of when, precisely,
the final stage of the Conference should be convened. After some dis-
cussion with our friends and allies, it seems that with good will on all
sides the most realistic date would be sometime in July. If this is an ac-
ceptable target date, we should commit ourselves to an appropriate
work schedule.

In any case, the successful conclusion of this Conference, occur-
ring during the year of the 30th anniversary of the end of the Second
World War will be a signal accomplishment for which you, Mr. Gen-
eral Secretary, will deserve great credit. Unlike the situation that led
up to both World Wars, we have within our grasp the means for build-
ing cooperation and ensuring security in Europe. The inviolability of
frontiers, in particular, will be among the key elements of a solemn
document. As you know, the United States has long since accepted the
frontiers and territorial integrity of all European states, and I reaffirm
this position without qualification.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

Sincerely,

Gerald R. Ford

277. Letter From Soviet General Secretary Brezhnev to President
Ford1

Moscow, March 8, 1975.

Dear Mr. President:
Replying to your letter of March 1,2 I would like at this moment

to touch upon one question that was contained in the letter.
I have in mind the issue that we have discussed already many

times and exchanged opinion upon, i.e. the question of the Conference
on security and cooperation in Europe, and to be more precise—of the
date of completing the Conference. We discussed in detail this ques-
tion at the meeting in Vladivostok and came to mutual agreement. We
believe as before that the Conference could have been completed quite
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within the nearest future, i.e. within the period of time we have agreed
upon with you.

Now you name a new date—July. Frankly, the very fact that
achieved agreements have repeatedly been changed does produce an
impression which is far from being positive.

I repeat, we stand for upholding the agreed time-table and for
moving ahead in accordance with it. This is even more important hav-
ing in mind that the completion of the Conference has been in general
delayed without any justification. Now, in our view, it is important to
establish at last the final date of the completion of the Conference and
then not to depart from it. Otherwise we would ourselves devaluate
the meaning of agreements which we achieve.

Therefore we would like to firmly agree to start the final stage of
the Conference on the summit level in Helsinki in the last days of next
June, say, June 30. I am sure that agreement on that is possible right
now, moreover due to the fact that the situation at the Conference has
improved after the known understanding.

In your letter you justly state that inviolability of frontiers is the
key element in ensuring security and cooperation in Europe. It is with
satisfaction that we received the clear reaffirmation by you that the US
accepts without qualification the frontiers and territorial integrity of all
European states. Your statement is highly appreciated by us.

There is no doubt that successful conclusion of the Conference on
security and cooperation in Europe will constitute an important con-
tribution to the cause of strengthening peace and stability on that con-
tinent. Its weight and importance will especially grow—and we share
your opinion on that—in connection with the 30th Anniversary of the
end of the Second World War, which will be marked soon by both Eu-
ropean and all other peoples. It is necessary to do everything possible
to complete the Conference with good results without further delay.

Sincerely,

L. Brezhnev3
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278. Letter From President Ford to Soviet General Secretary
Brezhnev1

Washington, undated.

Dear Mr. General Secretary:
Since receiving your letter of 8 March, in which you suggested that

the final stage of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe
begin on June 30, I have been in consultation with our Allies, some of
whom I learned received a similar proposal from you.2 As I mentioned
in my letter of March 1, on the basis of my previous discussions with
our Allies, we had concluded that some time in July would be a realis-
tic target date for planning the final stage of the Conference. This still
seems to be the consensus among our Allies, and in any case I would
find the proposed date of June 30 personally inconvenient.

Thus, we could proceed on the basis that the second half of July
would prove an acceptable date to the majority of participants, as-
suming, of course, that the work in Geneva proceeds at the present
pace and that the final results are acceptable to all the governments
concerned.

As I have written previously, I believe there is now a general agree-
ment that the Conference can be brought to a successful conclusion at
the highest level and, for my part, I will continue to do whatever is
necessary to achieve such an outcome.

Sincerely,

Gerald R. Ford
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1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Records of the Office of the Counselor, Entry
5339, Box 8, Soviet Union. Secret; Nodis. A note at the top of the letter by Scowcroft
reads: “Delivered Vorontsov, 8:35 p.m., 3–18–75.” The letter was based on a draft pre-
pared by Sonnenfeldt on March 17. (Ibid.)

2 Document 277. Scowcroft wrote in a transmittal memorandum to Ford on March
18: “Brezhnev also sent similar letters to Prime Minister Wilson, Chancellor Schmidt and
President Giscard d’Estaing. Although not all issues have been resolved, we remain con-
fident that agreement can be reached on the terms of an agreement that would justify a
concluding session of the CSCE at the Summit level. Because the remaining negotiations
will be difficult, and in view of other commitments on your schedule, we believe it would
be wise to remain firm on your original proposal for a mid-July conclusion to the Con-
ference. We have consulted with the European allies at a restricted meeting of the North
Atlantic Council yesterday. They have agreed with our position and will respond to
Moscow accordingly.” (Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Kissinger and Scowcroft
West Wing Office Files, Box 28, USSR, “D” File)
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279. Editorial Note

During April 1975, the Ford administration debated the domestic
political implications of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in
Europe. On April 9, Secretary of State Kissinger met with President Ford
in the Oval Office to discuss foreign policy issues, including the Euro-
pean security conference. According to the memorandum of conversa-
tion, Kissinger stated: “On the Baltic States, I have signed a memoran-
dum. Technically, it is true that the CSCE doesn’t add much to the legal
status. Practically that is not true—that is why the Soviet Union wants
it. It has numerous references to the sanctity of frontiers. President: Will
that raise hell with our Baltic friends? Kissinger: There is a clause about
peaceful change of borders. They may not like it. President: We need to
find a way to reassure them. Kissinger: I would go to Warsaw, Bucharest,
and Belgrade after Helsinki. Maybe even Budapest.” (Library of Con-
gress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box CL 281, Presidential
File, Memoranda of Conversation) 

A similar meeting took place between Ford and Kissinger on April
25. According to a memorandum of conversation, the President asked:
“Did you see the criticism of CSCE? Kissinger: Yes, in the Post. It is pop-
ular for the soft line to be tough on the Soviet Union. The Jews do it also
because polarization helps them make the Arabs look like Soviet stooges.
When we came in, all the Europeans and American press pushed us hard
for a Conference, and we didn’t care about it. There is nothing in it for
us. I think you must go if there is a Summit. Then go to Berlin. I would
also recommend Warsaw, Bucharest, and Belgrade.” (Ibid.) On April 25,
the Washington Post ran an editorial, “Dubcek and European Security,”
which reads in part: “[T]he European status quo which the West is being
asked to sanctify [at the European Security Conference] allows the Krem-
lin to crack the whip as it will in East Europe even while it freely exploits
the openness in West Europe for its own end. . . . Is there any non-Com-
munist in the West who can give a good reason why the West should, at
a European summit, formalize this unequal and even insecure state of af-
fairs?” (Washington Post, April 25, 1975, page A26)

On April 25, Counselor Sonnenfeldt wrote in a memorandum to
Kissinger: “I joined Hartman and EUR staff in a session on CSCE with
American Jewish Committee officers who feel we have not adequately
bargained on human rights issues. I explained the history of the con-
ference, noted what has been accomplished, pointed out our doubts
about the wisdom of this exercise in the first place and cautioned them
not to invest it with legal or definitive significance either in its accom-
plishments or its shortfalls. It is clear that CSCE is becoming the next
issue on which an ethnic coalition plus others will belabor the Ad-
ministration.” (National Archives, RG 59, Records of the Office of the
Counselor, Entry 5339, Box 12, Daily Activity Reports, 1975)
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280. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Ford1

Washington, April 30, 1975.

SUBJECT

Status Report on CSCE

Summary

As the pressures of the final negotiating phase of CSCE start to
build, the Soviets have tried to advance in certain subject areas, but
have continued to probe Western positions and to remain firm on is-
sues which they consider sensitive, such as individual contacts. Thus,
there has been no rush of Soviet concessions and, partly as a result of
this, many Western and neutral delegations are sticking to the ideas
they consider important. The Soviets may have begun to feel time pres-
sure, but thus far have been unwilling to make concessions to meet
their own schedule. Nevertheless, our delegation in Geneva believes
that if the Soviets make at least some key concessions, it is still possi-
ble to finish Stage II negotiations in time for a Stage III in early to mid-
July.

The Current Situation

As Stage II of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Eu-
rope resumes following an Easter recess, earlier expectations of visible
progress by Easter have proved unfounded. The optimism and com-
promising spirit of two months ago have been tempered by the dawn-
ing realization that the Soviets will not produce a rush of concessions—
at least not yet. The lack of Soviet willingness to find reasonable
compromises has produced a similar attitude among Western and neu-
tral participants, who believe that if they simply accept Soviet terms,
even on minor issues, the Soviets will be encouraged to insist on their
way on issues of more fundamental importance.

The Soviets have reacted in this situation by beginning to use pres-
sure tactics, coming down particularly hard on the French and the FRG.
It seems likely that they have perceived the negotiating box now clos-
ing in around them: a deadline for completion of the Conference set
by Brezhnev himself, and a limited number of concessions to offer in
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order to meet it. These trends are expected to continue to develop in
this post-Easter period, which will compound the difficulty of trying
to meet the timetable envisaged by most participants—completion of
Stage II about the end of May or mid-June and a Stage III in early to
mid-July.

Summary of Remaining Issues

The key remaining substantive issues at the Conference are as 
follows:

—Principles (Basket I): Agreement is blocked by a knot of inter-
locking issues related to Germany and the Brezhnev doctrine. The
United States has tabled a draft on peaceful changes of borders2 which
is widely accepted. The French, however, have linked their agreement
to this text to acceptance of language which would protect Quadri-
partite rights and responsibilities in Berlin and which would assert the
equal value of all the principles. Romania objects to the U.S. peaceful
change text and, with the neutrals, strongly rejects the French position
on Quadripartite rights as too general and as reinforcing the Brezhnev
doctrine.

—Confidence Building Measures/Maneuvers: The Soviets have an-
nounced that they would be flexible on the geographic area and size
of forces subject to prior notification of maneuvers if the Conference
can agree “in principle” that such notification will be voluntary. The
NATO countries and neutrals generally see no objection in principle to
a voluntary approach to prior notification, if the Soviets will give a
clearer idea of parameters acceptable to them. The Romanians have re-
jected the voluntary approach, with support from the Dutch.

—Freer Movement (Basket III): Several separate questions relating
to the overall issue of freer movement remain unresolved: introduc-
tory language for the human contacts and information sections of Bas-
ket III (human contacts), language on travel, audio-visual information
(broadcasting), working conditions for journalists, libraries/reading
rooms, and direct contacts among creative artists. Four out of the five
remaining subjects under human contacts and information are
presently stalled, due entirely or in part to US-Soviet differences. Our
efforts to achieve better texts on the introduction on human contacts,
travel, journalists and broadcasting have run up against the Soviets on
matters they consider quite sensitive.

—Final Documents (Basket IV): The EC–9, NATO and most neutrals
support a Dutch proposal to include all CSCE resolutions in one over-
all signed document called “The Final Act” of the Conference. The So-
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viets indicate that they prefer four separate signed documents, one for
each Basket. The Western participants believe that one overall docu-
ment is the only way to ensure that each Basket has equal status. This
promises to be a difficult issue.

—Peripheral Issues: There are several political issues which, while
not central to the CSCE negotiations, could make it difficult to con-
clude the Conference at an early date. These include Cyprus (with the
Greeks and Cypriots stating they will not join a consensus on the re-
sults of the Conference unless there is clear progress toward resolution
of the Cyprus situation, and the Turks threatening to question the cre-
dentials of the Cypriot delegation and refusing to accept the presence
of Makarios at Stage III) and Mediterranean representation (the Maltese
and Yugoslavs might hold out for some role for non-participating
Mediterranean states in Stage III). Other international events, in the
Middle East for example, or internal developments in participating
states (such as Portugal) could also affect the timing of a summit 
conclusion.

Conclusion

Soviet reluctance to reach reasonable agreements on sensitive sub-
jects, and the general unwillingness to give up important points has
slowed Conference progress and will add to negotiating pressures in
the weeks to come. However, it is still mechanically feasible for Stage
II to be completed about the end of May or mid-June, provided the So-
viets make some key concessions and peripheral problems can be kept
under control.

This status report is for your information. As the Conference works
toward a conclusion of Stage II during the next several weeks, I will
keep you informed of the substantive developments and the timing of
the Stage III summit in Helsinki.

281. Editorial Note

In the course of two meetings with President Ford on May 5 and
May 16, 1975, Secretary of State Kissinger discussed the European se-
curity conference in the context of an upcoming meeting with Soviet
Foreign Minister Gromyko. A memorandum of Kissinger’s conversa-
tion with Ford on May 5 reads in part:

“Kissinger: We have another problem with the Soviets. I was go-
ing to meet with Gromyko. I was planning to announce the CSCE
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summit date at the end of the meeting. That is crazy. My advisers gen-
erally think I should go ahead since I had cancelled a meeting in March.

“President: I think you could go ahead.
“Kissinger: If we meet, they will press me for agreement to a CSCE

summit. [Omitted here is discussion unrelated to CSCE.] Jackson and
the others will start to hit you about the CSCE summit as a fraud that
isn’t worthy of a summit. They will mobilize the Baltics and the East
European emigrants. It doesn’t change the situation of the Baltic States.

“President: We must do what we can to explain to them. Can we
baby them along? If I or you could talk to them and undercut Scoop.

“Kissinger: It is a cause celebre if you meet with them, or even if
I do. Let me see what we can do. We could delay the summit, but I
doubt we could cancel it.

“President: I think if we didn’t participate, it would appear we
were sulking and going back to the Cold War. I don’t think the Amer-
ican people would understand.

“Kissinger: The public and the Congress want to be tranquilized
about the results of Vietnam. But if you don’t point out the conse-
quences, in a year we will have real problems. As the speeches come
up, we should see if we can get statements in about future challenges—
not the dissensions in the past.”

A memorandum of Kissinger’s conversation with Ford on May 16
reads in part:

“Kissinger: The major problem will be Gromyko. He will have
three things: CSCE, SALT, and the Middle East. CSCE is out of our
hands; we are staying a step behind the Europeans. The only question
is the date. The Soviet Union and France want 13 July. I would not
spend more than three days. For everyone to give a speech would take
4–5 days. [Omitted here is discussion unrelated to CSCE.] I’ll agree to
the last week of July with Gromyko, if nothing happens. You would
come to the last two days and the signing ceremony.

“President: Can I put in my speech that this doesn’t involve terri-
torial matters?

“Kissinger: No, it does not affect the Baltic States. We can brief the
press on that, but Jackson and the like will hit us on that.” (Both in Li-
brary of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box CL 281,
Presidential File, Memoranda of Conversation)
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282. Memorandum From Denis Clift of the National Security
Council Staff to Secretary of State Kissinger1

Washington, May 16, 1975.

SUBJECT

Your Meeting with Gromyko: Soviet Impatience at CSCE Growing

In a two hour conversation with Ambassador Sherer on May 15,
Soviet CSCE delegation head Kovalev focused on problems of concern
to the Soviet delegation and asked what steps were necessary to bring
Stage II to a quick conclusion. Kovalev alluded several times to the
need to have a clear idea of U.S. positions on CSCE issues before For-
eign Minister Gromyko’s meeting with you in Vienna.2 Several of the
substantive issues raised specifically by Kovalev included:

—Working conditions for journalists: the Soviets are annoyed by
what they view as a tougher U.S. position on this Basket III text; Ko-
valev even accused the U.S. of trying to unite the NATO Allies on this
subject. Ambassador Sherer reports that the Allies are indeed now
united in pursuing the main points in this text—travel, individuals as
news sources and no expulsion for pursuit of professional activity.

—CBM’s: Kovalev asked what the Soviets should do to reach early
agreement on this item and Sherer urged him to come forward soon with
maximum moves toward Western positions on numerical parameters.

—Timing: Kovalev said the Soviets are now prepared to do every-
thing possible to move forward. He asked for U.S. view of the key is-
sues which would bring an early conclusion to Stage II and was told
travel, journalists and CBM’s.

Kovalev’s démarche to Ambassador Sherer is the latest indication
of growing Soviet impatience at their inability to wrap up Stage II
quickly and without major concessions. In fact, their obvious need to
fulfill Brezhnev’s timetable of a Stage III conclusion this summer has
the Soviets in a corner and, so far, their pressures and bluster aimed at
the allied and neutral participants have not produced agreement on
the unbalanced pro-East texts they are seeking.
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1 Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, NSC Staff for Europe, Canada,
and Ocean Affairs, Convenience Files, Box 44, Conference on Security and Cooperation
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Sherer. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files)
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It therefore would seem very much in our interests to impress upon
Gromyko the need for the USSR to take a more reasonable position on issues
of importance to the West, and, at the same time, for us to encourage the Al-
lies to stay together and hold their ground in the coming weeks. The Soviets
should be forced either to make important concessions or face a major
political reverse—and will probably opt for the former.

283. Minutes of Secretary of State Kissinger’s Staff Meeting1

Washington, May 16, 1975, 8 a.m.

IN ATTENDANCE

Secretary of State Kissinger—Chairman
D Mr. Ingersoll
P Mr. Sisco
E Mr. Robinson
T Mr. Maw
M Mr. Eagleburger
AF Mr. Mulcahy (Acting)
ARA Mr. Rogers
EA Mr. Habib
EUR Mr. Hartman
NEA Mr. Atherton
INR Mr. Hyland
S/P Mr. Lord
EB Mr. Katz (Acting)
S/PRS Mr. Anderson
PM Mr. Vest
IO Mr. Buffum
H Mr. McCloskey
L Mr. Leigh
S/S Mr. Springsteen
S Mr. Bremer
S Mr. Adams

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

Mr. Hartman: On the CSCE, I think both in your conversations
with Schmidt and with Gromyko the date is going to loom large. The
Soviets are coming in now from all sides saying they definitely want
to nail us down and they want to have a meeting in July. They’re very
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1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Transcripts of Secretary of State Kissinger’s
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concerned about any efforts—either consciously or not through de-
sign—to postpone it into the fall. I think, also, the European leadership
is going in the same direction.

We know a little bit of that from the Germans. They want to fix
the schedule. They want to fix their calendars, and Schmidt particu-
larly—he’s thinking of the third week in July—so that will come up at
that time.

The Europeans have come up with a minimum package2 now to
really wind up that Conference, and we’re supporting it. It has every-
thing in it that one could expect, and there are some concessions the
Soviets are going to have to make.

Secretary Kissinger: I don’t know what I expect. What does it have
in it?

Mr. Hartman: It has the minimum acceptable texts on all of the
humanitarian affairs. You’ve got family reunification, marriage texts—
what are the others?

Mr. Hyland: Travel.
Mr. Hartman: Travel.
Mr. Hyland: Radio broadcasting, exchange of information—radio

broadcasting where there will not be a commitment.
Secretary Kissinger: Will I get a memo?
Mr. Hartman: You will have a memo which should be with you

now, which gives you a status report.
Secretary Kissinger: Where is it, Jerry? Where are any of these

memos?
Mr. Adams: I think they’re in your action folders.
Secretary Kissinger: This I have to read before I go to Europe.
Mr. Hartman: On dates, I’d like to be able to tell people—for ex-

ample, on the President’s schedule in Brussels—give them the exact hour.
Secretary Kissinger: You can not, until I have shown it to the 

President.
Mr. Hartman: I wondered whether you had done that.
Secretary Kissinger: I can’t show that to the President until my

friends here put it in my folder to take to the President.
O.K. As soon as that’s done, I’ll take it to the President, along with

his statement. Where is that?
Mr. Adams: It’s in a special folder.
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Secretary Kissinger: If you want me to take it up with the Presi-
dent, you might put it in the folder with the papers that I’m taking to
the President. That isn’t an unreasonable request, is it? (Laughter.) It
doesn’t mean I’m harassing you.

Mr. Hyland: According to what Art said, my figures say there will
be 175 hours in speeches at the CSC (laughter)—if the present plan 
prevails.

Secretary Kissinger: Which is what?
Mr. Hartman: 20 minutes a head at that.
Mr. Hyland: 20 minutes a head. But this is—
Secretary Kissinger: How can that be?
Mr. Lord: That with 50 countries? (Laughter.)
Mr. Hyland: I’m just kidding. This is an issue that has to be taken

up—how long it’s going to last.
Mr. Hartman: Schmidt would like to have five days in order to al-

low for good long bilaterals with people.
Secretary Kissinger: It’s absolutely out of the question. Our press

will kill us. It will be an unbelievable nightmare to have five days.
Mr. Hyland: Most Europeans want at least four.
[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-

curity conference or MBFR.]

284. Memorandum of Conversation1

Vienna, May 19, 1975, 6:15–8:35 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Andrey A. Gromyko, Member of the Politburo of the Central Committee, CPSU 
and Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR
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1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Records of the Office of the Counselor, Entry
5339, Box 7, Soviet Union. Secret; Nodis. Drafted by Rodman. The meeting took place
in the Gobelin Saal of the Hotel Imperial. All brackets, with the exception of those not-
ing errors in the text, are in the original. The night before, Kissinger had met with his
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SUBJECT

CSCE

Gromyko: [points to portrait on wall, next to tapestry] There is a
good view of a hunter there. It’s good for Sonnenfeldt. We need a wild
boar.

Kissinger: Sonnenfeldt will shoot it.
Gromyko: Perhaps, as we agreed, we could start by having an ex-

change on European affairs and the European Security Conference.
Kissinger: I agree. And Mr. Foreign Minister, since we’re techni-

cally on our ground, I’d like to take this opportunity to reaffirm what
I told you privately:

The basic line of United States policy remains intact and we are
determined to overcome problems where differences exist. I want to
say this in front of my colleagues, and I was asked specifically by Pres-
ident Ford to say this.

Gromyko: Let me say briefly what I’ve just had occasion to tell the
Secretary of State personally, that the line of the Soviet Union towards
the United States is the same as the line that has taken shape in recent
years mainly as a result of the Soviet-American summits and the doc-
uments signed by the two countries. We, for our part, are rigorously
following that line and we believe both sides should pursue it. We feel
we should not allow events or any countries or combination of coun-
tries to cause any harm to that policy or the principles underlying that
policy. In other words, we should follow the line to strengthen détente
and Soviet-American relations and strengthen peace.

That is something that reflects the thinking of the entire Soviet
leadership and of General Secretary Brezhnev personally.

Kissinger: Should we turn to European matters?
Gromyko: Yes, I think we should turn to European matters and

take up the European Security Conference first.
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Kissinger: As one of the world’s great experts on the European Se-
curity Conference and as the only Foreign Minister who has read the
documents, why don’t you start.

Gromyko: I don’t know.
Kissinger: Did I tell you the story about Vladivostok, how you un-

dermined the President’s confidence in me?
Gromyko: Yes.
Kissinger: He [the President] turned to me and asked “What is he

talking about?” and I said I didn’t know. [Laughter]. That problem is
settled—between “equal validity” and “equal applicability.” I had two
difficulties—I couldn’t tell the difference between the two positions,
and what is more embarrassing for a Foreign Minister, I didn’t know
which side had which position. [Laughter].

Gromyko: Your mind must have been on more significant matters
than the European Security Conference.

Kissinger: It’s now solved, isn’t it?
Gromyko: Let us then turn to those matters, and I trust our dis-

cussion will be both serious and productive.
Kissinger: That is our intention.
Gromyko: I may have to say some words on this subject that may

not be very pleasant for you to hear. Maybe pleasant, but not very
pleasant.

Kissinger: The Foreign Minister is a disciple of Maréchal Foch, al-
ways on the attack.

Gromyko: Of late we have formed the impression that the Ameri-
can position at the Conference has become harsher and tougher on sev-
eral matters related to the European Security Conference and the ques-
tions in that forum. In the past the Soviet Union and the United States
have in several examples shown they can cooperate quite well. In this
context, I’d like to refer to the understanding you and I reached in Geneva
on peaceful change of frontiers, and there are other examples of such co-
operation. But of late—I say this just half in jest—I say it’s as if some-
one had switched somebody else for the American delegation at Geneva,
though it’s the same good people. Someone has done this.

Kissinger: Sonnenfeldt.
Gromyko: I hope the line pursued by the United States will be a

line aimed at removing differences and reaching agreement. Of course,
only you can give clarity to this situation. I say this by way of in-
troductory remarks and I’m sure you’ll have something to say in 
reply.

Kissinger: Mr. Foreign Minister, I’m aware of your view that the
United States has perhaps not proceeded as rapidly as desirable. I do
not believe this is the case. I believe perhaps it’s the Soviet Union that
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has not made all the moves it could. Be that as it may, I have reviewed
the European Security Conference and we believe it’s possible to con-
clude the European Security Conference in substantially the time frame
we’ve discussed, and concluded at the summit level, and have it all
concluded by the end of July.

So perhaps we could most usefully spend our time on what needs
to be done.

The principles are done. Quadripartite rights and responsibilities.
We have the problem of Basket III, of confidence-building machinery,
and while we are here we should say something about how it [the
summit] should be conducted—the length of time, speeches, if you’re
ready.

Gromyko: I am ready.
Kissinger: So that’s how we think we should spend the time.
Gromyko: I certainly agree to that approach. Let’s direct our gaze

into the future and see how we can do away with the remaining com-
plexities and difficulties and see how we can conclude in the period
we have agreed upon.

Kissinger: On confidence-building measures, the differences con-
cern the number of days of prior notification, the depth of the zone to
be covered, and the size of forces that would be concerned. Those are
the three issues.

Regarding the length of time, the Soviet view is 14 days and the
Western view is 40 days.

Hartman: 49 days.
Kissinger: [to Hartman]: How did we arrive at that?
Hartman: Seven weeks.
Gromyko: Ours is 12 days.
Kissinger: Well, we won’t accept 12.
On the depth of the area, we have said 500 kilometers, and you

had said 100 kilometers. On the size of forces, you had said 30–35,000,
informally. What is the formal position.

Hartman: 40,000.
Kissinger: And we had said 20–25,000.
We are prepared to find a compromise on all of these points, and

not to insist on our position, if you don’t insist on yours. And we could
instruct our delegations accordingly to find a compromise.

Gromyko: Let’s take up point by point. Depth.
Kissinger: On depth, we’d be prepared to settle in the middle, say

300 kilometers, we had said 500 and you had said 100.
Gromyko: [Thinks] That is not the basis. Even now, 100, when you

say it takes all the territory, when compared to Western Europe, our
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territory is larger, and the whole line, from north to the south. Try to
compare it—all the territory, a stripe down.

Kissinger: There is more territory because the Soviet Union is
larger?

Gromyko: Eastern Europe is covered. But this is not taken into ac-
count by your and the Western European delegations.

You mentioned formal and informal positions.
Sonnenfeldt: On numbers.
Gromyko: No, on depth.
Kissinger: We gave you no informal position on that.
Gromyko: On numbers.
[Kissinger and Sonnenfeldt confer]
150. I think 150 is much larger if you compare the territory.
Dobrynin: In square miles.
Kissinger: Our problem is some of our allies—I don’t want to men-

tion names because we don’t want to be in the position of negotiating
separately—say that 300 is their minimum. So we want to agree on
something that has a chance to be implemented. I really think the low-
est number we could get without difficulty or checking with our allies
is 250 kilometers. This is not bargaining because I’ve taken no interest,
but we think that’s the lowest.

Gromyko: 150 is our position. This is on depth.
On numbers . . .
Kissinger: The official allied figure is 12,000. Our personal com-

promise is 20–25,000. Your position is 30–35,000.
Gromyko: Yes.
Kissinger: If we would get everything else worked out, we’d rec-

ommend to our allies something between 25–30,000 and that would
bring us very close to each other.

[There is a conference on the Soviet side.]
Gromyko: On 30,000, that’s good. We would be prepared to agree

on that, but without being conditioned on another condition. 30,000,
that we could agree on, because that represents the maximum you are
prepared to agree to and it’s the minimum we are prepared to accept,
but we cannot accept the other figure regarding depth. But the area of
the Soviet Union that would be subject to notification would be greater
than all of the area in Western Europe.

As regards the third element, that is, the time of notification,
frankly speaking we believe this question is raised especially artifically.
Why should we be expected to give two months’ notice in advance?

Kissinger: Seven weeks. So we can mobilize to go to war.
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Gromyko: Let us reason coolly on this. Maybe for one country, one
regiment or two or an entire division is a great force which, when it
starts moving, really causes the whole world to shake, and maybe they
take three or four months to plan. It may take three months for them
to get boots and uniforms fitted. But for us a division is nothing.

Kissinger: You’re talking about number.
Gromyko: I’m talking about preparation.
Kissinger: My view is, when we need the warning we won’t get

it, and when we get the warning we won’t need it. If one is going to
attack, one can violate the agreement.

So I’m not going to insist on seven weeks. I was supporting you.
Because I was prepared to settle for six and one-half weeks.

Gromyko: I was just about to come out in solidarity with you when
you said the same thing about me.

Two weeks.
Sonnenfeldt: From twelve to fourteen days.
Gromyko: Two weeks ahead of time we notify you that 30,000

troops are about to move.
Kissinger: In two weeks that information couldn’t possibly get from

the Secretary of Defense to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. They couldn’t put it
on the agenda of a NATO meeting in two weeks.

Gromyko: Maybe we should put an effort to rectify matters where
it is really needed.

Two weeks.
Kissinger: I gave up four days; you gave up two days. How about

30 days?
Gromyko: Mr. Secretary, I can’t give an agreement to that because

we think, especially after what you said about the real importance of
such matters, that someone is just giving vent to psychology matters.

Kissinger: The whole thing is psychological.
Gromyko: The whole thing is being lauded to the skies.
Kissinger: But you want it to be, because that gives the European

Security Conference its importance.
Gromyko: You think it’s that that will give it importance.
Kissinger: No, it’s “equal applicability” compared to “equal 

validity.”
Gromyko: Is that Mintoff’s view?
Kissinger: Mintoff got a tremendous reception in the People’s Re-

public of China and hasn’t been the same since.
Gromyko: We read about that.
Kissinger: The minimum we could convince our friends to do is

25 days.
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Gromyko: In that case we will have to leave that question open.
Kissinger: All right. Then we have depth and warning. . . .
Gromyko: We cannot accept that figure.
Far more important than this question of number of days are the

questions of depth and warning. On numbers, like Apollo, we’ve man-
aged a docking.

Kissinger: If it’s too short a time and too narrow [an area], it has
no significance.

Dobrynin: Here, you can pick up the telephone and call anywhere
in two minutes.

Gromyko: Mintoff must have frightened everybody.
Kissinger: A very persuasive man.
Gromyko: He must be virtually terrorizing everyone at the 

Conference.
Kissinger: He’s threatening to join Libya.
Gromyko: Let me add to that, that those who want agreement on a

different time should give earnest thinking to our latest proposal. And
generally speaking, a strange phenomenon is visible at the Conference,
that it’s only the Soviet Union and the Socialist countries that should re-
treat and retreat and retreat and then we’ll come to an agreement.

You know our delegation at the Conference has told the Conference
that the Soviet Union is prepared to send notification to all participat-
ing countries and not only to those bordering on the Soviet Union.

Then when we mention a depth of 100 kilometers, that depth will
apply also to Turkey.

Kissinger: What do you mean?
Hyland: Turkey has to notify countries of movements 100 kilo-

meters from its borders.
Gromyko: Turkey won’t have to notify everyone of movements,

but only those 100 kilometers from its borders.
Kissinger: Not on Bulgaria and Greece. [to Sonnenfeldt:] Well,

what’s your answer?
Gromyko: I’m sure your advisers are advising you to accept that

proposal.
Dobrynin: They’re all making notes urging you to agree.
Makarov: Even Sonnenfeldt.
Gromyko: Even Sonnenfeldt.
Try measuring in terms of square mileage the size of the zone about

which we intend to give notification.
Kissinger: Yes, but that’s not the problem. It cannot be done on the

basis of territory, but it has to be done in terms relevant to the prob-
lem people are concerned about.
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Dobrynin: It’s on the whole border, north to south.
Kissinger: Let me say this: that the problem of voluntary notifica-

tion raises this problem. When we testify to Congress we will say that
though it’s voluntary, we will expect it to be done, and if it is done and
not notified, it will be inconsistent with the spirit of the treaty.

Sonnenfeldt: Agreement.
Kissinger: Agreement. If it is not voluntary, since we will hold you

to it anyway, we could be more flexible on other elements.
Gromyko: When we mention the figures we are prepared to ac-

cept, we can accept them only on the condition that the principle of
the voluntary notification is recognized. This is the principle we dis-
cussed with you at Geneva. All we accept is conditioned on that.

Kissinger: Yes.
Gromyko: And we discussed it with France and England, and they

accepted. So we consider that’s accepted.
Kissinger: Yes, but . . .
Gromyko: We received the suggestion of the form of words from

Britain or NATO; we are not entirely satisfied with those, but we have
some amendments. Not big ones, but some amendments.

Let me also say, if the voluntary principle is accepted, the mecha-
nism of notification would operate more effectively in fact than if some
other principle will be agreed upon. It’s a less sharply worded formula,
and would affect the scheme of things less than the other formula. It
would be more acceptable politically and legally, and would in fact be
more effective. I want to emphasize, more effective.

Kissinger: But in fact that means there would be notification.
Gromyko: Yes.
Kissinger: And we would testify to that effect to Congress.
Dobrynin: Yes, Henry.
Gromyko: If you are prepared to look into this British formula, we

are prepared to discuss an amendment to it.
Kissinger: May I see it?
Sukhodrev: This is in Russian, sir.
Gromyko: But we are prepared to lend it to you in Russian. At a

very low interest rate.
[Hartman looks for it]
If you are prepared, I could make our suggestions.
[Sukhodrev hands over Tab A.2 Hartman discusses it with Secre-

tary Kissinger]
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Korniyenko: The top part, Mr. Secretary.
Sukhodrev: The top part is the British.
Kissinger: What’s the second part?
Korniyenko: Some neutral countries.
Gromyko: Don’t pay attention to that.
Korniyenko: The Minister would like to suggest some changes in

the British text.
Gromyko: My suggestion is the following:
Sukhodrev: Here is the amendment.
Kissinger: We’ll agree to take it out if you add 50 kilometers.
Gromyko: We already added 50 kilometers. [laughter]
Kissinger: 50 more. We have both learned that in some parts of the

world that you never get paid anything for services already rendered.
[There is a conference on the Soviet side.]
Gromyko: The preamble does not cause enthusiasm.
Kissinger: I have no particular recollection of this preamble. If this

is the agreed text, I have no problem with deleting “therefore” from
the preamble. Let us check it. If this is correct text, we agreed to drop
“therefore.”

Gromyko: This is the original English.
Kissinger: We’ll agree to drop the word “therefore.” If the British

disavow this, then we’re in a new situation. But on the assumption that
this is the agreed text, we agree to drop the word “therefore.”

Gromyko: Check with your delegation and verify it.
Kissinger: We will do it tonight. By the end of the meeting to-

morrow, we’ll have it.
Gromyko: What I’ve told you is my tentative concern. Tentative.
Kissinger: We just want to check. If they confirm it, we agree to

drop the word “therefore.”
Gromyko: The Third Basket.
Kissinger: We’ll leave this then. I just want to check. We have not

settled the issues of depth . . .
Dobrynin: And timing.
Kissinger: And length of notification.
Can I have a 3-minute break?
[There was a break from 7:25 to 7:34 p.m. The meeting then 

reconvened.]
Makarov: [Shows a bottle of mineral water on the table labeled

Güssinger.] Kussinger.
Kissinger: I saw it. I had the same idea.
Gromyko: Cult of personality. [Laughter]
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[Kissinger and Sonnenfeldt confer]
Kissinger: Shall we leave the confidence-building measures now

and go to Basket III. Have we finished?
Gromyko: Let’s take up Basket III.
Kissinger: All right.
Gromyko: Let me ask you: Is it your intention to set up a state

within a state? Because that’s a new one in international practice. Up
until now we have spoken in terms of—and this is something you have
spoken of on several occasions—that domestic legislation must be re-
spected. Now it appears—and I repeat you have spoken of it on sev-
eral occasions—that newsmen are to set up a state within a state?

Kissinger: That’s already the case in the United States.
Gromyko: On that we can only sympathize with you, but here we

are dealing with an international agreement.
Kissinger: We have made a major effort to get our allies to make

a global proposal on Basket III, where in turn, we have made a major
effort to meet your concerns. If this is acceptable as the basic approach,
in Geneva we could instruct our delegation to be flexible in dealing
with yours and make an effort to meet your concerns. But we have
made a major effort.

As for journalists, no one has suffered more from journalists than I
have, so I have no particular affection for them. But in the United States
how it will be received will depend very much on how the press pre-
sents it, so to be hard on all the press points would be counterproductive.

Gromyko: To accept it as the basis for discussion wouldn’t solve
the problem. We would be prepared to discuss the text, but only after
we get clarification on what we regard as the most thorny, the most
prickly. So let’s take those points up one by one.

You, in that text, try to put forward the point of view—even though
not in those literal words—that journalists should enjoy absolute free-
dom. If we accept the point of view that both journalists and the prac-
tices of the states concerned would take into consideration the laws op-
erating in the country concerned, that would help us overcome that
difficulty.

Kissinger: Don’t we already have that in there?
Gromyko: But, secondly, there is the question of sources of infor-

mation and accessibility of those sources.
We see one provision, one clause, which says in effect that there

must be free access to information including individuals. Now we see
that as a sally against us, and we don’t think any state could sign 
such a clause. We don’t have any laws that state that journalists 
cannot have access to individuals. There are no such laws. So if 
the present situation continues in being, that should suit everybody
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concerned. But to demand that we give our stamp of approval to an
idea which for some reasons—and you know best for what reasons—
is aimed against us, is at best an insult.

And there is the clause calling for equality in terms of treatment
between journalists and so-called technical personnel. I’m sure there
are people who come in your office every couple of months to check
on maintenance and so on; it’s as if we called them diplomats. Just be-
cause they work in the same roof.

Kissinger: Are you sending people into my office to check my 
telephones?

Gromyko: It is the same with journalists and technical people—
why should we extend the same rights to them on the same footing?
That’s not in your interest. That’s another one that has thorns in it.
Even from a purely technical standpoint, if a certain apparatus is used
unlawfully, whatever such persons are called—whether journalist,
technician or an angel—he’ll get slapped down.

Kissinger: There is no question about doing something unlawful.
There is no question here of sending TV crews onto your strategic mis-
sile bases.

I have to go back to the original question. If we could reach an
agreement on this as the basic approach, we could take a look at some
of the concerns you raise. We are not saying every point here is on a
take-it-or-leave-it basis. I can say now, several of the points you raise
here are reasonable—without going into language.

Gromyko: Let’s take out the parts of it that are objectionable, and
we will not be against taking it as a basis for discussion.

Then there is another question, and that is the freedom of broad-
casting. Where did that question spring from? Let me quite frankly say,
do you expect us to sign a document whereby we would be sanction-
ing the creation of radio stations directed against us and other Social-
ist countries? Do you expect us to accept that?

Kissinger: We can always try. I didn’t think you would notice it.
I understand your point on this one. There are two aspects to this.

So that we get to the key issues. I have innumerable times expressed
my view on Basket III. I don’t think you’ll change your system as a re-
sult of Basket III.

Gromyko: I think there are grounds for doubts.
Kissinger: This paragraph has to do, to put it crudely, with jam-

ming. I think it’s poor drafting. It shouldn’t be put in terms of sanc-
tioning broadcasting into the Soviet Union. We’d be prepared to put it
into better language.

Gromyko: The problem here doesn’t simply boil down to polish-
ing the text. Because you yourself would never accept calling for broad-
casting of all forms of propaganda for friendship, peace, détente. . . .
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Kissinger: I wouldn’t accept it?
No, it’s not a question of polishing the text. It’s a question of en-

couraging information flow and not interfering with legitimate broad-
casting. One is a positive concept; one is a negative concept.

Gromyko: The word “legitimate” wouldn’t solve anything because
immediately we’d come to polarization along ideological lines. You
know we’d never accept broadcasting that undermined our system or
offended public morality. There are some countries that permit publi-
cation of pornography or other materials.

Kissinger: Your objection is to access to individuals as laid down
in this document, second to treating technicians as journalists, and to
this text. Those are your objections.

Gromyko: No. It’s not just freedom of journalists. What about ques-
tions of security?

Kissinger: What do you mean by freedom of journalists?
Gromyko: If a journalist drove up to a missile installation, I don’t

think he’d be comfortable there after a while.
Kissinger: Where is it in the text?
[Hartman indicates for the Secretary the place in the text, in his

briefing paper.]3

But this makes a specific reference to areas closed for security 
reasons.

Gromyko: You submitted many versions.
Kissinger: The version we submitted on May 18 refers to “regula-

tions relating to the existence of areas closed for security reasons.”4

Gromyko: We have areas closed for security reasons, but we would
have to open up some.

Kissinger: [reading from briefing paper] The text says “to ease on
a reciprocal basis, the procedures for arranging journeys by foreign
journalists, thereby facilitating wider travel by them within the coun-
try in which they are exercising their profession subject to the observ-
ance of regulations relating to the existence of areas closed for security
reasons.”

Gromyko: It says “wider” in comparison to the existing situation.
It means we would have to get rid of some areas.

Dobrynin: We want the status quo.
Kissinger: My impression is that it’s not easy for journalists to

travel in the Soviet Union. It would have to be somewhat wider, yes.
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Is security the only reason?
Gromyko: Yes. Only security.
Kissinger: Can a journalist just buy a ticket and go to Khabarousk?
Stoessel: He would have to get permission.
Dobrynin: It is the same in your country.
Kissinger: But we would abolish some too. It would be reciprocal.
Gromyko: I don’t think this can be done.
Kissinger: Let me say a word on some other matters, I see your

concerns. On this one, all we want is that in areas permitted for travel,
that it be facilitated on a wider basis than before.

Gromyko: I’m sure travel in open areas and assistance given to
such travel is greater than in many countries, even the United States.

Dobrynin: In six years, I don’t remember a single case where the
State Department arranged a tour for Russian journalists.

Kissinger: It’s a different system. We don’t organize trips, but we
approve them.

Gromyko: We pay attention more to “facilitate” in this country.
Kissinger: You can also keep an eye on them better that way.
Dobrynin: You can too.
Kissinger: We suggested this to take account of the concerns of the

journalists. Do you have any other concerns?
Gromyko: Let me make just one general comment. The media and

journalistic people generally should be concerned with one basic task—
to strengthen friendship among peoples, and they should do nothing
hostile to the social system of the country of their stay.

Kissinger: Can we apply that to American journalists in America?
Gromyko: It would be an interference in your domestic affairs!
But when formulated proposals are placed before us, it turns out

they amount to absolute freedom. When someone walks down Park
Avenue and insults someone or knifes someone, the police can’t do
anything?

Kissinger: It happens every day on Park Avenue. We had Human
Kindness Day in Washington last week—we had five people killed. I
went to a meeting of the Organization of American States last week
and I noticed my security had increased. I asked why? They say,
“they’re celebrating Human Kindness Day across the street.” One sen-
ior official lost an eye.

Gromyko: You have efficient writers on your staff. You can change it.
Kissinger: This is something we worked out with our allies, and

we made a major effort to meet your concerns. This was not made on
a take-it-or-leave-it basis.

Gromyko: You said that.
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Kissinger: There are some of your points we could take into 
account.

Gromyko: If you take them into account, I would like to see what
text you come up with.

Kissinger: I suggest our Ambassador meet with yours in Geneva,
rather than my negotiating it here where I can’t consult with other 
countries.

Gromyko: If that is your suggestion, there is nothing we can do
about it. That’s an expression of a perfectly good desire. But even when
we make certain understandings with you, it is very hard to get it across
to Geneva.

So what I want to emphasize here is the question of time.
Kissinger: I agree with you. If we work with your characteristic

precision, Mr. Foreign Minister, I think we are going to have trouble
meeting the deadline. If you can tell us tomorrow which of these para-
graphs you can accept, if we give you a new text on three paragraphs,
after which the negotiation only begins—as the entrance price to a 
negotiation . . .

Gromyko: Which do you want? Who can do it? We or you? We,
ourselves, could sit down and look.

Kissinger: That’s a good idea. We’ll take Korniyenko. It’s nine 
paragraphs.

Gromyko: Do you swear by that? Only nine paragraphs?
Kissinger: Ours has nine.
Gromyko: This is a human text.
We’ll give you a text with our corrections.
Kissinger: Ours begins with human contacts.
Korniyenko: There are two separate things, contacts and information.
Kissinger: Yes, but we’ve given you both and we’d like a reaction

to both.
I think this would be a good way to proceed.
Gromyko: I haven’t yet read the text on contacts.
Kissinger: This is an historic occasion. Never have we had an oc-

casion when my friend Gromyko hadn’t read every document.
Korniyenko: We just got it from Moscow.
Kissinger: When did we [you] present it?
Korniyenko: Today in Geneva.5
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Kissinger: If you keep in mind that the fewer changes you have,
the easier it will be to meet your concerns on the key paragraphs.

Gromyko: All right.
Kissinger: What else?
Gromyko: You mentioned certain organizational matters with the

third stage in Helsinki.
Kissinger: Yes. One of our concerns, Mr. Foreign Minister, is the

length of the Conference. If we give every speaker a half hour, it would
take four and a half hours [days]. The most our President can give is
two and a half days, and we would prefer two days. The symbolic im-
portance is not in the speeches made, but in the documents that will
be signed. The newspapers will have to report every day. It will de-
value the conference. We should focus on a few key speeches.

Gromyko: I spoke also to the General Secretary on this. He, too,
would prefer three days, two and a half.

Kissinger: We think it should be two days for speeches and a half
day for ceremony.

Gromyko: We’re thinking in the same categories.
Kissinger: So, shall we work in the same direction?
I’ll tell you, the President won’t come for more than two and a half

days, so if they want more, it will have to be at a lower level.
Gromyko: How can we work it out as far as length of time is 

concerned?
Kissinger: It will be tough.
Gromyko: Mintoff the Terrible.
Kissinger: Mintoff the Terrible will want a half hour. The Greeks

and Turks will want a half hour.
Gromyko: We’re thinking in the same terms.
Kissinger: The alternative is to begin at the lower level and have

the heads of state arrive later.
Gromyko: That will not be good.
Kissinger: If necessary, we’ll agree to 10 minutes for everybody.
Gromyko: I think it’s better what you said—five key countries.
Kissinger: If 35 heads of state each speak a half hour, that’s 

17 hours. No head of state can leave while another head of state is
speaking.

Gromyko: Yes.
Kissinger: It’s mind-boggling.
Gromyko: You convinced us.
Kissinger: Let’s work together on it.
Gromyko: Let’s work together on it.
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Kissinger: I have to tell you, the President just can’t come for five
days. I think two days of speeches and one day of ceremony.

Gromyko: You convinced us.
Kissinger: Reluctantly.
Gromyko: So, the other way: We convinced you.
Kissinger: Let’s discuss post-Conference machinery.
Gromyko: What’s your thinking?
Kissinger: We would support the Danish proposal,6 that a group

of deputies meet two years from now to discuss . . .
Gromyko: Foreign Ministers?
Kissinger: Deputy Foreign Ministers, senior officials.
Gromyko: What will be the terms of reference?
Kissinger: To see how best to implement the agreement, and to see

what steps should be considered.
Gromyko: Some kind of conference?
Kissinger: Yes.
Gromyko: In two years, such a group would be convened?
Kissinger: Yes.
Gromyko: To see how it’s going?
Kissinger: And to see what could be done to strengthen the terms

of the agreement and to consider possibly what permanent institutions
there might be.

Gromyko: You are not in favor of consultative machinery?
Kissinger: No.
Gromyko: The terms of reference should be simple: to consider the

terms and possible institutions.
Kissinger: I would add: to review the progress in implementation,

and number two, your formula.
Gromyko: Let us think this over.
Kissinger: All right.
Gromyko: Will your European friends go along with this?
Kissinger: I think we could convince them.
Gromyko: What about the neutrals?
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Kissinger: The neutrals are more difficult.
Gromyko: What about Mintoff?
Kissinger: Yes. We could discuss shortening the interval, if this

helps anybody—to 18 months.
Gromyko: Three to four years.
Kissinger: No, shorten it.
Gromyko: So we would have more experience.
Kissinger: This would not help us with the neutrals.
Gromyko: Fine. Let us think it over.
Kissinger: All right.
Should we have something to eat?
Gromyko: Probably. For the time being. [Laughter]
Kissinger: For the time being? That’s all we wanted you to do. We

don’t expect you to eat all night.
Gromyko: We’re in a plot with the Secretary of State to have the

dinner last only 30 minutes flat.
Kissinger: We can’t do it with dinner, but we’d appreciate it if we

could do it with lunch tomorrow. Seriously. A working session. All my
colleagues would appreciate it—a very light lunch.

[The meeting ended]

285. Editorial Note

On May 20, 1975, President’s Deputy Assistant for National Secu-
rity Affairs Scowcroft sent a memorandum to President Ford contain-
ing a summary by Secretary of State Kissinger of his ongoing talks with
Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko. The summary reads in part: “In for-
mal meeting with Gromyko, we spent virtually the entire time on CSCE.
Gromyko remains an inveterate haggler and we were not able to make
enough progress on the so-called confidence building measures (ad-
vance notification of maneuvers) or ‘basket three’—human contacts
and improvements in operation of news media—to meet allied posi-
tions or our own requirements. At one point I threw in the point that
at this rate it is unlikely that the July deadline for the summit finale 
can be met. Gromyko agreed to review the latest allied compromise on
basket three overnight and to provide me with amendments in the
morning. On the whole I am confident that we shall more or less stay
on schedule but in the usual ungenerous haggling Soviet way. We did
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make some progress on the matter of follow-up to CSCE, where a com-
promise seems likely; it will be some kind of review conference of
deputies after a year or two to review progress and make recommen-
dations for possible next steps. The Russians, after first proposing elab-
orate follow-on machinery, have now become very cautious since they
fear we will use such machinery to police their performance on basket
three. Gromyko also agreed that the summit finale should be no more
than three days with speeches as brief as possible.” (Ford Library, Na-
tional Security Adviser, Kissinger and Scowcroft West Wing Office
Files, Box 32, USSR, Gromyko File)

286. Memorandum of Conversation1

Vienna, May 20, 1975, 9:50–10:17 a.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Andrey Andreyevich Gromyko, Members of the Politburo of the Central 
Committee, CPSU, and Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR

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

Peter W. Rodman, NSC Staff
Viktor Mikhaylovich Sukhodrev, Counsellor, MFA (Interpreter)

SUBJECTS

CSCE Summit; India-Pakistan

Gromyko: Your press is very ingenious.
Kissinger: But we are going to beat them down. I am going across

the country and speaking.
Gromyko: Of the newspapers, which ones do you recommend I

read?
Kissinger: In Washington, the Washington Post and New York Times

are the most influential because everyone reads them. In the country,
in St. Louis, no one reads the New York Times and the Post.

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Records of the Office of the Counselor, Entry
5339, Box 7, Soviet Union, April–May 1975. Secret; Nodis. Drafted by Rodman. The meet-
ing took place at the Soviet Embassy. All brackets, with the exception of those indicat-
ing omission of unrelated material, are in the original. The complete text of the memo-
randum of conversation is scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976,
volume XVI, Soviet Union, August 1974–December 1976.
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Gromyko: Well, Mr. Secretary, what do you think we should dis-
cuss, just the two of us?

Kissinger: I leave it up to you.
Gromyko: After all, in which direction are you and your friends

conducting matters at the All-European Conference? Can I tell General
Secretary Brezhnev and my colleagues the thing is in good hands, that
Dr. Kissinger and President Ford have things firmly in hand and are
working toward an early conclusion?

Kissinger: We are working toward a summit the last week of July.
What is the Monday?

Sukhodrev: [Checks calendar] The 28th.
Kissinger: No.
Sukhodrev: The 21st.
Kissinger: Yes. We are planning on that week.
Gromyko: Regarding the length of time to be set aside, I have had

several occasions to talk this over with the General Secretary, and his
opinion is not in discord from President Ford—that is, two, two and a
half, three days. That too is acceptable to us. It should be conducted in
a businesslike style. Who needs those speeches?

Kissinger: I talked to Kreisky2 and he agrees. I’ll talk to Schmidt
tomorrow.

Gromyko: I heard he wants four–five days.
Kissinger: So have I.
Gromyko: But I don’t think he will be very strong on it.
Kissinger: If we can get Schmidt, I think the French and British

will go along.
May I tell him this is agreeable to you?
Gromyko: You may. You may.
Another question I have is this: Yesterday you and I discussed cer-

tain specific matters regarding the European Security Conference.3 You
said you would continue to be in touch with your West European
friends—this is our understanding.

Kissinger: That is correct.
Gromyko: Are you sure they won’t cast reproaches on you for be-

ing in some kind of collusion? Am I correct you were speaking with
their knowledge?

Kissinger: No. It was my best estimate.
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Take the confidence-building measures: If we say 30,000, 21 days
and 250 kilometers, that I am sure we can get them to accept. If we
said less, I can only say we will try. I am not saying it is impossible. It
is our best estimate.

Gromyko: I was now asking really about the broad fact. In your
estimate, will no one reproach us for collusion?

Kissinger: On what?
Gromyko: On CSCE generally. The French will say, “we are not

bound”? I am just asking; because in the past it has happened.
Kissinger: Yes. Look, it is a problem, and it depends how it is han-

dled. If we come to an understanding here and you let us handle it
first with them before you approach them . . .

Gromyko: All right.
Kissinger: I think it is better we deal with it.
Gromyko: All right. Let me say quite frankly what we would be

prepared to accept on these CBM’s. I was quite frank in my opinion
yesterday on the depth of the zone. I would like you to understand
our situation. And the same with the numbers.

Kissinger: Thirty.
Gromyko: But as regards the time limit of notification, we would

be prepared to agree to 18 days. Our private position was twelve. We
would be willing to do 18.

Kissinger: Why don’t we talk urgently to our allies, and let you
know by next Monday, or Tuesday. We want to move it to a conclu-
sion. There is no sense arguing about two days and 50 kilometers.

Gromyko: All right. Do that.
Kissinger: I think they will find 50 kilometers too little. But why

don’t we talk to them and make counterproposals if we have to?
Gromyko: Up ’til now we have felt that whenever the U.S. really

had the desire, problems were solved to mutual advantage. It happened
in many cases, and we feel it will happen in the future.

Kissinger: We will talk to them.
Gromyko: As regards journalists, we have revised your text4 and

made amendments. Korniyenko is supposed to give it to Hartman. But
as regards the first part, human contacts, that is for the delegations to
go into because I haven’t had time.

Kissinger: Except we should discuss them together. Our delega-
tions can do it. Journalists and contacts together. Let them do it at
Geneva. But they will move it.
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Gromyko: Yes, but please don’t forget to give your delegation in-
structions at Geneva. In earlier cases when we reached agreement,
sometimes we had the impression they didn’t get instructions.

Kissinger: Sometimes we had the impression your delegation didn’t
get instructions. [Laughter] Maybe our delegations are both very cau-
tious. We will do it, in the meeting. It depends really on what instruc-
tions you give. We have made a major effort; we would like to see some
Soviet move.

Gromyko: Please don’t demand of us the impossible. Surely you
don’t want to topple the Soviet system with that document.

Kissinger: I had great expectations. [Laughter]
Gromyko: We don’t try to topple the capitalist system.
Kissinger: If the Soviet system toppled, which I don’t expect by

this document or otherwise, I am not sure the successor wouldn’t be
more of a problem. The government Solzhenitsyn would establish
would be more aggressive.

Gromyko: To us, Solzhenitsyn is a zero within a zero.
Kissinger: On Basket III, we have met several of your points, and

made a major effort. On several points of yours yesterday, I told you
your positions were reasonable.

Gromyko: On “appropriate” points.
Kissinger: But also it depends on whether you accept some of the

other points.
Gromyko: Then on those several points, Korniyenko probably al-

ready has given you our final communiqué. He has probably already
done it.

Kissinger: It should not be significantly shorter than on the earlier
occasion. It can be somewhat shorter.

Gromyko: This is a little bit shorter. It might be hard to go into de-
tail, and not good to repeat formulas.

Kissinger: Let’s look at it.5

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

842 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIX

5 The final joint statement, issued on May 20, reads in part: “Also discussed were
a number of international problems of mutual interest—the progress of the Conference
on Security and Cooperation in Europe and its speedy conclusion; the situation with re-
gard to a just and lasting peace settlement in the Middle East . . . and other matters. In
these discussions both sides proceeded from the agreements and understandings reached
as a result of the U.S.-Soviet Summit meetings held in Moscow, Washington, and Vladi-
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287. Editorial Note

On May 20, 1975, Secretary of State Kissinger and Soviet Foreign
Minister Gromyko held their final day of talks in Vienna. During a con-
versation at the Soviet Embassy from 3:10 to 3:40 p.m., they briefly dis-
cussed the European security conference. A memorandum of conver-
sation reads in part: “Gromyko: On European security, we believe that
when it is finally resolved, we will rise one step higher in our own re-
lationships. But what we don’t like is when somebody tries to tread on
our feet. Kissinger: But we have really made an effort in Basket III.
We’ll make an effort to meet the deadline. We have already reserved
the week of the 21st on the President’s calendar. Gromyko: So on CSCE
we will be expecting to hear from you in the very near future, and we
expect it will be positive. Kissinger: On Basket III, we’ll instruct our
delegations to begin immediately. On the military, we’ll let you know
by Tuesday of next week. Gromyko: Good.” (Ford Library, National Se-
curity Adviser, Kissinger and Scowcroft West Wing Office Files, Box
32, USSR, Gromyko File [25])

On May 21, Kissinger sent a report to President Ford on the sec-
ond day of talks in the form of a message to President’s Deputy As-
sistant for National Security Affairs Scowcroft. The message, which
Scowcroft forwarded to the President as a memorandum, reads in part:
“I spent some six hours with Gromyko today, including two private
sessions. The meeting took place in the garish Soviet Embassy built
along Stalinist architectural lines. We skipped lunch to allow more time
for talks. He continued to be genial in tone and manner and anxious
that our meeting should be portrayed positively in public. In the ple-
nary sessions, however, Gromyko was almost completely unyielding
on SALT issues.” The memorandum continues: “I pointed out that in
conjunction with unhelpful Soviet positions on CSCE, impact could be
quite negative on whole détente outlook. I deliberately overdrew neg-
ativism of Soviet positions to see if this would smoke out any flexibil-
ity. Gromyko himself merely urged that we not overlook helpful ele-
ments in Soviet positions (in fact, there were none in his formal
presentation which closely followed a set of handwritten notes).” The
memorandum notes with regard to CSCE: “Gromyko produced
amendments to the Western compromise proposal on the rights of jour-
nalists. These are extremely restrictive and will require a good deal of
further haggling. I agreed that these issues can be reviewed by our rep-
resentatives in Geneva on condition that Soviets provide comments on
the whole Western counterproposal and that all outstanding texts on
journalists, broadcasting and human contacts be examined. As I indi-
cated yesterday, I think these matters will eventually be settled, but
only after a miserable series of haggles. There also was some slight give
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on maneuver notification. Gromyko agreed to 18 days advance notice
instead of 12—and here too I think after some horse trading there will
be a resolution.” Gromyko, the memorandum further notes, “indicated
that Brezhnev now firmly intends to come to the U.S. in October. This
is probably realistic in view of the great amount of work remaining on
SALT and the fact that the CSCE finale may well not be feasible by late
July. Brezhnev’s health is also a factor that was not clear.” (Ibid.)

On May 22, Scowcroft replied to Kissinger in telegram Tohak 45:
“The President said that he had been thinking about Gromyko’s
stonewall positions on SALT. He said that if they were a reflection of
Soviet attitudes at this point, perhaps we should think about using the
leverage of the convening of the CSCE summit conference. I pointed
out to him that Gromyko had never been a principal SALT negotiator
and that Dobrynin had substantially softened Gromyko’s positions.
The President concurred, but said we ought to keep this possibility in
mind, because CSCE was for us a minus, not a plus, and there is no
reason we should give it away for nothing. I think this reflects the un-
ease which the President has discussed several times with you about
CSCE, stemming obviously from the Baltic-American pressure
groups.” (Ibid., Trip Briefing Books and Cables for Henry Kissinger,
1974–76, Kissinger Trip Files, Box 9, May 18–23, 1975, Europe and Mid-
dle East, Tohak [5])

288. Telegram From Secretary of State Kissinger to the Mission in
Geneva1

Bonn, May 20, 1975, 2030Z.

Secto 1053. Subject: CSCE discussion with Gromyko. For Sherer
from Secretary.

1. Hartman gave you an account of yesterday’s discussion.2 To-
day I told Gromyko3 that our delegations should be in touch in Geneva
to discuss the whole package. I said that our delegation would not ne-
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1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files. Secret; Immedi-
ate; Nodis. Repeated to Washington. Kissinger was in Bonn for talks with Schmidt.

2 See Document 284.
3 See Document 287.
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gotiate until the Soviets had commented on both human contacts and
information aspects. (They gave us Soviet redraft on journalists4 but I
requested that this be presented in Geneva along with comments on
other parts of proposal.) I stressed that speed depended on the Sovi-
ets showing maximum flexibility since Allies had made major effort to
meet Soviet concerns.

2. In fact the text on journalists as re-drafted completely guts the
proposal as presented by the Allies. The text drops the wider definition
of “journalists,” paragraph 5 drops wider travel and limits provisions
to those journalists in country of residence; paragraph 6 drops implied
positive response; paragraph 7 limits direct contact to organizations
and official institutions; paragraph 8 drops specificity on imports; para-
graph 9 waters down free transmission and further restricts it by pro-
viding that it must be done through official channels; paragraph 10 
as you predicted calls only for telling a journalist why he has been 
expelled.

3. You should send us the full translation of the Soviet comments
and suggested changes when received and give us your analysis of
these and recommendations for next steps in the negotiation.

4. You should inform your British colleague that the Soviets will
be commenting on the whole of the “global initiative,” that we do not
wish to become the negotiators but will try to play a helpful behind-
the-scenes role. When the comments have been received, we should
have a full discussion in the NATO caucus.

5. For your information only, I indicated to Gromyko that we
would be prepared to foresee summit in the week of July 21st but that
this could only be achieved if the Soviets showed sufficient flexibility
to enable a balanced result to be agreed. You should see that your So-
viet colleagues understand this.

6. On CBMs, Gromyko came up to 18 days, but remained at 150
KMs and 30,000 men. We said that we would try this out on Allies and
neutrals but that depth looked thin and numbers of men, fairly high.
After discussing with British and others, I want your assessment of
whether this is adequate and, if not, what alternative we should try to
push for.

Kissinger
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289. Memorandum of Conversation1

Bonn, May 21, 1975, 8:10–9 a.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Helmut Schmidt, Chancellor, FRG
Hans-Dietrich Genscher, Vice Chancellor, FRG

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

Helmut Sonnenfeldt, Counselor of the Department of State

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

Kissinger: Why don’t we start with MBFR? We have been talking
to you and the British about this but we really don’t want to go to
NATO without knowing your real view. If the problems are technical,
it is one thing; but if they are real or fundamental reservations then it
is another matter.

Genscher: It is alright if you introduce the new proposal2 but it
has to be without prejudice to the future.

Kissinger: We don’t want a big debate in NATO.
Genscher: You will not get it from us.
Kissinger: I want to be sure that you realize there will be ceilings.
Genscher: Yes, we know that but that does not bother us as long

as they are not specifically applicable to us.
Schmidt: Shouldn’t we want the CSCE to end?
Kissinger: Yes, that’s right. But we need NATO consultation on the

MBFR proposal before that. We would not give it to the Russians un-
til after CSCE is over. But we really don’t want a big NATO debate.

Schmidt: There are a good many views on MBFR in Bonn. Gen-
scher here is rather hard and rigid. Leber and his ministry take a very
military position. I myself don’t necessarily have a particular view.

Kissinger: We need MBFR mostly because of Congress.
Schmidt: I know that very well because I convinced you of it 5

years ago.
Genscher: What the Chancellor means by a “hard” position is our

opposition to special treatment for the Federal Republic.
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1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Records of Henry Kissinger, Entry 5403, Box
23, External Classified Memcons, May–December 1975, Folder 1. Secret. The conversa-
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2 See Document 357.
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Kissinger: I agree. But we need ceilings because we cannot reduce
54 aircraft without having a ceiling on the remaining ones.

Genscher: But we agree with that.
[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-

curity conference or MBFR.]
Kissinger: We have somewhat the same impression. They3 are be-

ing very pedantic on CSCE and Berlin and they are still haggling on
CSCE as though they were at the beginning of negotiations rather than
at the end. SALT is different because there Grechko is in charge.
Gromyko was very tough on this and so was I.

Schmidt: It all seems very uncertain.
Kissinger: We know very little about the succession.4

Schmidt: Do you still want CSCE this summer?
Kissinger: We will do it but we don’t insist. We will not make any

further concessions. The Soviet counter proposal on Basket III as far as
I can tell is worthless and it is also foolish. It is bound to cause do-
mestic problems.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

Kissinger: [Omitted here are unrelated comments.] Gromyko com-
plained to me about my Berlin trip but I laughed. President Ford is
thinking of stopping in Bonn on the way to the CSCE.

Schmidt: That would be very good.
Kissinger: Just one more thing. They would like as short of a CSCE

Summit as possible. I don’t think the President could stay more than
two and one half days. If it takes any longer the Secretary of State
should represent him.

Schmidt: I am not so sure. People want to talk to each other. Friends
have begun the only opportunity for this now. I for instance want to
talk to Brezhnev and to the Pole5 and to the GDR man.6 I have to do
that. And then I need to balance them with others. Two and one half
days would be too short. What we need is Tuesday, Wednesday, Thurs-
day and Friday to allow for bilaterals. And we should have a western
meeting on the Monday night. There will be 35 leaders and each should
talk 20 minutes.
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3 The Soviets.
4 An apparent reference to the uncertain state of Brezhnev’s health; see Document

290.
5 Gierek.
6 Honecker.
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Kissinger: We prefer short speeches.
Schmidt: But there is Tito, Palme, Kreisky—you can’t walk out on

them and there is also the Dutch Prime Minister.
Kissinger: Van der uyl.
Schmidt: No, not Van der uyl. den Uyl.
Kissinger: Okay, Den Uyl.7

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

7 On May 21, Scowcroft sent Ford a memorandum containing a report from
Kissinger on his talks with Schmidt. It reads in part: “On other matters, Schmidt and
Genscher agreed to be helpful on MBFR in NATO; Schmidt, in contrast to Kreisky and
Gromyko, seems to favor a somewhat longer CSCE summit to allow for bilateral meet-
ings and a possible Western caucus as well as speeches.” (Ford Library, National Secu-
rity Adviser, Trip Briefing Books and Cables for Henry Kissinger, 1974–6, Kissinger Trip
Files, Box 8)

290. Editorial Note

In telegram 3772 from Geneva, May 22, 1975, forwarded to Secre-
tary of State Kissinger’s party in Ankara, the delegation reported: “So-
viets gave their response to Western global initiative on human contacts
and information at May 21 and 22 informal meetings with US, UK, Irish
and Danish dels, in form of oral indications of modifications they wish
to make to Western paper, or in some cases in form of general state-
ments of the type of text they have in mind. Western dels made no com-
ments on substance during meetings. At conclusion UK rep indicated
Western dels would give serious consideration to Eastern suggestions.
Eastern dels took great pains to characterize their response as a serious
attempt to reply to the Western initiative in a constructive way, which
they hoped would make it possible to wind up these subjects quickly.
However, the substance of their reply belied their words, contained few
meaningful concessions, and proposed a whole shopping list of amend-
ments, many of which were matters of detail, style or translation.

“NATO caucus discussed Soviet response afternoon of May 22,
and was unanimous in finding it most disappointing. Not only have
Soviets stuck to virtually all their substantive points, they have also
proposed many minor changes on issues which global approach was
devised to avoid, such as organization, translations, and brackets, and
on which West had already attempted to strike a 50–50 balance with
Soviet positions. Allies noted that Soviets apparently realize they have

848 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIX
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made a serious blunder in mixing major substantive points with mi-
nor details, and that Soviet reps are now saying in corridors that only
about 10 of their list of almost fifty changes are really important. Thus
far they have not told anyone which points are the important ones or
whether this means other points could be dropped. Allies also believe
Soviets are now under considerable pressure, both because of ap-
proaching NATO summit where Stage III timing may be discussed, and
because of their evident interest in keeping the global initiative alive.
Some Allies are convinced that Soviet response was written on the ba-
sis of instructions they had received prior to global initiative, and that
more flexible instructions may be forthcoming from Moscow when
global initiative has been studied there. For all these reasons, NATO
caucus concluded that Soviets should be made to understand that ne-
gotiating ball is still in their court, that their long list of changes would
take months to negotiate, and that they should identify the real points
for negotiation and drop the rest.

“NATO caucus reached consensus on following tactics for the next
few days: (a) take no precipitate action, either to enter negotiations on
substance or to withdraw global initiative; (b) maintain Allied unity on
all aspects of global initiative; (c) in contacts with Soviets, Eastern dels
and neutrals express disappointment with Soviet response, and con-
vey message that serious consideration will now have to be given as
to whether global initiative should be withdrawn; (d) seek to get East-
ern reps to identify the really important points which need to be ne-
gotiated, and to indicate whether other points can be dropped; (e) wait
for Soviets to give further signals of flexibility; (f) exchange informa-
tion and review situation again in caucus on Tuesday, May 27.

“In view of disappointing Soviet response, we believe it would be
a mistake to enter negotiations on substance at this time, since this would
lead Soviets to believe agreement can be obtained on basis of their pres-
ent demands. On the other hand, we would prefer to keep the global
initiative alive, since it forms a good basis for reasonable conclusion of
negotiations on these subjects. In these circumstances we believe tactics
agreed in NATO caucus are only reasonable course of action for the next
few days. Should Soviets cut down their list of changes, or offer a few
more serious concessions, we would recommend moving with our Al-
lies to enter serious negotiations on remaining points at issue, pressing
firmly for the reasonable substantive results we want.

“Highlights of changes proposed by Soviets are as follows:
[Omitted here are paragraphs a–c.]
“(d) Soviets suggested complete deletion of our paragraph on ra-

dio broadcasting.
“(e) In paragraph 5 of journalists text Soviets made woefully inad-

equate move in direction of facilitating wider travel by suggesting ‘grad-
ually facilitating journeys,’ with no attempt to deal with our concept of

January 1975–July 1975 849

320-672/B428-S/40001

1370_A57-A61.qxd  12/7/07  8:10 AM  Page 849



providing wider opportunities for travel. In sixth para on early re-
sponse to requests for travel they wished to eliminate alleged auto-
maticity by inserting ‘as far as possible.’ In para seven on access to
sources, they could only accept Swiss formulation which makes no ref-
erence to individuals. In the eighth and ninth paras on admission of
technical equipment and on transmission of journalists work Soviets
proposed amendments which would make these texts more restrictive
than those they had informally agreed to in principle last fall and which
are substantially reflected in Swiss text. In last para on expulsion they
could only accept the Swiss formulation, which omits any mention that
a journalist is not liable to expulsion for legitimate professional activ-
ity. They rejected any mention of technical staff, either in the text or in
a footnote definition of journalists as in the Western proposal.” (Na-
tional Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files)

291. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, May 26, 1975, 9:05–10:27 a.m.

PARTICIPANTS

President Ford
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Secretary of State and Assistant to the President for 

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

Affairs

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

Kissinger: On your trip2 we didn’t get to discuss CSCE.
On CBM’s, the issue left is what territory should be included for

notice of maneuvers. The Europeans wanted 500 kilometers inside the
Soviet Union, maneuvers involving 12,000 troops, and notice 96 days
ahead. The Soviet Union proposes 30,000 troops, 18 days ahead, 150
kilometers. The Soviet proposals are inadequate.

On human contacts, it is a total fraud. Only Gromyko can under-
stand the language. The language is very abstract, but even this the So-
viet Union won’t accept.

850 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIX

1 Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Memoranda of Conversation, Box
12. Secret; Nodis. The meeting took place in the Oval Office.

2 It is unclear to which trip Kissinger is referring.
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As for post-conference machinery, the Soviets previously wanted
a permanent Secretariat. We wanted an assessment in two years. Now
the Soviet Union is on our side; but they want to delay four to five
years since they now are afraid Yugoslavia and Romania will use the
machinery against them.

I think your position must be hard-line. No more concessions to
the Soviet Union. If they want a conference, let them concede.

The President: Did you see the New York Times editorial?3

Kissinger: It was unconscionable. You should see the editorials
they had in ‘69 and ‘70. But the Jews are trying to get the maximum
polarization with the Soviet Union.

But on CSCE, I would listen and not get engaged. Say if we can
get a decent settlement, fine; if not, wait a few months.

The President: If the Soviets are so eager to get a CSCE, can we
use that for SALT leverage?

Kissinger: It would be difficult; it could have been done a year ago
maybe, but the Europeans would leave you. We should, three years
ago, have linked it with MBFR. But if it isn’t finished but early June,
there can’t be a meeting in July. Our negotiation can drag just a bit be-
hind the Europeans and slow it up as much as possible.

The President: I think we should hang back. Will the Europeans
care?

Kissinger: Yes. Brezhnev said he wouldn’t come here before the
CSCE. I told him that is OK; we are better off domestically on our anti-
Soviet line.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]
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3 On May 26, the New York Times published an editorial entitled, “What Price Se-
curity?” It reads in part: “The agreement [on European security] is something the Soviet
Union has sought for two decades and, especially, since 1966. There is not much the West
expects to get out of it except some pious phrases, which are more likely to be honored
in the breach, although it would be an error to yield on the minimum points the West
is now down to defending. The real issue is whether the President of the United States,
the President of France, the Chancellor of West Germany, the Prime Minister of Britain
and virtually all the other heads of government of West Europe should take part in a
Helsinki gala with Mr. Brezhnev and his East European satellites that might create a false
euphoria over ‘peace in the world.’ ” (New York Times, May 26, 1975, p. 14)
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292. Telegram From the Department of State to the Mission in
Geneva1

Washington, May 27, 1975, 2023Z.

Tosec 20020/122749. Subject: CSCE: Reply to Soviets on CBM’s.
Ref: Geneva 3837.2

You should contact Kovalev and indicate that Secretary has asked
you to convey following points growing out of your soundings of 
allies following conversations with Gromyko in Vienna re CBM’s 
parameters.

—Our discussions with allies in last few days indicate that new
Soviet proposal on parameters could be expected to elicit a generally
favorable response.

—At the same time, however, Soviets should understand that none
of the allies is prepared to accept Soviet proposal—18 days, 30,000
troops, 150 km—as a final solution to parameters problem. Soviets have
not yet moved far enough in direction of allies.

—As to priorities among different parameters, the allies continue
to attach particular importance to (a) area of USSR to be covered and
(b) threshold for size of exercises of be notified. Therefore we believe
Soviets will have to show further flexibility on both of these parame-
ters to make progress. However, the area of the USSR to be covered re-
mains the most basic problem, and the Soviets should focus their ma-
jor attention on this. 150 km coverage of USSR would not be an
acceptable outcome. Deeper zone is required.

852 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIX

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files, 1975. Secret; Im-
mediate; Nodis. Drafted by John S. Davison (EUR/RPM). Cleared by Dobbins (C) and
approved by Armitage. Repeated to Moscow and to Kissinger in Paris. Kissinger was in
Paris for talks with Giscard d’Estaing.

2 In telegram 3837 from Geneva, May 24, Sherer informed Hartman that the U.S.
delegation at CSCE had “contacted reps of UK, FRG, and France and several smaller 
[nations?] individually for reactions to parameters set forth by Gromyko. These allies all
believe Soviet offer is insufficient, and that more satisfactory results can realistically be
obtained with sustained pressure on Soviets. Of the three numerical parameters, these
allies also agree that timing is least important, but are evenly split on whether they should
exert maximum effort to lower threshold or increase depth of area. On threshold, some
now believe that most practical outcome would be a numerical range on the order of
20–25,000 vice a single set figure. On area, allies not only wish Soviets to increase width
of band of territory along their land borders, but also to measure band from sea fron-
tiers in Baltic and Black Seas. However, allies have limited leverage to exact these fur-
ther concessions without using movements issue, and we would appreciate authoriza-
tion requested in ref b to join allies in developing appropriate tactics.” (National Archives,
RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files)
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—In our view next step should be for Soviets to table more ample
parameters which will take into account allied views.

—We would be prepared to work actively with allies to develop
a forthcoming response to a Soviet proposal which in itself gives 
evidence of flexibility and realism on the important matters we have
indicated.

Ingersoll

293. Memorandum of Conversation1

Paris, May 28, 1975, 8 a.m.

SUBJECT

Quadripartite Breakfast on Berlin

PARTICIPANTS

Foreign
Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs James Callaghan
Foreign Minister Hans-Dietrich Genscher
Minister of Foreign Affairs Jean Sauvagnargues

US
The Secretary
Counselor Helmut Sonnenfeldt 
Assistant Secretary Arthur A. Hartman
Ambassador Robert Anderson, Special Assistant to the Secretary for Press 

Relations
Mr. David Anderson, Director, EUR/CE

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

Sauvagnargues: I think at this point I should mention my recent
discussion with the Yugoslavs about QRRS in the CSCE. I gave them
an amended text of the original language which we had prepared and
presented in Geneva. I suggested, “The participating states note that
the present (title of document) cannot and will not affect their rights,
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1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files, 1975, P820125–
0256. Secret; Nodis. Drafted by Anderson. Cleared by Hartman and approved by James
Covey (S). The meeting took place in the Quai d’Orsay.
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obligations or responsibilities specifically defined and recognized or
the corresponding treaties, agreements or arrangements.” I think this
will be acceptable to the Yugoslavs2 although it may be difficult for the
Russians to accept. I would like to have your views on this new text
today or tomorrow. Perhaps the Bonn Group could consider the new
text. Once we have your views, I would then be prepared to try to con-
vince the Russians.

Callaghan: I agree that we should let the Bonn Group look at 
this.

The Secretary: Thinking about Soviet policy generally, I have to
say that I have the impression that the Soviets are simply marking time.
They are keeping various negotiations alive but just barely. Even the
preparations for the Brezhnev meeting with President Ford are just tick-
ing over. I suppose that Brezhnev’s physical condition is presenting a
problem in this area. My meeting with Gromyko in Vienna went well.
He went out of his way to be friendly in the meetings and with the
press. But I have difficulty understanding the Soviet tactics in the CSCE,
where they were apparently interested in reaching a speedy conclu-
sion. On SALT, they made some impossible proposals in Vienna 
but Gromyko’s informal remarks to me afterwards suggested that an
agreement this year was very probable. But all in all it is a curious 
performance.

Callaghan: I would like to clear up CSCE by mid-summer. This is
not a matter of policy, it is simply a matter of order. What are the out-
standing issues that we need to consider? CBMs and Basket III?

Sauvagnargues: Yes, I would be interested in knowing how the
FRG views the progress on Basket III.

Genscher: We have no problem now with Basket III. For us the
question of CBMs is most important.

854 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIX

2 Telegram 3640 from Geneva, May 17, contains information on the Yugoslav po-
sition on quadripartite rights and responsibilities. (Ibid.) Telegram Secto 2054 from Brus-
sels, May 30, reported that the French subsequently modified Sauvagnargues’s original
text to read: “The participating states note that the present (title of document) cannot
and will not affect their rights, obligations or specifically defined and recognized re-
sponsibilities nor the corresponding treaties, agreements and arrangements.” (Ibid.)
Telegram 8710 from Bonn, May 30, reported that the French had presented the revised
text to the Yugoslav delegation at CSCE. The same telegram reported that while the U.K.
representative to the Bonn Group was willing to accept the French formulation, as long
as the English language version made it clear that only “‘responsibilities’ are modified
by specifically ‘defined and recognized.’” The US and FRG reps expressed reservations
on text. (Ibid.)
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The Secretary: As you all know, I have had the greatest doubts
about CSCE. Soviet practices will not change in any respect simply be-
cause of the wording in Basket III of the Security Conference docu-
ments. However, having presented our global initiative to the Soviets,
it would be a mistake now to fall back from it. After all there is noth-
ing in our proposal that involves any action. I think we should try to
hold out. This has become a domestic political problem in the U.S.,
where we now have to explain what we are getting in Basket III. I think
we are in a good position to defend ourselves publicly. It is therefore
difficult to see why the Soviets won’t settle. If they don’t show signs
of concessions in the next two weeks, I don’t see how we can have a
summit by the end of July.

Sauvagnargues: I think that we could have a summit at that time
if we wind up the present negotiations in Geneva by the middle of
June.

Callaghan: I think we should stick with our position on CBMs and
on Basket III and let the Soviets come to us.

The Secretary: You are aware of the CBM proposal which Gromyko
made to me in Vienna, i.e. 30,000 troops, 18-day pre-notification 
and a distance of 150 kilometers. I told him that I would have to dis-
cuss this proposal with our Allies but that I did not think it would be 
acceptable.

Genscher: We could accept the proposal except for the 150 kilo-
meter provision. We would want to stick with 300 kilometers.

Callaghan: I think that seems reasonable. Why don’t we all agree
to take this approach?

Sauvagnargues: All right, and if the neutrals want to push for So-
viet concessions on the other aspects of CBMs, then they can do so
without our support.

The Secretary: Agreed.
Genscher: One further matter. I would like us to agree to refer to

the Bonn Group for study the question of the extent to which Berlin is
affected by CSCE documents. This will be an important issue domes-
tically in the FRG.

Sauvagnargues: I think that the Bonn Group could study this prob-
lem, but I want to make one point: I do not believe that we should try
to insert a sentence in the CSCE documents which would cover Berlin’s
interests. This would be very difficult and would involve us in very
long discussions. I think the point can be made by getting a common
sentence covering Berlin’s interests into the speeches of the three Al-
lied chiefs of state.

Genscher: That would be fine. That is basically our objective.

January 1975–July 1975 855

320-672/B428-S/40001

1370_A57-A61.qxd  12/7/07  8:10 AM  Page 855



Callaghan: Can we all agree on the proposed sentence on Berlin
for inclusion in the NATO Declaration?3

Sauvagnargues: I think the sentence is a good one and unless I
hear objections, I think we should accept it.

3 The North Atlantic Council met in Brussels May 29–30 with the participation of
heads of states and government, including President Ford. The text of the final com-
muniqué reads in part: “The security afforded by the Treaty enables the Allies to pur-
sue policies reflecting their desire that understanding and cooperation should prevail
over confrontation. An advance along this road would be made if the Conference on Se-
curity and Cooperation in Europe were concluded on satisfactory terms and its words
translated into deeds. The Allies hope that progress in the negotiations will permit such
a conclusion in the near future. They reaffirm that there is an essential connection be-
tween détente in Europe and the situation relating to Berlin. The Allies participating in
the negotiations in Vienna emphasize that the development of understanding and co-
operation also requires mutual and balanced force reductions in Central Europe in a
manner which would contribute to a more stable relationship and enhanced security for
all.” (Department of State Bulletin, June 30, 1975, p. 890)

294. Memorandum of Conversation1

Brussels, May 30, 1975, 8:35–9:20 a.m.

PARTICIPANTS

President Gerald R. Ford
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Secretary of State and Assistant to the President
Lt. General Brent Scowcroft, Deputy Assistant to the President for National 

Security Affairs
Mr. Helmut Sonnenfeldt, Counselor of the Department of State

Prime Minister Harold Wilson
Foreign Secretary James Callaghan
Sir John Hunt, Cabinet Secretary

856 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIX

1 Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Memoranda of Conversation, Box
12. Secret; Sensitive. The meeting took place at the Residence of the American Ambas-
sador. Ford and Kissinger were in Brussels for a NATO summit. On May 29, they met
with Schmidt. The memorandum of their conversation reads in part: “The President: 
We are prepared to go to the summit for the CSCE, but there is not much movement.
Kissinger: There were some concessions in Basket III. If there are more in CBM, there
may be a chance. If they extend the territory to about 300 kilometers . . . Schmidt: 
That is the only real issue. Because of the relation to MBFR. Kissinger: Now I think 
the chances of a summit in July are slightly better than 50–50.” (Ibid.; ellipsis is in the
original)
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[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

President: What do you think are the prospects for CSCE?
Wilson: What do you think?
Kissinger: The Soviets are moving on Basket III.2 The only real

sticking point is CBMs—the question of the depth of the zone. I think
we could settle on 250 kilometers. On follow-on, I had an exchange
with Gromyko in Vienna. I said we supported the Danish proposal, but
I said that perhaps there could be meetings after a year or 18 months,
but Gromyko said no, it should be after three to four years.

Callaghan: The Romanians want a much shorter time.
Kissinger: The East Europeans want permanent machinery be-

cause they want to be able to monitor the Soviets.
Callaghan: One of the results of CSCE is that it has brought the

East Europeans into equal status with other countries.
President: Is a summit likely to be in July?
Kissinger: Yes. I think the chances are two out of three that it will

be unless the Soviets change their tactics. They are dribbling out 
concessions.

Callaghan: Stage II should really be settled in two weeks if the
summit is to be in July.

Wilson: It really would kill the Geneva industry. We will need a
public works program for all the diplomats who have been so busy
with CSCE.

President: How long should we allow for the CSCE summit? Five
days is very long. There will be 35 speeches.

Wilson: The more time you allow, the longer the speeches will be.
Maybe we should plan to arrive on Monday in the afternoon or evening,
and then work Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, and into Friday.
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2 In an undated memorandum to Kissinger prepared on May 29, Hartman wrote
that “on May 28, the Soviets offered some significant concessions on Basket 3 issues in
the Allied ‘global initiative’ on human rights and information.” Hartman noted that
“while this demonstration of Soviet flexibility will help accelerate the search for a Bas-
ket 3 final compromise, the NATO caucus at Geneva expects further hard bargaining.”
Hartman continued: “At a May 28 luncheon in Geneva, Kovalev told the US, UK, and
French delegation heads that Moscow offered these concessions as a ‘gesture of good
will’ aimed at speeding up efforts to overcome differences on the 30 points still to be re-
solved in the human contacts and information area. A NATO caucus meeting immedi-
ately following the luncheon produced agreement that the Soviet moves included at least
two significant concessions—on travel and journalists—and that the remaining list of 
Soviet-proposed changes form an adequate basis for opening global negotiations.” (Ford 
Library, National Security Adviser, NSC Staff for Europe, Canada, and Ocean Affairs,
Convenience Files, Box 44, Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, 1975 
WH [3])
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Callaghan: At the OECD meeting in Paris, I got rid of 20 speeches
in one morning. Your’s was long though, Henry.

President: It will lose luster if the speeches are too long.
Wilson: Yes, like at the UN.
Callaghan: So maybe it would be arriving on Monday, and then

Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday.
Wilson: Will it all be wrapped up at that point or will there still

have to be negotiations?
Callaghan: No. There would be valedictory speeches only.
Kissinger: You know that the Turks don’t want Makarios to be

there, but Denktash.3

Callaghan: Yes, I gather. Mintoff will make trouble on relations
with the Arabs4 and he may hold that until we all get there.

Kissinger: The conference could end on Thursday and we could
then stay on Friday for bilaterals. The press in the United States would
get very impatient if it drags on. They are already saying there has been
no accomplishment.

Callaghan: There is very little in Basket III.
Kissinger: And it is unenforceable.
Callaghan: We should go for a short conference.
Wilson: I would like to miss question time in the House for once.
Callaghan: And Cabinet.
President: You don’t enact bills when you are not there?
Wilson: No, no, it goes right on.
[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-

curity conference or MBFR.]

858 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIX
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3 Telegram 2113 from Geneva, March 26, reported that “Turkish delegation head
(Benler) has written to all CSCE delegation heads, except Cypriot, recalling allusions he
made earlier to possibility that he might question Cypriot credentials at some stage in
CSCE.” It noted that “in private conversations Benler has hinted that real problem for
Turks is possibility of presence of Makarios at Stage III.” (National Archives, RG 59, Cen-
tral Foreign Policy Files)

4 Telegram 3830 from Geneva, May 23, reported that the Maltese delegation had
introduced at CSCE an amendment to the conference’s draft declaration on the Mediter-
ranean calling for the eventual withdrawal of all U.S. and Soviet forces from the Mediter-
ranean. (Ibid.)
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295. Editorial Note

On June 4, 1975, Soviet Ambassador Dobrynin telephoned Secretary
of State Kissinger to discuss the European security conference. Accord-
ing to the memorandum of their phone conversation, Kissinger asked,
“Do you want to finish it up in Geneva or not? D[obrynin]: What in
Geneva? K[issinger]: The Security Conference. D: I don’t understand. K:
I see no obstacles to clearing it. D: I would like to discuss this with you.
K: O.K. Let us discuss it. You come by tomorrow, or I will call you no
later than tomorrow, and you can come the day after.” (Department of
State, Electronic Reading Room, Kissinger Transcripts of Telephone Con-
versations, http://foia.state.gov/documents/kissinger/0000BFFE.pdf)

In preparation for his meeting with Dobrynin, Kissinger held sev-
eral telephone conversations with Assistant Secretary of State for Eu-
ropean Affairs Hartman on June 5. During a conversation at 4:24 p.m.,
Kissinger asked Hartman, “What is Dobrynin likely to raise about the
Security Conference?” Hartman replied: “I think he will probably say
that they have begun to move in Geneva and that they need our help.
They are moving there, we have gotten reports on it. I would stress
that speed is essential. The Finns say they need four weeks for trans-
lations and things like that.” (Ibid., http://foia.state.gov/docu-
ments/kissinger/0000C009.pdf) At 4:45 p.m., Kissinger spoke with
Hartman about confidence-building measures and a final summit con-
ference for CSCE. A transcript of their telephone conversation reads:
“K[issinger]: If the Soviets went to 250 kilometers, do you think we
could get the allies to accept the 30,000? H[artman]: I think so. K: And
what was the other? 18 days? H: I think it is the depth that concerns
them. K: I wanted to make sure. I was right. Could we sell 250? H: I
think so. K: I know they are insisting on 300, but could we make it 300?
H: We would have a selling job. K: We would? Could we in good con-
science get behind it? H: Yes. K: O.K. What is their view of the date?
The week of the 21st or the 28th? H: The Finns say they need four
weeks. If we could finish by the 20th of June that would give them un-
til July. They need the flexibility for translation and such. K: The 20th
of June. O.K. Good. H: They really have made a lot of concessions. H:
Good, thank you.” (Ibid., http://foia.state.gov/documents/kissinger/
0000C00B.pdf) At 4:50 p.m., Kissinger spoke with Hartman again. 
A transcript of their telephone conversation reads: “K: Can I agree 
with Dobrynin that the confidence building measures are the only ones
remaining? H: Right. There are still other issues like the desire for the
Mediterranean [Declaration?], but that is not between us and the So-
viet Union. K: Suppose the Soviet Union agrees to 250 kilometers, 
could we take a common stand with them? Then we could work to-
gether to get the other measures developed. It is the only issue 
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outstanding between them and us. H: Right. The French are still try-
ing to negotiate the quadripartite, but that is not between them and us.
K: Good, and then their delegate and ours can work together on the
translation. H: And also on calming down the other high flown propo-
sitions. K: Then our Ambassador and theirs will work together to get
the thing finished if we can agree on the kilometers. H: Right. K: O.K.
Thank you.” (Ibid., http://foia.state.gov/documents/kissinger/
0000C00D.pdf)

No memorandum of conversation of Kissinger’s meeting with Do-
brynin on June 5 has been found. Kissinger reported on the meeting in
a conversation with President Ford on the morning of June 6: “Do-
brynin said they would make the remaining concessions on CSCE. They
will give on Basket I and on the depth of CBM’s.” Kissinger later added:
“We can probably plan on CSCE the week of 21 July. I think you should
not go to Berlin—but you could visit the troops.” (Ford Library, Na-
tional Security Adviser, Memcons, Box 12) Kissinger also discussed his
meeting with Dobrynin in a telephone conversation with Hartman at
6:35 p.m. on June 6. The transcript of their telephone conversation reads
as follows: “K: The Russians are willing to accept the 250 kilometers if
we assure them about the other two parameters. H: I think we should
go to work on it. The British, French, and Germans will buy it. K: We
should say we will support them if they are willing to do it. We should
assure them of our support. H: The major countries will also join us.
K: Right. H: Do you want me to get the message to them? K: Well, no.
I will call them. H: Alright.” (Department of State, Electronic Reading
Room, Kissinger Transcripts of Telephone Conversations, http://foia.
state.gov/documents/kissinger/0000C019.pdf)

296. Briefing Memorandum Prepared in the Bureau of European
Affairs for Secretary of State Kissinger1

Washington, undated.

CSCE: Soviets Moving to Wrap Up the Conference

The Soviets have clearly been moving vigorously to wrap-up remaining
CSCE issues so that they can have a summit at the end of July. Tentative
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1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Records of the Office of the Counselor, Entry
5339, Box 7, Soviet Union. Confidential. Sonnenfeldt sent this memorandum to Kissinger
under cover of a June 5 memorandum.
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agreement was reached June 4 on the text dealing with working conditions
for journalists, a significant breakthrough which leaves radio broadcasting in
basket 3 and CBMs as the only major substantive items to be completed
and which could give impetus to a completion of stage II in late June
or early July.

The journalists text which the Soviets have accepted parallels very
closely the West’s proposals in the “global approach” (see Tab 1).2 The
one remaining obstacle to full agreement on the journalists text is the
Romanians, who have indicated that they will have difficulty accept-
ing the language on expulsion.

The Soviets have also recently accepted the text on travel as proposed
in the Western global approach, and are now negotiating earnestly on the
broadcasting text. Here the Soviets have agreed to accept a formulation
expressing hope that the “broadening of dissemination of broadcast in-
formation will continue” (a euphemism for cessation of jamming), but
they wish to see accompanying language implying responsibility for
broadcast content, a point about which the FRG is acutely sensitive.

Assuming that the Soviets will soon start pursuing CBMs with
equal intensity, there is a good chance that both basket 3 and the mil-
itary aspects could be wrapped up within the next few weeks. Ac-
cordingly, even with many of the secondary issues like follow-up, trans-
lation problems, and the scenario for stage III unsettled, we can expect
a strong upsurge of interest from the Soviets and others in setting a
precise date for stage III. Ambassador Sherer believes that the Soviets will
attempt before June 20 to get a firm Allied commitment to a summit meeting
opening July 21 (see Tab 2).3
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2 Attached but not printed.
3 Tab 2, telegram 4167 from Geneva, June 4, reads in part: “Western delegations

continue to believe strongly that no firm commitment on level or timing of Stage III
should be given until key substantive issues (e.g., CBM’s, human contacts and infor-
mation) of interest to the West are resolved. However, current Soviet attitude toward the
negotiations, and their evident haste to complete Stage II, poses the possibility that they
may make enough concessions during this week and next week to substantially fulfill
this condition and make it necessary for Western dels to take decision on timing and
level during week of June 16–20.”
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297. Letter From the Soviet Leadership to Secretary of State
Kissinger1

Moscow, undated.

We are ready to consider the possibility of enlargement of the
depth of notifications up to 250 kilometers. However can we be sure
that in this case two other parameters (number of troops—30 thousand
and time of notification—18 days) with the depth of 250 kilometers will
be finally accepted and thus the whole question of military measures
will be closed at the Conference?

We proceed from the fact that the formulation on the voluntary
basis of notifications concerning major military exercises, agreed upon
with you, Mr. Secretary, in Vienna, will keep in force and will not be
subject to any changes. Only on this basis we are ready to consider the
question of depth in the abovementioned direction.

1 Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, NSC Staff for Europe, Canada
and Ocean Affairs, Box 44, Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, 1975 WH
(3). No classification marking. A handwritten note at the top of the letter reads: “Handed
to Gen. Scowcroft by Mikoyan, Soviet Embassy, 6:00 p.m., June 6, 1975.”

298. Editorial Note

On June 9, 1975, Secretary of State Kissinger discussed the Soviet
letter of June 6 (Document 297) with President Ford. A memorandum
of their conversation reads in part: “President: I see the Soviets have
made concessions in CSCE. Kissinger: They did on Basket I and ear-
lier they gave us 250 kilometers, up from 180 kilometers. I have let Gen-
scher and Callaghan know this. If it works, we could have a summit
conference about the 23rd. I have said 2-1/2 days of formal meetings;
to have it longer than that without any accomplishments would be bad.
We will get a press beating here anyway. You should see Brezhnev—
maybe you can wrap up SALT.” (Ford Library, National Security Ad-
viser, Memoranda of Conversation, Box 12)

On June 7, Kissinger sent letters appraising the Soviet offer to For-
eign Ministers Callaghan, Sauvagnargues, and Genscher. The letters
read in part: “At our quadripartite meeting in Paris we reviewed the
negotiating status of the confidence-building measure on advance no-
tification of military maneuvers. In addressing which aspect of the meas-
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ure is most important to Western interests, we reached a general con-
sensus that it would be most important to have depth of territory in-
creased and that the number of troops involved and the number of days’
notice would be by comparison of secondary importance. Since return-
ing to Washington, I have learned from the Soviets that they are now pre-
pared to consider a zone of 250 kilometers in depth providing that the
other parameters remain at 18 days and 30,000 men. It is my impression
that this represents an important concession and adequately meets Allied
requirements. I would appreciate your reaction to the Soviet proposal,
and if you agree with me that it provides a basis for satisfactory com-
promise on this issue that you will so notify your representative in
Geneva.” The letters to Callaghan, Sauvagnargues, and Genscher were
sent on June 7 in telegrams 133604 to London, 133605 to Paris, and 133606
to Bonn, respectively. Kissinger also informed Ambassador Sherer at
CSCE about the Soviet proposal in telegram 133597 to Geneva, June 7.
The telegram reads in part: “I told Dobrynin that you will get together
with Kovalev to work out the tactics and manner of presentation of this
proposal, and that we will support it with the Allies as meeting essential
Western requirements.” (All in National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign
Policy Files)

On June 11, Counselor Sonnenfeldt wrote to Kissinger as part of
his daily activities report: “Hartman and I were in touch throughout
the day in regard to CSCE. All the Allies, except France, consider most
recent Soviet moves on CBM’s inadequate and we need to convey this
fact to the Soviets promptly.” (Ibid., Records of the Office of the Coun-
selor, Entry 5339, Box 12, Daily Activities Reports, 1975)

299. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, June 11, 1975, 3–4:15 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

President Nicolae Ceausescu of Romania
George Macovescu, Minister of Foreign Affairs
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1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Records of the Office of the Counselor, Entry
5339, Box 3, HS Official, Chronological. Secret; Nodis. The meeting took place in the Oval
Office at the White House. Brackets, with the exception of those indicting omission of
unrelated material, are in the original. Ceausescu visited the United States on June 11
for one day of discussions with President Ford.
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Vasile Pungan, Counsellor to the President
Corneliu Bogdan, Romanian Ambassador to the U.S.

President Ford
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Secretary of State and Assistant to the President for 

National Security Affairs
Amb. Harry Barnes, U.S. Ambassador to Romania
Lt. Gen. Brent Scowcroft, Deputy Assistant to the President for National Security 

Affairs

SUBJECTS

Bilateral economic relations; CSCE; Middle East; Korea; Spain; Disarmament

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

President: I know you are concerned about the European Security
Conference and about the problems that held up the agreement. We of
course have had some reservations about Baskets I and III. I would ap-
preciate hearing your own appreciation about the prospects and what
you anticipate.

Kissinger: Macovescu and Gromyko are the only ones who have
read all the documents.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

President: Mr. President, I appreciate your personally delivering
the invitation to come to Romania. There is a distinct possibility and I
would like to do it. If there is a European Security Conference Meet-
ing in July or August it might be possible to stop for a visit in Roma-
nia after the conference in Helsinki.

Ceausescu: Following the European Security Conference?
President: Yes.
[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-

curity conference or MBFR.]

CSCE

Ceausescu: As far as European Security is concerned, we are con-
cerned not so much by the fact of delay as by the content and expected
results of the Conference. For us, it is not a problem of the dates, but of
the results of this Conference. Of course, if it can take place in July, that
is fine, or if it is in August or even September, that is fine. The principal
thing is to get results which will contribute to the strengthening of con-
fidence and will enhance détente. Therefore, it is not Basket III which is
essential, the question of how many journalists or artists travel. That is
for the experts. This isn’t what is so essential. As far as we are concerned,
let as many as want travel around. The essential problems are in the first
Basket. On this hangs the movement toward détente and for that matter
the conditions of things like cultural exchanges.

864 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIX
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In connection with this we see some problems which must be
solved if the Conference is going to wind up with good results. First
of all there should be firm engagements of states on the renunciation
of force and noninterference in the internal affairs of other states. Sec-
ondly, there is the problem of certain military aspects. Granted it is not
a question of resolving basic problems, but we have sought nonethe-
less to make sure that there will not be interference in the internal af-
fairs of other states. It is a question for example, of these engagements
regarding military maneuvers. And even here it is not so much whether
it will be 250 or 180 kilometers or 10 to 20 thousand men, but the very
fact that the content of these measures should be obligatory and not
something voluntary. Therefore if all these problems are going to be
reduced to something voluntary, it no longer makes any sense to waste
time and energy over 100 kilometers of distance here and there. But
what we are doing is introducing into international law certain rules
which have existed up to now. When a group of states arrives at cer-
tain understandings, these would be mandatory and not voluntary.
That is important.

Macovescu: One of the other principal problems is that connected
with continuity of the Conference, the follow-up.

Ceausescu: I don’t know what your opinion is but we believe the
most dangerous situation is still in Europe where there are the two mil-
itary blocs with modern armaments, huge concentrations of troops,
atomic weapons as well. Therefore we would want to have the sum-
mit meeting represent not the conclusion but rather the beginning of
European security. For this reason we are in favor of an organism, a
process for assuring the continuity of this conference.

President: How often do you see it meeting? Every year, every two
years?

Ceausescu: Once a year, once in two years, any time when it is
necessary. If there should appear some tense situation, if something
should happen, then it could discuss what might be done to prevent
things getting worse.

Kissinger: What do you think of the idea of a review conference
in 18 months or two years?

Ceausescu: In our opinion that is a good idea. We think as a mat-
ter of fact that this sort of permanent organism could have the role of
preparing such a conference. I don’t have in mind something that
would be set up with a lot of bureaucracy, but rather something that
would meet periodically once a year or every six months. The Minis-
ter of Foreign Affairs of one of the countries would have the role of co-
ordinator, and this could be on a rotational basis.

Kissinger: For example, rotating?
Ceausescu: United States, Soviet Union, Romania.
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President: [Smiling] Romania.
Kissinger: We have explained to Romania2 and we have been in

close touch with the Romanian delegation to the Conference, that the
very reason Romania wants this is why we are not agreeable. We are
not eager to grant to countries the right of permanent interference in
the West. Quite frankly, this is the problem with a permanent mecha-
nism. I understand why you want something to which you could ap-
peal, but we do not want established structures in the West to be ex-
ploited. We are sympathetic, though, to your concerns.

Ceausescu: We don’t think of this organism as having any sort of
right to do this, and in order to avoid this problem we could regulate
the basis on which it would act to exclude such possible intervention.
We see it as preparing for new conferences and for solving such prob-
lems as will appear. We don’t want any Eastern intervention in the West
or Western intervention in the East or Western intervention in the West
or Eastern intervention in the East. I would ask you to reflect some
more on this problem and to review your position.

[Both Presidents and the Secretary nod agreement.]
[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-

curity conference or MBFR.]

2 See Document 259.

300. Memorandum From the Counselor of the Department of
State (Sonnenfeldt) to Secretary of State Kissinger1

Washington, June 12, 1975.

SUBJECT

CSCE: The Maneuvers CBM

I called in Vorontsov at 5:30 to tell him we had tried our best all
week with the allies at Geneva to sell Dobrynin’s suggested parame-
ters of 250 kilometers, 30,000 men and 18 days for the CBM on notifi-
cation of military maneuvers. I noted that Art Hartman had told 
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1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Records of the Office of the Counselor, Entry
5339, Box 7, Soviet Union. Secret; Exdis.
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Dobrynin earlier today2 that we were having difficulty with the allies
on this issue, and that we had just received word from Geneva3 that it
was not acceptable to either the allies or the neutrals.

I then gave Vorontsov our estimate that it would probably be pos-
sible quickly to wrap up this CBM, if Moscow could accept final pa-
rameters of 300 kilometers, 25,000 men and 21 days. I emphasized that
this was not a formal proposal on our part, but simply an estimate of
what others would require. I repeated that, for our part, we could ac-
cept the figures put forward by Dobrynin.

Vorontsov reacted with some theatrics to emphasize what he 
assumed would be a “very bad” feeling in Moscow about this turn 
of events. He said Gromyko would doubtless be very unhappy since
he had thought that “agreement” had been reached with you on two
parameters: a threshold of 30,000 men and notification time of 18 days.

I suggested that Moscow might want to consider shifting its posi-
tion somewhat further just on the area involved but could not pre-
dict how this would be received by others in Geneva. I wanted to get
this to you quickly since Dobrynin may be calling you about it at any
time.
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2 No record of this conversation has been found.
3 Telegram 4410 from Geneva, June 12, noted that “Austrian neutral caucus leader

confirmed to us June 12 that neutrals are continuing to hold back proposed compromise
on parameters for fear that they will be undercut by Western deal with Soviets on basis
of ‘Washington parameters’ ” and that “neutrals will probably not move until reassured
by Allies, in particular US, that no deal will be made on the basis of ‘Washington pa-
rameters.’ ” The telegram continued: “Since all progress on CBM’s is now held up pend-
ing Allied response to Soviets on Washington parameters, we would strongly recom-
mend earliest possible reply to Soviets to effect that they will have to accept neutral
package (300 km/25,000 troops/21 days) within next few days (preferably by close of
business on Friday, June 13) if they still hope to have Stage III in July.” (National Archives,
RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files)
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301. Transcript of Telephone Conversation Between Secretary of
State Kissinger and the Soviet Ambassador (Dobrynin)1

Washington, June 12, 1975, 6:23 p.m.

D: I just came back from the meeting with Sonnenfeldt.2 He told
us the bad news—300 kilometers and 25 level. Also 21 days.

K: I can only tell you . . .
D: You really meant this answer. We were thinking about 250 and

now back to Vienna.
K: I have written a letter to every foreign minister personally.3 It

was telling them that it is our proposition. I have had replies from the
British, French and Germans, in fact, I will let you see my letter some
time. I don’t think you have to meet all three points in my judgment.

D: The question is whether we can meet the basic ones.
K: That is what I thought.
D: For the first time I am debating whether to telegram Brezhnev

because he will be mad at you.
K: In this case he has no reason to be mad.
D: Now Sonnenfeldt has proposed that we come to Vienna, and

look where we [are with?] the proposal—the same place it was origi-
nally.

K: If he did want to go to 21 and if he wanted to compromise with
275 and 20,000 as a last offer so that they could say they have exacted
something from you, I think it would work.

D: Already we gave 50. It is worse than the previous one.
K: This is an issue on which we have no American interest.
D: If you would like it would be even better if I don’t say any-

thing. He really did believe in you—all the other things you have done.
But now coming back again—I don’t know what the reaction will be.

K: I don’t know how Sonnenfeldt presented it.
D: He presented it very well. He said that we failed and nothing

else could be done unless we went to 250 and 21.
K: Let me call Hartman and call you back.
D: O.K.

868 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIX

1 Source: Department of State, Electronic Reading Room, Kissinger Transcripts of
Telephone Conversations, http://foia.state.gov/documents/kissinger/0000C042.pdf.
No classification marking.

2 Dobrynin met with Hartman; see Document 300.
3 See Document 298.
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302. Transcript of Telephone Conversation Between Secretary of
State Kissinger and the Soviet Ambassador (Dobrynin)1

Washington, June 12, 1975, 6:35 p.m.

K: Anatol, I have had our people check. We have been active there,
your man should know. It is not only our allies it is the neutrals. We
would really like to help bring this to a conclusion. What interests do
we have if it is 50 kilometers more or less.

D: As far as the U.S. is concerned, what we discussed with you is
acceptable? Unless the Germans, French or British come to our dele-
gation, our channel sounds ridiculous.

K: I will suggest that the head of the delegation inform your 
delegation.

D: If you suggest that the British and French come to our delega-
tion, Gromyko asked me to tell you the same thing.

K: Don’t report it and we will have to deal with Kovspeloff.
D: It is your position that it is acceptable. I could report to him

that your position is agreed upon by [but?] the allies are not.
K: We can’t make a joint initiative on this with you and the allies.
D: As far as you are concerned, you don’t mind if we use it.
K: I would rather they don’t use it. Can you wait till tomorrow

morning? I haven’t found Hartman, but I will talk to him. Wait until
tomorrow morning.

D: I will wait. Gromyko said that the 21st and 22nd are o.k. with
Brezhnev.

K: O.K. Fine. I have seen somewhere that the Finns prefer it a week
later.2 We are prepared to start the 22nd, we have no reason to change.
As far as you and we are concerned, the 22nd is fine.

D: You will call me tomorrow?
K: Yes.
D: I will do nothing.
K: I think it is better. If I send something, I will tell you what I am

sending.
D: It is helpful to both of us.
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1 Source: Department of State, Electronic Reading Room, Kissinger Transcripts of
Telephone Conversations, http://foia.state.gov/documents/kissinger/0000C045.pdf.
No classification marking.

2 Telegram 4282 from Geneva, June 9, reported: “Finnish delegation head (Iloniemi)
told us June 6 that current Finnish preference for timing of stage III is week of July 28,
and that several Western European governments had expressed a similar preference.”
(National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files)
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K: You are absolutely right. Our people recommended that we do
it that way—I over-ruled them—I was wrong.

D: We should talk.
K: Let’s wait a day.
D: If you confirm your position, our delegation will work sepa-

rately with them.
K: I think it is an excellent suggestion and I will let you know what

we are doing. I will check it before we do it.
D: O.K.

303. Oral Message From Soviet General Secretary Brezhnev to
President Ford1

Washington, undated.

I would like once again to draw your attention, Mr. President, to the
question of the European Conference on Security and Cooperation hav-
ing in mind today’s, to be frank, rather strange state of things in Geneva.

On one hand, there is not just a simple movement forward at the
Conference especially lately, but a major breakthrough. Now practi-
cally the whole set of issues put on the agenda of the Conference has
been resolved on the basis of the balance of interests of the sides.

We think you would agree that to a great extent it was possible to
achieve due to the goodwill shown by the Soviet Union. Given a de-
sire to complete final agreement on the Conference documents, it would
be literally a matter of days to clear fully the way to holding its final
stage at a summit level in Helsinki. A similar view, as we have noted
with satisfaction, was recently expressed in public also by you at a press
conference.2

870 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIX

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Records of the Office of the Counselor, Entry
5339, Box 7, Soviet Union. No classification marking. Sent to Kissinger by Dobrynin on
June 16 under cover of a letter that stated: “taking into account the urgency of the mat-
ter, I decided to send it to you by messenger. I will appreciate early comments to this
message.”

2 President Ford said during a press conference on June 9: “While I was in Europe,
I discussed with many European leaders the status of the European Security Conference,
their views. It appears that there are some compromises being made on both sides 
between the Warsaw Pact nations and European nations, including ourselves, that will
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However, we cannot help getting the impression that some new
pretexts are being constantly sought, some artificially created and
worthless issues are being tossed in with the aim to delay the conclu-
sion of the work in Geneva. Over several weeks in a row the attempts
are being made to conduct the matters in such a way that the Soviet
Union and other socialist countries would make unilateral concessions.
It is clear that this is not the way that could lead to a successful con-
clusion of the common cause which this Conference in fact represents.
We have conceded all that might have been conceded, and what, by
the way, the U.S. side had requested in confidence that this would be
followed by complete agreement. It is difficult for us to judge who is
behind all this and what goals are pursued by this. But if someone con-
scientiously takes up the course of delaying the Conference then we at
least should have been told about it straightforwardly.

We talk about all this with frankness since we believe that reser-
vations and lack of clarity on this account could damage the mutual
understanding that exists between our countries on the questions of
the European Conference.

It may be hardly contested that by now there exist all objective
prerequisites to bring the Conference to a conclusion within the short-
est period of time. Only one thing is needed—the political decision on
the part of the governments of all the countries represented at the 
Conference.

I would like to express the hope, that you personally, Mr. Presi-
dent, and your Government will proceed, including your contacts with
other Western countries, in such a way as to contribute in a maximum
degree to the conclusion of the second stage of the Conference and to
hold its final phase starting on July 22, which has been agreed upon
between us.
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potentially bring the European Security Conference to a conclusion. Those final com-
promises have not been made, but it’s getting closer and closer. I hope that there will be
sufficient understanding on both sides to bring about an ending to this long, long ne-
gotiation. If it does, in the near future we probably would have a summit in Helsinki.”
(Public Papers: Ford, 1975, p. 795)
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304. Minutes of Secretary of State Kissinger’s Staff Meeting1

Washington, June 16, 1975, 8 a.m.

IN ATTENDANCE

Secretary of State Kissinger—Chairman
P Mr. Sisco
E Mr. Robinson
T Mr. Maw
M Mr. Eagleburger
C Mr. Sonnenfeldt
AF Mr. Mulcahy (Acting)
ARA Mr. Rogers
EA Mr. Habib
EUR Mr. Hartman
NEA Mr. Atherton
INR Mr. Hyland
S/P Mr. Lord
EB Mr. Boeker (Acting)
S/PRS Mr. Anderson
PM Mr. Stern (Acting)
IO Mr. Blake (Acting)
H Mr. McCloskey
L Mr. Leigh
S/S Mr. Springsteen
S Mr. Bremer

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

Secretary Kissinger: Art?
Mr. Hartman: Our position in the CSC conference this week is one

of appearing helpful but not pressing and not trying to round up a lot
of people to get the thing over with, because I think otherwise we’re
going to get in the middle here. Our allies will accuse us of having
made a deal, of trying to end it in July, and trying to get everybody
pushed to make a position. And our Delegation understands that. And,
as of now, I would say it’s not going to happen.

Secretary Kissinger: End of July?
Mr. Hartman: Yes.
Secretary Kissinger: How do you interpret the Brezhnev speech

Saturday on foreign policy?2

872 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIX

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Transcripts of Secretary of State Kissinger’s
Staff Meetings, 1973–1977, Entry 5177, Box 7, Secretary’s Staff Meetings. Secret.

2 Telegram 8264 from Moscow, June 13, reported on Brezhnev’s election speech 
of the same day: “He [Brezhnev] made passing reference to CSCE, noting that 
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Mr. Hyland: I thought that speech, plus all the leadership speeches
that preceded it, revealed a fairly conciliatory line on general foreign
policy. But he was a little careful on specific relations with the U.S., as
were all of his leaders. But then in his informal remarks yesterday, he
said he’s coming to the United States after the CSC. So he’s still got, I
think, in the back of his mind a linkage to that and SALT.

In fact, we got a CIA report3 saying that after Gromyko met you,
he prepared a report for the Politburo saying we were toughening our
line on SALT and linking it to the CSC, and the tactics were to get SALT
concessions. And Gromyko recommended that the Russians stand
tough themselves and be prepared for some deterioration of relations.
But I thought the speeches that were conveyed were in an optimistic
mood.

Secretary Kissinger: That Gromyko is a menace, an absolute men-
ace. He doesn’t understand a damn thing about it, and he turns it into
one of these negotiating ploys.

Mr. Hyland: Brezhnev talked as if he didn’t really expect a CSC in
July. He said this year—

Mr. Sonnenfeldt: It was going out of his guidance because I had cor-
respondence from him last week on this CBM business.4 He said that
“Everybody is trying to blackmail us on CSC, and we’re just not going
to accept it. And maybe we should wait until next year with CSC.”

Mr. Hyland: There was one interesting speech in all this. The whole
leadership spoke, you know, in the last two weeks. Andropov, as the
head of the KGB, made a pretty vicious attack5 without relating them
to CSC. But he took up freedom of information, freedom of movement,
and freedom of ideas and so forth—gave each one of them very hard,
which is presumably his job. It stood out like a sore thumb. I don’t
think he would have made such a speech unless—

Secretary Kissinger: What is the situation, Art—that if they don’t
settle by the end of this week we can’t do it any more?

Mr. Hartman: 20 is roughly the last day. It can go on to maybe the
24th. But there are just so many little loose ends that I really don’t think
it’s possible.
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conclusion is almost at hand. On MBFR, he said that progress can be made if both sides
approach talks ‘honestly and objectively’ without attempts to achieve unilateral advan-
tage.” (Ibid., Central Foreign Policy Files)

3 Not found.
4 It is unclear to what correspondence Sonnenfeldt is referring.
5 In a speech on June 9, Soviet KGB chief Yuri Andropov said that “unnamed ad-

versaries in the West were attempting ‘ideological sabotage’ against the Soviet Union
under the guise of calling for democratic reforms there.” (Christopher Wren, “K.G.B.
Chief Says Foreign Foes Lie,” New York Times, June 9, 1975, p. 11)
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Secretary Kissinger: Then the Europeans will cave over the sum-
mer. They’ll accept 250 kilometers. Of course they’ll accept it. It’s one
of these grandstand plays.

I wanted the Conference in the fall, to begin with, so it doesn’t
bother me particularly.

Mr. Hartman: We should tell Genscher today the position that
we’ve taken with Sauvagnargues on the rights, because the Germans
have been told by the French that we have been appealed to again to
change our position and the Germans have continued to maintain their
objections to what Sauvagnargues is trying to do.6

Secretary Kissinger: Well, our position is basically to do what the
Germans want.

Mr. Hartman: Yes. And also to point out to them what our con-
cerns are.

Secretary Kissinger: Well, why don’t you show him the letter?7

That’s the easiest.
Mr. Hartman: Yes.
Secretary Kissinger: Will you have it there for me?
Mr. Hartman: Yes.
Secretary Kissinger: O.K.
(Whereupon, at 9:00 a.m., the Secretary’s Staff Meeting was 

adjourned.)

874 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIX

6 As reported in telegram 9593 from Bonn, June 14, the West Germans still saw
some difficulties with the Belgrade formula and did not like it because “they did not
want to ‘relativate’ responsibilities.” When the Embassy pointed out that the only thing
in the formula that was restricted was “responsibilities,” the Germans said their fear was
that the Soviets would argue that only those QRR’s that were recognized in the QA
would be in effect and not the tripartite allied responsibilities concerning Germany as a
whole (since the Soviets did not recognize that there is such a thing as responsibilities
for Germany as a whole). The Embassy also reported that Sauvagnargues told Genscher
he had asked the United States to reconsider its opposition to the French-Yugoslav for-
mulation. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files) Sauvagnargues’s let-
ter to Kissinger, June 12, is in the Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Presidential
Country Files for Europe and Canada, Box 3, France (5).

7 Kissinger was apparently referring to a draft version of his letter to Sauvagnar-
gues, transmitted in telegram 139951 to Paris, June 16. It reads in part: “In response to
your question, the difficulties we expressed with your formula stemmed, in part, from
a different appreciation of the quadripartite agreement and the quadripartite declara-
tion. We view neither document as providing a comprehensive definition of our re-
sponsibilities.” The letter goes on to propose possible revisions to the Belgrade formula:
eliminating the word “responsibilities” altogether, qualifying the word “responsibilities”
differently, or possibly substituting another formula, such as the CSCE agreement “can-
not and will not affect their rights, obligations and specifically defined or recognized re-
sponsibilities, or the corresponding treaties, agreements and arrangements.” (National
Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files)
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305. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, June 16, 1975, 11:45 a.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Walter Scheel, President of the Federal Republic of Germany
Hans-Dietrich Genscher, Vice Chancellor and Minister of Foreign Affairs of the 

FRG
Ambassador Berndt von Staden, FRG Ambassador to the U.S.
Paul Frank, State Secretary, Director of President’s Office
Dr. Heinz Weber, Foreign Ministry (interpreter)

President Ford
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Secretary of State and Assistant to the President for 

National Security Affairs
Ambassador Martin Hillenbrand, U.S. Ambasador to the FRG
Lt. General Brent Scowcroft, Deputy Assistant to the President for National 

Security Affairs

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

President: What do you foresee about CSCE? Are the compromises
going to permit progress, Mr. Foreign Minister?

Genscher: I hear from Kissinger there is a good prospect of agree-
ment on the 300-kilometer line in CBM’s.

Kissinger: No, I said we would support it. I don’t know about the
Soviet Union.

Genscher: That is the most important thing for us. Then there is
the question of reserved rights2 and how the French will stand. That
is important to me for Berlin.

President: Will the Russians hold fast for follow-on machinery?
Kissinger: Ceausescu argued here for it.3 We are not interested and

neither are the Soviets.
Genscher: I don’t think the Russians will make much of it. They

will probably agree to consultations in 1977.
Kissinger: The Soviets are now going in the other direction—

Gromyko even suggested four years.
Scheel: If not July, then will it meet in September?
Kissinger: Probably October if not July—the elections are in 

September.
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1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Records of the Office of the Counselor, Entry
5339, Box 5, Germany, 1975. Secret; Nodis. The meeting took place in the Oval Office.

2 A reference to quadripartite rights and responsibilities; see Document 304.
3 See Document 299.
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Genscher: The Finns require four weeks to prepare.
Kissinger: We are trying to stay a half step behind Europe. We are

not pushing for July.
Scheel: I didn’t see any real push from the Soviet Union.
Kissinger: I have the impression they want it in July. Their plan-

ning seems geared to that. Since 300 kilometers are the only issue, they
could resolve it tomorrow if they wanted.

Genscher: I think they have one fixed date—the Party Conference
in early ‘76. Three months after CSCE they want a summit meeting of
Communist leaders to prepare for the Party Congress.

Scheel: Isn’t it in our interest to facilitate their Congress, because
this is a basic policy determination for them—whether or not to con-
tinue détente?

Kissinger: Yes. I think that is why a successful CSCE and SALT
have symbolic importance.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

306. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, June 16, 1975, 3:30–4:30 p.m.

SUBJECT

Secretary’s Tour d’Horizon with FRG Foreign Minister Genscher

PARTICIPANTS

FRG
Hans-Dietrich Genscher, Foreign Minister
Dr. Juergen Ruhfus, Deputy Assistant Secretary, Foreign Office
Niels Hansen, Minister, FRG Embassy
Dr. Klaus Terfloth, Press Counselor, Foreign Office
Juergen Chrobog, Personal Assistant to the Foreign Minister

US
The Secretary
Helmut Sonnenfeldt, Counselor
Arthur A. Hartman, Assistant Secretary for European Affairs

876 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIX

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files, P820123–1320. 
Secret; Nodis. Drafted by Anderson and cleared by Hartman. Approved by James Covey
(S) on July 22.
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David Anderson, Director, EUR/CE (notetaker)
Harry Obst, OPR/LS (interpreter)

The Secretary: We have just received an irate communication from
the Soviets accusing us of delaying the CSCE.2 We are in our usual
happy position of being accused by our Western allies of speeding the
negotiations up and by the Soviets of slowing them down. The fact is
that we are doing neither.

Genscher: We are in no particular hurry to conclude the talks. The
summit could take place in the fall if necessary. What is important is
to have a constructive Stage II. There are of course still some open ques-
tions. For example, what about the language on quadripartite rights?

The Secretary: I have just had an exchange of correspondence with
Sauvagnargues on this subject. He wrote me complaining about our
not supporting him on this subject. I have written him back and ex-
plained our position and I believe it is one that is close to your own.
Let me give you a copy of my letter.3

Genscher: I spoke in Paris with Sauvagnargues on Friday about
this problem.4 The French are aware of our German reservations con-
cerning the present text, and I have the feeling that the French will be
making further efforts to find a solution.

The Secretary: What about the question of CBMs? If the Soviets
agree to a zone of 300 kilometers, can you accept the other two parts
of their proposal, i.e., the 18-day pre-notification and the 25,000 troop
level?

Genscher: Only the depth of the zone is a question for us. On that
we remain firm. The other parts of the proposal pose no problem for
us.

The Secretary: Fine. Then let us now see what happens in Geneva.
My preference all along was for a summit in September but I had to
be careful: if some European wished to make the inevitable last minute
concessions, I did not want the US to be too far behind.
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2 Document 303.
3 See footnote 7, Document 304. On June 18, Sonnenfeldt and Hartman wrote Sherer

in telegram 142540 to Geneva: “The Secretary has discussed the QRR problem this week
with Genscher, who can support either of first two changes suggested in our letter to
Sauvagnargues. Genscher dislikes, however, the minor modifications of French formula
put forth in our fallback position because he thinks it does not provide sufficient pro-
tection of allied rights. The Secretary has assured Genscher that we would support Ger-
man desires in moving toward a final compromise on this issue. You should pursue
search for a final compromise on QRR text with other representatives of Bonn Group at
Geneva, bearing in mind our desire to support German wishes while leaving initiative
primarily to the French.” (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files)

4 See footnote 6, Document 304.
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Genscher: What is the exact state of play right now on the CBMs?
Do we expect a new Soviet proposal?

The Secretary: I think we have put our position to them on the
non-acceptability of the latest proposal made in Vienna. A counter-
proposal was to have been put forward by the Western side.

Hartman: I think the UK or one of the other neutrals is to put the
new Western position to the Soviets today. Perhaps this irate Soviet re-
action was an answer to that new proposal.

The Secretary: No, I don’t think so. We instructed Ambassador
Sherer to tell the Soviets that the 250 kilometer proposal was not suf-
ficient,5 and I think the Soviets may be reacting to that statement.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

5 In telegram 138400 to Geneva, June 13, Sonnenfeldt and Hartman told Sherer to
contact Kovalev and inform him that “we tried our best but were unable to persuade
our allies to accept the Soviet proposal of 250 kilometers, 30,000 men and 18 days for
the CBM on maneuvers, despite our strong emphasis that these figures were acceptable
to us.” The telegram continued: “You should not suggest alternative parameters of 300
kilometers, 25,000 men, and 21 days to Kovalev. Instead, you should get in touch im-
mediately with your UK colleague, in his capacity as NATO caucus leader on CBM’s,
and ask him either to suggest to Kovalev what it takes to nail down a final compromise
or have him ask the Austrian neutral caucus leader to do so.” (National Archives, RG
59, Central Foreign Policy Files)

307. Transcript of Telephone Conversation Between Secretary of
State Kissinger and the Soviet Ambassador (Dobrynin)1

Washington, June 17, 1975, 12:47 p.m.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

D: Just for your information, because I called you yesterday,2 for
your own—we approached I should say, there was a British, I guess
French and West German—similar but without mentioning as I un-
derstand difficulty about this conference [from now on].

878 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIX

1 Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Kissinger and Scowcroft West
Wing Office Files, Box 3, Dobrynin/Kissinger Telcons (3). No classification marking.
Brackets, with the exception of those indicating omission of unrelated material, are in
the original.

2 No record of this telephone conversation has been found.
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K: Now, I think frankly—I talked to the Germans yesterday.3 We
don’t say it that explicitly. If you could accept 300 kilometers, we can
take care of the other two items—of the size of the forces and the days—
and I really don’t see how 50 kilometers can make any real difference.

D: No, you see the question is, quite frankly and off-the-record—
the question is not a difference or no difference, the question rather is
as Gromyko shall say himself—feels a little bit in a rather awkward sit-
uation. And I know what I’m telling you because he was so sure really
that when—

K: Well, I was pretty sure. And frankly, I’ll tell you this—let me
tell you this, if you want to wait—if you want to have the conference
delayed til September, I think you can get 250. If you wait long enough,
they’re going to give ground.

D: Yeah, I understand.
K: So it is really a question of—I don’t think they’re going to hold

out beyond the end of the summer, but if you want rapid progress,
then I think that’s the answer.

D: Well, I may put this as your remark as thinking aloud, but not
as a recommendation, all right?

K: That is my—you know, that is my advice as a friend.
D: I understand.
K: From our point of view, there is nothing to be gained. I mean,

the basic thing—
D: [What I speak about, not too highly] because I’m just telling

you quite frankly, Henry—this is rather a matter now—maybe he could
[not comment ?]; I’m sure he could be as of now, it stands exactly, be-
cause I know what I’m telling you. Because he himself convinced Brezh-
nev and all the other leaders that now he has the word of Henry so
everything is all right. And then if it turns out not to be the case, it
doesn’t matter who will really hear . . . Unintentionally. No, I’m just
telling you.

K: What I think we can—so look, my judgment turned out to be
right. What turned out to be wrong was the speed with which I could
get it implemented.

D: Yeah. So if you say they could wait until September, then it will
be all right. Do you think that it’s possible then to have this agreement
or would you have it with you? I mean—

K: I think there is a better than 50/50 chance that we can over-
come the objections if you wait long enough.
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3 See Document 306.
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D: Yes, until September.
K: If you wait until September. But I don’t think we can do it with-

out going—you know, then we go through 3 weeks of stalemate, and
then we can say look here, we’ve now done our best and now we think
you ought to move.

D: I understand your point. Well, I could mention to Gromyko that
you are just thinking aloud of the situation.

K: Conversely if he wants to move fast, we will support 30,000 and
18 days, so you get two out of three.

D: But it’s most important that other—this is exactly one.
K: Oh, none of them are important.
D: Out of three. No, I understand. It is not whether the matter is

of his personal thing. It’s not really a question of more importance, I
agree with you. But it’s a question of how he—I don’t know how he
is handling now.

K: I don’t even know how they are going to count the 30,000. And
how that’s going to be considered.

D: Yeah, I understand. So as of now, I mention to you that you
think it’s another pretty good [omission in original transcript] but
rather a question of as your own thinking.

K: That’s right. And I’m sending over a formal note.4

D: You send already, yeah?
K: I am sending it now. I am giving it to General Scowcroft.
D: Okay. So he will send it to me.
K: Okay. I’ve got to run. I’ve got to see the German.5

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

880 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIX

4 Document 308.
5 Genscher. No record of this meeting has been found.
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308. Note From President Ford to Soviet General Secretary
Brezhnev1

Washington, undated.

The President has carefully considered the oral message from Gen-
eral Secretary Brezhnev delivered by Ambassador Dobrynin on June
16.2 The President agrees that there has been major progress in recent
weeks at the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe and
he fully appreciates the constructive role of the Soviet Union in bring-
ing this about. From a review of events at the conference, it can be said
that there is now a strong movement to bring it to a successful con-
clusion in the very near future. We are not aware of any deliberate ef-
forts to delay the conference; in any case, the United States will con-
tinue, as it has in the past, to use the influence at its disposal to bring
about compromise solutions on issues where differences still exist.

As the General Secretary will have been informed, we moved 
immediately following the very positive Soviet proposals concerning
the advance notification of maneuvers—and we agree that these were
indeed a breakthrough—to have this problem solved on the basis of
the Soviet parameters. While we regret that it did not prove possible,
despite our efforts, to persuade others to go along with the solution
proposed, it is our strong conviction that a compromise can be achieved
in the very near future. If the depth of territory subject to notification
were set at 300 km, the United States believes it can persuade its allies
to accept the other parameters as proposed by the Soviet side.

The President would like the General Secretary to know that we
have been in the most intensive contact with our Allies in recent days
in an effort to bring matters to a rapid conclusion and we will continue
these contacts. We remain prepared to set the beginning of the final
stage during the week of July 21 or, at any rate, before the end of July.
Once the question of maneuver notification has been settled, our rep-
resentatives should be in immediate contact to determine how best to
bring about conference acceptance of this time frame, bearing in mind
the fact that more than 30 sovereign states are involved.
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1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Records of the Office of the Counselor, Entry
5339, Box 7, Soviet Union. No classification marking. A handwritten note at the top of
the page reads: “Delivered to Amb. Dobrynin 1:45 p.m., Tues., June 17, 1975.” The note
was drafted by Sonnenfeldt and forwarded to the President by Kissinger. (Ibid.)

2 Document 303.
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309. Transcript of Telephone Conversation Between Secretary of
State Kissinger and the Soviet Ambassador (Dobrynin)1

Washington, June 18, 1975, 9:12 a.m.

D: In connection with this parameter. What he [Gromyko?] is ver-
ifying is before taking a final position, he said all of this mentioned
about parameters was clear misunderstanding. He said you discussed
it with him in Vienna.

K: That is correct. I know there are some of our Western allies that
are changing their minds on that but we will not support them.

D: I will tell him you will support it.
K: I will firmly support it.
D: I mentioned this to him yesterday.
K: Also tell him I made this clear to the Germans yesterday.2

D: I will say on behalf of NATO. . . .
K: I think we can hold that together. I think the Dutch or one or

two others will object but we will not go along with it. I am quite con-
fident that we can hold this.

D: This is one question he was asking me urgently to give him a
reply.

K: Right.
D: If you could see me today about our meeting.
K: It may be better on Monday.3

D: O.K. with me.
K: We will do it on Monday.

882 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIX

1 Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Kissinger and Scowcroft West
Wing Office Files, Box 3, Dobrynin/Kissinger Telcons (3). No classification marking. 

2 No record of this June 17 meeting has been found. For Genscher’s meetings with
Kissinger on June 16, see Documents 305 and 306.

3 June 23.

320-672/B428-S/40001

1370_A57-A61.qxd  12/7/07  8:10 AM  Page 882



310. Memorandum of Conversation1

Washington, June 19, 1975, 4:05–5:02 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

NATO Secretary General Joseph Luns
NATO Deputy Secretary General Pansa Cedronio
Assistant Secretary General for Defense Planning and Policy Colin Humphreys
Ambassador Andre de Staercke, Belgium
Ambassador Arthur Menzies, Canada
Ambassador Ankar Svart, Denmark
Ambassador Francois de Rose, France
Ambassador Franz Krapf, Germany
Ambassador Byron Theodoropoulos, Greece
Ambassador Tomas Tomasson, Iceland
Ambassador Felice Catalano, Italy
Ambassador Marcel Fischback, Luxembourg
Ambassador A. K. F. (Karel) Hartogh, Netherlands
Ambassador Rolf Busch, Norway
Ambassador Joao de Freitas Cruz, Portugal
Ambassador Orhan Eralp, Turkey
Ambassador Sir Edward Peck, United Kingdom
Ambassador David K. E. Bruce, United States

The President
Henry A. Kissinger, Secretary of State
James R. Schlesinger, Secretary of Defense
Donald Rumsfeld, Assistant to the President
Brent Scowcroft, Deputy Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
Robert Goldwin, Special Consultant to the President
H. Allan Holmes, Director, Office of NATO and Atlantic Political-Military 

Affairs, Department of State
A. Denis Clift, Senior Staff Member, National Security Council

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

President: [Omitted here is an unrelated comment.] I also think
that we, that the United States, should continue détente with the So-
viet Union. This can be helpful in areas of importance to the Alliance.
We are extending our negotiations in SALT II; there is no resolution as
yet but we are building on the Vladivostok meeting of last December.
The MBFR negotiations, the negotiations in Geneva—without consid-
eration of Phase III—have shown progress in Phase I. What are the
numbers, Henry?
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1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Records of the Office of the Counselor, Entry
5339, Box 3, HS Official, Chron. Secret; Nodis. Drafted by Clift. The meeting took place
in the Cabinet Room at the White House. Luns and the NATO Permanent Representa-
tives visited the United States June 18–20 to meet the President and to participate in a
symposium at the U.S. Naval Academy in Annapolis.
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Secretary Kissinger: In MBFR or CSCE—in MBFR there are some
28 to 32 thousand on our side to 68 thousand on their side, together
with equipment.2

President: The point I am making is that in Phase I we are on dead
center. I know that consultations have gone forward on the nuclear el-
ement and that we are now looking at the question of including Per-
shings and some of our aircraft.3 Is it the F–104s?

Secretary Schlesinger: F–4s, sir.
President: We are also interested in the European security negoti-

ations. I understand that there is now some movement, and if there is
an acceptable compromise I would assume there will be something in
Helsinki in the latter part of July. These are among the principal issues
that we see of interest to the Alliance, together with standardization,
rationalization, and other matters of present concern.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

Secretary General Luns: On one other matter, Mr. President, until
the day before yesterday my impression was that the Helsinki meet-
ing would not be held in the near future because of the lack of progress
in the Conference and because the Finns need a month to prepare for
the meeting. This morning I heard that the Soviet Union had been in
touch with several governments—I don’t know if the United States 
was one—concerning a July 22 starting date for the meeting. I was sur-
prised since it was my impression that the feeling is in Geneva that it
wouldn’t be held earlier than the end of September. How do you view
this?

President: We haven’t been pushing this. We have continued to
feel that our Western Alliance partners should be the main parties in-
volved in directing the pace of the negotiations. I must admit that 
I have been concentrating so heavily on other matters—the Greek-
Turkish question with the Congress, for example—that I haven’t taken
a fresh look at this with Henry. Henry?

Secretary Kissinger: The Soviets have proposed a July 22 date. Our
position continues to be that we are prepared to meet whenever the
second stage is completed satisfactorily. We haven’t accepted or rejected
the Soviet proposal, and we won’t agree to a date before the second
stage of the Conference is finished. You should all know this so that
we won’t be whipsawed by the Soviet Government contacting each of
our governments and saying that one or the other of us has agreed to

884 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIX

2 See footnote 2, Document 345.
3 See Document 357.
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this or that. Our instructions, to be completely frank to you, to our Am-
bassador in Geneva are to stay a half a step behind the Europeans—
and to let you drag us into the Conference. We aren’t pressing, and we
aren’t holding back.4 Until the Soviet Union makes a concession 
on the question of three hundred kilometers, Basket I will not be 
completed.

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

4 On June 28, Hartman updated Kissinger on progress toward setting a date for the
final conference in Helsinki. A transcript of their telephone conversation reads in part:
“K[issinger]: When is it most likely to be—the 28th or the 22nd [of July]? H[artman]:
Bud’s guess is that people are moving toward the 28th. The Soviets have insisted on the
22nd. K: They’ll yield on that. H: I think they will. K: Well, let us stay out of it.” Kissinger
continued, “just let the Russians fight it out with the Europeans. It’s a matter of total 
indifference to me.” “Bud” was Sherer’s nickname. (Department of State, Electronic
Reading Room, Kissinger Transcripts of Telephone Conversations, http://foia.state.gov/
documents/kissinger/0000C07D.pdf)

311. Minutes of Secretary of State Kissinger’s Staff Meeting1

Washington, July 7, 1975, 8 a.m.

IN ATTENDANCE

Secretary of State Kissinger—Chairman
D Mr. Ingersoll
P Mr. Sisco
E Mr. Robinson
T Mr. Maw
M Mr. Eagleburger
AF Mr. Davis
ARA Mr. Rogers
EA Mr. Habib
EUR Mr. Hartman
NEA Mr. Atherton
INR Mr. Hyland
S/P Mr. Lord
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1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Transcripts of Secretary of State Kissinger’s
Staff Meetings, 1973–1977, Entry 5177, Box 7, Secretary’s Staff Meetings. Secret. An at-
tached summary of the meeting’s outcome reads in part: “CSCE developments. Secre-
tary wants it understood that we absolutely could not attend European Security Conference in
August.”
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EB Mr. Enders
S/PRS Mr. Anderson
PM Mr. Vest
IO Mr. Buffum
L Mr. Leigh
S/S Mr. Springsteen
S Mr. Bremer
S Mr. Barbian
H Mr. Goldberg (Acting)

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

Secretary Kissinger: How is the European Security Conference?
Mr. Hartman: Do you think that’s foreign policy? (Laughter.)
Secretary Kissinger: That’s at least foreign.
Mr. Hartman: Well, the only thing that I think can actually bring

a conclusion to that conference is the cooperation that now seems to
be under way between the Soviets and the Germans.

Now, it will take the Soviets to hold the Finns. The Finns want to
say, “Sorry, you can’t have this conference in July because you didn’t
give us the go-ahead at the time.” The Soviets, I’m sure, are going to
try to hold the Finns to keep open the possibility of a July conference
because I think that there are a number of countries that can have—

Secretary Kissinger: But this isn’t the sort of problem—
Mr. Hartman: The Germans are fine. We’re now at the point where

the Romanians are holding up one piece, and that’s the key piece for
the Germans. In other words, until the Germans agree on a funda-
mental language—

Secretary Kissinger: What’s their complaint?
Mr. Hartman: Their complaint is it doesn’t talk enough about the

sovereignty of states—that, somehow or other, it affects the Romanian
claims on its borders.2 And the Soviets have been talking to them, try-
ing to talk them out of their objection. But they are the last ones to—
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2 Telegram 2622 from Geneva, April 16, reported that the Romanian representative
to the CSCE, Lipatti, informed the U.S. delegation that the language on peaceful change
of March 17 was “unacceptable to Bucharest.” Lipatti said that “as now drafted it was
an invitation to border changes, not an exception to rule of border inviolability.” The Ro-
manian fear, the telegram noted, “was that Soviets would interpret ‘inviolability’ as ap-
plying to themselves and ‘change’ as applying to their allies.” The telegram continued
that the “primary problem, according to Lipatti, was to reinstate the word ‘only,’ so that
text again looked like an exception, not an invitation.” The Romanians suggested “that
this could be done in various ways, e.g., inserting it between ‘changed’ and ‘in accor-
dance with’; inserting it between ‘international law’ and ‘by peaceful means’; or by re-
ordering the text to read: ‘can be changed by peaceful means and by agreement, only in
accordance with international law.’” (Ibid., Central Foreign Policy Files)
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Secretary Kissinger: But why? Is it the affirmation of the sover-
eignty of states that makes it harder to change borders?

Mr. Hartman: That’s right. And you’d think with their Bessarabian
and other claims3—

Secretary Kissinger: They might be worried about them.
Mr. Hartman: —they may be worried about them. There are a lot

of Hungarians leaving Romania now going back to Hungary. That is
the fundamental issue for the Germans. Unless that clause is agreed
to, they cannot go ahead with what is now the French plan—which
would be to agree on the 28th in principle, subject to all the conference
documents being finished up by the 14th.

Secretary Kissinger: The point is: Delaying it till August, there’s
no substantive position on which the issues will improve.

Mr. Hartman: That’s right.
There’s another issue—that is, to extend all the provisions of the

conference, declarations and so forth. Berlin and the Soviets have ac-
cepted this.

Secretary Kissinger: But who doesn’t?
Mr. Hartman: Well, the Turks have a difficulty. They want to take

an exception on the maneuver provision because they don’t want it to
apply to areas out of Cyprus.4 You know, there’s just a whole bunch of
very small issues. And no one, other than the Germans, is taking a firm
leadership.

Secretary Kissinger: It’s now 250 kilometers.
Mr. Hartman: It’s 250, 25,000 men.
Secretary Kissinger: It’s certainly stupid that the Germans would

agree to 275.
Mr. Hartman: Well, they didn’t want to be accused of holding up

the conference.
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3 Telegram 2004 from Bucharest, May 9, reported the reaction of the Romanian Gov-
ernment and Romanian historians to various assertions made by Soviet historians in a
publication commemorating the 50th anniversary of the Moldovan Soviet Socialist Re-
public. Ceausescu, it reported, “was attacking particularly Soviet claims that tsarist em-
pire ‘liberated’ Bessarabia (part of historic Romanian lands since Dark Ages) from Turks
in 1812 in ‘progressive’ move and that a separate ‘Moldavian language and people’ had
formed within USSR.” The telegram noted that “most ominous to Romanian historians
was fact that a few Soviet colleagues seemed to be hinting that Soviet ‘Moldavia’ did
not necessarily end at Prut River” and that historical nucleus of this Soviet republic
“might be due for more expansion in future if GOR did not come to heel.” (Ibid.) Ro-
mania ceded Bessarabia to the Soviet Union at the end of World War II.

4 Telegram 4318 from Geneva, June 10, reported Turkey’s position on applying
CSCE’s proposed confidence-building measures to Cyprus. (Ibid.)
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Secretary Kissinger: I think we could have got 300, but we could
certainly have got 275.

It makes no difference. It makes absolutely no difference to it.
Mr. Hartman: I think we ought to have our fellow say a little more

clearly today that August is absolutely out.
Secretary Kissinger: That’s right. Just tell them August is out.
Mr. Hartman: That might, in fact, bring some of the others around,

because I think many of them are counting on August as a fallback.
Secretary Kissinger: Just tell them August is out for us.5

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

5 Kissinger and Hartman further discussed the issue in a telephone conversation on
July 8. A transcript of their discussion reads in part: “K[issinger]: On the European Secu-
rity Conference, I don’t see that we can let it slip beyond July 29, or if worse comes to
worse, the very end of August. H[artman]: The last few days. K: Yes. H: OK. I got the word
around yesterday about all of August. I think the Finns are getting angry with everybody.
They say they’re going to slip a day every day they miss getting an agreement in Geneva.
I called the Romanian Ambassador and said they could not change the [omission in tran-
script] in my judgment. They’re still trying to make all kinds of changes in Geneva. K: Yes.
H: We’ll be in touch. K: Just make sure it doesn’t slip back to that week. H: How about it
on Wednesday or Friday? Is that too late? That would leave practically no time at the other
end. K: Yes, it makes it tough. H: The end of August is better. That would allow more time
to make sure all documents are in order: K: Let’s say the 28th. H: OK.” (Department of
State, Electronic Reading Room, Kissinger Transcripts of Telephone Conversations,
http://foia.state.gov/documents/kissinger/0000C093.pdf)

312. Briefing Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of State
for European Affairs (Hartman) to Secretary of State
Kissinger1

Washington, July 8, 1975.

CSCE

Your meeting with Gromyko takes place during what may be the last full
week of negotiations at Geneva. There are no significant differences be-
tween US and Soviet positions on remaining CSCE issues which in-
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1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Records of Henry Kissinger, Entry 5403, Box
14, Briefing Memos 1975, Folder 4. Secret. Drafted by Frowick. Sent through Sonnen-
feldt. Lodal initialed for Hartman.
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volve mainly EC-Soviet disputes over details or last minute haggling
by the smaller powers, especially the Dutch and Romanians.

If Gromyko attacks us for not effectively lining up Allied support
for compromised texts, you might point to Romanian obstructionism
on the Warsaw Pact side.

This paper briefly outlines issues and offers suggested talking points.

Timing of Stage III

The CSCE Coordinating Committee is holding intensive discus-
sions aimed at setting a date for commencement of stage III, and it is
not possible to predict where this issue will stand on July 11, when you
meet Gromyko. The French formally proposed on July 72 that the
Helsinki finale take place before the end of July, provided all remain-
ing texts are registered by mid-month, and over half of the CSCE del-
egations reportedly now favor a July summit. But the Finns adamantly
insist they must have three weeks advance notification from Geneva
in order to make arrangements.

Your Talking Points

—We are impressed with the substantial progress achieved in
Geneva in recent weeks and, for our part, would consider a late July
stage III meeting both desirable and feasible.

—However, there are those among our allies, your allies and the
neutrals who insist that key unresolved issues be settled before a flat
commitment is made to any specific date.

Basket 1—Principles

The Allies are supporting Genscher’s efforts to register final texts
on quadripartite rights, peaceful change, and a “Europe clause” ex-
tending CSCE benefits to all of Europe (including Berlin), before de-
claring their willingness to attend the Helsinki finale on a precise date.
Virtually all other questions related to the declaration of principles are
now settled.

QRR. On July 5, the following revised text was agreed, ad refer-
endum to governments:

“The participating states, paying due regard to the principles
above and, in particular, to the first sentence of (the tenth principle),
note that the present (title of document) does not affect their rights and
obligations, nor the corresponding treaties and other agreements and
arrangements.”3
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2 Telegram 5256 from Geneva, July 7, reported on the French proposal. (Ibid., Cen-
tral Foreign Policy Files)

3 Telegram 5243 from Geneva, July 7, reported on the registration of the text. (Ibid.)
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We support this text and continue to follow the lead of France on
QRR matters.

Your Talking Points

—We support the recently revised text on quadripartite rights 
and responsibilities and hope that it will provide the basis for a final
compromise.

—We have supported the French initiatives and appreciate Soviet
flexibility on QRR matters.

Peaceful Change. The Four Powers plus both Germanies are ready
to register the peaceful change formulation, which we negotiated with
the Soviets. However, the Romanians have asked that the text be re-
vised, mainly by linking it specifically to sovereign equality language
in the first principle.4 We have emphasized to the Romanians our strong
hope that they drop efforts to change this hard-won compromise 
formulation.

Your Talking Point

—We believe it would be in everyone’s interest to persuade Ro-
mania to drop its request that the peaceful change text be modified;
Soviet help in this regard would be welcome.

“Europe Clause.” On July 5, the Soviets and FRG worked out a com-
promise text extending CSCE benefits to all of Europe, implicitly in-
cluding Berlin.5 Subsequently, the FRG has sought to steer this text to-
ward rapid provisional registration.

Your Talking Point

—We welcome the Soviet and FRG success in developing a “Eu-
rope clause” and believe it only proper that results of this Conference
on Security and Cooperation in Europe should be extended to all 
Europeans.

Basket 1—CBMs

Since your last meeting with Gromyko, the Soviets have come
around to acceptance of realistic parameters for the maneuvers CBM—
250 kilometers, 25,000 troops, and 21 days—and are ready to accept
compromise texts on maneuvers as well as movements, provided Ankara
drops its demands for notification within only a limited zone of 100 kilo-
meters inland from the Turkish sea coast.6 The Turks, however, are stub-

890 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIX

4 Telegram 5273 from Geneva, July 8, reported on Romania’s position. (Ibid.)
5 Telegram 5257 from Geneva, July 7, reported on the Soviet-West German com-

promise. (Ibid.)
6 Telegram 5186 from Geneva, July 3, reported on the Soviet position. (Ibid.)
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bornly pressing their insistence on exceptions and show little predilec-
tion as yet to give way to a compromise acceptable to all parties. At last
report, Turkey indicated it would take its case to the NATO Council on
July 9. The Soviets recently accepted a CBM on movements based on “vol-
untary” notification, and Gromyko may emphasize the need for un-
equivocal NATO acceptance of the “voluntary basis” concept. In NATO,
the Dutch continue to balk at voluntary notification, and in the Warsaw
Pact, the Romanians also object to this concept.

Your Talking Points

—We welcome Moscow’s acceptance of realistic parameters for the
CBM on notification of maneuvers.

—It is now necessary for both of us to press our Allies to accept
final compromises that will permit swift registration of voluntary
CBMs on maneuvers and movements.

Basket 2

The last remaining substantive hurdle to concluding Basket 2 ne-
gotiations is development of a text ensuring reciprocity in reduction of
trade barriers. We are following the lead of the Nine in their attempt
to work out with the Soviets a balanced formulation taking account of
MFN, EC quantitative restrictions, and COMECON trading practices.

Your Talking Point

—We hope all parties will display realism in the search for a final
compromise on the question of reciprocity in the reduction of trade
barriers.

Basket 3

—Since their positive reaction, on the eve of the NATO summit,
to the Western “global initiative” on basket 3 texts concerning human
contacts and information, the Soviets have shown great flexibility on
all basket 3 questions, and all texts in this area are now provisionally
registered.7

Your Talking Points

—We warmly welcome Moscow’s flexibility in recent weeks in per-
mitting a satisfactory conclusion to the negotiations in basket 3.

—We had long argued for realism on basket 3 issues with our Al-
lies, and we are pleased that the Soviet Union ultimately reciprocated
with realistic positions of its own.
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7 Telegram 5205 from Geneva, July 6, reported that all the texts for Basket III had
been provisionally registered. (Ibid.)
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Basket 4—Follow-up

With the Swedes chairing a Special Working Group on follow-up,
negotiations are nearly complete on a satisfactory compromise text
which will probably provide for: a preparatory meeting 18 months af-
ter completion of stage III; a meeting of senior officials about 24 months
after stage III; decisions in follow-up to be taken by consensus; future
meetings to be rotated among CSCE capitals; and acceptance, in prin-
ciple, of a new Conference at some time in the future. The Soviets have
displayed flexibility in the Working Group, while trying to enhance the
political content of follow-up arrangements.

Your Talking Point

—We are following with interest the negotiations on a final com-
promise on post-CSCE follow-up arrangements, and are prepared to
join a consensus on this issue.

Final Document

The Soviets have accepted inclusion of a disclaimer in the CSCE
final document making clear its politically, but not legally, binding char-
acter and the submission of a letter to the UN Secretary General, the
effect of which is to draw a distinction between international treaties
and/or legally binding agreements, on one side, and the CSCE decla-
rations of intent, on the other.

Your Talking Point

—We appreciate Soviet flexibility in negotiations on CSCE final
document, which appears to be taking shape in a manner acceptable
to all sides.

Helsinki Summit and Public Opinion

We suggest that you consider discussing with Gromyko the US
and Soviet approaches to characterization of CSCE results. You could
get across that if Brezhnev takes an extreme position in propagandiz-
ing CSCE as, for example, a quasi World War II peace conference, the
Allies will inevitably have to react sharply.

Your Talking Point

—We believe it is in the interest of all sides to display moderation
in characterizing the results of CSCE as a useful, if limited, step for-
ward in the continuing process of East-West détente.8

892 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIX
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8 Kissinger subsequently discussed the status of CSCE in a meeting with President
Ford on July 9. A memorandum of their conversation reads in part: “President: What
about CSCE? Kissinger: It is hung up on things that are out of our hands. The Finns are
getting mad. It may have to be postponed until the end of August.” (Ford Library, Na-
tional Security Adviser, Memoranda of Conversation, Box 13)
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313. Memorandum of Conversation1

Geneva, July 10, 1975, 5:15–6:35 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Andrei A. Gromyko, Member of the Politburo of the Central Committee of the 
CPSU and Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR

Anatoli G. Kovalev, Deputy Foreign Minister and Chief of Soviet Delegation to 
CSCE

Anatoli F. Dobrynin, Ambassador to the United States
Georgi M. Korniyenko, Chief of the American Department and Member of the 

Collegium, Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Vasily G. Makarov, Chef de Cabinet to the Foreign Minister
Viktor M. Sukhodrev, Counsellor, Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Interpreter)
Oleg M. Sokolov, Chief, American Section of the American Department
Yuri E. Fokin, Special Assistant to the Foreign Minister

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

Amb. Walter J. Stoessel, Jr., Ambassador to the USSR
Helmut Sonnenfeldt, Counselor of the Department of State
Winston Lord, Director, Policy Planning Staff
Amb. Albert W. Sherer, Jr., Chief of U.S. Delegation to CSCE
William G. Hyland, Director, INR
Jan M. Lodal, NSC Staff
Mark Garrison, Director, Office of Soviet Union Affairs
Peter W. Rodman, NSC Staff

SUBJECT

CSCE

[Large bottles of Coca-Cola were on the table]
Kissinger: This is the biggest Coca-Cola I’ve ever seen.
Gromyko: Our Pepsi Cola, when you pour it into a glass, it’s full

and it remains full after two minutes. Your Pepsi, after you pour it, it’s
half gone.
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1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Records of the Office of the Counselor, Entry
5339, Box 7, Soviet Union. Secret; Nodis. Drafted by Rodman. The meeting took place at
the Soviet Mission in Geneva. All brackets are in the original. Lodal wrote in his daily
log about the meeting and the arrival of Kissinger and his staff in Geneva: “We arrived
in Geneva about 4:00, checked into the hotel (which was not air conditioned and very
uncomfortable on a hot, sunny day), and then headed to the Soviet mission for our first
meeting with Gromyko at about 5:00. Kissinger and Gromyko had a very brief (5 minute)
private meeting, and then we went into the main meeting. We held talks about CSCE
for about two hours. Most of the discussions centered on how to handle Malta (Mintoff),
which had hung up the conference at the last minute. Kissinger was trying to be coop-
erative with Gromyko, while realizing we had a little bit more at stake in Malta than do
the Soviets.” (Ford Library, NSC Program Analysis, Jan Lodal Convenience Files, Box 70,
Daily Log)
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Kissinger: Ours—you pay for it all, and don’t get it.
Gromyko: That’s why you are so rich. Why do we have Pepsi Cola

and not Coca-Cola?
Dobrynin: Because their chairman is more energetic.
Kissinger: And he was a friend.
Gromyko: May I greet the Secretary of State and all other gentle-

men who are here with him.
We are indeed pleased to have this new opportunity to exchange

views on several important problems. These matters we are to discuss
relate both to our bilateral relations and to broad international con-
cerns. I would submit—and we had a brief exchange on this a minute
or two ago—that we start by having a word on European affairs and
the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe.

Those were my brief opening remarks and our proposal.
Kissinger: Mr. Foreign Minister, let me say I am glad we are meet-

ing again, and given the responsibility of our two countries, the in-
creasing regularity of our discussions is important to the stability of
the world and we should meet even if we have no urgent matters to
discuss.

In spite of the public notices you may hear from America, the Pres-
ident and I are committed to the course we have pursued since 1972
and we believe it is of great importance to peace and security of the
world.

As for the agenda, I am in agreement.
Gromyko: Then let us begin to exchange views on the European

situation and, first and foremost, the European Security Conference.
Would you like to say a few words first?

Kissinger: In my experience no one understands the European Se-
curity Conference as the Foreign Minister does. As I understand it, the
only thing holding up agreement on the date is Malta,2 and all the is-
sues are settled. They are getting ready to register all the rest. As I said

894 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIX

2 Telegram Tosec 60025/161676 to Geneva, July 10, contained Hartman’s assess-
ment of the status of the CSCE negotiations: “Agreement on a late-July CSCE summit
remains blocked by actions of smaller states—especially Malta and Romania—which re-
fuse to join consensus on certain issues until they receive satisfaction on questions of
primary interest to them.” The telegram continued: “The Maltese indicated that Dom
Mintoff would send a special envoy to Geneva to pin down a compromise Mediterranean
declaration and that until this was accomplished, Malta would prevent agreement on
follow-up. This action prompted Romanians to block registration of QRR text. Failure to
register QRR as well as ‘peaceful change’ formulation (also blocked by Romania) caused
FRG delegation to oppose any explicit target date for stage III.” (National Archives, RG
59, Central Foreign Policy Files)
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to the press in Paris,3 our government favors the most rapid possible
conclusion, preferably at the end of this month. I understand the date
they’re now talking about is July 30th.

Gromyko: I would say the following: The situation at the Euro-
pean Security Conference as of today is this. In substance, practically
all questions have been agreed upon. If perhaps there are some third-
rate nuances, we believe, given the desire, it would require hours—
literally hours—to clear away all those nuances, and would take a mat-
ter of days to prepare all the texts for signing. There is a question which
is of particular interest to Turkey and they have not given final agree-
ment, and that relates to the depth of the zone on one’s territory for
giving notice of troop maneuvers. But the basic question is setting a
definite date for the final stage of the European Security Conference.
Everyone seems to be in agreement with the Canadian proposal4 to be-
gin the final stage on July 30th, although we have not given our for-
mal approval because we believe more suitable is the proposal you and
I discussed, and in fact no one in the Conference objected to it.

Kissinger: To meet on the 22nd.
Gromyko: And no one objected.
Kissinger: It’s a little late now.
Gromyko: If we don’t agree on an earlier date, we’ll probably agree

to July 30.
It is true we are now faced with a most formidable force—Malta—

and there does seem to be the real possibility that Malta will twist all
the others into a ram’s horn. But let us see whether all the European
states can talk Malta into July 30th as a real possibility. I think it is a
possibility.
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3 Kissinger visited Paris from July 9 to 10 for talks with Sauvagnargues and Gis-
card d’Estaing. On July 10, he and Sauvagnargues held a press conference. Kissinger re-
sponded to a question on the European security conference as follows: “With respect to
the European Security Conference, I believe that both our countries are of the view that
it should be brought to a conclusion as rapidly as possible and that both our delegations
are working in that sense at Geneva.” (Department of State Bulletin, August 4, 1975, 
p. 186)

4 Hartman wrote in telegram Tosec 60025 that “Canadians today spearheaded at-
tempt to work out a compromise on timing, when they formally tabled a proposal call-
ing for: (a) coordinating committee action to declare July 30 as a target date for opening
of stage III; (b) intensification of efforts by all parties to complete substantive negotia-
tions on all outstanding issues by July 15, when stage III target date would be confirmed,
and (c) flexibility by Finland in holding to July 30 target date on understanding that fi-
nancial and other obligations accruing to Finland as a result of summit preparations
would be shared pro rata by all CSCE participant states. US delegation is supporting
Canadian proposal while avoiding flat commitment to precise date and thereby re-
maining in step with EC-Nine on timing question.”
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Kissinger: We are prepared to meet on the 22nd, and we would
also accept the 30th. We think there are no issues remaining and we
think we can do it. That’s really the latest we can do. If we do not have
it then, we will have to move to the end of August, because we have
other visitors.

Gromyko: Well, let us on both sides make an effort to get that date
accepted. Let us then really act in that direction to assure it’s accepted.
Let us agree that this is not a formal agreement to this, because usu-
ally it happens that as soon as the United States and Soviet Union agree
on something, someone else comes up with reproaches and says, “Aha,
the United States and Soviet Union reached a separate agreement again.
And we must have our own view.” Let us act so as to insure success.
If you want to refer to this agreement for any purpose, you’re free to
do so. The important thing is to do it de facto.

Kissinger: Let’s get Kovalev and Sherer to both come here. I’m pre-
pared to instruct him to work together with you. They know the tac-
tical situation.

[Gromyko tells Fokin to go and call Kovalev. Garrison goes out to
call Sherer.]

Don’t you think that’s the best way?
I want our representative here because I told him if we couldn’t

do it at the end of July we would do it at the end of August. I don’t
want him to be confused. He’s waiting for a call.

Our preference is the earlier the better. July 28 would be better
than the 30th.

Gromyko: What about on the duration?
Kissinger: Two and a half days. On this proposal, we would ar-

rive the evening of July 30.
Sonnenfeldt: The end of the day on Wednesday . . .
Kissinger: The end of the day in Finland in July is . . . [Laughter]
What about 5:00 p.m.?
We’ll talk to our representative.
I spoke to the French President today.5 He’d prefer to have it in

July. Otherwise, August.
Gromyko: July would be best.
Kissinger: He’d prefer July. I see no problem. When I left his of-

fice I told the press we wanted it to conclude as rapidly as possible.
The Germans I don’t know. I’ll see Schmidt tomorrow.

896 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIX

5 No record of Kissinger’s meeting with Giscard d’Estaing has been found but he
sent a summary of the meeting to President Ford in telegram Hakto 2, July 11. (Ford Li-
brary, National Security Adviser, President’s Trip Files, Box 11, July 9–12, 1975, Europe,
General)
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But how do you move Malta?
Gromyko: 2–3–4 days—what do you mean two and a half?
[Kissinger, Sonnenfeldt and Hyland confer.]
Kissinger: Well, we’ll just . . . Let’s talk to our two representatives.

It’s a purely practical problem.
I have no idea how to move Malta. Maybe we could sell it to Libya.
Gromyko: The whole island?
Kissinger: Yes.
Gromyko: As a last resort. As a last resort. But we should first have

the meetings. As a precondition.
Kissinger: How to move Malta I don’t know. We’ll certainly agree

to make a joint representation.
Gromyko: Let’s set the date and go to Finland, and Mintoff will

go to Finland. If he doesn’t, well . . .
Kissinger: He got a big reception in China. They had four people

on the street who had lived in Malta.
The problem is countries that agreed to the 30th may not agree to

this procecure, where everybody just accepts and Malta is just left out.
Gromyko: But there is a consensus.
Kissinger: We will agree with you to begin on the 30th. You will

hear my instructions to Sherer: to work with you and consult with the
Germans, French, and British, but to bring it to a rapid conclusion. We
will work it out.

[Kissinger, Sonnenfeldt and Stoessel confer.]
What is old Garrison doing? Is he calling Hartman for authority?

[Laughter]
Did the one who went out for you come back yet?
Makarov: Not yet.
Kissinger: All I want is to make sure the speeches are kept to 15

minutes at the European Security Conference.
Ours is on the way. Yours is coming.
Gromyko: Let me say a few words about our cooperation, while

we’re waiting. There was businesslike cooperation, but there were
times when cooperation was uneven. There were times when the Amer-
ican side preferred to remain on the sidelines. But in recent days it has
been smoother.

Kissinger: In the cases when we remained on the sidelines, we
were working to the same result, as on the 250 kilometers.

[Garrison and Fokin return.]
He’s on the way?
Fokin: Yes.
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Kissinger: [To Garrison] Is Sherer on the way, or is he checking
with Hartman?

Garrison: He’s on the way.
Kissinger: When I was in Hanoi, I stayed at a palace in the center

of town. I went for a walk. They wouldn’t let me back in, because I
had no pass.

Gromyko: You told me that last time.
Kissinger: Now they’re yours.
Gromyko: What’s happening?
Kissinger: I understand they’re making English a compulsory sub-

ject, but they won’t have much of an opportunity to practice it.
Gromyko: By two and one-half days, you mean no business on the

day of arrival.
Kissinger: I’m told by Sonnenfeldt that the French President is will-

ing to stay only two nights. So we arrive the afternoon of the 30th, stay
a full day the 1st and 2nd. That would be our definition.

Gromyko: Three full days.
Kissinger: This gives us two and one-half days. What Schmidt

wants to do is to see some people. He can come right before and see
them in the morning.

Gromyko: It’s really three days.
Kissinger: Probably many delegations will arrive before.
I’ve talked to Anatol about the possibility of the President meet-

ing Brezhnev while we’re there.
Gromyko: All right. I tell you, all right.
Kissinger: Two meetings?
Gromyko: All right.
Kissinger: The morning after the Conference closes.
Gromyko: Yes.
They’ll probably be arriving any minute now, so we can wait. Let’s

not switch to other subjects yet.
Kissinger: I agree.
Gromyko: Soon mothers will start frightening their children by

saying, “Malta will come get you.” Mintoff. If they said, “Mintoff will
get you,” that would be the cult of personality. [Laughter]

Did you see Mintoff?
Kissinger: I’ve never seen him. He’s often asked me.
I already have half the madmen of the world as my clients. I have

to leave some for after.
That’s our strategy: We want him to join the Warsaw Pact; we’d

never have a conclusion.
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He was voted in by a one vote majority. They must be due for an-
other election.

Gromyko: I saw him at Helsinki. He was at the meeting.
Kissinger: Why? Was it a Foreign Ministers’ meeting?
Sukhodrev: He’s both Prime Minister and Foreign Minister.
Gromyko: It will be speech after speech after speech.
Kissinger: I don’t know how I am going to live through two and

a half days of speeches.
Gromyko: Suppose they are 20 minutes. Suppose. It would take

two and a half days. Two working days, six [hours] plus six.
Kissinger: Plus the closing ceremony.
Gromyko: For signing.
Kissinger: Can’t we make it 15 minutes?
Gromyko: For us, 15 and 20 are the same.
Kissinger: They will take more time anyway.
[Kovalev comes in. The Secretary greets him.]
Gromyko: Here is a victim of Malta.
Kissinger: Where is Sherer? [Garrison goes out.]
Gromyko: Do you think Malta is melting? Maybe Malta is inclined

to declare merci. He refused to answer his phone for 24 hours.
Sukhodrev: He is holed up somewhere where there is no phone.

[Lodal goes out.]
Gromyko: Malta wants the unconditional surrender of the United

States.
Kissinger: We are prepared to surrender to Malta. As long as we

do it in startling fashion.
Where is Lodal? This is all a Soviet trick to cut down our delega-

tion. Will someone go out to get Lodal? [Lodal comes in.]
Gromyko: He [Kovalev] wanted to go to attend NATO. They re-

jected our proposal. How narrow-minded.
[Sherer and Fokin come in.]
Kissinger: We wondered how you two fellows managed to pro-

long this negotiation.
Gromyko: Malta intercepted him.
Sherer: They are doing their best.
Kissinger: Could you describe the situation?
Sherer: I will try to, but it’s a fast breaking situation. When I last

spoke to Minister Kovalev, before meeting the Secretary’s plane, we
were faced with a very hard, very hard position by Malta with respect
to the situation in the Mediterranean. Even though 34 countries favored
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the Canadian proposal to go to Helsinki on July 30th. But Malta, it
looks like, is going to interfere with that.

While I was meeting with the Secretary, the Soviet Union came
forward with two very good initiatives, in my view. The first was to
ask the Romanians to talk to Malta to try to soften their position.

Kissinger: That is very clever.
Kovalev: And the Yugoslavs too.
Sherer: I don’t know whether it was the Yugoslavs and Romani-

ans who brought about this possible compromise.
Kissinger: When the United States and the Soviet Union have to

use intermediaries to talk to Malta!
Sherer: The compromise is that we will ask the Maltese to accept

in toto the follow-up paper, which they have also tried to monkey with,
fool around with. We will also ask them to accept Quadripartite Rights
and Responsibilities by 7:30 tonight, no changes. We will also ask them
to accept the Canadian proposal as is. We have to give them something.

Kissinger: Sicily.
Sherer: Two points on the Mediterranean paper that are boring but

might be of interest. There are two phrases, that concern not only “con-
tributing to peace and strengthening security in the area” but also “less-
ening tension.” There was concern by someone that this could be used
to remove the fleets.6 But that is arguable. It could be argued that the
fleets contribute to stability.

Kissinger: Could you read me the sentence?
Sherer: “In order to advance the objectives set forth above, the Par-

ticipating States also declare their intention of maintaining and ampli-
fying the contacts and dialogue as initiated by the CSCE with the non-
participating Mediterranean States to include all the States of the
Mediterranean, with the purpose of contributing to peace, strengthen-
ing security, lessening tensions in the area, and widening the scope of
cooperation, ends in which all share a common interest, as well as with
the purpose of defining further common objectives.”

Kissinger: Is all of this new?
Sherer: Only “lessening tensions.” All the rest of the paragraph is

agreed to. Only this sentence.
Kissinger: That is all right. We accept it. Is that all right, Mr. For-

eign Minister?
Should I refer it to Washington? [Laughter] I will accept it as As-

sistant to the President.
We have no reason to add it but we have no objection.
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My colleagues tell me if I hold out a few minutes, I will get an ad-
ditional concession.

Sherer: The second one is a compromise worked out by Romania,
Yugoslavia and Malta: “The Participating States would seek, in the
framework of their multilateral efforts, to encourage progress and ap-
propriate initiatives and to proceed to an exchange of views on the at-
tainment of the above purposes.”

Kissinger: What are “the above purposes?”
Sherer: The Mediterranean paragraph.
Kissinger: Could you read it again?
Sherer [Reads the whole paragraph again.]
Gromyko: Without enthusiasm, we will accept it.
Kissinger: This means that all members of the European Security

Conference agree to discuss a Mediterranean solution, right?
Gromyko: You see, “the Participating States would seek in the

framework of their multilateral efforts”—it doesn’t say what kind,—
”and would encourage . . .”

Kissinger: “Encourage” doesn’t bother me. It’s “to proceed to 
negotiations . . .”

Gromyko: The substance of the matter is in the first paragraph.
Kissinger: [To Sherer] What do our allies think?
Sherer: When I left the Center, there was no problem.
Kissinger: [To Kovalev] Do you know?
Kovalev: According to our information, all the Western Europeans

are in favor of this. That is what the French told me. I don’t know what
the NATO meeting did.

Sherer: There is not time for a NATO caucus.
Kissinger: Let me say that unless there is some objection by our

NATO allies, which I don’t know about, I will accept. We accept, with
that one proviso.

Sonnenfeldt: Malta has not accepted.
Sherer: Mr. Mintoff has been out on the beach, or out riding.
Gromyko: Or on a mountain.
Sherer: Possibly, Mr. Minister. But their representative, Mr.

Kingswell, is possibly high enough to accept for the President.
Kissinger: We will accept these two paragraphs. We will support

the July 30 date.
[To Sherer] Our allies have no objection to the July 30 date?
Sherer: There is a consensus on July 30.
Kissinger: The only problem is these two paragraphs and to get

Malta to agree to the date.
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Sherer: It may be hard for Mintoff to swallow.
Kissinger: What happens if they don’t yield?
Sherer: We have several alternatives. There is one which is pro-

posed by the head of the Soviet delegation.
Kissinger: Just issue the invitations.
Sherer: To go on a bilateral basis with the Finns.
Kissinger: Can we get our people to go along?
Sherer: No. The Dutch and others will dig in their heels.
Kissinger: What other alternatives do we have?
Sherer: That is hard to say. We are dealing with a man who is just

unreasonable.
Kissinger: [Whispers] Assassination. [Laughter]
What do you think, Mr. Foreign Minister?
Gromyko: I think we must be serious about this. We are doing a

serious piece of business and we can’t let it turn into a children’s game.
If one or two don’t go along, we can’t drag them there. If all the oth-
ers go, Mintoff will probably go. If he doesn’t . . . it will be a precedent
of how to go about a serious job.

Kissinger: Our problem is the Dutch won’t go, and many neutrals.
[To Sherer:] Any others?

Sherer: The Italians.
Kissinger: And some nonaligned.
Gromyko: It’s not serious.
Kissinger: The problem will be that some will say it establishes a

precedent about treating small countries.
We will know by 7:30.
Gromyko: It’s not a matter of principle, it’s a matter of meeting

the absurd.
Kissinger: We will know by 7:30 if Malta accepts, true?
Sherer: I can’t say.
Kissinger: Why don’t we do the following: Let’s see by 7:30

whether the allies will accept these two paragraphs. Maybe Malta will
accept them. Maybe it’s not a good idea to go around about these; Malta
will hear about it.

Gromyko: Let me make one correction: We should not start ask-
ing other countries their views before 7:30.

Kissinger: I agree. I modified my instruction. Why don’t we ask
both of them to come back as soon as they know.

Sherer: We should know by the end of the dinner. 9:30.
Kissinger: Does the Maltese Ambassador think he can get through?
[Kissinger and Sherer confer.]
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Mr. Foreign Minister, I have no objection to stating—at the end of
this evening, if there is no agreement—that we and you are prepared
to meet on July 30.

Gromyko: Perhaps we could couch it in this form: We have 
come to an understanding and we agree with those states who agree
to July 30.

Kissinger: We agree with those states who accept July 30.
Gromyko: Yes, and to inform the Finns that our heads of govern-

ment and heads of state are prepared to go to Helsinki.
Kissinger: That will be more difficult. Why don’t we wait until

9:30?
Gromyko: All right.
Could we have a 15-minute break?
Kissinger: All right.
[Kissinger and Sherer confer briefly.]
Gromyko: And then we will go to another subject. We will meet

in 15 minutes.
[The meeting broke at 6:35 p.m. It was agreed that Ambassador

Sherer would speak to the Maltese representative in the name of the
Secretary of State. Kovalev had done it in the name of the Foreign Min-
ister. At 6:40 p.m. the meeting convened in a small group in the ante-
room to discuss SALT.]
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314. Memorandum of Conversation1

Geneva, July 10, 1975, 10:15 p.m.–midnight.

PARTICIPANTS

Andrei A. Gromyko, Member of the Politburo of the Central Committee of the 
CPSU and Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR

Anatoli G. Kovalev, Deputy Foreign Minister and Chief of Soviet Delegation to 
CSCE (at end)

Anatoli F. Dobrynin, Ambassador to the United States
Georgi M. Korniyenko, Chief of the American Department and Member of the 

Collegium, Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Mikhail D. Sytenko, Chief of the Near East Department and Member of the 

Collegium, Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Vasili G. Makarov, Chef de Cabinet to the Foreign Minister
Viktor M. Sukhodrev, Counsellor, Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Interpreter)
Oleg M. Sokolov, Chief, American Section of the American Department
Yuri E. Fokin, Special Assistant to the Foreign Minister
Vladimir Ya. Plechko, Special Assistant to the Foreign Minister
Leonid S. Chernyshev, Deputy Chief of Protocol

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

Ambassador Walter J. Stoessel, Jr., Ambassador to the USSR
Helmut Sonnenfeldt, Counselor of the Department
Winston Lord, Director, Policy Planning Staff
Ambassador Albert W. Sherer, Jr., Chief of U.S. Delegation to CSCE (at end)
Alfred L. Atherton, Jr., Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South 

Asian Affairs
William G. Hyland, Director, INR
Jan M. Lodal, NSC Staff
Harold H. Saunders, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and 

South Asian Affairs
Mark Garrison, Director, Office of Soviet Union Affairs
Peter W. Rodman, NSC Staff
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SUBJECT

CSCE

[Mr. Sonnenfeldt and Mr. Garrison go out to take a phone call from
Ambassador Sherer at the CSCE Conference. They return. Mr. Son-
nenfeldt gives a report as follows:]

Sonnenfeldt: At 7:00 p.m. the Finnish Foreign Minister called
Mintoff. He said he would make no problem.

Fifteen minutes ago the Maltese delegate Kingswell announced
that there would be no answer from Mintoff until 11:00 a.m. tomorrow,
and that Malta would probably seek amendments, that would be 
substantive.

The Soviet head of delegation, Deputy Foreign Minister Kovalev,
pointed out that we are being subjected to blackmail and “humiliated.”
This represents an attempt by Malta to blackmail the other 34 countries.

The Romanian delegation has been urging Maltese reconsidera-
tion. It is ridiculous for the rest to sit around awaiting unacceptable
amendments.

Mintoff is reported to have said the time element is not important.
One more day is not important after the two years we have spent ne-
gotiating this.

Kissinger: [to Sonnenfeldt] What should we do?
Sonnenfeldt: I have dictated a message2 which you can look at.
Kissinger: [to Garrison] What do you think? It’s your department.
Garrison: I’d get a message ready.
Kissinger: I’m afraid it would inflate his ego.
Sonnenfeldt: Previously he’s gone to the edge and then veered off.
Kissinger: It’s purely a practical question. We’re not dealing with

exactly a rational man. It’s not a substantive question.
Sonnenfeldt: We could talk to his representative here, who was im-

pressed with your message earlier.
Kissinger: Really?
Sonnenfeldt: I could have Sherer talk to the Italian here.
Kissinger: That would get more countries involved. Do that. Tell

him I think it would be a good idea to have the Italians talk to Mintoff.
[Garrison goes out.]

[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-
curity conference or MBFR.]

[Mr. Garrison returns.]
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Garrison: The two Ambassadors will come here and report.
Kissinger: Is that all right with you?
Gromyko: Yes.
Kissinger: Is there any indication?
Garrison: The Soviets have floated a consensus-minus-one pro-

posal,3 but the Italians have rejected it.
Kissinger: That’s what I thought.
[Minister Kovalev and Ambassador Sherer arrive at 11:15 p.m.]
Kovalev: The situation at the Conference in the last several hours

has become very acute. At first, the Maltese said they’d give a reply in
an hour, then they said another hour. They recently said they’d get a
reply from Mintoff tomorrow, but not until 11:00 a.m. Valletta does not
like the text that was reported to you earlier today, and thought that
new amendments would be required and would be more or less sub-
stantive. The Maltese are not giving a favorable reply to the Canadian
proposal and for tonight are blocking.

Immediately after the Maltese interim response, there was a meet-
ing of the heads of the more influential delegations—including the
United States, the Soviet Union, West Germany, France, and others. The
Finns regard Malta’s action as an attempt to torpedo the holding of the
third stage and that seems to be a justified assessment. All the delega-
tions that took part in this meeting have taken note of two facts. First,
indignation at the actions of the Maltese, regarded it as blackmail and
completely irresponsible, as an attempt to humiliate all the 34 other
participating countries. That was stated by all the delegations—
neutral, Western, and Socialist. And the second fact is that the 34 del-
egations are in favor of the Canadian proposal with one minor amend-
ment, which is acceptable to all—that is, they support convening the
third stage on July 30 and all the other provisions of the Canadian 
proposal.
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There was discussion of possible modes of action in this situation.
The first suggestion was that at the next meeting of the Coordinating
Committee, at 11:55 tonight, we will start to gain the maximum possi-
ble support for the Canadian proposal, including the July 30 date. The
Finns are earnestly requesting this be done because they feel that every
lost hour eventually tends to destroy the chances of convening on 
July 30.

The second mode of action, which doesn’t rule out the first, but
adds to it—and in this the Finns are interested—is that after the meet-
ing of the Coordinating Committee, if a consensus can’t be reached be-
cause of the opposition of the Maltese, outside the hall of the Coordi-
nating Committee, all 34 representatives hand over to the chairman of
the Finnish delegation the Canadian draft proposal on a bilateral ba-
sis, thus symbolizing their agreement to it. That would not be a viola-
tion of the consensus rule because outside the meeting hall the coun-
tries are free to meet bilaterally. But that would be symbolic of their
goodwill, and the Finnish delegation would gain assurance that the 34
delegations would arrive in Finland on July 30. It would make it eas-
ier for Finland to begin immediate preparations for July 30.

That in brief is the situation in the conference, and Mr. Sherer may
probably want to add to it.

Kissinger: [To Sherer] What is your view of the Western side?
Sherer: This is where I would reluctantly disagree with the Min-

ister. He’s absolutely right; all the delegations feel we are being hu-
miliated. They all feel shabbily treated by the Maltese; it’s a purpose-
ful third-country maneuver. But some of them feel they did have
communications problems—Mintoff was off on the beach or riding
somewhere. I doubt we could get a consensus . . . isolate Malta as we
proposed. I was at a pickup meeting of 12–15 delegations; I was called
out twice for long telephone conversations. But I doubt we can do it
because there will be a natural tendency of some of the small countries
to support Malta against what seems to be big power pressure.

Kissinger: Did you ask the Italian Ambassador to make a repre-
sentation to Malta?

Sherer: I did not, sir, because the Italians here were among the
most reluctant to put pressure on Malta.

I drafted a letter for your consideration.
Kissinger: A letter?
Sherer: To Malta. I think a letter from you would have a good effect.
Kissinger: It might also have the opposite effect. [To Sonnenfeldt]

Let’s go out a minute.
[Kissinger, Sonnenfeldt, and Sherer leave the room to confer, then

return.]
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Kissinger: On the procedure, Mr. Foreign Minister, we’ll be glad
to join this 11:55 meeting and to join with any resolution that’s agreed.

I’m not inclined to go along with handing over the Canadian pro-
posal to the Finns, because it would be treated as an issue of principle
by many Western delegations. I’d be prepared to issue a joint statement
that we’re prepared to go July 30.

Gromyko: I’m worried about how the others would react to our
joint declaration, saying, “Here’s collusion again.”

Kissinger: I’d be prepared to say it as a unilateral statement.
Gromyko: That sounds more positive.
Kissinger: I’ll be prepared to do that.
Gromyko: Because otherwise there may be people here who’ll say

you can’t tread on Mintoff. But after all, you can’t sacrifice the confer-
ence for this because this principle was designed to buttress the suc-
cess of the conference. Principle should serve policy, not policy serve
principle.

Kissinger: I’m worried about sending a letter to Mintoff because
it would give him a tremendous ego trip.

Gromyko: It is really hard for one to talk you out of it or into it
[sending a letter] because if you think it will have the opposite 
effect. . . . Maybe you could try getting in touch with the Italians.

Kissinger: That I’ll be glad to do.
Gromyko: Because it’s not substance but a real pathology.
Kissinger: I’ll be glad to send a message to Rome.
Gromyko: There’s this Malta that gets the idea it can hold up all

the others. A real travesty. That’s democracy?
Kissinger: I can say nothing in defense of Malta because we should

be concluding stage two today.
[Sonnenfeldt goes around the table to confer with Kissinger to

show him a draft of proposed statement.]
As I said, I’ll be glad to make a statement—when I go into the ho-

tel, there will undoubtedly be press there—that we support the Cana-
dian proposal.

Stoessel: You’ll be asked if this is the Foreign Minister’s view.
Kissinger: I’ll have to say, “ask him.”
What is going to happen at five to twelve?
Sherer: There will be another meeting of the Coordinating Com-

mittee. I suppose the chair will ask if there is support for the Canadian
proposal, and if Malta is there, I’d expect Malta to say, “we don’t ac-
cept.” Others will say we have to have 35 yeas. Malta will say, “Our
Prime Minister will be in touch with us at 11:00 tomorrow.”

908 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIX

320-672/B428-S/40001

1370_A57-A61.qxd  12/7/07  8:10 AM  Page 908



Kissinger: When was the Canadian proposal submitted? Yesterday?
Sherer: Yes, sir.
Gromyko: Can you talk to your allies about acting outside of the

conference on a bilateral basis to support the Canadian proposal?
Kissinger: I think it would be counterproductive. [To Sherer:] Don’t

you?
Sherer: I agree.
Kissinger: I think many countries—Italy, the Dutch and others—

would see it as a matter of principle. When I go to the hotel I’ll say
we’re prepared to join with the others in support of the Canadian pro-
posal, and that I spoke to the French President. I said this today in Paris
and I’ll say it again. I’ll also get in touch with the Italians. This will
show them we have an interest.

When will we hear from Mintoff? Noon?
Sherer: He said 11:00, but today he said an hour and it dragged on.
Kissinger: Did you talk to the Maltese Ambassador? What did he

say?
Sherer: I did. I think he took it very seriously and was very im-

pressed with it. He then said he had changes to make in the compro-
mise proposal that I submitted on your behalf, and these would be 
substantive.

Kissinger: [To Gromyko] I think they’ll cave tomorrow, don’t you?
Kovalev: What do the Maltese want?
Gromyko: It is impossible to give an analysis of their proposal.

What do they want? To declare war on the US? The Soviet Union?
Kovalev: First of all, they want to humiliate all the participants.

Second, for Mintoff to be in the world’s limelight.
Gromyko: If that is so, he must be doing that with the blessing of

someone else, because this Mintoff couldn’t do it alone.
Kissinger: I don’t know who else would be giving their blessing.
I think his strength is that he’s doing it on his own. If someone

else were doing it, it would be easy to do.
He’s a good friend of the Chinese. I don’t know if they’re doing

it. [Confers with Sonnenfeldt.]
I’m having Sherer talk to all the Western delegations today, so to-

morrow we’ll know better.
Gromyko: Can you add one sentence to your statement, that the

United States is ready to go on the 30th?
Kissinger: Oh, yes. That is what it says. [Reading the draft statement:]

“The United States supports the consensus that has developed that the
last stage of the Conference should take place on July 30 as proposed by
Canada and I have instructed our Ambassador to join this consensus.”
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Gromyko: Would it be possible to say, “The United States is pre-
pared for a resumption on the 30th?”

Kissinger: Oh, yes, that’s easy. And I’ll say we believe the decision
should be made as soon as possible so the Finns can begin preparations.

Gromyko: Good.
Kissinger: So, 10:30 tomorrow.
I think the less attention we pay to him the better. If he doesn’t to-

morrow, I’ll be seeing the Germans and the English. It would be bet-
ter to do something joint. Rather than a frantic letter tonight.

Sonnenfeldt: We couldn’t get it delivered.
Kissinger: So by Monday morning we’ll know.
What we discussed tonight: I’ll get in touch with the Italians; I’ll

make a statement, and tell our Ambassador to get in touch with the al-
lied delegates by 10:30 tomorrow.

And to the press we’ll say we discussed SALT and Europe and the
results were constructive and the atmosphere was cordial.

If asked if progress was made, we can say, yes.
Gromyko: Just a general formula.
[The meeting ended. The Foreign Minister escorted the Secretary

and his party down to the front door.]
[The Secretary’s remarks to the press, made in the lobby of the In-

tercontinental Hotel on his return, are attached.]4

4 Attached but not printed. The full text of Kissinger’s remarks are in Department
of State Bulletin, August 4, 1975, p. 188. Kissinger said with regard to CSCE: “With re-
spect to the European Security Conference, the United States supports the consensus that
has developed that the last stage of the conference should take place on July 30 as pro-
posed by Canada, and we are prepared to bring this to as rapid a conclusion as possi-
ble in order to permit the Finnish hosts to make their preparations.”

315. Editorial Note

On July 11, 1975, Secretary of State Kissinger summarized his talks
with Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko for President Ford in telegram
Hakto 2. With regard to the European security conference, he wrote: “I
spent over seven hours with Gromyko this evening in very intensive
talks on CSCE and SALT. On the former, the main problem is now the
obstruction of Malta in reaching the decision to convene the summit
on July 30. The Soviets tried to enlist our support for some strong-arm
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tactics to isolate Malta and move to Helsinki without them if neces-
sary. This would be a violation of the consensus rule prevailing in the
conference and would be rejected by many of our smaller allies, as well
as neutrals. It would also have broader implications for other interna-
tional groups which we might come to regret. We did, however, assure
Soviets that we support a consensus to move to Helsinki on July 30,
and I so stated to the press later. Mintoff is supposed to be heard from
around 11 a.m. Friday our time, and we will have to review the bid-
ding at that time. Our CSCE ambassador is keeping closest touch with
our allies to assure we remain in step. On the whole, the Soviets seem
pleased with our efforts, which is one of the objects of our tactics in
order to keep them generally quiet in the Middle East. I obtained
Gromyko’s agreement to a two-and-a-half day Helsinki summit, if it
takes place, beginning around 3 p.m., Wednesday, July 30, and ending
around 6 p.m., Friday, August 1. This will also allow time for two meet-
ings between you and Brezhnev as well as for other travel before the
Japanese come.” (Ford Library, National Security Adviser, President’s
Trip File, Box 11, July 9–12, 1975, Europe, General) Prime Minister Takeo
Miki of Japan was scheduled to visit the United States from August 2
to 10 to meet with President Ford and other government officials on
August 5 and 6. 

316. Memorandum of Conversation1

Geneva, July 11, 1975, 10:45 a.m.–1:07 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Andrei A. Gromyko, Member of the Politburo of the Central Committee of the
CPSU and Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR

Anatoli G. Kovalev, Deputy Foreign Minister and Chief of Soviet Delegation to 
CSCE

January 1975–July 1975 911

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Records of the Office of the Counselor, Entry
5339, Box 7, Soviet Union. Secret; Nodis. Drafted by Rodman. The meeting took place in
the Carnival Bar at the Intercontinental Hotel. Brackets, except those indicating omission
of unrelated discussion, are in the original. Kissinger and Gromyko subsequently met for
a luncheon at 2:15. A memorandum of their conversation reads in part: “Gromyko: The
conference should be settled. It is important. Kissinger: It’s inconceivable it won’t be solved.
Sonnenfeldt: It’s conceivable, but it will be solved. Kissinger: All right, Sonnenfeldt can
conceive that it fails, but he joins my prediction.” (Ibid.) The full text of both memoranda
of conversation are scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XVI,
Soviet Union, August 1974–December 1976.
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Anatoli F. Dobrynin, Ambassador to the United States
Georgi M. Korniyenko, Chief of the American Department and Member of the 

Collegium, Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Mikhail D. Sytenko, Chief of the Near East Department and Member of the 

Collegium, Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Vasily G. Makarov, Chef de Cabinet to the Foreign Minister
Viktor M. Sukhodrev, Counsellor, Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Interpreter)
Oleg M. Sokolov, Chief, American Section of the American Department

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

Joseph J. Sisco, Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs
Amb. Walter J. Stoessel, Jr., Ambassador to the USSR
Helmut Sonnenfeldt, Counselor, Department of State
Winston Lord, Director, Policy Planning Staff, Department of State
Amb. Albert W. Sherer, Jr., Chief of U.S. Delegation to CSCE
Alfred L. Atherton, Jr., Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South 

Asian Affairs
Peter W. Rodman, NSC Staff

SUBJECT

CSCE; Middle East

[Photographers and press came in to photograph.]

CSCE

Kissinger: Twice I’ve given briefings in bars in Moscow in the In-
tourist Hotel.

Mr. Foreign Minister, first let me welcome you to—I can’t say our
place. Could we have our Ambassador here? I see Ambassador Ko-
valev. Where is Sherer?

[He looks over draft of joint statement.]2

Gromyko: Mr. Secretary, you are the chairman. You didn’t know
you were elected?

Kissinger: Oh. I thought Mr. Kovalev would give us a report.
Kovalev: We’ve just received a reply from the Maltese. They are

prepared to accept the entire text of yesterday of the Canadian pro-
posal, including the date of July 30, to register all the understandings
except the one on the Mediterranean which was the subject of discus-
sion yesterday between the Foreign Minister and Secretary Kissinger.
Let me read the text.

Kissinger: To whom did they communicate this?
Kovalev: We received it just now from Mintoff’s special represent-

ative, Kingswell.

912 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIX

2 The final text of the joint statement is in Department of State Bulletin, August 4,
1975, pp. 188–189.

320-672/B428-S/40001

1370_A57-A61.qxd  12/7/07  8:10 AM  Page 912



Kissinger: Did we get it too?
Kovalev: It was virtually two minutes ago.
Sherer: I was probably at the hotel.
Kovalev: “In order to advance the objectives set forth above, the

Participating States also declare their intention of maintaining and am-
plifying the contacts and dialogue as initiated by the CSCE with the
non-participating Mediterranean States to include all the States of the
Mediterranean, with the purpose of contributing to peace”—the
amendment is “reducing armed forces in the region”—“strengthening
security,” and so on.

Kissinger: The only amendment is “reducing armed forces in the
region?”

Kovalev: Right.
Kissinger: Do you have any problem with this?
Gromyko: Why don’t we talk for a minute?
[Kissinger and Gromyko get up and go to corner of the room to

confer alone, from 10:57–10:59. Kissinger then confers with Sonnen-
feldt, Stoessel, Sisco and Sherer to 11:02.]

Kissinger: I assume if we now accept this, you will not be calling
for a nuclear-free zone or disarmament.

Gromyko: [Laughs] Nothing.
Kissinger: I will instruct Ambassador Sherer to call the NATO cau-

cus and discuss it. I foresee no problem. If there is, we can discuss it.
Sherer: There will be no problem.
Kissinger: We should know, say, within an hour. Then we can con-

clude it today.
[Sherer leaves. Kovalev gets up and talks to Gromyko.]
Gromyko: I’m telling him [Kovalev] to grab Sherer by the coattails.
Kissinger: He’s joining the NATO caucus?
Gromyko: He will be active among our friends and the neutrals.
Kissinger: I think it will be settled in the next hour.
Kovalev: [in English] Goodbye.
Kissinger: Goodbye. Thank you.
[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-

curity conference or MBFR.]
[Kovalev and Sherer return at 12:19 p.m.]
Kissinger: Should we hear from our Ambassadors first?
Gromyko: Can we guess what they have? Augurs used to guess

from looking at them.
Kissinger: I think it is now humanly impossible to make the Eu-

ropean Security Conference fail. [Laughter].
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Sherer: It took a little time to assemble the NATO chiefs of dele-
gation. They were aware of the Maltese amendments. I polled the room
to find out how people felt and I think without exception the major
powers have to seek instructions before giving any opinion at all.

Kissinger: You should have said that too.
Sherer: And the countries almost all took a generally negative view.
Kissinger: Which? Italy?
Sherer: Italy, France, Turkey, the United Kingdom, Germany.
Kissinger: Does Germany have forces in the Mediterranean?
Sherer: They all spoke in a generally skeptical way.
Kissinger: Let me talk to Mr. Sherer for a minute.
[Kissinger, Sherer, Sisco, Sonnenfeldt and Stoessel confer in the cor-

ner until 12:37 p.m. and then return to the table.]
Kissinger: Mr. Foreign Minister, on the European Security Confer-

ence first, as I understand it from Mr. Sherer, all the NATO delegations
are asking for instructions and the answer is expected to be negative.
I am asking Sherer to ask the delegations to hold an answer until I have
a chance to confer with Schmidt and Callaghan, and I can get in touch
with the French.

I think the Conference will take place on July 30. It is only a ques-
tion of tactics. It’s a stupid . . . We are only committed to maintain con-
tacts and dialogue on these questions.

Sisco: It is not operative.
Kissinger: We are not committed to do anything. I will recommend

to them that we stay in low gear on this. [To Sherer] Tell them we con-
strue this only as a commitment to a dialogue, that we don’t construe
it as calling for a reduction, and we have no intention on our part to
reduce our forces. And I don’t detect a burning desire by my Soviet
colleagues to reduce. No, you speak for yourself.

[The Secretary confers with Sherer]
Sherer will proceed as I indicated. I am seeing Genscher tonight3

and Schmidt tomorrow and Callaghan. I will call Sauvagnargues
tonight or tomorrow. I think the Finns should proceed as if it will go
forward on the 30th. It is inconceivable to me that it should fail at this
late date.

I’m told the Finns are proceeding anyway on the assumption that
it will go forward.

914 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIX
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And our two Ambassadors will stay in touch and we will let you
know everything we are doing. We will let Vorontsov know Saturday
night or Sunday morning what the results are.

Gromyko: All right. I think evidently somebody somewhere seems
to be not too aware of the consequences of what is going on.

Kissinger: You are talking about the European Security Conference?
Gromyko: Yes.
Kissinger: I think it has become an industry in each Foreign Of-

fice working on the European Security Conference. No one asks him-
self what the purpose is.

I think of all the countries, Turkey is the most difficult one on this
question of reducing forces.4

[Gromyko confers with Kovalev]
Gromyko: Yesterday they agreed with the Canadian proposal.
Kissinger: Yes. But on the Maltese addition.
Gromyko: We don’t know, since the NATO countries discussed it.
Sherer: The Turks here will consult their government, but the del-

egation here had a generally negative attitude.
Kissinger: We could cut off arms to them.
[To Sherer] Will they be able to get instructions by this afternoon?
Sherer: The Turks will take a while.
Kissinger: All of them.
Sherer: They are all phoning now.
Kissinger: Let me know the lineup before I leave.
Sherer: All right.
[Exeunt Sherer and Kovalev].
[Omitted here is discussion of matters other than the European se-

curity conference or MBFR.]
Gromyko: The next step in Helsinki?
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Kissinger: The next stage of discussion should be at Helsinki. And
you and I could meet, if necessary, while the meetings are going on.
While Mintoff is speaking. Our Chiefs have to stay there but we don’t.

I fell asleep at the NATO meeting. Did you see those photos? The
thing is, I knew the cameras were on me and I knew I was falling asleep,
but I couldn’t do anything about it.

[The meeting ended. The Joint Statement later released is at Tab A].

317. Editorial Note

Secretary of State Kissinger visited Bonn, July 11–12, 1975, for talks
with Foreign Minister Genscher and Chancellor Schmidt. On the night
of July 11, Counselor Sonnenfeldt informed Ambassador Sherer and As-
sistant Secretary of State for European Affairs Hartman about Kissinger’s
discussion of the Maltese issue with Genscher in telegram Secto 6042:
“The Secretary and Genscher discussed Maltese problem. Germans are
supporting what they say is firm French opposition to Maltese amend-
ment. They also report that British are with the French. Germans indi-
cated to the Secretary that on the basis of their conversations with Mintoff
during latter’s recent visit to Bonn, they believe they can influence him
to withdraw amendment. Germans will accordingly make direct ap-
proach to Mintoff, probably via Brandt. They will inform Secretary of 
result and in the meantime, you should do nothing further.” (National
Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files) A memorandum of con-
versation of the meeting is ibid., P820123–1675.

Sonnenfeldt followed up the following afternoon in telegram Secto
6061 for Sherer and Hartman: “As indicated in telecon earlier today,
Germans informed us today that French were softening in their oppo-
sition to Maltese amendment because of fear they might damage their
relations with the Arabs, who are praising Mintoff. As a result, Ger-
mans decided they would not use their own capital with Mintoff and
would not make previously-arranged phone call to him. Germans also
indicated that NATO caucus in Geneva was working on softer version
of Maltese formula, and that French had indicated they would take the
lead in this effort. Germans also indicated that as soon as a softer ver-
sion has been agreed upon in NATO caucus, Romanian Foreign Min-
ister would then contact Mintoff directly to urge his support for it. Ger-
mans have also indicated that they would thereupon make their own
phone call to Mintoff. Secretary agreed with Genscher that above pro-
cedure should be followed. You may join efforts to find compromise
formula, but should not lead. You may join consensus. Please stay in
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close touch with your German colleague and keep us promptly in-
formed.” (Ibid.)

On July 12, Kissinger discussed the Maltese amendment during his
stop in London at Heathrow Airport, where he met with British Foreign
Secretary Callaghan. A memorandum of their conversation reads in part:
“Callaghan: Will the CSCE meet? Kissinger: I don’t understand the
phrase that the Maltese want. All it does is commit us to continue con-
tacts on a range of questions in multilateral forums, that doesn’t mean
anything. My view is it’s ridiculous to hold up the Conference on that
paragraph. Callaghan: That’s my view. [He reads the text of the Maltese
amendment to the Mediterranean Declaration.] When you look at that
paragraph, Mintoff will make something of it, but it means nothing.
Kissinger: If Macovescu can produce a compromise, we’ll go along. I
don’t know what a compromise to ‘reduce armed forces’ is. Killick: The
Finns are more relaxed now, but we have something to work with. The
Turks have to be brought along on the Confidence Building Measures.
They have to put it to the Cabinet. Kissinger: They also have problems
with the Maltese. Callaghan: Let me tell you a story about the Com-
monwealth Conference. When Mintoff made a long speech and went all
around the world, Seretse Khama—of Botswana—said to me, ‘You know
what Dom means in Afrikaans? Stupid!’ [Laughter]” (Ibid., Office of the
Counselor, Entry 5339, Box 4, Britain)

Later the same day, telegram 5479 from Geneva, passed to the Sec-
retary’s party, reported that the NATO caucus had “agreed to accept
Maltese amendment as it stands.” The telegram continued: “NATO del-
egations all regretted circumstances of the situation, and several will
probably express their views on Maltese negotiating techniques at first
appropriate occasion. US del took low profile and sought views of
NATO dels as element in reaching final USG decision. Neutrals and
Warsaw Pact countries are expected to accept Maltese amendment as
soon as NATO acceptance is made known.” Telegram 5501 from
Geneva, July 14, summarized the results of the NATO caucus’ efforts:
“Hectic negotiations on July 10 and 11 resulted in two not entirely in-
nocuous new paragraphs for the Mediterranean Declaration announc-
ing the intention of CSCE participants to continue the contacts on
Mediterranean security begun in CSCE and specifying the purposes
which such contacts should serve. These paragraphs were included in
a package deal leading to acceptance of the Canadian proposal on stage
III date. After considerable delay, Mintoff’s special envoy, Ambassador
Kingswell, said the package deal would be accepted if participants
agreed to an additional phrase making ‘reduction of armed forces in
the region’ one of the purposes of continued contacts on the Mediter-
ranean. Expected acceptance of the Maltese phrase on July 14 will mark
completion of work on the Mediterranean Declaration.” (Both ibid.,
Central Foreign Policy Files)
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318. Telegram From the Mission in Geneva to the Department of
State1

Geneva, July 21, 1975, 1530Z.

5767. For EUR/RPM. Subject: CSCE: Stage II highlights—July 14–21.

1. Summary. A cliff-hanger to the end, CSCE confirmed July 30
opening date for Stage III summit, completed all its substantive and
procedural work, reached consensus on the final documents of the 
conference, and closed Stage II at 4:00 a.m. on July 21. Belgrade was
accepted as the site for the two follow-up meetings set for 1977. End
summary.

2. Stage III—coordinating committee confirmed July 30 date for
Stage III in early morning hours of July 19, after key remaining sub-
stantive questions had been settled.

3. Final act2—By July 18 completion of final act had become ques-
tion of whether or not to accede to Soviet desire to include reference
to irreversibility of détente.3 As Soviet pressure increased, resistance of
NATO and neutral participants to inclusion of concept stiffened. By the
late evening of July 18, the question revolved around finding a suit-
able compromise which would allow the Soviets to back off without
losing face. Problem remained critical because Soviets tied approval of
Europe clause covering Berlin to satisfaction of their desires on “irre-
versibility.” Shortly after midnight on July 19, Soviet delegation chief
Kovalev apparently telephoned Moscow for agreement to fall back.
When instructions were received, the Soviets proposed substitution of
the formulation “make continuing and lasting” for irreversible. Other
participants agreed immediately and negotiation of final act was com-
pleted. Package of statements and documents accompanying final act
also includes letter which Government of Finland will transmit to UN
Secretary General notifying him that the final act “is not eligible, in
whole or in part, for registration with the Secretariat under article 102

918 Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIX

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files, 1975. Confiden-
tial; Immediate. Repeated to all CSCE capitals, Cairo, Lisbon, Nicosia, Oslo, Sofia, 
USNMR SHAPE, USCINCEUR, UNCOCOSOUTH, USLO SACLANT at Norfolk, CIN-
CLANT, USDEL SALT Two at Geneva, Ankara, Luxembourg, Rabat, and Tunis.

2 The Final Act of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, signed
on August 1, 1975, at Helsinki, is in Department of State Bulletin, September 1, 1975, 
pp. 323–350.

3 Telegram 5501 from Geneva, July 14, reads in part: “The Soviets wish paragraph
1 of the Final Act to refer to the ‘irreversibility’ of détente, a concept which Western par-
ticipants have succeeded after difficult negotiations to remove from the language of the
principles and their preamble.” (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files)
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of the Charter of the United Nations, as would be in the case were it
a matter of a treaty or international agreement. . . .” This statement,
combined with a reference to “non-registerability” and a so-called “dis-
claimer” paragraph in the final act itself, provide sound legal backing
for the position that CSCE commitments are not legally binding. A fur-
ther element in final act package is entry into official journal of state-
ment by executive secretary of conference calling for participants to 
notify Secretariat of exact titles they wish to have inscribed under 
signature of their representative. This procedure was arranged to es-
tablish the principle that each participant may supply any title or ti-
tles he wishes to have placed under his name. The arrangement was
worked out between the USSR and EC participants as a means of pro-
viding for inscription of EC presidency title under the name of Italian
Prime Minister Moro. By making submission of titles a general princi-
ple, the EC relieved the Soviets of the need to give approval to inclu-
sion of Moro’s EC function. Since the Secretariat statement was entered
into the journal with a comment that the coordinating committee had
“taken note” of the request the EC has a certain guarantee that the pro-
cedure will be honored.

4. Principles and their implementation—during intensive infor-
mal sessions, principles subcommittee gradually narrowed the out-
standing questions down to a series of interrelated issues the key to
which was the manner in which the duty to refrain from the threat or
use of force was to be qualified, an issue on which Cypriots and Turks
were bitterly divided. Breakthrough became possible when Turkish del
received flexible instructions allowing him to accept a compromise
package from the chair with only minor changes. After this decision,
principles declaration quickly fell into line and final stylistic review
was completed. Subcommittee registered the text on July 19 and com-
mittee I registered it on July 20 as a number of delegations filed inter-
pretive statements on various issues. Following Romanian-Soviet
agreement on voluntary basis issue in CBMs, special working body on
implementation sent texts of Romanian and Swiss proposals to com-
mittee I which registered texts on July 20.

5. Military security—in order to appease Turks and overcome last
major stumbling block on area of application of maneuver CBM, So-
viets and Warsaw Pact allies early in week reluctantly accepted last-
minute addition of sentence to effect that notification of combined ma-
neuvers should be considered even below threshold of 25,000 troops,
if there were “significant” numbers of amphibious or airborne troops
involved. Neutrals expressed gratification with this step, which en-
abled them to abandon idea of a separate threshold for independent
amphibious and airborne maneuvers, and with US agreement to clar-
ification of threshold, so that there is no misunderstanding that all 
maneuvers in Europe involving over 25,000 troops are to be notified,
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whether the troops are land forces, airborne or amphibious, or combi-
nations thereof. Concurrently Soviets, Romanians, and Dutch reached
agreement on compromise text for preamble expressing “voluntary ba-
sis” for prior notification of maneuvers. Despite these moves by oth-
ers, Turkish delegation held fast until final hours of Stage II on its orig-
inal area text, and real negotiations on a substitute began only on July
18. Substitute text was introduced by Turkish delegation which ac-
cepted principle of equal application of CBM measure in USSR and
Turkey and thus met requirements of most participants, but exception
for areas close to Iran, Iraq and Syria was initially expressed in a man-
ner unacceptable to Cyprus. After marathon mediation by allies, with
assistance from Soviets and others, an awkward text mutually accept-
able to Turkey and Cyprus was agreed in the early morning of July 19,
enabling conference to confirm consensus on July 30 summit date. Sub-
committee completed work on smaller remaining points and inserted
numerical parameters on July 19, and registered text on July 20.

6. Economics—last remaining issue in Basket II was resolved
when Soviets accepted a phrase linking reciprocity and MFN.

7. Humanitarian cooperation—questions of title for Basket III doc-
ument and link phrase between overall preamble and substantive 
texts were settled and full document was registered by coordinating
committee.

8. Mediterranean—Maltese compromise phrase making “reduc-
tion of armed forces” in the Mediterranean region one of the purposes
of continued contacts on the Mediterranean was accepted and Mediter-
ranean Declaration agreed.

9. Follow-up—site for 1977 follow-up meetings was not agreed un-
til final hours of the conference. Belgrade and Helsinki were both offered
as possibilities, but Yugoslavs refused on principle to compromise by
splitting the meetings between the two capitals, and insisted that both
should take place in the same location. Yugoslavs and Romanians felt
strongly that a further meeting in Helsinki would undercut the concept
of rotation and could be the beginning of a permanent site. Since Finns
have hosted preparatory talks, and Stages I and III, and since Yugoslav
candidacy for hosting follow-up meetings had been presented first, pres-
sure built for Finns to withdraw, which they did in early morning hours
of July 21. Coordinating committee immediately agreed that both 1977
follow-up meetings should take place in Belgrade.

10. Comment: This is the last highlights cable which USDel CSCE
will send. We hope these cables have served to keep addressees in-
formed of the development of the Geneva negotiations, and that they
have been useful to those who have followed CSCE from a distance.

Dale
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