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SUBJECT: 
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WASHINGTON 
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January 14, 1986 

THE PRESIDENT 

George P. Shultz~fS 

Gorbachev Response to Your Human Rights Letter 

Dobrynin came by Monday evening to deliver Gorbachev's 
response to the letter on human rights which Mac Baldrige 
delivered when he was in Moscow. It smacked of having been 
drafted by bureaucrats. 

The letter is non-polemical in tone, and reiterates the 
assurance Gorbachev gave you directly that individual cases of 
divided spouses can be resolved "on the basis of humanism and 
taking into account the interests of the people concerned." 
But it holds out little hope of broad-based progress on human 
rights issues. 

As in Geneva, Gorbachev affirms that Soviet law is not a 
barrier to the emigration of Soviet citizens who meet its 
criteria, and rejects bending the rules to resolve specific 
cases. He reiterates that Moscow will not be swayed in this 
respect by U.S. pressure, and suggests that human rights cases 
continue to be "blown out of proportion" in the U.S. - Soviet 
relationship. Finally, he warns "in passing" against attempts 
to link trade and economic issues to "questions of a different 
nature." 

The letter did not address the three specific cases raised 
in your letter (Sakharov, Shcharanskiy and Orlov) or those I 
mentioned in my earlier letter to Shevardnadze. Dobrynin 
indicated, however, that we could take up specific cases 
tomorrow with the Soviet Embassy here. We will, of course, do 
so. 

It is not surprising that Gorbachev has formally stayed 
with the party line on an issue as touchy as this one is for 
the Soviets. As we have understood from the beginning, the 
important thing is not what they say, but what they do. The 
resolution late last week of the case of Irina McClellan's 
daughter is a sign that the positive steps which began before 
the Geneva meeting are continuing for the moment. So is the 
fact that Gorbachev is prepared to continue the dialogue. 
Disappointing as the substance of Gorbachev's response is, it 
only underscores the need to consider how we can best encourage 
and broaden the fragile process underway. 

I've attached the Soviets' unofficial translation of 
Gorbachev's letter. 

SflCRfllf/SHtilS I 'ii IVEi 
DECL: OADR 
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United States Department of State 

Washington, D.C. 20520 

January 27, 1986 

MEMORANDUM FOR VADM JOHN M. POINDEXTER 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

Subject: Gorbachev's Letter of January 11, 1986 

The signed Russian-language original of General Secretary 
Gorbachev's letter to President Reagan dated January 11, 
1986, concerning human rights issues and an unofficial 
English translation provided by the Soviet Embassy are 
forwarded with this memo. 

Attachment: As stated. 

~Nic~t 
Executive Secretary 



Unofficial translation 

His Excellency 
Ronald W.REAGAN 
The President of the United States of America 
Washington , D.C. 

Dear Mr.President, 

January 11, 1986 

Your letter of December 7, transmitted through Secretary 

Baldridge, addressed the questions on which we had a rather 

thorough discussion in Geneva. At that time I outlined in detail 
our approach to these questions, and, it seemed to me, you took 
in what was said with certain understandingo 

It is hardly necessary to repeat, that the questions involved 
pertain to the internal competence of our state and that they are 
resolved in strict conformity with the laws. I would like only to 
point out, that the Soviet laws do not create impediments when 
decisions are taken on the questions regarding departure from 
the USSR by Soviet citizens who have legal grounds for that. This 
is attested to also by the fact that as a practical matter the 
overwhelming majority of such questions is resolved positively. 

The existing laws are obligatory to everybody - both to those 
who apply to leave and those who consider exit applications. Such 
is the essense of our law and order and nobody is entitled to 
violate it - whether under any pressure or without it. I would 
think this should be understood in the the U.S. 

We, of course, take into account, that due to various 
circumstances, divided families appear, which live partially in the 
USSR and partially - in the USA. Only in the past 5 years there 
have been over 400 marriages between Soviet and .American citizens. 
And the overwhelming majority of those marriages - to be precise, 

more that 95 percent - encountered no problems with regard to the 
reunification of the spouses and to living togethero Yes, there are 
exceptions, and we have frankly and repeated]y told you what they are 

about. But generally , and I want to stress it once again, questions 

" - //lele.r:, sec/ 
NLS S<f_?-~t • 'La 
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2. 

of this kind are resolved by us on the basis of humanism and taking 
into account the interests of the people concernedQ 

I share your desire to channel the relationship between our 
countries to a more constructive course • .And the breaks are being 
put on this process in no way due to the existence of the cases of 
such sort - though I do not tend to belittle their importance from 
the point of view of the lives of individual persons - but because 
of the attempts to blow them out of proportion in the general 
balance of Soviet-American relations . The key issues in this area 
are awaiting their resolution. 

g 

I would like to note in passing: as it can be seen, the con­
tinued attempts by the American side to tie up trade and economic 
relations with questionsof a different nature will bring no benefit. 
It is high time to take a realistic look at t his whole issue from the 
position of today, rather than yesterday . 

It would seem that much will now depend on how accurately we 
are going to follow jointly the real priorities in our relations, 
if we wish to bring about t heir tangible normalization already in 
the near future . I think, the chances are not bad here. 

Sincerely, 

M.GORBACHEV 



MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE SECRETARY OF STATE 

WASHINGTON 

THE PRESIDENT 

George P. Shultz 

ES SENSITIVE 8601273 
SYSTEM II 

90024 add-on 

January 16, 1986 

Further Soviet Response to Your Human Rights 
Letter 

When Dobrynin delivered Gorbachev's response to your letter 
on human rights Monday, he told me we could take up specific 
cases with the Soviet Embassy here. To follow up, Mark Palmer 
asked Soviet Embassy Counselor Isakov to meet with him today. 

Isakov came in with a list of individuals who will be 
allowed to leave the Soviet Union and stated that this gesture 
was specifically connected to your letter to Gorbachev. We 
knew of most of the cases, but a number were new, including two 
cases that you had mentioned in your letter. 

In your letter you raised the case of a 77-year-old U.S. 
citizen who had traveled to the Soviet Union during a school 
break in 1932 and had not been permitted to leave since that 
time; Isakov told us he would be given exit permission. You 
also raised the case of a 16-year-old boy whose father was 
killed in a car accident last fall, leaving him alone in 
Leningrad; we were told he will be permitted to join his mother 
in the U.S. 

In addition, the Soviets told us they would resolve a 
longstanding U.S. citizen case I had raised in a letter to 
Shevardnadze, as well as four other cases we had raised earlier. 

On the negative side, Isakov stated that the Soviets could 
not resolve two cases you raised: a blind Soviet woman in her 
sixties who has been separated from her husband for almost 
thirty years; and the Soviet husband of an American wife and 
father of two small children in the U.S. The first they could 
not resolve because her husband had "violated Soviet law" (he 
defected in 1956); the second, because of "state security". 

In addition, they made no response on the Soviet Jewish 
pianist Vladimir Feltsman; on the general question of increased 
emigration; or on Sakharov, Shcharansky, and Orlov, all of whom 
you raised in your letter. 

It is encouraging that the Soviets have been prepared to 
respond to your interest. Isakov left the door open for the 
resolution of more such cases, but stressed that any overt 
attempts to "pressure" Moscow would abort the process. His 
remarks underscore the importance of proceeding with 
sensitivity as we seek to encourage further progress. 

SECRl!i'i'/S~Hs I 'PP/K 
(DECL:OADR) 

- I •. , _ _ / ,. 



His Excellency 
Ronald W. REAGAN 

Unofficial translation 

The President of the United States of .America 
Washington , D.C. 

January 11, 1986 

Dear I•Jlr'. President , 

Your letter of December 7 , transmitted through Secretary 
Baldridge, addressed the questions on which we had a rather 
thorough discussion in Geneva. At that time I outlined in detail 
our approach to these questions, and, it seemed to me, you took 
in what was said with certain understandingo 

It is hardly necessary to repeat, that the questions involved 
pertain to the internal competence of our state and that they are 
resolved in strict conformity with the laws. I would like only to 
point out, that the Soviet laws do not create impediments when 
decisions are taken on the questions regarding departure from 
the USSR by Soviet citizens who have legal grounds for that. This 
is attested to also by the fact that as a practical matter the 
overwhelming majority of such questions is resolved positively. 

The existing laws are obligatory to everybody - both to those 
who apply to leave and those who consider exit applications . Such 
is t he essense of our law and order and nobody is entitled to 
violate it - whether under arl3' pressure or without it. I would 
think this should be understood in the the U.S . 

We, of course, ta_l-ce into account , that due to various 
circumstances, divided families appear, which live partially in the 
USSR and partially - in the USA. Only in the past 5 years there 
have been over 400 marr i ages between Soviet and .l\merican citizens. 
And t he overwhelming majority of t hose marriage s - to be precise, 
more that 95 percent - encountered no problems with regard to the 
reunif ic ation of the spouses and t o living to gethero Yes , there are 
except ions, and we have f r a_'1kly and re peated]y t old you what they are 
about . But gene r ally , a~d I want to stress it once again , que stions , 
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of this kind are resolved by us on the basis of humanism and taking 
into account the interests of t he people concernedo 

I share your desire to channel the relationship between our 
countries to a more 
put on this process 
such sort - though 

constructive course. And the breaks are being 
in no wey due to the existence of the cases of 
I do not tend to belittle their importance from 

the point of view of the lives of individual persons - but because 
of the attempts to blow them out of proportion in the general 
balance of Soviet-American relations. The key issues in this area 
are awaiting their resolution. 

I would like to note in passing: as it can be seen, the con­
tinued attempts by the .American side to tie up trade and economic 
relations with questions of a different nature will bring no benefit. 
It is high time to take a realistic look at t his whole issue from the 
position of today, rather than yesterdey. 

It would seem that much will now depend on how accurately we 
are going t o follow jointly the real priorities in our relations, 
i f we wish to bring about t heir tangible normalization already in 
the near f uture. I t hink, the chances are not bad here. 

Sincerely, 

M.GORBACHEV 



Yaa:»eaeMbitt roerro,u11H ITpe311,ueHT, 

B BarneM rr11ebMe OT 7 .neKa6pfl, rrepe.naHHOM qepe3 M11H11eTpa M .Eo11.np11,u:»ea, 

3 a TpOHYTbl aorrpoebI, no KOTOpbIM y Hae 6bIJI ,D,OBOJihHO o6eTOflTeJihHblll pa3roaop 

a )KeHe Be. T or.na fl rro.npo6Ho 113110:»e1111 Harn rro,uxo.n K 3T11M aorrpoeaM, 11, KaK 

MHe IIOKa3aJIOeh, Bbl BOeIIp11HflJI11 eKa3aHHOe e orrpe,ueJieHHbIM IIOH11MaH11eM • 

B11.n11MO , HeT He06XO,D,11MOeT11 IIOBTOPflTh , 'l!TO aorrpoebI' 0 KOTOpbIX 11,D,eT 

petih, OTHOeflTefl K BHyTpeHHett KOMIIeTeHI..:(1111 Harnero roey,uapeTBa 11 'l!TO OH11 

pernaIOTefl B eTpOrOM eOOTBeTeTB1111 e 3aKOHaM11 • Xoqy JI11rnh OTMeT11Th, 'l!TO 

eoaeTeK11e 3aKOHbl He eo3,naIOT 3aTpy,uHeH1111 rrp11 perneH1111 aorrpoeoa Bble3,ua 

113 CCCP eoaeTeK11x rpa:»e,naH, y KOTOpbIX eeTh ,nJifl 3Toro rrpaaoBbie oeHoaa­

H11fl • 06 3TOM ea11.neTeJiheTayeT 11 TOT q>aKT' 'l!TO B rrpaKT11tieeKOM IIJiaHe IIO,D,aB­

JlflIOIUee 60Jibrn11HeTBO TaK11X BOIIp?eOB HaXO,D,11T IIOJIOilC11TeJihH0e perneH11e. 

CymeeTBy10m11e 3aKOHbl o6fl3aTeJibHbI ,D,Jlfl aeex - 11 ,D,Jlfl TeX' KTO xo.na­

TatteTByeT O Bble3.ne, 11 ,D,Jlfl Tex, KT0 paeeMaTp11aaeT Bbie3,D,Hbie 3aflBJieH11fl. 

T aKoao eymeeTBO Harnero rrpaaorropfl,uKa 11 HapyrnaTh ero - rro,u KaK11M-n1160 

.naaneH11eM 111111 6e3 Hero - H11K0MY He ,uaHo. llyMaeTefl, a CIIIA .non:»eHbI 3T0 

IIOH11MaTh • 

Mbl' pa3yMeeTefl , YtI11TbIBaeM' 'l!T0 B e11ny pa3HbIX o6eTOflTeJiheTB 

B03H11KaIOT pa3,neneHHb1e eeMh11, qaeTh KOT0pbIX :»e11BeT B CCCP, qaeTh -

B CIIIA. TonbKO 3a rroene.nH11e 5 JieT Me:»e.ny eoaeTeK11M11 11 aMep11KaHeK11M11 

rpa:»e.naHaM11 6bIJIO 3aKJIIO'l!eH0 6onee 400 6paKOB. l1 y IIO,D,aBJiflIOIUero 60Jihrn11H­

eTBa 113 H11X' een11 6bITh TO'l!HbIM11, y 6onee tieM 95 rrpoueHTOB He B03H11KJI0 

H11KaK11X rrpo6Jie M B OTHOrneH1111 aoeeoe.n11HeHI1fl eyrrpyroB 11 eOBMeeTHOr'O rrpo­

ilC11BaH11fl. Ila, 11eKJIIO'l!eH11H 6bIBaIOT, 11 B tieM OH11 eoeTOflT, Mb! BaM HeO,D,HO­

KpaTHO 11 OTKpOBeHHO roaop11n11. B ueJIOM :»ee, 11 fl 3T0 xoqy BH0Bh IIO,D,tiepKHYTh, 

BorrpoebI TaKoro po.na pernaIOTefl HaM11 e II03111.:(11M ryMaHH0eT11, ytieTa 11HTepeeoB 

JIIO,D,ett, KOTOpbIX 3TO KaeaeTefl • 

5J pa3,neJiflIO Barne :»eenaH11e rrepeaeeT11 0THOrneH11fl Me:»e.ny Harn11M11 eTpa­

HaM11 s 6onee KOHeTpyKT11BHOe pyeno. TopMo:»eeH11e :»ee 3Toro rrpoueeea 

rrpo11exo.n11T OTHIO,D,h He 113-3a HaJI11'1!11fl TaKoro po,ua ,uen - XOTfl fl He eKJIOHeH 

rrpeyMeHhrnaTb 11X 3HatieHI1H C TO'l!K11 3peH11fl ey,ue6 OT,D,eJihHbIX JI111.:(, - a 113-3a 

IIOIIbITOK rrp11.naTb 11M HeIIOMepHblM Bee B o6meM 6anaHee eoaeTeKO-aMep11KaH­

eK11X OTHOrneH11tt. KJIIO'l!eBbie BOIIpOebI B 3TOM 0611aeT11 i!C.UYT eaoero perneH11H. 

Ero ITpeaoexo.n11TeJiheTBY 
PoHanh,nyY.PeuraHy, 
f1 pe311,neHTY Coe.n11HeHHbIX 
IlITaTOB AMep11K11 
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I1onyTHO aaMeqy: KaK Bl1.UHO, coxpamnomeecH CTpeMnemie aMep11KaHcKoi1 

CTOpoHbl YBH3bIBaTb TOprOB0-3KOHOMJ1lieCKl1e OTHOUieHl1H C BOnpocaMl-1 l1HOro 

rrnaHa rronb3bl He npl1HeCeT • I1opa pean:ncT:nqecK:n ITOCMOTpeTb Ha BeCb 3TOT 

Borrpoc c rro3:nu;:ni1 cero.n;HHUIHero, a He BqepaUIHero .n;HH. 

KaK npe.ncTaBnHeTCH ' MHOroe cei1llac 6y,n;eT 3aBl1CeTb OT Toro' HaCKOflbKO 

BepHO Mbl 6y,neM COBMeCTHO cne,n;oBaTb .nei1CTBl1TenhHbIM np11op11TeTaM B HaUil1X 

OTHOUieHHHX' ecn11 XOTI1M .no6JIITbCH l1X omyTJIIMOM HOpMami3au1111 yxce B 6n11xcai1-

Uiee BpeMH. JlyMaIO , 3.J:(eCb l1MeIOTCH HennoXI1e rnaHCbI. 

C yBaxceHI-leM 

M. I'OPEA l!EB 

11 HHBapH 1986 ro.na 

PRESERVA110I 0 )PY 
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2/12/86 

DRAFT REPLY TO HANDWRITTEN LETTER FROM GORBACHEV 

Dear Mr. General Secretary: 

Your letter of December 24, 1985, was most thought-provoking and 
I would like to share my reactions with you. I have of course 
also received your letter of January 14, 1986, and will be 
responding to it shortly. However, since the substance of the 
latter is already in the public domain, I believe it is well to 
keep our private communications separate. Although the issues 
overlap, I would hope that our informal exchange can be used to 
clarify our attitudes on some of the fundamental questions. 

I agree with you that we need to set a specific agenda for action 
to bring about a steady and -- I would hope -- radical 
improvement in U.S.-Soviet relations. I suggested two such 
topics in my previous letter, and I would hope that we can 
identify others as ripe for immediate progress. For example, 
some of the obstacles to an agreement on intermediate-range 
missiles seem to be falling away. I would also hope that rapid 
progress can be made toward agreement on a verification regime 
that will permit a global ban on chemical weapons. 

Regarding arms reduction in general, I agree with you that we 
must make decisions not on the basis of assurances or intentions 
but with regard to the capabilities on both sides. 
Nevertheless, I do not understand the reasoning behind your 
conclusion that only a country preparing a disarming first strike 
would be interested in defenses against ballistic missiles. If · 
such defenses prove feasible in the future, they could facilitate 
further reductions of nuclear weapons by creating a feeling of 
confidence that national security could be preserved without 
them. 

Of course, as I have said before, I recognize that adding 
defensive systems to an arsenal replete with weapons with a 
disarming first-strike capability could under some conditions be 
destabilizing. That is why we are proposing that both sides 
concentrate first on reducing those weapons which can be used to 
deliver a disarming first strike. Certainly, if neither of our 
countries has forces suitable for a first strike, neither need 
fear that defenses against ballistic missiles would make a first 
strike strategy possible. 

I also do not understand your statement that what you call "space 
strike weapons" are "all purpose" weapons. As I understand it, 
the sort of directed-energy and kinetic devices both our 
countries are investigating in the context of ballistic missile 
defense are potentially most effective against point targets 
moving at high velocity in space. They would be ill-suited for 
mass destruction on earth, and if one were planning to strike 
earth targets from space, it does not seem rational to resort to 
such expensive and exotic techniques. Their destructiveness can 
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never approach that of the nuclear weapons in our hands today. 
Nuclear weapons are the real problem. 

Mr. General Secretary, in the spirit of candor which is essential 
to effective communication, I would add another point. You speak 
often of "space strike weapons," and your representatives have 
defined these as weapons which can strike targets in space from 
earth and its atmosphere, and weapons in space which can strike 
targets in space or on earth. I must ask, "What country has such 
weapons?" The answer is, only one: the Soviet Union. Your ABM 
system deployed around Moscow can strike targets beyond the 
atmosphere and has been tested in that mode. Your co-orbital 
anti-satellite weapon is designed to destroy satellites. 
Furthermore, the Soviet Union began research in defenses 
utilizing directed energy before the United States did and seems 
well along in research (and -- incidentally -- some testing 
outside laboratories) of lasers and other forms of directed 
energy. 

I do not point this out in reproach or suggest that these 
activities are in violation of agreements. But if we were to 
f ollow your logic to the effect that what you call "space strike 
weapons" would only be developed by a country planning a first 
strike, what would we think? We see the Soviet Union devoting 
enormous resources to defensive systems, in an effort which 
antedates by many years our own effort, and we see a Soviet Union 
which has built up its counterforce weapons in numbers far 
greater than our own. If the only reason to develop defensive 
weapons is to make a disarming first strike possible, then 
clearly we should be even more concerned than we have been. 

We are concerned, and deeply so. But not because you are 
developing -- and unlike us deploying -- defensive weaponry. We 
are concerned over the fact that the Soviet Union for some reason 
has chosen to deploy a much larger number of weapons suitable for 
a disarming first strike than has the United States. There may 
be reasons for this other than actually seeking a first-strike 
advantage, but we too must look at capabilities rather than 
intentions. And the fact is that we are certain you have an 
advantage in this area. 

Frankly, you have been misinformed if your specialists say that 
the missiles on our Trident submarines have a capability to 
destroy hardened missile silos -- a capability your SS-18 
definitely has. Current Trident missiles lack the capability for 
such a role. They could be used only to retaliate. Nor is the 
Pershing II, which cannot even reach most Soviet strategic 
weapons, a potential first-strike weapon. Its short flight time 
is not substantially different from that of the more capable -­
and much more numerous -- Soviet SS-20's aimed at our European 
Allies whom we are pledged to defend and most of whom have no 
nuclear capability of their own. Our forces currently have a 
very limited capability to strike Soviet silos, and we are 
improving this capability only because we cannot accept a 
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situation in which the Soviet Union holds such a clear advantage 
in counterforce weaponry. Even if we are required to complete 
all planned deployments in the absence of an accord which limits 
them, they will not match the number of Soviet weapons with a 
first-strike capability. 

If our defense and military specialists disa~ree regarding the 
capability of the weapons on the other side, then by all means 
let us arrange for them to meet and discuss their concerns. A 
frank discussion of their respective assessments and the reasons 
for them could perhaps clear up those misunderstandings which are 
not based on fact. 

In any event, we have both agreed to the principle of a 50% 
reduction of nuclear arms. Implementing that agreement is 
surely the first task of our negotiators at Geneva. Let me stress 
once again that we remain willing to reduce those weapons systems 
which the Soviet Union finds threatening so long as the Soviet 
Union will reduce those which pose a special threat to the United 
States and its Allies. Our proposals in November included 
significant movement on our part in this direction and were a 
major step to accommodate your concerns. I hope that your 
negotiators will be empowered to respond to these proposals 
during the current round and to engage us in identifying which 
strategic systems are to be included in the 50% reduction. 

So far as defensive systems are concerned, I would reiterate what 
I wrote before: if your concern is that such systems may be used 
to permit a first-strike strategy, or as a cover for basing 
weapons of mass destruction in space, then there must be 
practical ways to prevent such possibilities. Of course, I have 
in mind not general assurances but concrete, verifiable means 
which both sides can rely on to avoid these contingencies, 
neither of which is a part of United States strategy or planning. 
I honestly believe that we can find a solution to this problem if 
we approach it in practical fashion rather than debating 
generalities. 

I would like nothing more than to find, by our next meeting, an 
approach acceptable to both of us to solve this problem. But I 
believe that will require two things: accelerating negotiations 
to reach agreement on the way to reduce offensive weapons by 50%, 
and discussion of concrete ways to insure that any future 
development of defensive sytems cannot be used as a cover for a 
first-strike strategy or for basing weapons of mass destruction 
in space. Aside from these broader issues, I believe that your 
recent proposal brings settlement of the problem of 
intermediate-range missiles closer and that there are improved 
prospects for agreeing on effective verification measures in 
several areas. 

Regarding regional conflicts, I can see that our respective 
analyses of the causes are incompatible. There seems little 
point in continuing to debate those matters on which we are bound 
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to disagree. Instead, I would suggest that we simply look at the 
current situation in pragmatic terms. Such a look would show two 
very important facts: that the Soviet Union is engaged in a war 
in another country and the United States is not. And furthermore, 
this war is one which is unlikely to bring any benefit to the 
Soviet Union. So why is it continued? 

Certainly not because of the United States. Even if we wished we 
do not have the power to induce hundreds of thousands of people 
to take up arms against a well trained foreign army equipped with 
the most modern weapons. And neither we nor any country other 
than the Soviet Union has the power to stop that war. For who 
can tell the people of another country they should not fight for 
their motherland, for their independence and their national 
dignity? 

I hope, as you say, that there is an open door to a just 
political settlement. Of course, we support the U.N. process and 
hope that it will take a practical and realistic turn. However, 
1985 was marked by an intensification of conflict. I can only 
hope that this is not what the future holds. 

As I have said before, if you really want to withdraw from 
Afghanistan, you will have my cooperation in every reasonable 
way. We have no desire or intent to exploit a Soviet military 
withdrawal from Afghanistan to the detriment of Soviet 
interests. But it is clear that the fighting can be ended only 
by the withdrawal of Soviet troops, the return of Afghan refugees 
to their country, and the restoration of a genuinely sovereign, 
non-aligned state. Such a result would have an immediate 
positive effect on U.S.-Soviet relations and would help clear the 
way to progress in many other areas. 

The problem of superpower military involvement in local disputes 
is of course not limited to the tragic conflict in Afghanistan. 
And I must say candidly that some recent actions by your 
government are most discouraging. What are we to make of your 
sharply increased military support of a local dictator who has 
declared a war of terrorism against much of the rest of the 
world, and against the United States in particular? How can one 
take Soviet declarations of opposition to terrorism seriously 
when confronted with such actions? And, more importantly, are we 
to conclude that the Soviet Union is so reckless in seeking to 
extend its influence in the world that it will place its prestige 
(and even the lives of some of its citizens) at the mercy of a 
mentally unbalanced local despot? 

You have made accusations about U.S. policy which I cannot 
accept. My purpose here, however, is not to debate, but to 
search for a way out of the pattern by which one of us becomes 
militarily involved, directly or indirectly, in local disputes, 
and thus stimulates the reaction of the other. This transforms 
what should be of local concern into a U.S.-Soviet confrontation. 
As I have said, we believe it is the Soviet Union which has acted 
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without restraint in this respect. You say it is the United 
States. 

But agreement as to who is to blame is not necessary to find a 
solution. The point I would make is that we must find a way to 
terminate the military involvement, direct and indirect, of both 
our countries in these disputes, and avoid spreading such 
involvement to new areas. This was the goal of the proposal I 
made last October. Let us encourage the parties to these 
conflicts to begin negotiations to find political solutions, 
while our countries support the process by agreeing to terminate 
the flow of weapons and war materiel into the area of conflict. 

Mr. General Secretary, there remain many points on which we still 
disagree, and we will probably never reach agreement on some of 
them. Nevertheless, I am convinced that the critical problems 
can be solved if we approach them in the proper manner . I have 
the feeling that we gradually are finding some additional points 
on which we can agree, and would hope that, by concentrating on 
practical solutions, we can give greater momentum to this 
process. 

But we do need to speed up the negotiation process if this is to 
occur. Therefore, I hope you will instruct your delegations in 
Geneva, as I have instructed ours, to roll up their sleeves and 
get seriously to work. 

When you announced to the public the ideas contained in your 
letter of January 14, I made a statement welcoming them. Our 
study of that message will shortly be completed and when it is I 
will be responding specifically to the points you made in it. 

Nancy joins me in sending our best regards to you and your wife. 

Sincerely, 



~sE6REl-
THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

SYSTEM II 
90124 

February 17, 1986 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE HONORABLE GEORGE P. SHULTZ 
The Secretary of State 

SUBJECT: 

THE HONORABLE CASPAR W. WEINBERGER 
The Secretary of Defense 

THE HONORABLE WILLIAM J. CASEY 
Director of Central Intelligence 

Presidential Letter to Gorbachev (U) 

The President has written the attached letter to General 
Secretary Gorbachev in reply to his letter of December 24, 1985. 
The letter with a courtesy translation will be pouched to 
Moscow this evening. Please limit access to and knowledge of the 
letter only to those who have a need to know. It is requested 
that no other copies be made • .fe1"" 

Attachment 
Presidential Ltr to Gorbachev 

-~ • 3ECRE'i'/SElNSPPI¥E 
DECLASSIFY: OADR 

J~indexter 



SSCRE'i'/ 9'SNS I'i'IVE 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

SYSTEM II 
90124 

February 17, 1986 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE HONORABLE GEORGE P. SHULTZ 
The Secretary of State 

SUBJECT: 

THE HONORABLE CASPAR W. WEINBERGER 
The Secretary of Defense 

THE HONORABLE WILL I AM J. CASEY 
Director o f Central I n t e lligence 

Presidential Letter to Gorbachev (U) 

The President has written the attached letter to General 
Secretary Gorbac hev in reply to his letter of December 24, 1985. 
The letter wi th a courtesy translation will be pouched to 
Moscow this evening. Please limit access to and knowledge of the 
letter only to those who have a need to know. It is requested 
that no other copies be made • .(.Gr 

Jz:::indexter 

Attachment 
Presidential Ltr to Gorbachev 

bee : Vi ce Pre s ident 
Donald Regan 

CEGRB4'/6ENCI4'IVK · 
DECLASSIFY: OADR 

11 ~ S"t?-Oc:J/ #" //(;,_ 

BY ~ . AR , CA E liP../~:J:/21 



ilEPEBO,ll JU1qHoro ffv1CbMA 
1 fK>ro qieapaJI51 1 986 r . 

YBa)l(aeMhIH f-H reaepaJI:bHhIH CeKpeTap:b! 

Bame IlHCbMO OT 24 .l[eKa6pSI npollIJIOfO fO.l[a BhI3BaJIO cepbe3Hhie 

pa3MhlllIJieHH51, H 51 XOTeJI 6hl IlO.lieJIHTbC51 C BaMH CBOHMH OTBeTHhIMH 
MhICJI51MH. KoHetlHO, 51 TaI<)l(e noJiyqHJI H Bame IIHChMO OT 14 51HBap51 c.r., H 

BCKOpe OTBeqy Ha Hero. 0.l[HaKO, TaK KaK cyTh IIOCJI9.l[Hero y)l(e llIHpOKO 

H3B8CTHa, 51 cqHTaIO, qTo QeJiecoo6pa3HO B8CTH Hamy qacTHYIO rrepenHCKY 
OT .lI8JlhHO. XoTSI BOITpOChI qacTHqHo COBITa.llaIOT, SI Ha.lleIOCh, qTo Hama 

qacTHaSI rrepeIIHCKa MO)l(eT yToqHHTh Harne OTHOllieHHe K HeKOTOphIM 

OCHOBHhlM BonpocaM. 

H cor JiaCeH C BaMH, tffO HaM HY)l(HO orrpe.lleJIHTh KOHKpeTHYIO 

nporpaMMY Mep, Be.llymyIO K IIOCTOSlHHOMY H, 51 Ha,lleIOCh, pe3KOMY 
y JIY'liIIIeHHIO aMepHKaH~OBeTCK}lX OTHOIII9HHH. H yKa3aJI Ha .l[Be TaKHX 
o6JiaCTH B MOeM npe.n:1i1.n:ymeM IIHCI,Me, H SI Ha.n:e10c1,, qTo MhI CM0)1(8M 
orrpe.n:eJIHTl, H .n:pyrHe, no KOTOphIM B 6JIH)l(aHIIIee BpeMSI MO)l(HQ 6y .lI8T 
npo.n:BHHYThCSI Bnepe.n:. HanpHMep, OTna.n:aIOT, IIOBH.llHMOMY, HeKOTOphie H3 

npemlTCTBHH K cor JiallieHHIO no paKeTaM npoMe)l(yToqHQH .l[aJibHOCTH. H 
TaK)l(e Ha.l[eIOCh, 'CITO MO)l(HO 6y ,lleT 6hICTpo npo.l[BHHYT:bCSI Bnepe.l[ K 

.l[OCTH)l(8HHIO cor JiameHHSI OTHOCHTeJibHO pe)l(HMa KOHTpOJISI, 

rro3BOJI51IOmero aceo6mHii 3arrpeT XHMHqecKoro opy)l(H51. 

B OTHOllieHJrrn: COKpameHHSI aoopy)l(eHHH BOo6me, SI cor JiaceH c BaMH, 
tITO Mhl .l[OJI)l(Hhl rrpHHHMaTI, pemeHHSI He Ha OCHOBe 3aBepeHHH H 

HaMepeHHH, a C yqeTOM B03MO)l(HOCTeH o6eHX CTOpOH. 0.l[HaKO, SI He 

IlOHHMaIO, noqeMy BhI npHXO.llHTe K 3aKJIIOqeHHIO, qTo TOJibI<O Ta CTpaHa, 

KOTOpaSI roTOBHTCSI I< nepBOMY (6e3opy)l(HBa10meMy) y.4apy 

3aHHTepecosaHa B o6opoHe rrpoTHB 6aJIJIHCTHqecKHX paKeT. ECJIH TaKaSI 

ooopoaa OJCU8TCSI B03MO)l(HOH B 6y .llymeM, TO OHa Mor Jia 6hl 

CIIOCOOCTBOBaTb ,llaJibHeiimeMy COKpameHHIO Sl,llepHoro opyJKHSI, IIOTOMY 
qTo OHa C03JlaJia 6:w yBepeHHHOCTl,, T.ITO HaijHOHaJibHYIO 6e3onaCHOCTl, 

MO.>KHO o6ecneqHTb 6e3 SI.l[epaoro opy.>KHSI. 

KoHeqHo, KaK SI fOBOpHJI paHbllie, SI IlOHHMaIO, qTo .lI06aBJiemrn 

o6opoHHTeJibHhIX cpe.l[CTB I< apceaaJiy, B KOTOpoM y.>Ke 60Jibllioe 

KOJIHtleCTBO opy.>KHSI, HMe10mero cnoco6HOCTb HaHecTH nepBhIH 

(6e3opyJKHBaIOmHH) y .l[ap MOJKeT B onpe.neJieHHhIX ycJIOBH51X 6L1Tb 

..!I9CTa6HJIH3Hpy10mHM. il03TOMY Mhl npe.llJiaraeM, qTo6hl o6e CTOpOHLI 
CHaqaJia cocpe,llOTQqHJIH BHHMaHHe Ha COKpameHHe Tex Boopy)KeHHH, 

KOTOpl.19 MoryT 6l.1Ti. HCilOJii.30BaHl.I ,llJis:l HaHeCaHHs:l nepBOro 
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{6e3opyJKaD~ero) y .Ziapa. CoaepmeHHO 51CHO, trTO eCJIH HH O,llHa H3 HallIHX 

CTpaH He pacnoJiaraeT CHJiaMH, cnoco6HblMH HaHeCTH nepBbIH y.llap, HH 

0.lIHa, HH .4pyrast He .lIOJI)l(Ha 60S1TbCS1, tITO o6opoHa npontB 

6aJIJIHCTH'tlOCKHX paKeT C03,ZiaCT B03MO)l(HOCTb CTpaTenrn nepBoro y ,llapa. 

5I TaI<)l(e He IlOHHMaIO Bame YTBep)l(,lleHHe, tITO TO, tITO Bhl Ha3hIBaeTe 

"KOCMHqecKHM y JlapH:bIM opy)l(H8M11 
_: "yHHBepcaJibHOe" opy)l(He. Ha 

ClCOJibKO 51 IlOHHMaIO, cpe.ZICTBa HanpaBJieHHOH 3Hepnrn H KHHeTHqecKoe 

opy)l(He, HCCJie,llyeM:ble o6eHMH aamHMH CTpaHaMH B I<OHTeKCTe 

npoTHBopaKeTHOH o6opOHhI 6hIJIH 6L1 HaH60Jiee 3!p!peKTHBHLIMH npoTHB 

TOtietIHhIX i.ieJieH, .llBH)l(ymHXCS1 C 60JibllIOH CI<opocTbIO B KOCMOCe. vix 

TPY .llHO 6hIJIO 6hl npHMeHHTb .lIJIS1 MaCCOBOro YHHtlT0)1(9HHS1 Ha 3eMJie, H 

eCJIH HMeJIHCb 6hl IIJiaHhI nopa)l(eHH51 38MHhIX 061>eI<TOB H3 KOCMOCa, He 

npe.lICTaBJIS1eTC51 pa3yMHhIM npH6eraTb I< TaI<OMY .lIOporocTo51meMy H 

Heo6hIKHOB8HHOMY opy)l(HIO. Ero nopa)l(aJOma51 CIIOC06HOCTb HHKOr Jia He 

npH6JIH3HTC51 K nopa)l(aIOmeif crroco6HOCTH Tex 51.ZiepHLIX BoopyJKeHHH, 

KOTOphlMH Mhl ceroJlH.51 pacnoJiaraeM. CaMa.51 Ba)l(Ha.s1 npo6JieMa, cTo51ma51 

nepe.ll HaMH, 3TO npo6JieMa 51.llepHoro opy)l(H.51. 

f-H reHepaJibHhIH CeKpeTapb: B Jlyxe OTKpOB9HHOCTH, HeOOXO,llHMOH 

.lIJI51 aacTostmero pa3rosopa, st xoTeJI 61:,1 1Io6aBHTb eme o.11ao. BLI qacTo 

rosopHTe O "I<OCMHtieCI<OM y JiapHOM opy)l(HHU H BamH npe.lICTaBHTeJIH 

orrpeJieJIHJIH ero KaK opyJKHe, cnoco6aoe nopaJKaTb 061>eKThl B KOCMoce c 

3eMJIH H H3 ee aTMocipephI, a TaKJKe opyJKHe B KOCMoce, crroco6aoe 

rropa)l(aTb 061>eKThI B lCOCMOCe HJIH Ha 3eMJie. 5I .lIOJIJKeH CIIpoCHTb-111Ca1Ca51 

CTpaHa HMeeT Ta.Koe opy)l(He?" TOJibKO O.lIHa - CoBeTCKHH COI03. Bama 

CHCTeMa nPO, pa3BepHyTa51 BOI<pyr MOCKBhl, MO)1(8T rropa)l(aTb ueJIH 3a 

npe.11eJiaMH aTMOCq>ephl, H OHa 6blJia HCIIhlTaHa c TalCOH ueJibIO. Bame 

I<OOp6HTaJibHOe npoTHBOCIIYTHHKOBOe opyJKHe npe.lIH83HalleHO .lIJI51 
YHH'tffQ)l(8HHSI cnyTHHKOB. KpoMe Toro, CoBeTCKHA COI03 Halla.JI 

HCCJie,llOBaTb o6opoHHTeJibHble cpe.ZICTBa, npHMeHHJOmHe HarrpaBJieHHYJO 

3HeprHD .40 Toro, KaJC CoeJIHHeHHhle IlITaThl HatraJIH TaKHe HCCJI8JIOBaHH51 

H, IIOBH,llHMOMY, 3HatlHTeJibHO rrpO.lIBHHYJIC51 Bnepe.4 B HCCJie,llOBaHHH (H, 

I<CTaTe, C B8JCOTOpWM HCilblTaHHeM BHe Jia6opaTOpHH) Jia3epoB H .lipyrHX 

q>OpM HarrpaB.JieHHOH 3HeprHH. 

5I He yKa3blBaIO Ha 3TO KaK ynpeI< H He xoqy CI<a3aTb, llTO 3TO 

HapymaeT cor JiameHHSI. Ho eCJIH 6LI MLI CJie.lIOBaJIH BameA JIOfHKe B TOM 

nJiaHe, tffO TO, tffQ BLI Ha3LIBaeTe "KOCMHtieCKHM y.4apHlilM opyJKHeM" 

C03,llaeTC51 TOJibKO CTpaHOH, roTOB.slmeifcH K nepBOMY y.4apy, 'tlTO 6:bl Mhl 

.liyMaJIH? Mhl BH.lIHM, llTO CoBeTCKHH COJ03 HCilOJib3yeT orpoMHhle 

cpe.llCTBa Ha o6opoHy, H 'CITO OH 3TO HatiaJI 3a MHOfO JieT .llO Toro, KaK Mhl 
3TO Hat.laJIH. vi Mhl BH,.llHM, llTO COB9TCI<HH COI03 C03,.llaJI ropa3,.ll0 60Jil:,llI9 
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Boopy)KeHHH 6e30py)KHBa10mero y .aapa, qeM M.bI. ECJIH o6opOHHTeJibHOe 

opy)ICH8 C03,lla8TC51 TOJlbKO .llJl51 Toro, qTo6hl C,lleJiaTb B03MO)ICHhlM rrepB.bIH 

(6eoopyJCHBaI>mHi) yJiap, TO HaM 6e3yCJIOBHO HY)f(HO 6.bIJIO 6.bI eme 60Jihllle 
6ecnoKOHThC51, qeM Mhl 6ecIIOKOl-!MC51 ceHqac. 

M.bI o6ecnoKoeH.bI, oqeHb 06ecno1<oeHhl. Ho He H3-3a Toro, qTo Bhl 

C03.ZiaeTe (H, B OT JIHqHe OT Hae, pa3BepT.bIBaeTe) o6opOHHT8JlbHOe opy)f(He. 
M.bI 06ecno1<oeH.bI TeM, qTo noqeMy-To CoaeTCI<H.H Co103 pemHJI passepHyTb 
ropa3.lIO 6oJibIIIe aoopy)KeHHH, cnoco6H.bIX aaaecTH nepB.bIH 

(6esopy)l(HBa10mHi) y.llap, qeM Coe,llHHeHH.bie lllTaTLI. Ha 3TO MoryT 6.bITb 

npHqHHLI, IIOMHMO CTpeMJieHHSI K npHo6peTeHHI> npeHMymecTBa B IIJiaHe 
nepsoro y .llapa, HO HaM TO)l(e HaJIO CMOTpeTh Ha B03MO)ICHOCTH, a He Ha 

HaMepeHH51. vi .aeJIO B TOM, qTo M.bI ysepeH.bI, qTo y Bae npeHMymecTBO B 

3TOi1 o6JiaCTH. 

OTI<poaeHHO roBOp51, Bhl HenpaBHJlbHO HHq>OpMHpoBaHLI eCJIH BaIIIH 

cneuHaJIHCThl roaop51T, qTo paI<eThl Ha HamHX IIOJIBOlIHLIX JIO,llI<ax THIIa 
"TpaH.lleHT" MoryT nopa)KaTb 3amHmeHHLl8 pa1<eTHLl8 maXTlil (a BamH 
pa1<eTLI CC-18 onpeJieJieHHO MoryT 3To C.lleJiaTb). HacTo.s:1mHe pa1<eT1i1 
THna "TpaH,lieHT" He HMeIOT TaKOH cnoco6HOCTH. OHH MoryT 6LITb 

HCIIOJib30BaHhl TOJlbI<O 1IJI51 OTBeTHOro y Jiapa. vi pa1<eTa fiepmHHr-2, 
KOTopa51 He MO)KeT l[a)Ke l[OCTHqb 60JiblllHHCTBa COBeTCI<HX 
CTpaTerHqecKMX Boopy)KeHMH TaK)t(e He MMeeT cnoco6HOCTH HaHeCTH 

nepB.bIH y Jiap. Ee I<OpOTI<Oe BpeM51 IIOJIJieTa He OT JIHqaeTC51 cymecTBeHHO 
OT 6oJiee MomHhlX COBeTCKHX paKeT CC-20 (KOTOp.bIX ropa3JIO 60JibIIIe), 

HanpaBJieHH.bIX Ha HamHX eaponeHCKHX COI03HHKOB, KOTOplilX Mlil 

o6513aJIHC1, 3amHmaTb, H 60JiblllHHCTBO KOTOpLIX He pacnoJiaraIOT CBOHMH 
co6CTBeHHLIMH 51.llepHhlMH CHJiaMH. B HaCT051mee BpeM51 y Hae oqeHb 

orpaHHqeaHaSI CIIOCOOHOCTb nopa)f(aTb COBeTCI<He IIIaXThl, H Mhl yJiyqmaeM 

3TY cnoco6HOCTb TOJlbl<O IIOTOMY, qTo Mhl He MO)f(eM CMHPHThC51 C TeM, 
qTo y COBeTCICOro COD3a TaKoe 51BHOe npeHMymecTBO B o6JiaCTH opy)f(M51 

6eoopyJCHBaDmero y .llapa. ,lla)f(e ecJIH HaM npHJieTc.s:1 ~asepmHTh ace 
IIJiaH!il pasBepTHBaHH51 aoopy)f(eHHH B OTCYTCTBHH cor JiameHH51, 
orpaHHllHBa1>mero TaJ<oe pa3B8pTlilBaHH8, HX He 6y lI8T CTOJil,1(0, Kai< 

COB8TCKHX BOOpyJ1CeHHH, o6JiaJiaIOmHx CIIOCOOHOCTbl) nepaoro y .llapa. 

ECJIH MH8HHe HamHX BOeHHLIX cneuHaJIHCTOB He COBIIa.llaIOT 
OTHOCHT8JlbHO B03MO)f(HOCTeit, I<OTOphlMH o6Jia,llaIOT Boopy)f(eHH51 Jipyrol 

CTOpOHLI, Tor )la HaM 6e3yCJIOBHO CJie.4yeT l[OfOBOpHTbC51 0 TOM, qTo6LI OHH 

BCTpeTHJIHCb H o6cy lIHJIH TO, qTo HX 6ecnoI<OHT. OTI<poBeHHoe 

o6cy)l(JI8HH8 HX COOTBeTCTBy10mHx oueHOK H Jie)KamHx B HX OCHOBe 

npHqJrn B03MO)KH0 Mor JIO 6LI npOSICHHTb JII06Lie omH6oqa11e 

rrpe..ztcTaBJI8HHSl, l(QTOp1i1e H8 OCHOBaHLI Ha q>aI<Tax. 
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Bo BCSIKOM cJiyqae, MbI o6a cor JiaCHJIHCh O rrpHUHne 

ITS1TH.llecS1nmpoueHTHoro coKpameHHSI H.LiepHoro opy)l(H5I. 
OcymecTBJieHHe 3Toro cor JiallieHH5I .l[OJI)l(HO 6bITh rrepBOOtiepe.l[HOH 

3a1IatieH HallIHX npe.LICTaBHTeJieH B )KeHeBe. 5I xoqy CHOBa IlO.litiepKHYTh, 

tITO MbI fOTOBbI, KaK H paHbllie, COKpaTHTb Te epe.lICTBa. KOTOpbie 
CoaeTCKHH CoKJ3 cqHTaeT yrpo)l(aKJtqHMH, ecJIH CoaeTCKHH CoKJ3 

COKpaTHTb cpe,llCTBa, co3.zia10mHe oco6yto yrpo3y Coe.l[HHeHHbIM IllTaTaM H 
HX COI03HHKaM. HallIH npe.lIJIO)l(eHHSi B H05I6pe CO.l[ep)l(aJIH cymecTBeHHbIH 

C.l[Blff C HallieH CTOpOHbI B 3TOM HanpaBJI8HHH H 6LIJIH 3Ha tIHT8JihHbIM 

11IaroM HaBCTpeqy BaM. H Ha1IeIOCh, tlTO BallIH npe.lICTaBHTeJIH Ha 

neperoaopax 6y .llYT ynoJIHOMOtl8HbI OTB8THTh Ha 3TH npe.lIJIO)l(eHH5I KaK 

MQ)l(HQ CKOpee H BM8CT8 C HaMH rrpHCTYIIHTb K orrpe11eJI8HHIO Toro, KaKHe 
CTpaTerHtieCKHe cpe.11eTBa eJie11yeT eoKpaTHTb Ha 50 rrpoueHTOB. 

B OTHOIII8HHH o6opoHHT8JlbHbIX cpe.11eTB, 51 xoqy IlOBTOpHTb TO, tITO SI 
rrncaJI paHbllie: ecJIH BiiI o6ecnoKoeHlil, tffO TaKHe cpe.lICTBa MoryT 61i1Tb 
HCilOJih30BaHbI .l[JI5I C03.liaHH5I CTpaTerHH nepaoro y.llapa HJIH B KatieCTBe 

npHKpbITH5I ,llJI5I 6a3HpOBaHH51 opy)l(H51 Maccoaoro YHHtITO)l(eHHSI B 
KOCMOCe, TO .l[OJDKHLI cymecTBOBaTh npaKTHtleCI<He rryTH I( 

npe.lIOTBpameHHIO TaKHX B03MO)l(HOeTeA. KoHetIHO, 51 HMeIO B BHlIY He 

o6mHe 3aBepeHH51, a KOHKpeTHbie, IlO.lIJI8)1(amHe KOHTpOJIIO MepbI, Ha 
KOTOphle o6e CTOpOHhI MoryT IlOJIO)l(HTbC.51 .llJI.51 H36e)l(aHH51 TaKHX 
B03MO)l(HOCTeH, HH O,llHa H3 KOTOplilX He BXO,llHT B CTpaTerHIO HJIH IlJiaHhI 

ClllA. H .zteiicTBHTeJibHO yaepeH, tITO Mlil CMO)l(eM HaHTH pemeHHe 3TOH 

npo6JieMhl eCJIH Mhl K HeH IlOJIOHJieM K0HKpeTH0, a He 6y JieM BeCTl1 
,lIHCKYCCHX> T0JI~l(0 B o6meM IlJI8H8. 

MHe OtI8Hb XOTeJIOCb 6bI K HallieH CJie1Iy10meli BCTpeqe HaHTH IlO.llXO.lI K 

pemeHHIO 3TOH npo6JI8Mhl, npHeMJI8MhlH .lIJI51 Hae o60HX. Ho MHe Ka)l(eTe5I, 

tITO 3TO IlOTpe6yeT .llBYX aemeii: ycKOpeHHSI neperoaopoB C U8JibIO 
110CTH)l(8HHSI .aoroaopeHHOCTH O TOM, KaK COKpaTHTb HacTynaTeJibHhle 
aoopy)l(eBHSI Ba 50 npoQeHTOB, H o6cy)l(.ll8HH51 KOHKpeTHlilX nyTeH, 

rapaHTHpyD~HX, tlTO JII06oe C03,llaHHe B 6y 1IymeM o6opoHHTeJibHhlX 

cpe.lICTB Be MO)l(eT 6:hlTb HCilOJib30BaHO KaK npHI<phlTHe 1IJI51 CTpaTerHH 
rrepaoro y1Iapa HJIH JIJI51 6a3HpoaaHH5I opy)l(HSI Maccoaoro yHHtlTO)l(8HH51 a 

KOCMOCe. noMHMO 3THX 6oJiee KPYIIHhlX BOIIpOCOB 51 Cl.lHTaIO, tITO Bame 

He.11aaHee npe.11JioJKeHHe rrpH6JIHJKaeT Hae K pa3pemeHHIO aonpoca paKeT 

npoMe)l(yTOl.lHOH .ztaJibHOCTH H y JiytimaeT nepcrre.KTHBhl cor JiaCOBaHH5I 

3q>q>eKTHBHbIX Mep KOHTpOJISI B HeCKOJibKHX o6JiaCT51X. 

B OTHOl1I8HHH perHOHaJihHbIX KOHq>JIHKTOB, 51 BH)l(Y, qTQ H8COBM8CTHMbI 
06'MICH8HH51 HallIHX CTOpOH O np,rcrnHax 3THX KOHq>JIHKTOB. MHe Ka)l{8TC51, 

3'l 
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qTo HeT CMIIICJia npo.llOJI)l(aTb .llHCKYCCHIO Tex aonpocoB, no KOTOpbIM y 

Hae o651saTeJibHO 6y .llYT pa3HOr JiaCH.St BMeCTO 3Toro, SI npe.4Jiara10 
npocTO IlOCMOTpeTb Ha HhIHeIIIHIOIO o6cTaHOBI<Y c npaI<THtieCKOJ.1 TOqI(J,I 

3peHH51. 3To Bhl51BHJIO 6hl ,llBa oqeHb Ba)l(HhIX MOMeHTa. CoBeTC.KHA COI03 

yqacTsyeT B sot;iHe a qy)l(o~ cTpaHe, a Coe.zurneHHhle lIITaThl 3Toro He 

11eJiaIOT. KpoMe Toro, 3Ta BOAHa Bp5UI JIH rrpHHeceT Bhlro11y CoBeTCKOMY 

COI03Y. TaK noqeMy )1(8 OHa npO.llOJI)KaeTCSI? 

He H3- sa Coe,llHHeHHhlX lIITaTOB. EcJIH 6bI MbI ,lla)l(e 3TOro XOTeJIH, Y 

Hae He 6hIJIO 6hl CHJI 3acTaBHTb COTHH ThICSltJ JII01teii BOeBaTb nponlB 
xopOIIIO IIO.llrOTOBJieHHhIX HHOCTpaHHhIX BOHCI<, HMeIOmHx caMoe 

COBpeMeHHOe opy>KHe. HH Mhl, HH JII06aSI .llpyra51 CTpaHa, KpoMe 
CoBeTCKoro COI03a. He HMeIOT B03MO)KHOCTH IlOJIO)KHTb KOHell 3TOl:t BO~He. 
Be.llb KTO MO)K8T CKa3aTb Hapo.lly .llpyro~ CTpaHhl He BOeBaTb 3a caoe 
OTeqecTBO, 3a CBOIO He3aBHCHMOCTb H HaijHOHaJibHOe .lIOCTOHHCTBO? 

H Ha,ZieIOCb, qTo, KaK Bbl roaopHTe, cymecTByeT OTI<pbITast ,ZIBepb K 
cnpaBe,ZIJIHBOMY IlOJIHTHqecI<OMY yperyJIHpoBaHHIO. Mhl, .KOHeqao, 
Il0.4.49pl1UlgaQM n9p9I'0:90pi.1 g paM1'all: OOH II Ra.l[99MC.Q, UTO ORK no1t.ztyT 

no rrpa.KTJfqecI<OMY H peaJibHOMY nyTH. 0.llHaI<O, B 1985 ro.lly BOeHHhle 

orrepal,lHH CTaJIH 6oJiee Harrp51)K8HHhIMH. H Mory JIHIIIb Ha.11eeTbCSI. tITO 3TO 

He 6y .l[eT IIPO.llOJI)KaTbCSI H B 6y .zrymeM. KaK 51 roBOpHJI H paHbIIIe. eCJIH Bhl 
,ZieitCTBHT8JlhHO XOTHTe BbIBeCTH BoAcKa H3 AqiraHHCTaHa, 51 6y JJ.Y 
OKa3bIBaTb BaM BCSIKOe pa3yMHOe co.11eACTBHe. Y Hae HeT HH >KeJiaHHSI, HH 

HaMepeHHSI HCIIOJih30BaTh BbIBO.ll COBeTCKHX BOlkK H3 AcpraHHCTaHa BO 
BpeJJ. COB0TCKHM HHTepecaM. Ho s:ICHO, qTo BOHHa KOHqHTC51 TOJibKO eCJIH 
6y JI.YT BhIB8.ll0Hhl COBeTCI<J.le BOHCI<a, acpraHCI<He 6e>KeHUhl BepHyTCSI B CBOIO 
CTpaHy, 11 6y.aeT BOCCTaHOBJieRO ..zte£kTBUTeJihHO cysepeHHOe, 

HeIIpHCOe.lIHHHBIIIeecSI racy .llapCTBO. TaKO~ HCXO.ll HeMe.lIJieHHO HMeJI Ohl 
IIOJIO)KHT8JlbHOe BJIHSIHHe Ha aMepHKaHO-COBeTCKHe OTHOIII8HH51 H IIOMOr 

6hl OTKpbITb .lIOpory .lIJISi rrpO.lIBH)KeHHSi Bnepe.ll BO MHOrHX .llpyrHX 
06JiaCT51X. 

Ilpo6.newa yqaCTHSI CBepX.llep)KaB B JIOKaJibHLIX Boopy>KeHHLIX 

KOHcpJIHKTaX Re orpaRH'CleHa, KOHeqHo, TparHqecI<HM I<OHq>JIHI<TOM B 
Aq,raHHCTaHe. 11 SI llOJI)l(eH OTKpOBeHHO CI<a3aTb, tITO H0I<OTOpLie 

He.llaBHHe marH Bamero npaBHTeJibCTBa BeCbMa He o6Halle)KliaaIOmHe. KaK 

HaM paccMaTpHBaTb Bame pe3KOe yBeJI:HqeHHe BOeHHOit rro.zx.11ep)KKH 

MeCTHOro .lIHKTaTopa, KOTOpNit o6'b51BHJI BOAHy TeppopH3MOM rrpOTHB 

MHOrHX .llpyrHX CTpaH MHpa, .K B qacTHOCTH npOTHB ClIIA? KaI< MO)KHO B 
CBeTe TaKHX IIIaroB cepbe3HO OTHOCJ.ITbCSI I< 3aSIBJieHHSIM O TOM. qTo 

CoBeTCKJ.lit COI03 rrpOTHB TeppopH3Ma? 11 qTo 6oJiee Ba)l(HO, ,llOJI)l(Hhl JIH 
Mhl 3aI<JIIOqHTh, qTo CoBeTCKHH COI03 Tai< 6e30TBeTCTBeHHO xoqeT 



- 6 -

pacmHpHTb CBoe BJIHSIHHe B MHpe, tffO OH roTOB Ha TO, tIT06hI ero npecTH)I( 
(H .naJKe JKH3H:b H8KOTOphIX H3 ero rpa)f(.ZlaH) 3aBHCeJIH OT ITOB8.Z18HHSI 

HeypaBHOBemeHHOfO M9CTHOfO .necnoTa? 

B.bl B.blCKa3aJIH o6BHHeHH51 B OTHOIIIeHHH aMepHKaHCKOH IlOJlHTHKH, C 

KOTOp.bIM.bl SI He Mory cor JiaCHTbC51. 0.l[HaKO, MHe 3.l[eCh XOtleTCSI He 

cnopHTb a HCKaTb BhIXOlI H3 110BTOpsno~eik51 cxeMhI C06hITHH, r ,Lie 

Boopy)f(eHHhle CHJlhI OlIHOH' H3 HamHX CTpaH yqacTBYIOT B JlOKaJihHhIX 

KOHq>JIHKTax H TeM caMhIM BhI3hIBaIOT peaK4HIO .llpyroii CTOpOHhI. TaKHM 
o6pa30M, TO, tlTO .lIOJI)l(HO HMeTh QHCTO JIOKaJihHhIH HHTepec, CTaHOBHTC.H 

o6JiaCThIO KOHq>pOHTa4HH M8)1(.lIY CIIIA H CCCP. KaK SI rosopHJI, M.bl 

cqHTaeM, tlTO CoBeTCKHH COI03 ,lieHCTByeT 3.l[eCh HeC.llep)KaHHO. A Bhl 

rosopHTe, tlTO CIIIA TaK l[eHCTBYIOT. 

Ho, tIT06hI HaHTH pemeHHe, He HY)KHO npHXOlIHTh K 8.ZlHHOMY MHeHHIO 0 
TOM, KTO BhIHOBaT. H xoqy CI<a3aTb, tlTO HaM HY)f(HO HaHTH 11YTb, KaK 

npeKpaTHTb np51MYIO H KocseHHYIO soeHHYIO no.n.nep)KKY HamHMH 
CTpaHaMH CTOpOH 3THX KOHq>JIHKTOB, H He pacnpocTpaHSITh TaKyIO 
Il0.l[.ll8p)KKY Ha HOBhle paHOHhI. Ha 3TO HanpaBJI9HO TO npe.l[JIO)KeHHe, 
KOTopoe SI c.neJiaJI B npomJIOM OKTS16pe. ,llaBaHTe 6y .neM rroo~pSITh 

CTOpOH.bl B 3THX KOHq!JlHKTax HatlaTb 11eperoaoph1, HanpaBJieHHhle Ha 

HaXO)f(,lieHHe IIOJIHTHqecKHX pemeHHH, a HaIIIH CTpaH.bl 6y .llYT 

IIOlilI8P)f(HBaTb 3TOT 11pouecc, cor JiaCHBmHCb npeKpaTHTb IlOTOK opy)l(HSI H 
BOeHHhIX MaTepHaJIOB B paHOH KOHq>JIHKTa. 

f-H feHepaJihHhIH CeKpeTapb - OCTaIOTCSI MHOrHe sonpochl, no 

KOTOphIM Mhl Bee e~e He cor JiaCHhl, H HaBepHO 110 H8KOTOphlM H3 HHX Mhl 
HHKOr ,lla He cor JiaCHMCSI. 0.llHaKO, SI y6e)K,lleH, qTo KpHTHtl8CKH Ba)f(Hhle 

BOIIpOChl MO)l(HO peIIIHTh, eCJIH M.bl npaBHJihHO K HHM IIOl[OH.lieM. MHe 
Ka)l(eTCSI, qTo Mhl IIOCTerreHHO HaXO.l[HM HeKOTOphle .lIOIIOJlHHTeJlhHhle 
B011p0Chl, 110 KOTOplilM Mhl MO)KeM cor JiaCHTbCSI H SI Ha.l[eIOCb, tffQ HanpaBHB 

ycHJIHSI Ha JIOCTHJK8HH8 npaKTHqecKHX pemeHHH, Mhl CMO)l(eM .l[aTb 

TOJit10K 3Towy npoueccy. 

Ho HaM RYJKRO ycKOpHTh XO.l[ neperosopoB eCJIH MLI XOTHM 3Toro 
.l[06HTbCSI. TaI< tlTO SI Ha.l[eIOCh, QTO Bhl .l[a.l[HTe yKa3aHH51 BamHM 

.lleJiera4HS1M B )Keaeae, KaK 51 .liaJI yKa3aHH51 HailIHM, 3acyqHTb pyKaaa H 

cepbe3HO rrpHHSITbCSI 3a pa6oTy. 

Kor .lla Bhl o6aa POlIOBaJIH MhICJIH, co.nepJKa~HeCSI B BameM IlHCbMe OT 14 
51HBap51, SI 3aSIBHJI, tlTO HX npHBeTCTByIO. Mlil BCKOpe 3aBepmHM i,13yqeHHe 

3TOfO IIHChMa, H Tor .l[a SI OTBeqy KOHKpeTHO Ha Te BonpocY, KOTOpYe Bhl 
TaM IlO,llHs:IJill. 
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npomy Bae H Bamy cynpyry rrpHH~Tb OT Hae C H3HCH HaHJiytimHe 
IlO)f(eJiaHHSI. 

t1cKpeHHe Bam, 

PoHaJih.ll Peitraa 
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February 15, 1986 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT (\ /l 
FROM: JOHN M. POINDEXTER"r« 

SUBJECT: Reply to Gorbachev's Handwritten Letter 

Issue 

Whether to reply to Gorbachev's handwritten letter of December 
24, 1985 

Facts 

Gorbachev answered your handwritten letter with one of his own 
dated December 24, 1985. You have also received a more formal 
letter dated January 12 making proposals for a three-stage 
process for the elimination of nuclear weapons by 1999. 

Discussion 

The handwritten letter was obviously the more personal one, 
particularly since Gorbachev immediately announced the content of 
his letter of January 12 and wrote in the same vein to several 
other Chiefs of State. Therefore, it would be appropriate to 
answer the two letters separately, keeping the handwritten 
exchange more personal, private and direct. I think it is 
important to give a specific reply to the handwritten letter both 
to sustain this private exchange and to reply to some of the 
unacceptable allegations in it. This can be done without getting 
into the details of his letter of January 12. 

The proposed draft at Tab A attempts to achieve the following: 

-- It answers the principal arguments advanced by Gorbachev 
against SDI, implicitly reminding him that Soviet programs are 
such that his arguments can be turned against him, while still 
leaving the door open to concrete negotiation of legitimate 
issues. 

-- By separating the reply to his handwritten letter from that to 
his "public" letter of January 12, the draft indicates clearly, 
without saying so, that the use of "proposals" for propaganda is 
not helpful to the negotiating process, and that such "proposals" 
will not be given the status of private messages. 

"SECRM / 6 E~rn I 'f' I\Zi: 
Declassify on: OADR 

.5?7-001 II:-117 
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-- By devoting special attention to regional conflicts and 
Afghanistan in particular, it lays the ground for a linkage of 
restraint in these areas to the reduction of nuclear weapons 
beyond the initial 50 percent. It also includes a strong 
statement regarding Soviet involvement with Qaddhafi, based on 
the danger posed to the Soviet Union by his unpredictability. 
(This is a factor the Soviets probably worry about, and it will 
not hurt to play on it a bit.) 

You will note that the draft contains no mention of the 
Washington summit. Given the Soviet delay in suggesting a firm 
date -- or reacting in any way officially to our proposal made in 
early December -- I think it is desirable to avoid showing any 
exceptional eagerness. Also, in his letter, Gorbachev made no 
mention of the meeting other that to say that he considered the 
correspondence "a very important channel" for preparing for it. 

One other small matter is that Gorbachev did not pick you up on 
your effort to develop a less formal salutation. (You had 
written "Dear General Secretary Gorbachev," while his reply was 
addressed "Dear Mr. President." You may, therefore, wish to 
revert to "Dear Mr. General Secretary." 

Although the draft reply is longer than I would like it to be, it 
is only slightly longer than Gorbachev's letter (a translation of 
which is at Tab B for your reference). Nevertheless, I consider 
it important to provide answers to Gorbachev's allegations in 
some detail, and this cannot be done much more briefly. 
Providing him with a detailed reply does indicate that you take 
his arguments seriously and have given them careful thought. 

If you decide to write out a letter along the lines of the draft, 
I would recommend that we do a courtesy translation (on very 
close hold) and send it through Hartman in a sealed envelope, as 
we did with your previous handwritten letter. 

Regarding the letter of January 12, we will be consulting the 
Allies over the next few days and should have a formal reply 
ready for you to consider at the end of next week. 

Recommendation: 

OK 

(!J_ 
No 

That you write a reply to Gorbachev along the 
lines of the draft at Tab A. 

Attachments: 

Tab A 

Tab B 

Draft Reply to Handwritten Letter from Gorbachev 

Translation of Gorbachev's Handwritten Letter of 
December 24, 1985 

Prepared by: 
Jack F. Matlock 
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DRAFT REPLY TO HANDWRITTEN LETTER FROM GORBACHEV 

Dear Mr. General Secretary: 

Your letter of Oec~mber 24, 1985, was most thought-provoking and 
I would like to share my reactions with you. l have of course 
also received your letter of January 14, 1986, and will be 
responding to it shortly. However, since the substance of the 
latter is already in the public domdin, I believe it is well to 
keep our private communications separate. Although the issues 
overlap, r would hope that our in!ormal exchange can be used to 
clarify our attitudes on some ot the fundamental questions. 

I agree with you that we need to set a specific agenda for action 
to bring about a steady and -- I would hope -- radical 
improvement in u.s.-soviet relations. I suggested two such 
topics in my prP.vieus letter, and I would hope that we can 
identify others as ripe for immediate progress. For example, 
some of the obstacles to an agreement on intermediate-range 
missjles seem to be falling away. I would also hope that rapid 
progress can be made toward agreement on a verification regime 
that will permit a global ban on chemical weapons. 

Regarding arms reduction in general, I agree with you that we 
must make decisions not on the basis of assurances or intentions 
hut with regard to the capabilities on both sides. 
Nevertheless, I do not understand the reasoning behind your 
conclusion that only a country preparing a disarming first strike 
would be interested in defenses against ballistic missiles. lf 
such defenses prove feasible in the future, they could facilitate 
further reductions of nuclear weapons by creating a feeling of 
confidence that national security eould be preserved without 
them. 

Of course, as I have said before, r recognize that adding 
defensive systems to an arsenal replete with weapons with a 
disarming first-strike capability could under some conditions be 
destabilizing. That is why we are proposing that both sides 
concentrate first on reducing those weapons which can be used to 
deliver a disarming first strike. Certainly, if neither of our 
countries has forces suitable for a first strike, neither need 
fear that defenses against ballistic missilas would make a first 
strike etrategy possible. 

I also do not understand your statement that what you call "space 
strike weapons" are "all purpose" weapons. As I understand it, 
the sort of directed-energy and kinetic devices both our 
countries are investigating in the context of ballistic missile 
defense are potentially most effective agaj.nst point tar.gets 
moving at high velocity in space. They would be ill-suited for 
mass destruction on earth, and if one were planning to strike 
earth targets from space, it does not seem rational to resort to 
such expensive and exotic techniques. Their destruotj,veness can 
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never approach that of the nuclear w~apons in our hands today. 
Nuclear weapons are the real problem. 

Mr. G~neral Secretary, in the spirit of candor which is essentia l 
to effective communication, r would add another point. You speak 
often of nspace strike weapons,n and your repr~sentatJves have 
defined these as weapons which can strike targets in space from 
earth and its atmosphere, and weapons in space which can strike 
targets in space or on earth. r must ask, •What country has such 
weapons?" The answer is, only one: the Soviet Union. Your ABM 
system deployed around Moscow can strike targets beyond the 
atmosphere and has been tested in that mode. Your co-orbital 
anti-satellite weapon is designed to destroy satellites. 
Furthennore, the Soviet Union began research i~ defenses 
utilizing directed energy before the United States did and seema 
well along in research (and -- ineidentally -- some testing 
outside laboratories) of lasers and other forms of directed 
energy. 

I do not point this out in reproach or suggest that these 
activities are in violation of agreements. But if we ~ere to 
follow your logic to the effect that what you call "space strike 
weapons" would only be developed by a country planning a first 
strike, what would we think? We see the Soviet Union devoting 
enormous resources to defensive systems, in an effort which 
antedates by many years our own effort, and we see a Soviet Union 
which has built up its counterforce weapons in numbers far 
greater than our own. It the only reason to develop defensive 
weapons is to make a disarming first strike possible, then 
clearly we should be even more concerned than we have been. 

We~ concerned, and deeply so. But not because you are 
developing -- and unlike us deploying -- defensive weaponry. We 
are concerned over the fact that the Soviet Union for some reason 
has chosen to deploy a much larger number of weapons suitable for 
a disarming first strike than has the United States. There may 
be reasons for this other than actually seeking a !iret-strike 
advantage, but we too must look at capabilities rather than 
intentions. And the fact is that we are certain you have an 
advantage in this area. 

Frankly, you have been misinformed if your specialists say that 
the missiles on our Trident submarines have a capability to 
destroy hardened missile silos -- a capability your SS-18 
definitely hae. Current Trident mi~siles lack the capability for 
such a role. They could be used only to retaliate. Nor is the 
Pershing II, which cannot even reach most Soviet strategic 
weapons, a potential first-strike weapon. Its short flight time 
is not substantially different from that of. the more capable -­
and much more numerous -- Soviet SS-20's aimed at our European 
Allies whom we are pledged to dP-fend and most of whom have no 
nuclear capability of their own. Our forces currently h~ve a 
very limited capability to strike soviet silos, and we are 
improving this capability only because we cannot accept a 
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situation in which the Soviet Union holds such a clear advantage 
in counterforce weaponry. Even if we are required to complete 
all planned deployments in the absence ot an accord which limit• 
them, they will not match the number of Soviet weapons with a 
first-strike capability. 

If our defense and military specialists disagree regarding the 
capability of the weapons on the other side, then by all means 
let us arrange for them to meet and diecuss their concerns. A 
frank discussion of their respective ·assessments and the :reasons 
for them could perhaps c!ear up those miaunderstandings which are 
not based on fact. 

In any event, we have both agreed to the principle of a SOI 
reduction of nuolaar arms. Tmplementing that agreement is 
surely the firat task of our negotiators at Geneva. Let me stress 
once again that we remain willing to reduce those weapons systems 
which the Soviet Union finds threatening so long as the Soviet 
Union will reduce those which pose a special threat to the United 
States and its Allies. Our proposals in November included 
significant movement on our part in this direction and were a 
majur step to ~ocommodate your eoncArnR. i POP& that your 
negotiators will be empowered to respond to these proposals 
during the current round and to engage us in identifying which 
strategic systems are to be included in the 501 reduction. 

So far as defensive systems are concerned, I would reiterate what 
I wrote before: if your concern is that 8uch systems may be used 
to permit a first-strike strategy, or as a cover for baaing 
weapons of mass destruction in space, then there must be 
practical ways to prevent such possibilities. Of course, l have 
in mind not general assurances but concrete, verifiable means 
which both aide8 can rely on to avoid these contingencies, 
neither of which is a part of United States strategy or planning. 
I honestly believe that we can find a solution to this problem if 
we approach it in practical fashion rather than debating 
generalities. 

r 
I ~ould like nothing more than to !ind, by our next meeting, an 
approach acaeptable to both of us to solve thig problem. But I 
believe that will require two things, 4ccelerating negotiations 
to reach agreement on the way to reduce offensive weapons by 501, 
and discussion of concrete ways to insure that any future 
development of defensive sytoms cannot be used as a cover for a 
first-atrike strategy or for basing weapons of mass destruction 
in space. Aside from these broader iesues, I believe that your 
recent proposal brings settlement o! the problem of 
intermediate-range missiles closer and that there are improved 
prospects for agreeing on effective veritication measureA in 
several areas. 

Regarding regional conflicts, I can see that our respective 
analyses of the causes are incompatible. There seems little 
point in continuing to debate those matters on which we are bound 

'f I• 



- 4 -

to disagree. Instead, I would suggest that we simply look at the 
current situation in pragmatic terms. Such a look would ahow two 
very important facts: that the Soviet Union iR engaged in a war 
in another country and the United States is not. And furthermore, 
this war is one which is unlikely to bring any benefit to the 
Soviet Union. so why is it continued? 

Certainly not because of the United States. Even if \Ve wished we 
do not have the power to induce hundreds of thousands of people 
to take up arms against a well trained foreign army equipped with 
the most modern weapons. And neither we .nor any country other 
than the Soviet Union has the power to stop that war. For who 
can tell the people of another country they should not fight for 
their motherland, for their independence and their national 
dignity? 

I hope, as you say, that there is an open door to a ju5t 
political settlement. Of course, we support the u.N. process and 
hope that it will take a practical and realistic turn. However, 
1985 was marked by an intensification of conflict. I c&n only 
hope that this is not what the future holds. 

As I have said before, it you r~ally want to withdraw from 
Afghanistan, you will have my cooperation in every reasonable 
way. We have no desire or intent to exploit a Soviet military 
withdrawal from Afghanistan to the detriment of Soviet 
interests. But it is clear that the fighting can be ended only 
by the withdrawal of Soviet troops, the return of Afghan refugees 
to their country, and the restoration of a genuinely sovereign, 
non-aligned state. Such a result would have an immediate 
positive effect on U.S.•Soviet relations and would help clear the 
way to progress in many other areas. 

The problem of superpower military involvement in local disputes 
is of course not limited to the tragic conflict in Afghanistan. 
And I must aay candidly that some recent actions by your 
government are most discouraging. What are we to make of your 
sharply increased military support of a local dictator who has 
declared a war of terrorism against much of the rest of the 
world, and against the United States in particular? How can one 
take Soviet declarations of opposition to terrorism seriously 
when confronted with such actions? And, more importantly, are we 
to conclude that the Soviet Union is so reckless in seeking to 
extend it8 influence in the world that it will place its prestige 
(and even the lives of some of its citizens) at the mercy of a 
mentally unbalanced local despot? · 

You have made accusations about u.s. policy which I cannot 
accept. My purpose here, however, is not to debate, but to 
search for a way out of the pattern by which one of us becomes 
militarily involved, directly or indirectly, in local disputes, 
and thua etimulates the reaction of the other. This transforms 
what should be of local concern into a u.s.-soviet confrontation. 
As I have said, we believe it is the Soviet Union which has acted 
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without reatraint in this r espect. You say it is the United 
States. 

But agreement as to who is to blame is not necessary to find a 
solution. The point I would make is that we must find a way to 
terminate the military involvement, direct and indirect, of both 
our countries in these disputes, and avoid spreading such 
involvement to new areas. This was the goal ot the proposal I 
made last October. Let us encourage the parties to these 
conflicts to begin negotiations to find political solutions, 
while our countries support the process ~y agreeing to terminate 
the flow of weapons and war materiel into the area of conflict. 

Mr. General Secretary, there remain many points on which we still 
disagree, and we will probably never reach agreement on some of 
them. Nevertheless, I am eonvinced that the critical problems 
can be solved if we approach them in the proper manner. I have 
the feeling that we gradually are finding some additional points 
on which we can agree, and would hope that, by concentrating on 
practical solutions, we can give greater momentum to this 
process. 

But we do need to speed up the negotiation procoss if thia is to 
occur. Therefore, I hope you will instruct your delegations in 
Geneva, as I have instructed ours, to roll up their sleeves and 
get seriously to work. 

When you announced to the public the ideas contained in your 
letter of January 14, I made a statement welcoming them. Our 
study of that message will shortly be completed and when it is I 
will be responding specifically to the points you made in it. 

~ancy joins me in sending our best regards to you and your wife. 

Sincerely, 



His Excellency 
Ronald W. Reagan 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DIVISION OF LANGUAGE SERVICES 

(TRANSLATION) 

President of the United States 
Washington, o.c. 
The White House 

Dear Mr. President: 

LS NO. 118545 
DZ/GT/WH/LB 
Russian 

I consider your letter important and also value the form you 
used in writing to me. 

I say this to you because I see the desire to continue and to 
strengthen what we achieved in Geneva. I am glad that we 
began there -- both in substance and in spirit -- a direct and 
frank discussion. I attach special significance to the fact 
that we have been abie to overcome the serious psychological 
barrier which for a long time has hindered a dialogue worthy of 
the leaders of the USSR and USA. 

I have the feeling that now you and I can set formalities aside 
and can get down to the heart of the matter -- establishing a 
specific topical agenda for discussion over the next few years 
on the basis of our understanding, and straightening out Soviet 
-American relations. I visualize this task very concretely: 
we have to broaden areas of agreement, strengthen the elements 
of responsibleness in our policy, and make the appropriate 
practical decisions. In my opinion the ideal situation would 
be one in which you and I would give impetus to a constant 
forward movement. I agree with what you said: in the final 
analysis no one besides us can do this. 

The first thing we should do is to take upon ourselves the task 
of undoing the knot which has been tied around the issues of 
nuclear and space weapons. I was encouraged by the fact that 
you, Mr. President, also consider that this is of key 
significance. 

I think you understood from what I told you in Geneva that our 
decisive opposition to the development of space-strike weapons 
is dictated by the fact that weapons of this class which, due 
to their specific nature, possess the capability of being used 
both for defensive and offensive aims, represent in the final 
analysis an extremely dangerous build-up of offensive 
potential, with all the consequences inevitably ensuing 
therefrom from the point of view of further escalating the arms 
race. 

N 

r,v 
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You say, Mr. President, that the U.S. has no intention of using 
the SDI program to obtain military superiority. 

I do not doubt that you personally may really have no such 
intentions. But you must agree that the leadership of one side 
has to evaluate the actions of the other in the area of 
developing new types of weapons, not in accordance with 
inteptions, but in accordance with the potential cababilities 
which may be attained as a result of the development of these 
weapons. 

Examining the SDI program from this perspective, the Soviet 
leadership comes to the same conclusion every time: given the 
realities of the current situation, only a country which is 
preparing for a first (disarming) strike needs a "space 
shield"; a country which does not base its actions on such a 
concept should have no need for such a weapons system. 

After all, space-strike weapons are all-purpose weapons. The 
space-strike weapons that are being created in the U.S. are 
kinetic energy weapons and also long-range, directed energy 
systems (with a range of several thousand miles and great 
destructive power). As our experts and scientists and yours 
confirm, those weapons are capable of destroying in space, as 
well as from space, within a very short time, in great 
quantities and selectively, objects which are thousands of 
miles away. I stress -- thousands of miles away. 

For example, how should we regard the space weapons of a 
country which have the capability of destroying· another 
country's centers for controlling space objects and of 
destroying its space devices for monitoring, navigation, 
communication etc. within very short time intervals measured in 
minutes? Essentially, these weapons can only be intended for 
"blinding" the other side, catching it unprepared and depriving 
it of the possibility of countering a nuclear strike. 
Moreover, if these weapons are developed, the process of 
perfecting them and giving them even better combat 
characteristics will begin immediately. Such is the course of 
development of all weaponry. 

How then, Mr. President, should the Soviet Union act in such a 
situation? I would like to repeat what I already told you in 
Geneva. The USSR cannot simply reduce and will not reduce 
nuclear weapons to the detriment of its security, when the SDI 
program is being implemented in the U.S. Whether we like it or 
not, we will be forced to develop and improve our strategic 
nuclear forces and increase their capability of neutralizing 
the U.S. "space shield." At the same time, we would also have 
to develop our own space weapons inter alia for the purpose of 
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a territorial ABM defense. Probably, the U.S. would in turn 
then take some other additional steps. As a result, we will 
not get out of the vicious cycle of measures and 
countermeasures, out of the whirlpool of an ever-increasing 
arms race. The consequence of such competition for our peoples 
and for all of mankind is unpredictable. 

I am convinced that the only sensible way out is not to engage 
in this at all. From every point of view the correct path for 
our countries is negotiation on the prevention of an arms race 
in space and its cessation on earth. And we need to come to 
agreement on the basis of equal and mutually acceptable 
conditions. 

You and I agreed to accelerate the negotiations. I took 
satisfaction in hearing you say that the U.S. would not 
"develop space-based offensive weapons." 

As I see it, some kind of common basis is emerging between you 
and me for a very significant part of the problem of preventing 
an arms race in space. Let us have our representatives at the 
negotiations proceed on this basis to begin working out 
specific measures to prevent the development of offensive space 
weapons, i.e., all space-based weapons which can destroy 
targets in space and from space. 

In the spirit of the frankness in which we are talking, I would 
like to say that this issue has now become very acute: either 
events will determine policy or we will determine policy. In 
order not to be governed by events, it is especially important 
once again to conduct a profound analysis of all aspects of the 
objective interrelationship between offensive and defensive 
weapons and to hear each other out on this issue. However, it 
seems to me that there will be little meaning to such 
discussions if in tandem with them weapons of war start coming 
out of the doors of our laboratories, weapons whose influence 
on strategic stability we must not now miscalculate. Common 
sense dictates that until we determine together those 
consequences, we must not permit anything to go beyond the 
walls of the laboratory. We are prepared to negotiate to reach 
agreement on this matter as well. 

It appears to me this is a practical way to implement the joint 
accord you and I confirmed in Geneva concerning the 
inadmissibility of an arms race in space and concerning the 
ultimate elimination of nuclear arms. 

In line with such an approach it would also make sense at the 
Geneva negotiations to discuss the issue of eliminating the 
danger of a first (disarming) nuclear strike. I would like to 
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state to you again very definitely: we are not making a bid 
for a first nuclear strike, we are not preparing our nuclear 
forces for one. 

I cannot agree with the way you formulate the issue of first 
strike nuclear forces. This issue, of course, is not merely 
one of ICBM warheads. For example, there is no difference 
between U.S. ballistic missile warheads on "Trident" submarines 
and warheads on modern Soviet land-based intercontinental 
ballistic missiles as far as their kill capability is 
concerned, i.e. in terms of such indices as accuracy, power and 
range. And if one considers this issue from the point of view 
of warning time, then, for a significant portion of submarine 
missiles, where the U.S. has a three-fold advantage in 
warheads, the warning time is significantly shorter. 

And can we view the "Pershing II" missiles deployed in Europe 
with their high accuracy and short flight time to targets on 
USSR territory as anything other than first-strike weapons? 

Please forgive me for dealing with technical details in a 
personal letter like this. But these are vitally important 
realities, and we simply cannot get around them. 

Believe me, Mr. President, we have a genuine and truly serious 
concern about U.S. nuclear systems. You talk about mutual 
concerns. This matter can be resolved only through considering 
and counting the sum total of the respective nuclear systems of 
both countries. Let our delegations discuss this matter as 
well. 

Mr. President, I would like to give you my brief reaction to 
what you said concerning regional conflicts. At the time when 
we touched on these issues in Geneva, I stressed that it is 
most important to view things realistically, to see the world 
as it is. If we recognize the fact · that independent states 
exist and function in the international arena, then we also 
have to acknowledge . their sovereign right to have relations 
with whomever they wish and the right to ask for assistance, 
including military assistance. 

Both you and we offer such assistance. Why apply a double 
standard and assert that Soviet assistance is a source of 
tension and U.S. assistance is beneficial? It would be better 
for us to be guided by objective criteria in this matter. The 
Soviet Union is assisting legitimate governments which come to 
us because they have been and are being subjected to outside 
military interference. 
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And, as the facts indicate, the U.S. incites actions against 
governments and supports and supplies weapons to groups which 
are inimical to society and which are, in essence, terrorists. 
Looking at things objectively, it is such actions and outside 
interference that create regional tension and conflict. If 
such actions cease, I am convinced tensions will decrease and 
the prospects ·for political settlements will become much better 
and more realistic. 

Unfortunately, at present, developments are proceeding in a 
different direction. Take, for example, the unprecedented 
pressure and threats which the government of Nicaragua is being 
subjected to - a legitimate government brought to power through 
free elections. 

I will be frank: what the United States has done recently 
causes concern. It seems that there is a tilt in the direction 
of further exacerbation of regional problems. Such an approach 
does not make it easier to find a common language and makes the 
search for political solutions more difficult. 

With regard to Afghanistan, one gets the impression that the 
U.S. side intentionally fails to notice the "open door" leading 
to a political settlement. Now there is even a working formula 
for such a settlement. It is important not to hinder the 
negotiations in progress, but to help them along. In that 
event a fair settlement will definitely be found. 

Mr. President, I would like to have you take my letter as 
another one of our "fireside talks." I would truly like to 
preserve not only the spirit of our Geneva meetings, but also 
to go further in developing our dialogue. I view our 
correspondence as a very important channel for preparing for 
our meeting in Washington. 

The new year will be upon us very soon, and I would like to 
send you and your wife our very best wishes. 

Sincerely, 

M. Gorbachev 

Moscow, December 24, 1985 




