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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 Januvary 11,
1986,

concerning human rights issues and an unofficial

English translation provided by the Soviet Embassy are
forwarded with this memo.

bwv¢Nicholas Plaxrt
Executive Secretary

Attachment: As stated.
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=SSO RIS ENS L DIIE January 16, 1986

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT

FROM: George P. Shultz
SUBJECT: 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 l6-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 gquestion 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-

—SHEREEASENSTPLV-E—
(DECL: OADR)
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Unofficial translation

His Excellency
Ronald W.RBSAGAN
The Presiaent of the United States of iAmerica

Washington, D.C.
January 11, 1986

Dear lir.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 understanding.

It is hardly necessary to repeat, tnat the questions involved
pertain to tne internal competence of our state and that they are
resolved in strict conformity witn 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
overwrelning majority of such guestions is resolved positively.

The existing laws are obligatory to everybody - both to those
wno apply to leave and those who consider exit applications. Such
is tre essense of our law ana order and nobody is entitled to
violate it - whether under any bressure or witiaout it. I would
tiiink this should be uncersvood in the the U.S.

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

encountered no problems with regard to the

more tinav 95 percent
reunification of the soouses and to living together. Yes, there are
excevvions,and we have Jrankly and repeatedly told you whal they are

goout. nutv _eaneraliy, oad T wont To stress it once agalin, juacstions .
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of tnis kind are resolved by us on the basis of humanism and taking
into account the interests of the people concerned.

I share your desire to cnannel 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 - tnough I do not tend to belittle their importance from
the point of wview of thne 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 tnis 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 this 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 their tangible normalization already in
tne near iuture. I think, the chances are not bad here,

Sincerely,

e GORBACHEV



YBaxaeMsiit rocronuH IIpesuneHr,

B Bamem nucbme ot 7 nekabps, NepenaHHOM uepesd muHucTpa M .Bonopunxa,

3aTPOHYTHl BOIPOCH!,, IO KOTOPEIM Yy HAC GblJI DOBOJIBHO O6CTOATENLHBIN Pa3roBop
B XeneBe. Torma s mogpo6HO M3JNIOKMII Hall MOOXON K 3THUM BOIIpOCaM, M, Kak
MHe II0Ka3aloch, Bel BOCNpUHANM CKa3aHHOEe C ONpeneNleHHbBIM MOHUMMAaHMueM .

Bunumo , HeT HeOO6XOOUMOCTHU MNOBTOPATL , UTO BOMPOCHly O KOTODHIX UOET
peub, OTHOCATCS K BHYTPEHHEll KOMIEeTEHIMM Hawero rocynapcTsa U UYTO OHU
pemanTcsa B CTPOrOM COOTBETCTBUM C 3akOHamu. Xouy NMUub OTMETUTb, UTO
COBETCKHME 3aKOHBI He CO3HAlT 3aTPYyOHEHUH NPU PeueHu BOIPOCOB Bhle3na
n3 CCCP coBeTCKMX I'paxnaH, y KOTOPHIX €CTh IWJIA 3TOrO IpaBOBble OCHOBa~
Husi. O6 TOM CBUOETEeNnbCTBYeT U TOT PakT, UTO B NpakKTUUYECKOM IJlaHE NonaB-
nawouee GONbUMHCTBO TaKMX BONPOCOB HAXOOMUT NOJIOXUTENLHOE pelleHue .

CyuwecTByoue 3aKOHB 06s3aTENbHEl I BCEX — U OJIT TEX, KTO XOma-
TaliCTByeT O Brle3Oe, U IJisl TeX, KTO PaCCMAaTpPVBAET BLI€3OHLIEC 3asBICHMA .
TakoBO CywecTBO Hauwero NpaBoOlOpPAnKa U HapyllaTh ero — Mon Kakum-nubo
maBlieHVMeM unu 6e3 Hero — HMKOMy He paHo. Hymaetcsa, B CUIA momxHBI 3TO
MOHMMATh .

Msb1, paszymMeeTcsi, yYUTHIBAEM, UTO B CHUIIy PA3HBIX OOCTOATENLCTB
BO3HMKAKWT pa3nelieHHble CeMbU, 4acTb KOTOpeIX xuBeT B CCCP, yactp -
B CIIA. Tonbko 3a NMocnegHue S5 NET MeXOy COBETCKMMM U aMEePUKaHCKUMU
rpaxnaHamu Ow1no 3akiioueHo 6onee 400 6pakos. U y nomaBnawmero 60NbUMH~
CTBa M3 HUX, €CNlU OBITH TOUHBIMU, Yy GoJee ueM 935 NMPOLIEHTOB HE BOBHUKIIO
HMKAKMX NMpoGiieM B OTHOIWIEHUM BOCCOEOUHEHUs1 CYNMPYIroB U COBMECTHOI'O NMpOo—
xuBaHua . da, MckioueHuss OBIBAIOT, ¥ B Y4eM OHM COCTOAT, MBIl BaM HeomHO-
KPaTHO M OTKPOBEHHO roBOopmMiM. B uenom xe, 1 g1 3TO XOUuy BHOBBL ITOOUEPKHYTH ,
BOIMPOCH! TAaKOIr'0 pola PemwanTCAa HaMy C NMO3UUMi 'YMaHHOCTH, yueTa MHTEepPeCOB
nonei, KOTOPLIX 9TO KacaeTCs.

1 pasnensio Bawe xenaHue nepeBeCTH OTHOWEHUS MeXIYy HAaWMMU CTpa-
Hamy B 6oNee KOHCTPYKTUBHOE pPyclio. TOpMoOxeHune xe 3TOro npouecca
MPOUCXOOUT OTHIOOL He M3-3a HalIUuMA TAKOI'o poIda Oelyl — XOTA f He CKIIOHeH
peyMeHbIIaTh UX 3HAUEHUA C TOUYKM 3peHus cyne® OTHeNnbHBIX MU, - a U3-3a
MOMBITOK NPpUOaTh UM HENOMEPHEIH BeC B obueM 6anaHCe COBETCKO~-aMepPUKaH-
CKUX OTHOoweHu . KnoueBrle BONPOCH B 9TOW 06J1aCTU %IOYyT CBOEro pelieHus .

Ero IIpeBocxomurensCcTBY

Pounaneny ¥ .Pefirany,

II}IPQBMJIGHTy CoennHeHHEBIX
TaTOB AMepuKu

r .BawuHrToH

T~
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[TonyTHO 3aMeyy: Kak BUIOHO, COXPAaHAKIEEeCs CTpPeMJIeHUe aMepUKaHCKOM
CTOPOHB! YBAABBIBATH TOPIOBO—-3KOHOMMWYECKME OTHOLIEHUSI C BOIIPOCAMM MHOT'O
IJIaHa MONb3bl He NMpuHeceT . [lopa peanucTUyeckn NOCMOTPeTh HA BEChb 9TOT
BOIIPOC C MO3ULMIA CErogHsiLHET'O, & He BUEPAalHero OHs .

Kak npencraBnsieTcsi, MHOroe ceiyac 6ymeT 3aBUCETb OT TOT'O, HAaCKOJNBKO
BEPHO MBI 6ymeM COBMECTHO CllefOBaTh OEWCTBUTENBHBIM NPUOPUTETAM B HAlIUX
OTHOWEHUAX , €CIIM XOTUM OOGUTHCS UX OWYTUMOI HOpManu3auuu yxe B 6nuxaii-
wee Bpems. Ilyman, 3meck UMEITCS HEIJIOXUE IWAHCHI .

C yBaxeHueM

i ] M.I'OPBAYEB

11 auBaps 1986 roma
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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 previcus letter, and I would hcpe 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 hoth 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 futu:r , they could facilitate
further reductions of nuclear weapons by .reating 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 dicarming 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

ses/
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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
energv.

I do not point this out in reproach or suggest that these
activities are in violation of agreements. But if we were 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. 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 ocur Trident submarines have a capability to
destroy hardened missile silos -- a capability your SS-18
definitelv 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



situation in which the Soviet Union holds such a clear advantage
in counterforce weaponry. Fven if we are required tco 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 disagree 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
csignificant 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 svyvstems are concerned, I would reiterate what
I wrote before: if your concern is that such systems may be used
to permit a first-strike strategv, 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 wav 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, yvou 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 ¢f 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



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 preobably 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 vou and your wife.

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

THE. HONORABLE CASPAR W. WEINBERGER
The Secretary of Defense

THE HONORABLE WILLIAM J. CASEY
Director of Central Intelligence

SUBJECT: Presidential lLetter 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.

J¢g¥n M., Poindexter

Attachment
Presidential Ltr to Gorbachev

- ~—~SBEREF/SENS TP EVE~
DECLASSIFY: OADR
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE
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THE
The

THE

SYSTEM 11

THE \ |ITE HOUSE 90124

WASHINGTON

HONORABLE
Secretary

HONORABLE
Secretary

HONORARBLE

February 17, 1986

GEORGE P. SHULTZ
of State

CASPAR W. WEINBERGER
of Defense

WILLIAM J. CASEY

Director of Central Intelligence

SUBJECT: 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
r only to those who have a need to know. It is requested

no other copies be made.

Attachment

limit access to and knowledge of the

wer

Jg¥n M. Poindexter

Presidential Ltr to Gorbachev

bcc: Vice President

Donald Regan

~GREREE ~ NSIEIVE—
D iS Y: OADR
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ACTION
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: JOHN M. POINDEXTE
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 Januvary 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 c tent 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 dir :. 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:

~- Tt 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 =gotiation 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.

SEERPIACENGE ~VE—
Declassify on: 02 R
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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. Tt 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 vou up on
yvour effort to develop a less formal salutation. (You had
written "Dear General Secretary Gorbachev," while his reply was
addressed "Dear Mr. President." You mav, 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 hardwritten letter.

Regarding the letter of Januarv 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 No

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

Attachments:

Tab A Draft Reply to Handwritten Letter from Gorbachev

Tab B Translation of Gorbachev's Handwritten Letter of

December 24, 1985

Prepared by:
Jack F. Matlock
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2/12/86

DRAFT RFPLY TO HANDWRITTEN LETTER FROM GORBACHEV

Dear Mr. General Secraetary:

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 cof the
latter i3 already in the public¢ domain, I believe it is well to
keep our private communications separate. Although the igsues
overlap, T would hope that our informal exchange can be used to
¢larify our attitudes on some of the fundamental questions.

I agree with you that we need tc 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 reasconing 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
then,

Of course, as I have sald before, T recognize that adding
defensive systems to an arsenal replete with weapons with a
disarming firgt-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
countrias has forces suitable for a first strike, neither need
fear that defenses against ballistic missiles would make a first
strike strateqgy possible.

I also do not understand your statement that what you call "gpace
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 balliastic 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 exotlic techniques. Their destructiveness can

b



never approach that of the nuclear weapons in our hands today.
Nuclear weapons are the real prroblem,

Mr. General Secretary, in the spirit of candor which is essential
to effective communication, T would add another point. You speak
often of "space strike weapons,” and your reprasentatives 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
weapong?" The answer is, only one: the Soviet Union. Your ABM
system deployed arcund 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.
Purthermere, the Soviet Union began research in defenses
utilizing directed energy before the United States did and seema
well along in research (and -- incidentally ~- some testing
outside laboratories) of lasers and other forms of directed
energy.

I do not point this ocut in reproach or suggest that these
activities are in violation of agreements. But if we were to
follow your logic to the effect that what you call "space strike
weapons” would only be developed by & 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 sees a Soviet Union
which has buillt up its counterforce weapons in numbexrs 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 Stategs. There may
be reascns 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 mimsiles lack the capability for
such a role, They could be used conly to retaliate. Nor is the
Pershing II, which cannot even reach most Soviet strategic
weapong, a potential first-strike weapon. Its short flight time
is not substantially different from that of the more capable --
and much more numerous -- Soviet §8-20'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



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 specialistas disagree regarding the
capability of the weapons on the cther side, then by all means
lat us arrange for them to meet and discuss their concerns. A
frank discugsion of their respective assessments and the reasons
for them could perhaps clear up those migunderstandings which are
not based on fact.

In any event, we have both agreed to the principle of a 50%
reduction of nuclear arms. Tmplementing that agresment is
surely the firgt 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 sc long as the Soviet
Union will reduce those which pose a special threat ton 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 concearns. 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, J 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 possibllities. Of course, I have
in mind not general assurances but concrete, verifiable means
which both gides 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.

Pe

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-gtrike strategy or for basing weapones of mass destruction
in space. Aside from these broader issuves, I believe that your
recent proposal brings settlement of the problem of
intermediate-range miseiles closer and that there are improved
prospects for agreeing on effective verification measures in
gseveral areas. A
Regarding regional conflicts, I can see that our respective
analyses of the causes are incompatible. There seems little
peint in continuing to debate those matters on v .ch we are bound




to disagree, Instead, I would suggest that we simply look at the
current situation in pragmatic terms. Such a look would gshow 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. 8o why i 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., Por 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 intengification 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
interesta. 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., S§uch a result would have an immediate
positive effect on U.8.~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 dlscouraging., What are we to make of your
sharply increased military support of a local dictator who has
declared a war of terroriam 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 8o 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 ahould be of local concern into a U.S.~Soviet confrontation,
As I have said, we believe it is the Soviet Union which has acted

Hy



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 Ly 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 agreemsnt 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 feesling that we gradually are finding some additional pointe
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 yocu 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 pointes you made in it.

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

Sincerely,






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
intentions, 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 conclusiol 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

qua: ities 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 t e, we would also have
to develop our own space weapons inter atia for the purpose of



a 'rritorial ABM defense. Probably, the U.S. would in turn
then take some other additional steps. As a result, we will
not ret 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

targ .s in space and from space.

In the spirit of the frankness in which w- 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. 1In
order not to be governed by events, it is especially important
once 11gain 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



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 deplc :d in Europe
with their high accuracy and short flight time tu 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 conf cts. 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,
includ g 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.








