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Dear Mr. General Secretary: 

I appreciated receiving your letter of March 24 
and believe the heightened pace of our high-level 
dialogue in recent weeks has been useful. Vice 
President Bush has reported to me on your good 
discussion on the occasion of Chairman Chernenko's 
funeral. I have reviewed the records of the most 
recent exchanges between Secretary Shultz and 
Ambassador Dobrynin in Washington and Foreign 
Minister Gromyko and Ambassador Hartman in Moscow. 
I have also had reports from Congressman O'Neill 
on his discussions with you and Mr. Gromyko during 
his visit to Moscow. 

I welcome the agreement that Secretary Shultz and 
Foreign Minister Gromyko will meet in Vienna on 
May 14. I am hopeful that they will be able to 
work out specific steps to move our relation
ship forward. As promised in the letter Speaker 
O'Neill passed to you, I would now like to reply 
to your March 24 letter at some length. 

I agree with you that the task before us is to 
provide impetus to our relations through concerted 
action at the political level, and that we should 
focus on issues where a practical, businesslike 
approach can lead us forward on substantive 
matters. It would be a mistake to underestimate 
our differences and to invite needless disappoint
ment by ignoring the difficulties before us. I 
hope I have made it clear in my previous cor
respondence with the leaders of your country that 
I have a strong preference for serious, quiet 
diplomacy as the best approach to making progress 
on hard issues. I welcome the willingness to 
pursue the same approach which you expressed in 
your letter. 
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I hope that the response to the tragic killing of 
Major Nicholson will turn out to be an example of 
this approach in action. I hardly need to tell 
you that I and all Americans were appalled at that 
senseless act. It makes absolutely clear the 
necessity to end the pattern of Soviet military 
actions which threaten to undo our best efforts to 
put our relations on a stable and constructive 
basis for the long term. I understand from the 
exchanges between our military commanders that 
your troops in Germany are taking measures to 
prevent further tragic incidents of this kind; 
this is a constructive first step. 

In any discussion of how to avoid threats to the 
prospects for constructive progress in our relations, 
I think it is fair to point out that in recent 
years such threats have arisen most frequently and 
most seriously from various regional tensions in 
the world. In general, as I have stated on a 
number of occasions, our concern is over the 
pattern of threatening or using force to impose 
outside solutions in regional situations. At this 
moment in particular, I would like to discuss an 
issue I find particularly troubling: Afghanistan. 

I believe the time has more than come to move to a 
political resolution of this tragic affair, one 
that would enable the Afghan people to live in 
peace without the presence of foreign troops. We 
support the United Nations Secretary General's 
effort to achieve a peaceful, negotiated settlement 
among the parties. We remain committed to a 
political solution that will deal equitably with 
the related issues of withdrawal of your troops to 
their homeland and guarantees of non-interference. 
Your present course will only lead to more bloodshed. 
We are prepared to work with you in a different 
direction. 

I am confident that the Government of Pakistan 
shares this approach. I want to make it very 
clear to you personally that Pakistan is a trusted 
ally of the United States. It must be complP.tely 
understood that political or military threats 
against Pakistan are a matter of special concern 
to me. 
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As you know, I have stressed the importance of 
dialogue between our two governments on regional 
issues as a means of avoiding miscalculation, 
reducing the dangers of confrontation, and 
encouraging peaceful solutions. It was for this 
reason that I proposed in my UNGA speech last 
September that our two countries agree to periodic 
consultations at the policy level about regional 
problems. Secretary Shultz has informed me of 
your recent proposals for a possible series of 
regional discussions. We are prepared to move 
forward and will be providing a detailed reply. 

In addition to avoiding and managing negative 
developments that threaten the prospects for 
progress, I believe we should focus our energies 
also on issues where mutually beneficial forward 
movement could and should be possible. We have 
made progress in certain areas, thereby demonstra
ting that we can work together on specific issues 
despite our differences on other issues. As I 
mentioned in the letter Speaker O'Neill carried, I 
see opportunities in every area of our relationship, 
and I would like to suggest some of them for your 
consideration. 

The interrelated issues under negotiation at 
Geneva provide us with our greatest challenge and 
our greatest opportunity. These negotiations have 
just begun. I would like to believe that the 
Soviet side, like the American side, is committed 
to serious, substantive exchanges, with full 
respect for the confidentiality so necessary for 
the talks to be successful. Our negotiators have 
very flexible instructions to work with your 
negotiators in drafting agreements that can lead 
to radical reductions in nuclear weapons and, 
ultimately, toward their complete elimination. 
This is why, to be absolutely frank, we were 
disappointed in your public espousal April 8 of a 
proposal that we had earlier made clear was 
one-sided and unacceptable. I could not agree more 
with the point in your letter about conducting 
business in a manner not aimed at deepening 
differences and making policies to revitalize the 
situation. 
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With regard to defensive and space weapons and 
strategic stability, I want to point out some 
facts. The Soviet Union already has deployed ABM 
and anti-satellite systems. Judging by your 
research programs in the defensive field, you also 
appreciate the potential further contribution that 
defensive systems could make toward the establish
ment of a more stable balance. The research being 
done as part of my Strategic Defense Initiative 
holds great promise for enhancing the security not 
just of our two countries but of all mankind. It 
is my hope that we will be able to discuss these 
issues and their interrelationships in a frank and 
thoughtful manner in Geneva. Direct, personal 
involvement at our level will be needed if we are 
to be successful. 

I suggest that we also give new attention to other 
negotiations and discussions underway between us 
in the security and arms control field. We know 
that some progress has been made in the Stockholm 
Conference toward narrowing our differences. 
Meaningful progress toward an agreement should be 
possible even this year on the basis of the 
framework which I have already suggested both 
privately in this channel and publicly in Dublin 
last June. Specifically, the United States will 
consider the Soviet proposal for a declaration on 
the non-use of force as long as the Soviet Union 
is prepared to consider the concrete measures 
needed to put that principle into action. Un
fortunately, the response of your representatives 
to date to this offer has notbeen encouraging. 
I hope that we may soon see a more favorable 
attitude toward this idea and toward the 
confidence-building measures that we and our 
allies have introduced. 

One area where our two countries have been able to 
work together for mutual advantage has been the 
area of nuclear non-proliferation. Our consulta
tions in this area have been constructive and 
useful. I think that we ought to recognize their 
good work and seek to build upon it in order to 
strengthen the non-proliferation regime. 
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One pressing issue of concern to us both is the 
use of chemical weaponry in the Iran-Iraq war. 
This situation illustrates the importance of 
curbing the special spread of chemical weapons, 
and I suggest that it might be useful in the near 
future for our experts to meet and examine ways 
in which we might cooperate on this topic. Of 
course, the lasting solution to this problem will 
be achievement of a complete global ban on these 
terrible weapons, and I ask you also to consider 
carefully the proposed treaty we have advanced in 
the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva. 

We continue to feel that it would be in both our 
interests to arrive at an equitable and balanced 
agreement in the MBFR talks in Vienna which would 
reduce the level of conventional forces in central 
Europe. 

In addition to the implementation of our agreement 
on upgrading the Direct Communications Link, which 
is proceeding on schedule, we hope we can expand 
our ability to communicate rapidly during the time 
of crisis into other areas. We remain ready to 
discuss with you a number of concrete proposals in 
this field. 

There are several important bilateral issues on 
which we can make progress relatively quickly if 
we seize the opportunities now before us. We 
should be able to conclude an agreement on 
improving safety measures in the North Pacific at 
an early meeting and move to discussions of civil 
aviation issues. Our efforts to negotiate a new 
cultural exchanges agreement have, after six 
months, reached the point where only a handful of 
issues remain to be resolved. And we are ready to 
move forward at the earliest possible date to open 
our respective consulates in New York and Kiev. I 
am also hopeful that the meeting of our Joint 
Commercial Commission in May will succeed in 
identifying areas of non-strategic trade that 
could be substantially increased. 

Finally, let me turn to an issue of great importance 
to me and to all Americans. As the Vice President 
informed you in Moscow, we believe strongly that 
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human rights are an important element of our 
bilateral relationship. While we recognize your 
sensitivities on this question, human rights is an 
issue that must be addressed. Last year we 
suggested that Ambassador Hartman meet periodically 
with Deputy Foreign Minister Korniyenko to discuss 
confidentially our mutual concerns. I am also 
prepared to appoint rapporteurs as you suggested 
to the Vice President, perhaps someone to join 
Ambassador Hartman in such a meeting. Whatever 
procedures we ultimately establish, I hope we can 
agree that this channel will be used for trying 
seriously to resolve human rights problems and not 
for exchanging propaganda. Progress in this field 
will create a positive environment for progress in· 
a number of other areas. 

I have taken the liberty of speaking candidly in 
this letter. I take it that you agree with me 
that is the best approach, and I hope we can 
continue to speak frankly in our future cor
respondence. Let me close by reaffirming the 
value I place in these letters and my desire to 
use this correspondence to build stronger relations 
between the two of us and between our two countries. 

Finally, I was glad to receive your views on a 
meeting between the two of us. In the spirit of 
your suggestion that we return to the question 
of time and place of such a meeting, let me 
suggest that we meet in Washington this fall, in 
either September or October. We also look forward 
to the meeting between Secretary Shultz and 
Foreign Minister Gromyko in Vienna in May, which 
we hope will provide an opportunity for us to move 
forward across the agenda I have discussed in this 
letter. 

/' Sincerely, 

His Excellency 
Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev 
General Secretary of the Central Committee 

of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union 
The Kremlin 
Moscow 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

:a-. 
Si!Cft!!i7SENSITIVE April 4, 1985 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: ROBERT C. MCFARLAN~ 

SYSTEM II 
90382 

SUBJECT: Letter to General Secretary Gorbachev 

Issue 

Letter to Gorbachev. 

Facts 

You indicated to Speaker O'Neill and Bob Michel yesterday that 
you would give them a letter to Gorbachev for delivery on their 
upcoming visit. 

Discussion 

Your letter encourages Gorbachev to move the current negotiations 
ahead, refers to the shooting of Major Nicholson and promises a 
more detailed reply to his last letter. 

Recommendation 

OK No 

~:«R 

Attachments: 

That you sign the letter at Tab A to 
Gorbachev. 

Tab A Letter to General Secretary Gorbachev 

DECLASSIFIED 
ousb Guidelines, Au 

- -l-ild-wJ--- NARA, Oat 

SECRETJSENSIIIV~ -
Declassify on: OADR 

Prepared by: 
Jack F. Matlock 

cc Vice President 
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

SYSTEM II 
90382 

SECRET /SENSITPTH - April 4, 1985 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. MCFA!✓ 

FROM: JACK F. MATLOC 

SUBJECT: Presidential Le ter to Gorbachev 

A letter from the President to Gorbachev, for the O'Neill 
delegation to carry with them, is at TAB A. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you sign the Mem/dum to the President at TAB I. 

Approve___ Disapprove 

Attachments: 

TAB I Memorandum to the President 

Tab A 

Tab B 

Letter to Gorbachev 

Platt-McFarlane Memorandum 

-sse~~Y/~ENOI~I¥~ 
Declassify on: OADR 

,o 
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DELIVER TO· 
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t S SENSITIVE 8510149 
l :nit~d Statt't- ~ t-partmrnt of Statt 

l"'ca-'i""°". D.C. !?0520 

April 3, l98S 

MEMORANDUM POR MR. aoazn c. NCPARLANE .. . 
TB! WHITE BOOSE 

SUBJECT: Draft Preaidential Letter to Gorbachev 

In e meeting with Speaker O'Neill April 3, the President 
agreed to provide the SpeAker with• letter to present to Soviet 
Gen•ral Secretary Gorbachev during the Speaker'• upcoming trip to the Soviet Union. _ 

Tbe attached draft atrea■ e■ the iaportance-of high-level.,_ _ 
dialovu• in building a more con■ tructive relationship vith the 
Soviet Union. lt emphasize■ the i■port•nce ve attach to the 
ar•• control ne9otiationa in Geneva and the President's outrage 
over the killing of Major Nicholaon. The draft letter ·calls on 
Gorbachev to take stepg to prevent auch tr•gediea in the future, 
but aoe■ not request an apology. This would be in~ppropriate in 

--Presidential· correspondence, gince ·the Soviets have already 
~xfre£&ed r~gret on several occasions. 

Au1IIOrWy ~ a...:;,.;.~....;:~ -----

BY _ ..... ,_.,,,.,-::,---

\ --fbt . . 
~icbol~t 
becutive Secretary 

.sseRET(SEMSITIWE .. 
DECL:OADR 

,v 
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SECRET~t 
;?' -

Dt•,1r Mr. General Secretary: 

The visit to Moecow of• congreasional delegation headed by the 
diatin9uiahed Speaker of our Bouie of Repreaentativea provides 
an iaportant, n~w opportunity for a hi9b-level exchange of vieva 
btttveen our two countries. I hope your aeeting with the Speaker 
and hia colleagues will result in a serious and useful 
diacuaaion. 

I believe aeetinga at th• political level are vitally important 
if ve are to build a more constructive relationship between our 
t~o countries. I believe my meeting• in Waabinqton with First 
Deputy Pre~ier Gromyko and Mr. Shcherbitakiy and your discussion 
in Moacow with Vice President Bush and Secretary Shultz both 
••rved this purpose. As you know, I look forward to meeting 
with you personally at a mutually convenient time. Together, I 
••• confident that ve can provide the important political impetus 
you aentioned in your last letter for eoving toward a more 
constructive and stable relationship between our two countries. 

I believe that new opportunities are now opening up in US-Soviet 
r•lationa. ~e must take advantage of them. You know my view 
that there are such opportunities in every area of our 
r~letione, including humanitarian, regional, bilateral and arms 
control issues • . In i~proving ata~iliiY .there i• no aore 
important issue than the arms con~rol talks we have jointly 
undertaken in Geneva. Cur negotia\tors have very flexit,le 
i~atructions to work with your negbtiatore in drafilng . 
agr•e~enta which can lead to radical reductions, and toward our 
cc1111111on goal, thE elizr.ination of nuclear weapons. · 

I~ seizing new opportunities, we ~ust also take care to avoid 
situation& which can seriously damage our relations. I and all 
b~rican1 were appalled recently at the senaelea& k~lling of 
Major Nicholson in East Germany. In addition to the personal 
tra9edy of this breve officer, this act seemed to many in our 
country to .be only the latest example of• Soviet m1l1tary 
action which t~reetens to undo our best etforts to fashion a 
auat•inable, more constructive relationahip for the long tera. 
J want you to know it is alao a ~atter of peraonal imp9rtance to 
II'~ that we takt- step& to prevent the_ reoccurence of th1a tra9~y 
and I hope you ~ill do all in your · power to prevent such actions · 
ir. th• future. 

..S£:Ck!T/3ENSil'1.UE 
DECL: OADR 

• 
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Let ae cloae by reaffirming the value 1 place in our 
correspondence. I" will be replying in greater· detail to your 
last letter. I hope we can continue to apeak frankly in future 
letters, aa w• atte~pt to build stronger relations between 
ouraelvea -and between our two countries. 

Sincerely, 

Ronald Reagan 

\ 
I 
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ACTION. 

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. MC 

FROM: JACK MATLOC 

April 25, 1985 

SUBJECT: Redraft of P sident's Letter to Gorbachev 

I have redrafted the President's letter to Gorbachev to take 
account of the Soviet action Monday in disavowing an essential 
part of what we had understood to be the Otis-Zaitsev agreement. 

So that you can quickly see what I have done, I have put a red 
line to the right of those paragraphs added, and a dotted line 
where there was some revision. 

As you can see, I have tried to couch the comments on Nicholson 
in terms of principle that the Soviets can understand, and have 
toughened the tone of some other comments. I tried to focus on 
the nub of the issue, and to state it very plainly. I have also 
included a few implici-t hints that Gorbachev may not be in a 
position to control his own military. I believe this is done in 
a way as not to seem provocative, but rather to challenge 
Gorbachev to demonstrate that he is in control. I believe these 
comments by the President will bea useful backdrop for other 
actions we might take on this matter. 

Since the letter contains other points which I believe it is 
useful to get on the record at the highest leyel, I would hope 
that the President would be willing to sign it tomorrow so that 
we can get it to Hartman for delivery early next week. I have not 
yet attempted to clear the revised text with State, but will do 
so if you approve. 

Recommendation: 

That you approve or amend the attached text, following which I 
will clear with State (if you instruct) and send a memorandum to 
the President requesting his signature. 

Approve 

Attachment: 

Disapprove 

Tab I -- Redraft of President's Letter to 

....SE€RBIP-/SENSITIVE 
Declassify on: OADR 

NLRR fD -

BY R,\D NA 
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Redra ft of Letter to Gorbachev 

Dear -Mr. General Secretary: 

As I mentioned in my letter of April 4, delivered by Speaker 

O'Neill, I have given careful thought to your letter of March 24 

and wish to take this opportunity to address the questions you 
-

raised and to mention others which I feel deserve your attention. 

Given the heavy responsibilities we both bear to preserve peace 

in the world and life on this planet, I am sure that you will 

agree that we must communicate with each other frankly and openly 

so that we can understand each other's point of view clearly. I 

write in that spirit. 

I had thought that we agreed on the necessity of improving 
~ 

relations between our countries, and I welcomed your judgment 

that it is possible to do so. Our countries share an overriding 

interest in avoiding war between us, and -- as you pointed out -

the immediate task we face is to find a way to provide a 

political impetus to move these relations in -a positive 

direction. 

Unfortunately, certain_ recent events have begun to cast doubt on 

the desire of your government to improve relations. In 

particular, I have in mind the public retraction of what we 

understood to be the commitment made earlier by a responsible 

' 
Soviet official to take steps to make certain that lethal force 

is not used against membP.rs of the United States Military Liaison 

Mission in Germany. 

I 
t 
I 
t 
( 
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Mr. General Secretary, this matter has importance beyond the 

trag~c loss of life which has occurred. It involves fundamental 

principles which must be observed if we are to narrow our 

differences and resolve problems in our countries' relations. 

For this reason, I will give you my views in detail. The 

principles are those of dealing with each other on the basis of 

equality and reciprocity. The current Soviet position recognizes 

neither of these principles. 

Now, I can understand that accidents occur in life which do not 

reflect the intention of political authorities. But when they 

do, it is the responsibility of the relevant political 

authorities to take appropriate corrective action. 

For decades, members M · our respective military liaison missions

in Germany operated pursuant to the Huebner-Malinin agreement 

without a fatal incident. That encouraging record was broken 

when an unarmed member of our mission was killed by a Soviet 

soldier. Our military personnel are instructed categorically and 

in writing (in orders provided to your commander) never to use 

lethal force against members of the Soviet Military Liaison 

Mission, regardless of circumstances. Our forces have never done 

so, even though Soviet military personnel have been apprehended 

repeatedly in restricted military areas. In fact, some Soviet 

officers were discovered in a prohibited area just three days 

before the fatal shooting of our officer and were escorted 

courteously and safely from the area. 
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The posit i on which your Government most recently presented to us, 

therefore, is neither reciprocal in its effect nor does it 

reflect a willingness to deal as equals. Instead of accepting 

the responsibility to insure that members of the United States 

Military Liaison Mission receive the same protection as that we 

accord members of the Soviet Military Liaison Mission, what we 

see is the assertion of a "right" to use lethal force under 

certain circumstances, determined unilaterally by the Soviet 

side, and in practice by enlisted men in the Soviet armed forces. 

Now I will offer no comment on the desirability of allowing 

subordinate officials -- and indeed even rank-and-file soldiers 

-- to make decisions which can affect relations between great 

nations. If you choose to permit this, that is your prerogative. 

But in that case, you:r;.. .Government cannot escape responsibility- - 

for faulty acts of judgment by individuals acting in accord with 

standing orders. 

I hope that you will reconsider the position your Government has 

taken on this matter, and take steps to see to it that your 

military personnel guarantee the safety of their American 

counterparts in Germa~just as American military personnel 

guarantee the safety of their Soviet colleagues. If your 

Government is unwilling or unable to abide by even this 

elementary rule of recip~ocity, the conclusion we will be forced 

to draw will inevitably affect the prospects for settling other 



- 4-

issues. After all, this is not the first time American lives 

have -been lost as the result of a policy on the Soviet part or 

using lethal force without determining whether the circumstances 

justified it. And no agreements will be possible between us if 

one of the sides insists on preserving unitateral advantages. 

Your letter mentioned a number of other important principles, but 

here too our agreement on the principle should not be allowed to 

obscure the fact that, in our opinion, the principle cited has 

not been observed ·on the Soviet side. For example, I could not 

agree more with your statement that each social system should 

prove its advantages not by force, but by peaceful competition, 

and that all people have the right to go their chosen way without 

imposition from the outside. But if this is true, what are we to 

think of Soviet military actions in Afghanistan or of your 

country's policy of supplying arms to minority elements in other 

countries which are attempting to impose their will on a nation 

by force? Can this be considered consistent with that important 

principle? 

Mr. General Secretary, my purpose in pointing this out is not to 

engage in a debate over questions on which we disagree, but 

simply to illustrate the fact that agreement on a principle is 

one thing, and practical efforts to apply it another. Since we 

seem to agree on many principles, we must devote our main effort 
~ 

to closing the gap between principle and practice. 
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In this regard, I am pleased to note that we both seem to be in 

agreement on the desirability of more direct consultation on 

various regional issues. That is a healthy sign, and I would 

hope that these consultations can be used to avoid the 

development of situations which might bring us to dangerous 

confrontations. I believe we should not be discouraged if, at 

present, our positions seem far apart. This is to be expected, 

given our differing interests and the impact of past events. The 

important thing is to make sure we each have a clear 

understanding of the other's point of view and act in a manner 

which does not provoke unintended reaction by the other. 

One situation which has had a profoundly negative impact on our 

relations is the conflict in Afghanistan. Isn't it long overdue 

to reach a political r.esolution of this tragic affair? I can.no~ 

believe that it is impossible to find a solution which protects 

the legitimate interests of all parties, that of the Afghan 

people to live in peace under a government of their own choosing, 

and that of the Soviet Union to ensure that its southern border 

is secure. We support the United Nations Secretary General's 

effort to achieve a negotiated settlemP.nt, and would like to see 

a political solution that will deal equitably .with the related 

issues of withdrawal of your troops to their homeland and 

guarantees of non-interference. I fear that your present course 

will only lead to more bloodshed, but I want you to know that I 

am prepared to work with Qyou to move the region toward peace, if 

you desire. 
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Above all, we must see to it that the conflict in Afghanistan 

does not expand. Pakistan is a trusted ally of the United States 

and I am sure you recognize the grave danger which would ensue 

from any political or military threats against that country. 

Turning to another of your comments, I must confess that I am 

perplexed by what you meant by your observation that trust "will 

not be enhanced if, for example, one were to talk as if in two 

languages ..•. " Of course, this is true. And, if I am to be 

candid, I would be compelled to admit that Soviet words and 

actions do not always seem to us to be speaking the same 

language. But I know that this is not what you intended to 

suggest. I also am sure that you did not intend to suggest that 
..... . 

expressing our respective philosophies or our views of actions 

taken by the other is inconsistent with practical efforts to 

improve the relationship. For, after all, it has been the Party 

which you head which has always insisted not only on the right 

but indeed the duty to conduct what it calls an ideological 

struggle. 

However this may be, your remarks highlight the need for us to 

act so as to bolster confidence rather than to undermine it. In 

this regard, I must tell you that I found the proposal you made 

publicly on April 7 and particularly the manner in which it 

was made unhelpful. As for the substance of the proposal, I 

find no significant element in it which we have not made clear in 
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the past is unacceptable to us. I will not burden this letter 

with -a reiteration of the reasons, since I am certain your 

experts are well aware of them. I cannot help but wonder what 

the purpose could have been in presenting a proposal which is, in 

its essence, not only an old one, but one which was known to 

provide no basis for serious negotiation. Certainly, it does not 

foster a climate conducive to fir\ding realistic solutions to dif

ficult questions. Past experience suggests that the best way to 

solve such issues is to work them out privately. 

This brings me to the negotiations which have now .been underway 

in Geneva for several weeks. They have not made the progress we 

had hoped. It may now be appropriate to give them the political 

impetus about which we both have spoken. Let me tell you frankly 

and directly how I view them. 

First, the January agreement by our Foreign Ministers to begin 

new negotiations was a good one. The problem has not been the 

terms of reference on the basis of which our · negotiators met, 

even though each side may in some instances interpret the wording 

of the joint statement somewhat differently .in its application to 

specifics. The problem is, rather, that your negotiators have 

not yet begun to discuss concretely how we can translate our 

commitment to a radical reduction of nuclear arsenals into 

concrete, practical agreements. 
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A particular obstacle to progress has been the demand by Soviet 

negotiators that, in effect, the United States agree to ban 

research on advanced -defensive systems before other topics are 

dealt with seriously. I hope that I have misunderstood the 

Soviet position on this point, because, if that is the Soviet 

position, no progress will be possible. For reasons we have 

explained repeatedly and in detail, we see no way that a ban on 

research efforts can be verified, nor do we think such a ban 

would be in the interest of either of our countries. To hold the 

negotiations hostage to an impossible demand creates an 

insurmountable obstacle from the outset. I sincerely hope that 

this is not your intent, since it cannot be in the interest of 

either of our countries. In fact, it is inconsistent with your 

own actions -- with the strategic defense you already deploy 

around Moscow and with-your own major research program in 

strategic defense. 

In this regard, I was struck by the characterization of our 

Strategic Defense Initiative which you made during your meeting 

with Speaker O'Neill's delegation -- that this research program 

has an offensive purpose for an attack on the Soviet Union. I 

can assure you that you are profoundly mistaken on this point. 

The truth is precisely the opposite. We believe that it is 

important to explore the technical feasibility of defensive 

systems which might ultimately give all of us the means to 

protect our people more safely than do those we have at present, 

and to provide the means of moving to the total abolition of 
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nuclear weapons, an objective on which we are agreed . I mus t ask 

you, how are we ever -practically to achieve that noble aim if 

nations have no defense aga i nst the uncertainty that all nuclear 

weapons _ might not have been removed from world arsenals? Life 

provides no guarantee against some future madman getting his 

hands on nuclear weapons, the technology of which is already, 

unfortunately, far too widely known and knowledge of which cannot 

be erased from human minds. 

This point seems, ·at one time, to have been clearly understood by 

the Soviet Government. I note that Foreign Minister Gromyko told 

the United Nations General Assembly in 1962 that anti-missile 

defenses could be the key to a successful agreement reducing 

offensive missiles. 'fjl~y would, he said then, "guard against ..th~ 

eventuality ••• of someone deciding to violate the treaty and 

conceal missiles or combat aircraft." 

Of course, I recognize that, in theory, the sudden deployment of 

effective defenses b y one side in a strategic• environment charac

terized by large numbers of "first-strike" weapons could be con

sidered as potentially threatening by the other side. Never

theless, such a theoretical supposition has no basis in reality, 

at least so far . as the United States is concerned. Our 

scientists tell me that the United States will require some years 

of further research to d~termine whether potentially effective 

defensive systems can be identified which are worthy of 

consideration for deployment. If some options should at some 
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time in the future be identified, development of them by the 

United States could occur only following negotiations with other 

countries, including your own, and following thorough and open 

policy debates in the United States itself. And if the decision 

to deploy should be positive, then further years would pass until 

the systems could actually be deployed. So there is no 

possibility of a sudden, secretive, destabilizing move by the 

United States. During the research period our governments will 

have ample time to reduce systems which could pose a 

"first-strike" threat and to develop a common understanding 

regarding the place of possible new systems in a safer, more 

stable, arrangement. 

If such defensive systems are identified that would not be 

permltted by the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic 

Missile Systems, the United States intends to follow the 

procedures agreed upon at the time the Treaty was negotiated in 

1972. In particular, Agreed Statement D attached to that Treaty 

calls upon the party developing a system basetl upon other 

physical principles to consult with the other party pursuant to 

Article XIII, with a view to working out pertinent limitations 

which could be adopted by amendment to the Treaty pursuant to 

Article XIV. I presume that it continues to be the intention of 

the Soviet Union to abide by Agreed Statement Din the event the 

long-continuing Soviet program in research on directed energy 

weapons were to have fav6rable results. 
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I hope thi s discus s ion wil l assist you in joining me in a search 

for practical steps to invigorate the negotiations in Geneva._ 

One approach which r ·believe holds promise would be for our 

negotiators on strategic and intermediate-range ·nuclear systems 

to intensify their efforts to agree on specific reductions in the 

numbers of existing and future forces, with particular attention 

to those each of us find most threatening, while the negotiators 

dealing with defensive and space weapons concentrate on measures 

which prevent the erosion of the ABM Treaty and strengthen the 

role that Treaty can play in preserving stability as we move 

toward a world without nuclear weapons. Proceeding in this 

fashion might avoid a fruitless debate on generalities and open 

the way to concrete, practical solutions which meet the concerns 

of both sides. 

---
I believe we also should give new attention to other negotiations 

and discussions underway in the security and arms control field. 

We know that some progress has been made in the Stockholm 

Conference toward narrowing our differences. · An agreement should 

be possible this year on the basis of the framework which we have 

discussed with your predecessors. Specifically, we are willing 

to consider the Soviet proposal for a declaration reaffirming the 

principle not to use force, if the Soviet Union is prepared to 

negotiate agreements which will give concrete new meaning to that 
; 

principle. Unfortunately, the response of your representatives 

to this offer has not been encouraging up to now. I hope that we 

may soon see a more favorable attitude toward this idea and 
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toward the confidence-building measures that we and our allies 

have _proposed. 

One pressing issue of concern to us both is the use of chemical 

weaponry in the Iran-Iraq war. This situation illustrates the 

importance of curbing the spread of chemical weapons, and I 

suggest that it might be useful in the near future for our 

experts to meet and examine ways in which we might cooperate on 

this topic. A verifiable complete global ban on these terrible 

weapons would provide a lasting solution, and I would ask you 

therefore to give further study to the draft treaty we have 

advanced in the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva. 

Steps to improve our bilateral relationship are also important, 

not only because of the benefits which agreements in themselves -

can bring, but also because of the contribution they can make to 

a more confident working relationship in general. 

Several of these issues seem ripe for rapid settlement. For 

example, we should be able to conclude an agreement on improving 

safety measures in the North Pacific at an early meeting and move 

to discussions of civil aviation issues. We are ready to move 

forward promptly to open our respective consulates in New York 

and Kiev. Our efforts to negotiate a new exchanges agreement 

have, after six months, reached the point where only a handful of 

issues remain to be resolved. But if I had to characterize these 

remaining issues, I would say that they result from efforts on 
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o ur s ide to raise our sights and look to more, not fewer, 

exch~nges. Shouldn't we try to improve on past practices in this 

area? I am also hopeful that the meeting of our Joint Commercial 

Commission in May will succeed in identifying areas in which 

trade can increase substantially, but it is clear that this is 

likely to happen only if we succeed in improving the political 

atmosphere. 
I 

Finally, let me turn to an issue of great importance to me and to 

all Americans. As the Vice President informed you in Moscow, we 

believe strongly that strict observance of the Universal 

Declaration of Human Rights and of the Helsinki Final Act is an 

important element of our bilateral relationship. Last year we 

suggested that Ambassador Hartman meet periodically with Deputy 

Forei gn Minister Korn½7enko to discuss confidentially how we 

might achieve greater mutual understanding in this area. · I am 

also prepared to appoint rapporteurs as you suggested to the Vice 

President, perhaps someone to join Ambassador Hartman in such 

meetings. Whatever procedures we ultimately -establish, I hope we 

can agree to try, each in accord with his own legal structure, to 

resolve problems in this area. If we can find a way to eliminate 

the conditions which give rise to public recrimination, we will 

have taken a giant step forward in creating an atmosphe r e 

conducive to solving many other problems. 

I was glad to receive yoar views on a meeting between the two of 

us, and agree that major formal agreements are not necessary to 
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justify one. I assume that you will get back in touch with me 

when _you are ready to discuss time and place. I am pleased that 

arrangements have been made for Secretary Shultz to meet Foreign 

Minister Gromyko in Vienna next month, and hope that they will be 

able to move us toward solutions of the problems I have mentioned 

as well as others on the broad agenda before us. 

As I stated at the outset, I have written you in candor. I 

believe that our heavy responsibilities require us to communicate 

directly and without guile or circumlocution. I hope you will 

give me your frank view of these questions and call to my 

attention any others which you consider require our personal 

involvement. I sincerely hope that we can use this 

correspondence to provide a new impetus to the whole range of 

efforts · to build confi~ence and to solve the critical problems- -

which have increased tension between our countries. 

Sincerely, 

His Excellency 
Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev 
General Secretary of the ~Central Committee 

of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union 
The Kremlin 
Moscow 
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Bis Excellency 
Ronald w. Reaga n 
~he President of the United 
States of America 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. President, 

June 10, 1985 

I noted the intention expressed in your letter of April 30 
to share thoughts in our correspondence with complete 
frankness. This is also my attitude. Only in this manner can 
we bring to each other the essence of our respective approaches 
to the problems of world politics and bilateral relations. In 
this regard I proceed from the assumption that in exchanging 
views we shall look to the need to move forward on key issues, 
otherwise one cannot count on a turn for the better in 
Soviet-American relations. I understand that you agree, too, 
that such a turn for the Qetter is necessary. 

To aim at a lesser goal, say, at simply cQntaining tensions 
within certain bounds and trying somehow to manage from one 
crisis to another, is not, in my opinion, a prospect worthy of 
our tw.~ powers. 

. .... 
We noted the fact that you share our view on the need to 

give an impetus to the process of normalizing our relations. 
'I'hat, in and of itself, is not insignificant. But to be 
candid: a number of points in your letter perplex and puzzle, 
and those are the points on which a special stress is made. 

,i~ What I mean is the generalizations about Soviet policy, 
t contained in your letter, · in connection with the deplorable 

incident with an American serviceman. As to the incident 
-· itself, we would like to hope that the explanations which were 

given by us were correctly understood by the American side. 

Now turning to major problems. I also believe that 
agreement with regard to general principles alone is not 
sufficient. It is important that such agreement · also be 
reflected in the practical actions of each side. I emphasize 
precisely each side, since it clearly follows from your letter 
that you see disparities between the principles and practice in 
the actions of the Soviet Union. 

DECLASSIFIED 
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i'hat is very far from reality. There is nothing 

corresponding to the facts in the assertion that the USSR in its 
policy allegedly does not wish to conduct affairs with the U.S. 
on the basis of equality and reciprocity. No matter what area 
of our relations is taken, a really objective assessment 

/

indicates that it is precisely the Soviet Union that comes out 
consistently for equality and reciprocity and does not seek 
advantages for itself at the expense of the legitimate interests 
of the USA. And it was precisely when a similar approach was · 
taken by the American side, too, that substantial agreements 
could be achieved. 

It is not an accident that all agreements reached on the 
subject of arms limitation became possible only because both 
sides adhered in working them out to the principle of equality 

' ijnd equal security. At no point in time did the Soviet side 
1~~ emand more for itself. But as soon as the USA departed from 
\~~ that principle, the process of arms limitation and reduction was 
~~✓.interrupted. Regrettably, this continues to be the case at 
,..p__ present, too. 
~ . 

If, nevertheless, the question of equality and reciprocity 
~ is to ~be _raised as a matter of , principle, then it is the Soviet 
~ vv->-:;- Union that is surroundea by American military bases, replete - -

~

~ with nuclear weapons, rather than the USA by Soviet bases. Try 
.:r-,: ✓ to look at the situation through our eyes, then it will become 

ir clear who can have a real, substantiated concern. 

Take p·ractically any issue ·from the sphere of our bilateral 
relations, whether trade or, for example, air or sea 
communication. Is it, in fact, the case that the actual state 
of affairs in those areas is determined by the Soviet Union's 

onducting·-affairs-as equals or with reciproc.i ty -in the . . 
~

eing against equality and reciprocity? Quite the contrary: 
the low level of those relations is a direct consequence of the 
American side's policy, which is not compatible either with · 

enerally recognized meanings of these concepts. · k, 
- :i ~ ' 

Or take the following aspect of the question of principlesfe{Jw2_.,,.,.f, 
and adherence to them. With regard to third countries, we 11,~~-~' 
impose neither our ideology nor our social system on anybody. 
One should not ascribe to us that which does not exist. If the 
question is to be raised without diplomatic contrivances as to 
who contributes to international law and order and who acts in a 
different direction, then ,it appears that it is precisely the US 
that turns out to be on the side of groupings working against 
legitimate governments. And what about direct pressure on 
governments whose policy does not suit the USA? There are 
enough examples of both on various continents. 

&EieftET/SENS IT IVB 
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I -addressed these issues frankly and in a rather detailed 
manner not to embark upon the road of mutual recriminations,, 
but, rather, in the hope that it will help you to understand 
correctly our approach to principles and their practical 
implementation, and to appreciate our willingness to build our 
relations with the USA on the basis of equality and reciprocity 
with a positive and common understanding of these concepts. 

(

~ I think a lot about the shape the affairs between our 
. l/count:ies can t~ke. And I ever ~ore firmly ~elieve in a_point I 
',)I" made in my previous letter: an im rovemen 

Qetween e USSR and USA is possible. Tpere is objective ground 
for~a~. ~ 

Of course, our countries are different. ~·his fact cannot be 
changed. There is also another fact, however: when the leaders 
of both countries, as the experience of the past shows, found in 
themselves enough wisdom and realism to overcome bias caused by 
the difference in social systems, in ideologies, we cooperated 
successfully and did quite a few useful things both for our 
peoples and for all other· peoples. Of course, differences and 
different views remained, but it was our working together that 
was the determining factor. And it opened up confident, 
peaceful vistas. 

! ---noted you also e~~ress yourself in favot of each social 
system's prooving its advantages in peaceful competition. Yes, 
we proceed from the assumption that in this competition the USSR 
and USA w~ll defend their ideals and moral values as each of our 
societies understands them. But it will result in nothing good 
if the ideological struggle should be carried over into the 
sphere of relations between states. I believe, you understand, 
what I mean. 

The main conclusion that naturally follows from the mutual 
- · recognition of the need _for peaceful competition is the need to 

renounce attempts to substitute the dispute of ideas with the 
~ dispute of weapons._ One can hardly count on serious shifts in 

the nature of our relations so long as one pioe tries to gain 
L • advantages over the other on the path of the arms race - to talk 

with the other side "fro.ma positien of stren9ta 11
~ 

Mr. President, for understandable reasons the political 
leadership of both our countries must judge in a competent 
manner both existing and prospective weapons systens. This is 
extremely important in order to avoia miscalculations whose 
irreversible consequences will manifest themselves, if not 
today, then at some point in the future. 

. ~T/SENSiTIVE 
), 



• P, 

SECRET,LSENi 
-4-

.-Y,~ 
~SI 

- \J ~e. l ~ ~ 
In the past a rigid but at the same time quite fragile · / ~-

relationship was jointly defined between strategic nucl~ar 'to~ tfJJ 
weapons and anti-ballistic missile systems. The only co ect ? 

(

conclusion was drawn - a treaty of indefinite duration o limit 
ABM systems was concluded. Only because of that did it become 
at all possible to tackle as a practical matter the problem of 
the limitation and reduction of nuclear weapons. 

Attempts to develop a large-scale ABM system inevitably set 
in train a radical destabilization of the situation. Just the 
factor of uncertainty in and of itself will not only block any 
limitation of nuclear weapons, but will lead to their build-up 
and improvement. 'I·herefore, when we resolutely raise the 
question, and state that the militarization of space is 
impermissible, it is not propaganda and not a consequence of 
some misunderstanding or fear of "falling behind 
technologically." It is a result of a thorough analysis, of our 
deep concern for the future of relations between our countries, 
and for the future of peace. 

There is also anothei aspect of the program of "strategic 
defense" which remains as it were in a shadow for the general 

~

public. But not for responsible leaders and military experts. 
They talk in Washington about the development of a large-scale 
A~M system, but in fact a new strategic offiensiye weapon is 

,.- :J:teing- -developed to be .deployed in space. And it is a weapqn na.. 
~ -1/ leks dangerous in its capabilities than nuc • What 
/ i erence does it ma e w at wi e used in a disarming first 

strike--ballistic missiles or lasers? If there is a difference, 
it is that with the new systems it be ossible to carry out 
a first stri e practica ly instantaneously. ,,........ 

Thus, from no matter ·what point of view you approach it, the 
mere beginning of efforts to realize this program has a 
destabilizing character, even regardless of its final results. 
And it ...is _precisely for this reason that it cannot fail to serve 
as an impetus to a further upswing of the, arms race. 

I think you will agree that in matters affecting the heart 
of national security, neither side can or will rely on 
assurances of good intentions. Any weapons system is evaluated 
by its military capabilities, and not by public statements 
regarding its intended purpose. 

All facts unambiguously indicate that the USA is embarki g 
on tn at of develo in a ack sac e f 
P,er orl!!ing p 11 rel y offensive miss iafls~ And we shall not ignore 
tfiat. I must say this franjly. I must confess that what you 
have said about the USA's approach to the question of a 

r;SECRE'f/SENS I 'fIVE ....1 
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moratorium on space and nuclear weapons enhances our concern. 
The persistent refusal of the American side to stop the arms 
race cannot but put ·in question the USA's intentions. 

And what is going on at the negotiations in Geneva? The 
American side is trying to substitute only a part of the agreed 
mandate of the negotiations for the whole of it. An integral 
element is being removed from the actually agreed upon formula 
for the negotiations - the obligation to prevent an arms race in 
space, to consider and resolve all issues in their 
interrelationship. The American side has so far done nothing to 
bring agreement closer. On the subject of preventing an arms 

/

race in space the U.S. delegation has not presented a single 
idea. I emphasize, not a single one. Why should one be 
surprised after that, why indeed, that there is no movement on 
nuclear arms reduction? 

I wish to mention in passing that the American 
representatives maintain - this point is also contained in your 
letter - that it is impospible to verify a ban on scientific 
research. However, a different thing is involved here: a 
federal program of research activities directly and specifically 
oriented towards the development of attack space weapons, a 
large-scale ABM system with space-based components. The very 
announcement of such a_p~ogram is in clear .contradiction to the _ _ 
ABM 'Ireaty. (Incidentally, if one is to take the entire text of 
the •agreed statement" to the ABM 'I·reaty, and not only the part 
which is quoted in your letter, it is easy to see that it is 
aimed not ·~t weakening but at strengthening the central 
provision of the treaty on both sides' renunciation of the 
development of large-scale ABM systems). 

As to the assertions that the USSR is allegedly engaged in 
its own •1arge scale research program in the area of strategic 

~ defense•, here, as Americans put it, apples are being ~onfused 
~.,., • .J., with oranges. The Soviet Union is doing nothing that would 

~ tPT. contravene the ABM Treaty: it is not developing attack space v- 7 o.;-9- ()-() , weapons. 

~ . Thus, the question of verification is in this case a 
~ ~ _ far-fetched uestion, if one is clearly to proceed from the 

c~ , premise that nothing can be done - no matter what names one can 
l/-1' come up with for it - that is unambiguously prohibited by the 

1,4cl,f:'3M Treaty. 

f o.>-1 , Mr. President, I would like to hope that you will have 
another close look at the problem of non-militarization of 
space, at its interrelationship with solving the problem of 
nuclear weapons, and from that angle, at the prospects for the 

SECRE'I'/&H 
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Geneva - negotiations. It is in this objective linkage that there 
lies a resolution of the problems of the limitation of nuclear 
arms, a real possibility to get down to their radical reduction 
and thereby to proceed to the liquidation of nuclear weapons as 
such. In any case we shall not be able to avoid having 
precisely this complex of is ' . r both 
for our a ions ad for the si 
w~. This follows from the special responsibility of our two 
countries. 

I am convinced that we must and can rise to this 
responsibility. In this connection I note with satisfaction 
your words to the effect that our two countries have a common 
interest prevailing over other things - to avoid war. I fully 
agree with that. 

Now, with regard to what other steps could be taken, 
including steps to stimulate progress in Geneva, we are 
convinced that of very important - and practical - significance 
would be the £_essation of all nuclear weapons tests. In this 

h, ~ area a lot can be done by 'our two countries. Specifically, we 
er 1propose the following practical steps. To put into effect th€ 

~ hitherto unratified Soviet-Anerican treaties of 1974 and 1976. 
~ To come to terms on the resumption of trilateral - with the 

y participation of Britain - negotiations on the complete and 
general prohibition of n,uclear weapons tests and, acting 
vigorously, to work towards their speedy and successful 
conclusion. Finally, we propose that the USSR and USA cooperate 
in carrying out such a specific and very substantial step on the 
part of all nuclear powers as a moratorium on any nuclear 
explosions would be. we are in favor of introducing such a 
moratorium as soon as possible. 

The problem of prohibiting chemical weapons needs to be 
resolved. But its resolution should be sought realistically. I 
must say that the positions -which the USA has so far had on a 
number of important aspects of this problem do not meet this 
criterion. We would like the American side to turn its 
attention to the proposals we have put forward. We agree that 
bilateral consultations between our representatives would be 

/ t useful, for example, within the framework of the Geneva 
~ Co.nference on disarmament. It should be recognized, however, 

hat the efforts which are being made in the USA for chemical 
~- ~JV"" earmament, above all as concerns binary weapons, are not a 
-t"- avorable prerequisite at all for removing chemical weapons 

~ ompletely and forever from the military arsenals of states. 

The state of things at othe Stockholm Conference leaves one 
with an ambiguous impression. On the one hand, it would seem 
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that there is common understanding regarding the need for an 
agreement on the basis. of an optimal combination of major 
political obligations and military-technical confidence-building 
measures. On the other hand, the Western representatives, 
particularly the American representatives, clearly are not in a 
hurry to fill this understanding with specific, mutually 
acceptable - I emphasize, mutually acceptable - content. We 

vor a substantial understanding, genuinely facilitating 
~-j hanced confidence. Such are the instructions of our 
~ e resentatives. They are prepared to listen to constructive 

nsiderations which the American delegation may have. 'l'o put 
, briefly, we are for working towards a successful conclusion 

t ~onfE1renc;e. J ... ..,J t 
~ ~ (t VI olJ..V'~ 

- I would like, M.r. President, to draw your attention to the 
negotiations on the reduction of armed forces and armaments in 
Central Europe. Sometimes we hear from the American 
representatives that our proposals made last February "stimulate 
interest." But it does not show at all at the negotiations 
themselves. It would seem that reaching agreement on initial 

r reductions of the Soviet and American forces in that area would 
be in your and in our interests, in the interests of a military 
relaxation in Europe. Could you look into it to see whether you 
might find it possible to advance things in this area? 

One of the sources gj tension in the relations between the - -
USSR and USA is a difference in the assessment of what is going 
on in the world. It seems that the American side frequently 
ignores the in-depth causes of events and does not take fully 
into account the fact that today a great number of states 
operate - and most actively, too - in world politics, each with 
its own face and interests. All this immeasurably complicates 
the general picture. A correct understanding of this would help 
avoid serious mistakes and miscalculations. 

In the past we had a positive experience of joint action in 
lowering tensions in some areas and in preventing dangerous 
outbreaks. But it worked this way when a readiness was shown to 
take into account the legitimate interests of ~each other and the 
positions of all the sides involved in a certain situation. 

We positively assess the agreement of the American side to 
have exchanges of views on some regional problems. We expect it 
to accept our proposal that a wider ran e of re ional problems 
be the subject of such exchanges and t thos cha o 
to s e s as io s In this 

[/

connection I noted the readiness expressed in your letter to 
work together with the Soviet Union so that the situation around 
Afghanistan would move toward a peaceful settlement. I would 

SECRE~/SENSI~IVE ~ 
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like to have a maore clear understanding of how the American 
side sees this. Such an opportunity is provided by the upcomi~g 
consultations of our experts. 

However, our opinions in this matter as well will be based 
upon practical deeds of the USA. From the point of view of 
achieving a political settlement, and not only from that point 
of view, we cannot accept what you sa in our letter wi h 
respect to Pakistan. we perce i ve the behavior of that country 
not only as not corresponding to the goal of a political 
settlement around Afghanistan, but also as dangerous and 
provocative. We expect that the U.S., being closely linked with 
Pakistan and also taking into account its own interests, will 
exert a restraining influence on it. Th)-- curtailing of it~ 
direct support to antigovernment armed groups intruding int,s> 
~fghanistan from Pakistan would be a J? itive signal from the 
crutier1can side. In other words the USA has the opportunities to 
~ actions its declared readiness to achieve a 
political settlement around Afghanistan on the basis of a just 
solution of the questions connected with it and to eliminate 

rtensions in this region as a whole. Such a mode of action would 
not be left unnoticed by our side and would clearly work toward 
straightening out Soviet-American relations. 

Some kind of movement seems to be discernible in the area of 
strictlyotlateral re~ati:"tm"'s between our countrie=s. You, 
obviormly', have noticed.,..that we support this trend. However, 
there should be no misunderstanding concerning the fact that~ 

"~ qo not intend and will not conduct any negotiations relating to 
. h]/~~ uman rights in the Soviet Union. We, as any other sovereign 

{ ~ ~. ta e, ave regar e an wi regard these questions in 
~ ~pcordance with our existing laws and regulations. Let us, Mr. 
J>vY President, proceed from this in order not to aggravate 

,t:N additionally our relations. The development of our ties can be 
~er1.r .._based only on mutual intere~t, equality and mutual . benefit, and 
~jj;~~';::trersp;ct for each other's ri~h~s and legitimate interests. 
)- ~ ' 
.,.__ we consider it positive that in some instances the one~ 

diffuse structure of Soviet-American relations is beginnin~ -
although not very intensively, to be frank - ~ be restor~d and 

o be filled with content. In particular, we consider useful 
the talks etween our ministers of trade which took place in 
Moscow recently. We intend to look for mutually acceptable 
solutions in other areas as well, which constitute the subject 
of discussion between us, and to expand the range of such areas. 

It is encouraging that contacts, including those between 
parliaments of our two countries, have become more active 
recently. As I have already said to the representatives of the 

S ECRE 'I'/S ENS-~ 
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US Congress, we live in a time when people shaping the policy of 
the USSR and the USA must necessarily meet and have contacts 
with each other. To speak in broad terms, we stand for 
vigorously building a bridge to mutual understanding and 
cooperation and for developing trust. 

In conclusion, I would like to confirm my positive attitnd:e 
to a personal meeting with yoy. I understand that you feel the 
same way. Our point of view on this matter was outlined by 
Andrey A. Gromyko to Mr. Shultz during their stay recently in 
Vienna. As to the place for holding it, I understand there are 
reasons which make ou fer the meetin to be h the 

SA. But I have reasons less weight whi into 
accou ke 
this variant unrealistic. 

Important international problems are involved and we should 
use the time to search for possible agreements which could be 
readied for the meeting. For our part, we entirely favor that 
such should be the case • . 

.Jk . 

Sincerely, 

M. Gorbachev 

AECRE4'/SENSI'i'IVB J 
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ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. MC 

FROM: JACK MATLOC 

April 25, 1985 

SUBJECT: Redraft of P sident's Letter to Gorbachev 

I have redrafted the President's letter to Gorbachev to take 
account of the Soviet action Monday in disavowing an essential 
part of what we had understood to be the Otis-Zaitsev agreement. 

So that you can quickly see what I have done, I have put a red 
line to the right of those paragraphs added, and a dotted line 
where there was some revision. 

As you can see, I have tried to couch the comments on Nicholson 
in terms of principle that the Soviets can understand, and have 
toughened the tone of some other comments. I tried to focus on 
the nub of the issue, and to state it very plainly. I have also 
included a few implicit hints that Gorbachev may not be in a 
position to control his own military. I believe this is done in 
a way as not to seem provocative, but rather to challenge 
Gorbachev to demonstrate that he is in control. I believe these 
comments by the President will bea useful backdrop for other 
actions we might take on this matter. 

Since the letter contains other points which I believe it is 
useful to get on the record at the highest leyel, I would hope 
that the President would be willing to sign it tomorrow so that 
we can get it to Hartman for delivery early next week. I have not 
yet attempted to clear the revised text with State, but will do 
so if you approve. 

Recommendation: 

That you approve or amend the attached text, following which I 
will clear with State (if you instruct) and send a memorandum to 
the President requesting his signature. 

Approve 

Attachment: 

Disapprove 

Tab I -- Redraft of President's Letter to Gorbachev 
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Redraft of Letter:., to Gorbachev 

Dear Mr. General Secretary: 

As I mentioned in my letter of April 4, delivered by Speaker 

O'Neill, I have given careful thought to your letter of March 24 

and wish to take this opportunity to address the questions you 
-

raised and to mention others which I feel deserve your attention. 

Given the heavy responsibilities we both bear to preserve peace 

in the world and life on this planet, I am sure that you will 

agree that we must communicate with each other frankly and openly 

so that we can understand each other's point of view clearly. I 

write in that spirit. 

I had thought that we agreed on the necessity of improving 

relations between our countries, and I welcomed your judgment 

that it is possible to do so. Our countries share an overriding 

interest in avoiding war between us, and -- as you pointed out -

the immediate task we face is to find a way to provide a 

political impetus to move these relations in a positive 

direction. 

Unfortunately, certain recent events have begun to cast doubt on 

the desire of your government to improve relations. In 

particular, I have in mind the public retraction of what we 

understood to be the commitment made earlier by a responsible 

Soviet official to take steps to make certain that lethal force 

is not used against membP.rs of the United States Military Liaison 

Mission in Germany. 

l 
I 
l 
l 
( 
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Mr. General Secretary, this matter has importance beyond the 

tragic loss of life which has occurred. It involves fundamental 

principles which must be observed if we are to narrow our 

differences and resolve problems· in our countries' relations. 

For this reason, I will give you my views in detail. The 

principles are those of dealing with each other on the basis of 

equality and reciprocity. The current Soviet position recognizes 

neither of these principles. 

Now, I can understand that accidents occur in life which do not 

reflect the intention of political authorities. But when they 

do, it is the responsibility of the relevant political 

authorities to take appropriate corrective action. 

For decades, members of our respective military liaison missions 

in Germany operated pursuant to the Huebner-Malinin agreement 

without a fatal incident. That encouraging record was broken 

when an unarmed member of our mission was killed by a Soviet 

soldier. Our military personnel are instructed categorically and 

in writing (in orders provided to your commander) never to use 

lethal force against members of the Soviet Military Liaison 

Mission, regardless of circumstances. Our forces have never done 

so, even though Soviet military personnel have been apprehended 

repeatedly in restricted military areas. In fact, some Soviet 

officers were discovered in a prohibited area just three days 

before the fatal shooting of our officer and were escorted 

courteously and safely from the area. 
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The position which your Government most recently presented to us, 

therefore, is neither reciprocal in its effect nor does it 

reflect a willingness to deal as equals. Instead of accepting 

the responsibility to insure that members of the United States 

Military Liaison Mission receive the same protection as that we 

accord members of the Soviet Military Liaison Mission, what we 

see is the assertion of a "right" to use lethal force under 

certain circumstances, determined unilaterally by the Soviet 

side, and in practice by enlisted men in the Soviet armed forces. 

Now I will offer no ~omment on the desirability of allowing 

subordinate officials -- and indeed even rank-and-file soldiers 

-- to make decisions which can affect relations between great 

nations. If you choose to permit this, that is your prerogative. 

But in that case, your Government cannot escape responsibility 

for faulty acts of judgment by individuals acting in accord with 

standing orders. 

I hope that you will reconsider the position your Government has 

taken on this matter, and take steps to see to it that your 

military personnel guarantee the safety of their American 

counterparts in Germa12,!jjust as American military personnel 

guarantee the safety of their Soviet colleagues. If your 

Government is unwilling or unable to abide by even this 

elementary rule of reciprocity, the conclusion we will be forced 

to draw will inevitably affect the prospects for settling other 
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issues. After all, this is not the first time American lives 

have been lost as the result of a policy on the Soviet part of 

using lethal force without determining whether the circumstances 

justified it. And no agreements will be possible between us if 

one of the sides insists on preserving unitateral advantages. 

Your letter mentioned a number of other important principles, but 

here too our agreement on the principle should not be allowed to 

obscure the fact that, in our opinion, the principle cited has 

not been observed ·on the Soviet side. For example, I could not 

agree more with your statement that each social system should 

prove its advantages not by force, but by peaceful competition, 

and that all people have the right to go their chosen way without 

imposition from the outside. But if this is true, what are we to 

think of Soviet military actions in Afghanistan or of your 

country's policy of supplying arms to minority elements in other 

countries which are attempting to impose their will on a nation 

by force? Can this be considered consistent with that important 

principle? 

Mr. General Secretary, my purpose in pointing this out is not to 

engage in a debate over questions on which we disagree, but 

simply to illustrate the fact that agreement on a principle is 

one thing, and practical efforts to apply it another. Since we 

seem to agree on many principles, we must devote our main effort 

to closing the gap between principle and practice. 
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In this regard, I am pleased to note that we both seem to be in 

agreement on the desirability of more direct consultation on 

various regional issues. That is a healthy sign, and I would 

hope that these consultations can be used to avoid the 

development of situations which might bring us to dangerous 

confrontations. I believe we should not be discouraged if, at 

present, our positions seem far apart. This is to be expected, 

given our differing interests and the impact of past events. The 

important thing is to make sure we each have a clear 

understanding of ~he other's point of view and act in a manner 

which does not provoke unintended reaction by the other. 

One situation which has had a profoundly negative impact on our 

relations is the conflict in Afghanistan. Isn't it long overdue 

to reach a political resolution of this tragic affair? I cannot 

believe that it is impossible to find a solution which protects 

the legitimate interests of all parties, that of the Afghan 

people to live in peace under a government of their own choosing, 

and that of the Soviet Union to ensure that its southern border 

is secure. We support the United Nations Secretary General's 

effort to achieve a negotiated settlemP.nt, and would like to see 

a political solution that will deal equitably with the related 

issues of withdrawal of your troops to their homeland and 

guarantees of non-interference. I fear that your present course 

will only lead to more bloodshed, but I want you to know that I 

am prepared to work with you to move the region toward peace, if 

you desire. 
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Above all, we must see to it that the conflict in Afghanistan 

does not expand. Pakistan is a trusted ally of the United States 

and I am sure you recognize the grave danger which would ensue 

from any political or military threats against that country. 

Turning to another of your comments, I must confess that I am 

perplexed by what you meant by your observation that trust "will 

not be enhanced if, for example, one were to talk as if in two 

languages .••• " Of course, this is true. And, if I am to be 

candid, I would be compelled to admit that Soviet words and 

actions do not always seem to us to be speaking the same 

language. But I know that this is not what you intended to 

suggest. I also am sure that you did not intend to suggest that 

expressing our respective philosophies or our views of actions 

taken by the other is inconsistent with practical efforts to 

improve the relationship. For, after all, it has been the Party 

which you head which has always insisted not only on the right 

but indeed the duty to conduct what it calls an ideological 

struggle. 

However this may be, your remarks highlight the need for us to 

act so as to bolster confidence rather than to undermine it. In 

this regard, I must tell you that I found the proposal you made 

publicly on April 7 and particularly the manner in which it 

was made unhelpful. As for the substance of the proposal, I 

find no significant element in it which we have not made clear in 
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the past is unacceptable to us. I will not burden this letter 

with a reiteration of the reasons, since I am certain your 

experts are well aware of them. I cannot help but wonder what 

the purpose could have been in presenting a proposal which is, in 

its essence, not only an old one, but one which was known to 

provide no basis for serious negotiation. Certainly, it does not 

foster a climate conducive to finding realistic solutions to dif

ficult questions. Past experience suggests that the best way to 

solve such issues is to work them out privately. 

This brings me to the negotiations which have now been underway 

in Geneva for several weeks. They have not made the progress we 

had hoped. It may now be appropriate to give them the political 

impetus about which we both have spoken. Let me tell you frankly 

and directly how I view them. 

First, the January agreement by our Foreign Ministers to begin 

new negotiations was a good one. The problem has not been the 

terms of reference on the basis of which our -negotiators met, 

even though each side may in some instances interpret the wording 

of the joint statement somewhat differently in its application to 

specifics. The problem is, rather, that your negotiators have 

not yet begun to discuss concretely how we can translate our 

commitment to a radical reduction of nuclear arsenals into 

concrete, practical agreements. 
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A particular obstacle to progress has been the demand by Soviet 

negotiators that, in effect, the United States agree to ban 

research on advanced defensive systems before other topics are 

dealt with seriously. I hope that I have misunderstood the 

Soviet position on this point, because, if that is the Soviet 

position, no progress will be possible. For reasons we have 

explained repeatedly and in detail, we see no way that a ban on 

research efforts can be verified, nor do we think such a ban 

would be in the interest of either of our countries. To hold the 

negotiations hostage to an impossible demand creates an 

insurmountable obstacle from the outset. I sincerely hope that 

this is not your intent, since it cannot be in the interest of 

either of our countries. In fact, it is inconsistent with your 

own actions -- with the strategic defense you already deploy 

around Moscow and with your own major research program in 

strategic defense. 

In this regard, I was struck by the characterization of our 

Strategic Defense Initiative which you made during your meeting 

with Speaker O'Neill's delegation -- that this research program 

has an offensive purpose for an attack on the Soviet Union. I 

can assure you that you are profoundly mistaken on this point. 

The truth is precisely the opposite. We believe that it is 

important to explore the technical feasibility of defensive 

systems which might ultimately give all of us the means to 

protect our people more safely than do those we have at present, 

and to provide the means of moving to the total abolition of 
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nuclear weapons, an objective on which we are agreed. I must ask 

you, how are we ever practically to achieve that noble aim if 

nations have no defense against the uncertainty that all nuclear 

weapons might not have been removed from world arsenals? Life 

provides no guarantee against some future madman getting his 

hands on nuclear weapons, the technology of which is already, 

unfortunately, far too widely known and knowledge of which cannot 

be erased from human minds. 

This point seems, ·at one time, to have been clearly understood by 

the Soviet Government. I note that Foreign Minister Gromyko told 

the United Nations General Assembly in 1962 that anti-missile 

defenses could be the key to a successful agreement reducing 

offensive missiles. They would, he said then, "guard against the 

eventuality ••• of someone deciding to violate the treaty and 

conceal missiles or combat aircraft." 

Of course, I recognize that, in theory, the sudden deployment of 

effective defenses by one side in a strategic· environment charac

terized by large numbers of "first-strike" weapons could be con

sidered as potentially threatening by the other side. Never

theless, such a theoretical supposition has no basis in reality, 

at least so far . as the United States is concerned. Our 

scientists tell me that the United States will require some years 

of further research to determine whether potentially effective 

defensive systems can be identified which are worthy of 

consideration for deployment. If some options should at some 
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time in the future be identified, development of them by the 

United States could occur only following negotiations with other 

countries, including your own, and following thorough and open 

policy debates in the United States itself. And if the decision 

to deploy should be positive, then further years would pass until 

the systems could actually be deployed. So there is no 

possibility of a sudden, secretive, destabilizing move by the 

United States. During the research period our governments will 

have ample time to reduce systems which could pose a 

"first-strike" threat and to develop a common understanding 

regarding the place of possible new systems in a safer, more 

stable, arrangement. 

If such defensive systems are identified that would not be 

permitted by the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic 

Missile Systems, the United States intends to follow the 

procedures agreed upon at the time the Treaty was negotiated in 

1972. In particular, Agreed Statement D attached to that Treaty 

calls upon the party developing a system basetl upon other 

physical principles to consult with the other party pursuant to 

Article XIII, with a view to working out pertinent limitations 

which could be adopted by amendment to the Treaty pursuant to 

Article XIV. I presume that it continues to be the intention of 

the Soviet Union to abide by Agreed Statement Din the event the 

long-continuing Soviet program in research on directed energy 

weapons were to have favorable results. 
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I hope this discussion will assist you in joining me in a search 

for practical steps to invigorate the negotiations in Geneva. 

One approach which I believe holds promise would be for our 

negotiators on strategic and intermediate-range nuclear systems 

to intensify their efforts to agree on specific reductions in the 

numbers of existing and future forces, with particular attention 

to those each of us find most threatening, while the negotiators 

dealing with defensive and space weapons concentrate on measures 

which prevent the erosion of the ABM Treaty and strengthen the 

role that Treaty can play in preserving stability as we move 

toward a world without nuclear weapons. Proceeding in this 

fashion might avoid a fruitless debate on generalities and open 

the way to concrete, practical solutions which meet the concerns 

of both sides. 

I believe we also should give new attention to other negotiations 

and discussions underway in the security and arms control field. 

We know that some progress has been made in the Stockholm 

Conference toward narrowing our differences. · An agreement should 

be possible this year on the basis of the framework which we have 

discussed with your predecessors. Specifically, we are willing 

to consider the Soviet proposal for a declaration reaffirming the 

principle not to use force, if the Soviet Union is prepared to 

negotiate agreements which will give concrete new meaning to that 

principle. Unfortunately, the response of your representatives 

to this offer has not been encouraging up to now. I hope that we 

may soon see a more favorable attitude toward this idea and 
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toward the confidence-building measures that we and our allies 

have proposed. 

One pressing issue of concern to us both is the use of chemical 

weaponry in the Iran-Iraq war. This situation illustrates the 

importance of curbing the spread of chemical weapons, and I 

suggest that it might be useful in the near future for our 

experts to meet and examine ways in which we might cooperate on 

this topic. A verifiable complete global ban on these terrible 

weapons would provide a lasting solution, and I would ask you 

therefore to give further study to the draft treaty we have 

advanced in the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva. 

Steps to improve our bilateral relationship are also important, 

not only because of the benefits which agreements in themselves 

can bring, but also because of the contribution they can make to 

a more confident working relationship in general. 

Several of these issues seem ripe for rapid settlement. For 

example, we should be able to conclude an agreement on improving 

safety measures in the North Pacific at an early meeting and move 

to discussions of civil aviation issues. We are ready to move 

forward promptly to open our respective consulates in New York 

and Kiev. Our efforts to negotiate a new exchanges agreement 

have, after six months, reached the point where only a handful of 

issues remain to be resolved. But if I had to characterize these 

remaining issues, I would say that they result from efforts on 
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our side to raise our sights and look to more, not fewer, 

exchanges. Shouldn't we try to improve on past practices in this 

area? I am also hopeful that the meeting of our Joint Commercial 

Commission in May will succeed in identifying areas in which 

trade can increase substantially, but it is clear that this is 

likely to happen only if we succeed in improving the political 

atmosphere. 
I 

Finally, let me turn to an issue of great importance to me and to 

all Americans. As the Vice President informed you in Moscow, we 

believe strongly that strict observance of the Universal 

Declaration of Human Rights and of the Helsinki Final Act is an 

important element of our bilateral relationship. Last year we 

suggested that Ambassador Hartman meet periodically with Deputy 

Foreign Minister Korniyenko to discuss confidentially how we 

might achieve greater mutual understanding in this area. · I am 

also prepared to appoint rapporteurs as you suggested to the Vice 

President, perhaps someone to join Ambassador Hartman in such 

meetings. Whatever procedures we ultimately establish, I hope we 

can agree to try, each in accord with his own legal structure, to 

resolve problems in this area. If we can find a way to eliminate 

the conditions which give rise to public recrimination, we will 

have take n a giant step forward in creating an atmosphere 

conducive to solving many other problems. 

I was glad to receive your views on a meeting between the two of 

us, and agree that major formal agreements are not necessary to 
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justify one. I assume that you will get back in touch with me 

when you are ready to discuss time and place. I am pleased that 

arrangements have been made for Secretary Shultz to meet Foreign 

Minister Gromyko in Vienna next month, and hope that they will be 

able to move us toward solutions of the problems I have mentioned 

as well as others on the broad agenda before us. 

As I stated at the outset, I have written you in candor. I 

believe that our heavy responsibilities require us to communicate 

directly and without guile or circumlocution. I hope you will 

give me your frank view of these questions and call to my 

attention any others which you consider require our personal 

involvement. I sincerely hope that we can use this 

correspondence to provide a new impetus to the whole range of 

efforts to build confidence and to solve the critical problems 

which have increased tension between our countries. 

Sincerely, 

His Excellency 
Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev 
General Secretary of the Central Committee 

of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union 
The Kremlin 
Moscow 




